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ABSTRACT
QUEST FOR NEW FORMS OF MUSEUM SPACE: THE
POLITICS OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND MUSEUM
ARCHITECTURE IN THE 1960-1980 PERIOD IN TURKEY

Hilal Kili¢ Aslan
MSc. in Architecture
Advisor: Asst. Prof. Ahmet Erdem Tozoglu

May 2022

This study historically examines the formation and development of museums in Turkey,
which are powerful cultural tools of modernity. Within the scope of the thesis, | scrutinize
the evolution of museum architecture in Turkey under the influence of political ideologies
and archaeological policies from the beginning of the twentieth century until 1980. As
will be seen in the following sections, the political, cultural, economic, and social
transformations experienced in this period were influential to the formation of museums
in Turkey. The concept of museums began to change in Europe from the Enlightenment
period onward and, became a central element for nation-states to create a modern and
civilized identity in the nineteenth century. Likewise, the preliminary scientific
archaeological studies in the late Ottoman period culminated in the Imperial Museum.
After the proclamation of the Republic, the efforts to establish a modern museum in
Turkey gained momentum along with many other nation-building policies.

This thesis explores the establishment and development of museums in Turkey in the
period between 1960 and 1980, focusing on the archaeological and cultural policies
between political coups and their historical origins. | argue that the making of museums
cannot be read independently of historicity, local identity, and role-play in the
architectural medium. In this regard, this thesis spatially analyzes two museums in light
of two major architectural themes of the period by synthesizing the examples in the
architectural journals and state archives and examining these through many concepts
found in the academic literature.

Keywords: Museum architecture, 1960-1980 period in Turkey, Antalya Regional

Museum, Karatepe-Aslantas Open Air Museum



OZET
MUZE MEKANI ICIN YENI BICiM ARAYISI: 1960-1980
DONEMINDE TURKIYE ARKEOLOJi VE MUZE MIMARLIGI
POLITIKASI

Hilal Kili¢ Aslan
Mimarlik Anabilim Yiksek Lisans
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ahmet Erdem Tozoglu
May1s-2022

Bu ¢alisma, modernitenin giiclii kiiltiirel araglar1 olan miizelerin Tiirkiye‘deki olusumunu
ve gelisimini tarihsel olarak incelemektedir. Tez kapsaminda, yirminci yiizyilin bagindan
1980°e kadar politik fikirlerin ve arkeoloji politikasinin etkisi altinda gesitli anlatilarla
kurgulanan Tiirkiye'deki miizelerin gelisimi incelenmistir. Ilerideki b&liimlerdeki
goriilecegi gibi bu donemde yasanan politik, kiiltiirel, ekonomik ve toplumsal
dontisiimler, Tiirkiye‘de miizelerin olusumunda etkili olmustur. Avrupa‘da Aydinlanma
cagindan itibaren anlami degismeye baslayan miizeler, on dokuzuncu ylizyilda ulus-
devletlerin modern vatandas insa etme siirecinde merkezi bir 6ge olmustur. Buna paralel
bir bicimde Ge¢ Osmanli doneminde bilimsel arkeolojik ¢aligmalarin baslayip
Istanbul’da Arkeoloji Miizesinin agilistyla baglayan bu siireg, Cumhuriyet'in ilanindan
sonra ise Tiirkiye'de ulus devlet insasinin kiiltiirel altyapisinin 6nemli bir parcasi
olmustur. Bu baglamda Anadolu’da pek ¢ok miize acilmistir.

Bu tez, temel olarak Tiirkiye‘de 1960-1980 donemi miizelerin kurulusunu ve gelisimini,
siyasi darbeler arasindaki arkeolojik ve kiiltiir politikalarini tarihsel kokenlerinin izinde
arastirtyor. Miizelerin ingasini, tarihsellik, yerel kimlik ve mimari kiltir ile rol
paylasimindan bagimsiz olarak okunamayacagini savliyor. Bu dogrultuda, miizelerin
tarihsel ve ideolojik arka plani vurgulanirken 6ne ¢ikan dikkat ¢ekici meselelerden biri
olan kiiltiir politikalarindaki eski eserlerin korunmasi ve yeni miize planlamalarmin
tarihsel izlerini siiriiyor. Bu tez, bahsedilen degisimi iki farkli miize projesinin mekansal
analizini o donemde mimarlik ve kiiltiir alanindaki iki énemli tartismanin ekseninden
yorumlamay1 deniyor. Bunu yapabilmek i¢in de mimarlik dergileri ile devlet arsivlerinde

yer alan belgeleri ile akademik literatlirdeki kavramlar1 sentezleyerek okumay1 deniyor.

Anahtar kelimeler: Miize Mimarisi, 1960-1980 donemi, Antalya Bolge Miizesi, Karatepe-
Aslantas Acitk Hava Miizesi



Acknowledgements

This thesis is the product of my personal interest in museum architecture in Turkey. This
interest began during my undergraduate education and continued to increase in my
professional life and throughout the graduate process. | tried to trace the historical
background of the existing museums as well as their ideological traces. | enthusiastically
continued my studies in order to contribute to the architectural history of the 1960-1980

period.

In transforming this interest into a thesis, | would like to thank Asst. Prof. Ahmet Erdem

Tozoglu for sharing his invaluable knowledge and precious time during my studies.

Also, I would like to thank jury member Asst. Prof. Pelin Giirol Ongoren and Asst. Prof.
Nisa Semiz for their evaluations, contributions, and constructive feedback.

| extend my deepest gratitude to my husband Ahmet for his continuous and everlasting
support, especially for keeping my morality high enough to complete this challenging
task. This study would not be possible without his providing me his trust, support and
love. Also, I must express thank my father, mother, and other family members for their

responsiveness and invaluable support.

Last but not least, | extend my dearest thanks to my little daughter Defne for her maturity
towards my frequent absences in the first year of her life during my dedication to this
challenging thesis process. Nothing | have accomplished would be possible without her

love.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1. INTRODUCTION. cttttitiiiiiiiiiiiitiitiiiieiieitietieeeittiecitcseeaciecscncsacssncnn 1
LLAIMAND SCOPE ... 1
1.2LIMITSOF THERESEARCH ...ccooiiii 4
1.3STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS ......ooiiiie e 6

2. AN ENCOUNTER WITH MODERNITY: AN OVERVIEW OF THE
POLICIES OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND MUSEUM SPACES IN TURKEY

(FROM THE 1850S TO THE 1950S) ......ccccoviiiiiinrinieisieiessese s sssssesssesssnens 9
2.1 FIRST ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS IN TURKEY DURING THE
OTTOMAN PERIOD ..ottt ettt 16

2.1.1 Foundation of the Imperial Museum in Istanbul... e e e e 1ee 20
2.2 THE MUSEUMS OF THE EARLY REPUBLICAN PERIOD ............................. 30
2.2.1 The Ankara Ethnography Museum and The Anatolian Civilizations
Museum... . PRI 12
2.2.2 Foundmg ofMuseum Depots Across Anatolza s .....38
3. ATRANSITION: UNDERSTANDING THE 1960-1980 PERIOD THROUGH

ARCHAEOLOGY AND MUSEUM ARCHITECTURE IN TURKEY)............. 41
3.1 PoLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS AND ARCHAEOLOGY POLICIES IN THE 1960-1980
PERIOD IN TURKEY ...ttt ittt ettt ettt sttt ekt e et e e s e e e e e 41
3.2 ARCHITECTURAL MEDIUM IN THE 1960-1980 PERIOD IN TURKEY ......cceiuverireannnne 49
3.3 THE MUSEUM SPACES IN THE 1960-1980 PERIOD IN TURKEY ................ 52

3.3.1 Geographical Distribution of Museums (1960 1980) creeeeeneenn 04
3.3.2 Regional Archaeology Museums .. U P URRURUPPRPUPNE -V |

3.3.3 Prototype Projects for City Museums e e e e ee tee e ee e e e ee aeeeee D0
3.3.4 Museum Project COmpPetitions .............cceeveeveevesceiereee et e ceeeie eee e enn 22, 60

3.3.5 Museum Depots... USRI o 1+
3.3.6 An Overall Evaluatlons of Museum Space (1960 1980) cevreeiienenn ... 06
4. ARCHITECTURE OF MUSEUM SPACES IN THE 1960-1980 PERIOD ......... 70
4.1 IMPLICATIONS OF A MUSEUM DESIGN COMPETITION: ANTALYA
REGIONAL MUSEUM . . ..o e e ettt 71
4.2 DESIGN OF ASHELTER FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL FINDINGS:
KARATEPE-ASLANTAS OPEN AIR MUSEUM ..o 85
4.3 AN OVERALL EVALUATION . ..o 96
5. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS. ... oottt 99
T N 70 ] N ol MU K] (] N TR 98
5.2 SOCIETAL IMPACT AND CONTRIBUTION TO GLOBAL SUSTAINABILITY .ooeeevveeeeens 104
D B FUTURE PROSPECTS tteetttitteteeeeeteeetaeeteeeteee e st asseeeesseeesssanseseesseeesstnnaeseeeeesennnns 105



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1 Treasury of the Athenians at Delphi ..................coooiiiiiiiiiin.. 10
Figure 2.2 The cabinet of curiosities: Ferrante Imperato's museum in Naples, 1599 ......11

Figure 2.3 Ground plan for the Basilica of Hagia Irene [Sermed Muhtar]

....................................................................................................... 14
Figure 2.4 Basilica of Hagia Irene, Istanbul...................coooiiiiiiiiiiiii, 14
Figure 2.5 Sultan Abdiilaziz visiting the Abras Gallery in Paris [L’Illustration] ......... 16
Figure 2.6 Main Facade of Tiled Pavilion, Istanbul .............................ccooe, 19
Figure 2.7 The Entrance of Tiled Pavilion, Istanbul ....................coooviiii, 19
Figure 2.8 Osman Hamdi Bey in Oriental garb at the Vienna Universal Exposition, 1873
...................................................................................................... 21
Figure 2.9 Sanayi-i Nefise School of Fine Arts, (Today, Eski Sark Eserleri Museum,
IStanbUL) ... e 22
Figure 2.10 Osman Hamdi Bey on-site at the Nemrut Mountain excavations, 1883
....................................................................................................... 24
Figure 2.11 Sidon section drawing of excavation site showing extraction route of a
SATCOPNAZUS . . ¢ttt sttt bbb bbb bbb bbbt nee e 25
Figure 2.12 Construction site of the northern wing of the Imperial Museum. The Topkap1
Palace is in the back@round ........c..cocooiiiiiiiiiiiiii 26
Figure 2.13 The Imperial Museum entrance facade ... 27
Figure 2.14 The Imperial Museum plan with the extensions............................... 27
Figure 2.15 The Imperial Museum entrance and fagade details............................ 28
Figure 2.16 Sarcophaguses in the Imperial MUSEUM ............cooviiiiniiiiiiniinieninnn 28
Figure 2.17 Ankara Ethnography Museum ...............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaae enens 33
Figure 2.18 Ethnography Museum inside view of the dome ......................oooal. 34
Figure 2.19 Ankara Ethnography Museum Plan ...............cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin, 34
Figure 2.20 Ankara Ethnography Museum Interior .................coociiiiiiiiiiiinin., 35
Figure 2.21 The Anatolian Civilizations Museum, Right Mahmut Pasha Bedesten, Left
Kurshunlu Han ..., 36
Figure 2.22 The Anatolian Civilizations Museum Plan ......................ooiiiin 37
Figure 2.23 The Anatolian Civilizations Museum ................cooeiiiiiiiiiiniinenen... 37
Figure 2.24 Distribution of museum depots on the map of Turkey ........................ 39
Figure 2.25 Geographic Distribution of museum depots and museum offices in
TUNKY .o 39
Figure 3.1 The map showing the regional distribution of the prototype museums......... 57



Figure 3.2 The map showing the proposed regional museums and prototype museums

10051515 58
Figure 3.3 Kayseri Archaeology MUSEUM............ooiiuiiriiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e 58
Figure 3.4 Alanya Archaeology MuSeUM...........ccvviiiiiiiiiiiii e 59
Figure 3.5 Gaziantep Archaeology MUSEUM..........oouivriiiiiiiiiiiiii i eieaeeens 59
Figure 3.6 Prototype Museum project ground floorplan..................coccoiiiiina 60
Figure 3.7 Antalya Regional MUSCUM............coiiitiiiiiiii i, 62
Figure 3.8 Sketch showing the relation between the museum, the city and the Bey
IMIOUNEAIIIS . .. et ettt et ettt et e e et e e et e e e et et et et et e et e e eane e 63
Figure 3.9 Section of the Mehter Hall, Harbiye Military....................cooiin 64
Figure 3.10 Harbiye Military Museum, Cumhuriyet Avenue fagade....................... 64
Figure 4.1 Sketch showing the relation between the museum, the city, and the Bey
IMIOUNEAIIIS . o+ e ettt ettt et et et ettt e e e e e et ettt et et et et et et e e e et et e e eneaens 73
Figure 4.2 Perspective from the entrance hall by Tekeli-Sisa Architects..................... 73
Figure 4.3 Site plan by Tekeli-Sisa Architects..........c.ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeens 74
Figure 4.4 Circulation Pattern..............ooo i, 75
Figure 4.5 East Elevation of Antalya Regional Museum...................c.cooiviiiienninann. 75
Figure 4.6 Assurance of the natural ventilation in the hot climate and defused
daylight. . oo e 78
Figure 4.7 Second award project, site plan by Arolat Architects...............c..coevnennn. 79
Figure 4.8 Second award project, East Elevation by Arolat Architects....................... 79
Figure 4.9 Antalya Regional MuS€Um............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 80
Figure 4.10 Antalya Regional Museum, 2022...........coiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeieaeen, 80
Figure 4.11 The Entrance Hall of the...............oooi i, 82
Figure 4.12 The Hall of the EMPerors............ooeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 82
Figure 4.13 Sarcophagus of Heracles (Left) and Heracles Sculpture
(RGN e 83
Figure 4.14 The Hall of the MOSaiC.........ooviiiiiiiii e 83
Figure 4.15 The Facade of the museum facing the Mediterranean and the Antiquities in
the MUSBUM Qarden. ..o e e, 84
Figure 4.16 Antiquities in the Museum Garden................ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiininnnnn.. 84
Figure 4.17 Halet Cambel's drawing of the Karatepe-Aslantas excavation
] L1 85
Figure 4.18 Site plan of the strongholds of Karatepe-Aslantas and Domuztepe, Drawing
by Erhan Bi1gakel. ..o 86
Figure 4.19 Temporary wavy sheet roof............cooiiiiiiiiii e, 87
Figure 4.20 Franco Minissi’s Shelter project...........oovvuiiiiiiiiiiii i, 88
Figure 4.21 South Door and North Door of the museum...................ocoiviiiiininnnn, 89

Vi



Figure 4.22 Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum Silhouette.....................ccoeninns 89

Figure 4.23 Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air MUSEUM............c.oviiiiiiniiniiiiiiiiininnnn, 90
Figure 4.24 Karatepe-Aslantag Open-Air MUSCUM.........c.ovviriiriiiieniiiaineenenns. 90
Figure 4.25 Canopy Details. .......c.oueiniiniit i 91
Figure 4.26 Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air MUSEUM............ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniieeneeannns. 93
FIigure 4.27 GUESIIOOM. ... .uiett ettt et e e et et e e et et e e e e e eeeeaeennas 94
Figure 4.28 Museum and Administration Unit..............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiniiienenn.. 95

vii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 3.1 The Third Five-Year Development Plan’s Museum and Visitor Information

....................................................................................................... 44
Table 3.2 The Fourth Five-Year Development Plan Museum, Visitor and Revenue
INFOIMALION. ... e 44
Table 3.3 Museum Competitions list between the 1950-1980
0153 4 10 o BN PPN 64
Table 3.4 Museums Depots Established in Turkey Between 1923 - 1960 and their
establishment dates in their new buildings...............oooiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 65

viii



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

BICR Bulletin of the central institute of restoration (Bollettino dell'istituto

centrale del restauro)

DP Demokrat Parti (Democrat Party)

ICOM International Council of Museums.

IMC Istanbul Manifaturacilar Carsis1 (Istanbul Retail Center)
SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

SPO State Planning Organization

TUBITAK  Tiirkiye Bilimsel ve Teknolojik Arastirma Kurumu (The Scientific and

Technological Research Institution of Turkey)

uiCcB International Union of Construction Centers

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
YEM Yap1 Endiistri Merkezi (The Building Industry Center)

METU Middle East Technical University

GAEEYK Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek Kurulu (The High Council
for Real Estate Antiquities and Monuments)
ICOMOS International Council on Monuments and Sites



To Defne and Ahmet



Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Aim and Scope

“’Three institutions present architecture: the press, the museum, and the university. Because of their

unconscious complicity, these presenters are able to visualize a trend in thought or assert the pertinence of

an individuality.”’?

Philippe Barriere (1990)

The thesis aims to historically research the museums in Turkey, which were formed
by modern nation-building and archaeology policy. The historical discussions about
museums begin with a quest from European nations' to discover the origins of the
Enlightenment through archaeology. As will be discussed later, the concept of the nation-
state first used archaeology to create national identities in the context of the modernization
of nation-states, which necessitated the display of their identity through national
museums. In this nation-building process, archaeology and ethnography effectively
played a crucial role in representing a persuasive continuous historical tradition.
According to this, archaeological and ethnographic collections were displayed in an
idealistic way and became effective instruments of modernity. Duncan (1991, p.88) has
asserted that towards the end of the 19th century, the modern nation-states of Europe and
the other countries that were about to attain their national independence in the 20th

century recognized the instrumental power of museums.

They conceptualized museums as displaying the state's national identity, besides,
considering them a central topic for state policies and societal impact. Therefore, as
Harrison (1963, p.110) suggested, modern museums have played an essential role in

educating and informing society beyond simply displaying objects.

L Barriere, P. (1990). From Deconstruction to Reconstruction. L'Architecture D'Aujourd'hui, no:271.
p.111



Meanwhile, Turkish intellectuals were influenced by the establishment of modern
nations in Europe and researched the science of archaeology. Although the first signs of
modernization in Turkey appeared in the 18th century, it became more visible in the late
nineteenth century in many aspects, with the foundation of the Imperial Museum in
Istanbul serving as a remarkable milestone. In a relatively short time, the museum'’s
director and archaeologist Osman Hamdi worked out a whole set of archaeological

practices that came to constitute the collections of the Imperial Museum.

After the proclamation of the Republic, the new national identity was built upon
“Turkishness’” with the help of ethnographical and archaeological museums across
Anatolia. As will be shown in later chapters, new museums and museum depots were
established in order to display the political power of Turkish identity. In addition, the
Turkish History Thesis of the 1930s assumed that the Hittites were the ancestors of the
Turks, and this assumption guided the axis of the archaeological studies carried out by
the Turkish Historical Society in Anatolia (Bozdogan, 2002, p.243). By trying to place
the new nation-state in a long historical and cultural continuum with the Turkish History

Thesis, archaeological studies became essential tools in materializing these efforts.

Accordingly, the architectural milieu was also changing drastically during the
1930s. The historicist references to the Ottoman past were abandoned, with architects
tending to use non-historic vocabulary to form the architecture of the new Republic. This
period was later called Modernist, referring to its international counterparts. The changes
that started in the 1930s went through a certain evolution and extended until the end of
the 1940s , with the period between 1940 and 1950 in Turkey being called the Second
National architectural movement (S6zen,1984, p.243). Due to urbanization across
Anatolia, there was an expeditious production of public buildings, residences, educational
buildings, and health buildings. Meanwhile, many archaeology and ethnography
collections in museums and an equal number of museum depots were established in
Anatolia until 1960.

After the military coup in 1960, the democratic environment was re-established,
and a milieu called pluralism in architecture emerged in different styles, plan schemes,
and construction technologies (Yiicel,2005, p.126). Turkey has entered the planned

development period after 1963 and has included cultural policies in its development plans



(Kongar, 1998). Accordingly, between 1960 and 1980, museums started to gain
importance again in cultural policies due to five-year development plans. As a matter of
fact, in this period, many museum buildings were built by the Undersecretariat of Culture
under the Ministry of National Education. Meanwhile, the Ministry of Culture was

established within the framework of cultural policies in 1971.

Much research in academic literature has dealt with either the exhibition designs in
museums from a historical perspective or the evolution of the museums in the 2000s by
referring to single case studies in Turkey. Also, museum interior setup, lighting,
restoration, and contemporary museums have been among the main subjects of research.
Nonetheless, what we know about the ideology and cultural policies behind the formation
of archaeology and ethnography museums from 1960 to 1980 has remained relatively
limited. The archaeology and ethnography museum history studies in Turkey have not
yet been very comprehensive compared to their European counterparts. Architectural
historians have not substantially examined the history and discourse of museum spaces
for the period between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey. Studies in which Turkey's
modernization story is explored through architecture and urban history attract more and
more attention. However, while interest in the early period of the Republic has increased
in a multidimensional way, it is possible to argue that the architecture of the post-Second
World War period has not yet received academic interest of history and theory in direct

proportion to what this field has to offer?.

The main purpose of this thesis is to historically investigate the museum spaces and
spatial discourses in the context of culture and archaeology policies. Hence, there will be
a critical analysis of the formation of museums within the historical framework that
necessitates an interdisciplinary evaluation by utilizing the knowledge produced not only
in architecture but also in history, archaeology, and ethnography. Existing historical
writings describing and interpreting the museum production, archaeological thought, and
cultural policies experienced in Turkey during this period need to be supported and

questioned with in-depth research on exemplary subjects. The aim of the study that was

2 Studies in this field are still limited and consist of publications that examine the Republican period in
general rather than focusing on the 1960-1980 period. For example, see Bozdogan,2002; Batur,2005;
Sey,1998; S6zen,1984; Holod, Evin & Ozkan,1984; Vanl1,2006.; Bozdogan, & Akcan, 2012.; Cengizkan,
2019; Sozen, M., & Tapan, M.,1973.



carried out within the scope of this thesis was to define such a need and elucidate some
aspects of it. In this regard, the main question of the thesis can be formulated as: “How
did the museums evolve between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey?’’. Accordingly, there are
several sub-questions below to be considered:
e What fundamental purposes do museums serve in our culture, and how do they
use display objects to achieve them?
e How can we historically explain the formation of national museums?
e How can we define the formation of national identity between the archaeology,
ethnography, and art displays in museums?
e What were the political concerns of designing regional museums across Anatolia?
e What was the role of the archaeology policy in designing the museum space?
e How did the architectural approach of the archaeology museums evolve between
1960 and 1980 in Turkey?
e How was museum design interpreted in the popular and architectural media in the
1960-1980 period?

This thesis aims to shed light on the responses to these intertwined questions in the

given historical context.
1.2 Limits of the Research

It may be hard to frame the wide content of the research findings without predefined
boundaries. Therefore, some limits were set to identify the main thesis outline: the
chronological period and case studies. The years 1960 and 1980 are accepted by many
social scientists as important thresholds for witnessing remarkable political, economic,
and social transformations in Turkey (Ahmad,1993; Ziircher,2004; Bozdogan &
Akcan,2012). Thus, this period determined the historical boundaries of this thesis due to
the assumption that it was also descriptive in the field of museum architecture. Although
some studies focus on the period between the 1960 and 1980, it is not yet well-known
enough in the context of twentieth-century architectural production in Turkey,
specifically about archaeology museums. Thus, this thesis aims to contribute to the
interpretation and appreciation of the architecture of the Republican period in the context
of archaeology and cultural policies. The content of this thesis is limited to the end of the

1970s. As the museum policies and practices of the 1980s have a different scope and



characteristics in terms of the changing political, sociological, and economic contexts,
this period requires further investigations.

It will undoubtedly exceed the scope of this thesis to summarize and evaluate each
museum established between 1960 and 1980 or to convey in detail what each building
presents through its own story. For this purpose, another limit within the scope of this
thesis is which museums will be examined. It seems possible to present a compilation of
some findings on the common themes that have recurred in these studies and to identify
some case studies and discussion topics that are likely to deepen our knowledge and
understanding of recent architectural history. Hence, after the literature research,
considering the acquisition methods of museums and their collections, two case museums
were considered exemplary in determining the order of unique and iconic features
compared to their equivalents. In this respect, three case studies were carefully selected
to discuss three important architectural themes of the period as well: the Antalya Regional
Museum, which was the only museum built after a nation-scale architectural competition
in the 1960-80 period and the Karatepe-Aslantas Open Air Museum which was the first
open-air museum in Turkey. As will be discussed later, they are examined according to
two architectural themes which influenced the 1960-80 period in Turkey.

From a methodological point of view, the thesis research composed of two parts: 1)
the survey of archival materials, which is one of the essential qualitative research methods
and typically preferred in historical studies, and 2) establishing their context by referring
to secondary literature on related fields of study. In the first phase, in order to build a
sound basis of understanding of the archaeology and cultural policies and the museum
practices in Turkey, a literature survey was undertaken in many university libraries and
the National Library in Ankara. Archive studies were carried out at the British Institute
at Ankara and American Research Institute at Ankara in order to conduct research from
foreign sources in the field of archaeology in Turkey. In the British Institute Ankara
archives, excavation permit documents, excavation team notification documents and
some receipt information related to the archeological excavations were found for the
period between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey. Although the American Research Institute at
Ankara accommodates some archival materials, very few of them are related to the
archaeological excavations in Turkey in the 1960-80 period. Then, many archival

materials, including the archaeological excavation permits issued to foreigners in the



1960-1980 period, were collected from the Ministry of Culture and Tourism archives, in
the Presidential State Archive (Republican section). The Chamber of Architects Kayseri
Branch was used for its archive of architectural magazines. The thesis's main arguments
were founded on the information obtained from these materials. In addition, Salt Research
and Kog University Digital Collections provided a significant amount of visual material
for this thesis. Moreover, | analyzed many periodicals of this period, including Mimariik
(Architecture) and Arkitekt, in order to highlight the current architectural discourses about
museums and archaeology of the 1960-1980 period in Turkey. Concurrently, some site
studies were done in Istanbul, Ankara, Antalya and Osmaniye. In particular, pioneering
museums in Turkey and two prime examples selected for the 1960-1980 period were
examined. The data obtained from these studies were interpreted in an interdisciplinary
way in the context of the period's politics, archaeology and museum architecture, before

being transferred to the thesis.
1.3 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis consists of three main chapters, as well as the introduction and
conclusion chapters. The second chapter examines the general approach toward museum
history and, accordingly, the birth and development of museums in Europe, which were
seen as a tool for displaying national identity during the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Besides this, it will be discussed and detailed to what extent archaeology and
ethnography museums and collections devoted to these disciplines are used to serve such
a missionary narrative formulated by the late Ottoman period and Republic's nation-
building. Hence, the pioneering museums of the late Ottoman and early Republican
periods, such as the Imperial Museum, the Ethnographical Museum, and the Museum of
Anatolian Civilizations in Ankara and their active roles in their architectural and political
context, will be examined. Additonally, the foundation of storage museums across
Anatolia will be explained in order to clarify the basis for the archaeological policy of the
young republic. Therefore, this chapter deals with the essential information about iconic
museums and their historical and political role in Turkey from the 1850s to the 1950s.

The third chapter explores the period of 1960-1980 as a transition period through
political, economic, and architectural mediums in Turkey. It specifically attempts to

search for the institutionalization of museology and the proliferation of museums parallel



to the state’s cultural program, five-year development plans, and archaeology policies
between 1960 and 1980. It also explores the regional museums, prototype museums (tip
proje), storage museums, and competitions in order to create a conceptual framework for
the museum architecture. In addition, due to the many museum formations across
Anatolia, it will scrutinize the geographical distribution of museums in the period.
Therefore, by the end of the chapter, a general evaluation of the museum spaces between
1960 and 1980 will be complete.

The fourth chapter situates the two selected museums in the frame of two
architectural themes in order to highlight their impact on the architectural scene in the
1960-1980 period. The first case is the Antalya Regional Museum, which was the only
museum received after a design competition in this period. It is examined by referring to
“critical regionalism” in the architectural discourse of the period. The second case is the
Karatepe-Aslantas museum, the first open-air museum of the period and an
archaeologically successful in-situ conservation project. It is examined by referring to the
“brutalist architecture” discussions. This chapter ends with an overall evaluation, which
serve as the conclusion to the main discussion. By looking at all the materials examined,
the prominent themes in the design and use of museums in the historical context were
discussed in parallel with the architectural styles of the time and the technological,

cultural, and political development experienced.

The conclusion chapter provides an assessment based on the historical and
theoretical background detailed in the previous sections. It will summarize how the
invention of modern nation-states and the idealization of the national identity affected the
museum institutions. Thus, the significant concepts in the evolution of the museum spaces
related to Turkey's archaeology and cultural policy are revealed. Hence, it is an overall
evaluation of the ideas and examples presented in the third and fourth chapters of the
thesis and it exposes a model to explain the development of museum space in Turkey for
the period between 1960 and 1980. This section also scrutinizes how the state and society
perceive museums, archaeology, and cultural policies, as well as many architectural
movements which affect museums. Within a critical framework, the two case studies in
the fourth chapter express the backbone of this research regarding the discourse
surrounding museums' between 1960 and 1980. Even though these museums were

formulated in multiple ways by different ideological strategies and architectural styles,



the study concludes by emphasizing their commonalities in the powerful role they shared
in defining the structure of museums in Turkey between 1960 and 1980. In addition, the
connection of the thesis content with social development goals and the contribution of

this research on architecture history is presented in the conclusion chapter.



Chapter 2

An Encounter with Modernity: An
Overview of the Policies of Archaeology
and Museum Spaces in Turkey (from the
1850s to the 1950s)

In history, collecting objects and exhibition practices led to the search for new
spatial organizations in order to express their valuable presence. In ancient Greek and
Roman civilizations, different spaces exhibited collections by determining their
authenticity with aesthetic, historical, and religious values®. The sanctuaries, the theaters,
the forums, and the public gardens were formed into special exhibition places
(Bazin,1967, p:19). Duncan and Wallach (1980, p:449) argue that museum spaces are
akin to churches or temples in terms of their architectural and spatial organization. This
circumstance leads to architectural and historical similarities, especially collecting and
displaying methods built on spatialization like a museum installation. In time this
collection and spatialization have not changed fundamentally but have transformed into
different institutes with different names. One of the first exhibition spaces was the cabinet
of curiosities (Wunderkammer), founded by those curious collectors who were obsessed

with collection and display since the Renaissance period in Europe.

% Bazin’s The Museum Age book, p:12. “Fifth century B.C. The first museological collections in Greece
were the treasuries of the temples, formed by the slow accumulation of votive offerings of the
worshippers who paid tribute to the local deity. Near the Panhellenic sanctuaries at Olympia and Delphi,
small monuments were built to protect the treasures. The treasury of the Athenians at Delphi has been
reconstructed.’’



Figure 2.1 Treasury of the Athenians at Delphi (Source: Bazin,1967)

These cabinets across Europe describe the emergence of the first exhibition catalogs
and earliest images of museums after the Renaissance. One can deduce from these
arguments that the origins of museum formation contain precious collections and
exhibitions that enable the gathering of the private community and its synergy. To put it
another way, curiosity led to a civilizing process. The Renaissance cabinets of curiosities
was fundamental to a civil society by facilitating social interaction in the early modern
period and a cultural framework that identified memory (Findlen,1996, p:16).
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Figure 2.2 The cabinet of curiosities: Ferrante Imperato's museum in Naples, 1599
(Source: Bennett,1988)

What were these collectors' interests in collecting and organizing special
exhibitions? It was not just about curiosity or pleasure-seeking, it was about a more
tangible desire to be a possessor rather than a curator. The increasing interest and value
of Greco-Roman antiquities may serve as the starting point for our research in finding
answers to such questions. The first museum spaces, which over time became institutes
and established ties with modernity, started to transform into political spaces due to the
prestige and historical roots that the ownership and exhibition of ancient artifacts brought
to the European countries. The main idea of making these valuable collections available

to the public was to reach more spectators, civilize, and educate the nations.

Moreover, due to the enlargement of the cabinets, in the 17th century, the great
collections and art trade formed in many states of Europe (Bazin,1967, p:83). Beyond
trade or gains of collectors, this situation is its visualization and display of national
identity, transforming its value into a globally accepted symbol. At this point, nations'
adopting the past and the attribution of its meaning formed the foundations of
archaeology, which we now refer to as the science of ancient knowledge. In the 18th
century, the progress of archaeological excavations and scientific study of archaeological

11



documents became characterized by determining the authenticity and value of works of
art (Bazin,1967, p:116). Based on this, excavations and unearthed objects led to the
formation of organized museums, which were not collecting trends, but instead
archaeological preciousness (Bazin,1967, p:142). The consequences of the "curiosities"
of several states led to the nascent archaeological collections becoming the new exhibition
types in the society. As they went through the changes and transformations of the 18th
and 19th centuries, Greco-Roman remnants played an extensive catalyzer role in
relationships in world politics. The popularity of archaeology and in-situ excavations in
Europe also resulted from this situation. The intersection of archaeology and politics was
utilized to create a national identity in Europe as a political instrument that involved
significant reification of historical knowledge during the nineteenth century. Duncan and
Wallach (1980, p:450) claim that state authority was a tangible symbol throughout
museums and assert that the museums integrated this authority over the idea of
civilization. From this perspective, archaeology became the the new form of historical
and political reality from the beginning of the Renaissance onward, to symbolize state
authority and identity. This interrelation between politics and archaeology became a
consistency of the museum institutions and their identity codes which created
mystifications of national history and codified the experience of modernity in Europe.

On the other hand, architecture historians generally agree that the Ottoman Empire's
modernity experience begins with the reforms of the Tulip Period (1718-30). Celebi
Mehmed Efendi's visit to France in 1720-1721 as the ambassador of the Sultan has been
considered an important threshold as well (Batur,1985, p:1039). The situation, which is
called the orientation of the Ottoman Empire to the West, is also the result of Europe's
interest in the East and provided mutual trade agreements, as in the case of France. Afife
Batur (1985, p:1039) claims that Eastern trade, which European countries had revived
and managed to direct, forced the socio-economic structure of Ottoman cities, urban
morphology, and urban space norms to change as an external factor whose became
tangible over time. In addition, the diplomatic activity of Europeans was carried out by
the embassies that functioned as influential centers for two centuries in the East. Apart
from their political functions, the embassies are the patrons of different forms of art,
namely painting, literature, and theater, that they call or support with their main cultural
activities. Their artists have created interest and admiration for Western-style art or

Western lifestyle (Batur, 1985, p:1039). From this point of view, even if it is accepted
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that the modernization process started in the Tulip era, the Eastern political ideology of
European countries is also an important factor that catalyzed and forced a change in the
Ottoman Empire. Many reform encounters may be called modern due to attempts to catch
up with Europe's dominance in the fields of military, technology, education, and
exhibition. Since the focus was only on military issues, problems related to technology,
science, education, and migration gradually increased, with all attempts made for these
fields coming up as insufficient. (Inal, 2011, p:725). When examining the sources, it is
rare to notice which problems the Ottomans were good at managing, while the failures
and causes of modern reforms were mentioned at length. At this point, it would be more
correct to examine the Ottoman Empire, which is a multi-religious, multi-cultural, and
indeed multi-layered structure in itself, in separate periods and conditions. Therefore, it
is important to grasp the background of the period and focus on modernization institutions
in the context of the museum and archaeology. However, the modernization reforms of
the Ottoman Empire are not examined in detail within the scope of this thesis. A base
point of inspection to the Ottoman Museum institutionalization issues mentioned above
is the relationship nation-building and identity had with archaeology science. The science
of archaeology, which was developed in Europe, was able to enter the radar of the
Ottoman Empire in the 19th century. There were reasons why antiquities and archaeology
gained importance, but the main reason is that travelers who were archaeologists or
architects documented and highlighted antiquities in the Ottoman Empire, and many
antiquities were smuggled abroad due to illegal archaeological excavations (Akin, 1993,
p:233). The increase in trade and tourism during the modernization process has revealed
the Ottoman Empire as a center of attraction while also causing the colonialism of its

cultural heritage by Europe.

The earliest place of an exhibition in Ottoman Istanbul was organized in Hagia
Eirene* Church. It had already been used as a weapon and trophy storage facility after
Ottoman rule (Necipoglu, 2007, p:74). In 1726, a weapon exhibition was created inside
the Hagia Eirene, with the church becoming known as "Dar-iil Esliha" as well as "I¢
cebehane”. Bilge Ar (2013, p:280) claims that in 1726, there were some new
arrangements to allow the exhibition objects to be seen by travelers other than the sultan

and palace officials. The notes of the travelers who later had the privilege to visit Hagia

4 The Aya Irini Church name was used in the Hagia Eirene Church in this thesis.
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Irene describe that Byzantine relics and some famous war booty had been stored in there.
Also, after the organization of a weapon exhibition that served more than the storage
function, an increase in the number of visitors who entered Hagia Irene can be observed.
Ahmet Fethi Pasha, who was Marshal of the Imperial Arsenal (Tophane-i Amire Miisiri)
and the former ambassador to Vienna and Paris, established the Magazine of Antiquities
(Mecmua-i Asar-i Atika) and The Magazine of Antique Weapons (Mecmua-i Esliha-i
Atika) in the Hagia Eirene in 1846 (Shaw,2007, p:256).
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Figure 2.3 Ground plan for the Basilica of Hagia Irene [Sermed Muhtar] (Source:
Shaw,2003)

Figure 2.4 Basilica of Hagia Irene, Istanbul (Source: http://www.kalinti-
istanbul.com/item/aya-irini/)
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In addition, Sultan Abdiilaziz’s visit to Europe (1867) was an extraordinary case
which was affected by the institutionalization of museums and archaeology acquired in
the upper echelons of the Ottoman Empire. The international Paris exhibition was held
during the Sultan's European tour, with the Ottoman state participating in the exhibition.
Along with the agricultural and industrial products of the Ottoman state, some items of
historical and artistic value were shown in the exhibition. In the Paris exhibition, a
Turkish coffeehouse and a pavilion reflecting the characteristics of Turkish architecture
were built in the area reserved for the Ottoman Empire (Cezar, 1971, p:92). After this
trip, the first attempts to exhibit continued along with an expansion of the museum space
in Hagia Eirene, with the first regulation of antiquities and excavations in 1869. The first
catalog of the museum was created in 1871 (Eldem, 2017, p:27). These arrangements
were developed linearly as proof that the process of establishing a modern institution with
the help of archaeology, museology, and national history was a significant part of
Ottoman bureaucracy in the nineteenth century. In this regard, the Ottoman Empire made
developments in the field of archaeology over time and initiated many innovative and
radical changes in the modernization process, taking an active role in the formation of the
Imperial Museum®. These developments were based on Western models and were
attempted in order to reorient the socio-political and economic systems. As an ideological
reflection of this situation, key actors within the Policies of Archaeology and Museum
Spaces in Turkey in the political, social, and architectural fields and the birth of the

museum structures will be examined in the next subsections.

® The istanbul Arkeoloji Museum name was used in the Imperial Museum in this thesis.
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Figure 2.5 Sultan Abdiilaziz visiting the Abras Gallery in Paris [L’Illustration]
(Source: Shaw,2003)

2.1 First Archaeological Surveys in Turkey During the
Ottoman Period.

After Sultan Abdiilaziz visited Europe, Hagia Eirene's name was changed to the
Imperial Museum. The first director was Edward Goold®, who was appointed by Grand
Vizier Ali Pasha in 1869 (Celik, 2016, p:33). With the term ‘‘Imperial’’ in the name, the
first museum had a cultural function similar to its European counterparts. This also
marked the first time the phrase "museum™ was officially used in the name of the
institution. This situation led to both an increase in the relevance of historical artifacts
and institutional taken within Ottoman bureaucracy. Hence, the first official steps were
taken under the leadership of Safvet Pasha, who was the Minister of Public Education,
with historical artifacts being carefully collected in the Aydin, Sarihan, Adana,
Huidavendigar, Konya, Trablusgarp, Salonica, and Crete provinces and sent to the capital
(Shaw, 2003, p:85). Before this attempt to collect and protect antiquities, many artifacts

® British Edward Goold was the history teacher at Imperial High School (Galatasaray) (Celik, 2016,
p:34,79)
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unearthed during excavations in Ephesus were exhibited in foreign museums even though
they belonged to the Ottoman Empire. In fact, the increase in such situations led to a
public reaction, as illustrated in La Turquie’ newspaper (Akin,1993, p:234). It reads,
"Shouldn't statesmen have to intervene in this archaeology situation? " Two years later,
the legal status was constituted by making official regulations regarding archaeological
excavations and forbidding taking antiquities outside of the Empire's borders. The first
regulation in 1874, known as the Antiquities® regulation (Asar-1 Atika Nizamnamesi),
consisted of 36 articles in an introduction, four chapters, and a conclusion. Although this
regulation brought some principles for archaeological excavations, it could not solve the
ownership problem of the artifacts found in archaeological excavations. It was also
ineffective in stopping the shipping of artifacts abroad. (Cezar, 1971, p:286). According
to the growth of archaeology enthusiasm in the Ottoman Empire, the Imperial Museum
was referred to as a prestigious national modernity institution in the eyes of bureaucrats.
This situation was actually one of the results of the Ottoman elite society that started to
form in the nineteenth century. The rapid development of this institution, which would
bring the state and the nation together on a modern denominator, and later formations
regarding the archaeology policy and Imperial Museum also raise questions in this
respect. Were the steps towards this modern museum done deliberately for national
identity and cultural values or for bureaucratic superiority? Although | encountered a lot
of subjective interpretations while searching for answers to these questions, my approach
to this situation is that the construction of modern national identity and bureaucratic
superiority were both met. Therefore, first archaeology policies of the Ottomans policies
consisted of simultaneous progress of culture and power concerns; however, not every
archaeological excavation successfully conserved antiquities, such as the Milet
excavation. In this excavation, of the 64 unearthed sculptures 32 were taken to Louvre
Museum in Paris (Akin, 1993, p:235). Cezar (1971, p:287) states that there was a public
opinion about this situation in Ottoman newspapers, with even the Basiret newspaper

publishing articles about preventing the smuggling of antiquities and finding insufficient

"La Turquie, April 24, 1872, cited in N. Akin (1993, p:234)

8 In the first and second articles of the first regulation dated 1874, the definition of the artifact is made, the
third article states how to divide the artifacts found in the excavations, and the fourth article states that the
Ministry of National Education should be applied. After the Antiquities Regulation, foreign archeologists
who were excavated in Turkey, took advantage of a third proviso of the regulation for their interests, even
if they did not settle for their share and took more out of the country. (Cezar, 1971, p:286).
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archaeologal regulations. Another reason for this situation is that the Imperial Museum
institution did not force archaeologists to carry out excavations within its framework.
Even the ancient artifacts from recent excavations could not find a place due to the
inadequacy of the physical capacity inside the Hagia Eirene’s atrium. Although Anton
Déthier® who was the director of the Imperial Museum stated that the museum needed a
larger building with the recent arrival of 88 antiquities from Cyprus and reiterated, the
necessity for the construction of new buildings. Administrative and financial support was

not received for this request.

An immediate and less expansive solution was to move the first Imperial Museum
antiquities to the Tiled Pavilion'® (1478) in 1880, one of the earliest structures of the
Topkap1 Palace (Shaw, 2003, p:92). In the opening speech of the Tiled Pavilion!, Miinif
Pasha, the Minister of Education, emphasized the significance of the museum institution
for the capital of the Ottoman Empire and its primary value as a sign of civilization
parallel to European countries. Also, his speech emphasized that archaeological
improvements were beneficial to national history and science. On the other hand, Miinif
Pasha provided an example of the past and accepted that the Ottomans did not appreciate
the value of antiquities like the Europeans. As a result of this situation, many antiquities

in European and American museums came from Ottoman lands (Cezar, 1971, p:180).

% Anton Philip Déthier was the second director of the Imperial Museum and he studied at Berlin University.
His majors were history, classics, philology, and archaeology (Shaw, 2003, p:49,88)

10 The Cinili Kosk (1478) name was used in the Tiled Pavilion in this study.

11 In 1873, with the permission of the Sultan, it was decided to organize the Tiled Pavilion as a museum
to exhibit the artifacts to be evacuated and transferred, and the transfer process was initiated in 1875.
Finally, in 1876, at least the moving process of the vast majority of the collection in Hagia Eirene's
interior was completed. Although the collections in the interior of Hagia Eirene have been moved,
documents show that the antique items such as some lion statues and sarcophagi in front of the north
facade were still in the same place in 1880. After opening the new museum in the Tiled Pavilion, their
relocation processes took a long time. Arrangements were made for the new archaeology museum in the
Tiled Pavilion and the museum was opened in 1880 (Ar, 2013, p:232,233).
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Figure 2.7 Entrance Pictures of Tiled Pavilion, istanbul (Source: Author’s
collection)

The minister’s speech ended by emphasizing the Tiled Pavilion's suitability for the

museum’s purpose due to its antiquity values and it being built by Mehmed the Conqueror

(Cezar, 1971, p:180). In the focus of Miinif Pasha's speech, two concepts draw attention.
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The first is that the museum and archaeology policy was aimed to be adopted and used
by the Ottoman state in order to reify the national identity. The second is the significance
of the museum institution in order to achieve a modern, civilized and hierarchical position
among the European countries. In addition, Europeans had not given up on taking the
ancient artifacts in Anatolia as the source of their culture rather than as a development for
the science of archaeology. Contrary to the perception that civilized historical identities
belong only to the Europeans, this new museum shows the development of the civilized

history and national identity that has existed in Ottoman lands for centuries.

As it went through the changes and transformations of the nineteenth century, it is
undeniable that the birth of museology gained a new meaning with the archaeological
developments in the late Ottoman period. As a result of this, the Hagia Eirene museum
was moved to the Tiled Pavilion, with Osman Hamdi Bey taking part in the field of
museum institution with the establishment of a museum commission in 1877. The main
duties of this commission were to ensure that the antiques were transported to the Tiled
Pavilion without damage, to exhibit these artifacts, and make the museum a place that
would attract everyone's attention (Shaw, 2003, p:92). After the death of the museum
director Déthier in 1881, Osman Hamdi Bey, the son of the vizier Edhem Pasha, became
the new museum director (Akin, 1993, p:235). In order to understand why Osman Hamdi
Bey was chosen as a museum director, it is necessary to mention his family and academic
life briefly. Osman Hamdi Bey was born in Istanbul on 30 December 1842. His father,
Ibrahim Ethem Bey, one of the first mining engineers in the country, was a statesman
who became the Grand Vizier in 1877. He was the oldest of the six children of the family.
After his primary school education, Osman Hamdi started Law School (Maarif-i Adliye)
in 1856. He drew charcoal pictures when he was only 16 years old. His father, who wanted
his sons to study abroad, sent him to Paris to study law a few years later. During his
twelve-year stay in Paris, he studied law and received an excellent painting education
through apprenticeships in the workshops of Jean-Léon Gérome and Boulanger, some of
the famous painters of that period (Cezar, 1971, p:140,142). After returning home, he
worked at different offices in the state. His first task serving Baghdad Provincial
Directorate of Foreign Affairs. The made paintings he made there reflected the various

views of this city. He was deeply interested in Baghdad’s history and archaeology.
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Figure 2.8 Osman Hamdi Bey in Oriental garb at the Vienna Universal Exposition,
1873 (Source: Shaw, 2003)

Osman Hamdi, who later became the Deputy Protocol Director of the Palace after
returning to Istanbul, participated in the International Exhibition held in Vienna as a
commissioner. He had a second marriage to another French lady named Marie (who
became Naile after the marriage) whom he met while in Vienna. From his second wife,
he had four children: Melek, Leyla, Ethem, and Nazli. He was appointed as the first mayor
of Kadikdy in 1875, a position he held for one year. Osman Hamdi Bey left his civil
service after the Ottoman-Russian War and was appointed, to the previously mentioned,
director position by Sultan Abdiilhamit II. He was also among the founders of Turkey's

first school of fine arts (Sanayi-i Nefise) in 1882 (Shaw, 2003, p:98,99,100).
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Figure 2.9 Sanayi-i Nefise School of Fine Arts, (Today, Eski Sark Eserleri Museum,
Istanbul) (Source: Author’s collection)

Osman Hamdi's attempts to preserve archaeological artifacts and artworks, with his
titles of museum director and art school director, are among the most critical steps in
Ottoman modernization. The students of the new art school were learning the importance
of collecting and preserving ancient artifacts and artistic techniques with a European-style
curriculum. The purpose was to formulate a new artistic elite'?. When interpreting this
situation of creating an artistic elite through the lens of the dynamics of the period, it is
evident that Osman Hamdi had concerns about the new Ottoman elite society and their
understanding of valuable antiquities belonging to the Ottoman Empire. In the late
Ottoman period, due to the nationalization of European modernism, there was an aim to
reach the elite artistic class through the museum director who had been educated in
Europe and his art school providing European-style education. Nevertheless, a pioneer
character, like Osman Hamdi Bey, who was not an Orientalist in the Western sense, but

attempted to raise the image of Turkey to the level of modern and civilized nations in the

12 According to Shaw (2003, p:99), the opening of this art school was to create a new artistic elite.

22



West and became a catalyst in the late Ottoman period both with his physical excavations
and his role in changing the bureaucratic antiquities laws.

Osman Hamdi's pioneering role in the field of museum and archaeology became
evident in the shaping of the new Imperial Museum collection®. Under Osman Hamdi
Bey’s Museum directorate, the museum continued to collect artifacts from the provinces
in Anatolia and beyond. The number of items increased rapidly due to the archaeological
excavations that he made (Cezar, 1971, p:192). Preserving every ancient artifact from
Ottoman lands without them being stolen and moving them to the Imperial Museum had
already been on the agenda during the Déthier period. However, according to Cezar,
Osman Hamdi Bey started more effective efforts to issue new antiquities regulations
which caused positive results within the attempts of the bureaucracy. As a result of these
attempts, the new regulations of 1884 abolished the provision of granting shares to the
excavator and landowner, as well as prohibited the shipment of artifacts abroad. As a
result, foreign archaeologists who excavated ancient artifacts in Turkey would only be
able to take photos and make plaster models of their findings (Cezar,1971, p: 288,297).
Osman Hamdi was seeking funding for the excavations in Nemrut Mountain!* in
southeastern Anatolia before amending the Antiquities regulation. He received funds
from the Ottoman bank, the Eastern Railway Company, and the Haydar Pasha Railway
Company. The findings of these excavations were massive and challenging to convey to
the Imperial Museum. Therefore, in order to express their values, photographs and models
were published in the world press (Cezar,1971, p: 274, Shaw, 2003, p:109).

13 Osman Hamdi's personal notebook in the 1880s, there was the <’ Asar-1 Atika Museum”” calligraphy he
copied during his trip to Iznik and Bursa. Same ‘’Asar-1 Atika Museum’’ calligraphy was on top of the
main entrance of the new Imperial Museum building, completed in 1891 with neoclassical style.
According to Eldem, it shows that Osman Hamdi made pre-designs in order to create the Imperial
Museum's new identity (Eldem, 2015, p:381,382).

14 The first national excavations carried out on behalf of the Turkish museum was in Nemrut Mountain
and Osman Hamdi Bey is at the head of the excavation (Cezar,1971, p:273).
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Figure 2.10 Osman Hamdi Bey on-site at the Nemrut Mountain excavations, 1883
(Source: Shaw,2003)

The leading role of Osman Hamdi in the new security measures provided by the
laws of antiquities continued with the excavations he made on behalf of the Ottoman
Empire. Another one of these excavations that made a tremendous impact in the world
press took place in Sidon. The excavation story begins with a villager, Mehmet Efendi,
discovering some sarcophagi while digging the soil to construct a building in 1887 in
Damascus. After the district governor of the province where the artifacts were found
informed the Imperial Museum and sent the unearthed artifacts, Osman Hamdi Bey
traveled to Sidon to excavate the sarcophagi in the surrounding areas. As a result of this
excavation, 26 sarcophagi were recovered and sent to the Imperial Museum (Shaw, 2003,
p:157- Sonmez, 2020, p:773). The Nemrut Dag and Sidon excavations made and
published by Osman Hamdi can be counted among the higher strategy of making Ottoman

archaeology internationally recognizable.

24



Coupe suvant /..

N rrny . R s

T ey

) S T e ey~
S ‘\““\—4‘.
Y PRy, ) ——

Figure 2.11 Sidon section drawing of excavation site showing extraction route of a
sarcophagus. (O. Hamdy Bey and Théodore Reinach, Une nécropole royale a Sidon)
(Source: Celik, 2016)

In addition to these efforts, Osman Hamdi Bey provided the allocation of funds
from the state budget for the museum and especially the archaeological excavations from
1885 onward, presenting a financial opportunity to the museum that it had never had
before (Akin,1993, p:238). Moreover, Osman Hamdi Bey gave a remarkable effort to put
the new regulation of antiquities into effect in 1906 upon some deficiencies in
implementing the former one issued in 1884 (Cal, 1990, p:17). The more recent regulation
specifies some policies more in detail for convenience in practice. In this regulation, the
definition of antiquities is made, and examples are given as movable and immovable
types. Besides, it is also stated that Turkish-Islamic artifacts have the characteristics of
ancient artifacts in this regulation (Cal, 1990, p:17). Finally, the legal loopholes were filled
via the provision that traders of antiquarians can continue their activities only by obtaining
an official license (Cal,1990, p:18). Therefore, he played a central role in archaeological
excavations in terms of excavation fields and bureaucracy, rather than simply being a
visionary museum director. Under the leadership of an Ottoman elite who could excavate
in his country, preserve national antiquities, exhibit them in his museum, and publish
about the unearthed artifacts, the Imperial Museum had reached a level comparable to
museums in the West. After the arrival of many collections of antiquities, the Tiled

Pavilion became too small and impractical for new antiquities and artworks. As such,
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Osman Hamdi, the "cultural guard", strove for the foundation of a new Imperial Museum
(Arik, 1953, p:3).

2.1.1 Foundation of the Imperial Museum in Istanbul

The three stages of the Imperial Museum (Istanbul Archaeology Museum) building
were designed by Alexandre Vallaury, one of the School of Fine Arts instructors. Work
on the site works was completed and constructed in three stages, in 1891, 1903, and 1908
(Giirol Ongdren, 2012, p.91). The first phase was built between 1887-1891, opening to
visitors in 1891 opposite the Tiled Pavilion (Arik, 1953, p:3; Celik,2016, p:35).
According to Celik (2016, p:35), the purchase of the impressive "friezes" found during an
excavation in the Manisa area required a substantial extension adding 32 meters to the
north of the existing structure. The second additional structure was started in 1894 and,
finished nine years later. Also, Osman Hamdi engaged with the Sultan for the physical
extension of the building for the third time in 1908. In the newly constructed museum
building, there were artifacts belonging to ancient Greek, Roman, and Byzantine

civilizations from various parts of the Ottoman lands.

Figure 2.12 Construction site of the northern wing of the Imperial Museum. The
Topkapi Palace is in the background. (Source: Celik, 2016)
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Figure 2.13 The Imperial Museum entrance facade (Source: Author’s collection)
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Figure 2.14 The Imperial Museum plan with the extensions. 1. Tiled Pavilion; 2. The
first building of the Imperial Museum; 3. The second extension of the Imperial
Museum; and 4. The third and most recent extension of the Imperial Museum

(Source: Celik, 2016)
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The Western influence can be seen in the neo-classical style of the Imperial
Museum in terms of the exterior fagade and interior design. As seen in the building plan,
it has a symmetrical design, with the entrance being emphasized with stairs. The building
entrance is surrounded by two main rooms, with the stairs to the upper floor located at
the end of the entrance axis. The museum has two floors and an area of approximately
1600 m?, with each floor consisting of two main rooms divided into subsections (Giirol
Ongoren, 2012). There were heavy antiques such as sarcophagi and marble steles placed
on the ground floor of the museum. Hence, it was also called the Museum of Sarcophagi
due to the famous collection of sarcophagi brought from the Sidon Necropolis by Osman

Hamdi Bey.

Figure 2.15 The Imperial Museum entrance and facade details (Source: Author’s
collection)

Figure 2.16 Sarcophaguses in the Imperial Museum (Source: Author’s collection)
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According to Arik (1953, p:3), along with these developments, other essential steps
taken in the name of museology and archaeology in the Late Ottoman period are listed as
follows:

e Publishing a new Antiquities regulation and preventing the smuggling of
antiquities abroad (1882-1883).

e Establishment of Turkey's first museum building in the western sense and
exhibiting the collection (1888-1908).

e Archaeological excavations by the Turks within the Empire.

e Beginning of regular publications on behalf of the museum.

e Establishment of provincial museums.

These achievements were mainly supported by some bureaucrats and the Sultan due
to Osman Hamdi’s ambitious attempts to create a modern and civilized Empire. A
significant development that | want to draw attention to here is the establishment of
provincial museums, in my opinion, which is a sign of the great vision of Osman Hamdi
Bey. Museums and museum depots were founded in many provinces as early as 1904.
Thus, a museum core was formed in the cities of Konya, Sivas, and Thessaloniki, with
museum storage also being established in excavation sites such as Bergama and Kusadasi.
Finally, we see that the Bursa Museum was opened in 1904 (Arik,1953, p:4). As a result
of the development of the archaeology science made by the Turks, a constant increase in
the various collections, and the ownership of valuable antiquities, the Ottoman Empire
began to position itself as a civilized and modern state in the symbolic European sense
(Shaw,2003, p:147). In terms of institutionalizing the Imperial Museum and provincial
museums and ensuring the triangle of culture, identity, and preservation, one can assume
that the Imperial Museum had reached the same level as museums in modern Western
civilizations. Osman Hamdi Bey, the museum director for 29 years, died in 1910 and was
buried on his land in Gebze. After Osman Hamdi Bey's death, his brother Halil Ethem®®
was appointed the museum director (Artun, 2019, p:49,52).

15 Halil Ethem, the youngest son of Ethem Pasha, who was born in 1861, completed his specialization in
history, numismatics, and archaeology. He graduated from the University of Bern in Switzerland as a doctor
of philosophy in 1885. After returning from Europe, he worked as a civil servant and teacher at various
levels of the state. Halil Ethem, an assistant to his brother Osman Hamdi in 1892, was appointed as the
museum director after his brother's death (Artun,2019, p:52,100).
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2.2 The Museums of the Early Republican Period

“’Ey Tiirk ulusu, sen yalniz kahramanlik ve cengaverlikte degil, fikirde ve uygarlikta da insanligin
onurusun. Tarih, kurdugun uygarliklarin 6vgii ve takdirleri ile doludur. Mevcudiyetine kasteden siyasi ve
toplumsal etmenler birkag yiizyildir yolunu kesmis, yiirilyiisiinii agirlastirmis olsa da, on bin yillik fikir ve
eski kalitin, ruhunda ar1 ve tiikkenmez bir gii¢ halinde yasiyor. Belleginde binlerce ve binlerce yilin anisini

tagtyan tarih, uygarlik safinda layik oldugun yeri sana parmagiyla gosteriyor. Oraya yiirii ve yiiksel. Bu

senin i¢in hem bir hak, hem de bir gérevdir’” 6

M.Kemal Atatiirk

The failure of the Ottoman Empire in the First World War and its surrender to the
Allied Forces caused Mustafa Kemal to take steps for the independence struggle in
Anatolia. After the Independence War, The Republic of Turkey was proclaimed in 1923,
with Ankara becoming the new capital city. The founders of the Republic assumed that a
modern and newly established Turkey should adhere to western traditions to be accepted
by and be on par with powerful international states (Kezer, 2015, p:5). In that vein, the
issue of displaying national identity, one of the modernization attempts since the Late
Ottoman Period, was also important in the Early Republican period. After the
establishment of the Republic of Turkey, a series of social turmoil and difficulties in the
nation-building efforts, as well as desire to get to the root of these troubles, made it
necessary for the government to once again turn to history and archaeology
(Ozgiinel, 1986, p:897). Some critical museum studies were carried out in the first years
of the Republic, such as the museumization of Topkap1 Palace and its opening to the
public in 1927, the reorganization of the Evkaf-: /slamiye (Islamic Foundations) Museum
under the name of the Turkish and Islamic Arts Museum in 1927, the closing of the
dervish lodges, zawiyas and tombs in 1925, and the transferring of the artifacts in these
places to museums in 1926. In addition to these, the following are worth mentioning: the
conversion of the Mevlana (Rumi) Lodge in Konya into a museum, the construction of
the Ethnography Museum in Ankara between 1925 and 1928, the establishment of the
Hittite Museum, whose current name is the Museum of Anatolian Civilizations in 1928,
the establishment of various museum depots, and the conversion of Hagia Sophia into a
museum in 1934 (Yiicel,1999, p:67-79).

16 Ozgiinel, C. (1986), p:898
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Along with these developments, a circular was published in 1922, specifically under
the title of Instruction on Museums and Antiquities in Museology. Existing museums and
museum depots were arranged in line with this circular. Studies were carried out for the
opening of new museums, with the duties of the museum staff being determined
(Yiicel, 1999, p:68). Many excavations that started in the Late Ottoman period continued
throughout the Early Republican period. According to Sapolyo (1936), archacological
excavations continued between 1910-1933 in many parts of Anatolia, with most of these
excavations being made by foreign (German, American, and British) archaeologists'’.
The distinguishable case of the sciences of history and archaeology were formed within
a state policy during the nation-building process between 1923 and 1950. In addition,
Atatiirk's thoughts and views appear as a significant factor in forming the cultural policy
and determining the principles. The implementation of these policies takes place directly
with the state and the relevant institutions of the state. In this development process, it is
seen that new, extensive duties were adopted by the People’s Houses (Halkevleri), the
new museums institutionalized in the capital and Anatolia, the Turkish Historical Society,
the Ministries of Education or Culture, and the Faculty of Language, History, and
Geography of Ankara University in 1936 (Ozgiinel, 1986, p:898). These were the major
accomplished tasks at the beginning of the establishment of a new Turkish identity. On
the other hand, the political impact of World War 11 (1939-1945) caused an economic
recession and led to changes in the social milieu. When the Turkish Republic was
established, the First National Architectural movement was the dominant architectural
style in the capital. However, architectural movements were also in flux in order to
respond to political commitment beyond the Republican government and the second
national architectural movement started in the 1940s and 1950s (Tekeli, 2005, p:19-24).

From the period of 1923 to 1950, the main policy was the basic principles of the
single-party Republican People's Party (RPP), but the Democrat Party (DP), which came
to power in the 1950 elections, had different political and economic priorities (Ziircher,
2004, p:217; Ahmad, 1992 p:54). With the adoption of the law to encourage foreign
capital, the development model and ideology envisaged and proposed by the American
aid plan, the opening model to the international system was adopted in the early 1950s

(Batur,1985, p:1400). It was inevitable that this model, which was adopted in terms of

7 Sapolyo, E. B. (1936), p:66,67,68
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politics and the economy, forced some traditions to change in the field of architecture.
With the influence of suggestions from the USA, the populist political line that the DP
entered after coming to power implemented an economic policy which prioritized
agriculture. This policy was successful in those years due to the suitability of its climate
and the conjuncture provided by the Korean War. In the first three years of the DP rule,
optimism prevailed in Turkey. However, in 1954, the economy shrank for the first time,
and inflation increased. Following an agriculture-based development strategy on the one
hand and free foreign payments regime brought about by the liberal economic line
followed on the other were the main reasons behind the crisis (Tekeli, 2021, p:49).
Although the economic growth turned negative in 1954, the DP increased its votes to
57.3% in the 1954 elections. Despite the economic crisis, the DP's election result
prevented it from questioning its domestic policy and even encouraged it to continue its
oppressive and marginalizing policy (Tekeli, 2021, p:52). Despite the increasing pressure
on the press and political freedoms of thought, the DP won the 1957 elections (Tekeli,
2021, p:54). The 1950s was a period characterized by openings in the international style
within the architectural environment, with new ideas and perspectives gaining momentum
in the field of urbanism and architecture. Articulated small block schemes, generally
horizontal positions, and the use of reinforced concrete in the structure were general lines

of international styles in the field of architecture (Batur,1985, p:1403).

Within the framework of this thesis, some political instruments were analyzed a
step ahead of the others. The Ethnography Museum and Ankara Anatolian Civilizations
Museum were highlighted as significant political instruments in order to set up new
Turkish identity codes. This section examines two leading museums within the era's
political context of ethnology and Turkish history. The section also analyzes the
institutionalization of museology and discusses how ethnology codes and Anatolian
history were designed and exhibited through the first museums of the Early Republican

period.

2.2.1 The Ankara Ethnography Museum and The Anatolian
Civilizations Museum

The Ankara Ethnography Museum (1925-1927) is one of the first museums
established in the Early Republican period in Turkey. In the first years of the Republic,

the establishment of a national museum was requested by Atatiirk, with the Minister of
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National Education Hamdullah Suphi Tanridver initiating research into this subject?8, Its
construction was started in 1925 upon the recommendation of the Hungarian Turkologist
Professor Meszaros, who was working at the Istanbul Dariilfiinun at that time. It was
opened to visitors in 1930 to exhibit Turkish artworks and ethnographic materials
collected from Anatolia (Onder, 1995, p:34). Arif Hikmet Koyunoglu!® was the architect
of this building, who played the role of educator in the nation-building of the Republic
and served as a stage for ethnographic works. The Ethnography Museum, which aims to
promote Turkish folklore, ethnic structure, and art, was designed in the style of "The
National Architectural Movement" 2° (Aslanoglu, 2010, p:37).

Figure 2.17 Ankara Ethnography Museum (Source: Author’s collection)

18 Frrat, N. 1. (n.d.). Ankara etnografya Miizesi. Retrieved July 25, 2021, from
https://ataturkansiklopedisi.gov.tr/bilgi/Ankara_Etnografya M%C3%BCzesi

19 For more information about Arif Hikmet Koyunoglu see:Giindiiz, O. (1982), p:5-7

20 For more information about First National Architectural Movement see: Bozdogan, S. (2002),
p:18,42,44
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Figure 2.18 Ankara Ethnography Museum inside view of the dome (Source:
Author’s collection)

When looking at the front view of the Ethnography Museum, it is seen that the
hemispherical Ottoman dome covering the monumental stairs, the entrance portico, and
the central space after the entrance portico is on the axis of symmetry. The windows and
decorative elements on both sides of the entrance axis are selected from Ottoman religious

architectural elements (Aslanoglu, 2010, p:200).
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Figure 2.19 Ankara Ethnography Museum Plan (Source: Aslanoglu, 2010)
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When the planning scheme is examined, the central space covered with a dome is
used to access the main entrance hall. In the continuation of this space, there is an open
courtyard with a pool in the middle where it was built and where the administrative units
are located. On both sides of this line, the exhibition spaces are placed symmetrically.
There are arched passages between the exhibition spaces, designed as fixed rectangular

spaces. The exhibitions can be visited by following a single route without interruption.

The ethnography museum is a political instrument; it is a structure of the Republic
made with the Turkish national style and has reinforced the process of creating an identity
belonging to the Turks. This building has interior scenes which explain Turkish people's
daily lives and special ceremonies such as circumcision (Figure 2.18). The daily life,
special ceremonies, and clothes of the Turkish nation form the basis of indoor scenarios
in terms of how the objects of the ethnography museum are exhibited and presented.
Therefore, the exhibition of cultural values, together with the Turkish customs and

traditions in the museum, can be characterized as a political choice.

Figure 2.20 Ankara Ethnography Museum Interior (Source: Author’s collection)
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Figure 2.21 The Anatolian Civilizations Museum, Right Mahmut Pasha Bedesten,
Left Kurshunlu Han (Source: Kosay, H.Z, 1979)

Atatiirk wanted a Hittites (Eti) Museum to be established in Ankara, Mahmut Pasha
Bedesten (Mahmut Pasa Bedesteni), and the adjacent Kursunlu Han were selected for this
purpose, with repairs beginning on these sites for this new museum (Yiicel, 1999, p.77).
Various repairs were made to the buildings purchased by the Ministry of National
Education between 1938 and 1968. In 1943, while the buildings were being repaired, the
middle section was opened to visitors (Ankara Miizeleri, 1991, p.7). The Bedesten was
built between 1464-1471 by Mahmut Pasha, a grand vizier of Sultan Mehmet the
Conqueror. There is a rectangular planned section with ten domes in the middle of the
bedesten structure. This section consists of 102 shops placed symmetrically around it and
covered with barrel vaults. Kurshunlu Han, on the other hand, has the typical caravanserai
of the Ottoman period, which has a central courtyard and a series of rooms within two
stories. Today, the museum’s exhibition halls are located in Bedesten. The administration

section, library, and lecture halls are located in Kurshunlu Han.
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Figure 2.22 The Anatolian Civilizations Museum Plan (Source: Salt Research, Ulgen
Family archive, TASUH6742005
(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/88751), (30/08/2021)

Anatolian archaeology from the Paleolithic Age to the present day is exhibited in
chronological order in the museum, which is among the few museums in the world with

its collection (Dogruer, 2019, p:52). The exhibition sections in the museum include: the
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Paleolithic Age Section, the Neolithic Age Section, the Chalcolithic Age Section, the Old
Bronze Age Section, the Assyrian Trade Colonies Section, the Hittite Section, the
Phrygian Section, the Urartian Section, the Stone Artifacts Hall, the Classical Periods
Section and the Ages Ankara Section (Dogruer, 2019, p:52).

It was mentioned in the previous sections that Atatiirk took important steps for the
policy and future of Turkish archaeology. At the meeting of Atatiirk with the Turkish
Historical Society in Dolmabahge Palace in 1935, ten-item principles were established
(Ozgiinel, 1986, p.900-901). The fifth article of these principles, specific to “museums
and archaeology”, shows that it aims to make Ankara a “center of ancient artifacts and
monuments” (Ozgiinel, 1986, p.900-901). In this respect, the Museum of Anatolian
Civilizations serves this policy with the interior scenarios reflecting the Anatolian
civilization and the monuments on display. Therefore, the effect of this museum in the
context of the Republic’s museums and archaeology policy is remarkable.

2.2.2 Founding of Museum Depots Across Anatolia

It was mentioned in the previous section that the first museums and museum depots
were built in Anatolia and other provinces as far back as 1904. In the first years of the
Republic, there were some museum depots under “Imperial Museum Branche” in some
big cities such as Konya, Sivas, and Kayseri. These museum depots were generally
established near the excavation sites and filled with archeological and ethnographic
artifacts collected from there (Yiicel,1999, p:68). These museum depots, which took on
the task of storage and protection without exhibiting, did not have a clear typology in
terms of architectural form. Also, because of the political decisions developed in the first
years of the Republic, it is seen that some old buildings, such as madrasas and dervish
lodges, were converted into museum depots after their official closure. These depots,
which would be turned into museum directorates, started to increase gradually in the
following years. The most important of these were the museum depots established in
Konya high school in 1923 and moved to Konya Mevlevihane in 1926, and the museum
depot established in Sivas Gokmedrese (Yiicel, 1999, p:68). Arik (1953, p:71) explained
that the Ministry of National Education drafted a new categorization system as a result of
the increase in the number of museums and museum depots. He adds that there are only

the names, dates, and number of works mentioned in the brochure and that there is no
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catalog of the museum depots. According to Arik, the categorization of museums in the
first years of the Republic was as follows; museum directorates, museum offices, and
museum depots (Arik,1953, p:70-71). Unlike Arik (1953), Yiicel (1999, p:69) has
compiled this categorization under only two headings: museum directorates and depots.
According to the list compiled by Arik (1953, p:70-71), there were 13 museum depots in
total, namely Alaca (1935), Amasya (1926), Canakkale (1932), Denizli (1932), Eskisehir
(1943), Isparta (1935), Iznik (1934), Kirsehir (1936), Kiitahya (1936), Samsun (1933),
Sinop (1926), Silifke (1935) and Tire (1936). There were also 8 museum offices namely
Diyarbakir Museum (1934), Edirne Museum (1923), Efes Museum (1934), Kayseri
Museum (1929), Nigde Museum (1936), Sivas Museum (1927), Tokat Museum (1926)
and Van Museum (1933).

Museum Depot

Figure 2.24 Distribution of museum depots on the map of Turkey

Museum Depot
W Museum Office

Figure 2.25 Geographic Distribution of museum depots and museum offices in
Turkey
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In light of the research on the institutionalization of museums from the Early
Republic period to the 1960s, one can see that the museum structures and representations
were mostly carried out in the context of Turkish history theory and archaeology with
political concerns. In this context, instead of planned modern museum construction, there
was a situation where old educational buildings such as madrasahs and places shaped by
excavations were first converted into museum depots and then museum spaces.
According to the general situation, it is concretely observed that the efforts to establish
museums in Turkey have been pretty active, and the collection, conservation, and research
activities have been effective. However, cataloging and the exhibition of artifacts and
educational activities in these museums were not sufficient?’. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the transformation processes of museum depots into museums vary mainly
according to the number of artifacts, the renovation of the space, and the availability of
exhibition functions. In addition, it can be assumed that museum depots were the first
locations of the institutionalization of archaeological display in Turkey. To protect the
archaeological artifacts from smuggling and plundering, they had to be quickly registered
and taken under physical protection. As such, museum depots quickly responded to this
need. Therefore, museum depots remained an interim and emergency solution until the

need for both conservation and exhibition were met with a functional museum.

21 According to Arik (1953, p:63-71), Many museums did not have catalogs and guides. As a result, he
states that there are scattered and less efficient resources for collections. He even stated that only
archaeology collections are exhibited in some museums and there are no works related to our ethnography.
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Chapter 3

A Transition: Understanding the 1960-
1980 Period Through Archaeology and

Museum Architecture in Turkey

In the period 1923 and 1960, one can see the active role of museum institutions in
the imagination of modern Turkish society. However, this role became more nuanced in
the period between 1960 and 1980. This chapter intends to define the dynamics that led
to the museum-related architectural production and focus on Turkey’s political,
economic, and architectural life between 1960 and 1980. The first subsection provides
information about Turkey’s political and institutional conditions between 1960 and 1980.
It also covers information about the architectural medium and the key points which
affected its transformation. It continues with the five-year development plans and cultural
policies about archaeology and museums. The second sub-section maintains information
about the museum spaces in Turkey between 1960 and 1980. At the end of this chapter,

there is an overall evaluation of museum spaces.

3.1 Political Developments and Archaeology Policies in

the 1960-1980 Period in Turkey

Studies on Turkey's political, economic, and social developments between 1960 and
1980 reveals that the political events were too complex to examine from a single
perspective. The years that started with the military intervention of May 27, 1960, became
a turning point in Turkey’s political and social life. The unstable democracy was re-
established in 1961 and interrupted first in 1971 and nine years later by the violent
military coup of September 12, 1980 (Bozdogan& Akcan,2012, p.171). Indeed, the period
between 1960 and 1980, featured three coups and was full of intense and accelerating

contests between states and institutions motivated by military interventions. However,
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Bozdogan & Akcan (2012, p.171) indicate that compared to the previous years, architects
were politically engaged, assertive, and vocal about their rights and responsibilities in
matters of the state in this period. Due to institutionalizing the profession of the new
generation of architects through the Chamber of Architects (founded in 1954), they raised
their voices against the government policies contrary to the relatively submissive tone of
their predecessors (Bozdogan & Akcan,2012, p.171).

The 1960 intervention was made to end the Democrat Party's (DP) oppressive rule
and paved the way for a series of reforms and democratic institutionalization (Ahmad,
1992, p:100; Batur, 1985, p:1405). After that, it was generally accepted that a democratic
step was taken in Turkey's political life with the new 1961 constitution (S6zen,1984,
p.276). It was prepared by a Constitutional Assembly, allowed for greater freedom of
expression and association, and the new legislation increased the power and influence of
trade unions and professional organizations (Batur, 1985, p:1405). A freer atmosphere
was created for previously censored social and ideological expressions, with literature
and art beginning to engage in politics (Yiicel, 2005, p:126). In addition, after ten years
of chaotic liberalism, bureaucratic and economic mechanisms were established by
adopting a planned economy with the new constitution (Yiicel, 2005, p:126). The
preparation of the first five-year (1963-1967) development plan of the State Planning
Organization (Devlet Planlama Teskilati) had begun (Tekeli, 2013, p:46). The planned
economic policy formulated with the five-year development plans, the State Planning
Organization (SPO), which was a response to the aspirations of the 1960s for a transition
to a democratic and pluralistic society, was established with great hopes (Batur,1985,
p:1406). As a result, the concepts of economic, social, and spatial planning were
introduced, with the main goals of rapid industrialization of the country and a fairer
distribution of gross income. In summary, the main development policy in the first five-
year plan focused on agriculture, mining, manufacturing industry, construction, energy,
and services such as tourism and health. This policy soon led to an annual growth rate of
seven percent and the gradual development of large industrial complexes (Avcioglu,1971,
p.587). At the same time, rural immigrants began to overwhelm developing urban areas
(Yiicel, 2005, p:126).

42



In the following years, with the law on the principles of implementation of the
Development Plan enacted on July 28, 1967, the organizational chart and jurisdiction of
the SPO were expanded, and the Second Five-Year Plan (1968-1972) came into effect in
August 1967 (Tekeli, 2013, p: 49). With this amendment, the Constitutional Court
annulled essential articles of this law in October 1969, as the SPO ceased to be a policy-
making body and became an enforcement body with strong direct relations with the
private sector (Tekeli, 2013, p: 49). When it comes to the archaeology and museology
policies, there were few changes in policy making: Unlike Tekeli's interpretation of the
second five-year plan, the most fundamental aspect distinguishing the second five-year
plan from the first plan is the main title about Ancient Artifacts and Museums and the
determination of targets related to archaeological sites??. Along with these, it aimed to

achieve developments by associating museum and archaeological studies with tourism.

The third five-year development plan’s (1973-1977) title of ‘“Cultural Tools and
Cultural Activities’’ included such statements as: “Historical monuments will be
protected and improved, works of art, ruins, and other cultural relics will be examined,
and their destruction and smuggling will be prevented.” and “Our museology will be
saved from the form of only visiting museums and it will be given a scientific structure
that will allow research, inventory, and examination. In addition, preliminary studies will
be carried out to establish a National Museum in Ankara’’. Such matters led to

archaeological and museum development in that period.” It continues as follows:

“It is envisaged to establish the National Folklore Museum and the Turkish
Art Music Conservatory to develop and compile our national folklore and music.
Necessary measures and studies will be carried out to protect and develop Turkish
crafts without being spoiled. The disorganization maintained so far on this issue

will be united in one center.”

22 Tekeli's interpretation of the second five-year plan was very similar to the first one and one of the most
differentiated aspects of the second were urbanization and residence subjects (Tekeli, 2013, p:35). In fact,
the most notable differentiation in the main headings of the first and second plans, which were
overlooked, was the title of antiquities and museums included in cultural activities, and the determination
of the common numerical analysis and targets of tourism and archaeology areas.
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In order to identify to what extent these policies could be actualized, it may be
beneficial to check statistical data about the number of museums and museum visitors

during the third and fourth plan periods.

Table 3.1 The Third Five-Year Development Plan’s Museum and Visitor
Information

Year Museum Number Number of  Visitors to
Museums (Millions)

1967 78 3.1

1968 78 33

1969 82 3.6

1970 84 4.3

1971 85 3.7

Table 3.2 The Fourth Five-Year Development Plan Museum, Visitor and Revenue
Information

Years Museum Number of Visitor Revenue (Million

Number Artifact (Thousand TL)
people)

1973 87 1.563.785 5.399,2 15,9

1974 90 1.628.620 4.939,3 19,9

1975 90 1.776.969 4.884,2 22,8

1976 93 1.818.887 5.156,1 24,9

1977 94 - 5.718,8 26,7

Antiquities and museum studies, which have an important place in the agenda of
the state planning organization, were handled with a more statistical approach in the third
and fourth five-year plans (see Table 3.1 and Table 3.2). In the first table, there are
statistics on the number of museums and museum visitors between the years 1967-1971.
There is an increase in the number of people visiting museums. In the second table, a
more detailed analysis was made and the number of museums, the number of works, the
number of visitors, and the revenue were discussed. Again, there is an increase for each
title, and the fact that the number of works is registered by the state and the analysis of a

new function imposed on museums, namely the revenue part, is a significant

44



development. In the political context of the 1960-1980 period, the generation of these
data for the first time and their use in planning is an important source for the study of
museology in this period. Therefore, it also confirms the argument that state-sponsored

and planned museums were produced in this period.

Simultaneously, when analyzing the government programs after 1960, it can be
seen that educational and cultural subjects are also mentioned together with the five-year
development plans put forward by the SPO. It was stated that the needs and developments
of the sectors, which were first encountered in the government program established in
1961 and deemed necessary by the SPO, would be taken into account, and then general
headings related to education, culture, and arts activities were stated. Specifically, for the
first time about museums, the following sentence stands out: “We will try to spread all
kinds of cultural movements across the country in fine arts, museums, libraries, and
publications” (Kantarcioglu, 1987, p:52). One of the effects of the industrialization and
economic plans developed in the first five-year development plan in the field of new
requirements and building programs was an institutionalization in which qualified
structures were sought, especially for educational and cultural structures. In the
government program issued in 1969, it was written that it was appropriate to manage
culture and youth affairs as separate ministries in order to make the work of the Ministry
of National Education productive. In addition, in the 1969 government program, there is
a sentence about archaeology and museums: “We will continue our efforts to open
museums, unearth ancient artifacts, and promote them at home and abroad, taking into
account the archaeological characteristics of our country's historical and touristic
regions.” Another such statement reads as: “We will encourage the development of old
facilities and charities, as well as the preservation and utilization of ancient artifacts,
which are the living monuments of the history of Turkish civilization.” (Kantarcioglu,
1987, p:60-61). In summary, in the government programs of the 60s, cultural and art
activities were included in the program's leading titles, with museums and archaeology

being included in detail in the program titles in two different years.

In this period, the dynamic political atmosphere also affected the protection of
antiquities with laws and institutions, and changes were made in the context of
institutionalization. In fact, various institutions began to be established from the Early

Republic period to preserve antiquities. However, there were some legal deficiencies
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regarding identifying ancient artifacts and determining the framework for archaeological
sites. This is because the Antiquities Regulation dated 1906 was enforced in Turkey until
this period (as mentioned in chapter 2) (Cal, 1990, p:54). In addition, the High Council
for Real Estate Antiquities and Monuments (Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anitlar Yiiksek
Kurulu), (GEEAYK) was established in 1951 (Kejanli, Akin, Yilmaz,2007). GEEAYK
determined the principles and programs to be followed in the protection, maintenance,
and repair works of monuments and other immovable monuments with architectural and
historical features that needed to be preserved in the country and supervised the
implementation of the programs (Kejanli, Akin, Yilmaz, 2007). Since its establishment,
GEEAYK has been the most authorized institution to protect immovable antiquities.
Although this board seemed to be affiliated with the Ministry of National Education, then
the Ministry of Culture, and the Prime Ministry Undersecretariat of Culture, it was

executed as an independent institution (Kejanli, Akin, Yi1lmaz,2007).

It has been mentioned that a more liberal environment emerged with the 1961
Constitution in Turkey. Article 50 of this new Constitution includes the sentence: "The
state is obliged to protect works and monuments with historical and cultural value." (Cal,
1990, p.59). In other words, this Constitution, which brought the principle of planned
development, pioneered important institutional structures and new goals related to
antiquities and museums. These have been examined in the context of antiquities and
museums in five-year development plans and government programs. Therefore, the

archaeology policy will be discussed in this period's context of antiquities laws.

The fact that the 1906 Antiquities Regulation was enforced until the 1970s means
that it was not able to keep up with the new understanding of antiquities and conservation
in the world, even if it had been legally updated in some aspects. Also, while certain
institutionalizations had begun, a cultural inventory was not created until this period; that
Is, it was not known how many mounds, tumulus, ruins, or castles there are in Turkey
(Ozdogan, 1999). Nevertheless, the identification and registration of monumental
structures continued after the 1970s, and the handling of historical monuments with their
surroundings and the emergence of the concept of "protected area” was among the
important developments coinciding with these periods (Nesli,2008, p:470). The first law
in Turkey that included explicit provisions for the protection of antiquities was the Law
on Antiquities, dated 25.04.1973 and numbered 1710 (Ahunbay, 2010). This law, a
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significant development in protecting antiquities, can be considered Turkey's first law on
antiquities. According to this law, all monuments, movable and immovable properties,
and all kinds of documents of significant quality, which belong to the pre-historic and
historical periods and are related to science, culture, religion, or fine arts are called ancient
works (Karaduman,2008, p:83). In the continuation of this definition, immovable and
movable antiquities were listed one by one, and ethnographic works and works related to
art history were also included among movable antiquities (Karaduman,2008, p:83).
Additionally, private museums and collecting were mentioned in this law for the first time
(Karaduman,2008, p:83). Karaduman (2008, p:84) stated that this law legalized the
transfer of artifacts obtained through illegal excavations to collectors but prevented the
resale of these artifacts so that they would not turn into commercial commaodities. This
law also controlled the domestic market by imposing a bookkeeping obligation on those
who trade in antiquities and not allowing the sale of artifacts of museum value
(Karaduman,2008, p:98).

In the second half of the 20th century, international conventions and regulations
were issued besides the changes in the national level regulations. Written by conservation
architects and technicians gathered in Venice in 1964, the Venice Charter was accepted
as a guiding set of principles by the GEEAYK in 1967, with the decision numbered 3674
(Ahunbay, 2010, p:109). Also, some of the by-laws and resolutions of international
organizations (such as UNESCO and the Council of Europe) on the protection of
archaeological heritage were also adopted by Turkey (Ahunbay,2010, p:105). Moreover,
Turkey participated in the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS),
and the ICOMOS Turkish National Committee being established soon after, in 1974
(Nesli,12018, p:471).

Ozdogan (2001, p:42), identifies a contradictory situation in Turkey pertaining to
the number of archaeological sites and the number of approved scientific excavations. In
other words, despite the great number of cultural heritage sites, there were a small number
of archaeological excavations in this period. He states that the reason for this was the
strict laws in Turkey issuing excavation permits before the 1980s (Ozdogan,2001, p:43).

According to the archaeological inventory record books of Istanbul and Ankara
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Universities®, a total of 79 excavations were carried out, 40 excavations by Istanbul
University and 39 by Ankara University, between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey. The
remaining archaeological excavations were carried out by international institutions such
as the German Archaeological Institute (founded in 1930), the British Archaeological
Institute (founded in 1948), and the American Archaeological Institute (founded in 1964)
(Arsebiik, 1983, p:72). Considering the geographical breadth of Turkey, the diversity of
geographical regions, and the number of cultures that lived in these lands, it can be seen
how insufficient these numbers were for that period. Ozdogan (2001, p.42) states that the
reason for the low number of these excavations is that the Ministry of Culture primarily
allocated its limited budget to the supervision of scientific excavations and even tended
to limit the excavations for this reason. However, a fine distinction must be made: is the

strict control of excavations a loss or a gain in terms of theft of artifacts?

Within the scope of this thesis, it would be more meaningful to reveal the general
archaeology policy in Turkey and different views on it rather than discussing this issue in
depth. Therefore, some data in Karaduman's book (2008) titled ‘“Antiquities Smuggling
in Turkey’’ (Tiirkiye'de Eski Eser Kagak¢iligi) is valuable for this discussion. During the
1960-1980 period, many artifacts were taken abroad due to illegal excavations, such as:
Lydian artifacts, Aphrodisias Museum artifacts, Bronze vase, Perge Heracles
Sarcophagus, Marble Woman's Head, and Urartian antiques (Karaduman, 2008).
Although some of them were returned through bilateral negotiations and international
organizations after the 1980s, many ancient artifacts have not yet been returned to Turkey
and are on display in several museums worldwide (Karaduman, 2008). From this point of
view, keeping the licensing processes and supervision of archaeological excavations tight
can be seen as a win. In addition, the Excavation Results Meeting (Kazi Sonuglar
Toplantisy) initiated by the Ministry of Culture in 1979 became a significant development
and an open forum for Turkish archaeology. They contributed to developing the
knowledge and methods of the teams that previously worked unaware of each other
(Ozdogan,2011, p:171).

23 These data were compiled from the excavation inventory books published by the Archaeology
Departments of Istanbul University and Ankara University. For further information, see Belli, 2000, and
Taskiran, Oztan, & Bingal, (Eds.) 2012.
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Consequently, this period witnessed many political interventions and new social
demands that were framed every decade regarding a new Republican spirit. Thus, the
effort to produce new buildings, like the contemporary civilizations at the intersection of
the SPO and the architectural environment, continued the nation-building mission in the
Early Republic period. During this period, the government policies and the SPO
formulated their development plans with a nationalist and modern approach. Parallel to
this, the architectural environment exhibited the same attitude in the products that
emerged with the competitions opened by state institutions and freelance architectural
activities. In the context of the main subject of this study, it is possible to determine the
attitude of the government programs and the SPO's development plans regarding
archaeology and museum structures in this period through the reading of archived studies.
Most of the intensive museum production in this period was sponsored by the state in the
context of cultural policies during the planned development period. This reminds us that
museums convey a political ideology and economic rationale as if entering a new nation-
building period. In addition, the state-sponsored archaeology policy affected the
expansion of archaeological studies from the 1960s to the 1980s due to five-year

development plans, government programs, and the first antiquities law.

3.2 Architectural Medium in the 1960-1980 Period in

Turkey

The period between 1960 and 1980 witnessed industrial and technological
developments that shaped the architectural scene in Turkey, in parallel to the global
architectural developments. The International modernism style also fell out of favor by
the end of the 1950s and gave way to experiments with organic architecture, critical
regionalism, new brutalism, and other revisionist trends of the 1960s and 70s (Bozdogan
& Akcan, 2012, p.136). Architectural historians Batur (2005) and Yiicel (2005)
characterize these decades as the birth of pluralism regarding productive motivation.
During the literature review and building reviews, many qualified projects pointing to this
diversity were encountered. Akcan (2010, p.138) expressed that this period was a quite
productive and experimental process in which different experiments were made that were

not seen before. Also, Batur (2005, p.65) divides the period into two architectural
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approaches. The first group consist of an elite group made up of architects with private
offices. Generally, successful architects who follow international trends with a keen
interest enrich, transfer, and actualize their theoretical knowledge and experience as
necessary, seeking ways to contribute to the universal background of these trends (Batur,
2005, p.65). It was a minority intellectual group that saw itself responsible for
representing Turkey's highest level of architecture. The second group of architects, who
were not developed at a professional level to compete in the international market, were
obliged to work according to local market conditions. This group of architects, who
participate in the “build-and-sell” system, shaped the urban living environment in Turkey
by following the developments in the world, secondhand or not, adapting the coded design
standards of the International Style to the taste of the consumer and accompanying
fashions (Batur, 2005, p.65). Although the second group is the majority, there were other
groups and practices with an ambiguous context that preferred history, Anatolian
nostalgia, or folklore and used models that paved the way to alternative architecture
(Batur, 2005, p.65).

Batur's grouping of architects demonstrates that popular architectural products and
styles in the period can also be grouped. According to S6zen & Tapan (1973, p.425),
efforts to copy the products of famous architects, production of large-scale industrial
structures, urban designs, and campus plans were the most prominent examples of
architectural practice in this period. The fragmented blocks, commonly known as the
small, multi-part approach (¢ok par¢ali yaklagim) became a common spatial formula in
the architectural milieu in Turkey (Kortan,1974, p.70; Bozdogan & Akcan,2012, p.175).
Additionally, when various building typologies were produced, and many competition
projects were implemented, international form patterns were chosen to form spaces in this
period. Istanbul Manifaturacilar Retail Center (IMC) (1959; architects Dogan Tekeli,
Sami Sisa, and Metin Hepgiiler), the Zeyrek Social Security Agency (1962-4; architect
Sedad Hakki Eldem), and the Faculty of Architecture at the Middle East Technical
University (METU) (1961; architects Altug & Behruz Cinici) projects were the prime
examples of the impact of the spirit of fragmented block approach.

The new generation of architects obtained important assurances from state

institutions through many architectural competitions which opened during this period

(Bozdogan & Akcan, 2012). Despite the large number of competitions that would be
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expected to create opportunities for different approaches, it is surprising to observe the
lack of diversity and the dominance of the fragmented block style among the winning
projects and those who participated. Zeki Sayar (1962) and Enis Kortan (1968)
questioned competitions in popular architecture magazines of the period and listed
problems such as unrealistic summaries, inconsistency between competition requirements
and award-winning projects, the appearance of the same architect group as a jury member
or competitor in different situations, and the uniformity of architectural style as a result.
Despite the Chamber of Architects’ increasing presence in the field, neither the state’s
prototype museum projects nor the other state-sponsored museums received enough

criticism in the Mimarlik journal.

The architectural history research conducted on museum buildings between 1960
and 1980 demonstrates that those of the period were not extensively examined in popular
magazines. As a result of the research, it has been assumed that the museum designs were
made by architects within the state institutions and were not included in the architectural
history literature because they do not participate in free-lance architectural practice and
competitions. As briefly discussed before, while many prototype museums, regional
museums, museum depots, and archaeological sites were realized during the period, they
still have a limited place in the following 20 years of historiography. In fact, many
successful architects took roles in the Chamber of Architects during this period, making
the institution the main center for intensive discussions on urban, architectural, and
political issues (Bozdogan & Akcan,2012, p.173). On the other hand, they participated in
the subcommittees?* of the SPO, making development the central topic in its Mimariik
(Architecture) periodical. Thus, the Chamber criticized the government's development
plans regarding urban planning, school buildings, administration buildings, housing,
hospital buildings, the Second Development Plan, and the 1965 Development Plan
construction sector?®. However, the development plans had nothing to do with the

24 For more information see; Arman Giiran’s article, Devlet Planlama Teskilat1 ile Mimarlar Odas:
Arasinda 1$ birligi, Mimarlik, 1964-2,5, p.13-15

% For instance see:Zeki Sayar's article Kalkinma Plan1 ve Insaat Sektorii, Arkitekt,1962-04,309.
Anonymous article, Birinci 5 Yillik Kalkinma Planinda Insaat Sektérii, Arkitekt,1963-01,310.
Anonymous article, 1. Bes Yillik Kalkinma Planinda Turizm Sektori, Arkitekt,1963-02,311. Anonymous
article, 1. Bes Yillik Kalkinma Planinda Konut Sektorii, Arkitekt, 1963-03-312. Levent Aksiit’s article 5
Yillik Plan, Mesleki Meseleler, Insaat Yatirimlar1,1963-1,4. Arman Giiran’s article Planli Kalkinma
Devresinde Tiirk Mimarlik Giiciinden Yararlanilmamaktadir, Mimarlik, 1964-2,6. Anonymous article,
Mimarlar Odasinin 1965 Kalkinma Plan1 Insaat Sektoriinde Almmasini Zorunlu Gérdiigii Tedbirler,
Mimarlik,1964-2,7.
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museum spaces, as they effectively covered problems related to other fields of
architectural practice in Turkey. As a result, museums and issues related to archaeological
displays could not receive institutional support, with the architectural medium in Turkey
being mostly silent about the criticism of museum architecture in this period. Therefore,
a remarkable gap emerged in this period in the historiography of museum architecture in

Turkey.

3.3 The Museum Spaces in the 1960-1980 Period

The transformations that began in the 1960s due to the politics and economic
developments remarkably affected the industry, technical aspects, and architectural
environment in Turkey. Like all segments of society, these developments also affected
architects' search for pluralistic democracy. Not only were architectural trends discussed,
but the profession's function, the architect's responsibility to society, and planning were
also on the agenda of the architects (Sey, 1998, p:36). The construction industry took new
steps in material production after 1960. Rapid industrialization and the massive increase
in the volume of building production encouraged private enterprises to invest in building
materials and ready-made components (Sey, 1998, p:36). As a result of developments in
the material industry, such as the establishment of the Cayirova glass factory (1961) and
the start of gas concrete (YTONG) production (1963), both traditional and new materials
were brought into Turkey’s the construction effort (Batur,1985, p:1406). With the
increase and diversification of production, new institutions and organizations emerged at
the national and international levels (Batur,1985, p:1406). The Building Industry Center
(YEM) was established in 1968 as a member of the International Union of Construction
Centers (UICB). In addition, a year later, the Building Research Institute, which was
established within the body of TUBITAK, began its operations (Batur,1985, p:1406).
According to Sey (1998, p.36), during this period, architects realized that the buildings
they designed were not only shaped by their talents but, like other branches of production,
were affected by the political, economic, and social context. Therefore, major political
events such as military intervention or planned developments, as well as some famous
buildings and architects of the period were often mentioned in many architectural

histories and criticism articles dealing with the years 1960-1980. However, 79 museum
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buildings?®, which were designed or transformed in the same period, were left without

mention within the architectural criticism articles writing during those years.

The dominant architectural criticisms of the period were focused on the problems
of architectural styles, ideology, building materials, and architectural trends. The aim of
spreading and pluralizing culture and art, which is one of the main subjects of the
architectural environment and politicians, to all segments of the society was limited to the
construction or criticism of industrial structures, administrative buildings, or structures
related to tourism. The increase in the diversity and pluralism in architectural production
between 1960 and 1980 did not have the same effect on the literature on architectural
criticism. The political chaos mentioned at every opportunity by the architectural
environment of the period and the fact that the quality and design aspects of the museum
buildings, whose production could not be underestimated in the developments in the field
of construction, were not discussed, is perhaps the reason why a common cultural
interpretation could not be produced in the social milieu. In other words, although
development plans and government programs touch on museums and archaeology to a
small extent, they also funded the increasing number of museum buildings in Anatolia.
In this case, the support or criticism of these buildings in terms of ideological and design
criteria does not find the desired echo in the architectural environment that can create
public opinion. While the Turkish Historical Institution and the Turkish Language
Institution buildings and many university buildings were discussed under the name of
educational and cultural buildings in many articles, many museum buildings could not
find a place in the criticisms made. Consequently, this subsection locates the construction
of these museums within a political background shaped by the idea of development. In
the following sections, considering the idea of regional planning and the principles of
regional equality, the geographical distribution of the museum buildings spread over
Anatolia, designing new museum buildings, the conversion of museum depots, prototype

museum projects, and an overall evaluation will be discussed.

26 For more information and a total table of museum buildings see, Ozge Sade’s master thesis <’ Tiirkiyede
tasarlanmis miize yapilar1’’, page 76,77,78
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3.3.1 Geographical Distribution of Museums (1960-1980)

After World War 11, the cultural and artistic borders between the world countries
began to disappear. This movement gained momentum by establishing the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), which is affiliated with the
United Nations organization, in 1946 (Gilizel,2006, p:48). With its membership in
UNESCO, Turkey had entered into a strong interaction with the Western world regarding
cultural activities. Particularly, being a member of the International Council of Museums
(ICOM ) affiliated with UNESCO has been a factor that directly affects Turkish museums
(Giizel,2006, p:48). The ICOM Turkish National Committee was established in 1956 as
a non-governmental organization working under the auspices of the Ministry of
Education and thus the government. The working place of the National Committee has
been determined as the Ankara Ethnography Museum building. With the establishment
of the ICOM Turkish National Committee, the understanding of museology in Turkey
has been influenced by international developments, with subsequent studies starting to
fall in line with the understanding of contemporary museology (Giizel,2006, p:56).
Between 1950 and 1957, a significant number of resources were allocated by the state for
the protection and restoration of the existing architectural heritage such as Ottoman and
Seljuk tombs, madrasas, and mosques (Mete Sade, 2012, p:173). In the 1960s, an increase
was observed in museum structures with the publication of the first five-year development
plan (1963-1968) and the publication of regional planning principles. The geographical
distribution of the idea of planning and its connection with museums in the years 1960-
1980 will be indicated in this section.

3.3.2 Regional Archaeology Museums

When Turkey was under military rule, the Antiquities and Museums Committee,
affiliated with the National Education Planning Board, prepared a report stating the
construction plans of regional museums and the repair plans of existing museums at the
meetings held between January 30 and February 14, 1961. These plans were made before
publishing the first five-year development plan prepared by the SPO for the 1963-1967
period. Museum planning was carried out by the Department of Antiquities and the
Museums Commission for a period of ten years (Eski Eserler, 1961, p:13). Riistem
Duyuran was selected as the chairman of the committee, with the remaining members

including: Saffet Atabinen, Kemal Balkan, Semavi Eyice, Kemal Giingor, Hamit Ziibeyr
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Kosay, Arif Miifit Mansel, Mehmet Onder, Tahsin Oz, Tahsin Ozgii¢, Kamil Su, and Raci
Temizer (Eski Eserler, 1961, p:34). In the Commission Report, the types of museums
affiliated with the Ministry of National Education were stated as follows (Eski Eserler,
1961, p:11);

e Archaeological Museums

e Ethnography Museums

e Revolution Museums (T.B.M.M Museum, Mudanya Armistice House)

e Memorial Museums (Anitkabir, Mevlana museums)

e Museum Monuments (Hagia Sophia, Kariye Museum)

e History and Art Museums (Topkap1 Palace, Painting and Sculpture Museums)

e Museum houses (Ziya Gokalp house)

The museum administrative hierarchy stated in the previous chapter were also
repeated in the commission report, with the added museum titles stated as follows:
museum directorates, museum officers, museum depots, and lastly, regional directorates.
According to the committee reports, it has been agreed that there are different
geographical regions in the country and that each of them should be handled in its region
in terms of the preservation and evaluation of the ancient artifacts above and below the
ground. Considering the geographical and historical conditions, it was decided to build
regional museums in order to move away from the centralist system and to evaluate the
ancient artifacts and the regions where new museums would be made within their area
(Eski Eserler, 1961, p:12). As a result, 12 regional museums determined by the committee
were planned in the following provinces; Ankara, Istanbul, Konya, Izmir, Antalya,
Afyon, Cukurova, Kayseri, Karadeniz, Diyarbakir, Erzurum and Van. Further, taking
seven of the twelve regions to the forefront, they stated the essential cities to be
established within ten years: Ankara, Istanbul, Konya, lzmir, Antalya Kayseri, and
Erzurum (Eski Eserler, 1961, p:12).

As a result of the meetings, plans were made for constructing the regional museums
and repairing the existing musem. In addition, a 10-year payable schedule was prepared
for the planned archaeological excavations. According to the museum’s committee report
before the 1960 military intervention, it was envisaged that the museums of the period,

which would be built with a regionalist approach, would be built according to the cultural,
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socio-economic, and geographical materials of the environment. However, it was seen
that the regional museums and archaeological excavations were not the subjects of neither
the new government program (1961), the first five-year development plan (1963-1967),
the second five-year plan (1968-1972), nor the third such plan. Despite all these regional
planning and the principles published by the museum committee, the fact that the
decisions of the museum committee did not proceed with the SPO was an indication of
planning that still could not catch up with the requirements of the age in the field of

museums and ancient artifacts.

3.3.3 Prototype Projects for City Museums

Contrary to the regional planning and five-year development plans and practices
that prevailed between 1966-1971, the story of implementing a prototype museum plan
(tip proje) in seven different provinces has not been very much addressed in the literature.
When the government programs and the first and second five-year development plans
were examined, these prototype museum project plans were not encountered between the
years of implementation. As mentioned earlier in chapter 3.1, there were only general
plans in the government programs. In particular, 1969's program reads: “We will continue
our efforts to open museums, unearth ancient artifacts, and promote them at home and
abroad, taking into account the archaeological characteristics of our country's historical
and touristic regions.” (Kantarcioglu, 1987, p:61). In the second five-year development
plan, there was a general topic of ancient artifacts and museums much like the government
programs. However, the historical and archaeological objectives and investment plan
tables were estimated together under the banner of tourism?’. The following is what is
generally known: the prototype museum projects (tip proje) in Turkey were archaeology
and ethnography museums according to their collections. hsan Kiygi, who worked as a
master architect in the Department of Antiquities and Museums in the early 1960s, was
the designer of the prototype museum projects (Sade-Mete,2012, p:193). It was carried
out in seven provinces between 1966-1971. They were built in Yalvag (1966), Erzurum
(1967), Alanya (1967), Gaziantep (1969), Kayseri (1969), Sinop (1970), and Edirne
(1971). Each of these cities had very different regional, historical, cultural, and climatic
aspects (Sade-Mete, 2012, p:192).

2" For more information, see; T.C. Resmi Gazete, (1967, August 21), p:56,177,178,179
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Il Prototype Museum

Figure 3.1 The map showing the regional distribution of the prototype museums
(Source: Based on Arik, 1953, drawn by Author)

When the examining the geographical distribution of prototype museums on the
map above, it can be seen that they are located in six of the seven geographical regions in
Turkey, despite it not being planned exactly this way before. It can be claimed that there
was a similarity in only four provinces when the list of provinces determined by the
museum’s committee related to regional planning was crossed with the provinces where
the prototype museums were located (Figure 3.3). These cities were; Erzurum, Alanya
(Antalya), Kayseri, Sinop (Black Sea region). However, it is obvious that these museums
were designed as provincial museums made by prototype projects rather than regional
museums and were produced for a quick solution in line with political and tourism-related

purposes according to the examined government programs and development plans.
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Figure 3.2 The map showing the proposed regional museums and prototype
museums together (Source: Based on Eski Eserler ve Miizeler Komitesi Raporu,

1961, drawn by Author)
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Figure 3.3 Kayseri Archaeology Museum (Source: Author’s collection)

Upon examination of the prototype museum project, it consisted of a basement,
ground floor, and first floor. The basement floor plan has a hall and a depot. The project's
ground floor included the entrance hall, officer's room, office room, restrooms, and
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exhibition halls (Figure 3.8). The first-floor plan contains an ethnography hall, archive,
and library (Yildiz, 2001, p:71-72). The ground floor of the building has been raised 80
cm above ground level, with the entrance being five steps above. The entrance gate was
covered with reinforced concrete eaves and that were supported by four columns. The
windows on the entrance eaves repeat linearly. The general style of the project has traces
of modern architecture. The structural system of the building was designed as reinforced
concrete. Stone veneer and plaster were used on the facade. The building has a hipped
roof and a slight inclination (Y1ld1z,2001, p:69). As a result, there are seven museums,
namely archaeology and ethnography, which were built as using the same planimetric

configuration.
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Figure 3.4 Alanya Archaeology Museum (Source: from museum brochure)

Figure 3.5 Gaziantep Archaeology Museum (Source: from museum brochure)
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Figure 3.6 Prototype Museum project ground floor plan (Source: Kayseri
Archaeology Museum archive)

3.3.4 Museum Project Competitions

One of the methods of obtaining architectural projects in Turkey is fielding through
the best proposals sent in via nationwide design competitions. The method includes
evaluating and grading the projects submitted by architects to a professional jury. Beyond
this, designer teams who meet the conditions determined in the project specifications
before the time of the competition participate. According to the Chamber of Architects '
competitions archive, from the 1930s to the 1960s, 167 architectural project competitions
were held?®. In parallel with the democratic developments after the 1961 Constitution, the
rights and responsibilities of professional chambers and universities increased, and the
concept of planning entered the country's agenda with the creation of new institutions
such as the SPO, as stated in the section where the political environment of the period
was evaluated (Aygiin, 2004). During this period, there was a serious effort to implement
state development plans, gathering public planning and investment services under the
Ministry of Public Works (Bayindirlik Bakanligi) (Aygiin, 2004). The Ministry of Public
Works also played a decisive role in project competitions, with architectural project
competitions being effective in the public administration’s project acquisition process,
besides the tender bids (Aygiin, 2004). Dogan Tekeli (2016, p:51) interpreted the

architectural environment and competitions between the years 1960-1980 as follows;

28 For more information about the competitions index in Turkey from the 1930s to the 2000s see
http://www.mimarlarodasiankara.org/yarismalardizini/
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In the first years, all public administration, especially the Ministry of Public
Works, remained the largest employer of architects. With the regulations prepared
by Orhan Alsag¢ in 1953-54, the architectural profession got rid of randomness, and
the quality of service, wages, and project competitions received a higher level after
adapting certain rules. Between 1960 and 1980, these rules were generally obeyed.
Almost all of the public buildings were obtained through competitions. Although
our colleagues such as Sevki Vanli and Enis Kortan underestimated these projects
saying that “projects consisting of intertwined squares always win”, I describe
competitions as their intellectual contributions to the development of our

architecture, and because it is fair working order, I really care about it.”

It can be inferred from Tekeli's interpretation that the same plan typology for
different architectural functions can be ignored, if necessary, even if the project is part of
the competition. In fact, the multi-part plan typology was the most recommended model
in the project competitions of the 60s. The tendency to lighten the masses by dividing
them into appropriate sizes, seek low-rise solutions by spreading over the land, and use
inner and outer courtyards instead of corridors became increasingly common for the
architects of the period (Sayar, 2004). By the end of the 60s, the conflict between the
Ministry of Public Works and the Chamber of Architects increased, especially regarding
the composition of the jury and the right to practice. In 1968, the Ministry completely
disabled the Chamber and started to organize competitions. Nine competitions opened
between 1969 and 1970 were boycotted by the Chamber of Architects. At the beginning
of 1971, the Chamber and the Ministry agreed on a new regulation (Sayar, 2004). The
year 1971 marked a new breaking point in the history of competitions, with the economic
and design limitations brought by the Ministry of Public Works. The gradual expansion
of the state after the military coup in 1971 and the interim regime governments that were
established afterward caused a significant increase in the demand for official buildings
(Sayar, 2004). Unlike Tekeli’s (2016) opinion, Sayar (2004) claims that the restrictions
imposed led to the formation of certain rationalized schemes, especially for government
buildings and health facilities, and an understanding in which ordinary/compromising
designs are preferred instead of innovative designs, by not using the opportunities brought
by the competition system. As a result, the concept of a partial plan has become the
official template of the competitions, with its derivatives reduced to a formula. Despite

the conflicting attitudes of the ministry and the chamber of architects, the period from
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1960 to 1980 was a period in which many buildings with different functions were
produced in terms of competition.

According to the competition index?® published by the Chamber of Architects in
2004, 164 competitions were opened between 1960 and 1970 and 104 competitions
between 1970-and 1980. In this period, competitions were opened mainly in public
administration, education, health, office trade, and industrial buildings. However, only
two of the 268 competitions were opened for museum building competitions in this
period: the Antalya Regional Museum competition (1964) and the Istanbul Harbiye
Military Museum? competition (1967). The Ministry of Public Works held the Antalya
Regional Museum Competition in 1964, with the project designed by Dogan Tekeli,
Sami Sisa, and Metin Hepgiiler being awarded the first prize. It was implemented from
1968 to 1971. The fourth chapter will make detailed architectural analyses of the Antalya

regional museum.

Figure 3.7 Antalya Regional Museum (Source: Salt Research, Dogan Tekeli archive,
TTSPABMDO003003 (https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/204444)

2 |bid.
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Figure 3.8 Sketch showing the relation between the museum, the city and the Bey
Mountains (Source: Salt Research, Dogan Tekeli archive, TTSPABMDO002003
(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/204443)

Nezih Eldem won the limited architectural project competition opened by the
Ministry of National Defense to restore the Military School Building and its use as a
Harbiye Military Museum (Osmanagaogl, 2007, p:47). The existing building, which was
built as the Mekteb-i Harbiye (Military College) in 1862, has two floors on a high
basement and has a rectangular plan in the north-south direction. This building was
developed around three central courtyards, one large in the middle and a small one on
each side. Doors from the four directions of the building open to the middle courtyard.
This building was opened as a Military Museum after 24 years of site work between 1967
and 1991 (Osmanagaoglu, 2007, p:47). According to Erkal (2020, p:42), Nezih Erdem
was an architect who stood out in his own period with the assessment approach as an
environment for original architectural design and the contradictions between the old
building and the new building. This means that the Harbiye Military Museum and
Cultural Site competition project can be defined in general terms as the transformation of
an old building by making a new addition, and it can be said that it is a kind of restoration

project.
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Figure 3.9 Section of the Mehter Hall, Harbiye Military Museum (Source: Salt
research archive, TNEPHARHO002001

(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/210949)

Figure 3.10 Harbiye Military Museum, Cumhuriyet Avenue facade (Source: Salt
research archive, TTSPABMHO001001

(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/210948)

Table 3.3 Museum Competitions list between the 1950-1980 period

Competition Name Comp | First Prize Competition
etition Organization
Date
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Istanbul Military Museum 1951 | Vedat Dalokay, Unknown
Yunus Erk
Gaziantep War Memorial and 1957 | Yusuf Ergiileg, Fikret | Gaziantep
Martyrs Monument and Museum Cankut Municipality
Antalya Regional Museum 1964 | Metin Hepgiiler, Ministry of Public
Dogan Tekeli, Sami | Works
Sisa
Istanbul Harbiye Military Museum | 1967 Nezih Eldem Ministry of National
Defense

3.3.5 Museum Depots

An important fact of the museums built after 1960 in Turkey is that they were built
to meet the space needs of the museum depots established in the first years of the
Republic. As Turkey is a country with very wealthy archaeology and ethnographic
artifact, most of its museums contain archaeology and ethnography artifacts (Sade,2005,
p:112). As previously stated in the preceding sections, museum depots were generally
established in the historical buildings of the cities during the first years of the Republic.
Most historical buildings where museum depots were established were constructed as
educational buildings (Medrese). Since these buildings were closed together with dervish
lodges, they remained empty and were used as museum depots (Sade,2005, p:53). The
museum depot table shows the first opening dates of 32 depots as well as the dates of the
establishment of new buildings. From the table below, it can be seen that 23 depots were
converted into museums in the new building between 1960 and 1980 (Table 3.4).

Table 3.4 Museums Depots Established in Turkey Between 1923 and 1960 and their
establishment dates in their new buildings (Based on Ozge Sade, 2005, drawn by
Author)

Museum Depot City First Open Date in
Establish | New
ed Date Building

Adana Archaeology Museum Adana 1924 1972
Afyon Archaeology Museum Afyon 1933 1971
Alacah6ytiik Museum Corum 1935 1982
Amasra Museum Bartin 1955 1982
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Amasya Museum Amasya 1925 1977
Archaeology and Etnography Museum Edirne 1925 1971
Archaeology and Etnography Museum Samsun 1930 1981
Aydin Museum Aydin 1959 1973
Bergama Museum [zmir 1924 1936
Diyarbakir Archaeology Museum Diyarbakir 1934 1993
Efes Museum [zmir 1929 1964
Erzurum Archaeology Museum Erzurum 1942 1967
Eskisehir Archaeology Museum Eskisehir 1945 1974
Gaziantep Archaeology Museum Gaziantep 1944 1969
Isparta Museum Isparta 1935 1985
Izmir Archaeology Museum [zmir 1927 1984
Izmit Museum Kocaeli 1938 1967
Iznik Museum Bursa 1935 1960
Kahramanmaras Museum Kahramanmaras 1947 1975
Kayseri Archaeology Museum Kayseri 1930 1969
Kirsehir Museum Kirsehir 1936 1997
Kiitahya Museum Kiitahya 1945 1965
Nigde Museum Nigde 1936 1982
Side Museum Antalya 1959 1961
Silifke Museum Mersin 1940 1973
Sinop Museum Sinop 1933 1970
Sanliurfa Museum Sanliurfa 1948 1969
Tire Museum [zmir 1936 1971
Tokat Museum (Gokmedrese) Tokat 1926 1983
Turkish-Islamic Artifacts Museum Edirne 1925 1971
Van Museum Van 1932 1972
Yalvag Museum Isparta 1948 1966

3.3.6 An Overall Evaluation of Museum Space (1960-1980)

Since the 1960s, multidimensional political developments have determined
Turkey's architectural practice and cultural environment. With the transition of the
government to the Armed Forces on May 27, 1960, the Democrat Party regime ended and
a liberal new constitution was prepared in 1961 after the newly formed government
(Tekeli, 2005, p:31). Adopting the concept of the prosperity of the state, the 1961
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Constitution led to socialist thought and enacted the SPO (Avcioglu,1971, p:499). The
period between 1960 and 1980 was the scene of great political and social uncertainties,
and also witnessed important new developments due to the SPO and the institutions
leading the competitions. As explained in the previous section, the five-year development
plans laid the base for the basic and urgent needs of the country and generally focused on
developments in the economy, agriculture, construction, manufacturing, housing, and
health industries. Within the scope of cultural policies, archaeology and museum titles
were only included in the second five-year development plan (1968-1972). During this
period, 268 competitions were opened, with only two of them being museum

competitions.

Moreover, according to the Chamber of Architects competition index, they were
generally held by the Ministry of Public Works or other governmental offices. In this
period, Antiquities and museum committee studies mention the establishment of regional
museums and in which provinces they should be established in. In fact, the efforts of the
Institution of Antiquities related to archaeological preservation and establishing museums
did not lead to the desired developments in the political field. The increase in the number
of museums established during the period was related to the transformation of museum
depots established since the beginning of the Republic and the founding of prototype
museum projects. The way in which the museum buildings were obtained and the political
infrastructures between the years 1960 and 1980 in Turkey were evaluated in the previous
sections, with visual and numerical data about museums being displayed. In order to
better conceive of museum projects obtained in this period, it will be useful to remember
the ministries and policy-making institutions to which the museums are affiliated, from
the foundation of the Republic to the period between 1960 and 1980.

The Directorate of Antiquities and Museums was established under the Ministry of
Education in 1922. It was restructured in 1946 as the "General Directorate of Antiquities
and Museums" following the law on establishing the Ministry of National Education. In
1965, the units carrying out cultural services within the Ministry of National Education
gathered at the Undersecretariat of Culture. With a new decision in 1972, the Ministry in
question was turned into an undersecretariat and subordinated to the Prime Ministry.

During this administrative change, the General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums
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remained within the body of the undersecretariat®.In 1977, the Ministry of Culture was
abolished and the Ministry of National Education and Culture was established. The
General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums also fell under this Ministry. In the same
year, the Ministry of National Education and Culture was abolished and the Ministry of
Culture was reestablished. In 1982, the Ministry of Culture was abolished and merged
with the Ministry of Tourism and Promotion, with its name being changed to the
"Ministry of Culture and Tourism". The General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums
was also left under the Ministry of Culture®. It is noteworthy that this instability within
the institutions and that the branches were in a continuous process of transformation,
merger, and disintegration. Above all, this shows that distinctions between education and
culture and then culture and tourism have not been clear to the government (Mete-
Sade,2012, p:178). Until the establishment of the Ministry of Culture in 1971, the
acquisition of museum projects in Turkey has been through the methods (competition,
tender, type project) determined by the Ministry of Public Works and the Ministry of
National Education. After 1971, the projects prepared by the architects of the Ministry of
Culture were implemented (Sade,2005, p:114). As a result of political inconsistency and
the changeability of institutions, no general policy was followed in the geographical
positioning of museums in Turkey. Likewise, unlike the SPO's five-year development
plans, museum planning resulted in a different situation than the planners had envisioned.
While it was planned to build 12 regional museums in selected cities, over forty museum
buildings were built from 1960 to 1980 (Mete-Sade, p:176). In his presentation at the
Seventh Turkish History Congress, Ucankus (1973, p:1001) stated:

The goal was to construct eight to ten regional museums that were modern
and in line with the Western examples. These museums were to be in Istanbul,
Bursa, Izmir, Afyon, Antalya, Ankara, Konya, Adana, Kayseri and Erzurum. After
some time, citizens in the village, in the city or the parliament started to intervene
arbitrarily. Some of the constructions never started, some of them were delayed,

and their plans and projects were changed. New constructions started at places that

30 TC Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Kiiltiir Varliklar1 ve Miizeler Genel Miidiirliigii. (n.d.). Retrieved
February 08, 2022, from https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-43034/tarihce.html

31 ibid.
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were never planned. Today, there are 20 complete and about 20 ongoing museum

constructions in Turkey.

According to Ugankus (1973, p:1002), the effort of the new museum constructions,
which started after 1960, albeit unplanned and unscheduled, was an effort to get rid of the
old buildings that did not allow modern organization and display and were not
illuminated. Nonetheless, Ugankus (1973, p:1002) argued that the museums established
since the beginning of the Republic could not develop despite all efforts, could not make
enough scientific contributions and that the civil servants and technical staff in the
museums were insufficient. In addition, only architects who worked in the ministry would
draw up museum projects and build museums with prototype project independent of the
place and context as an indicator of the chaotic environment of the period. Although a
freer architectural environment was present, the fact that the museum subject in the

competition projects is almost non-existent remained remarkable in the political context.
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Chapter 4

Architecture of Museum Spaces in the
1960-1980 Period

Architecture in Turkey had to be an instrument of the state's official policy on the
one hand and the dominant ideology on the other until the second half of the 20th century.
However, the period from 1960 to 1980 is a dynamic period in which architects were led
to different sources and in search of various design approaches with the transition to a
democratic milieu (S6zen,1984, p.276). The general political, economic, and cultural
environment of Turkey in the 1960-1980 period was examined in the previous chapter,
and information was given about the methods of obtaining museum spaces. In light of
this preliminary discussion, a summary can be made as follows: collecting and storing
ancient artifacts has been at the forefront in the field of antiquities and museology in
Turkey until 1960. The phase after this period was called establishment and evaluation
because many new museum buildings were founded after 1960 due to multi-faceted
renewal activities and tourism movements (Ugarkus,1973,1000). In other words, there
was an intense production of museum buildings in the architectural environment of the
1960-1980 period. Although the democratization environment and locations where the
project competitions were held were intensively discussed, it was remarkable that most
of the newly built museum spaces were sponsored by state funds. For this reason, as will
be shown in the following section, there is not a great diversity in museum structures.
However, these structures can be differentiated according to the methods of obtaining the
museum buildings and their different exhibition opportunities. This chapter aims to
situate the construction of these museum projects within the frame of a political
background shaped by particular themes. It draws attention to the controversies and
contestations related to the museums, particularly competitions and archaeological sites.
This section will examine two themes and two museums to clarify these museums' unique

stories.

70



The first theme is critical regionalism and the second theme is brutalism. These are
concepts that dominated the Turkish architectural scene in the 1960s. Firstly, | will
present the Antalya Museum, the only museum competition project between 1960 and
1980. Secondly, I will examine the Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum, which was
quite remarkable with its outstanding architectural protector canopies. After these, I will
explain the political background and context narratives, starting with establishing the
selected museums. Then, | will focus on the themes, architectural plans, space
configurations, and exhibitions to understand the architectural styles. Certainly, these
structures have been examined before. However, within the scope of this thesis, the
investigation into these structures differ from similar research because they provide
examples of popular discussions of architecture at that time, such as critical regionalism
and brutalism, which are the determining themes, beyond revealing the exhibition
diversity of the 1960-1980 period. Moreover, this kind of study will provide a thorough
understanding of the unique histories of the selected museums.

4.1 Implications of a Museum Design Competition:

Antalya Regional Museum

The Ministry of Public Works organized a competition for the Antalya Regional
Museum for the purpose of conservation and exhibition of archaeological and
ethnographic finds in South-West Anatolia in 1964 (Tekeli&Sisa, 1974, p.22). The
location chosen for the competition is at the end of the residential area in the northeast of
Antalya, bordered by a rocky coastline to the south and the scenic view of the Bey
Mountains to the north (Tekeli&Sisa,1974, p.22). The reasons for particular projects
being eliminated and successful projects in the competition were introduced in the jury
report. The following explanations about the project of Dogan Tekeli, Sami Sisa, and
Metin Hepgiiler, who were selected for the first prize and their design was eventually

built, were as follows:
The arrangement of the settlement in the site plan in such a way as to allow rich

display gardens and courtyards in the south, the museum entrance being by an alley and

the attractive perspectives when entering the museum hall from here, the solution of the
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sections suitable for the exhibition function and the accuracy of the lighting forms, the
lapidarium part in accordance with the program were considered appropriate. In
addition, it has been deemed appropriate that the roof levels provide lighting, natural
ventilation opportunities and the effect of mitigating the masses, the location of the
lodgings and the connection of the sections to the technical facilities, and the good
analysis of internal and external circulation. The arrangement of the administration and
general facilities at a high level and in the foreground, the extension of the plan on the
land, and the effects of crowded facades were not considered appropriate. This project

was deemed worthy of the first award®2.

The jury report describes the reason for the choice first because the Tekeli-Sisa-
Hepgiiler project respected the regional characteristics and was well-designed with its
architectural functions and interiors. Tanyeli (2001, p.14) states that architects Tekeli and
Sisa shaped the architectural environment of the period from the 1960s to the 1980s and
they won various competitions and institutionalized the freelance architectural practice in
Turkey. According to Suha Ozkan (2001, p.80), there is an attitude in Tekeli-Sisa
architecture between minimalist simplicity and the search for a regionalist form, which
allows the form they find more rational in line with their functional priorities. The Ankara
Stad Hotel, Istanbul Manifaturacilar Retail Center (IMC), and Antalya Regional Museum
are remarkable projects they designed that have been awarded and implemented.
Therefore, Tekeli-Sisa architects whose search for sometimes rationalist, sometimes
brutalist, or regionalist approaches in their projects come to the fore in this period.

Although the results of the Antalya Regional Museum competition were determined
in 1964, the project was completed and opened to visitors in 1972 (Sade-Mete, 2012,
p.74). The museum design signifies a plastic attitude with a powerful impression of
horizontal effect in the design chosen by the architects in contrast to the steep mountains
in order to create a silhouette that compliments the natural surroundings
(Tekeli&Sisa, 1974, p.22). This effect is obviously seen in the project sketch, with the
strict and horizontal geometric character of the design (left) in contrast to the complexity
of the existing city (right) (Figure 4.1). Also, in the perspective drawing of the Antalya

3 Antalya Bolge Miizesi Mimari Proje Yarismasi Jiri Raporu. (1964). Arkitekt, 314(33), vii, 32
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Museum entrance hall (Figure 4.2), it is seen that precise and prismatic volume and
rationally formed structures surround the ancient column, which is a historical artifact. In
the circulation scheme, flexibility is provided for the visitors who would like to visit only
the halls of special interest or see all of the exhibits (Tekeli&Sisa, 1974, p.23). Moreover,
the exhibition sections were allocated around an inner courtyard in chronological order
and in different sizes. These sections are close to the city life in the immediate vicinity

and open to the unspoiled nature in the south and west of the forecourt.

Figure 4.1 Sketch showing the relation between the museum, the city, and the Bey

Mountains (Source: Salt Research, Dogan Tekeli archive, TTSPABMDO002003
(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/204443)

Figure 4.2 Perspective from the entrance hall by Tekeli-Sisa Architects (Source:
Arkitekt,1964/1)
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Figure 4.3 Site plan by Tekeli-Sisa Architects (Source: Arkitekt,1964/1)

Thus, the visitor is situated between the natural and historical values of the region
that have not changed over the ages (Tekeli&Sisa, 1974, p.22). When examining the east
elevation drawing, it is remarkable that the spaces at different levels are covered with
horizontal roof plates and that natural light and ventilation are considered by making gaps
in the overlapping spaces in this roof design (Tekeli&Sisa, 1974, p.22). The semi-covered
exhibition areas (lapiderium) were covered with the same roof plates, ensuring integrity
and continuity between the interior and exterior museum sections. As the architect also
stated, the entire building was designed using a modular grid of (1.50 x 1.50 m) (Tekeli
& Sisa, 1974, p.22).
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Figure 4.4 Circulation Pattern, (1a: exhibition hall’s circulation pattern, 1b:
Circulation pattern in the lapiderium, 1c: Circulation pattern in the open-air
museum sections, 2: Circulation pattern in the administration, auditorium, and
library) (Source: Salt Research, Dogan Tekeli archive, TTSPABMD002002
(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/204443)
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Figure 4.5 East Elevation of Antalya Regional Museum (Source: Salt Research
Dogan Tekeli archive, TTSPABMDO003001
(https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/204444)

The main theme determined for this museum is the critical regionalist approach in
order to see the architectural effects in Turkey, based on the changing architectural
discourses and new research in Modern Architecture in parallel with the economic and
social developments of the world between 1960 and 1980. The reflection of the actors
affecting the architectural production in Turkey in this period on museum architecture
also has an important place within the scope of this thesis. To this end, the concept
regionalism will first be defined. Batur (2005, p.72) states that the key terms of
regionalism in architecture are concepts related to historicism with urban texture, forms,
and scales, whether tradition-based or aimed at the environment. Also, it manifests a goal

that focuses on continuity in terms of local topography, materials, and culture
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(Erarslan,2020, p.150). The fact that this concept subject can be interpreted in a wide
range have caused this approach to emerge with different motivations in the historical

process.

The main focus of regionalism in the context of architectural production is its
relationship with the ground, a typical characteristic form of language that cannot be
described as it varies according to the place (Erkol, 2016, p.58). Regionalism can be a
tool of nationalist rhetoric or authority, or it can be a tool of an anti-authoritarian
movement or define a purely geographical approach independent of politics. It is
frequently seen in the historical process as an approach to creating and consolidating
national identity (Lefaivre &Tzonis,2003). Alexander Tzonis (2003, p.11), a critical
regionalist theorist, traces regional architecture's origin to antiquity. According to Tzonis,
the buildings in a region have meanings about the identity of the society to which they
belong. The decorations on the structural elements may not be decorations but images
that tell the community their roots and past. Architecture makes the important breaking

points, such as the strength, establishment, and liberation of communities visible.

Kenneth Frampton (1992) defines critical regionalism as a conscious reaction to
modernism that ignores tradition and locality. A critical regionalist approach to design
and architecture of identity recognizes the value of the singular and seeks to maintain
diversity while making projects that use boundaries and universality within the physical,
social and cultural constraints of the particular (Lefaivre, &Tzonis,2003). According to
Frampton, one of the most important factors in the emergence of critical regionalism is
the desire for cultural, economic, and political liberation. In his writings on critical
regionalism, he criticizes globalization and the consequent homogeneity. Frampton
argues that it is possible to take part in a universal civilization by keeping cultural values
with the approach of critical regionalism (Frampton, 1992, p.314-327). Critical
regionalism has two things in common with traditional regionalism: place and place-
specific data. The difference is not to take upon the architectural traditions of the past as
they are, but rather to consider them (Erkol,2016, p.61). Thus, it will be possible to talk
about an architecture that is not only a repetition of the traditional form but full of
meaning and unique to itself. Just like regionalism, critical regionalism has been defined

not as a style but as an approach. The reflections of this approach are also frequently
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encountered in architectural production in Turkey, especially in the period between 1960
and 1980.

According to Tanyeli (1998, p.245), the main reason for the spread of regionalism,
which is the only discourse on which all architectural activities are based, is the search
for identity. He states that the visual pluralism in the environment could not transform
into intellectual architectural pluralism. In other words, the criticality of regionalism has
been thrown into the background for most projects, and the regionalist approach has
become a repetition of existing traditional forms (Ozer, 1964). Although the regionalist
approach was used as a critical response to the search for identity or as a tool for the
image expectation of the period, consisting only of the repetition of local images, it
formed the common discourse of the period. The approach of the Antalya Regional
Museum, which was completed and opened to visitors in 1972, is important in this
context. The starting point of the museum'’s design concept is the relationship with local
architecture and nature, which constitutes the most important design component. Also,
the project has the characteristics of the new movement in Turkish architecture. As
explained by Enis Kortan (1974, p.70), the composition uses fragmented and small multi-
part elements instead of enormous geometric structures. The composition generally
consists of spreading comfortably on the land, constructing low buildings instead of high
ones, and believing that they provide harmony with nature. The discourse that emerges at
the end of the Antalya Regional Museum design components, as Lefaivre & Tzonis
(2003) describes the critical regionalist approach, in the way of creating a museum project
belonging to the region, tries to reveal a unique value by using borders and universality

within the physical, social and cultural constraints.
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Figure 4.6 Assurance of the natural ventilation in the hot climate and defused
daylight (Source: Tekeli & Sisa, 1974)

The multi-pieced typology attitude also gradually became the highly
recommended project model of the 1960s, and it was soon applied to all types of buildings
in almost every region of the country (Batur,2005, p.70). Likewise, Kortan (1974, p:70)
criticizes the application of this plan typology to different parts of the country and states
that structures with different socio-economic, sub-cultural, etc., data should show
differences. The architecture of the cubes®® template was applied regardless of any context
and structure in the competition projects that came first in the period. The METU, Faculty
of Architecture by Cinici architects (1961), and the Ankara Ministry of National
Education by Y. Sanli-Y. Tuncer-V. Ozsan (1962) are among the examples of a multi-
pieced typology approach along with the Antalya Regional Museum (1964) (Batur, 2005,
p.70, Bozdogan & Akcan,2012, p.175).

33 The small and multi-part approach in Turkish architecture is also called "cube architecture" by some
circles (Kortan,1974, p.70.)
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Figure 4.7 Second award project, site plan by Arolat Architects (Source: Arkitekt,
1964/1)
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Figure 4.8 Second award project, East Elevation by Arolat Architects (Source:
Arkitekt, 1964/1)

The Antalya Regional Museum competition was a unique and promising
competition within the period. Considering that the 1st and 2nd award-winning projects
were produced with a critical regionalist approach and, at the same time, a universal
discourse, and that the architectural form is a multi-piece mass, a very similar situation
can be found. The similarities in the approach to architectural production support Kortan's
arguments about the competition and the period and serve as proof that is justified in the
face of its criticisms. Despite this, in the limited architectural historiography of the

Antalya Regional Museum, while it is referred to as a multi-part typology approach, the
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critical regionalist discourse is not mentioned. Considering the pluralistic and multi-
layered approaches of the period, a single style may not be expected to be dominant in
the Antalya Museum project. Yet, the Antalya Regional Museum project was a
remarkable example of the critical regionalism approach and the multi-pieced typology
with its plastic effect from 1960 to 1980.
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Figure 4.9 Antalya Regional Museum (Source: Salt Research Dogan Tekeli Archive,
TTSPABMHO001001 (https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/204445)

Figure 4.10 Antalya Regional Museum, 2022 (Source: Author’s Collection)
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As aresult of the renovations, it has undergone over time, the museum lost its much
of qualities in building design in the 2000s. Therefore, the argument put forward by this
chapter concerns the state of the museum before this renovation. Unlike the original
project received after the competition, the terrace roof of the building was converted into
a hipped roof, the windows on the fagcade were changed, and the lighted areas in the
interior were closed. The museum's practice of exhibiting and indoor lighting has

generally focused on the works, creating a darker environment.

Currently, the museum's collections include a hall of natural history and prehistory,
a hall of ceramics, a hall of regional excavations, a hall of gods and emperors, a hall of
sarcophagi, and a hall of mosaics. It is noteworthy that there are countless unique artifacts
describing the region’s history, ethnography, and archaeology in the museum exhibition,
and that even the construction of an additional building is not enough, leading to many
artifacts being exhibited in the museum garden. Most of the archaeological collection was
taken from regional excavations. Also, the ethnographic artifacts of the museum were
collected from the same region. The main reason for the richness of this museum's
archaeological collection is that it is one of the places where traces of human civilization
were first seen in Anatolia. It was home to the significant ancient cities such as Lycia

within the Roman and Byzantine civilizations.
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Figure 4.11 The Entrance Hall of the Museum (Source: Author’s Collection)

e . S \ i

Figure 4.12 The Hall of the Emperors (Source: Author’s Collection)
In addition to the exhibition order, another striking detail is the emphasis on illegal
excavations. It is important in terms of cultural heritage awareness that this information

Is written in the annotations of the works smuggled abroad and brought back in various
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ways. The most important artifacts brought back to the museum are the Heracles
Sculpture and the Heracles sarcophagus (see Figure 4.13). It takes more than two hours
to visit the interior exhibits of the museum. Upon existing the building to the museum
garden at the end of the exhibition, it is as if entering a new open-air museum (see 4.15).

At the end of the circulation of the numerous works in the museum'’s garden, the road

leads to the museum shop and again to the museum's entrance.

Figure 4.13 Sarcophagus of Heracles (Left) and Heracles Sculpture (Right) (Source:
Author’s Collection)
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Figure 4.14 The Hall of the Mosaic (Source: Author’s Collection)
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Figure 4.15 The Facade of the museum facing the Mediterranean and the Antiquities
in the museum garden (Source: Author’s Collection)

e

Figure 4.16 Antiquities in the Museum Garden (Source: Author’s Collection)

The architectural design of the Antalya Regional Museum was a remarkable
example of museum architecture in the period between 1960 and 1980 in terms of its
connection with the natural and traditional environment and the fact that it contains the
historical values of the region that have been ‘protected and exhibited' for centuries. It
also reproduces the dualities of a universalist approach by establishing a duality between
past and present, tradition and modernity. On the other hand, it was stated that the
Museum had undergone a radical transformation that the designers never expected or
wanted. Due to these uncontrolled interventions, the museum gained a series of new

spaces far from the original design concept. This new addition can be characterized by
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interventions that inevitably changed the museum’s relationship with the city and its
surroundings. It is unfavorable since the original museum space was a reflection of the
political perspective involved in the museum structure selected through competition for
the 1960-1980 period in Turkey.

4.2 Designing a Shelter for Archaeological Findings:

Karatepe-Aslantas Open Air Museum

Karatepe-Aslantas was established as a border castle and named Asativata by
Asativatas, who introduced himself as the ruler of the Adana plain in the 8th century BC
in the late Hittite era, within the borders of the Kadirli district of Osmaniye
(Cambel&Ocal,1993). The excavations were initiated in 1947 by the Istanbul University
team led by Prof. Dr Theodor Bossert, Associate Prof. Dr Bahadir Alkim, and Associate
Prof. Dr Halet Cambel on behalf of the Istanbul University Turkish Historical Society
and the General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums. Only half of the artifacts were
found intact, and more than half were broken or missing (Cambel&Ocal,1993).
Archaeologist Halet Cambel explains that the Karatepe-Aslantas studies began as a
regular excavation, and turned into a long-term, multi-faceted project based on different

concepts after some time.

Figure 4.17 Halet Cambel's drawing of the Karatepe-Aslantas excavation site
(Source: https://blog.iae.org.tr/sergiler/yeni-insan-halet-cambel, 23/02/2022)
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Figure 4.18 Site plan of the strongholds of Karatepe-Aslantas and Domuztepe,
Drawing by Erhan Bicaker (Source: Cambel, H., Réllig, W., & Hawkins, J. 1999,
p:105)

These concepts can be summarized as follows: the works were not removed from
their places; they were repaired in their natural and historical environment, protected, and
exhibited; their natural environment and the ancient human environment were handled as
a whole, and for parts of this whole, an architectural concern for conservation comes to
the fore, not to be left to chance (Cambel,2010, p:131). Despite the usual method in
archaeological excavations, selecting the findings that would be shown in the museum
exhibition or museum depot and removing them from their places was not implemented

in the Karatepe site®. The first work done to protect the natural environment was

34 When the works in Karatepe were first released, it was on the agenda to first move them to Ankara.
After that, it was brought up to move to the old Public House Building in Adana, but since there was no
way for either option, it was abandoned and it was decided to repair and preserve the old works in place.
(Atesogullari, 2002. p:127)
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registering the forest area that the artifacts were found in as a National Park in 1958
(Cambel,2010, p:132). In 1953, the restoration team was expanded, and with the
participation of the director of the Roman Central Restoration Institute, Prof. Cesare

Brandi, the work was tied to a solid and continuous plan (Cambel, 1956, p:27).

In Karatepe-Aslantas, the stone works, which were parts of an architectural setting
and about 50% of those broken into fragments, were initially repaired. For this, the pieces
found above and below the ground were collected around the castle gate to which they
belonged. Pieces were carefully matched to compose the full forms, after which, they
were glued together on-site (Cambel, 2010, p:132). According to Cambel (2010, p: 132),
when the fragmented and integrated works were found and put back in their places, the
works gained a very different meaning and value than being exhibited in a foreign and
artificial place, as they found their natural and historical places. After a the construction
of a temporary roof made of a wavy sheet to cover the stone works in order to prevent
them from being damaged by sun, rain, and frost and to prevent cracks (see Figure 4.10),
discussions began on how to create a permanent shelter for the pieces (Cambel,2010,
p:132).

Figure 4.19 Temporary wavy sheet roof (Source: Cambel,2010, p:134)
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Figure 4.20 Franco Minissi’s shelter project (Source: Cambel,2010)

Since the General Directorate of Antiquities and Museums was affiliated with the
Ministry of National Education, a project was drawn by the architects of this ministry.
However, the prepared project is a primary school project with a hipped roof and does
not match the conservation approach in Karatepe (Eres,2018, p:290). It was decided to
build a system of lightweight canopies, as if a canopy was thrown over the columns so
that the cover was completely modern, simple, and light enough to not overwhelm the
works, with an architectural concern coming to the fore (Cambel,2010, p:132). Prof.
Brandi asked Franco Minissi, an architect of his institute, to draft a project. When it was
understood that the preliminary project was not technically possible to implement in
Karatepe under the technical limitations of that period, Brandi told Cambel that by
evaluating this project as a concept study, a local architect ould design a project that can
be applied in this environment (Eres, 2018, p:290). Thereupon, Cambel asked Turgut
Cansever®, who was a leading Turkish architect, to draft a design proposal for Karatepe
within the framework of Brandi's views (Eres,2018, p:291). Turgut Cansever, who was
the architect of the Anadolu Club Hotel building, the Turkish Historical Society building,
and the Karatepe-Aslantas Open Air Museum, shaped the architectural environment of

the period from the 1960s to the 1980s, and he won various competitions.

35 Turgut Cansever's younger sister was an archeologist who was a student and worked with Halet
Cambel (Tanyeli & Yiicel, 2007, p:162)
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Cansever expressed the main elements that shaped the Karatepe-Aslantas open-air
museum design in the relationship between the ruins and the canopies that would protect
them constituted the main question to be resolved (Cordan, 2002). While examining the
relationship between the canopies and the ruins, it was realized that the unexplained
places of the inscriptions on the walls in different directions and the continuity in the text
could only be understood by the walking line formed by the direction of the wall
directions to the visitors (Cordan, 2002). In this case, it was thought that the
differentiation of the directions of the wall, which appeared haphazard, was necessary to
follow to consistently protect the historical architectural order. As such the plan
alternative was applied, in which the canopies followed the historical wall lines (Cordan,
2002.p:228).

Figure 4.21 South Door and North Door of the museum (Source: Cambel,2010,
p:135)

Figure 4.22 Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum Silhouette (Source: Author’s
Collection)
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Another remarkable component of the design is the effect of daylight. In some of
the canopies, a design setup was established by integrating steel, glass, and wood and
benefiting from daylight. In this state, the building is a semi-open space that is elevated
above the ground and carried by a structural system, consisting of canopies and concrete
columns. In addition, archaeological remains are integrated with the topography,
following its natural formation, with several artificial platforms designed for exhibitions.
In this setting, the load-bearing columns are located on different levels, making the
continuity of the ground visible on its own slope (see Figure 4.24). The concrete and
wood used in its natural texture and color can be clearly read under the canopies. The
structure has a clear circulation line, with the floor made of fine soil that hearkens back
to the natural texture. At the end of the exhibit, there is another canopy for the Storm God
Baal on the left.

Figure 4.23 Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum (Source: Author’s Collection)

Figure 4.24 Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum (Source: Author’s Collection)
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Cansever states that when there were some problems in the concrete provision,
aggregates were brought from the banks of the Ceyhan River and mixed in certain
dimensions, whereupon concrete was poured (Tanyeli&Yiicel, 2007, p:168). He also
states that there was no insulation on the canopies; precautions were taken by using the
material’s strength so that the canopies never absorb water (Tanyeli& Yiicel, 2007, p:168).
This was how the shelter project, known today as Cansever’s Canopies, was designed in
the limited material supply conditions of the 1957-1961 period. Design decisions such as
using the material in its natural texture and color and reflecting the purpose of the building
in the best way represent a brutalist understanding. Also, in the previous sections that
emphasized the pluralist approach of the period from the architectural point of view, it
should be noted that this structure reflects one of the finest examples of critical regionalist

attitude in terms of expressing the sense of being unique to the place.
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Flgure 4.25 Canopy Detalls (Source: Author’s Collection)

The main theme determined for this museum is brutalist architecture which was
also influential in the design of the canopies. Although the building discussed in this
section bears the traces of the brutalist form language, it can be evaluated together with
other architectural approaches in another framework. Considering the multi-layered
identity of the building, Brutalism was emphasized in this section. Brutalism emerged in
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the 1950s as a revisionist search for modern architecture and gradually gained an
international character (Banham, 1966). Brutalism was one of the biggest events in the
architecture world in the 1950s and it was a trend, or rather a design ideology in a more
correct expression. It was formulated by the English architects Alison and Peter Smithson
and developed on the philosophical basis of English Puritanism (Frampton, 1992, p.263;
Banham, 1996). In this context of brutalist ideology, the design should consider the reality
principle, and the building should clearly express how and with what materials it was
built (Batur, 2005, p.70). This is to construct dynamic relationships out of exposed
materials and create an aesthetic expression consciously by revealing function and
structure is the central ambition of Brutalism (Banham, 1966, p.47; Frampton, 1992,
p.265). Moreover, Brutalism reveals the architectural honesty of the building by
exhibiting the structure and materials as they are, and is known as the evolution of modern
architecture (Sozen, 1984, p.278). The exposed concrete has become the indispensable
material of this trend due to the indication of giving up on coatings and processing.
Assuredly, these principles, none of which were new, brought the constant criteria of good
architecture throughout history onto the agenda again to be re-interpreted in the name of
Brutalism (Batur, 2005, p.71).

It can be said that there is a very important distinction between the introduction of
the Brutalist approach to Turkey and the importation of other architectural movements.
Contrary to other movements and approaches, the emergence of Brutalism in developed
countries and its implementation in Turkey have been almost simultaneous (S6zen,1984,
p.279). The significant Brutalist examples were given in Turkey's 1960-1980 period,
synchronously with other geographies. According to Batur (2005), the Brutalist approach
was brought to Turkey under the influences of, generally, the works of L. Kahn and
Rudolph or some of the works of Japanese architects. In fact, whatever the sources of
inspiration or influence were, the positive contribution of Brutalism on Turkish
architecture in the attainment of forms is obvious. The buildings on the METU campus
can be given as important and early examples of the approach. Among the recognized
applications of the trend include: the Ankara Stad Hotel, the Anatolian Club in Istanbul,
the Istanbul Military Officer's Club (Harbiye Skyscrapers), the Terciiman Newspaper
Building in Istanbul, and the Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum. The monumental
exposed concrete defines the character of Karatepe-Aslantag canopies, which were

designed and applied at almost the same time as the METU Faculty of Architecture.
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Flgure 4.26 Karatepe Aslantas Open-Air Museum (Source: Author’s Collection)

According to Tanyeli (2007, p.162), what makes Karatepe important is that the new
reinforced concrete canopies added to the historical site are subject to how the lower one
was formed, namely the Old Hittite palace architecture. Moreover, Tanyeli states that
taking the past as a given fact indicates that the architecture built on top is as important
as the preserved architecture (Tanyeli& Yiicel,2007, p:162). Cansever, on the other hand,
states that his project carries an architectural preservation expression and reveals an
architectural discourse that will enable the visitor to turn to the artifacts (TRT, 2004). In
addition to its relationship with the ancient works, it expresses that with an architecture
that establishes a relationship with nature, canopies were made parallel to the silhouette
of Karatepe (TRT, 2004). Additionally, Cansever argues that these canopies look like
horizon lines flying in the air and that these sharp lines aim to glorify Karatepe (TRT,
2004). However, the fact that site-specific designs are at the forefront in Cansever's
project narratives ensures that a critical regionalist approach predominates the first
impression. On the other hand, he explains how the molds were designed to produce
exposed concrete canopies and how the canopies, which ultimately reveal a monumental
and strong identity in the silhouette, come into existence themselves. Therefore, the
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Brutalist attitude of the Karatepe canopies was the answer to the quest for new forms of
museum spaces in Turkey's 1960-1980 period.

Figure 4.27 Guestroom (Source: Author’s Collection)

Another important context is that Karatepe set an example in the period between
1960 and 1980 as a type of protection and display in an archaeological site. In the context
of archaeology, the restoration and conservation practices of Kratepe-Aslantas are
remarkable in the documentation. The projecting stages, as well as the stone conservation
studies, are regularly documented and kept in the archives of the Rome Central
Restoration Institute, as well as being kept in the archives of the institute's periodical
BICR (Bollettino dell'istituto centrale del restauro) (Eres,2018, p:293). According to
Eres (2018, p:293), the archives and publications of the Karatepe-Aslantas conservation-
restoration project define a very different level in the conservation culture, considering
that there are still not many comprehensive publications on restoration practices in
Turkey, and more importantly, the archives of the Conservation Board often lack the
necessary detailed information and documents. The integration of the archaeological
features and museum space’s architectural ideologies belonging to Karatepe-Aslantas

results in a special structure that needs to be revealed in the context of its period.
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Figure 4.28 Museum and Administration Unit (Source: Author’s Collection)

Turkey's first open-air museum is among the remarkable works of the period, both
in terms of archaeological protection and museum architecture, in the context of
archaeology and museum policies of the 1960s. In the midst of a chaotic political
environment, it was a worthwhile project to work to extract the archaeological remains,
preserve them in place, and declare Karatepe a National Park. The building is an iconic
example of the Brutalist style, that used a regional-specific®® solution to establish a
dialogue with nature and ensure continuity in the historic environment. Additionally, the
building, which undertakes the function of protecting the works it contains, is a modern
guide to the understanding of conservation and how museum architecture should be done
by exhibiting the existing values in their natural environments. The Karatepe- Aslantas
Open-Air Museum and archaeological site preservation project should have a promising
impact on later archaeological works. It is a remarkable example of museum, an
architectural structure that adopted a plastic element and shouses its displays on an iconic
posture on the Karatepe silhouette. In addition to this museum and archaeology context,
roads were built to the museum, and then a gendarmerie station was built for the safety

of the museum between 1960 and 1980 for the cultural transformation of the region

% In the words of Turgut Cansever, there are site-specific solutions due to the features that the building
establishes with the old Hittite ruins and the existing topography, the dosage of concrete is determined for
a site-specific project outside the standards in the production of concrete canopies, and even the
aggregates are brought from the Ceyhan River, passed through sieves and mixed in certain proportions
(Tanyeli&Yiicel, 2007, p.164-166)
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(Cambel&Ocal,1993). Considering that such a museum cannot survive in such an
environment unless the local people are educated, and the forest cannot be protected
unless the young people take responsibility, an area has been created for courses such as
schools, teachers' houses, blacksmithing, carpentry and carpet making in unschooled
villages (Cambel&Ocal, 1993). As a result, the Karatepe-Aslantag Open-Air Museum is
one of the first Brutalist structures of the 1960-1980 period. The fact that the building
contains many layers with traces of the past and its surroundings defines a different
architectural language. This architectural language is not just a form language, it contains
an ideology of museum architecture. In this respect, examining this structure as a case
study in the context of the 1960-1980 archaeology and museums is crucial. All in all, the
Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum, which is integrated with the forest and the dam in

the National Park, creates a unique experience for its visitors.

4.3 An Overall Evaluation

This chapter evaluated the themes presented and concluded with the two examined
examples. Despite political obstacles and criticism of uniform typology in museums, the
path of transformation for the Antalya Regional Museum and the Karatepe-Aslantag
Open-Air Museum conveyed various messages independent of the symbolic figures
attached.

The Antalya Regional Museum competition is the first and only significant step in
twelve regional museum planning (Eski Eserler, 1961, p.12). The planning attitude that
is close to the city life near the museum but open to the history and nature of the region
takes a regionalist position. The architecture of the Antalya Museum proposed a modern
space with its rational and geometric character that embodies history as a monumental
phenomenon (Sade-Mete,2012, p.75). These public spaces, where archaeology and
ethnography collections can be exhibited in modern spaces, contributing to the region's
cultural development, and providing a new museum experience to the visitor based on
history and nature, also included a universalist approach for the 1960s. In other words,

the Antalya Regional Museum project was the response to Vanli’s®’ call to universalize

37 Vanly, S. (2007). Mimariden Konusmak: Bilinmek istenmeyen 20. Yuzyil Turk Mimarligi: Elestirel
Bakis. Istanbul: VMV. (p.31-36)
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the regional based on the aesthetic canons of modernism. In this context, the effect of this
structure from 1960 to 1980 is both the output of a free competition project and the

contextual harmony of regionalist and universalist approaches in the regional museum.

In addition, it’s worth repeating that it contains the unique archaeological artifacts
of Lycia, Rome and Byzantium as a collection to answer the question of what a regional
museum should be in the period between 1960 and 1980. Besides the archaeology
collection obtained from the region, the museum also has a collection containing many
ethnographic artifacts. It is possible to create a large open-air museum even with the
artifacts in the museum garden. However, due to the repairs that the museum has
undergone over time, Tekeli, Sisa and Hepgiiler's project has largely lost its features.
Within the scope of this thesis, the arguments made for the Antalya Regional Museum
cover the building before these renovations. Therefore, it is a remarkable museum that
should be examined in the context of museum and archaeology in Turkey during the
1960-1980 period.

The Karatepe-Aslantas Open Air Museum was in a very remote area, with people
who were not sufficiently enlightened about what the museum meant and what was in it.
The fact that the archaeological objects found cannot connect with the surrounding
building and social environment in nature, even without a road, suggests that this remote
archaeological site cannot be controlled by a central administration, an architect, or an
archaeologist. Even if there was a desire to move the artifacts excavated from the soil to
another museum, the opportunity to exhibit them in their natural environment was
actualized due to the environmental conditions and archaeologist Halet Cambel's desire
to exhibit them on-site. The exposed concrete canopies of the Karatepe Open Air Museum
are modern in terms of their period and are a modest but self-evident design that does not
compete with the artifacts it exhibits. The artifacts and the protective canopies that are
seen after a long natural path should instantly impress the visitors of the Karatepe
National Park. Considering the design of the canopies of the museum together with the
natural terrain and leaving the ground as fine sand are unique aspects of the design. In
addition, although it is an open-air museum, the middle design of the canopies that brings

the daylight to the works in a controlled way is also a remarkable element.
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The building reflected the regional ideals of political concerns of Anatolian culture
in Turkey, but it manifests its autonomous existence and denies the usual museum project
through its fragile and semi-open exposed concrete structure. Besides, there is no doubt
that concepts such as “cultural landscape”, “sustainable conservation”, “local
participation,” and “site management”, which we frequently use in the context of
conservation discipline today, were put into practice in Karatepe as early as the 1960s.
As a result, the story of this monumental building is essential in the context of
archaeology and monument museums of the 1960-1980 period. As seen by these
examples, within the context of museum and archaeology, two essential museums and
their stories within the period of 1960 to 1980 were examined along with two themes, in

order to test the discussions made in the previous sections.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions and Future Prospects

5.1 Conclusion

In this study, Turkey's museum architecture of the period between 1960 and 1980
was investigated. In this context, it has been concluded that the concepts attributed to the
museum institution are directly related to the period's political, cultural, archaeological,
and economic developments and that this relationship can also be followed through the

designed museum buildings.

In the late Ottoman period, the museum emerged in line with the policies defined
as modernization in parallel with the developments in Europe. In this context, the opening
of the Imperial Museum, which was a museum of international importance, is similar to
the examples in the West in terms of its institutional and architectural features, and it can
be a remarkable example showing the degree of modernization in daily life. It can be said
that the spatial design of Alexandre Vallaury, and the endeavor of Archaeologist Osman
Hamdi Bey as the museum director, were noteworthy for the institutionalization of the
Imperial Museum in Istanbul. The building of the Imperial Museum, with its location in
the city and its visual features, shows significant similarities with the examples in the
West, and the archaeological artifacts it contains aroused curiosity in Europe during the
period. Osman Hamdi Bey became a pioneering figure both in the Empire and within the
idea of museum as the museum director due to the many successful archaeological
excavations he carried out during the period. In this case, it can be said that the Imperial
Museum (Istanbul Archaeology Museum) is the first modern museum building in the
country and has the characteristics of a successful museum in the European sense, which

houses valuable archaeological artifacts.
After the foundation of the Republic in 1923, the ideas that guided museum studies

included the search for an identity in establishing the new nation-state. Therefore, the

Ethnography Museum designed on the Namazgah Hill of the capital and the Turkish
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Hearth building next to it reveal the reflections of the understanding of nationalism and
the interpretation of Turkish identity of the period through the museum architecture.
Besides this, the approach to archaeology has been nuanced by means of embracing many
ancient Anatolian civilizations like the predecessors of Turkish culture. In addition,
ethnography gained importance as a new cultural collection and display matter. These
collections were primarily compiled in museum depots in various regions of Anatolia
between 1923 and 1960. Then the rapid increase in the number of museums established
until the 1950s slowed down between 1950 and 1960. This reflects the developments
related to the political structure of this period (Sade,2005, p.68). After the DP came to
power in 1950, the support given to cultural studies decreased, and museum studies,

which were parallel to the aims of the previous government, also slowed down.

After the military coup in 1960, the libertarian nature of the new Constitution by
the new administration accelerated museum studies. The SPO prepared Five-Year
Development Plans in 1963, with cultural studies being included in these plans. New
targets have been set in museums and archaeology, and works have been carried out in
line with the five-year development plans and government programs. Therefore, it is
noteworthy that many new museums were established, and some new buildings were
designed for museums to replace old museum depots. Many social institutions (such as
schools, hospitals, and sports halls) were built in addition to museum buildings during the
planned development period. Considering that the construction activities in this period
were carried out to meet the basic needs of society, the museum buildings received their
share of the resources allocated for the construction activities in line with the space needs

of many works that needed to be preserved.

The dynamic politics of the period strengthened the protection of antiquities with
newer laws and caused changes in the context of institutionalization. Until this period,
there were ambiguities regarding ancient artifacts and archaeological sites since the 1906
Antiquities Regulation became enforced. Later, constitutional orders obliged to protect
works and artifacts of historical and cultural value, and therefore the new constitutional
order triggered studies in the field of antiquities (Cal, 1990, p.59). In this context,
significant institutional structures and new targets related to antiquities and museums
were included in the five-year development plans and government programs, with their

importance being emphasized. However, it is noteworthy that in this period, despite

100



Turkey's rich archaeological sites, the government could not compile a cultural inventory
list (Ozdogan, 1999). Nevertheless, after the 1970s, the identification and registration of
monumental structures continued and the emergence of the concept of "protected area”

was a positive development.

The first Law in Turkey that includes explicit provisions on the protection of
antiquities is the Law on Antiquities, dated 1973 and numbered 1710. In this law, which
is accepted as Turkey's first comprehensive law on antiquities, the definition of antiquities
was made in detail. In addition, movable and immovable ancient works were explained
one by one, and ethnographic works and works related to art history were also classified
as movable artifacts. In addition, private museums and collecting topics were included in
this Law for the first time. Although this law legalizes the transfer of artifacts obtained
from illegal excavations to collectors, it prevents the resale of these artifacts so that they
do not turn into commercial commodities. Turkey has taken part in international
conventions and regulations as well as changes in national laws. The Venice Charter was
adopted as a set of guiding principles in 1967, and some rules and resolutions of
international organizations such as UNESCO and the Council of Europe on protecting
archaeological heritage became enacted. In addition, Turkey joined the International
Council of Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), and with the establishment of the ICOMOS
Turkish National Committee in 1974, the importance given to archaeology and museums

increased exponentially.

Along with the establishment of various foreign institutes over time, excavations
were carried out by many foreign archaeologists in this period. In addition, Istanbul
University and Ankara University carried out a total of 79 excavations in Turkey between
the years 1960 and 1980. In this context, although Turkey is a rich place in terms of
cultural heritage, the inadequacy of the excavations was mentioned and it was claimed
that the reason for this was legal compulsions. The implementation of strict legal control
in issuing excavation licenses before 1980 is a positive development in terms of
antiquities smuggling. Because during the period between 1960 and 1980, many artifacts
were taken abroad due to illegal excavations. Not the number of excavations, but the
scientific nature of the excavations and the preservation of the discovered artifacts are

also very valuable in terms of cultural heritage. From this point of view, the result of
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licensing processes and strict inspections of archaeological excavations can be seen as a

win.

A transition period began in the 1960s, in which political, economic, and
technological transformations took place, the architectural environment also being
affected by this situation. Unlike the previous periods, the architectural milieu is exposed
to an era in which different styles and plan typologies exist simultaneously. The 1960s
witnessed the acquaintance of the architectural realm with new typologies, development
planning decisions, agendas, new materials, and a critical enthusiasm towards museums.
Despite the economic and technological developments in this period, it can be said that
the architectural attitude in the new museum buildings, which includes approaches
designed according to the function, parallels the rational ideas in every field of the
planned development period. Considering the political, economic, and cultural conditions
of the museums built in this period, a modest approach was observed, generally produced
by prototype museum projects (tip proje) or projects designed by the Ministry's architects
across Anatolia. Unlike these museum projects, some prime museum examples reflect the
approaches of the pluralist architectural environment in the context of the 1960-1980
period.

Within the scope of the thesis, | draw the general framework of architectural
production in Turkey for the 1960-80 period. Then, numerical and structural analyses
were made to examine the opening of museums in detail. Among these, there are two
museums at the center of the research. An important question to be answered in the
research process was which museums would be included for analysis in order to be more
inclusive. While determining the museums to focus on, there was an aim to provide
diversity in many areas such as context, discourse, and design approach, helping to
examine the term. The selected museums were built within the specified period, pointing
to the “multi-layered” structure of the period and opening up Turkey's modern and
postmodern approaches to the discussion. The design and implementation process of
these three museums, which are thought to have an important place in architectural
production in Turkey with their multi-layered design strategies and different scales, have
been analyzed, and the implications of the 1960-1980 period are conveyed within the

framework of the themes determined for each.
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For this purpose, | examined the Antalya Regional Museum and the Karatepe-
Aslantas Open-Air Museum. As it was observed within the research sequence that in the
case of the 1960s Turkey, the Antalya Regional Museum was one of the strategically
important projects of the regional museums. Being unique as a competition project
museum in Turkey, the Antalya Regional Museum was an inspiration for its architect
followers in the period with its fragmented block plan scheme, regionalist design
principles, and its spatial distribution. It is known that the museum collections contain
unique artifacts, most of which were obtained from regional excavations. The
architectural design of the Antalya Regional Museum became a pioneer of the concept of
a modern regional museum by connecting with the natural and traditional environment
with the spatial requirements of a museum space. It was the first museum competition of
the 1960-1980 period and its modern and versatile exhibition setup was inspiring for

succeeding museum buildings.

Another significant project in 1960s Turkey is the Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air
Museum. It was Turkey's first open-air museum and has become a pioneering project in
the context of archaeology because of its scale and function, its construction technology,
material usage principles, applied purification, and on-site preservation. In addition, it has
made an essential contribution to the application of open-air museums in Turkey, with its
natural environment declared as a National Park and its mission of on-site conservation.
The exposed concrete canopies, which protect the archaeological findings, had a pecular
design language. They contributed to the silhouette of Karatepe with their iconic plastic
effect. The fact that the material used for the canopies was left in its natural texture
reflected the Brutalist understanding of the period very effectively. The museum was also
designed with several artificial platforms on the site where archaeological remains are
located. They strengthened the sense of being unique by being prepared with fine sand, a
natural material on the ground. One of the architecturally impressive points is that the
canopies are designed at different heights by the level differences on the terrain, with the
center receiving sunlight. The Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum is one of the
remarkable museum structures of the 1960-1980 period in terms of the natural harmony
of different materials and the relationship between the canopies of different heights and

the archaeological remains.
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Although these two museums were not mentioned as much as other building types
in the architectural media, they had a particular function in the culture and archaeology
policies between 1960 and 1980. It can be concluded that the transformation of the
museum space in Turkey between the 1960-1980 period expresses a dynamic situation in
terms of its political, economic, and architectural aspects and its interactions with the rest
of the world. Although the museum production in this period was not at the center of the
architectural setting in Turkey, it can be said that it was still an essential instrument for
cultural policies. However, it is seen that museum spaces did not receive the attention

they deserved in the architectural circles of this period.

Within the scope of this thesis, the main implication of this research, which focuses
on museum design in Turkey between 1960 and 1980, is to reveal remarkable examples
of modern museum structures and approaches in Turkey simultaneously with the
architectural production in the world. Due to the limited archival resources and
architectural historiography about the museums of this period, some arguments need to
be elaborated more with further studies. Museum buildings were studied less than their
contemporaries and required more research and interpretation for architectural

historiography between 1960-1980 in Turkey.

5.2 Societal Impact and Contribution to Global
Sustainability

This thesis is related to the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals adopted
by Abdullah Giil University in research, education, and social impact projects. Adopted
by all United Nations Member States in 2015, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development offers a standard plan for peace and prosperity for people and the planet for
now and in the future. There are 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which are
an urgent call for action by all countries (UN SDGs, 2022). Among these, the targets
within the eleventh goal, titled “Sustainable Cities and Communities,” aim to improve
archaeological studies and museums in inclusive, safe, resilient, and sustainable ways.
The fourth target is “Strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and
natural heritage’” (UN Goal 11, 2022). In this context, this thesis traces the historical

background of archaeological and cultural developments for museums in Turkey.
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Turkey's formation and development of museum spaces are closely linked with the
world’s cultural and natural heritage. Many archaeological sites in Turkey are on the
UNESCO world heritage list. In this context, state policies have gained importance in the
cultural education of society, archaeological excavations and preservation, and the
formation of museums since the late Ottoman period. This thesis is significant for
examining the historical background of the UN‘s eleventh goal by presenting an overview
of these studies, primarily to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and natural

heritage through museums.

In addition, this thesis is related to the eighth goal, “Decent work” and economic
growth, since archaeological sites and museums provide financial revenue and productive
employment. The ninth target of this goal is "By 2030, devise and implement policies to
promote sustainable tourism that creates jobs and promotes local culture and products’’
(UN Goal 8, 2022). In this regard, this thesis provides a political and cultural background
for the formation of museums and the emergence and evolution of archaeological studies.
Today, archaeological sites and museums are designed parallel with new tourism goals.
Therefore, this thesis presents archival sources and analyzes museum spaces. This thesis
presents the historical background of cultural heritage and museums in Turkey

concerning the UN's goals.
5.3 Future Prospects

This research sheds light on the history of the museum spaces with the help of
three prime examples, which have not been explored comprehensively in Turkey between
1960 and 1980. Thus, the design criteria of museums developed over time can be read in
their political, archaeological, and cultural context. Also, understanding the historical
process of design practice and ideological base will improve design quality today and in
the future. Therefore, this study will provide researchers and designers with the necessary
tools to consider the fabricated spatial background of museums and the design approaches
in a historical context between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey.

This thesis can be a comprehensive resource for future studies in the context of

museum studies, but especially about three prime museum examples. In the future, new

approaches and ideas may emerge regarding the museums and themes of the 1960-1980
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period presented in this thesis with new archival sources. | believe the efficient use of
different sources in this thesis will positively trigger studies in other fields such as
museology and archaeology beyond architecture and architectural history. Therefore, this
thesis can be a reference for museum research, especially in cultural studies, archaeology
policies, and planned development period studies. During this thesis, it has been realized
that there is an intensive necessity for further studies on the museum architecture of the
pre-1980 period. | hope that recent studies on contemporary museum architecture will

also encourage studies about the history of the field.
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APPENDIX

Document 1, Karatepe-Aslantas Open-Air Museum General Situation (Source
Presidential State Archive, Republican Section, BCA, item no: 114-721-4, date:1962)

(1962])

IVAEY-ABSIVLED] c7uEl 1o Tl
C‘", ’URiYEn‘ ARSIV Kadirli ,Karatepe g¢alaigmalari . /

Arkeolodik buluntu :
Karatepe Adananin 130 km kiimey dofusunda ,Kadirlinin 22 km doZusunda
bir son g¢ag Eti merkezidir (M.0. 8inci 1221115 B
Onemi : bilimsel ¥e turistik bakimdan
1.-0 giline kadar okunama¥an fti heiyeroglif yazi ve dil sisteminin
oziimiind saglayan ¢ift i yazitlar
2.-Devrin din ,san'at ye yagsayagini aksettiren Unemli ,bol sayida
tag heykel ,kabartmakarla biitiin bir mimar3 kompleks .
1946 (Prof.H.Th.Bossert ve Halet Cambel tarafindan).

1947 den beri (Istanbul thniversitesi,Millt Egitim Bk., Tirk

Tarih Kurumu tarafindan )
Restorasyon : 1952 den beri (ayni miiesseseler tarafindan) Roma Merkezi
Restorasyon Enstitiisiiniin igtirakile (teknisyen ve malzeme) .

Acik Hava liiizesi :

Tiirkiyede,ilk defa olarak, modern miizecilik anlayigina gtre , eserlerin
kendi tarihi ve tabii c¢evreleri igersinde muhafaza ve teshiri yoluyla ,
linci sinaf bilimsel ve turistik bir merkezin kurulugu denemesi .

;@ge tesisleri : koruyucu betonarme gatilar , misafirhane , ves.(1957 den
ber: .

Tamamlayica tesisler :

Boyle modern bir miize tesisi uzak bir dag baginda tek bagina korunamaz
ve degerlendirilemezdi . Bu bakamdan galigmalar bazi tamamlayici tesislerin
kurulugunu gerektirmig ve kurulus bir biitiin olarak ele alinmigtir . ¥alig-
malar buna gdre planlanmig ve ilg utun bakanlik ve miiesseselerin
katilmasile yiiriitiilmiigtiir (bilimsel organizasyon ve koordinasyon Halet

ambel tarafaindan ) .

1.-4i11% Orman Parka : Karatepenin turistik Onemi,tariht eserleri yama
sira , tabiat gilizelliZine ve ormanlik ,daglik bir gevreye sahip olugu-
na da d#ayanir . Tarih? kalintilarla bir arada Hu tabil cevrenin de
Egzgﬁféﬁ;hve deZerlendirilmesi gerekiyordu .Bu maksatla 7700 hektarlaik
ormanlik bir bolge bir milll orman parki haline getirilmigtir (1958) .
2.-Yol : Karatepe Kadirliye stabilize bir yolla (22 km) baglanmistir .
ol Devlet Karayollari bakima alt1ndad1¥ . A2 Y
3.-Igme suyu : 6,5 km 1ik su isale hatti tamamlanmigtir (1961,DSI elile).
4.=-Miize ve Park sitesi :
a.~Ilk okul ve kiy san'at kurslari : tamamile okulsuz analfabet
daginik xoy ﬂIzamlnanI boyle bir gevrede bbyle modérn bir tesis
yagatilamazda «Bir ilk okul yapildi (1961) .Ayrica , ormanin korun-
masi ve parkin idamesi , park igi halkina yeni gecim ve is imk8nlara-
nin saglanmasini gerektiriyordu .Ilk hamleie iE§ san'at rsu atelye-
si kuruldu ( 1961 ,Adana valilizi yardimile ).
b.-liize ,orman ,okul personeli igin lojmanlar : 1961 de kismen .

c.-Kgrakol { gevre inzibatinin saflanmasi bakimindan (1959 ,mahall}
arla ).

d.~PTT : galaigmalar ve bilh. turistik bakimdan son derecede ©nemli olan
Karatege-Kadirli ve dolayisile gehirlerarasi telefon devresi ve
PIT gubesi (1959) .

Bulunug :
Lsas kaza

o207 pt ! MERD &
E [T T l
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CEVAEY BSWLLH GEREL b nntil
: GUMHURIYET ARSiv]

e Kadirli ,karatepe : yiiriitiilmesi gerekli igler (1962 )

1.-}i113 Ormah Parka tesislerinin program uyarinca ikmali :

a.0rman muhafaza tesisleri

b.Parkla ilgili turistik tesisler

c.Parkla ilgili koy kalkinmasi galigmalari

d.Tabiat miizesinin ingaati igin hazirlik (halen 2 Alman zoolog
miize koleksiyonunun hazairlanmasi igini Karatepede yiiriitmektedirlke)

Ta anli a

2+-RIT gubesinin tekrar acailmasa :
Pelefon devresi g¢aligmaktadir ,gube odasi ,PTT memur lojmani ,tesis
demirbaglari meveuttur ,idareye hi¢ bir masraf yiiklenmeyecektir .
Bu husus galigmalar ve turistik inkigaf bakimindan g¢gok Onemlidir .

Ulagtarma Bakanlafainca .

3e=Program uyarinca kidy san'at kurslari tesislerinin geligtirilmesi ,yatala
bir holge san'at ofﬁIu haline getirilmesi .
Adape Valilikince -

44-Yol : Devlet Karayollari Genel Miidiirliiflince tahsisati ayrilmagtair .
aligmalara bir an Once baglanmasi .

B Baka E a .

‘Oo*ﬂ o1 M 1 {4g
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CEVLET
.

BBSIVLER] GEWEL MODORLORD
CUMHURIYET ARSiVi

Kadirlide durum :

Son hadiseler neticesinde #adirlide ,dolayisile Adana ve gevresinde,
devlet otoritesi sarsilmigtir . Bayri mesul , miitegallibe ruhlu bazi
gahislar "devlet biziz" kanaatini yaymak suretile kisaca :

a.-icra ve kazayi sindirmek

b.-memur ve halki baskilari altina almak
ce.~partizan idareyi tekrar kurmak

d.-bUylece gahis menfaatlerini devlet elile yiiriitmek

ve bu yolla ellerinde tuttuklari genig devlet toprak ve sulari {izerindeki
tasarruflarini devam ettirmek istemektedirler , bu ilk hedeflerinde genig
vlglide muvafffak ta olmuglardir .

Bu yiizden bugiin Kadirlide devlet daireleri ,6Zretmenler ve halk
biiytik bir baski ve tehdit altindadar .Yaygain bir korku ve umutsuzluk
havasi hakimdir .Hadiselerin biitiin seyri boyunca gabalari ,normal bir
devlet tasarrufuna kargi gelmek defil ,aksine ,bu otorite sarsmak
isteyenlere kargi devlet otoritesini korumak ve ayakta tutmak olmugtfur .

Halkin en biiyiik korkusu "devletsizlik"tir . Bilhassa Anadoluda
devlet otoriteginde en ufak bir sarsigti biitiin i3 kollarina tesir eder ,
gerek halkin ,gerekse devlet temsilcilerinin gahmf ve galigma emniyetini
tehlikeye digiitiir .

Kadirlinin ,12 ilgeli Adana ili ve giiney-dofunun komgu illeri igin
Steden beri miyar tegkil ettiZi diigiiniiliirse ( Adananin TBMM 'deki 12
temsilcisinden 1'i vekil ,1'i de senatdr olmak iizere 5 i Kadirlilidir )
meselenin nigin mahalli olmaktan gok daha biiyiik bir onem tagadiga anlagailar.

hadirli!xaratepe galagmalari bakimindan durum

Ayni sebeplerin etkisi altinda Karatepe galigmalari da aksatilmak
tehlikesindedir 3

l.-Gayri mes'ul gahislarin tahrikile Ii Igleri Bakani ajzile Karatepede
galiganlar gesitli yollardan tiirlii isnat ve iftiralarla (gifahen ve
basinda) tehdit edilmektedir .Bunlar maalesef mevshktur .

2.-Mill% Otman Parki ¢aligmalari ,sanki bdlge, halkinin aleyhine imig gibi ,
ayni ga{rl mes'ul ,mﬁteiallibe ruhlu kimse er4kendi adamlarindan oyman
kagakga 1{1 ve tahripgiliZi ile ilgili bir kag¢ kigi agzindan Tarim
Bakanina (ayni gayri mes'ul gahislarin elile) Karatepede g¢alaiganlardan
giklyet ettirilmek suretile Millt Orman Parki g¢aligmalari Tarim Bakani
vasitasile baltalanmak istenmektedir .

Bilitiin bunlardan giidiilen maksab ,Karatepe ekipi ile resmi devlet
yetkilileri arasinda bir ayrilik varmig zahabini uyandirmak suretile 3

l.-Calaigmalari devlet dairei®mr ve memurlari miivacehesinde gliglegtirmek .

2.-Karatepe ekipi¥le halk arasindaki (gok 1{1 olan) miinasebetleri bulan~-
dirmak , dolayisile halki ekip aleyhine igkirtmak .

3.=Baza tahrik ve kigkirtmalar yoluyla = bu gartlar dahilinde her gey
yapabilirler,her gey miimkiindiir - hadTeeler yaratarak ,galiganlari

iallgamaz hale getirmek .

Mesela ,ekip mensuplarina sokak ortasinda satasma ve hakaretler tertip-
leyebilirler : Adanada imam hatip okulu 6groncbferi ves. vasitasile ,
Kadirlide aveneleri elile , Karatepede orman kagakga ve tahripgileri
vasitasile ,menfaat mukabili ).

asa Karatepe galigmalarinin devami gahis ve ig emniyetinin

sagland%; mesine baglidir . : [ ]
030{ 01 | MR O IR
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Document 2, (Source: Presidential State Archive, Republican Section, BCA, item
no:259-81-10, date:16.11.1970)

1 ; X \C:
T BASBAKANLIK

‘ o~
4 T.C NUNLAR VE KARARLAR TETKIK DAIRESI BASKANLIGI
Q - TRAKANLIK
N RIYET ARSIVI

KARARNAME
_Sayt: 7/1600
4895 sayili Kanunla katilmis bulundugumuz Birlegmis Milletler
e Egitim, Bilim ve Kiiltiir Kurumu (UNESCO) nun tesebbiisii ile Paris'te
kurulmus bulunan Milletlerarasi lNiizeler Konseyinin degigiklikler ya- -
pilan tiiziigliine gore, yeniden hazirlanmis olan ilisik "Milletlerarasi
Miizeler Konseyi (ICOM) Tiirkiye Milll Komitesi Yonetmeligi" nin yiiriir-
liige konulmasi; ilgili Bakanliklarin uygun miitaldalarina dayanan Mil-
1i Egitim Bakanliginin 26/10/1970 tarih ve 7349 sayili yazisi iizerine,
Bakanlar Kurulunca 16/11 /1970 tarihinde kararlagtirilmigtir.
VHURBASKANTI
\F Basbakan Devlet Bakani . Devlet Bakany Devlet Bakam « Devlet Bakani
o o putocd, XK ¢
QW / ” e
‘
<
P Adalet Bakam Milli Savunma Bakani igi;lf,' ak/a.m Ma.liy(e ant
o e A/ : ) /\AA 7
= A C //] i 5
- T ' ‘
(] Egitim Bakani Baymdirhk . Ticaret Bakam ag. ve Sos. Y. Bakan Giim. ve Tekel Bakani
. : / -
< .v" 5
b o Tarim 1 ma Bakani Cal ani Sanayi Bakani
et

’-

Dosya No: Tyl ve Tan. Bakani Imar ve Isk4s Bakam Koy Islpty Bakam Orm: akani Geng. ve Spor BN(M
74-113 ' 2 I : ?5/“'
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Document 3, (Source: Presidential State Archive, Republican Section, BCA, item
no:154-92-16, date:06.05.1960)

¢

T. C. T
BASVEKALET
KANUNLAR VE KARARLAR
Tetkik Dairesi

Karar Sayisi

4 KARARNAME
13008

Gilney-Bati Anadolu’da Bodrum ve Fenike sahillerinde, Amerika’
daki Pensilvania Universitesi Miizesi adina mezkir ﬁniversi-’c'e mensuplaran
dan George F:':;Bass idaresinde su alti arkeolojik hafriyati yapilmasinz
o PH izin verilmesij; Mill] Miidafaa ve Dahiliye Vekaletlerinin muvafik miitala
larina dayanan Maarif Vekdletinin 25/14/1960 tarihli ve 471.4-18%0 sayala
yazisi lizerine, Icra Vekilleri Heyetince 6/ 5 /1960 tarihinde karar-
1a§t1r11m1§tir. REISICUMHUR

S

Bagvekil Devlet Vekili Ve Devler Vekili Devler Vekili Devlet Vekili
Bagv.Yardimeisi —— e

N et //-,—/77

Adliye Vekili Dahilive Vekili Haricive Vekili
£ T
N
Maarif Vekili Ti canil Vekilive - Sih.ve l¢. Mua. Vekili Glimate b \nl.rl \
IUdI‘ ve *s. V.V }
A2 L 4 % W
}'rruu Vekili Miinakaldt Vekili Calisma Vekili Va Sanan Vekili Bua ‘\; ve Iun Vekili
' _ Pas.Yay.ve Trz.V.V. o, Fe---
/
tmar ve Iskin Vekili in { Vokilr / -

.Dosya No : PV
136-26

555 080 1g 01 @2 D«s‘ﬂ% Mﬂ
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Document 4, (Source: Presidential State Archive, Republican Section, BCA, item
no:165-35-13, date:06.08.1962)

T. C.
BASBAKANLIK
KANUNLAR VE KARARLAR :
Tetkik Dairesi KARARNAME
Karar says

790

Aydin I1i dshilinde ve Milet harabeleri yakinindaki Didyma Ma-
bedinde ,Istanbul Almsn Arkeoleji Enstitiisii Mudirll Profestr Dr.R.Naumann

= tarafindan arkeolojik kezi yapilmasina igzin verilmesij Milli Savunma ve
Ig¢isleri Bakanliklarinin uygun miitalfalarini dayanan Milli EZitim Bakan-
liganin 5/7/1962 tarihli ve 20606 sayili yazisi lzerine, Bakanlar Kuru-
P lunca 6/ 8/1962 tarihinde kararlastirilmigtir .
Z,

CUMHURBASKANI

-
r~m .
Bashalun h. 15 \ Yards Dinles Bakeau w
d inrcss:
” A
£ :f 2 P >
| DA K ‘ (W oA
/LM N ¢ ‘
v /4"
:_Q. Devlet "1\.111 Adulet Bnl ang T\h‘ll Savunma Bakonx Icisleri Béka Disigleri Bukan:t -
Malive Bakam Milli Egitim Bakanmn Bn)mduhl. BaLam Ticaret Bakant
— -
S <C J' R- Hitrot&L~“
o \
c
Sa. ve So. Y. Bakan1 . Giim. ve Te c‘ Bokanx ‘aim Bakent Ulastrma Bakaur
| A @Jw-\ <t % =
&
© Calisma Bakan: Ba.- Ya. ve Turizm Bakant Imar ve Iskin Bakanr

e e 7‘/“7
/2 '
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Document 5, (Source: Presidential State Archive, Republican Section, BCA, item
no:190-65-6, date:20.10.1965)

T. G

BASBAKANLIK
KANUNLAE VE KARARLAR TETKIK DAiresi

Saye:6/ _ KARARNAME
5434 '

6/9/1955 tarihli ve 6/5826 sayili Kararnsmeye ektir:
tzmir 11 Bergama Ilcesindeki Bergama Harabelerinde arkeolo-
" ik kaza yapmakta olan Profesdr E.Boehringer terafindan bulunan iligik
Eki listede envanter numaralari ve n:l.telikleri yazili {ig¢ bronz heykelin
1 (Restore edilmek maksadiyle Almanya'nin Mainz Sehrine ggtiiriilip tekrar
geri sétirilmek. tizere) yurt digina ézkar‘:.lmasma izin verilmesi;Mill2
. Bgitim BakanliZaimin 2/10/1965 tarihli ve 471, 236/5693 sayili yazisi Hize-
rine , Bakanlar Kurulunca 20/10/1965 tarihinde kararlagtirilmigtar. ‘

A~ ' |

NN S

SEANI

\

Qg Devlet Bakan: ve

A Basb. Yardmers: Devlet Bakant ..
« g, b&(,uMlL ’/ /
[

Devlet Bak Adalet Bakau Milli Savunma Bakam ¢igleri Bakani /Dxmlen Bakta.

—
* -
w Maliye Baknm N iM¥ Egitim Bnkam drnk Bkﬂn 2y Ticaret B:k 5 /

PR ‘

Joe é
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Document 6, (Source: Presidential State Archive, Republican Section, BCA,

no:318-53-7, date:08.08.1974)

T. C
BASBAKANLIK

item

KANUNLAR VE KARARLAR TETKIiK DAIRESI BASKANLIGI

KARARNAME
Say1: 7/ €772 P,
T :
iligik listede belirtilen kazi yerlerinde, bu yerlerin hizala-
rinda adlari yazili kisilerin Baskanliafindaki Turk ilim mensuplari ta-
rafandan arkeolojik kazilar yarilmesina izin verilmesij; Devlet Eskanli-
Zainin 25/7/1974 tarihli ve 471.Zenel/G358 sayaili yazisi Uzerine,25/4/1973
tarihli ve 1710 sayili Kenunun 32 nci meddesine gbre, Bakanlar Kurvlun-
ce 8 /8 / 1974 tarininde kararlagtiralmigtir,
Eki 9?
1
N
m - Devlet Bakant
{n Basbakan  ~ Basbakan Yrd. Devlet Bakam L, Deviet Bakomi  +  Deviel Bakams
5. 5
" .
QQ . g b)“ 57
15 ¢ 3,50
y
o Adalet Bakam Milli Savunma Bakan: }sén Bakam Dasisleri Bakani Maliye Bakan“ 4
=)
7 € o saniorhd VOMY
7 ®
S Mxlh Egmm Bakan Ba icare aka Sag. ve Sos. Y. Bakamu Gilm. ve Tekel Bakam
3 2 - (J
1Tyl 4 .
) 7 7
[
s 4§
i ‘@ - Tar. ve Hay, Bakan! Ulastn'ma ve Tek. Bakam En. ve Tab. Kay. Bukam
~» ~
cI " ma e~
LT 5 O MO
Tosya No: T e Iskan Ki Geng. ve Spor Bakani
136-51 . o
ﬁz_an !9'“—[ ¢ (//
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T.C,
BASBAXAHFELIXK
Xultlr Hlstegarlifa
Bski Eserler ve lHizeler Genel IHUdurligl

Saya ¢
Konu ¢ Ankara
1974 Yilanda Dagliyaczk Kezilar

Kezi Yeri 11i ilgesi Kazi Bazkana
1-Ayasuluk izmir Selguk Ord.Prof.Dr.Ekrem Akﬁqgﬂ
2-Keramos Hugla 1i18s Prof.Dr.Yusuf Baysal
3-Ani Yars Arpacay Prof.Dr.Kemal Balkan
4-Darphane Nigzde Aksaray Prof.Dr.Jerare Yetkin
5-¢inifaraniari 2Bursa iznik Prof.Dr.Oktay Aslanapa
6-Pegin ivgla ilas Prof.Dr,0lug Arik
T-Tiyatro iuila Bodrum Do@.Dr.Umit SerdaroZlu
8-~Side-Hamami Antalya tianavgat Prof.Dr.Jale Inan

Asla Gibidir.
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Sube ¢
Sayi

Konmu ¢

T.C.
BASBAKANLIK
Kiltur Mustesarlifa
Bski Eserler ve [iizeler Genel MidUrligl

Kazilar
4 Genel~ 93
171.Cenel~ 9358 Anksra
N e
Tirkiyede yapilacak 25 Temmuz 1974

arkeolojik kazilar Hk,

BASBAKANLIX MAKAMINA

Bilindigi lizere memleketimizde arkeolojik kazilar Tiirk ve Yabanci
Bilim adamlari tarafindan muhtelif bilim kurumlari adina yluritiUlmekte-—
dir,

6.5.1973 tarihinde ylirirliife giren 1710 sayili Eski Eserler Kanu-
nunun 3@.maddesi geregince, Genel MidlUrlijimiz te§ki1§t1 digaindaki
Tirk ve Yabanci Bilim mensuplari tarafindan yapilacak arkeolojik kazi-
lar igin Bakanlar Kurulundan karar alinmasi gerekmektedir,

1974 yilanda yapilan ve Bakanlar Xurulu Karari gerekéﬁﬁyeni miira—
caatlar ekli listede gtsterilmigtir.

1710 say1li Kanunun 32,.maddesi gerefince bu kaziler ig¢in Bakenlar

Kurulundan karar alinmasini miiseadelerinize arz ederim,

Orhan EYUBOGLU
DEVLET BAKANI
Bk: 1 Liste

i030l13w o1 | b2 N2 59 4 : .
& ) 3
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Document 7, (Source: British Institute at Ankara-OFD8)

T. C.
KULTUR BAKANLIGI .
Bski Pserler ve Mizeler Genel Midurligh

Sube ; Fazalan _ Ankara

Sayr : Mize-02,5,710.2(c2) st
Konu : Tille yilk Baranlak Temsiloisi ke
David He French
Tille HUyik Kazisi Baskana
K&hta-ADIVAMAN

iLots £.5.1979 rin ve Kazilar ¥iza-02.5.710.2(02)4242 sayila yasims.

¥arababa Baraj gOlil alalnda kalan Adiyamam ili ¥&hta ilcesi Oeldi~
buldu muhtarli’a canarlarz icindeki Tille Byik'te ingilis Arkecloii "neti-
tisl adina Dre David 7. “rench bagkanliZinda 1979 yalinda agafida isimleri
belirtilen liyelerle kurterma kazisa yapalmasinin Bakanlifimizca nymm goriil-
Afffl ve anilan kasiya Bakanlik Temsilcisi olarak Yiitahys Wizeei asistana
¥ehmet {indemig’in katilaca®: ilgi yazimizda belirtilmictire

58z komusu “asiya Bakanlifiriszy Temsilen Yiitahya Miizesi asistany
Pehmet f'ndemig yerine Malatya Wizesi asistani Adnam Friugwun katilmasy uyzem
£Oriilmilgtiire

Pilgi edinilmesini durumm adi pgegen asistama duyurularak ¥ilzeden
ayrilig tarihinin bildirilmesini, ve azi kurulu {yelerine gerekli %olaylifan
gosterilmesini rica ederime

~Dre David H. French
~Pamela e Premch
~Ahmet t,Q‘_ ke D2 R )
~Jjames S Simson
~Charhotte Ko Filtom
~jonathan Ae Cane
~Richard S, Yellg
=Jjanice A. Noom
~Catherine Kelly

- Jjames Coe Crow
~Anne Te Milles

~jonathan Forter
~Brian Ve Williams
DAMITING
~Adiyaman Valili¥ine ~David He "rench
~Falatya ValiliZine Tille "Gyilk Xasis: Pagkany
~Miize P&AUrl{gine-Ad1yaman ¥Rhta-ADIYAMAN
~Fiize Midiirl{ifine-Malatya ~Adnan Eriug
Tille HGyik Pakanlik Temsileisi
KRHTA-ADITAMAN
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Document 8,

Sube

Sayr ¢

Konu

(Source: British Institute at Ankara-OFD7)
: . T. C.
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Eski Eserler ve Milzeler Genel Midirlig
Kazilar = . Ankara

Dr. David He French

ingiliz Arkeoloji “nstitiist

Biklim soke 96/15 .
Vavaklidera—AN-ARA

Karebaba Earaj g614 alaninda kalan Adiyaman ili Yakkilgesi feldibuldu

mzhtarliza sinarlary icindeki Tille H8piik'te bagkanlafinda 1279 yilinda vapil-
mak istenon !murtarma Yazisi Bakanlifimazca uygun s8riilmiistiir.

By ya1k4 kaziya Fakanlik Temsileiai olarak ¥UL8hyd Yiizesi Asistany Mehmet
finderia katilacaktire ¥azimin baglayaca?y tarihin adz gegen asigtana dnceden
Tuyurulmasy gerekmektedire

Baxanlik iensilcisinin oturum giderlerinin glinde 12574 dan,galigalacak
glin sayisina gore hesaplanarak, “50.~Tl. yol, harg ve Pul giderleri ile birlikte
!TeCs Ziraat Bankasi Merkez MildiirliiZi Arkeclojik kazilar Hosabina yatirilmas:

zorunludure

Bilgi edinilmesini, yazimiz ekindeki izin belgeI®rirden birikin alikonulmasing
diZerinin her sayfasinin imzalanarak iadesini saygl Lle rica oder, galizmal®riniz-
da basarilar dilerime

“ki: 2 izin belgesi
"SKI FSYRLFR VE MUZTLTR

Gzﬁt MUDURY p s
Eeﬁn AN GAIN "

MM'

EG/TPu445.1979
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Document 9, (Source: British Institute at Ankara-OFD11)

T..C.
KULTUR BAKANLIGI
Eski Eserler ve Mizeler Genel Miidiirligt

Sube ! Kamlap:- 663369 -4 “4=79 __Ankara

Sayr : NMiZEwn02.5-711.Cenel

Dr. David French
ingiliz Arkeoloji Enatitiisll
Blikliim Sokak 96/15
Kavakladere /ANKARA

Roma Mil taslari "Corpus Inscriptiorum Latinarum" XVII fasc 5 de
yer alacak yazatlarla ilzili galismalarimizi 1979 yalanda da slirdiirmeniz
BakanlaZimizca uygun gdriilmiigtlir.

Anesk Giivenlik Makamlarimizea Sivas ve Kahramanmarag il ve ilgele-
rinde arastirma yapilmasi sakincali eBriildiizinden, Caligmelarimizin bu
bélgeler diganda yapilmesi gerekmektedir.

Bu y1lki aragtirmayes Bakanliimiz temsilcisi olarak Eski Eserler
ve Mizeler Genel Mydirliizii Planlams Subesl asistama Ali Zafer Cakmakla
katilacaktir. Aragtirmaya baglama taribinin daha nceden temsileiye duyu-
rulmasi gerekmektedir.

Temsilcinin yol ve oturum giderlerinin karsilanmasi igin giinde
125.-% harcirahin galigacak giin sevisina giire hesaplanarsk 850.-%. yol, harg
ve pul parssi ile bir}ikte T.C. Ziraat Bankasi Merkez MUdirliziindeki
6@.0554 sayili hesaba yatiralmasaini rica eder, galagmalarinizda bagari-
lar dilerim,

ESKi ESERLER VE MJZELER
GEREY MUDURI Y-

-

Cetin ANLAGAN
Genel Mudir Ysrdimess

AB/Y/3.4.19T9
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Document 10, (Source: British Institute at Ankara-OFD30)
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