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ABSTRACT

TRADITIONAL KARACASU (AYDIN) DWELLINGS:
AN INVESTIGATION INTO THEIR ARCHITECTURAL AND
SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

TASDOGEN, Fatma Sezin
M. A., Department of History of Architecture
Supervisor  : Assoc. Prof. Dr. N. Giil ASATEKIN
Co-Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Lale OZGENEL

December 2006, 266 pages

This thesis introduces the traditional dwellings in Karacasu within the context of
traditional residential architecture in Anatolia; and investigates their architectural and
social characteristics. Karacasu is selected as a case-study for its preserved
vernacular architecture, which dates back to the end of the 18 century and the 19"
century. The architectural and social investigation of the traditional dwellings of
Karacasu is based on studying the dwellings as residential and social unit. The spatial
and social characteristics of the individual cases that are chosen from the historical
domestic context of Karacasu are defined and discussed in reference to the existing
conditions and also the changes and alterations that took place according to the
functional necessities. These dwellings had social, functional and spatial changes as a

result of the changing conditions and the requirements of modern life.

Keywords: Traditional Architecture, Dwelling, Western Anatolia, Karacasu,
Architectural and Social Composition
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GELENEKSEL KARACASU (AYDIN) KONUTLARI:
MIMARI VE SOSYAL OZELLIKLERI UZERINE BIR INCELEME

TASDOGEN, Fatma Sezin
Yiiksek Lisans, Mimarlik Tarihi Bolumi
Tez Yoneticisi : Dog. Dr. N. Giil ASATEKIN
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi : Yrd. Dog. Dr. Lale OZGENEL

Aralik 2006, 266 sayfa

Bu tez, geleneksel Karacasu konutlarini, Anadolu’daki geleneksel konut dokusu
kapsaminda tanitmakta; mimari ve sosyal Ozelliklerini incelemektedir. Karacasu,
giinlimiize kadar korunmus, 18.yiizyill sonu ve 19. yiizyila tarihlenen yoresel
mimarisi bakimindan Ornek c¢alisma alam1 olarak belirlenmistir. Karacasu
konutlarinin mimari ve sosyal yonlerden irdelenmesi, konutlarin mimari ve sosyal
birimler olarak calisilmasina dayanir. Karacasu’nun tarihi konut dokusu icinden
secilen orneklerin mekansal ve sosyal 6zellikleri tanimlanmakta, su anki kosullar ve
ayrica islevsel gereksinimler iizerine gelisen degisiklikler baglaminda
tartisilmaktadir. Modern yasamin gereksinimleri ve degisen kosullarin sonucu olarak

bu konutlar sosyal, fonksiyonel ve mekansal degisikliklere ugramistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Geleneksel Mimari, Konut, Bati Anadolu, Karacasu, Mimari ve
Sosyal Nitelik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aim and Context

This thesis introduces the historical dwellings in Karacasu within the context of
traditional dwellings in Anatolia and discusses their architectural and social
characteristics. Objectives of the case study are to explain the geographical,
historical, social, cultural and economic characteristics of the town of Karacasu,
discuss the settlement, architecture and social context in Karacasu; and to evaluate
the traditional dwellings of Karacasu in reference to other written sources on
traditional houses. Karacasu is selected as the case study for its traditional dwellings
dating from the end of the 18" century and the 19" century. Twelve of the traditional
dwellings in the town were already officially registered by the Ministry of Culture
and Tourism as immovable cultural values; however no further work was done: a
conservation or restoration project was not planned.! Some of the traditional
dwellings are in danger of collapsez; most of them were already altered according to
the changing conditions of urban life and the requirements of modern life. In this
respect, this study provides an architectural and social investigation of the traditional
dwellings of Karacasu before this historical domestic pattern is lost without any
documentation. Moreover, this is also seen as a personal duty for the author who is

from this town; every generation has the duty and responsibility of conveying the

' The official registration of the twelve traditional dwellings was made by the 2" Conservation
Council of Tzmir responsible for Cultural and Natural Heritage in Ministry of Culture on June 1995
(Decree no: 4991). But, there are more traditional dwellings deserve to be identified as a cultural
value. Karacasu Municipality applied to be a member of the Turkish Union of Historical Towns on
January 11, 2005 (Official paper no: 2/2005-38) and was accepted on 01.05.2005, which declared the
town as a historical village. The Turkish Union of Historic Towns was founded in the Bursa
Metropolitan Municipality in 1999. Today it works within the presidency of Kayseri Metropolitan
Municipality. For information about European Association of Historic Towns and Regions, see
www_historic-towns.org.

? Some traditional dwellings in this region are either collapsed or destroyed by the earthquakes. There
had been two earthquakes of great magnitude (IX) in 1895 and 1899 in Aydin and nearby, (as cited in
the official website of the Bogazici University, Kandilli Observatory). Some dwellings of the nearby
settlements like Kuyucak were also destroyed by the fires during the War of Independence.



historical and cultural values to the next generations within the network of social

interaction, for the continuity of the culture.

Few studies are done on Karacasu dwellings; this thesis will compliment the
previous research.” Karacasu is a district in the province of Aydin in Western
Anatolia. Located on the southeast of Aydin, Karacasu is one of the oldest Turkish
settlements in the Aegean Region. The town moved to its current location in the 19"
century; previously it was in Yenisehir' (where the Seljukids had lived for a while
after they migrated to this area). There are two big neighbourhoods in Karacasu:
Carsiyaka and Karsiyaka; and these are separated from each other with a deep valley
connected by a stone bridge: the Karsiyaka Bridge. Carsiyaka is the newly settled
and more developed part of the town. It is located at the entrance of the town.
Karsiyaka, however, is the older part, located in the south of the valley. It was the
previous center of the town, whereas it is today a small quarter. A difference in terms
of the structural systems and construction materials used at the dwellings is
observable in these two quarters. The dwellings in Karsiyaka are mainly built with
stone masonry without plastering the exterior. In Carsiyaka, however the traditional
dwellings are built with stone at the first floor level, and timber skeleton with stone

and earth infill at the upper floor.

The social composition in Karacasu is an important determinant for the development
of residential architecture. The life style of the inhabitants was influential in shaping
the spatial organization of the traditional dwellings. The fields around the town are
not much cultivable for agriculture so the inhabitants mostly focused on doing
handcrafts such as carpet-weaving, leatherworking and pottery-making which are

well developed in Karacasu and are the basic means of living.

* The only sources on the historical development of Karacasu include the book entitled “Karacasu
1999”, and published by the Karacasu Municipality; the study done by Bagaran (2000); Akgiil (2003)
and the journal of the foundation of “Karacasu Gelistirme ve Egitim Vakf1”, which is published since
1997. These are useful sources in terms of obtaining information on the cultural and historical context
of the village.

* In the 937/530 dated 'Muhasebe-i Anadolu’ book (as ctied in Karacasu 1999) Karacasu was listed as
a village of Yenisehir.

2



The traditional dwellings in Karacasu compose of mostly two-storey residential unit
and a courtyard. The courtyard is generally situated right behind the street entrance
and separates the residential unit from the street with high walls. It has an important
role in such a settlement with hot climate. Within the courtyard, there are one-storey
independent and individual service units such as a cote, lavatory and storage that are
often placed adjacent to the courtyard walls. The open space in the courtyard is used
for drying fruits, preparing meals, and washing clothes, as well as for coming
together and enjoying the fresh air. The first storey of the residential unit also
includes some service spaces: a barn, wood storage, and fruit rooms being the most
common. The second storey however is the living floor of the house with its open
projection called hayat. There is a series of rooms opening to hayat which often
looks to east because of climatic reasons. Every room is an independent living area
with the necessary arrangements and furniture for sitting, eating, sleeping, storing

and cleansing.

The study is structured on four chapters. In the first chapter, the aim, scope and the
methodology of the thesis are stated, while in the second and the third chapters, the
theoretical background is introduced. Foremost the terms “house” and “dwelling” are
briefly discussed to provide an insight into the terminology used in discussing
traditional dwellings. Respectively, the term ‘dwelling’ is preferred to be used in the
thesis, since the term does not only refer to the residential building itself; but also to
the open spaces and related independencies that altogether constitute a complex.
Thus the integrity of open and closed spaces is taken to be an important theme in
studying traditional domestic architecture. The term ‘vernacular’ can well be used for
the dwellings of Karacasu as well as they are typical in a geographical context. The
third chapter also includes a brief overview of the studies which focused on
traditional domestic architecture in Anatolia. In relation to the use of terminology, a
classification of the available major sources on traditional houses and a general
framework of the context and content of the existing scholarship on Anatolian

traditional dwellings are provided in this chapter.

In the forth chapter, there is a short survey on the traditional domestic architecture of

Western Anatolia. The existing studies are evaluated in two groups: the traditional



dwelling found on the coast and in inland. Most of the existing studies on this region
looked at the houses in more touristic centers like Ayvalik, Bodrum and Foca; and
focused on traditional dwellings constructed with stone despite the fact that there are
examples of houses constructed with timber skeleton system as well. Houses with
timber skeleton system, on the other hand, are mostly seen in inland; and Karacasu
dwellings constitute examples of this regional variety. In the second part of the
chapter, the traditional dwellings in the nearby settlements of Karacasu are examined
and described briefly; some small towns in Aydin such as Bozdogan, Kuyucak and
Yenipazar merit attention due to the density of their traditional dwellings. The
officially registered traditional dwellings in such towns are taken as the basis and

described shortly in reference to field survey and observation.

Chapter five is about Karacasu and its traditional domestic context. This chapter
comprises the historical and social context of Karacasu village and the field study on
its traditional dwellings. The general description of Karacasu as well as the social,
cultural and economic characteristics of the town is mentioned at the beginning of
the chapter and the remaining section is reserved for the architecture and social
context of the dwellings and the introduction, discussion and evaluation of the case

studies.

1.2 Methodology

There is a dense pattern of traditional residential architecture in Karacasu. This thesis
however does not aim to make a typology of the Karacasu dwellings; it is an
investigation into their architectural and social context by means of presenting,
discussing and evaluating the available data obtained through an inventory of

selected case-studies.

Twenty five individual houses are chosen in order to evaluate the spatial and social
characteristics of the traditional dwellings by means of detailed identification cards.
The studied cases are chosen for their historical and architectural value; it is
important to choose dwellings that are suitable for making correlative evaluations

and that also show spatial variations. The selected twenty five traditional dwellings
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include the officially registered houses, those proposed to be registered and also
those that are not registered (See Appendix A). These moreover exemplify the
characteristics of the traditional Karacasu dwellings well and also are better
preserved. All of these dwellings are first examined from exterior. Twelve of the
cases are totally surveyed, as they were accessible. Their scaled sketch plans and
sections are drawn by using the AutoCAD drawing program by the author. Thirteen
of the cases on the other hand are only externally surveyed, as these houses are either
locked or their inhabitants did not give permission for entering. These dwellings are
evaluated by their exterior features like structural system, form and material of the
roof; and the general characteristics such as status of registry, originality and the
physical condition and number of storeys. There are more dwellings observed from

the exterior; their exterior features are taken into evaluation to illustrate examples.

Identification cards are prepared and used for examining the cases’. Accordingly
some data categories are specified. The space use is examined in terms of interior
(spatial and functional characters of the internal spaces), exterior (structural system,
construction technique and architectural elements) and courtyard (spatial character of
the individual spaces; and courtyard elements) features. The influence of the residing
social unit in the design and use of space is taken into consideration. The changes
that occurred in time are discussed in the evaluation part with the original and the
contemporary functions of the spaces indicated. The functional and physical changes
in the dwellings are evaluated in reference to the changing conditions of life. As it
became much harder to live comfortably in the traditional dwellings, some are
replaced with modern units, while most are continued to be used with or without
restoration and alteration. Changes are also related to social mobility; many
inhabitants migrated to cities like Nazilli and [zmir; and the new residents came from

the villages of Karacasu and altered the houses according to their needs.

The method of analysis then relies on the literature survey of the available sources,
architectural documentation, observation and interview and discussion with the
inhabitants and the related Ministry and local authorities. A general preliminary

study is done in 2003. The field studies are conducted in both 2005 and 2006. During

> The tables are prepared by referring to Asatekin (1994). 5



the field studies, tables of interior, exterior and courtyard features are listed.
Questionnaire for obtaining information on social issues is prepared (See Appendix
A, Table 34). However as the inhabitants usually did not prefer to answer the
questions, unofficial interviews with the occupants became more determining in the
analysis. The data concerning the space use, occupant history and functional changes
are the products of these interviews and the observations. A study was also made in
the register’s office in order to find out the previous and current ownership
information. However, it was not possible to obtain precise information; some
information is provided by the current residents and also by Basaran (2000). The
photographs, tables and figures are all prepared by the author unless otherwise

specified.



CHAPTER 2

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE CONTEXT OF TRADITIONAL
DWELLINGS

2.1 ‘House’ and ‘Dwelling’

The “residential unit” is a social unit of space, that is, it is a place of production,
consumption, and social relations. It is a cultural artifact in relation to the
environment: it is “an element of the urban milieu” (Tekeli, 1995, 2). Accordingly,
housing takes root from the physical properties of the environment and also from the
architecture (Aydinli, 1995, 329). Saegert (1985, 288) believes that the idea of
dwelling is the most intimate of the relationships with the environment. As an
abode, a house is the part of a social and spatial system and hence can’t be isolated

from the settlement and the environment (Acar, 1979).6

A residential unit is shaped by the socio-cultural factors and physical forces, and is
modified by climatic conditions, construction techniques, the available materials, and
the capabilities and constraints of the technology.” Wilk (1990, 34) denotes that “it is
a reflection of the psychological and ideological processes of builders and
inhabitants.” In his detailed study, Rapoport (1969, 47) emphasized that the basic
needs of a family including eating, sitting, cooking and alike, the role of women in
the family, privacy needs and social intercourse are the factors influencing the
building form. According to Lawrence (1990, 223) on the other hand, there is not a
deterministic relationship between spatial and social parameters in the context of
domestic architecture, as he argues that these notions may not have a spatial

component in all societies.

® For further information on domestic architecture and settlement patterns, see Stea and Turan (1990).

7 Rapoport (1969, 25) states that materials, construction and technology are treated as modifying
factors rather than form determinants.
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The residential unit is expressed with the terms ‘house’ and ‘dwelling’. Many

definitions are proposed for both terms:

- “House means shelter, and implies edges, walls, doors, and roofs and the whole
repertory of the fabric.” (Rykwert, 1991)

- “The house is the fixed point which transforms an environment into a dwelling
place.” (Norberg, 1985, 91)

Lawrence (1987a, 155) describes the ‘house’ as a physical unit that defines and
delimits the space for the members of a household; hence it provides shelter and

protection for domestic activities.

Oliver (2003, 25) prefers to discuss the definitions of house and dwelling by
referring to the verb ‘to dwell’ which is the experience of living at a specific
location; ‘dwelling’ is the physical expression of doing so. In this respect he states

that all houses are dwellings; but not all dwellings are houses.

- “Dwelling is more than the structure; as the soul is more than the body that
envelops it.” (Oliver, 2003, 25)

Rapoport (1990, 16) defines the ‘dwelling’ in terms of activity and setting systems
suitable for cross-cultural comparison while Bourdier and Alsayyad (1989, 6) define
dwelling as the basic architectural component of the traditional environment. Some
dwellings are simply shelters of branches and leaves, and some are large and massive

structures.

A more phenomenological definition is offered by Norberg-Schultz as well as
Heidegger for whom dwelling is “being on the earth” (as cited in Bourdier, 1989,

40).

“Dwelling is the act of turning a particular location into a meaningful environment
and ‘house’ and ‘home’ are among the primary locations where ‘dwelling’ occurs.”

(Ozgenel, 2000, 62) ® Ozgenel (2000) emphasizes that dwelling is more than

8 According to Norberg-Schultz (1980, 1985), house is one of the modes of “dwelling” (as cited in
Ozgenel, 2000, 62).
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inhabiting a place. “To dwell implies the establishment of a meaningful relationship

between man and a built environment” (Norberg-Schultz, 1985, 13):

Dwelling therefore denotes a scope that contains all residential activities. In this
regard, Asatekin (1989, 2) defines a dwelling as a house with its garden and
courtyard, a complex constituting a whole. As such it is generally defined as a
socially produced and effective building reflecting the social dynamics of the society
which has created the built environment. The word ‘dwelling’ therefore is a more
encompassing term including also a social aspect. Therefore it is chosen as more
appropriate to be used in the context of traditional domestic architecture discussed in

this study.

2.2 ‘Traditional’ and ‘Vernacular’

Traditional architecture is a complex field of study with several components. Many
scholars have studied the topic and classified the concepts and terms referred to in
the discussions and studies concerning traditional architecture. The term ‘traditional’
is often referred to and discussed in the context of studies concerning the meaning
and scope of ‘vernacular architecture’ (Bourdier, 1989; Oliver, 1989 and Rapoport,
1989). In this respect some studies also focused on discussing what ‘vernacular’ is

(Brunskill, 1970; Oliver, 1990 and 2003; Oliver, 1990; Stea, 1990 and Turan, 1990).

Rapoport (1969) classifies the built forms as ‘primitive’, ‘pre-industrial’,
‘vernacular’ and ‘high style and modern’. ‘Primitive building’ is a term used by the
anthropologists for the primitive-defined societies. It is built and used by all, with
few individual differences. ‘Pre-industrial building’ on the other hand is built by
tradesmen, with more individual changes; whereas ‘high style and modern buildings’
are those with an original design developed by specialists. Rapoport defines the
‘vernacular architecture’ as the anonymous buildings with no known builders or
architects. Stea (1990, 20) however argues that it is possible to have architecture
without registered architects; Rudofsky (1964) in contrast supports the idea of

architecture without architects.



Hence different terminology and frameworks are used to describe and discuss the
traditional architecture in different discourses. Bourdier et al. (1989, 6) indicate that
the idea common in all is that there is a process becoming a norm when enough
people in a given society adopt it. ‘Folk tradition’ and ‘traditional houses’ in this
sense imply a similar meaning; ‘folk tradition’ is related with the culture of the
majority; while ‘traditional houses’ are evaluated in a discipline having an accepted

model of buildings, beginning of institutionalization (Rapoport, 1969).

Lawrence (1987b, 16) adds to this discussion the synonyms like ‘anonymous’,
‘indigenous’’, ‘popular’ and ‘spontaneous’. Rudofsky (1964) likewise introduces the

terms “non-pedigreed architecture” and “rural”.

Stea defines the term ‘traditional’ in the manner of the actual age of a traditional. “It
is a measure of its ‘tradition-ness’ than its degree of common acceptance as a cultural
norm” (1990, 22). He points out the existence and use of ‘codes’ and ‘standards’ in

characterizing the ‘traditional’.

Bourdier et al. (1989, 5) describe the ‘traditional dwellings’ as the built expression of
a heritage transmitting from one generation to another. On the contrary, Oliver
(1989, 74) argues that the use of the term ‘traditional building’ is not valid and there
is no field of ‘traditional architecture’; there are only buildings that embody
traditions'®. In his later studies he prefers to use the term ‘know-how’ in order to
identify ‘vernacular’ (1990, 147).1

“Vernacular building is a sort of building which is deliberately
permanent rather than temporary, which is traditional rather than
academic in its inspiration which provides for the simple industrial
enterprises, which is strongly related to place, especially through the use
of local building materials, but which represents design and building
with thought and feeling rather than in a base or strictly utilitarian

manner.” (Brunskill, 1981, 24)

? For Highlands (1990, 50), ‘indigenous’ is more revealing and fundamental.

"9 Bourdier (1989) claims that “transmission” affects “tradition”, which has a cultural origin involving
common people.

" For further information on the effect of technology on vernacular architecture, see Oliver (1990).1 0



Turan (1990) evaluates the vernacular architecture both as a product, a process and
knowledge. Similarly, Rapoport (1990, 82) explains the “process” and ‘“product
characteristics” of vernacular environments. Accordingly the ‘“process
characteristics” refer to the ways in which the environment is created, including
identity, intention and purposes of the designers, while “product characteristics” of
vernacular environments refer to the definition of the environment; its nature,

qualities and attributes, including the aesthetic aspects of the built environment.

According to Lawrence (1987, 1990) the contexts in which vernacular architecture

are discussed include the following:

- ‘The aesthetic and formalist interpretation’ used by architects who are concerned
with the formal composition of the buildings rather than analyzing the meaning of
the buildings or their construction. This approach has been criticized to have a little

understanding of the origins of vernacular architecture.

- ‘The typological approach’ used by architects, archaeologists and folklorists
studying the geometrical and compositional rules including size and shape of the
rooms, and the location of the doors, windows and chimneys as well as the meaning

and use of the rooms.

- ‘An evolutionary theory’'? frequently used in studying vernacular architecture
based upon a chronological framework, for instance studying the evolution of the
materials or the spatial organizations in time. 13 (Eldem (1984), Kiigiikerman (1995)

and Kuban (1965) within Turkish authors)

- ‘Social and geographical diffusionism’ used to interpret the development of
vernacular house designs in relation to social and geographic factors. It is believed

that the design and construction of vernacular houses are influenced by social

'2 Rapoport (1969, 15) states that the lack of differentiation in the use of domestic space is the
common characteristic of vernacular architecture and hence rejects the chronological order for the
study of vernacular buildings. Lawrence (1987b, 31) as well believes that the vernacular architecture
can not be studied historically since there is no change over the course of time.

1 Dating has been a primary concern of British scholars, including Brunskill (1970).
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diffusion and are delimited by the geographical regions. (Kuban (1995) and Tanyeli
(1996) within Turkish authors)

- ‘Physical explanations such as building technology, materials, site and climate’
widely adopted by different scholars but are criticized as inadequate by Rapoport

(1969) as these features do not necessarily determine house forms.

- ‘Socio-cultural factors: religious practices and collective spatial images’ used by
the researchers interpreting the influence of the social and economic factors affecting

the design and the use of vernacular dwellings.

- ‘Cultural factors including collective images and religious practices’ used to

evaluate the influence upon the construction process of the vernacular dwellings.

According to Lawrence'* (1987b, 20), on the other hand vernacular architecture,
specific to certain regions and periods, should consider the following manners:

- The architectural composition: The arrangements of constituent parts

- The constraints imposed by the site and the intended use of the building

- The materials and techniques used for the construction.

Highlands (1990) grouped the various scholars who studied vernacular architecture
into three: First group includes theoreticians and architects including Wright, Aalto,
Le Corbusier, Loos, Venturi, Moore, who used vernacular architecture as a source of
inspiration in their designs. The second group includes scholars, often architects and
seldom historians, like Rudofsky, Rykwert, Rapoport, who elaborated the notion of
‘truth’ of the vernacular models and the third group includes Aldo Van Eyck,

Nornberg-Schultz and Curtis, who studied in terms of taxonomy.

Brunskill (1970, 20), likewise categorized examples of vernacular architecture into
three categories as ‘domestic’, ‘agricultural’ and ‘industrial’. ‘Domestic vernacular

architecture’ comprises the buildings designed for living purposes as generally

14 . . - .
Lawrence (1990) accentuates the differences between domestic buildings in contemporary post-
industrial societies and the vernacular houses in ‘preliterate’ non-industrial societies.

12



understood: a unit comprising eating, sitting, sleeping, and storage areas, and the
ancillary buildings which include a brew-house, bake-house, kitchen and sculleries (a
small room next to a kitchen where washing and other domestic works are done) are
in this category. ‘The vernacular architecture of agriculture’ comprises the buildings
of the farmstead apart from the farm-house and its domestic ancillaries. “The
industrial vernacular architecture’ includes the buildings housing industrial activities
related to countryside. It is impossible for this terminology to work properly for
Anatolia, since the traditional dwellings in Anatolia also include the industrial
period.

“Vernacular architecture is the product of a wide range of environmental,
functional, social and cultural factors relevant at a given period. A
vernacular house becomes the reflection of the spirit of an age by
expressing the combined effect of these factors on a way of life. The
study of the evolution of a vernacular type is instrument to understanding
the real significance of historical developments.” (Fuchs and Meyer-
Brodnitz, 1989, 419)

As such all forms of vernacular architecture are built to meet specific needs,
accommodating the values, economics and ways of life of the cultures that produce
them. They may be adapted or developed over time according to needs and

circumstances (Oliver, 2003, 14).

The “vernacular” and “traditional”, in this context seem to denote the same context.
They imply similar contexts with different approaches and their definitions are based

on the personal preferences of the scholars.

Both ‘traditional’ and ‘vernacular’ imply the meaning of being ‘historical’.
‘Traditional’ is used more in relation to the continuity of a historical tradition and an
architectural quality in comparison to ‘vernacular’ (used by Rapoport (1989, 1990)
and Oliver (1990, 2003) according to Asatekin. ‘Vernacular architecture’ is said to
be an informal and unclassified type of dwelling (Germen, 1974, 5). For example it
comprises the structures made of rushes as Rudofsky (1964) exemplifies. Rudofsky,
Rapoport, Oliver define this term independently from time and place, without the

influence of architects and planners.15 ‘Vernacular’ however is thought to refer to a

'S This information is given by Assoc. Prof. Dr. N. G. Asatekin after the preliminary jury of the thesis
in the Faculty of Architecture at Middle East Technical University.
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geographical context.'® Gokee suggests not using these two terms alternatively, as
they imply different referential contexts. The author hence prefers to use the term
“traditional dwelling” for Anatolia; and the next chapter is about the studies
concerning the traditional dwellings of Anatolia. For Karacasu both of the terms,
‘traditional’ and ‘vernacular’, are appropriate to be used; the term “traditional” is
used for discussing the Karacasu dwellings studied in the fifth chapter without

however forgetting the vernacular characteristics of the town as well.

' This information is given by Dr. Fuat Gokge in the preliminary jury of the thesis done on
08.09.2006, in the Faculty of Architecture at Middle East Technical University. 14



CHAPTER 3

THE CONTEXT OF TRADITIONAL DWELLINGS IN ANATOLIA:
DIFFERENT APPROACHES

The housing stock of Anatolia is a field of study which is prolific in its wealth of
examples belonging to various transcended centuries and civilizations (Denel, 1990,
165). Several examples of traditional dwellings are found in the cities and villages of
Anatolia. Among these modest scale urban dwellings constructed after the seventh
century form the majority and basis (Asatekin, 1989)."” Most of these however are
altered due to the changing urban life, or destroyed by the earthquakes and fires, or

else are demolished due to the requirements of modern life (Asatekin, 2005, 389).

The traditional dwellings in Anatolia have been studied by many scholars including
architects, historians and sociologists especially since the first half of the 20" century
(Table 1)."® The examples referred to also date usually to the 20" century. There are
limited written documents and sources done about the traditional dwellings in earlier
centuries. Many studies focused on examining and providing a terminology while
others discussed the origin and the development of the traditional dwellings.'® The
traditional domestic architecture is generally discussed in relation to the features of
the dwellings grouped under Turkish, Islamic or Ottoman origin in reference to the
historical information taken from architectural and literary evidences. Scholars

proposed different theories and assumptions about the historical formation of a

"7 As listed below, there are also large, imposing and carefully built types of traditional domestic
architecture in Anatolia. These are not included in this study since they do not show the common
characteristics of the Anatolian traditional dwellings.

- Large, multi-purpose and imposing mansions (konak)

- Summer dwelling; villas set in open country with gardens and picturesque views

- Waterfront houses (yalr)

- Well protected large mansions (kasir)

- Palaces built on a larger scale and with great elaboration to serve as dwellings for senior officials
(Ustiinkok, 1987, 56).

'8 To read more detailed information about the traditional dwellings in the towns of Central Anatolia,
see Aksulu (2001b) and Imamoglu (1992); in the towns of South Eastern Anatolia see Akkoyunlu
(1989) and Aksulu (2001a, 2004).

' These studies are significant with respect to the contemporary domestic architecture; due to their
influence on the development of the present-day house architecture (Erdim, 1985, 170). 15



common house type. Respectively, typological and morphological approaches

dominate the discussion in many studies.

Kuban, Aksoy, Tanyeli, Eldem and Kiiciikerman take the dwellings with timber
skeleton system as the starting point of the Turkish - Anatolian dwelling tradition.
Kuban (1965) also adds a Muslim character to the Turkish identity: “Turkish-
Muslim”. The classification of the traditional dwellings however should not depend
only on a Turkish identity since the Ottoman Empire was a unified culture, “a mosaic
of culture” (Asatekin and Balamir, 1988), since it is composed of different nations
which have different ethnic origins, and coexist in time and space (Asatekin, 2005,
397). The “settlement policy of the Ottoman period” and other factors therefore
should also be taken into consideration (Asatekin, 2005, 390). The Middle-Eastern
tradition of tent as an organic form is also taken as reflected in the shaping of

traditional domestic architecture (Kuban, 1965, 207).

For offering a concise context of the studies done on traditional Anatolian dwellings,
a table is perpared (See Appendix A, Table 28). The terminology, keywords, and the
content of each study are thus indicated in the table for a comparative framework.
The terminology used by various scholars for discussing the traditional dwellings in
Anatolia is introduced in the next part. Typological studies based on historical
development, regional characteristics, architectural and spatial characteristics,
structural system and construction materials and ethnic origins are presented in the

following section.

3.1 Terminology

The terminology used by various scholars for discussing the traditional dwellings in
Anatolia consists of the following terms:

- “Turkish House’ (used by Arseven, Eldem, Kiiciikerman, Bektas)

- ‘Ottoman House’ (used by Arel, Eldem in his later studies)

- ‘Turkish Civil Architecture’ (used by Aksoy)

- ‘Anatolian Vernacular House’ (used by S6zen)

- “Turkish Hayat House’ (used by Kuban)

- “Traditional Dwelling in Anatolia’ (used by Asatekin)
16



Arsevenzo, to start with a chronological order, uses the term ‘Turkish house’ while
studying traditional dwellings. He states that the Ottomans built new types of houses
in accordance with the life of the Turkish and Islamic cultures, and they did not
occupy the dwellings that belonged to the newly conquered nations. He accentuates
both the Turkish life and traditions and a typology both of which are shaped by the

climatic conditions and materials.

Eldem (1955) uses the term ‘Turkish house’ in his earlier studies while he prefers to
use the term “Ottoman house” in his later work.”' He proposes that a house of
Turkish origin led to the emergence of an “Ottoman house”. According to him,
besides the climatic and topographic conditions, the influence on the traditional
dwelling was mainly Turkish; a Turkish life style and art affected the formation of
the Ottoman dwelling (Eldem, 1984, 19). In this respect he rejects the proposal of
foreign scholars who offered a Byzantine influence on the formation of the

traditional dwelling in Anatolia.

Arel (1982) studies the typological development of traditional “Ottoman house”
including the influential factors and relations, and also in taking into account the

ratio of Turkish inhabitation in Anatolia and Rumeli.

Kuban (1982) prefers to use the term ‘Turkish house’ in his studies. In his 1995
study, he focuses on a specific type; the ‘Hayat house’. He suggests that the
typologies depend on the cultural origins, but not on the ethnic ones. Accordingly,

the characteristics of the Anatolian-Turkish society were formed in Central-Western

20 Arseven, whose studies are also published in Arabic and French, did one of the first studies on
traditional dwellings in Anatolia.

2l Eldem was criticized by Arel (1982) for defining the cultural and historical place of the Turkish
house without explaining how it originated. Eldem uses the term “Turkish House” for the houses in
Anatolia and Rumeli dating from 15" and 16™ centuries; but does not explain the reasons for taking
these houses as Turkish houses.

22 The first comments on the common properties of Turkish house are seen in Eldem (1955), (as cited
in Arel, 1982). In his latter study (1984), however he focuses on the Ottoman house by comparing it
with the Turkish house.
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Anatolia and Balkans in the first years of the Ottoman Empire, and hence Kuban

(1995, 22) believes that the term ‘Ottoman house’ is misleading.

S6zen and Eruzun (1996) discuss the topic under the title of ‘Anatolian vernacular
house’. According to them, the wealth of the culture and the developing values are
the main elements, which created a particular style of house in the Turkish culture.
Sozen (2001) acknowledges the difficulty of analyzing houses systematically, and

offers the necessity for generalization.

Both Kiigiitkerman and Giiner (1995) and Bektas (2001, 45) use the term ‘Turkish
house’ for the traditional dwellings in Anatolia. Bektag states the fact that the citizens
of the Turkish Republic have over 20 different ethnic origins and thus he prefers to

use the more generalized term “Turkish”.

Asatekin (1994, 2001, 2004) on the other hand prefers to use the term ‘traditional
dwelling in Anatolia’ to propose evaluations without making generalizations. She
therefore does not support the idea of proposing ethnic differentiations like Turkish

house or Greek house.

It is impossible to reduce the “heterogeneous phenomenon” of traditional dwellings
(Ustiinkok, 1987, 64) to a singular definition by using any of the terms above. Hence
it is not promising and even possible to use a simplistic attitude for such a complex
and difficult topic as “traditional dwellings in Anatolia” which certainly requires a

more comprehensive approach.

3.2 Typology

There are several factors taken as a basis for establishing typological approaches.
Rapoport (1969, 47) states that:

“Given at a certain climate, the availability of certain materials and the
constraints and the capabilities of a given level of technology, what
finally decides the form of a dwelling, and moulds the spaces and their
relationships is the vision that people have of the ideal life. The
environment sought reflects many socio-cultural forces, including
religious beliefs, family and clan structure, social organization, way of
gaining livelihood and social relations between individuals.”

18



This is also true in the case of the traditional Anatolian dwelling. A number of such
factors are taken into account in different studies. For example, the influential factors
on the development of the traditional Anatolian dwellings are listed by Sozen and
Eruzun (1996) as the “physical environment” (like climate and terrain), “local
building materials”, “cultural environment” (like Anatolia, Mesopotamia and Persia),
“house and its units” (room, sofa, service and storage areas) and “the evolution of
Anatolian house plans”. Whereas for Asatekin (1989, 6) these are;

“-Location and the size of the settlement

-Natural characteristics of the environment

-Economical condition

-Cultural and historical background of inhabitants

-Social composition and structure of inhabitants

-Technology”

A critical evaluation of such typological approaches is to be found in Arel (1982, 33)
who states the problems of the classifications and provides the common features. For
her, the “Ottoman house” is examined in terms of the general characteristics
excluding the regional differentiations. Accordingly, the main principles of design
and use are sought according to the cultural values and historical background. The
typology of the “Ottoman House” contains functional, structural and symbolic
elements and also the typological unit is determined by defining the relationships
between these elements. For instance, these functional elements for Erdim (as cited
in Arel, 1982) are 2-roomed unit (one living room and one service space); 3-roomed
unit (2 living rooms and one service space) and the residential unit composed of the
repetition of the first two (Figure 1). The structural elements for Aksoy (1963) are
stone masonry houses (in Mediterranean), mudbrick masonry houses with timber
columns (in Central Anatolia), and timber houses (in Marmara and Aegean). The
symbolic elements are room, kdsk related with orag for Esin (as cited in Asatekin,

2004), common space for Kiigiikerman (1973) and central space for Aksoy (1963).
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space

Figure 1, The functional elements of the “Ottoman House” typology for Erdim
(Arel, 1982, 103) (redrawn by Tasdogen)

For Kuban (1982, 227), the real representatives of the residential architecture in
Anatolian Turkish period is the timber framed houses with mud brick infill and stone
basement in the shores of Anatolia, from Middle Aegean to Toros Mountains. The
domestic architecture in capital Istanbul is thought to be the developed way of this

tradition.

In the following section, a brief overview of different classifications will be
presented in relation to themes such as historical development, regional, architectural
and spatial characteristics, structural system and construction materials, and ethnic
origins. Yet, these should not be taken as definitive categories since they overlap in

many instances.

3.2.1 Historical Development

Scholars like Kuban, Eldem, Arel, Aksoy and Sozen also discussed the historical

development of the traditional domestic architecture in Anatolia. For Kuban®® (1965)

2 For Kuban (1965, 92) the architectural style of Anatolia in the 12th-14th centuries is based on the
Iranian and Middle Eastern architectural style and decoration. 20



the origin of the traditional dwellings is related to the continuation of the nomadic
life of Turks; he finds similarities between the tent of the nomads and the dwellings.
The traditional dwellings integrated some advantages of the tent like open spaces and
interchangeable functions. Bammer** (1996, 243) explains this tradition as such:
“Every Turkish living-room is a multi-purpose room, which can be changed into a
bed-room, a living room or a prayer room.” Seemingly, the existence of cupboards
and the habit of packing up beds for the day in traditional dwellings are the traces of
a nomadic lifestyle (Kuban, 1995; Bammer, 1996) (Figure 2). For Ustiinkok (1987,
51), the origin of the Turkish house is connected with tents in several sources, while
some scholars relate the origin to the Ottomans of the 14™ and 15™ centuries. He
finds the “tent origin™ suitable for the analysis of the composite structure and the
plan organization despite the fact that it is impossible to overlook a richer
background in the course of time. Anatolian cultures of the previous periods
developed their own domestic architectural styles; accordingly and naturally they

must have a contribution to the traditional domestic architecture of the later periods.

Figure 2, Inside of a black tent in Western Anatolia (Bammer, 1996, 234)

2 Bammer (1996, 239) states that nomadism has stayed alive in Asia Minor up to the 20" century. 21



For Eldem there are significant periods to be taken into consideration in this respect.
The “first period” a7® century) contains the houses with an open hall, having
examples from the Western and North-Western Anatolia; the “second period” (18"
century) includes the houses with a closed sofa, light-weight structure and a rich-
programmed plan, having examples from Istanbul and Marmara, and the “third
period” (19" century) is exemplified by the houses influenced by the houses built by
the Empire. For Arel (1982), the oldest examples of traditional dwellings belong to

the end of 17" and beginning of 18" centuries, except for kiosk and kasur.

Aksoy (1963, 87) suggests that the introverted space organization of the Anatolian
dwelling of Turkish period is the product of an ethnical tradition and religion. The
introverted space is occurred in the tendency of making a specialized space in

Turkish oba.

According to Sozen and Sénmez (1982, 924), “Turkish house” influenced the
Yugoslavian, Bulgarian and Greek domestic architecture in some regions; however it
could not have an influence on the Eastern and Southern areas of the Empire outside
Anatolia, in the 15™ and 16™ centuries. Accordingly, the traditional dwellings in
Anatolia are improved and gained their main properties in the 17" and 18" centuries
so that they could affect the domestic architecture of Middle-East and Eastern
Europe. For Egli (1941, 205) the middle of the 18" century is the period when
Baroque entered into the Turkish decorative repertoire, and then on the idea of a

“Turkish house” is weakened.

Esin states that the studies concerning the historical development, also examine the
cultural and ideological concept, and the architectural result together (as cited in

Asatekin, 2004, 39).

To conclude the historical development of the traditional dwellings in Anatolia,
scholars like Kuban (1995), Bammer (1996) and Ustiinkok (1987) explains the
traditional architecture as the continuation of the nomadic life. The change in the
tradition of the plan organizations (plans with open hall, plans with closed sofa and

plans influenced by Empire) are described in three periods (17", 18" and 19"
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centuries) by Eldem.

3.2.2 Regional Characteristics

Most scholars discuss the effects of the regional characteristics on the traditional

domestic architecture in Anatolia.

Arseven (n.d., 536), for example, differentiates the types of traditional dwellings
according to the regional characteristics of Anatolia:
“-Middle Eastern Anatolia houses (zemlik-dam type of house, under
earth)
-Black Sea Region houses (cant: type of house made of tree stumps)
-Eastern Anatolia houses (mud brick houses)
-Southern Anatolia houses (mud brick infill between timber framing)
-South Eastern Anatolia houses (brick, stone or timber infill between
timber framing)
-Western Anatolia houses (timber houses)
-Rumeli houses (stone, brick masonry)

-Houses near Istanbul”

According to Eldem, there are examples of traditional dwellings in the region of
Western and North-Western Anatolia in the 17 century; and in Istanbul and
Marmara in the 18" century. He believes that the Turkish house is actually found in
two main urban centers, Istanbul and Edirne; during the 19" century, the Istanbul
type of Turkish house dominated the other cities of Anatolia.”® He further believes
that the houses of Marmara Region established a classical Turkish vernacular type,
and a general description of these houses reveals the characteristics of the classical

Turkish house.

Kazmaoglu and Tanyeli (1979) differs the districts of original Anatolian synthesis as:
1- Western-Northwestern District

2- Eastern Blacksea District

25 However,. the climatic conditions and the availability of the materials affected the styles, and the
adoption of Istanbul type.
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3- Konya
4- Istanbul

The characteristic of the first district is the timber skeleton system with mudbrick or
brick infill. In the second district timber skeleton system with mudbrick or brick
infill is also used however it differs in detail (roof). Mudbrick is used in Konya,
whereas timber construction is used in Istanbul. In addition, they evaluate Bodrum,
Kayseri, Eastern Anatolia-Central District and Eastern Anatolia-Northern District as

the transition areas (Figure 3).

Figure 3, Regional differences according to structural systems and materials
(Kazmaoglu and Tanyeli, 1979, 29)

Kii(;iikerman26 and Giines (1995) discuss the Turkish house as a product of space and
structure that came from South and South-West to Anatolia, and developed in
Central Anatolia. Accordingly, they (1995, 35) divide Anatolia into the following
regions:

- coastal regions (open to outer effects) in South and South-Western Anatolia

- inner regions (well-protected) in Central Anatolia

%6 Kiigiikerman (1995, 203) emphasizes the difference between the village and the city houses as well.
The village houses are the simple houses carrying the traces of the Anatolian tradition, while the city
houses are more enriched in terms of space and decoration. 24



- regions (mixed in characteristics) that are settled on the high mountains between

two regions or in the transition points of the two regions.

They (1995, 26) also investigate the movable spatial organization. He draws the
schematic plans of the tent and the house and searched a relation between the spaces

of them (Figure 4).

aE
1 3 1- Multi-purp oge
space
2- Bitting
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| 4- Heating
3- Controlled

central space

Figure 4, The schematic plan of tent and house (Kiiciikerman, 1995, 50)
(redrawn by Tasd6gen)

Kuban (1982, 227) makes a regional classification according to the construction
materials:
“-Stone house architecture in Southeastern Anatolia (with the same
cultural representation of Northern Syria)
-Timber framed stone architecture in Northeastern Anatolia, the further
side of Erzurum
-Timber framed houses in Eastern Black Sea
-Cubic stone architecture with flat roof in Aegean and Mediterranean
-Stone architecture of Nigde and Kayseri with the similar characteristics
of Northern Syria
-Mud brick masonry architecture in the small villages of Central Anatolia
-Timber framed houses with mud brick infill and stone basement in the

shores of Anatolia, from Middle Aegean to Toros Mountains”
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Kuban (1982) believes that all these houses have a common scheme of usage and are
similar suiting to the convenience of Turkish family life and social structure in spite
of having different regional traditions.”” Yet he doesn’t take into consideration the
Istanbul dwellings, which might have been altered; according to him there is less
deterioration on the houses away from the capital city and hence these reflect the
traditional dwellings better. The timber architecture in Istanbul represents the

architecture in a capital city and hence its influence was in a confined border.

Sozen (1996) states that the typical settlements were in Thrace and Rumeli in
Northeast and in Anatolia, Syria, Egypt and North Africa in southeast, when Istanbul
is taken as the center. ‘Typical Turkish house’ dominates in Rumeli, in the effects of
the Marmara Region containing the three capital cities: Bursa, Edirne and Istanbul,
although there are many types of traditional dwellings with different characteristics

resulting from the climate and available materials, in different regions of Anatolia.”®

Sozen’s (1996) regional qualification takes into account:

-Eastern Anatolia (Erzurum),

-Southeastern Anatolia (Urfa, Mardin)

-The Marmara Region (Bursa, Edirne, Istanbul),

-Northern Anatolia, Western Anatolia (Kiitahya, Mugla, Bodrum, Antalya),
-Central Anatolia (Konya)

Bektas brings in a different approach to the origin of the traditional houses in
Anatolia. He suggests that Istanbul should be kept apart as it is the place where the
Ottoman life and culture were set. Other Ottoman cities in Anatolia were influenced
from Istanbul in their architecture and life to which one must add the factors like

climate, geography, and historical factors and local traditions.

*7 Kuban explains the origin of Anatolian house as a product of regional and historical development.
Arel (1982) criticizes this explanation since it does not take into consideration the ethnic origin.

*® The influence of the ancient cultures and the environmental factors on the traditional domestic
architecture in Anatolia is also a theme and S6zen specifies this influence especially in the middle-
eastern and southeastern parts of Anatolia. Yet it is important to determine the common and different
properties of regions in Anatolia, because there are both similarities and differences even in the
neighbouring settlements adjacent to each other. 26



Asatekin (2001) supports the idea that the search of the origins of traditional
dwelling should take into account Middle East. For her, the Ottoman context should

not be tied solely to a Turkish identity or origin.

Despite their origin and regional classification, traditional dwellings are found in
differently sized urban settlements as well as in towns and villages. Asatekin (1989)
differentiates the ‘dwelling’ forms as ‘rural dwellings’ and ‘urban dwellings’. The
rural dwellings are shaped according to the requirements of the agriculture-based
economy and the related social structure. In contrast, urban settlements are modified
by the urban land-use characteristics and hence also by the needs of the social group

living in.

In short, every scholar has differentiated the regions separately according to the
construction technique and structural materials in the regions. Arseven (n.d), Eldem
(1984), Kazmaoglu and Tanyeli (1979), Kuban (1982) and Sozen (1996) mostly
made a differentiation in reference to the regions of Anatolia. Sodzen (1996) and
Kuban (1982) claim that Marmara Region and Istanbul as the representative of the
Turkish house while Bektas (1996) suggests that Istanbul should be kept apart in the

evaluation.

3.2.3 Architectural and Spatial Characteristics

The architectural and spatial characteristics of the traditional dwellings in Anatolia
has been widely discussed and exemplified in all the authors mentioned so far. The
most widely approved classification is based on the plan organization of the piano

nobile: the main living floor level of the dwelling.

Eldem (1984) made the pioneering study on this topic. He believes that the only
aspect that combines the different types of Turkish houses is the plan: “Sofa is the
main determinant in plan arrangement”. The opening of rooms to a sofa separately,
and the existence of a sofa forming the circulation areas is seen in many examples.

This sofa plan is the main difference between the Turkish house and the Western
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European house.”” As Eldem states, houses were generally built with an open hall
(sofa) in the first period a7 century). This type was two-storey high with low
ceilings. In the first floor, there was a columned terrace hall. The hall has had a view
to South, across the courtyard or a garden. It was a focal point. In the houses with
living quarters on the first floor were set over a basement, and had a staircase giving
access to that floor through the facade. Houses of Mudanya, Bursa, Tekirdag and
Kiitahya are the examples of this period. The dwellings in the second period (18"
century) are characterized by having a closed sofa, light-weight structure and rich-
programmed plan. This type which is seen in Gebze and Izmit is accepted by Eldem
as the most phase of Turkish house. The third period houses (19" century) are those
influenced by the “Empire style”. This period contains a transition from the
traditional type of house to the Western models in large cities such as Istanbul and

[zmir. The most developed houses with simple facades are built in this period.

According to Eldem, the plan organizations differ in relation to the placement and
the shape of the sofa. The simplest plan type is without sofa. The rooms are arranged
in an order and courtyard provides entrance into the rooms. “Outer sofa” is the
second stage in the plan typology. The open variation of the sofa is seen in the
residential areas with hot climate. The “inner sofa” called Karniyarik is mostly seen
in the cities. The two sides are surrounded with rooms in this type, which is
widespread in the northern parts of Anatolia (Eldem, 1984, 37). Houses with “central
sofa” are however mostly seen in Istanbul. This type is enriched with iwans in order

LR INT3

to provide light inside. The typology of Eldem contains “plan without sofa”, “plan

with outer sofa”, “plan with iwan and kosk™, “plan with inner sofa” and “plan with

central sofa” (Figure 5).

% This is based on the idea of differentiating the Turkish house and the Western house or the Greek
house. But there are some examples of Turkish houses exhibiting a Greek influence; and also Greek
houses with the Turkish influence in Western Anatolia. 28
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Figure 5, Eldem’s plan typology (as cited in Arel, 1982) (redrawn by Tasdogen)

Arel (1982), on the other hand, states that the ‘Ottoman House’ was based on the
plan organization of the first floor. Ground floor was a space that was planned in
accordance to the site, composed of a barn, which were indirectly related to the
inhabitancy. Arel has a different approach in terms of considering the main
determining rule in the organization of the vernacular architecture as the mutual
existence of opposite elements in a space. These opposing elements are the up/down,

and explain in/out relation on a horizontal order (Arel, 1982, 48).

Simplicity and modular usage are actually the main principles in the planning of the
Turkish house (Eri¢, 1985). Eric states that the dwelling was never finished in order
to have an opportunity for adding new spaces by the later-users or the enlarged
family. This shows that architecture was organic and has developed continuously, at

least in a group of houses.

For Kuban (1982) the basic units of the plan typology are the room and the space in

front. The variations are obtained by the placement of rooms in reference to
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intersecting axis (Figure 6). Tanyeli (1996) continues Kuban’s ideas, but elaborates
the regional classification in relation to physical factors, adds chimney and roof to

Kuban’s typology.

Figure 6, Kuban’s plan typology (Arel, 1982, 102)
(redrawn by Tasdoégen)

Sozen and Eruzun (1996) define the traditional house and its main units as room,
sofa, service and storage areas. They state that the evolution of the Anatolian house
plans is progressed from plans without sofa, the exterior sofa, through-sofa and to the

central sofa, successively. This typology is similar to Eldem’s (1984).

Bektas distinguishes the existing plan types into two: plan without sofa, and plan
with sofa (sofa on sides, L-shaped sofa, U-shaped sofa, inner sofa, karniyarik type of
sofa). Accordingly the determinant factor in the house types is not the form of the

architectural elements, but the plan types, and the place of the hayat and/or sofa.

Asatekin uses the hierarchical terms private / semiprivate / semipublic / public for
describing the architecture of the traditional dwellings with the distribution of the
functions, both in a lateral and vertical direction. Asatekin differentiates the spaces in
the house as neutral spaces (courtyard), specialized spaces (services), and non-
specialized / multi-purpose spaces such as hall, sofa and sayegah. She defined
courtyard first as a ‘neutral space’, while in her later studies, she converted to ‘multi-

purpose space’ since the courtyard accommodated many different functions; it can
30



be used as a kitchen in summer or in the regions having a hot climate, for circulation
and distributing facilities or for having meals, and even sleeping in some other

regions.

Asatekin (2005) offers a methodology for the evaluation of traditional domestic
architecture in Anatolia. In the first line in the table, all functions are contained in the
main building. In the 2™ line, living functions are contained in the main building,
whereas service functions are located in service zone at the courtyard. In the 31 line,
living functions and a part of services are contained in the main building, whereas the
rest of the services are located in the service zone at the courtyard (Figure 7). Her
proposal is based on examining architectural relationship in three dimensions to
make generalizations according to activity patterns evolved from family / dwelling

unit interrelationships (contribution of the third dimension).
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Figure 7, Vertical and lateral distribution of functions in the traditional
dwelling units: Asatekin’s proposal for a methodology of architectural analysis
(Asatekin, 2005, 401) (redrawn by Tasdogen)
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The plan organizations are mainly studied. The sofa is mostly detected to be the
determinant in the organizations. The plan is composed by the variations of the
placement and shape of sofa (Eldem, 1984), or room and space in front (Kuban,
1982). According to Kuban, the different types of plan are arranged by the placement
of rooms on intersecting axis. The studies on section of the dwellings are rare
(Asatekin, 2005). S6zen and Eruzun (1996) differentiates the spatial characteristics
are room, sofa, service and storage areas. Arel (1982) and Asatekin (1994) open,
semi-open and closed spaces. Asatekin also defines the functional characters of the
spaces such as specialized and multi-purpose spaces. She adds private, semi-private,

semi-public and public differentiation.

3.2.4 Structural System and Construction Materials

The role of the structural system and the construction materials on the shaping of
traditional domestic architecture in Anatolia also constitute a discussion field. Some
scholars like Arseven (n.d), Eldem (1984), Kuban (1995) and Eri¢ (1979) consider

the effect of materials in relation to their availability in different regions.

Arel (1982, 34) highlights the idea of the upper floor being different from the ground
floor in terms of not only the plan organization and the material, but also the
technique and the properties of the construction. The differentiation of the floors
results from the need of preventing the house from weathering conditions. In many
cases houses were built with stone basement and timber upper floor to have a

projection from weathering.

Asatekin (2004, 42) classifies the traditional dwellings according to their structural
systems as such:

- Masonry system (with the materials of timber, mud-brick, brick or stone)

- Timber skeleton system (without in-fill material, with the materials of timber,

mud-brick, brick or stone in—fill)30

3% For Kuban the real representatives of the Turkish period houses in Anatolia are the timber framed
houses with mud brick infill.
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Table 1, Ottoman Residential Architecture (Giinay, 1998, 13) (redrawn and translated by Tasdogen)

Construction technique

Typical Characteristics

Historical development

Regional Distribution

Mud brick infill

2 or 3 story high

Determines the characteristics of
Turkish house

Mainly inland near to coastal
regions

Bagdadi Plastered on 2 faces . -
SR s = Ground floor is timber columned masonry
with timber l'imber-covered 4yt T :
infill outside Until 20™ century under Western I'he regions under central
A {5 ‘ Upper stories are timber framed influence government
(Tasdogen)
o0 = e
= = | Brick infill ; ; ; .
g = Inclined roof; flat roof acc. to region
= E Stone infill
= B | Wattle, carth infill
Cut stone or covering With courtyard, iwan, flat rool, carved [nfluence of Northern Syria Cappadocia, South-Western
decoration Anatolia, Syria, Northern Egypt
Rubble stone With mortar With flat or pitched roof, cubic Influence of Ancient Mediterranean- | Coastal regions in Mediterrancan
With timber cumba Acgean and then Western influence and Aegean
g’ With flat roof and wooden beam vernacular Eastern Anatolia
2 Rubble stone | Without mortar Half of the house 1s timber vernacular Toros Mountains
3 Brick Timber floored, iron With alinlik, cumba, balcon Neo-classic European influence
-
beams and columns
Mud brick / Brick masonry with Mostly one storey high; similar with pre-historic period Mostly inner regions
wooden beams With flat earth roof
~ =4
= g
; P
=]
. Timber wall with circular or cut woods, | Gable roof with covered with pedavra; Continuously used Regions with forests and
= with technique of The joming ends as projections mountains
£ 2
= &
=~




A typology of material is prepared for Ottoman residential architecture by Giinay
(1998) in the table above. The materials are classified according to construction

technique, typical characteristics, historical development and regional distribution.

3.2.5 Ethnic Origins

Some scholars (Eri¢, 1985; Asatekin, 2005) discuss the influence of the ethnic

origins on the traditional domestic architecture in Anatolia.*’

Arseven (n.d., 536) states that the plan types and styles change even in the same city
so that any research should be done according to different types of the houses, and
not to the ethnic groups. The separation of traditional dwellings as Greek or
Armenian implies differences based on religious beliefs: accordingly for example
non-Muslims had very ornamented houses while Muslims lived in more modest and
simple buildings. Eri¢ (1985, 180) states that the detailing in temporary materials,
like timber were mostly simple indicating the more modest world belief of the

Muslims.

There is a separation based on the material used in the houses as well, for example
stone houses belonged to non-Muslims, whereas the timber framed houses are
accepted as Turkish houses. There are of course exceptions in this separation like the
traditional dwellings of Ayvalik in Balikesir. In the same manner, the traditional
dwellings of Sirince in Izmir show the characteristics of a “Turkish house” with their
timber skeleton system, but their inhabitants were mostly Greeks and the Turkish
population who migrated from the Balkans (examples from Asatekin, 2005). The size
is also taken as a distinguishing factor. Most Turkish families were farmers and
needed big dwellings with courtyards, while most non-Muslims were involved in

trade, and hence lived in small dwellings.3 2

' In the same way, Rapoport (1969, 41) states that religion influences the form, plan, spatial
arrangements and orientation of the dwelling.

32 This however is a general observation which is not supported with firm evidence yet. Different
ethnic cultures employed similar features in their houses, which show an interaction.
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Traditional domestic architecture in Anatolia is a complex issue. Many scholars write
on the topic, also on the problems of the terminology used in the topic. Arel (1982)
asks the major questions about the historical background and the evolution of the
traditional domestic architecture in Anatolia. Karacasu is studied in reference to
these studies. The next chapter will be a short survey on the traditional residential

architecture of Western Anatolia.
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CHAPTER 4

TRADITIONAL DWELLINGS IN WESTERN ANATOLIA

Western Anatolia is a region settled by various past cultures and hence is an area of
cultural accumulation. Due to its geographical features (presence of rivers and alike
on), transportation ease and fruitful soil, it attracted many migrations through which
a cultural mosaic occurred. The region was settled successively by the ancient

Greeks, Persians, Romans, Byzantines, and the Turks.

Western Anatolia comprises the provinces of izmir, Aydin and Mugla at the coast
and Denizli, Usak, Kiitahya, Manisa and Afyon at inland. The region is divided into
two parts in terms of the characteristics of the traditional dwellings by Belken
(1949): towns nearby Izmir-Balikesir strip, which are found on the valleys and plains

near the sea or lake; and towns nearby Kiitahya, which are located on the plateaus.

The traditional dwellings in the villages and the cities in both parts differ in terms of
their architecture. In the rural settlements of Western Anatolia, the daily life is
mostly spent outside the houses, in the terraces or courtyards and therefore most
dwellings have open or semi-closed spaces, which provide a spatial connection to the
outer world while also used for a number of functions. These open spaces are
actually the extensions of the domestic living space (Oliver, 2003, 166). In the urban
context on the other hand, the life is more introverted. The room gains more

importance in the absence of the courtyard (Kafesgioglu, 1955, 8).

Much of the focus in the studies on traditional dwellings in Western Anatolia is on
the dwellings constructed with stone. There are relatively few surveys concerning the
dwellings constructed with timber skeleton system. Traditional modest scale urban
dwellings and rural dwellings are also more studied. Urban dwellings are shaped
according to the users’ social and economic requirements of the city life whereas
rural dwellings are influenced by an agriculture-based economy. Ayvalik dwellings

on the coast and Buca dwellings in inland can be given as examples ‘urban’
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dwellings and Milas and Kusadasi on the coast and Kiitahya, Kula, Denizli and
Mugla dwellings in inland constitute the examples of ‘rural’ dwellings. Bodrum and
Foca exhibit examples of both ‘urban’ and ‘rural’ dwellings. Tanyeli (1996, 444)
describes the housing type which was dominant ‘in the rural’ on the coast as a stone
masonry dwelling with a single space. According to him, this dwelling type was in
use until the mid 19" century. In some places like Aydin and Bodrum, the ‘tower
house’ typology, which was a type associated with the provincial elite, is also
encountered in the context of rural too.” According to Tanyeli wealthier households

lived in dwellings with an open veranda (hayat) in the urban context.*

The changing conditions of geography and life necessitated regional changes in
terms of plan and construction system of traditional dwellings in the Aegean (Aktug,
1985, 2). The plan is shaped by the climatic conditions, construction materials
available in the region, and also the need of the household. In her study on the
traditional rural dwellings, Aktug (1985, 1) states that the “Turkish house” is
described, by some scholars, as a dwelling with a hayat that looks to a courtyard or a
garden and into which a series of rooms open. For her, similar to Tanyeli, this house
type is preferred by the Aegean families who were in close contact with the capital,

have a high level of culture and financial means.

The courtyard and the hayat look to south in the Aegean dwellings, which is hot and
arid in summers, and cold and rainy in winters. Therefore, in summer the life passes
in the hayat, which is protected against the sun and is open to wind. The rooms of the
house are well protected against the hot weather as they mostly open to the hayat and
don’t have much windows on the outer facades. These spaces benefit from the sun
light coming from south in winter, which helps to warm the interiors as well (Aktug,

1985,2)%.

3 A pioneering study on the tower houses of Aegean is made by Arel (1989), which is also mentioned
in the section concerning the studies on “traditional dwellings in inland Western Anatolia”.

3 In contrast to this view, the traditional dwellings with a hayat in Karacasu are actually coming from
a town context exhibiting both rural and urban features. See Chapter 5 for a detailed information.

3% Furthermore Aktug (1985, 3) also suggests that the plan scheme of the traditional dwellings in the
Aegean Region is based on the plan of the palaces called “bit hilani” in Iran and Mesopotamia. 37



Stone is used as the construction material because it is easily available (Aktug, 1985,
4). As olive and fruit trees are valuable economic resources, more ordinary forest
trees are used for construction. Stone however was a cheaper construction material
and used for a long time. Timber is solely used to build the columns of the hayat, and
the floors and the ceilings. In the villages near the ancient settlements, on the other
hand ancient architectural elements are used decoratively in the walls or as columns.
This construction style persisted in the rural areas without much change, a fact
related to the tradition of transferring building knowledge from the master to the

pupil, or from one generation to the other.

Means of economical subsistence of the households living in the rural areas of the
region did not change much in time. Economy is mostly based on olive growing,
viniculture and field agriculture. This influenced the planning of the dwelling which
is shaped according to the user needs. Aktug (1985, 2) states that the dwellings are
composed of optimum units; and hence renew themselves in time without changing

their construction style.

4.1 Traditional Dwellings on the Coast

Among the several Aegean towns and cities with similar dwellings, the traditional
houses in Ayvalik of Balikesir; Milas and Bodrum of Mugla; Foga of Izmir and

Kusadasi of Aydin are studied in more detail.*®

There are 29 registered traditional houses in Ayvalik which date back to the end of
19" century and the beginning of the 20™ and are completely built with stone
masonry or, with stone masonry on the first floor and bagdadi in the second. These
houses are mostly two or three-storey high (Figures 8-10). They open to the street in
front and have a courtyard at the back; closed and open projections are commonly
used (Asatekin, 1998). The projections can be placed at one corner, in the middle or
at the two corners; in some examples the whole floor is projected. The ground floors
can be used for three different functions: Solely for dwelling purposes, as storage or

as service spaces. There are houses with mezzanines and / or basements as well. In

% The numbers of the registered traditional dwellings are taken from the official website of the
Ministry of Culture and Tourism (www.kultur.gov.tr). 38



the mezzanine floors a room, a common area and a staircase are found. In some
houses the kitchen and other related service spaces can be found in the mezzanine

floors too. In the dwellings with a basement floor, there are no mezzanines.

The first floor is used for living. There are two plan types: the houses with an inner
sofa and those with an outer sofa. The inner sofa plan however, is more common. In
the plans with an inner sofa, 2-4 rooms are arranged in a row on long side. The main
building material is stone. However, there are also houses with timber skeleton and
bagdadi used in the upper storeys (Madran, Ozgoniil, Gokge, 1985, 15-16). Carefully
carved stonework, closed and open projection, triangle pediment and semi-detached
houses are the characteristics of the traditional dwellings in Ayvalik (Levi, 1999,

279).

Figure 9, Facade typology of the traditional Ayvalik houses
(Madran, Ozgoniil and Gokce, 1985, 27)
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Figure 10, Plan typology of the two-storey and three-storey traditional Ayvalk
houses (Madran, Ozgoniil and Gokce, 1985, 25-26)
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There are 147 registered traditional dwellings in Milas (Figures 11, 12). These
dwellings as well date back to the 19" and the beginning of the 20" and they are still
used after restoration. These are two-storey houses with courtyards, and the entrance
is from the courtyard. On the facade there are projections with timber buttresses. The
ground floor is used for humble and food storage. The kitchen, toilet and the barn are
adjacent to the courtyard wall, but detached from the house. A marble or a timber

staircase leads to the first floor.

The Hungarian and Italian architects who came to the town in the first years of the
Republic of Turkey influenced the architecture of dwellings as well. For example,
kitchen and toilet began to be designed in the European style37. The architectural
characteristics of houses belonging to different ethnic and religious groups on the
other hand can not be taken as a classification basis since Turkish-looking houses

could have been inhabited by non-Turkish or non-Muslim households.

Figure 11, A traditional Milas dwelling (Aran, 2000, 141)

37 The information is taken from the official website: http://tr.wikipedia.org 41



Figure 12, A traditional Milas dwelling; plan, section of the house
and interior perspective of a room
(Aran, 2000, 140)

In Bodrum, there are 651 registered traditional dwellings in both the town center and
the rural areas (Figure 13). The smaller and more cubic houses in the town are
attributed to the non-Turkish and non-Muslim households who were involved with
trade; and the dwellings in the rural areas to the Turkish population who are involved
in agriculture. Since stone is found abundantly in the region, and convenient for the
climate, it is used as the main construction material (Igdirligil, 2000). In general
three types of houses are observed: those ‘with musandira’ (Figure 14), ‘Sakiz-type

houses’ (Figures 15) and ‘tower houses’ (Figure 16) (Asatekin, 1998).

Bektas describes musandira as a space use for storing and sleeping. It has a low
ceiling (160-180 cm.) in contrast to the living space (300 cm.), and reached by
staircases, as it is 100-120 cm. high from the main living level. The ‘tower houses’
on the other hand are those houses built after the castle type of fortified mansions
came to an end. The houses which have a square-like plan are entered by bridges,
which do not open to the sea side for reasons of security (4m x 4m, 4.5m x 4.5m, 4m
X 5m.). Both the houses with musandira and tower houses have timber staircases
connecting the different levels inside. The dimensions of a ‘Sakiz-type house’ are
similar with a ‘house with musandira’ and also it is entered from middle of the

longer side through a small sofa with rooms on two sides.
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Figure 14, Plans and facades of a Bodrum house with musandira
(Bektas, 2004, 82-83)
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Figure 15, Plan and facade of a Sakiz-type house
(Bektas and Basak, 2004, 88-89)

22Kesim

Figure 16, Plan and section of a tower house in Bodrum
(Bektas and Basak, 2004, 98)
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In Foc;a38 there are houses with flat earth roof in the villages and with sloping roof in the
towns, 320 of which are officially registered. Mostly stone is used as the construction
material; the load-bearing walls are stone masonry while the partition walls are built by
timber skeleton and stone infill (Zegerek, 1997, 51). According to their plan, Foca houses
can be grouped into three: square-planned houses, row houses and simple houses. Square-
planned houses are named also as tower-type houses and are mostly seen in the rural areas
(Figure 17). Row houses are found in the Greek Districts of both ancient and new Foca.
These dwellings have no courtyards in front and open directly to the streets. Simple houses
on the other hand are stone masonry detached buildings. They date back to the end of the
19™ and beginning of 20" century. These are two or rarely three-storey high dwellings

with courtyards on sides or at the back.

B8-8 KESITI O 1/50 A-A  KESiTI 0:1/50

Kent Kenarinda Hule Ev (Yeni Fogae)

Figure 17, Plan and section of a tower-type house in Foca (Bilgin, 1985, 95)

The traditional Foca dwellings can also be classified according to their placement in
the plot: adjacent dwellings and single dwellings. The second type is seen in only one

street at present: Biiyiik Deniz Sokak (Zegerek, 1997, 70).

38 Foga is a peninsula in the Aegean Region, surrounded with Menemen Plain and Dumanli Mountains
in East and Gediz Deltast in South. Ancient Foca (Phokaia, Kara Foca) is now the center (Bilgin,
1985, 81).
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At present there are 85 registered traditional dwellings in Kusadas®®. These are stone
masonry buildings with timber joists. Bektas (1991) classifies Kusadas1 houses into four
groups according to their plan organizations: “plan without sofa”, “plan with sofa on the

side”, “plan with L-shaped sofa” and “plan with central sofa” (Figure 18).
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Figure 18, Plan typology of traditional Kusadas1 houses according to Bektas
(Bektas, 1991, 39, 41, 48, 49)

39 See Giiler (1996) for more information on the traditional dwellings and their use in tourism in
Kusadasi. 46



A similarity between the dwellings on the coast of Western Anatolia and the islands
of Aegean is illustrated by Levi (1999). The Greek islands of Midilli, Sakiz, Sisam
and Rodos and the coast line of Western Anatolia resemble each other in terms of
climatic factors and flora. Furthermore, Midilli and Sisam got under the dominance
of the Ottoman Empire in the 15" century and Sakiz in the 16" century; they were
given to Greece after the Balkan War. The cultural interaction between the islands
and the coast was also developed through trade as well. This interaction is reflected
on architecture too. The houses in “Edremit, Ayvalik and [zmir” show resemblance
to the houses of “Midilli, Samos” (Levi, 1999, 281) (Figures 19, 20). The dwellings
in both are mostly stone masonry and their facade characteristics and architectural
details are similar. The chimneys which are visible from outside, the horizontal
emphasis on the ground floor, a decorative stone usage and the triangular pediments

are some of similarities observable on the facade organization.

Ayvalik

[zmir

Cesme

Samos
Kusadasi

Bodrum

Figure 19, Map showing the Aegean islands and Western Anatolia
(Levi, 1999, 277), the sites mentioned in the text are marked with a circle
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[zmir Mytilene

Figure 20, A cpmparison between the traditional dwellings in
Izmir and Midilli (Levi, 1999, 278)

4.2 Traditional Dwellings in the Inland

Buca of Izmir; Kula of Manisa, Denizli, Kiitahya and Mugla are inland Aegean
towns and cities, whose traditional dwellings are studied in different sources. The

tower houses of Aydin and the vineyard dwellings are also studied briefly.

There are 122 registered traditional dwellings in Buca (Figures 21-23). According to
Erpi (1985, 1987) the residential architecture in this town was influenced from the
Christian population living in the Ottoman Empire in the 18" and 19" centuries. The
dwellings in Buca are composed of Greek houses found in grid-planned districts; and
the Levantine dwellings with vast gardens outside these districts (Erpi, 1985, 63)".
The construction technique in both Buca and Seydikoy, used to be timber skeleton
system with infill material, before 1860s “Sakiz style” with stone masonry became
more common in the later periods. The oldest traditional dwelling in Buca dates back

to 1838, having a timber skeleton system and an inner courtyard (Erpi, 1985, 65).

*0 This ethnic differentiation affecting the architecture is criticized because of having exceptions
(Asatekin, 1998). 48



Figure 21, A traditional Buca dwelling (Erpi, 1987, 61)
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Figure 22, Plans of a traditional Buca dwelling and a dwelling with projection
(Erpi, 1987, 250, 251)
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Figure 23, Facades of traditional Buca dwellings (Erpi, 1987, 247, 248, 249)
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There are 531 registered traditional dwellings in Kula (Figures 24-27) which date
back to the 18" century and the beginning of the 19" century.*' They are generally
two-storey high and have a plan scheme composed of a hayat and a row of rooms in
front; or are U-shaped with a row of rooms surrounding the hayat and the two sides
of the courtyard (Aktug, 1985, 4). The service spaces on the ground floor like the
kitchen, storage and barn are usually surrounded with a stone masonry wall which is
at least 3m high (Figure 34). These spaces define an inner courtyard (Eri¢, 1985,
180). The entrance to the courtyard is by a two-winged timber door. The toilet and
the oven are mostly located at the corner of the courtyard. In the dwellings with inner
sofa, however the toilet is taken inside. On the main living floor, there are rooms
opening to the street on one side and to the courtyard on the opposite. The street-
looking side of the hayat is closed by a lattice or a window bar (Figure 35). It is
common to make a one step-higher section in the hayat, which is called “kosk”. This
space is the outer sitting area in summer. The rooms called “basoda” on the first
floor are used for the guests. These are more ornamented and mostly look to the

street™.

Figure 24, A traditional Kula dwelling owned by a Greek doctor (archive of
Suna Giirsoy, an art historian and expert
in the 2™ Conservation Council of izmir)

*! More detailed information is in Tosun (1970).

*2 The information is taken from the official website of the Municipality of Kula
(http://www .kula.bel.tr) 50



Figure 25, Hayat of a traditional Kula dwelling which is used as a museum at
present (archive of Suna Giirsoy)

Figure 27, Colaklar Dwelling (Kula), plan and section (Tosun, 1970, 51-52)
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In Denizli and its districts, 98 traditional dwellings are registered. 13 of these are
found at the center. Inceoglu and Inceoglu (1985, 218) state that the typical
characteristics of the traditional dwellings in Denizli are the existence of facilities for
agricultural processing (drying grain, poultry farming and alike). Denizli in fact is
rich in terms of the existing number of traditional dwellings in the Aegean region as
the city fortunately was saved from the fires during the war of Independence.
However, most of the dwellings older more than 100 years collapsed in the
earthquakes of 1990s. Bektas (1985, 188) studied the traditional houses of Denizli,
which are mostly two-storey high (they can also be single storey with a basement, or
two-storey). I and L-plan arrangements are more common. The hayat or taslik
section, kitchen, bath and food storage open directly to the courtyard. There is at
least one water duct passing through the courtyards of the adjacent dwellings, which

is used as a fridge; another duct can be used for washing purposes.

Of the 287 registered traditional dwellings in Kiitahya city center (Figure 28), some are as
old as 250 years. In these two or three-storey high houses, the ground floor is reserved for
kitchen, storage and taslik used for storing agricultural equipment. The first floor is
arranged for sitting, eating, washing and sleeping activities. The main characteristic of the
inner sofa is that the rooms are arranged on two sides of the sofa. In the outer sofa plan, on
the other hand, a row of rooms are arranged with a sofa in front. At present the traditional

dwellings of Kiitahya are being restored by the Kiitahya Governorship.*

Figure 28, A traditional Kiitahya dwelling
(http://kutahyakultur.gov.tr/Kutahya/Mimari)

*3 This information is taken from the official website of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism
(www kultur.gov.tr).
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There are 407 registered traditional dwellings in Mugla. The traditional Mugla
dwellings are two-storey houses opening to a hayat (Figure 29). White-coloured
houses with red roof tiles are the distinguishing characteristics of these dwellings. As
in many other traditional houses, every room is independent and has an oven and

cupboards for the beds.** The staircases and the ceilings of the rooms are timber.

S

| T

Figure 29, Traditional Mugla dwellings, drawn by Ekinci (1985, 200)

Other types of domestic architecture can be seen in inland Aegean. Some Ottoman
families acquired wealth and power and hence vast lands and farmhouses with
fortified estates having tower buildings used for living as well as for observation and
defense purposes especially after the system of Ottoman miri regime was disrupted.
These families often lived in high-density small villages. The Beyler Mansion in
Arpaz of Aydin (Figure 30), which is an example of a dwelling from the miri regime
period is a complex surrounded with defensive walls. This complex is composed of a
main living unit (mansion), a tower built by cut stone and which is used both as a
dwelling and defensive building, a bath and fortification walls. The construction
masters were from Rodos (Arel, 1985, 150) and the units of the complex except for
the tower follow the common architectural trends of the time. (Tanyeli, 1996, 457)
The Cihanoglu Mansion in Kocarli of Aydin (Figure 31) is a more developed

complex than the Beyler Mansion. Such complexes indeed provide clues about how

* This information is taken from the official website of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism
(www kultur.gov.tr). 53



some individuals and their families acquired power and social standing and built

fortified dwellings reflecting a feudal character (Arel, 1989, 175).

=

Figure 30, Beyler Mansion (Aydin), site plan, plan and view of the tower
(Tanyeli, 1996, 458), (Arel, 1987, 60), (Tanyeli, 1996, 459)
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Figure 31, Cihanogullar: Mansion (Aydin), plan of the main living level and
view of the tower (Arel, 1987, 70, 65)
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In the Aegean region, there are also vineyard dwellings. The plan scheme of the
vineyard houses found between Menemen and Manisa is studied by Erdim (1985)
who resembles it to a megaron. There are front and back spaces in this type of plan in
which the front space is a semi-private / semi-closed space used for viewing the
vineyard, resting and cooking while the back space is a private space, which
constitutes the main living and sleeping area. It is used for storing as well. Earth
flooring, mudbrick walls and inclined timber roofs covered with branches and rushes
are the characteristics of the oldest examples of this type of house. There are also
two-storey vineyard houses with a single space in Alasehir; and two-storey houses
with multiple spaces in Acipayam, Denizli. In these examples the upper floor is used
for sleeping and living and the ground floor for storing food and keeping animals
(Figure 32). Erdim suggests that the two-storey houses with multiple spaces
constitute the basis for the traditional dwellings of not only Western but also Central

Anatolia.

Single Unit Houses

Double Unit House
(Upper Floor Plan)

N Y

I | : S O

Zalihli Menemen Manisa Acpayam

Figure 32, Plan types of vineyard houses in the Aegean (Erdim, 1985, 174)
(redrawn by Tasd6gen)
The traditional houses with hayat seen in the South-Western Anatolia are studied by
Kademoglu (1974) who exemplifies the typical examples of traditional dwellings in
the villages of Antalya, Burdur, Mugla and Manisa. These houses are composed of a
semi-closed hayat placed in front of a row of rooms (two or three), and have a flat

roof.
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4.3 Traditional Dwellings in the Nearby Settlements of Karacasu

It is apparent that traditional domestic architecture shows a variety in different areas
in terms of plan organization, use of material, structural system and the local terms
attributed to different spaces within the dwelling. Traditional Karacasu dwelling
displays similar architectural and functional features when compared with the other
cities in inland Western Anatolia. Respectively, traditional Karacasu dwellings can

not be considered separately from the other examples found in nearby settlements.

Some of the settlements near Karacasu with traditional dwellings are Kuyucak,
Bozdogan and Kavakli of Aydin. Four of the traditional dwellings in Kuyucak, and
ten of the traditional dwellings in Bozdogan are already registered by the 2nd
Conservation Council of Izmir responsible for Cultural and Natural Heritage,
Ministry of Culture. The common characteristics of these dwellings are the number
of their storeys, plan schemes, construction techniques and use of material. These are
mostly two-storey dwellings with a courtyard. Timber skeleton with stone masonry
on the first floor level is the most commonly seen structural system in all these
villages. In some earlier examples, the load bearing walls were mostly built with
stone masonry and not plastered. Some of the plastered walls have some figural

.45
decoration™.

Two examples from Kuyucak can be briefly outlined to give some introductory
information on these houses. Ali Ozsan dwelling (Inv.1) (Figure 33) was built
approximately 105-110 years ago and is a two-storey high residential unit. It is a
stone masonry house with a courtyard at the back. It is learnt from the present
villagers that the original dwellers were well educated and wealthy and had their
dwelling originally built by Greek masters (interview with the present owners,
2006)46. Indeed different from other traditional dwellings, it shows some western

influence in terms of its facade decoration.

> The walls are plastered but joint marks are drawn with sticks so as to give the impression of a stone
masonry construction in some examples. Some floral ornamentation is seen on the facades of the
houses owned by wealthier families.

46 This verbal information should be controlled from the official documents in order to use in detailed
studies on the town. 56



Figure 33, Ali Ozsan Dwelling (Kuyucak) (Tasdogen)

Hulusi Yal¢in dwelling on the other hand is a good example for a traditional dwelling
with a hayat (Figure 34). Built by timber skeleton system, this is a two-storey
residential unit with a courtyard entered from the street. There are two semi-open
rooms on the first floor, opening to hayat, Kosk and Seki used as sitting places. The
projections of the first floor are carried by buttresses named elibogriinde. There are

two small rooms on the ground floor, opening to the courtyard.

The residential architecture in Kuyucak is not dense since the dwellings were burned
down and demolished because of the fires during the Greek attacks in the War of
Independence. Four of the traditional dwellings are officially registered by the

Ministry of Culture and Tourism (See Appendix A, Table 29).
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Figure 34, Hulusi Yalcin dwelling (Kuyucak), schematic plans of the house and
views from hayat and elibégriinde (Tasd6gen)

Bozdogan however has a more dense traditional structure. The elements such as
traditional dwellings and streets forming the settlement are not much changed. The
traditional Bozdogan houses are, similar to the other dwellings in nearby, built by
timber skeleton system with stone masonry until the first floor level. They are mostly
two-storey high residential units with a courtyard. The main living floor is the first
floor including the open and multipurpose space of hayat. The plan of the first floor
is composed of a row of rooms opening to hayat. The ground floor is used for
services, which also opens to a multipurpose space; the courtyard. The dwelling
registered as (Inv.5) is a good example of a house with a hayat in Bozdogan (Figures
35, 36). In this house there are 2 rooms and a kitchen, which open to hayat in the
main living floor (Figure 37). Ten of the dwellings are officially registered by the
Ministry of Culture and Tourism (See Appendix A, Table 30).

The two dwellings found in Hidirlik Mahallesi, Dikilitas Sokak are located in front of
a valley, and hence there is a level difference between their entrances and the
remaining parts which look to the valley. There are also examples built with split

wood (bagdadi) and timber covering (Figures 38, 39).
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Figure 35, A traditional Bozdogan dwelling (Inv.5)
(http://www.bozdoganhaber.org)
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Figure 36, A traditional Bozdogan dwelling (Inv.5), hayat (Tasdégen)
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Street

Figure 37, Plan of the main living level (Inv.5) (Tasdégen)
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Figure 39, A traditional Bozdogan dwelling with timber skeleton system
(Tasdogen)

The characteristics of the traditional dwellings in Kavakli are similar to those of
traditional dwellings found in nearby settlements. The traditional dwellings here
(Figures 40, 41) however are not yet registered by the Ministry of Culture and
Tourism. A good example is Yoriik Ali Efe dwelling. This is a two-storey dwelling
with a courtyard of compressed earth. The courtyard is entered by a two-winged
timber door from the street. On the ground floor, there is a shed and a storage space.
A timber staircase with a few stone steps leads to the upper floor. The first floor
comprises of a hayat and two rooms opening to it through doors and windows. The
rooms have timber floors and ceilings with cupboards all along the side walls
(Tasdogen, 2001, 14-15). Aydin Governorship, Aydin Municipality, Adnan

Menderes University, Chamber of Architects and Directorate for Construction in
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Aydin collaborated in the renovation and restoration of Kavakli within the context of
a project entitled “The Sustainability of Kavakli Village” in Sultanhisar. The
renovation work of the square and the roads of the village; and the restoration works
of the traditional dwellings (including Hamit Eryigit dwelling) and the fountains

(Frenk ¢cesmesi) are accomplished by this project (Tasdogen, 2001, 13).

Figure 40, Yoriik Ali Efe Dwelling, Kavakli, Aydin,
drawn by Miiyesser AKkin, author’s mother, an architect and expert in the 2nd
Conservation Council of izmir (2001)

Figure 41, Hamit Eryigit Dwelling, Kavakh, Aydin,
drawn by Miiyesser Akin (2001)
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The dwelling previously owned by Yoriik Ali Efe47 in (Carst Mahallesi, Yoriik Ali Efe
Caddesi, Yenipazar) was used to be a stone masonry house with a courtyard, which
was officially registered.*® It was restorated during 1999 and 2000 following its
demolition after a fire in 1980s. The only ruins left were the load bearing walls of the
house (Figure 42). The restored building is opened as a Museum (of the Ministry of
Culture and Tourism) in June, 2001 (Figure 43).

Figure 42, Yoriik Ali Efe Dwelling (Yenipazar) before restoration
(archive of Yoriik Ali Efe Museum)

Figure 43, Yoriik Ali Efe Museum, Yenipazar, after the restoration,
drawn by Miiyesser Akin (2001)

*" Efe is the name used for the raiders in the villages of Western Anatolia, in the end of the Ottoman
period (Meydan Larousse, 1988, 82). Yoriik Ali Efe was born in Kavakli, Sultanhisar of Aydin in
1895. He joined the raider groups when he was 19. He victoriously fought in the War of
Independence, and died in 1951 in Bursa. He lived in Kavakli in his youth and moved to a house in
Yenipazar in his old ages (taken from the information panel in Yoriik Ali Efe Museum).

* It was officially registered on 13.10.1999 by the 2nd Conservation Council of Izmir responsible for
Cultural and Natural Heritage, Ministry of Culture with the decree of 8754. 62



The studied towns in Western Anatolia are not evaluated in terms of dwelling. Their
courtyards and the individual spaces in their courtyards are not mentioned. The
common characteristics observable in these houses are their number of storeys, plan
organization, construction techniques and material. An exception is determined that
hayats of the traditional dwellings mostly look to north in Western Anatolia (Aktug,
1985, 2) while in Karacasu they are looking to east. These traditional houses on the

other hand are mainly differed in construction materials: stone and timber.

The traditional dwellings in nearby settlements of Karacasu are composed of a two-
storey high residential unit with a courtyard. The plan scheme in the main living
level consists of a row of rooms opening to a hayat. The dwellings were burned or
demolished during the Independence War period by the fires caused by the attacks of
Greeks. The traditional residential architecture is preserved in some towns until

today, and hence there is a dense structure.
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CHAPTER §

KARACASU

5.1 General Description of Karacasu Town

Karacasu is at southeast of Aydin (Figure 44). It is located on the slopes of Karincal
Mountain (580m. high), in the Dandalas valley which lies along the Biiyiitk Menderes
Plain. It is 25 km. far from Kuyucak, 44 km. from Nazilli and 90 km. from Aydin,
which are the nearest big settlements. It is 450 m. high from the sea level. The

ancient city of Aphrodisias®

is near the village of Geyre, 12 km. east of Karacasu.

The region has Mediterranean climate: it is calm and rainy in winters; and hot and
arid in summers. The average temperature is 8 c® in winter. Freeze is seen for about
10 days in this season. In March and April the average temperature is 10-15 c® while
in summer, the weather is around 25-30 c°, the maximum being 39 c°. No rain is seen
in this season. In September and October the temperature drops down to 15-20 c°

(Karacasu 1999). These weather conditions and temperature range are suitable to

grow plants like grape, fig tree and olive; and also to live outdoor.

49 Aphrodisias was an important ancient settlement of the Caria region. It is located near the village of
Geyre, between Tavas and Karacasu (Umar, 1999, 343).
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Figure 44, Map of Aegean showing Karacasu (www.kgm.gov.tr)




Karacasu is located in a region which was under the sovereignty of many
civilizations. The excavations continuing in Aphrodisias50 have even showed that the
first settlements date back to the Late Neolithic period (Erim, 1989). Since the
climate and the fruitful soil of the Dandalas Valley are compatible with settled life,
an almost uninterrupted settlement continuity is observable in the area. The first
ancient colonists from Greek mainland were Carians, which lived in the Geyre
village in the 12" century B.C., and then the settlement got under the dominance of
Persians between 546-334 B.C. The area was controlled by the Byzantine Empire

after the Persians.

Karacasu is one of the oldest Turkish settlements in the Aegean and in this region of
Anatolia.”’ After Seljuks entered into Anatolia, they took control of the Aegean,
[zmir and the Aegean islands until the end of the 1" century; they lost their
authority in the second half of the 13" century. Karacasu is one of those settlements
found between Fethiye and Soke, which was under the dominance of Mentegse
Beyligi, a Seljukid origined state (from 13" century to 14" century). Aydinogullari,
another post-Seljukid Turkish settlement (settled in Aydin and its environment,
including Karacasu in the 14" century) became an independent power at the end of
the 14™ century and ruled in the area. Karacasu finally got under the control of the

Ottoman Empire in 1390.

In the 16" century, as understood from the 937/530 dated Muhasebe-i Anadolu book
(as cited in Karacasu 1999) in which Karacasu was listed as Yenisehir, Karacasu was
settled by the first Anatolian Oghuz Turks, Yalin ayaklar before moving to its current
location. The name ‘Yenisehir’ was seen in the Ottoman documents until 1844-45.
‘Karacasu’ was referred to as a subdistrict of Nazilli in the administrative re-

organization after Tanzimat in 1879 (Karacasu 1999) (Figure 45).

%% Paul Gaudin, a Frenchman in charge of the Smyrna-Kassaba railway, made the first excavations in
Aphrodisias in 1904. French excavations continued in between 1905 and 1913. The Italians later
excavated under Giulio Jacopi between 1937 and 1939. Turkish excavations began in 1961 under the
directorship of Dr. Kenan Erim. At present, the excavations continue under the joint directorship of
New York University and Oxford University (Ministry of Culture and Tourism).

! The information on the history of the town is taken from the official website of “Karacasu

~ 99,

Kaymakamligr”: http://www karacasu.gov.tr
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Figure 45, Document indicating Karacasu as an administrative district
(Karacasu Gelistirme ve Egitim Vakfi Dergisi (6:13), 2002, 8)52

During the Independence War period, the town was subject to foreign invasion and
settlement. According to the Sevr Agreement, the southern part of the Menderes
Valley was left to the Italians and the northern part to the Greeks. Karacasu was one
of the settlements left to the Italians. M. Tasdogen indicated that the inhabitants of
nearby Nazilli also escaped to Karacasu where the foreign forces were not stationed;
they turned back after the declaration of independence (interview, 2005). Hence
minimum 3000 people were saved from the invasion at that time (Karacasu 1999,
46). The preservation of the traditional residential architecture in Karacasu until
today is related to the fact that they were not burned or demolished, as was the case

in many nearby settlements, by the fires caused by the Greek invasion.”
5.2 Social, Cultural and Economic Characteristics
Muslim and non-Muslim populations used to live together in Karacasu before the

War of Independence. According to the census of 1831, there used to be a population

of 6559 Muslim inhabitants and 95 non-Muslim ones in Yenisehir. In the census of

52 The document is found in the Ottoman archives (with the number of 1392/18) by Asst. Prof. Dr.
Mehmet Basaran and Asst. Prof. Dr. Giinver Giines and is translated into Turkish.

33 This information is obtained from Dr. Mehmet Tagd6égen in 2005, in Nazilli in an interview about
“Karacasu” , who is from this town.
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1889-1890, it was recorded that the population consisted of 3269 male, and 3188
female inhabitants, a total of 6457 people. The population census indeed is an
important source for examining the social composition of the Ottoman society.
Census recording of the population, land and property received more emphasis with
the reforms in the beginning of the 19™ century to be able to enroll new soldiers
following the repeal of the Janissary (Yenigeri) organization and to determine the tax
sources and amounts (Basaran, 2000, 39). Most of the Ottoman taxes are actually
provided from the agricultural sources: two specific taxes are Osiir (the tax taken
from the agricultural products) and Agnam (the tax taken from the livestock).
Temettuat books of 1844-45 show that there was 9.279.000m” area usable for
cultivation. In Karacasu 1.492.000m” area was inconvenient for cultivation. Olive
and tobacco were known to have been cultivated in the village. There used to bazaars
on Mondays and Fridays according to the annual of 1896 (Basaran, 2000, 64). The
people used to sell their products in these bazaars, which is a tradition still continuing
at present. In the 19" century, forestry (pine tree, oak) was also improved in the town
(Basaran, 2000, 70-71); 52% of the inhabitants worked in agriculture and 42% in
industry in 1840s (Basaran, 2000, 135).

Table 2, Population of Karacasu Town Center (Basaran, 2000, 42)

Years 1896-1897 1899-1900 1902-1903
Population Male Female | Male Female | Male Female
Muslim 3264 3541 3114 3612 3076 3524
Greek 88 82 90 86 91 88
Armenian 4 4 2 4 3 4
Foreign 101 64 99 62 96 64
Total 7069 7146 6946

The chart of population shown in Table 2 indicates the composition in the late 19"
and early 20" centuries. According to the annual of 1897 (Vilayet Salnamesi), there
was also a Greek School’ in the village, and a population of Greek and Armenians;
two families in Aliaga Farm, a family in Yenice and eleven families in Yaylal
Quarter are known to have composed the Anatolian-Greek population in Karacasu in

the beginning of 19" century. They were engaged in jewelery-making, tailorship and

> According to the Salname in 1896-1897 there was a Greek School with 40 students.
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pub (meyhane) managing, occupations which Turks™ were not interested in
(Basaran, 2000, 48). Some also worked as doctors and teachers. With the War of

Independence, however, they left the town.

The majority of the inhabitants of Karacasu, mostly Muslims, are occupied with
handcrafts such as carpet-weaving, leatherworking and pottery-making, which were
the basic means of living in the town. Half of the inhabitants in Karacasu used to deal
with hand weaved looms. Temettuat books of 1844-45 show that there were 238
weaving looms™® (Bagsaran, 2000, 101). The type of production was influential in the
spatial organization of the dwellings as well. For example, the houses used to include
weaving looms inside, while courtyards were used to have spaces for leatherworking
machines; the leathers used to be stored at the ground floor of houses. The people
involved in leatherwork were named as debbah or tabak, and the separate places
reserved for leatherworking were named as karhane or kerne. After weaving looms
had been removed from the dwellings and industrialization became more spread,
many of the inhabitants of Karacasu migrated to bigger cities like Nazilli, Aydin and
Izmir. After the opening of Nazilli Textile Mill in 1937 and the removal of hand
weaving looms, they lost importance (Basaran, 2000, 101). A similar migration,
social mobility however also happened from smaller villages to Karacasu (interview,
2005). At present, agricultural products like apple and olive are marketed. Tobacco
selling lost importance after opening of Tekel’’.

Education was always important in Karacasu. There were already a primary school

(iptidai mektep)’® and six medreses™ before a Riistiye Mektebi® was opened in 1885.

3 For more information about the traditional life of the inhabitants of Karacasu, see Basaran (2000,
2003), Kuruiiziim (2001) and Ozkan (2003).

%6 The number of the looms increased to 800s in 1900s.

°7 [nhisar, the origin of Tekel was established by the Ottoman Government in 1862. More information
about Tekel is in the official site of the institution: www.tekel.gov.tr.

% Accorging to 1896-1897 Aydin Vilayeti Salmanesi there used to be a primary school for boys
(iptidaiyye) with 44 students (Bagaran, 2000, 55).

% Medrese used to be an important institution for the education of Ottoman administrators; it however
lost its dynamism in the 16" century (Basaran, 2000, 54).

59 Riistiye schools were opened in 1847 to function as high schools for educating students in official
duties in foreign languages. With the new law (Nizamname) of 1869, it became mandatory to opeéba



Besides a military organization (redif teskilatr) was established in the village in 1834

by the newly discharged soldiers (Karacasu 1999).

One of the reforms in the period of Mahmut II is the initiation of muhtarlik system
(1829) in order to provide security and also to control the migration to Istanbul.
‘Kethiida’, ‘ihtiyar’ (old) and ‘muhtar’ are three titles officially responsible from the
management of villages; while imams® assumed similar responsibility in the cities
until 19™ century; he was the representative of Kadi who was the civilian authority.
According to the muhtarlik system, two Muhtars (Muhtar-1 Evvel and Muhtar-i
Sani® ) were chosen from the inhabitants of the quarters in a village (Basaran, 2000,
33). Muhtars minted their own seals, on which information about the name of the
village; the muhtar and the year were written. For example, it is indicated on the
muhtar seals that Karacasu was an administrative district in 1894-1895 (Ozkan,
2003, 27). The muhtarlik system was established for the security of the districts in
Karacasu in 1829. The muhtar seals of Karacasu belonging to late Ottoman Empire

are now exhibited in the Aphrodisias Museum (Figure 46).

Mukhtar's Seal in Mulchtar's Seal in
Yavial Disrict Geyre Village

Figure 46, Examples of Muhtar Seals from Karacasu (Karacasu 1999, 133)

Another administrative novelty of the mid 19" century was the introduction of a new
civil service called Sehremaneti; the municipal services, for which a city parliament

was established in Istanbul in August, 1854. The municipalities of different

Riistiye in every town which had more than 500 households. The Riistiye in Karacasu was opened in
1885-1886 with 67 students (Basaran, 2000, 58).

' Jmams were on duty in the mosques, mescids and in the schools of the quarters. They also
functioned as social leaders and consultants besides their religious duties (Basaran, 2000, 36).

52 Muhtar-1 Sani was chosen for the villages with more than 20 households.
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Anatolian cities were established in different times. The municipality in Karacasu

was first mentioned in Aydin Vilayeti Salnamesi of 1895-96 (Basaran, 2000, 28).

5.3 Settlement, Architecture and Social Context

Quarter was the main settlement unit in an Ottoman city. Quarters were the social
and physical units and developed around a religious building or a bazaar. These
defined a community in which people lived in social solidarity. Every Muslim
quarter used to have a mosque, a medrese, a bath and a fountain. In Aydin Vilayeti
Salnamesi of 1895-96, Karacasu is reported to have had eight quarters. The town at
present keeps many of its old quarters; % of the town is composed of these old
quarters (it was not much changed in the period of Republic). Today the oldest
quarters in Karacasu are Karsiyaka and Yalinayak (Basaran, 2000, 32). Macurlar
Quarter is known to have been inhabited by the Turks living in Rumeli who migrated
to Karacasu after the Ottoman-Russian War in 1877 (Basaran, 2000, 55). Anatolian
Greeks used to live in that quarter. The previously used traditional dwellings in this
quarter are replaced with apartment buildings; remains of a church are the only

visible trace of that community.

The two big neighbourhoods63 in Karacasu at present are Carsiyaka and Karsiyaka,
which are separated from each other with the Tabakhane Valley (Figures 47, 48).
Karsiyaka was established earlier than the Carsiyaka Quarter (Tirkiye Kilavuzu,
1946, vol. 1-406). The Karsiyaka Bridge, which was built in 1755, connects the two
districts. At present Carsiyaka Quarter is developing more than Kargiyaka because it
is in the newly settled part of the town. It is located at the entrance to the town and
thus became the town center. Karsiyaka, on the other hand, is the older part, located
in the south of the valley. It is said to have been the previous town center, but today
it is smaller than Carsiyaka. This is an important determinant in understanding the
development of domestic architecture in these two quarters. The materials used in the
traditional dwellings of these quarters are different. The dwellings in Karsiyaka are

solely built out of stone and had no plaster on the exterior. The mortar used is made

% An increase in the number of houses built in the vicinity of a mosque, a soup-kitchen or a hospice
formed new neighbourhoods. The extension of the boundaries of the old ones and the divisions of the
neighbourhoods into new ones were due to a growth in population (Cadirci, 1996, 257).
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of mud with clay and straw. As it is thought to deteriorate in rain it was not used as a
plaster. In Carsiyaka on the other hand, stone is used on the first floor of the
dwellings, and a timber skeleton with stone and earth infill is implemented on the

upper floor.

Cargiyake &

sl aracasu

 Valley

Figure 48, View and sketch section of the city from east (Tasdogen)

The architecture in Karacasu is composed of religious buildings (moques, tombs,
dervish lodges), hans, water structures (Turkish baths, fountains (Figures 49, 50),

sadirvans and bridges) (Ozkan, 1999, 2003) and dwellings.
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Figure 49, Kiiciik Arik Fountain Figure 50, Efendiler Fountain
(Tasdogen) (Tasdogen)

According to Aydin Vilayet Salnamesi of 1897, there used to be 1816 dwellings, 331
shops, 8 khans, 2 baths and 23 flour mills in Karacasu (excluding the villages). A
kaymakam (district governor) office, a redif (military) storage, a cephane (arsenal), a
telgrafhane (telegraph office), 31 mescids (small mosque), 6 mosques a dervish
lodge, and a church are recorded in Salnames of 1900 and 1903 (Basaran, 2000, 50-
51).

There is an organic structure in Karacasu, and the traditional Karacasu dwellings are
still standing today date back to the 19" century. In this region, the dwelling is a
single or two-storey high building under a pitched and tiled roof with a courtyard. Of
these, twelve traditional dwellings were officially registered by the General
Directorate of Monuments and Museums in Ministry of Culture, in 22.06.1995 (See
Appendix A, Table 31).

5.4 Traditional Dwellings in Karacasu

There are more than fifty traditional Karacasu dwellings64. Of these twenty five are

chosen as a case study; twelve of these are totally surveyed and thirteen are only

% The only sources on traditional Karacasu dwellings are the articles of Kuruiiziim (1999), Kemikler
(2002) and Uluman (2002) published in the local publications. 73



externally surveyed. The externally surveyed dwellings are solely described by their
exterior characteristics, as they were either locked or the inhabitants did not give
permission for access. Nineteen houses in the sample are in Carsiyaka Quarter; and

only six are in Karsiyaka Quarter (Figure 51).

The chosen houses are evaluated according to their architectural and spatial
composition and the social unit living in them. The architectural and spatial
composition includes information on the number of storey, structural system,
construction materials, plan organization, use of space and spatial changes. Social
composition includes occupant identity, occupant history and functional change of
the spaces in relation to occupant use. A questionnaire on the social aspects of these
houses is prepared for providing oral information, see Appendix A. The inhabitants
however did not prefer to answer the questions, and instead interviews which
provided useful data and information became more helpful and informative. The data

used in the thesis came both from these interviews and personel observations.
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CITY PLAN

Vi

Figure 51, Karacasu town plan showing the location of dwellings in the sample
(Tasdogen)

5.4.1 Totally Surveyed Traditional Dwellings

The totally surveyed dwellings are described by using identification cards, which are

prepared to document

75



- General characteristics,
- Interior, exterior and courtyard features,
- Evaluation of spatial definitions

- Changes.

The schematic drawings (plans and sections) of these houses are drawn with the
spatial characters and changes indicated (See Appendix C). The social units living in
the dwellings are described in order to understand the reflection of the life style on

the architecture.
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Case 1: Mehmet Bingol (Hact Hilmiler) Dwelling

- Architectural and Spatial Composition (Case 1)

The dwelling is composed of one and a half-storey high residential unit and single
storey service spaces. There are thirteen spaces in the dwelling: an L-shaped hayat
(Figure 52), 3 rooms, a kitchen and a lavatory opening to hayat; another kitchen and
lavatory, 3 storage spaces, a bathroom and a woodshed in the courtyard (Figure 53).
Courtyard, hayat and rooms are the multipurpose spaces of the dwelling. The
courtyard has access from the street, similar to many traditional dwellings; and
entered from a blind alley. It is used for hanging laundry, drying food and storing
things. A pool used to exist in the courtyard for watering the fruit trees and flowers.
Courtyard and hayat constitute the semi-public spaces while the rooms are the
private spaces. Hayat and the rooms are used for sitting together while rooms have

the additional function of sleeping.

?f

Figure 52, Interior view (hayat and rooms) (Tasdégen)
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Figure 53, View of the services in the courtyard (Tasdégen)

Some spaces changed function according to the user needs. As an example, mostly
the service areas received functional changes. The interior storage is now used as a
lavatory (G6); while the looming room (G7) and esek damu (place for donkeys) (G9)
are the storage units at present. An individual space in the courtyard, which was
previously used as a room (G11), became the bathroom of the occupants. There is
deterioration in the service areas and some spaces are partially altered; on the other
hand there is no new construction at the dwelling. For example, the lavatory (G8) in
the hayat is divided so as to have a bathroom inside. In the second visit of the
dwelling in 2006 it is seen that the hayat was closed with PVC windows because of
the climatic and security needs. Spatial character of hayat therefore is changed by

this alteration from being a semi-public space to semi-private one.

The structural system of the main building is stone masonry under a pitched and
alaturka-tiled roof covered with tinplate. Main structural elements are stone and
timber. Earth mixed with straw is used as the mortar. The floor height is more than

the floors in the other traditional dwellings.

- Social Composition (Case 1)
The owners of this dwelling are an old couple who deals with agriculture. The

inhabitants living in the dwelling decreased in number in time. In the past, the
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family had servants who used to live in the individual spaces in the courtyard. Their
married children left the dwelling and also the town out. They visit their family in
religious holidays to exchange greetings. Social events like wedding and
circumcision feast (siinnet diigiinii) are important for the family. When there is a
wedding at home, all neighbours, relatives and friends come together. A meal is

prepared for the guests and served in the courtyard or in front of the dwelling.

Demand for privacy increased in time: it is observed in 2005 that a curtain is hanged

in front of the hayat; in 2006 hayat is closed with PVC windows (Figure 54).

Divans are used for sitting (high furniture which has pillows in stead of a back; used
for sitting) in the hayat, modern furniture (armchairs) is used in another room. The
shoes are put off in front of the staircase in order to keep the hayat clean, because the
household or visitors could still sit on the floor. A niche indicating the direction of

Mecca is used as a symbolic mihrab for performing namaz in the hayat.

The functional character of the service spaces changed in time. The inhabitants left
the habit of using gusiilhane; they started using the bath, which is formed by dividing
the lavatory area into two spaces. Security is another important aspect that caused
architectural change: the two-winged timber main entrance door is changed with an

iron door.

23/08/2006

Figure 54, Case 1, Hayat before and after closing (Tasdogen)
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Table 3, Case 1, Identification card

ID
Mehmet Bingol (Hact
Hilmiler) Dwelling

Building

Cadastral Information:
5452 Ta/222/11
Status of Registry:
Registered by 2™ Conservation Council of
[zmir responsible for Cultural and Natural
Heritage in Ministry of Culture in June
1995 (Decree no: 4991)

Owner: 1 family / 2adults

Date
04.10.2005-
23.08.2006

Address
36 Sokak No:5
Karacasu/ AYDIN

| 613
iy Approximate area: 350m’ total, 200
GROUND FLOOR > 5
e m” closed and 150m” open space
A P09 T |
See Appendix C
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS
Main bldg. | 2 Main bldg. 1
Number of - Physical -
Storeys Service(s) 1 Condition Service(s) 2
Addition - Addition X
Main bldg. | V Physical Condition:
L - 1. Good
Originality Service(s) ~ 5 Medium
Addition X 3.Bad
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“Table 3 continued”

Common use Private use Not in use
X \ X
Height | Material Construction technique

Court- 5,6 Stone Without joist With With hor.& With

yard storey masonry horizontal ver. plaster

wall high elements elements

v X X V
Court Door.1 Door.2 Well Fouom- Pool Hearth Stairs
el- tain

ements \ X X N X N J

Type | 2-winged 4 steps
Mate. Iron Iron Stone Stone

INDIVIDUAL SPACES IN THE COURTYARD
Space No: G8

Structural System & Roof: Stone masonry, flat roof
Finishing Material: Plastered

Current Function Lavatory Original Function Lavatory

El Door Window Fountain Sink Ocak Shelf C.board
ement N N X X X X X
Mate. Timber Timber

Space No: G9
Structural System & Roof: Stone masonry, flat roof
Finishing Material: Plastered

Current Function Storage Original Function Dam for Donke

El Door Window Fountain Sink Ocak Shelf C.board
ement N N X X X X X
Mate. Timber Timber

Space No: G10
Structural System & Roof: Timber skeleton system, inclined roof
Fini