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ABSTRACT

ARMENIAN RELIGIOUS ARCHITECTURE IN THE LATE 19 ™ EARLY 20"
CENTURY KAYSERI: SPATIAL AND CULTURAL CLEANSING

Francesca Penoni

History, M.A. Thesis, 2015

Thesis Advisor: Tulay Artan

Keywords: Armenian religious architecture, KaysBrstruction

This thesis is a study of the Ottoman Armeniangrelis architectural heritage in
Kayseri and surrounding villages, with a particdtagsus on the destruction process that
interested the Armenian churches and monasterigginegion. This study attempts to
reconstruct the Armenian presence in the city ceatal the villages from mid-
nineteenth century until 1915, through demograph@ke-up and main changes in the
Armenian population of Kayseri. An investigation tife Armenian churches and
monasteries built/rebuilt after the 1835 earthquarke the current conditions have been
conducted through the creation of a catalogue. fhlesis argues that the Armenian
religious architecture of Kayseri and surroundimgss targeted of spatial and cultural
cleansing, as the removal or neglect process leébdeaanishing/transformation of the
majority of the analyzed architectural examples|uding space-change and the end of
the local Armenian culture.



OZET

GEC 19. VE ERKEN 20. YUZYIL KAYSER I'SINDE ERMENI DINi MiMAR iSi:
MEKANSAL VE KULTUREL ARINDIRMA

Francesca Penoni

Tarih, Yuksek Lisans Tezi, 2015

Tez Dangmani: Tiulay Artan

Anahtar Sozcukler: Ermeni dini mimarisi, Kaysémha.

Bu tez, Ermeni kilise ve manastirlarini ilgilendirenha sireci 6zelinde, Kayseri ve
civar koylerdeki Osmanli Ermeni dini mimari miraaiiodaklanmaktadir. Caimada,
Kayseri Ermeni toplumunun nifusunaskiin degisiklikler ve tecribe etfii diger ana
degisimler aracilglyla, sehir merkezi ve koylerde, 19.ylzyil ortasindan 18lkadar
olan surecteki Ermeni vaginin yeniden igasi hedeflenngtir. 1835 depremi sonrasinda
—yeniden- iga edilen Ermeni kiliseleri; manastirlari ve bu yapn mevcut durumlari,
hazirlanan katalog dahilinde gkxlendirilmistir. Tezde, mekansal dsim ve yerel
Ermeni kaltdrindn son bulmasi anlamini dgiyan yerinden etme ya da gérmezden
gelme sirecinin, ele alinan birgok mimari dtimeyok olma/déngtirilmesine sebebiyet
vermesiyle, Kayseri ve civarl Ermeni dini mimarigis6z konusu mekansal ve kulturel
imha surecine hedef oldu ileri strdImigtar.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis aims to study the Armenian heritag@Ottoman Empire through its
material culture, specifically architecture, argldystematic destruction and neglect as a
part of an elimination plan. The Ottoman Armeniaxperienced a gradual physical
annihilation that culminated in 1915 with the digaprance of almost the entire
Armenian population of the Empire. This physicadication was combined with and
followed by the destruction of the cultural hergagntended to completely erase the
Armenian presence both physically and culturallychAtecture represents one of the
aspects of this heritage that was subjected t@eeps of destruction and neutralization
that caused the disappearance of an enormous patheo Ottoman Armenian
architecture leading to the current status withyoig@w surviving examples, ruins,
reattributed buildings and empty spaces in Anatalma few others better kept in
Istanbul.

Geographically, the thesis focuses on the Centrat@ian city of Kayseri and
several surrounding towns and villages, which weaed of the two Ottomakaza of
Kayseri and Develi. The choice of Kayseri is duetibe magnitude of Armenian
material presence and especially for the wealtArofenian architectural examples and
the presence of numerous villages with a mixed [adjmn and several of them with
almost exclusively Armenian population. For thiagen, Kayseri represents a relevant
study case to understand the magnitude of the uddistin process that affected the
Ottoman Armenian architecture.

This thesis will investigate only Ottoman Armeniagligious architecture
excluding the residential architecture and thugentllages, for reasons of limited time
and difficulty in locating the sources. The relatigvailability of sources renders the
identification of destroyed churches and monastemere practicable, as the majority
have been listed with sufficiently specific inforiwa about their location and their
history. Through these records | will try to createmap and a catalogue of the churches
and monasteries of Kayseri and twenty two Armenidlages, with information about

their date of reconstruction, current use and dordi



In order to understand the process of destructieii Bpply the eight strategies of
destruction summarized by Dickran Kouymjian to #tady case of the churches in
Kayseri and in the surrounding villageBurthermore this study investigates the relation
between the Armenian architecture and conceptscalsutal cleansing” and “spatial
nationalism”, upon the work of other scholars whavén worked on subjects such as
nationalism, cultural anthropology and geography.

The destruction and the neglect of the architeatepeesent for the Armenians a
great threat to the only physical evidence of tipegsence in Anatolia. The Armenian
response to denial and destruction is the claitihéa lost homeland and the intent to
reconstruct it, at least virtually, by collectingnfily stories and photographs; through
the realization of books collecting all the matemancerning the history of their
hometowns; and visiting the lost homeland searcfondgraces of their family histories.
The family photographic archives include largelyfadgraphs of cities, villages, towns,
family portraits and group photographs taken arguat school. This visual
documentation serves to reconstruct the materidireuand memoirs that they were
able to recollect, but the aim of this researdo ianalyze what is left in loco and its role
in identity and collective memory. In this conteXrmenian architectural heritage
acquires a double function: it represents the nateulture of those targeted for
elimination and so subjected to destruction andemggbut at the same time it ensures
that such people can never be erased entirelytarglldecomes an extremely valuable
source for claim. For Armenians who experienceditésema of genocide and who were
dislocated from their hometowns, transmission ofiifa narratives and the practice of
keeping a sort of family archive seem to constitatefrequently used form of
documentation, enabling them to trace their origind create a space of remembrance.

This study explores memoirs, photographs, maps, s&it (court recods) of
Kayseri and Develi. As regards memaoirs, | encowatenany examples for Kayseri and
particularly for the villages. A particular litesagenre developed in the 1920s in the
Armenian diaspora that Vahe Tachjian defines asu4damadyan” genre, which in

! Dickran Kouymijian is a Professor in Armenian Sesdat Fresno State University. He testified in 1984
about the destruction of Armenian architecture urk€y before the Permanent People’s Tribunal in
Paris, a civil society organization founded in 1979
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Armenian signifies “memoirs®. These memoirs aimed to revitalize the historyheirt
villages of origin and served as a means to reoactstthe past of their lost
communities. These works covered several aspedtsechrmenian villages, including
history, architecture, cuisine and family stori€®r the case of Kayseri, there is a

memoir written by genocide survivors for almostmvéllage.

Literature Review

There are several studies focused on the archieeofuKayseri mostly conducted
by architects, who focus on the technical featumes survey plans. The studies
consulted in this study can be divided in four mgiaups: a) studies on the residential
architecture of Kayseri and villages; b) studiegtipalarly focusing on Armenian and
Greek religious architecture; c) studies on the @&mrans of Kayseri; d) cultural

cleansing and spatial cleansing.

a. Residential architecture of Kayseri

Kayseri residential architectural has attracted dttention of generations of art
and architectural historians most of whom did rekn@wledge the Armenian presence

in Kayseri and its village®

2 www.houshamadyan.org, Vahe Tachjian is an histoaiad he is currently the project director and fthie
editor of Houshamadyana project aimed to reconstruct the Armenian presén the Ottoman Empire
through different aspects, culture, history, andggephy.

% | hereby refer to a number of studies simply t@Wdig the scope and extent of interest in the
residential architecture of Kayseiitecibe Cakirglu, Kayseri Evlerj (Istanbul,istanbul: Pulhan
Matbaasi, 1952); Talat BozkiKayseri'de Profan Sivil Mimari(Ankara, 1970); Murat CerkeKayseri
Koskleri, Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Ankara Universit@81); Aydan CoruhiKayseri Camciglu

ve Kuyumcuglu Evleri, Unpublished MA thesis(Ankara: Hacettepe Univeréidebiyat, 1986); Lale
Ozkarametg An Evaluation And Typological Study Of “Kayse@gBEvleri”, Unpublished MA thesis
(Ankara: METU University, 1983). Sedad Hakki EldeRirk Evi PlanTiplerj (Istanbul:Istanbul Teknik
Universitesi Matbaasi, 1965Nesrin Erol,Kayseri Ahmet ve Mustafidaraca Evlerj Seminar paper (
Ankara: Hacettepe University, 1986); G. Giipdo, Kayseri Sit Alani/cinde Yer Alan Sivil Mimarlik
Ornekleri Uzerine BirArastirma, Unpublished MA thesis (Istanbul: Mimar Sinan Umisigy, 1986);
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Vacit Imamg@lu and Gonca Buyukmihgi are the two architectuistionians who
explored the traditional houses built in and aroukdyseri, focusing on the
architectonical features and techniques. Moreotlegjr works are also interesting
because of the existing controversy between the éspecially regarding the Armenian
dwellings included in Buyukmihgi’s book.

Vacit Imamglu’s Geleneksel Kayseri Evlefil992) (Traditional Dwellings in
Kayseri), after a brief introduction to the histarly Kayseri, explores the architectural
characteristics of the houses in the city center describes both interior and exterior
structure and features. Detailed descriptions dtiap characteristics are provided
through a catalogue of the surviving examples otltimgs, with references to the
mahalle(neighborhood) including information on the looati the construction date and
the current state of the buildiigmamaslu’s second bookiKayseri Ba Evleri (2001)
(The Vineyard houses of Kayseri), explores the aeashouses in the villages and
vineyards surrounding the city cent@rHis successive boo&esi Evleri(2010) (The

Houses of Gesi ) presents a study of the architeatti Gesi valley focusing on the

Ahmet Giirlek, Develi Evleri izmir, 2000; Vacitimamalu, “Kayseri Evlerinde Duvar ve Tavan
Resimleri”, VI. Ortagaz ve Turk Donemi Kazi Sonuglari ve Sanat Tarihi Serygpmu(8-10 April 2002)
Bildiriler, (Kayseri, 2002), pp. 417-428&%acit imamalu, “Kayseri’'de Avlulu Evden Merkezi Hollu Eve
Gegk”, Zafer Bayburtluglu'na Armagan, Sanat Yazilarn (Kayseri, 2001), pp. 359-352; Mustafa
Incesakal, “Kayseri Evleri”Turk Halk Mimarisi Sempozyum Bildirileri (5-7 MarcKonya 1990,
(Ankara, 1991), pp.97-110; Mustafincesakal, “Geleneksel Kayseri Ba&Evlerinde “Sgukluklar”,
VI.Ortagas ve TurkDonemi Kazi Sonugclari ve Sanat Tarihi Sempozyurdl0 (Blisan 2002) Bildiriler
(Kayseri, 2002), pp. 429-442; Mustdfacesakal, “Kayseri BaEvleri ve B& Kiiltiiri’”, Erciyes ve Yoresi
I. Kultur Tarih ve Etnografya Sempozyumu Bildirile(Kayseri: Erciyes University Yayinlari, 1990);
MustafaincesakalQrta Anadolu Bg Evlerinin Tasarim ve Yapidkeleri, Unpublished PhD dissertation
(Konya: Selguk University, 1996); Mehmet Kartag,skE Kayseri Evinde Akap Sislemeler” figi
Dergisi, Vol.23/N0.56, (1989), pp.16-19; Mehmet Kartal, kKE&ayseri Evinde Tan Kullanimi”, figi
Dergisi, Vol.24/No.61, (1990), pp. 8-11; Mehmet Kartal, skE Kayseri’de Kapi Tokmaklari”/lgi
Dergisi Vol.21/No.51, (1987), pp. 25-27; Mehmet Kartal,dyseri Atatirk Evi, (Rgt Aga Kona)”,
Erciyes DergisiN0.119, (Kayseri: 1987), pp.5-8; Renda, GunsBLyuk Buriinguz'de Eski Bir Ev”,
TarkiyemizNo.20, (Istanbul,1976), pp.14-19; Tij&ahin, Kayseri Daniel Arsikin Evj Seminar Paper
(Ankara: Hacettepe University, 1986); Hale Tezg{r€ayseri Doktor ve Bezirciler EvleriSeminar
Paper (Ankara: Hacettepe University, 1986); Mezijétitoglu, XIX. Yuzyll KayseriSivil Mimari
Ornekleri Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe Univgrsii981); Erdgan, Cemil, Kayseri
Evlerinin Alyap Sislemeleris6Unpublished MA thesis, (Ankara: Hacettepe Uniuwgrsl976; Suraiya
Faroghi and Ruhi Ozcan, “Kayseri'nin 13 numaralcilBie Gore Evler”,lll.Kayseri ve Yoresi Tarih
Sempozyumu Bildirileri, 06-07 Nisan 20@Rayseri: 2000), pp.349-362.

* Vacitimamalu, Geleneksel Kayseri EvlerfAnkara: LAGA Basim-Yayin, 1992).
® Vacitimamalu, Kayseri Ba Evleri, (Tiirkiyeis Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2001).
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villages of Gesi, Efkere, Darsiyak, Nize, Veksebidsn, Mancusun, #&rnas, and
Blyukburinguz. In this work, the author gives atraduction to the geography,
history, social and economic structure of Kayseoncentrating primarily on the Gesi
valley and its villages. For each village the autlsopplements population data,
photographs, maps, and list of tmahalles® Imamaslu’s studies on Kayseri and Gesi
are limited to the Muslim population of the regiand the architecture thereof to the
expense of ignoring the Armenian presence in Kayset its villages altogether.

In contrast, Gonca Buyukmihgilsayseri'de Yaam and Konut Kuilttir{(2005)
(Cultures of Everyday Life and Housing) focuses lmsth Muslim and Armenian
dwellings! In the third and last chapter of her work, thehaubutlines and analyzes the
differences between the two. The visual materidizatl in this book is particularly
relevant because it refers to numerous villagesuading the city of Kayseri. Specific
references to houses, once belonging to Armeniaiiiés and then appropriated by the
Muslims (and claimed bymamalu according to their later possessors), provide an
important source for studying the Armenian presandéayseri, because it is possible
to discern which parts of a particular village wenghabited by Armenians.
Blylkmihgr's study represents an attempt to inclAdeenian architecture into the
Ottoman heritage as indicator of cultural richness.

The debate between the two architects/architectistbrians, which unfolded
immediately after the publication of Buyukmihg¢rsdk, has been quite revealing about
the ideological positions taken towards the Armeraechitectural presence in Turkey
today. Furthermore, this debate proves to be esermteresting for a study on
Armenian heritage in Turkey as it represents a aasehich a publication on housing
and everyday life in Kayseri, including ArmeniansdaArmenian houses, originates
negative critigues and, more alarmingly, accusatbrbeing a pro-Armenians or a
supporter of the Armenian Genocide question.

Buyukmih¢r's book was subjected to a strong créidpy Vacit Imamglu in a

lengthy book review, published in a journal whiched not usually include such

® vacitimamalu, Gesi Evlerj (Kayseri: Kayseri Bilyiehir Belediyesi, 2010).
" Gonca BilyiikmihgKayseri'de ygam ve konut killtiiriKayseri: Erciyes Universitesi, 2005).
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reviews® Throughout his review, Imamgu criticizes several passages, where
Buyukmihgi attempts to compare Armenian and Musioases, considering most of
her data and observation wrong and inaccuratethyiraccording to Imamgu,
Buyumihgi did not give a clear explanation of thigecia she followed for choosing the
houses to include in her study. Secondly, he @égthe small number of houses she
took into account and the wrong attribution to sdmases, considered Armenian when
they were Muslim and vice versa. Thirdly, he bed®vwhat she did not provide enough
evidence to discern Armenian houses from MuslinsoR@ally he affirms that there is
a problem in chronology, because Buyukmih¢i mademparison between Armenian
houses of the nineteenth century with earlier exaspf Muslim houses from the
sixteenth and eighteenth centuries.

Imamazlu regards negatively her choice to include onlymAnian houses,
omitting to mention for instance Greek houses, smggests adding a subtitle to her
book as “Armenians of Kayseri in #entury”. For Imamglu, the fact that many
examples of the houses in her book are considerbd built by Armenians is a reason
to change the title of her book, as if a work omding of Kayseri is not supposed to
include Armenian houses and for this reason needset clarified with a subtitle.
Moreover, Imamglu accuses Buyukmihg¢i of not being objective. Bimilici's
classification of all the houses in the villagesAasnenian houses, her exclusion of
Greek houses and her frequent inclusion of Muslauses among the Armenian ones
lead Imamglu to view this as the author’s inclination to sopgpthe Armenians to the
detriment of Greeks and Muslirfs.

The fact that Buyukmihgi included many referencemfthe book.es Armeniens
dans I'Empire Ottoman a la veille du genoclieRaymond H. Kevorkian and Paul B.
Paboudjiart’ containing the word “genocide” in its title, regents a serious problem
for Imamalu. He is critical of the fact that Buyukmihgi’'s dlo was published by

Erciyes Universiy, a state university of Kays]érlmamoglu is also concerned with her

8 vacit imamalu, "Kayseri'de Ygam ve Konut Kiltiiri" Kitabi Uzerine”METU, JFA", Vol.23, No.1
(2006), pp-83-92.

° Vacitimamalu, "Kayseri‘de Yaam ve Konut Kiiltiiri" Kitabi Uzerine”, p. 84.

19 Raymond H. Kevorkian and Paul B. Paboudjiaes Armeniens dans I'Empire Ottoman a la veille du
genocide(Paris:Editions d'art et d'histoire, 1992).

" Imamazlu’s review,p. 91.



use of the term ifgal’ (occupation), instead of the ternfetih® (conquest) for
describing the Turks’ appearance in Anatolia, cdersng this term as an indicator of
her inclination to observe “her country” through $4¥n sources.

Imamazlu’s review was followed by Buyiukmihgi's reply pidiled in the same
journal, in which she rejects most of his critiqie#\s regards the omission of Greek
houses in her study, she gives an explanation yiggéhat this was a particular choice
to focus only on the comparison between Armeniad Bluslim houses, excluding
other minorities’ housings. (Though it is a legidta choice, | believe it should have
been explained.) Buyikmihgi then responds to tiieism that her analysis lacks of a
clear explanation of the criteria followed for clsoty and grouping the examples of
dwellings analyzed, by explaining that her boolkat based on statistical data, but a
commentary of a synthesis of collected data ararnmétion representing an outcome of
impressions given by life and research experien&® believes that a positivist
approach based on numbers and statistics is nosiéive initiative, and Imamgu’s
descriptive studies fall short of interpretativealysis. Moreover, Blyukmihgi rejects
the accusations of not being objective and of stpmpthe Armenian position vis-a-vis
the fate of architectural heritage in Kayseri, &sl\&s the allegation of a western-based
approach. Thus, she emphasizes the objectivity esf dpproach and refuses any
intention either to promote Armenian propagande@upport Genocide claims.

Bluyukmih¢r’'s book stands out as a noteworthy atteimpnclude the Armenians
into the culture of everyday life and housing ofy&eri. Such an attempt should not
represent a threat or be interpreted as a workastipg the Armenians. For this reason
Imamazslu’s criticism appears misleading as it introdugeestions such as the wrong
use of the term genocide and the accusation ofgudiastern sources, which are not
related to Buyukmihgr’'s choise of writing a book tire housing and the daily life
culture of Kayseri. On the other hand, Blyukmih@iswer to the critique appears
more intentioned to defend her work from the acttosao support the Armenians and
the Genocide claims, than expressing the reasonthdynclusion of the Armenian

architecture in a book on Kayseri is important ahduld not be cause of such criticism.

2 Gonca Biiyiikmihgi, “Bilimsel Eiiri Hakkinin Yanls Kullanildigi Bir Ornek Uzerine” METU, JFA
Vol.23/No.1 (2006), pp. 171-179.



b. Non-Muslim religious architecture of Kayseri andsurroundings

The monographs on the Muslim architectural heritaiggayseri remain few and
limited to the reigns of Daginenli and Seljukids, as the volunionuments Turcs
d’Anatolie: Kayseri-Ngde by Albert Gabriel, which includes buildings as &an
hamams, bridges, fountains, tombs, mosques, andasad'® On the other hand,
several studies, focusing particularly on the Qianms religious architecture can be
mentioned.

Two important studies are the MA thesis by GunegiSantitled Kayseri /i
Merkezinde Surp Krikor Lusavori¢ ve Surp AsdvadiraBrmeni Kiliseleri(2000) (The
Armeinan churches of Surp Krikor Lusavorich and Sisdvadzadzin in Kaysetf)
and the doctoral dissertation Bgyda Guingor Acikgoz entitledayseri ve Cevresindeki
19. Yuzyil Kiliseleri ve Korunmalari igin dneril€2007) (Nineteenth century churches
in Kayseri and surroundings and suggestions far fireservation)” The former is a
suggestive survey of the Armenian churches in Kays®l in ten village® The study
presents the architectonic features and brief aidinos of the current status of
conservation of the churches. The latter presestaey of both Greek and Armenian
churches in and around Kayseri, examines theiritaatbral characteristics, analyzes
the social and physical structure of the settlemémty were part of and describes their
present conditions including conservation probleand methods. The visual material
collected in Acikgbz's study is of extreme impodanbecause it gives relevant
information about the location of the churches he tvillages and their present

condition. Along with survey plans, this study indés also maps of the region and of

13 Albert Gabriel Monuments Turcs D'Anatoti&ayseri-Nigde (Paris: E. de Boccard, 1931).

14 Giiner Sair, I Merkezinde Surp Krikor Lusavoric ve Surp Asdvadia Ermeni Kiliseleri,
Unpublished MA thesis, (Ankara: Hacettepe Univgrs2000).

15 Seyda Guingor AcikgdzKayseri ve Cevresindeki 19.Y{zyil Kiliseleri ve Wwonalari /cin Oneriler,
Unpublished PhD dissertation (Istanblif.U University, 2007). See als§eyda Gungor Agikgéz and
Zeynep Ahunbay “19. Yiizyil Kayseri kiliseleri ickoruma onerileri” Jtii dergisi/a mimarlik, planlama,
tasarimVol.7/No.2, (September 2008), pp. 26-37.

16 See also: Giiner §a, “ Kayseri'de Osmanli Dénemindesa Edilmis Bir Grup Ermeni Kilisesi 17,

Turk Arkeoloji ve Etnografya DergidNo.4, (Ankara, 2004), pp. 61-63; GUnegBa“‘Kayseri'de
Osmanli Dénemi’'ndénsa Edilmis Bir Grup Ermeni Kilisesi, availablg2online:
http://turkleronline.net/diger/ermeniler/ermenikiieri/kayseride_ermenikiliseleri_anasayfa.htm
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the towns and villages where the examined churemeslocated along with survey
plans.

A further certainly important source is the threguwne inventory, published by
the municipality of Kayseri in 2008, namelayseri Tainmaz Kultar Varlklari
Envanteri These volumes consist of an attempted inventbthe cultural heritage of
Kayseri including mosques, schools, madrasas, &mst hamams, churches, and
cemeteries. The catalogue presents also a listrofeAian churches located in the
villages around Kayseri defining the date of camdion, location, plan and
architectural features, the current condition andges’

Methiye Gul Colteli's doctoral dissertatiot9.Ylzyil Anadoluehirsel A1 ve
Hinterland liskileri, Kayseri Orngi focuses on the urban network and relations with
the hinterland for the case of nineteenth centuayderi. Its importance for a thesis on
the architecture of Kayseri is due to the fact thabntains the first Ottoman map of the
sancakof Kayseri, dated 1910, on which it is possibleldoate the majority of the
Armenian villages and towns, which are examineghjnstudy*®

Recently, mostly archeologists but also architedthistorians have embarked on
the survey and reconstruction of churches and nteres found in ruins in a variety of
places in Anatolid?

7 yildiray Ozbek and Celil Arslarkayseri Tainmaz Kiiltir Varliklari EnvanterikKayseri Biytikehir
Belediye, 2006; available online: http://www.kaydeel.tr/web2/index.php?page=kueltuer-envanteri

18 Methiye Gul Colteli, 19. Yiizyil AnadoluSehirsel A1 ve Hinterland fliskileri, Kayseri Orngi,
Unpublished Phd Dissertation (Istanbul Y.T.U Unaigr, 2011).

19 Especially noteworthy are the studies of SacitaRekho has undertaken extended surveys as part of
two projects aiming to research and record the 1&td 19th century churches in Cappadocia:
“Kappadokya Bolgesindeki 18. ve 19. yuzyil KilisglefAnkara: Hacettepe University, Scientific
Research Unit, 1996-1998)Kappadokia Bolgeshdeki 18.- 19. Yiuzyil Kiliseleri (Kayseri ve Cevres
(Ankara: Hacettepe University, Scientific Reseadstit, 2002-2005); and supervised several MA theses
and PhD dissertations on Cappadocia churches :tEBidgiuner,11. Ylzyilda Kappadokia Bolgesindeki
Isa’nin D@umu ve Isa’nin Carmiha Geriime Sahnelerlnpublished PhD dissertatiofAnkara:
Hacettepe University, 2009); Nilufer Pekdfapadokya Boélgesi Bizans Donemi Kiliselerinde Son
Mahkeme SahneleriUnpublished PhD dissertation, ( Ankara: Hacettép@versity, 2008); Nazli
A.Soykan, Aksaray, Belisirma Koéyi, Karagedik Kilis&npublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe
University, 2012); Fatma NalcacNigde, Akta (Andaval) Koyiindeki Konstantin ve Helena Kilisesi
Duvar Resimleti Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe Uniwgrs010); Gilgin Pehlivan,
Kappadokia Kaya Kiliselerindeki Melek TasvirlerlUnpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe
University, 2005; Cemal EkinKayseri, Kayabg Osmanli Dénemi Rum KiliselerlJnpublished MA
thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe University, 2005); Seliwykol, Goreme Vadisinde Bulunan Elmal Kilise ve
Duvar Resimleti Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe Uniuwgrs2004); Buket Cgkuner,
Goreme Kiliglar Kilisesi Duvar Resimlerinifkonografisi Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe
University, 2002); Giiner §a, Kayseri I Merkezindeki Surp KrikolLusavori¢c ve Surp Asvadzadin
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c. Literature on Armenians and Armenian heritage ofKayseri

The two-volume work by Arshak AlboyajiaRatmutiun Hay Kesarig¢History of
Armenian Caesare®)is the most complete history of Kayseri ArmenidHse volumes
present a detailed description of the Armenian comity and complete lists of schools,

churches and monasteries, based on Church recBuispean travel accounts of

Ermeni Kiliseleri, Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe UniversiB000) Nillifer Peker,
Kappadokya Bolgesindeki 13. Yuzyll Duvar ResimderKagi Kilise, Unpublished MA thesis (Ankara:
Hacettepe University, 1997); Niliifer Ozlem Es@rta Bizans Dénemine Kadar Kapadokya ve Lykaonya
Bolgelerindeki Serbest Hag¢ Planli Kargir YapilatJnpublished MA thesis (Ankara: Hacettepe
University, 1997). Sacit Pekak himself has publishes findings in a number articles: “Kappadokia’da
Bizans Donemine ait Hac Plariki Kilise”, Ege Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Sanat Tarihirdis,
No.18, (2009), pp. 85-113; “Kasaba, Kilise, Ressafikeoloji ve Sanat DergisNo0.133 (2010), pp.77-
100; “Urgip, Ysiloz, (Tagar) Kilisesi”, Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergi&).27/No.1
(2010), pp.203-218; “Kappadokia Bolgesi Osmanli &an Kiliseleri: Ornekler, Sorunlar, Oneriler”,
METU JFA Vol.26/N0.22 (2009), pp.249-277; “Osmarimparatorlgu Déneminde Gayri Miislim
Vatandalarin Imar Faaliyetleri ve Mustafa Ba (Sinasos)”. Bilig, No.51 (2009), pp.203-236;
“Kappadokia Bolgesi Osmanlh Donemi Kiliseleri: Okter, Sorunlar, Oneriler’,ODTU Mimarlk
Fakiltesi Dergisi Vol.26/No.2 (2009), pp.249-277; “Mustafgpa(Sinasos), Konstantin ve Helena
Kilisesi, Kilise I, Kilise 11, Kilise Ill, Kilise 1vV”, Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi
Vol.26/No.1 (2009), pp.163-186; “Neshirde Osmanli Dénemindénsaa Edilen bir Kilise”, Ebru
Parman‘a Armazan, A.O. Alp (Ed.), 2009, pp.335-341; “Mustafggga (Sinasos) ve Aziz Nikolaos
Manastiri”, Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisipl.25/No.1 (2008), pp.199-217;
“Kapadokya’da Osmanli Donemi Kilisleri”Yeniden Kurulan Ysamlar:1923 Turk-Yunan Zorunlu
Nufusu MiibadelesM.Pekin (Ed), (Istanbul :Bilgi Universitesi Yayimla2005), pp. 245-276; “Christian
Art of Cappadocia from the Middle Ages to the 2Ghey”, Common Cultural Heritage, Developing
Local Awareness Concerning The Architectural Heyéta eft From The Exchange of Populations in
Turkey and GreecgNewehir, 2005), pp. 29-34; “Kapadokya’da Osmanli Donédtisleri”, Yeniden
Kurulan Yaamlar:1923 Turk-Yunan Zorunlu Nufusu Muibadeleli,Pekin (Ed), (Istanbul: Bilgi
Universitesi Yayinlari, 2005), pp.245-276; “Aksai@gvresi Osmanl Dénemi Hiristiyan KilisleriT,.C.
Kultdr Bakanlgi Anitlar ve Mizeler Genel Mudugi XVIII. Arastirma Sonugclari Toplantisi: R2-26
Mayis 2000&mir, Bildiriler, (2001), pp. 61-74; “Osmanh Doéneminde Kapadokya'¥asayan
Gayrimiislim Vatandgarin imar Faaliyetleri”,Erciyes Universitesi Neehir Turizim sletmecilgi ve
Otelcilik Yiuksek Okulu 2000 yillara girerken Kapadokyanin turizm dgerlerine yeniden bir baki
Haftasonu Semineri YI(Newehir, 2000), pp.139-151; “Kappodokya’da Post-Bizdd@nemi Dini
Mimarisi -I- Newehir ve Cevresi (2)"Arkeoloji ve SanatNo.84 (1998), pp.14-23; “Kappadokya'da
Post-Bizans Dénemi Dini Mimarisi-I- Neghir ve Cevresi (1)“Arkeoloji ve SanatNo.83 (1998), pp.12-
21; “18.-19. Yuzyillarda Nide ve Cevresinde Hiristiyan Dini MimarisiT,.C. Kultir Bakan Anitlar
Muzeler Genel Mudurgil XVI Argtirma Sonuglar Toplantisi I: 25- 29 Mayis 1998-3ias Bildiriler,
(1999), pp.25-48; For more on Cappadocia churskesalso: Filigeliter, “Kayseri’de 19.Yuzyildariki
Kilise: Darsiyak ve Evkere”Anadolu, XXI) pp. 353-374; Y.Otiiken, “Kapadokya Bolgesi Q@alalar:”,
I.Arastirma Sonugclari Toplantisi Bildirileri (23-36 Mayi4983), (Istanbul, 1984); Erkan Kaya,
“Eskisehir'in Sivrihisar Ilcesinde Bir Ermeni KilisesiSurp Yerortutyun Kilisesi”,Akademik Baki
Dergisi, N0.37, (July — August 2013), pp.1-23.

Arshag Alboyajian was a philologist and historiareated in Istanbul in 1915 and fled to Cairo where
he completed several works on the history of thie®an Armenians. For a recent study on Alboyajian:
Hatice DemirciErmeni Asilli Bir Osmanli Aydini: Aag Alboyaciyan’in Hayati ve Eserletinpublished
MA Thesis, (Ankara: Ankara University, 2014).
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seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Alboyajigreays to be the main source for
studies on Armenians and Armenian churches in Kays® in the villaged' The
studies on Armenian churches mentioned beforedrelie Alboyajian’s information for
the dates of construction and reconstruction oftthiédings? The following recently
book edited by Richard Hovannisian, presents sewugies on the Armenians of
Kayseri and the villages and the majority of thetdnical information are based on the
two-volume work by Alboyajian.

Hovanissian’s Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri and Cappadoci@013), contains
contributions on the history, religion, economicdamsocial life, and cultural,
educational, and political developments among thraekians in the city of Kayseri and
in the villages in its vicinity such as Talas, EslerFenesse, Tomarza, Comakli, Incesu,
Efkere and Germif® Three chapters are particularly important for ttigsis: In
“Ottoman Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri in the Nineteen@fentury”, Bedross Der
Matossian focuses on social, economic, and pdlittcansformations during the
nineteenth century. This chapter includes infororatbn the demographic distribution
of the Armenians, their churches and monastefies; schools and cultural societfés.
“Armenians in Late Ottoman Rural Kesaria/Kaysery blervé Georgelin offers a
picture of the economic situation of Kayseri anan&nians’ role in the economy of the
region, their social life and finally the educatbrand cultural developments in the
region surrounding the city of Kayseri. This studybased on several testimonies

gathered among Greek Orthodox refugees from Turk&reece from the 1930s to the

2 Arshag AlboyajianPatmutiun Hay KesarigThe History of Armenian Kesaria], (Cairo: Kesagg
Shrjakayits Hayrenaktsakan Miutiun, vol.I-1l, 1937)

22 Giner Sair, Il Merkezinde Surp Krikor Lusavorig ve Surp Asdvaltira Ermeni Kiliseleri,
Unpublished MA thesis, (Ankara, Hacettepe Univgrs2000).

%2 Gonca BilyiikmihgiKayseri'de ygam ve konut kiltiri(Kayseri: Erciyes University, 2005ypyda
Giingor AgikgdzKayseri ve Cevresindeki 19.Y(izyil Kiliseleri ve iunalarifcin Oneriler,
Unpublished Phd dissertation (IstantuT:.U University, 2007); Richard G. Hovannisian (Eds
Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri and Cappadodi#CLA Armenian History & Culture Series, (Costa 84e
Mazda Publisher, 2013).

% Bedross Der Matossian, “Ottoman Armenian Kesaag#éri in the Nineteenth Century” in
Hovannisian, G. Richard (Ed$Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri and Cappadodi#CLA Armenian History &
Culture Series, (Costa Mesa: Mazda Publisher, 2013)
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early 1970s, describing the Armenian community af/$eri and village® “A Tale of
Twin Towns: Everek and Fenese” by Jack Der-Samkmsgitroduces two small towns,
Everek and Fenese, giving an overview of theirinsighistory and socio-economic life.
The author then focuses on the educational endeakaning the latter part of the
nineteenth century and the role of expatriate carigi societies

There is a series of studies, by an amateur hastdtiliseyin Cémert, particularly
focusing on the demography of Kayseri and the yalia the nineteenth century. His
first book, Ondokuzuncu Yuzyilda Kays€pi007) consists of two main parts, the first
one dedicated to an historical introduction to titg of Kayseri and a second longer
part based on the population structure accordinealifferent districts of the city. As
a result of this detailed study of the populatidrkayseri his work may shed light in
identifying the districts and streets of the citydan locating the Armenian population
in their different neighborhood$.A successive work by Cémert ioramaz Vadisi
(2008), which refers specifically to the villagesthe Koramaz valley, such as Blyuk
Biiriingtiz, Uskubii, Kuciik Biriingiizg#nas, Dimitre, Vekse and IspidihA similar
book compiled by ComerGesi Vadisi(2011), refers to the specific case of the village
in this valley?® This study provides important data on the popoitatf six villages,
namely Gesi, Efkere, Darsiyak, Nize, Balagesi arah&lisun. For some of the villages
the author presents a detailed population censuthéArmenian inhabitants in mid-
nineteenth century including their profession, dppige, physical description, age and
properties. Once more Comert presents a clear rpictf the socio-economic
environment of the Armenian population in the negith century in several villages in
the vicinity of Kayseri. Comert is currently worlgron the valley of Derevenk for a

further book entitlederevenk Vadisi

% Hervé Georgelin, “Armenians in Late Ottoman Rukasaria/Kayseri”, in “Ottoman Armenian
Kesaria/Kayseri in the Nineteenth Century” in Rich&. Hovannisian (Eds)Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri
and CappadociaUCLA Armenian History & Culture Series, (Costa $4e Mazda Publisher, 2013).

% Jack Der-Sarkissian, “A Tale of Twin Towns: Evessld Fenese”, in Hovannisian, G. Richard (Eds),
Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri and CappadocldCLA Armenian History & Culture Series, (Costa $4e
Mazda Publisher, 2013).

2" Hiiseyin Comert]9. Yiizyilda Kayser{Kayseri: Mazaka Yayincilik, 2007).

2 Hijseyin ComertKoramaz Vadisi(Kayseri: Asirnas Belediyesi, 2008).

% Hiiseyin ComertGesi Vadisi Gesj Efkere, Darsiyak, Nize, Balagesi, Mancus(@®esi:Vakfi Kiiltir,
2011).
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Studies on the material heritage of the Ottoman ekians deal largely with
economic wealth and properties, as in the caskeofécent book by ghr Umit Ungor
and Mehmet Polatel, entitlgdonfiscation and Destruction: The Young Turk Seizfr
Armenian Property{2011), a study “of the mass sequestration of Aiare property by
the Young Turk regime. It details the emergencelofkish economic nationalism,
offers insight into the economic ramifications betgenocidal process, and describes
how the plunder was organized on the groufld.”chose Ungér and Polatel’s study
because it provides a complete insight on the isstilArmenian “abbondoned
properties” and is helpful to understand some ef dgnamics that took place during
and adter 1915. Moreover, this study provides sgveaferences to the process of
confiscation of immovable properties, including iihes and church properties, which
is a relevant aspect for this the¥is.

Dickran Kouymjian’s study Confiscation of Armenian Property and the
Destruction of Armenian Historical Monuments as anifestation of the Genocidal
Processinvestigates different aspects of the destructibrnthe Armenian heritage
economically and culturally. Kouymjian focuses dme tconfiscation of Armenian
wealth through bank assets moved out of Turkeyuseiof insurance policies, seizure
and destruction of immovable wealth. Furthermdne,duthor dedicates a section to the
destruction of Armenian historical monuments. Héernprets such destruction as a
continuation of the Genocide “by eliminating all mMenian cultural remains or

depriving them of their distinguishing national cemt.”?

30 ygur Umit Ungér and Mehmet PolateGonfiscation and Destruction: The Young Turk Seizof
Armenian Property(London: Continuum, 2011), p. IX.

31 The book was followed by Taner Akgam’s reviewicizing many aspects of Ungér and Polatel’s work
(Taner Akagam, “Review EssayArmenian ReviewVol.54/No.1-2 (Spring-Summer 2013), pp.51-780).
Akcam moves a strong critique to the third chaptethe book especially for the absence of many
indispensable and accessible sources on the tbpéave and decrees and for misinterpretation of som
laws. Akgam’s review was followed by the responithe two authors (gur Umit Ungér and Mehmet
Polatel, “A Straw Man, a Dead Horse, and a GenociRlesponse to Akcam”Armenian Review
Vol.54/No.1-2 (Spring-Summer 2013), pp. 79-92). The scholars admit some of the mistakes indicated
by Akgam, but strongly refuse the critiques regagdhe misinterpretation of some of the law.

32 Dickran Kouymiian, “Confiscation of Armenian Prapeand the Destruction of Armenian Historical
Monuments as a Manifestation of the Genocidal Rg¢en Anatomy of Genocide: State-Sponsored
Mass-Killings in the Twentieth Century, Lewistéigxandre Kimenyi and Otis L. Scott (Eds), (New
York: Edwin Mellen Press, 2011), p. 311. See aBickran Kouymijian, “The Destruction of Armenian
Historical Monuments as a Continuation of the TsinkiPolicy of Genocide,” i\ Crime of Silence: The
Armenian Genocide(London: Zed Books, 1985); “When Does Genocidel’Eithe Armenian Case”,
from a lecture of 11 March 2003, available
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A number of talks, interviews and newspaper aithg Zaharya Mildangu, an
architect born in Ekrek [Koprikg of Bunyan/Kayseri in 1950, have also been ciucia
in developing awareness in the destruction of Ararearchitectural heritage in

Kayseri and beyontf

d. On cultural cleansing and spatial cleansing

Robert Bevan’'s bookThe Destruction of Memory: Architecture at W@O006),
examines how destruction of architecture is anitable part of conducting hostilities.
The author considers the destruction of partichialdings not as ‘collateral damage’ of

hostilities, but as

the active and systematic destruction of padicbuilding types or architectural
traditions that happens in conflicts where the @@®sf the memories, history and
identity attached to architecture and place — eefbiforgetting — is the goal itself.
These buildings are attacked not because theyrarde path of a military
objective: to their destroyer thaye the objective’’

In this case architecture acquires “a totemic qyadi mosque, for example, is not
simply a mosque; it represents to its enemies thsepce of a community marked for
erasure.® Among the cases studied by Bevan, neglect andudéisn of Armenian
monuments in Turkey is presented as part of théumll cleansing process that
accompanied the genocide. In the book it is intceduwith the impressive chapter title
Cultural Cleansing: Who Remembers the Armeni#hs?

As far as specifically the cultural destructiontire Ottoman Armenian case is
concerned, Peter Balakian, in his article “Rapha&ehkin, Cultural Destruction, and the

online:http://armenianstudies.csufresno.edu/fatkdtyymjian/speechs/2003_kouymijian_when_does_gen
ocide_end.pdf; “The Crime Against Cultural Heritaged Historical Memory: The Question of
Abandoned Property,” inThe Crime of Genocide: Prevention, Condemnation &tidhination of
Consequence#®ram Harutyunyan (Eds), (Erevan: Ministry of FgreAffairs, 2011).

33 7akarya Mildanglu, “1915'in ‘Cansiz’ Canlari Araniyor”, ilgos No. 785, (19/05/2011).

34 Robert BevanThe Destruction of Memory: Architecture at \Wérondon: Reaktion Books, 2007), p.
8.

% Bevan, p. 8.

% Bevan, p. 8
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Armenian Genocide”, explores Raphael Lemkin’s cphaé cultural destruction in the
case of the Armenian GenocitfeLemkin considered vandalism and destruction of
Armenian cultural monuments as a genocidal practeéined as “cultural genocide”,
which “can accomplished predominately in the relgi and cultural fields by
destroying institutions and objects through whibk spiritual life of a human group
finds its expression, such as houses of worshiggectdb of religious cult, schools,
treasures of art and cultur&”

Kerem Oktem explores different strategies aimechnge space and landscapes,
by excluding the externalized ‘other’, as well dswategies of re-construction and re-
production for the sovereign and hegemonic ‘sefftte nation.®® Oktem gives the
case of Turkey in the late nineteenth and twentetitury as “an almost ideal-typical
model of the discursive imagination and the maltggractice of nationalism and its
geographical strategies, aimed at the creation of eahnically homogenous
‘homeland’.”® The author argues that the process of nationadisth the process of
reproduction of geography worked together for éngath new homeland, where “the
Turks were to be the only rightful dwellers."The process of space change involved
moreover population and resettlement policy regaydGreeks, studied by Taner
Akcam in his booklhe Young Turks’'Crime against Humanity: the Armerienocide
and Ethnic Cleansing in the Ottoman Emgftrexhich contributed to the complete
annihiliation of the Ottoman Armenians.

As regards the concept of “spatial cleansing” €tsidby a renown cultural
anthropologist, Michael Herzfeld, represent an irtggat source of inspiration for this
thesis. Herzfeld analyzed three study cases: tigeo€iRethymnos in Crete, Mahakam

fort in Bangkok and Rione Monti neighborhoods innfio In each of these cases, a

3" peter Balakian, “Raphael Lemkin, Cultural Destiargt and the Armenian Genocide,” Holocaust
and Genocide Studig¥ol.27/ No.1, (Oxford University Press, Springl3).

3 As quoted in Peter Balakian, “Raphael Lemkin, @it Destruction, and the Armenian Genocide”, p.
60.

39 Kerem Oktem,Creating the Turk’'s Homeland: Modernization, Na#tism and Geography in
Southeast Turkey in the late 19th and 20th CerdudRaper for the Socrates Kokkalis Graduate
Workshop 2003, “The City:Urban Culture, Arcitectaned Society”, p. 1.

40 Oktem, p. 1.

1 Oktem, p. 3.

2 Taner Akcam,The Young Turks’' Crime against Humanity: The ArmenGenocide and Ethnic
Cleansing in the Ottoman Empir@rinceton University Press, 2013).
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community was subjected to removal and relocafidre reasons for dislocation in the
three examples are mainly caused by gentrificatiothe case of Crete, the area of the
old market was transformed in a tourist attractiwhere “the Muslim presence was
reduced to a symbolic historic shadow and subjetdea respatialization that framed
the mosque as cultural upgraded (it is now a ne@iservatory!) and as a monument to
the liberal tolerance of the We$t"The architectural heritage of the Ottoman past
became for the Greeks a “dangerous cultural emdsmmant” and “an attraction for the
orientalist gaze of the tourist*In the case of Thailand relocation is conceived atep
towards modernization and westernization, aimedetoove a significant segment of
the local population from a central area in ordecreate expensive western-style shops
and export display¥. Likewise in the case of the Rione Monti in thetii center of
Rome, partly destroyed by Mussolini in order tolthurori imperiali, a process of
gentrification occurred creating a condition in ahithe local population awaits for its
removal. Herzfeld associates the process of spa#@ahsing with the notion of ethnic
cleansing “since, although the latter is usually rfeore physical in its violence, both
entail the disruption of fundamental security, @&sgecially of ontological security, for
entire groups of peoplé®

Another important study on spatial cleansing anslodation is by Roxane
Caftanzoglou on the case of Anafiotika, a quartehe center of Athens, located under
the Acropolis. The quarter is inhabited by a sn@mmunity settled in 1860’'s
composed by migrant workers from the Cycladeshéngrocess of building Athens as
the capital of the Modern Greek state by revitalizithe glorious past through
archeological excavations, the neighborhood of A& became a sort of obstacle
and for this reason subjected to obscuration arptopxiation. This particular case
represents an example of the intention to obscytace creating a sort of non-place. In
fact the city plans and travel guides of the cityAthens present a shadowed or colored
strip on the point where the neighborhood of An@estands, a fact that indicates that
“thus represented, the settlement is relegated toomplace; the existence of a

*3 Michael Herzfeld, “Spatial Cleansing: Monumentaicvity and the Idea of the West”, Journal of
Material Culture,Vol. 11/No.1/2 (2006), p.134.

* Herzfeld, p.134.

> Herzfeld, p. 133.

¢ Herzfeld, p. 134.
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neighborhood with its houses, paths, and abovésliving component, citizens of the
Greek State, is obscuref. The members of the Anafiotika community are facitng
prospect of the end of their social reproductionaaspatially bounded and based

community™®

and they respond to this reinforcing “their symbdloundaries by telling
stories of themselves and their settlement, coctitigl a counter-discourse of space,
time and history based on shared collective anivithaal memories...*

Also inspiring are the studies on the use and aboafs archaeology and
architectural heritage. | intent to explore more sindies such as Peter Bux®n
Possessing the Past: The use and abuse of arcligemlduildingnation-state’® Nadia
Abu El-Haj’'s Facts on the Ground: Archaeological Practice andrritorial Self-
Fashioning in Israeli Sociefff and Rachel S. Hallote and Alexander H. JoffEte
Politics of Israeli Archaeology: Between ‘Natiorsat’’ and ‘Science’ in the Age of the

Second Republi®

e. Primary Sources

For this study | was able to consult memoirs of $&@y, Everek-Fenese, Comakli,

Nirze and Tomarz2® The memoirs, moreover, present several imagebeofillages,

*’ Roxane Caftanzoglou, “The Shadow of the SacreckR@ontrasting Discourses of Place under the
Acropolis”, in Barbara Bender and Margot Winer (EdSontested Landscapes: Movement, Exile and
Place (Berg Publishers, 2001), p. 27.

“8 Caftanzoglou, p. 29.

49 Caftanzoglou, p. 30.

0 peter BuxtonPossessing the Past: The use and abuse of archigeimiduildingnation-state,

(London: Ministry of Defence, 2009).

*! Nadia Abu El-HajFacts on the Ground: Archaeological Practice andriferial Self-Fashioning in
Israeli Society(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001).

*2 Rachel S. Hallote and Alexander H. Joffe, “Theititsl of Israeli Archeology: Between ‘Nationalism’
and ‘Science’ in the Age of the Second Republistael StudiesVol.7/No.3 (Fall 2002), pp. 84-116.

%3 For Tomarza: Haroutiun BarootianReminiscences from Tomarza’s Pdkbndon: Taderon, 2007).

Sargis Jivaniamnnt wgUubtp pndwpqwhw) YGwupkEUu [Episodes of Tomarza Armenian
Life], (Paris, 1960).

For Nirze: Senekerim Khetriam? wi/ wne o nn wwindnt pht U YGuwnhphny Lhngk ghenp
[Concise History of Kesaria/Kayseri's Nirze/GuzelRdillage], (Watertown, 1918).

For Everek/Fenese Khoren H. Gelejian (editor)U] wynd- jnLrwdwwnbwlu EdLpEy-
SLUubukh [Album-Memory Book of Everek/Develi-Fenesse], (Bii Altapress, Lebanese branch of
Everek-Feneseh Mesropian-Rupinian Compatriotic @pcil984).

Aleksan Krikorian, Evereg-Fenesse. Its Armenian History and Traditiofi3etroit: Evereg-Fenesse
Mesrobian-Roupinian Educational Society, 1990).
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including churches and monasteries, which appearthas centers of Armenian
communal life. These narratives provide also mueformation on the schools,
including photographs, lists of students and teache

Regarding visual material there is an embarrassiiuiness of visual

documentation available online. Especially usefaltae websites:

www.efkere.com

www.evereg-fenesse.org
www.fresnostate.edu/artshum/armenianstudies/ressiatturches
www.houshamadyan.org

www.virtualani.org

For the maps, | had to consult with the worksSefda Giingér AcikgdZ and
Yildiray Ozbek and Celil Arslan that provide several maps, which are particularly
useful to locate the churches. Regarding the gusadk Kayseri the work by Kemal
Demir and Suat Cabuk provides maps of the cityerewith references to the quarters
inhabited by Muslims and non-Muslims. Furthermdihés study is an attempt to locate
on map the historical monuments of Kayseri. Eveougihn some of the Armenian
churches are wrongly indicated as Seljukid architec the maps included in the book
are very useful to identify the location of the Agmian churches in the city centérn
addition | create a map approximately locating¢harches and monasteries according

to the information provided by Alboyajian.

For Comakli:  Aris Kalfayan,Chomaklou:The History of an Armenian Villagé&rans. Krikor
Asadourian, (New York, 1982).

For Kayseri: 3hU GL Unp YGuwphuw, ) nL2 wdwwtwl [Old and New Kesaria/Kayseri,
Memory Book], (Paris: Azet Press, published by ®dmianch of Kesaria and Environs Compatriotic
Union, 1989).

** Seyda Giingér AcikgdzKayseri ve Cevresindeki 19.Yiizyil Kiliseleri ve Wonalari icin Oneriler,
Unpublished PhD dissertation, (Istantiul..U University, 2007).

* Yildiray Ozbek and Celil ArslarKayseri Tainmaz Kiltiir Varliklari Envanteri(Kayseri Bilyiikehir
Belediye, 2006), available online: http://www.kagid®el.tr/lweb2/index.php?page=kueltuer-envanteri
%% Kemal Demir, Suat CabuR;iirk Dénemi Kayseri Kenti ve MahalleifKayseri: Erciyes Univesritesi
Yayinlari No. 188, 2013).
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As regards thesicils, | analyzed only the ones from late nineteentth early
twentieth century Develi, with reference to sevdvi theses completed at Erciyes
University of Kayseri. The sicils proved to be vergluable for this study since they
provide transcriptions and short summaries of noonercourt cases involving

Armenians>’

Because of the limitations of time and my reseaababilities, | have postponed

the use of several primary sources might be usefie future:

» photographs, maps, memoirs collected for the prdigmushamadyan, aimed to
reconstruct Ottoman Armenian town and village iffe.

» travelers and missionaries’ accounts

» sicilsfrom Kayseri and Develi

* Muslim and non-Muslinvakifs

« Imar Planf/ Master Plan for Kayseri and the villages

» Kayseri Municipality’'s minutes regarding the implentation of the Master Plan
and various decions taken toward the reuse of Arandouildings

* Local newspapers and journals

Structure and composition

The first chapter of this thesis aims to give astdrical introduction to theancak
of Kayseri with a particular focus on the Armenjresence in the center of Kayseri
and in the villages of the twkaza of Kayseri and Develi, which respectively incldde

16 and 6 villages inhabited by Armenians. As regdh# demographic information on

" Ayse Arik Kaygisiz) Numaral DeveliSer'iyye Sicili (H. 1311/M. 1893-H. 1313/M. 1895)
Transkripsiyon ve Dgerlendiriimesj Unpublished MA thesis (Kayseri: Erciyes Universig06);
Mustafa Salep9/1 Numarali Develfer’iyye Sicili (H. 1317-1318/ M. 1899-1901) Traniglsiyon ve
Degerlendirilmesj Unpublished MA thesis (Kayseri: Erciyes Universi208); Emine Sulya 52
Numarali DeveliSer’iyye Sicili (H. 1320-1/M. 1902-3) Transkripsiyoe Dgerlendiriimes;j
Unpublished MA thesis (Kayseri: Erciyes Univers@06); Mustafa Ova{. 1324-1325/ M. 1906-1907
Tarihli Develi Sicili Metin Cevirisi ve Dgerlendirme Unpublished MA thesis (Ngghir: Newehir
University, 2013).

%8 www.houshamadyan.org.
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the Armenian population | refer to the poll tax istgr of 1843, studied by [@Zan
Yoruk, which reports the Armenian male tax payensthe different quarters of the
town of Kayseri and for the villages.

The second chapter presents a catalogue of thecl@sirand monasteries of
Kayseri and surrounding villages, including the maiformation as the name of the
church, the date of reconstruction, the current asel the present condition.
Furthermore, in this chapter | try to create a raafhe disappeared or ruined churches
and monasteries, locating them as precisely ashpesscording to the list of churches
and indication given by Alboyajian Ratmutiun Hay Kesaric’

The third chapter analyzes the destruction procgsthe Armenian religious
architecture of Kayseri through the framework ofltual cleansing and spatial
nationalism. The current conditions of the churchesified during my field visit to
Kayseri and the surrounding villages in Novembet£@are investigated according to
the eight strategies of destruction introduced mkf2an Kouymijian.

%9 Arshag AlboyajianPatmutiun Hay KesarigHistory of Armenian Kesaria], Vol.l, (Cairo: Kesa ev
Shrjakayits Hayrenaktsakan Miutiun, 1937).
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KAYSERI AND THE SURROUNDING VILLAGES AND TOWNS

Kayseri, immediately after the Ottoman conquedhefl460’s, acquired the status
of sancakof the Karamareyalef becoming the administrative centygaga sancgl)
where thebeylerbeyi[governor] of thesancakresided. After a very long while, first
transformation took place in 1845 when Kayseri werporated into theyalet of
Sivas and separated from tkezas of Develi, Karahisar-1 Develi, Incesu, Sgtem and
Zamantl. In the state yearbodbgvlet Salnamelbf the year 1850, Kayseri is indicated
as to be transferred into tlegaletof Bozok and in the year 1856 the sagyaletwas
subdivided into seven districtaghiyg: Kayseri, Sariglan, Karahisar-1 Develi, Incesu,
Kozanlu, Zamanti and Kostef®.In the Encyclopedia of IslamRonald C. Jennings
indicated 1864 as the year when Kayseri was trawesfento thevilayet of Ankara®
With the establishment of the Turkish Republic 823, Kayseri acquired the status of
province {1).

From the earliestahrir registers onwards, Ottoman Kayseri and the sudiogn
villages and towns presented an ethnically varegyabpulation, including diverse non-
Muslim subjects. Among the non-Muslims Greeks amthénians were the two most
crowded communities, with a strong Greek presendké villages, while the Armenian

presence appeared to be stronger in the city ceftéayseri®

0 Dogan Yériik, “H. 1259/M. 1843 Tarihli Cizye Defterlag goére Kayseri’de Rum ve Ermeniler,”
Turkish Studies, International Periodical For Thariguages, Literature and History of the Turkish or
Turkic, Vol.8/No.11 (Fall 2013), pp. 441-442.

1 Ronald C. Jenning$§tudies on the Ottoman Social History in the Sitteand Seventeenth Centuries:
Women, Zimmis and Sharia Courts in Kayseri, Cyjan Trabzon(Istanbul: Isis Press, 1999), p. 11.

62 Yoriik, p. 442; See also: Mehmkibasi, 16.yiizyill Bglarinda Kayseri, Kayseri(Kayseri:Kayseri
Valili gi, 1992); Ahmet H.Aslantirk, “Kayseri ve HavaliginiTarihine Dair Bir Dizi Agiv Kaynaginin

Nesri”, Osmanli Aratirmalari, No.35 (2010), pp. 329-336; Rifat n. BdllL965 yilinda kayseri ermeni
cemaati”, Toplumsal TarihNo.172 (Nisan 2008).
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The Armenian presence in tlsancakof Kayseri, partially covering the entire
province of ancient Cappadocia, had been long ksitad. The increase of the
Armenian population is evident in the third and rtbucenturies during the Arab
conquest of Asia Minor, when Armenian settlers westalled by the Byzantines to
reinforce the provincial military units othemesin the Taurus Mountains. In the
eleventh century, the Armenian Kingdom of Ciliciadahe ephemeral principalities of
Sebaste (Sivas) and Caesarea (Kayseri) were a$iathlion the basis of mass
emigration caused by the pressure of nomadic Selad orders by the Byzantines.
This process of colonization and the subsequenkeveag of Byzantine authority in
the region allowed the Armenians to establish ahl@shopric in Caesarea at the end of
the eleventh century. In the following century trehbishopri€® was finally installed
in the monastery of Surp Karapet in Efkere, sitdate the periphery of the
Cappadocian capital. According to the testimonyaisaders who passed through the
area at the same time, the majority of the poputatvas Armenian as indicated by the
nameHermonorium Terr&* utilized by the Westerners to refer to this pdrtAsia
Minor. Despite massive migrations to Istanbul & é&md of the fifteenth century, after
the Ottoman conquest of Cappadocia, the regioninegtaa dense Armenian
population®

The Armenians of Kayseri were divided into threeugps: Cemaat-i Ermeniyan-i
Kaysariyan, Cemaat-i Ermeniyan$arkiyan and Cemaat-i Ermeniyan-1 Sisiyan.
According to the Ottomanist Ronald C. Jennings tlvésion might have been related
with their affiliation to different dioceses. Thiest community, Kaysariyan, was, most
probably, composed of local Armenians whose alleggawas to the patriarch of
Istanbul. The second community paid allegianceht® ¢atholicos of Echmiadzin in
Erivan in the east as indicated with the tefank, while the third one was supposedly

affiliated to the diocese of Sis (modern Kozan)erEfiore, according to their diocese of

8 Archbishopric: the area of which an archbishoimisharge (Cambridge Dictionaries Online.
www.dictionary.cambridge.org)

6464 According to Kevorkian and Paboudjian the regibKayseri in the twelfth century was called by the
Western travel “Hermonorium Terra”, which in latiupposedly means “the land of Armenians”. No
other references have been found to confirm thatement.

% Raymond H. Kevorkian and Paul B. Paboudjiaes Arméniens dans I'Empire ottoman & la veille du
genocide(Paris: Arhis,1992), p.220.
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affiliation the members d§arkiyan and Sisiyan communities were immigrantsnfi®is
(Kozan) and the Caucastfs.

Map 1. The first Ottoman map of tsancakof Kayseri of the year 1910

% Ronald J. Jennings, “Urban Population in Anatdtiathe Sixteenth Century: a Study of Kayseri,
Karaman, Amasya, Trabzon, and Erzurum?”]riternational Journal Middle East StudieNo.7, (1976),

. 30.
& Methiye Giil Coteli,19. Yizyll AnadoluSehirsel A1 ve Hinterland fligkileri, Kayseri Orngi,
Unpublished PhD dissertation, (Istanbul, 1.Y.U. Usity, 2011), p. 186.
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Map 2. Armenian map of 1987
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K. Kayseri D. Develi

1. Balagesi, 2. Belviran, 3. Clcun, 4. Darsiyaldrevenk, 6. Efkere, 7. Erkilet,
8. Germir, 9. Gesi, 10. Mancusun, 11. Muncusun,Ni#e, 13. Sarimsakli, 14. Talas,
15. Tavlusun, 16. Tomarza, 17. Comakl, 18-19. Ekdtenese, 20. llibe, 21. Incesu,
22. Karacaviran.

®8 http://www.evereg-fenesse.org/
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Table 1. Names of the villages in Armenian andumkish

Armenian Transliteration *° Turkish
JEuwphw Gesaria Kayseri
Pujuu Talas Talas
Skptduup Derevank Derevenk
Euniuntt Tavlusun Aydinlar
Ykpuhp Germir Konaklar
Nujwuykuh Balagesi Balagesi
Uwtdpupu Mancusun Yeilyurt
Untug&niunt Muncusun Gungi
Swpuhtwju Darsiyak Kayabg
Enphite Erkilet Erkilet
EJtpky-dEutuk Everek-Fenese Develi
Plhyk llibe Ilibe
Qupwdwyhpute Karacaviran Karacaviran
fendwupqu Tomarza Tomarza
Shidpte Ciictin Ciictin
‘Lhnpqk Nirze Guzelkdy
E$ptnk Efkere Bahceli
QouUwpnt Comakli Comakli
Pugtunt Incesu Incesu
Uwpuniuwpp Sarmusakili Sarimsakli

% The transliterated form indicated does not foltbve rules of the Armenian scientific transliteratidt
presents a simplify version of the names usedimstudy.
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Kayseri was an important religious center for them@nians. The Christian
hierarchy of Caesarea played a crucial role inrthenversion to Christianity in the
early fourth century and in maintaining close tibstween the two Churches
(Echmiadzin and Patriarchate of Constantinoplejerdhe changeover of Armenians in
Monophysitism, Armenians were deprived of churchesler the Byzantine rule,
especially in Cappadocia; they were forced to dttbe Greek Orthodox churches. This
is a reason why the first Armenian Church in Kaysexs built as late as in the twelfth
century, named Surp Krikor, according to Alboyajighe church of Surp Krikor
Lusavorich was built on the site of this previotsurch/® The second church Surp
Stepanos in Kayseri, according to Alboyajian, appéan a religious document dated
1275 and disappeared before the nineteenth cefitufjne third church, Surp
Mergerios, already in ruins in 1617 as Simeon dhRd noted in his travel account:
“There was a large church facing it on the eastéte. It is now in ruins and Armenians
bury their dead there’® The third church Surp Asvadzadzin in the townvislenced in
1277 by the colophon of a manuscript written in pnesbytery on the same date. It was
located inside the fortified walls of the city, ithe iceri Sar (iceri Hisar)
neighborhood? In the same neighborhood is found the Surp Satkisrch, which
appears to have been already constructed at tleeviinen Simeon visited Kayseri in
16177

% Arshag AlboyajianPatmutiun Hay Kesari¢History of Armenian Kesaria), Vol.1, (Cairo: Ke&aev
Shrjakayits Hayrenaktsakan Miutiun, 1937), p. 892.

1 Alboyajian, p. 899.

2 George A. BournoutiariThe Travel Accounts of Simeon of Pola(@osta Mesa: Mazda Publishers,
2007), p. 273.

3 Alboyajian, p. 894.

" Bournoutian, p. 272.
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1.1. Demographic Makeup

Cizye (poll-tax) registers of 1843, published in a stumyDaozan Yorik, reveal
1,949 male tax-payers in the city of Kays@rAlthough European travelers who visited
Kayseri and surroundings in the nineteenth centugption demographic information in
their accounts, the different numeric indicatioherein render them inconvenient for
my purposes. Data provided by Yoruk, on the othandh reflect official number
presented in the three customary categorieda(rich), evsat(a sort of middle class)
and edna (poor), including all the active non-Maslim maleghin an age comprised
between 14-75, excluding the sick, the disablegleeand religious functionaries. The
cizyetax collected from the adult non-Muslim men isoatenominated as “head-tax”;
however in the rural regions, the heads of the #looisis paid theizyetax for the entire
household, at least until the fifteenth and sixteerenturies, when the taxpayers began
to be individually registereff.

Cizyeregisters of 1843 the Armenian and Greek taxpagersndicated separately
according to their districts of residence, suctDasell, Incesu, Sargtan, Karahisar,
and Zamantu. Moreover this register includes thmaenaf the guests residing in hostels,
public baths andazirhans,”” who were paying theizyetax from Kayseri. Then, for
each quarter of Kayseri the taxpayers’ names aiedted with their profession, if
known, or in some cases only the profession is imead in substitution with personal
names, and finally the wealth status is reportegpm@ing to which the amount of
taxation was determined. The second register doegine separate lists, but includes
the cases in which non-Muslims were leaving foreotlplaces. Their names and
professions are indicated separately accordinght® district or village of their

provenance.

> Dogan Yoriik, H. 1259/1843 Tarihli Cizye Defterlerinérg Kayseri'de Rum ve Ermeniler, Furkish
Studies - International Periodical for The Languagéiteratures and History of Turkish or Turkic
Vol.8/No.11, (Ankara, Fall 2013), p. 439-466.

0 yoérik, p. 441.

" Bezirhands the place is the place for estraction of linsei for commercial purposes.
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1.1.1 Armenians in the City Center

As regards the quarters in the city center, Armeni@sided also in quarters with
a mixed population of Greeks and Muslims. Twyeregisters of 1843 shows that 39
mahalles were inhabited by non-Muslims; of which 2fahalles were inhabited by
Armenians, three by Greeks and 11 villages by Bothenians and Greeks. Among the
mahalles inhabited by Armenians, Sinik¢i resulted in betreymost crowded with 167
nefess, followed by Oduncu with 16@efes and Koyyikan with 14%efes.”® The
following map represents the distribution of thdfedient religious communities in
Kayseri in the year 1872, when the 28,7% of theskbolds belonged to non-

Muslims.”® The Armenians resided in quarters located in theghern part of the city.

BYbriik, p. 445. .
9 Kemal Demir, Suat CabuR;iirk Dénemi Kayseri Kenti ve MahalleijKayseri: Erciyes Univesritesi
Yayinlari No. 188, 2013), p. 141.
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Muslims/ Turks

Armenians

Greeks

Map 3. Map of Kayseri's neighborhoods in 1872

As for the economic wealth of the Armenians of Kayshe 1843izyeregisters
provide important information revealing three diffiet categories of taxpayers, among
the 1.949 Armenian nefers, 1.186 belonged to thergsd group €dng, 670 to the
“middle class” évsaj and 93 to the wealthiest grougld). From these dates it is also
possible to identify which quarters of the city weinhabited by the wealthiest

Armenian population. In the quarter Eslims®awere the highest number of rich

80 Demir and Cabuk, p. 140.
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taxpayers (1hefes), this number was followed by Tavuk¢u and Harf@uhefes),
Emir Sultan (&efes) and Kicikapi (hefes)®*

Table 2. Kaysemmahalles inhabited by Armenians with corresponding nundfer

male tax-payef$

Nefer (total
Mahalles of R )
) Ala (rich) Evsat (average) | Edna (poor) | male
Kayseri
taxpayers)
1. Ahiisa 0 0 0 0
2. Batman 6 16 22 44
3. Bekta 1 7 34 42
4. Dadir 4 19 33 56
5. Emir Sultan 22 36 66
6. Eslim Paa 12 17 12 41
7. Firuncu 5 23 20 48
8. Genlik 0 5 8 13
9. Gurcu 4 10 9 23
10. Haci Kasim 1 13 11 25
11. Haci
1 10 9 20

Mansur
12. Harput 9 49 65 123
13. Hasan

) 0 5 10 15
Fakih
14. Hasinli 0 0 0 0
15. Hisayunlu 0 9 11 20
16. Karabet 0 12 34 46
17. Karakigi 6 15 26 47

8Lyoriik, p. 445.

82 The data of this table are based on the afdboYoriik’s study on 1843 cizye registers of Kaysew
they include only the information on the Armeniapplation.

30



18. Karakirkeu 0 2 10 12
19. Kayadibi

Odurhcu 0 0 0 0
IBeldesi

0. Kicikapu 7 17 12 36
21. Konaklar 0 3 14 17
t22. Kdyyikan 0 22 123 145
3. Mermerli 1 2 4 7
&4 .Murekkebci 0 8 21 29
25. Oduncu 4 54 102 160
126. Pyegan 0 6 22 28
127 Rumiyan 2 22 47 71
'28. Sasik 0 0 0 0
>29. Sayacl 4 21 18 43
t30. Selaldi 1 35 93 129
31. Sinikci 1 56 110 167
%2 Sisliyan 1 21 46 68
*53. Sultan 0 4 10 14
%4, Stleyman 0 40 85 125
35 sarkiyar®® 0 0 0 0
t36. Tavukcu 9 64 68 141
57 Tus 3 24 33 60
38, Tutak 1 13 13 27
39. Varsak 2 24 15 41
;)Total 93 670 1186 1949

the nineteenth century Kayseri experienced a wafeimmigration including

8 According to Yériik's study the quarter $érkiyan in 1843 was inhabited exclusively by Gre¢kis
seems impossible given the fact that the nameeofjttarter itself was the appellative of one ofttiree
Armenian communities (Cemaagarkiyan). Moreover Mustafa Keskin descrilgggkiyan as a quarter
with a mixed population, Armenian, Greek and Muslmthe mid 18 century (see Mustafa Keskin,
“1247-1277 Tarihli Kayseri Mifredat Defterine Gokayseri ve Tabi Yerlgm Yerlerinde Nifus
Dagilimi (1831-1860),” in Il. Kayseri ve Yoresi Tarih Sempozyumu Bildirilet6-17 April 1998
(Kayseri: Erciyes University, 1998), p. 291).
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Armenians coming from villages in the vicinity ofal(seri, from different cities of
Anatolia, and from other cities of the Empire. Frone cizye register of 1843 it is
possible to identify a number of 4#fes who immigrated into the city of Kayseri that
year. On the other hand, in the mid-nineteenthurgnt migratory wave from Kayseri
towards the coastal regions, for commercial purpokesl to a depopulation of certain
quarters of Kayseri, depriving them of almost thentire non-Muslim population.
Among the quarters Oduncu, Seladi ve Sileyman sseg® the highest number of
migrants, whereas Hasinli and Kayadibi Oduncu Bslkest their entire non-Muslim

population®

1.1.2. Armenians in the villages within the&kazas of Kayseri and Develi

In the kazaof Kayseri the non-Muslim taxpayers were registare 25 villages,
among which 16 villages (including 27 mahalles anmtd monasteries) resulted in
having Armenian taxpayers, with the highest conegioin in the town of Tomarza with
472 nefes. The 16 villages inhabited by Armenians were:aBasi, Belviran, Clctn,
Darsiyak, Derevenk, Efkere, Germir, Gesi, Mancaddoncusun, Nize, Sarimsakli,
Talas, Tavlusun, and TomarZa.

8 bid, p. 447.
8 yoriik, p. 452.
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Table 3. Villages and towns with the number of Ania@ male tax payefS:

Village/To

wn of Ala Evsat Edna (poor) Nefer (total male
Kayseri (rich) (average) taxpayers)

kaza

Bala Gesi 28 69 90
Belviran 13 17 30
Cucun 41 32 73
Darsiyak 2 6 8
Derevank 10 22 35
Efkere 100 166 269
Erkilet 22 36 58
Germir 22 94 116
Gesi 2 6 8
Mancusun 17 73 90
Muncusun 52 37 90
Nize 22 58 81
Sarimsakli 13 31 44
Talas 47 188 242
Tavlusun 17 14 32
Tomarz&’ 279 181 472
Total 687 1030 1745

Besides th&azaof Kayseri, non-Muslims resided in the other sal/kazas, such
as Develi, Incest Karahisar, Sar@an and Zamanti. The kazas of Develi and

Sarigglan were inhabited also both by Armenians and Grealhereas Zamanti was

8 The data utlized for this table are based on tixysby Dgan Yériik and include only the information

on the Armenian population of Kayseri.

8 Tomarza in the Develi shari'a records of the yeH889-1901 is indicated asahiye (sub-district)
within thekazaof Develi, while in Yoruk's studies of the yeardlBTomarza appeared as part ofkhea

of Kayseri.

8 Incesu appears Yoriik's study both akaaaand as a villagekaryg within the kaza of Develi. This
aspect is confirmed in several court records ofdlidvom late nineteenth and early twentieh cemsirin
which Incesu is indicated as “Devell kazasi kurdanmnincesu karyesi” (the village Incesu of the Dieve

kaza), (Mustafa Ova, p.34) and as “Incesu kazéBNa, p.34).
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inhabited only by Armenians and Incesu and Karahesalusively by Greeks. Among
these kazas Develi resulted to be the one wheradheMuslim population was mostly
concentrated®

The kaza of Develi included six villages inhabited by Armams, such as
Comakli, Everek, Fenese, llibe, Incesu and KaraaaviAccording to Dgan Yoruk's
study on the cizye registers of Kayseri for thery#843, the total male taxpayers

population of the kaza of Develi was 1049, of whidlé Armenians and 273 Gree¥s.

Table 4. Villages and towns with the number of Ania@ male tax payers:

Villages/Towns of Develi | . . ,. Evsat N Nefer (total

Ala (rich) Edné (poor) | male
kaza (avarage)

taxpayers)

Comakli 0 43 53 96
Everek 20 214 150 384
Fenese 10 92 8( 182
lIbe 0 2 4 6
Incesu 0 31 43 74
Karacaviran 0 13 21 34
Total 30 395 351 776

Develi shari'a court records of the late nineteeatidl early twentieth centuries
reveal that the villages and towns of the kaza®fdl developed into:
» 1 nahiye(sub-district) of Tomarza
» 2kasaba (towns) of Everek and Fenesse

* 4Kkaryes (villages) of Comakli, llbe, Incesu and Karacanir

The nahiye(sub-district) of Tomarza in thecils of the years 1893-1895 appeared

to include thekarye (village) of Tomarza with thremahalles inhabited by Armenians,

89 yoriik, p. 457.

0 yérik, p. 457.

1 The data utlized for this table are based on tixysby Dgan Yériik and include only the information
on the Armenian population of Kayseri.
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Tomarza mabhallesi, Tomarza Yukari mahallesi and iQaahallesi®> On the other
hand, according to latesicils as, for instance, the ones for the years 1899;184ly
two mahalles are mentioned, Tomarza Yukari and Tean@ami, both inhabited also
by Armenians? In the shari'a court records of the years 190231%6marza’s status
was changed inteasaba(town)?* Tomarza was also an important religious center as,
in addition to the church of Surp Boghos locatedtle center, it hosted Surp
Asdvadzadzin, monastery which was an importantipilage site’

The two towns Everek and Fenese were part of thelDieazalocated south-east
of Kayseri and about 5 kilometers from the southferst of Mount Erciyes® Until
1915 they consisted of four adjoining villages, tsuas Everek, Fenese, Aygosten
(Greek) and Develi or Everek Islam (Musliff)In thesicils of the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, the Muslim neighborhaotyht be identified with three
different names Everek Cami-i Cedid, Everek Caridiebir, Everek Fenese Islafh,
whereas the Armenian ones as Everek Kilise, EvdteRese Yukari and Fenese
Asagl.99

The probable origins of the names Everek and Feaesexplained by Aleksan
Krikorian.*®® As stated in his memoirs the name Everek (Evedsgjves from the
Armenian word “averag” with the meaning of ruinsvem to the town because of its
establishment on the site of the ruins of a Byremntity, attested by the ruins of Ayas

Kadrina (Gedine) monastery and the ruins of theemtdGreek viallage of Gereme

“Ayse Ark Kaygisiz, | Numarali Develi Seriyye Sicili (H. 1311/M. 1893-H. 1313/M. 1895)
Transkripsiyon ve Dgerlendiriimesj Unpublished MA thesis, (Kayseri: Erciyes Univeyrsi2006), p.
254.

SMustafa Salep9/1 Numarali DeveliSeriyye Sicili (H. 1317-1318/ M. 1899-1901) Tranigisiyon ve
Degerlendirilmesj , Unpublished MA thesis, (Kayseri: Erciyes Uniigy, 2008), p. 32.

“Emine Sub@, 52 Numarali DeveliSeriyye Sicili (H. 1320-1/M. 1902-3) Transkripsiyone
Degerlendiriimesj , Unpublished MA thesis, (Kayseri: Erciyes Unsigy, 2006), p.123; See also:
Mehmet MiiseDeveli Kazas! (1839-1910Unpublished PhD dissertation, (Ankara: Gazi Ursitesi,
2008).

% Barootian, p. 35.

% Kevorkian and Paboudijian, p. 225.

97 Jack Der-Sarkissian, “A Tale of Twin Towns: Evessld Fenese”, in Hovannisian, G. Richard (Eds),
Armenian Kesaria/Kayseri and CappadocldCLA Armenian History & Culture Series, (Costa $4e
Mazda Publisher, 2013), p. 266.

% These names might indicate all the same Muslimghi®irhood in Everek-Fenese.

“Ayse Arik Kaygisiz) Numarali DeveliSer’iyye Sicili, 1893-1895, p. 254.

1% leksan Krikorian,Evereg-Fenesse: Its Armenian History and Traditjofetroit: Evereg-Fenesse
Mesrobian-Roupinian Educational Society, 1990) ¢hginal version was published in 1959).
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(Kereme), an early Christian settlement on thelsmat foot of Mount Erciyes and the
several fallen columns at the edge of Mount Erciyé€oncerning Fenese, Krikorian
gave the assumption that the name derived fromatient local Greek monastery
Fenist®?

Armenians started to settle in Everek in the e@wlyteenth century; they were
originally from Adiyaman (Adiyaman), Vahka (Feke)daSis (Kozan}%* On the other
hand, Fenese was settled almost two centuries nabstly by Armenians natives of
Konya and later from Hajin (Saimbeyli). These tveparate waves of immigrants led to
some differentiations between the two towns, esgigcregarding linguistic aspects.
For instance the dialect spoken in Fenese was mffuenced by Turkish than the one
spoken in Everek®

In his memoirs Krikorian gives more specific infation on the origins of the
Armenian settlers of Fenese by affirming that thgramts were largely from Konya
and vicinity, from Chemeshgatzak (Cagezek) and from Cilicia. He reports much
information from Arzumanian’#istory of Everedg‘the migrants from Konya started
building their houses at the end of the Turkishrggraand continued building in the
valley. The Armenians from Chemeshgetzek, accordingradition, settled near the
Veri Ked (Upper River) developing that are®> Moreover, several families settling in
Fenese were from Hadjin and some were natives gfE&mnga (Erzincan), Mu(Mus)
and Vaspurakan (the region of Lake Vaf).

Among the villages, Comakli resulted to be an irtgpd Armenian settlement,
divided in two main Armenian quarters Comakli Yuk@sptown) and Comakli gagi
(Downtown)®’ In the memoirs by Aris Kalfaian, Comakli is debed as “one of the
points on a triangle made up by Caesaria, EverekGuomaklu.*?® It is situated 50

kilometers southeast of Kayseri and 10 kilometesmfMount Erciyes (Map | and Map

101 Krikorian, p. 4.

102 Krikorian, p. 3.

103 Raymond and Kevorkian, Paul B. Paboudjian, p. 229.

104 Der-Sarkissian, p. 266.

195 Krikorian, p. 11.

198 As quoted in Krikorian, p. 11.

197 Mustafa Salepd/1 Numarali Develfer’iyye Sicili, 1899-1901, p. 223.

198 Aris Kalfaian,Chomaklou: The History of an Armenian Villagilew York: Chomaklou Compatriotic
Society, 1980), p. 3.
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II). From the analysis of the shari’a court recoofiDeveli for the late nineteenth and
the early twentieth centuries, the majority of gopulation of Comakli were Armenian,
as this demographic appears clearly from the higiunber of cases brought to the
court by Armenian subjects. Moreover, in tieils, Comakli occurred to be the only
village with an Armeniamuhtar (head of a village) for the year 1894: Muhtaxved:
Sergiz Kahyd®

1.2. Armenians in the Economic Life of Kayseri

In the nineteenth century, Kayseri evolved intoeater for manufacturing and
supplying of goods to other cities of the Ottomampiie as Adana, Yozgat, Egin,
Tokat, Sivas, and Istanbul. The Armenian merchahtkayseri played an important
role in the economy of the city both locally anteimationally.

Some local merchants began to include into theginmss networks cities like
Istanbul and Manchester:

According to Bishop Mushegh Seropian, this psscstarted with Senekerim
Manougian, who arrived in Constantinople in 184Qh&t age of seventeen and
began working in trade. Soon, he founded his owmmercial firm and
subsequently sent his cousin Garabed Yeghiazavidiahchester to establish a
branch of the family’s firnt*°

The Armenians controlled several marketplaces irys€d and they were
exporting mostly cured sausagesiqul, cotton, wool, leather, carpets, agricultural
products and dry fruits: Among all products produced, the production oftraesi
(pastirmg was managed almost entirely by the Armenians @fd¢eri. Moreover they
were engaged in disparate professions, from matwifag to professions as doctors,

dentists, pharmacists, architects, painters, paatsmusician$™

199 Ayse Arik Kaygisiz) Numarali DeveliSer'iyye Sicili1893-1895, p. 255.
10 Hovannisian, p. 198.
1 Hovanissian, p. 198.
12 Hovanissian, p. 200.
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Everek and Fenese (Develi) appear to be an imgodammercial center.
According to Krikorian’s memoirs the commercial igities were almost exclusively
practiced by the Armenians, as they “were primangrchants, artisans, and investors
who received commissions in livestock tradiff”In both Everek and Fenese the
business activities were concentrated in the magesaround the marketplace and the
bazaar areas. Fenese appeared to be the town wierblacksmiths shops were
concentrated in the Western section of the towrereds the Everek was the center of
the master goldsmiths. Many Armenian families wawelved in commercial activities,
possessing stores of fine clothing goods, as sitkgterned cotton fabric, veils,
coverlets, and such. Most of the commercial aatisitwere family-run businesses
passed from generation to generation. In his memBnkorian mentions several
examples of family-run businesses in Fenese afr@elothing stores of M. Migirdic
Markarian and Sons, M. Kalaijian and Sons, M. Hal@merian and Sons, and the
Uckardashian Brothers, as well as many othérs.

According to Alboyajian, Everek had a large bazsdled Ygurt Pazari with 150
shops “all in Armenian hands* Greek Orthodox testimonies highlight the higher
social position of the Armenian traders and shopkeein Everek by affirming that:
“there was a large market, some forty-two villagesd to come and buy there. It was a
rich marketplace populated by the Everek Armeniansl 1915-1916.2*° Another
Greek testimony reinforces saying: “At Everek, themas a big marketplace... Most of
the shops were owned by Armenians, a few by Twakd, very few by Hellenes. Most
of the trade was in the hands of Armeniah$.According to Herve Georgelin the fact
that these affirmations were made by Greek Ortha#fxgees accentuates even more
the social-economic situation of the Armenians werek because the Greek refugees
were inclined to praise their own successes inlts¢ homeland rather than the
achievements of another community. So it is cldat tthe Armenian economic

supremacy was in Everek and was perceived evdreiteek village of Aykosten:

3 Krikoryan, p. 28.

14 Krikoryan, p. 28.

115 Herve Georgelin, “Armenians in Late Ottoman Ru¢ebaria/ Kayseri,” ilArmenian Kesaria/Kayseri
and Cappadociaeds. Richard G. Hovannisian (Eds), UCLA Armenitistory & Culture Series, (Costa
Mesa: Mazda Publisher, 2013), p. 239.

1% Georgelin, p. 239.

17 bid, p. 239.
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There were only Armenian craftsmen. Whenever wet&ha craftsman in
our village (Aykdsten), we called an Armenian. Wadhno Hellene
craftsman...The Armenians were medical doctors anarrpécists, too.
They used to study in Constantinople and come tm&kerek'*®

The sicils of the kaza of Develi include several referenglesut the Armenian
population of the villages. In thsicil of Develi of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries there are many references ¢o Atmenian market of Everek
(Ermeni Cagisi) and to the bazaar (¥ort Pazar) located in Kolgtu Street (Koleglu
sokazl) in Everek. The cases related togda Pazari were brought in front of the kadi

by Armenians as in the following examples:

Menam the wife of Tekir gu Ohannes and Turfanda the wife of Ohan
were both owners of two shops in thegda Pazarf*®

In the inheritance (terekke) of Ohanyan Ohan vel€dkor there is also a
shop in the Ygurt Pazarl®®

Similarly the market of Fenese appears to be mamtiie hands of the Armenian

population as it is showed by the cases in shauat cecords:

Meryem Binti Migirdic was the owner of a shop ie thenesse mark&t:
Seltanglu Tavid veledi Agop owned a shop in the Fenessgan?

Makruhi binti Bedros inherited from his housboun@wvidrk Efendi two
shops in the market of Fenesse in Melek Kirferestr@

Despite the fact that most of the commercial aigtiun the region was in the

hands of non-Muslims and that Armenians were kntavhe saral (moneychangers)

118 Hovannisian, pp. 239-240.
119 Mustafa Salepd/1 Numarali Develfer’iyye Sicili -18991901, p. 32.
120 Emine Subg, 52 Numarali Develfer’iyye Sicili - 1902-3p. 123.
121 Mustafa OvaNumarali DeveliSer’iyye Sicili -1906-1907p. 32.
122 H

Ibid, p. 33.
123 |pid, 1906-1907, p. 36.
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and traders, the majority of the local Armenian ydapon consisted of poor stock
breeders and peasant farmers. In fact, the aré&ayderi was essentially agricultural
and the regional economy was not suitable for mistpa large bourgeoisié? As
regards especially the villages in mid-nineteerghtery, the Armenians were mostly
engaged in agriculture and the lack of adequatexaui opportunities led to a
movement of emigration to bigger cities, where theyked as traders and craftsman.
For instance, Armenian shoemakers from Everek agmese left their towns and
continued their work in Istanbul. Similarly, thellage of Germir experienced a
remarkable flow of emigration, as several inhakgatmigrated to Constantinople,
Smyrna, Samsun, even Russia or Mosul as tailorayevs, bricklayers or mason$”
Similar dynamics were at play also in the villageTalas, a mostly Greek settlement
located five kilometers to the south of Kayserilfleal and Table 2). Even though Talas
was in a privileged condition, because of the eadnsuccess of some local families
such as the Gulbenkian and the Khoubesserian, #jeritgy of the male population
migrated, at least temporarily, in search for oatigm in other citie$® In Tomarza the
Armenians were mostly engaged in husbandry, aduiejl and carpentry. There was
also a great number of Armenian blacksmiths who ewemployed in family
businesse&’

1.3. Change in the Armenian Population of Kayseri

At the end of the nineteenth century a populatibraround 15,000 Armenians
seems to be residing the city of Kayseri, althotighnumber varied through the course
of the century due to several factors related mogeonomic and political conditions.
Among these conditions the immigration of Circassiand Afars appears to have

124 Hovannisian, pp. 233-234.

125 Hovannisian, p. 236.

126 Bedross Der Matossian, “Ottoman Armenian Kesaagééri in the Nineteenth Century,” Axmenian
Kesaria/Kayseri and Cappadogi&ichard G. Hovannisian (Eds), UCLA Armenian Higt& Culture
Series, (Costa Mesa: Mazda Publisher, 2013), p. 238

127 Barootian, p. 27.
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changed the ethnic balanta study by Metin Hillagii investigates the role ofesal
Oguz and Turkmen tribes in attacks to the people godds in the city and
surroundings of Kayset?® The study refers to the $dr, Délek, Kazikli, Kuzugtidenl,
Kicukli and Ryvan tribes as the ones responsible for the grovimsgcurity and
violence in thesancakof Kayseri. The Afar tribes resided in tents and pursued a
nomadic life; Kayseri constituted a place of redort other Agar tribes from other
eyales orsancals, as for instance the gdrs from the Eyalet of Magawhose pasture
locations were situated in theahalles of Cérmigek and Pinarlsa in the district of
Zamanti, part of the sancak of Kayseri. These sritinsisting ofnearly 200 households
gradually became permanent inhabitants of theiclisif Zamanti. Délek and Kazakl
tribes, affiliated administratively to the eyaldt Adana, reached the pastures on the
mount Kozan in the vicinity of the district of Ddivduring summer. The Kuzugidenli
tribes resided with more than 66 households indis&ict of Zamanti. A part of the
Risvan tribes, after a nomadic lifestyle in the EyatétKonya, inhabited with the
Kiictiklu tribes in the area between gancakof Bozok and Kigehir*°

The cases of brigandage, killing and seizure wetdimited to settled tribes, but
inappropriate actions were also conducted by theedrfrom neighboring eyalets,
coming to Kayseri for pasture in summer. On theiitval, in the month of April, the
tribes started feeding their animals in the locdiicated lands. At their departure in the
month of August before the harvest season, thedniere usually seized by force local
peasants’ crops; they were involved in brigandagiéviies in the roads and in the
mountains, and they confiscated local's animalscoMding to Hulagl’s study, these
activities constituted a sort of tradition whiletaaking undefended and poor local
people represented a sign of heroism for the triBemegade members of thes\Rin
tribes in particular became one of the key reasdnpsopardy in the region. Moreover,
members of the tribe Kuzugundeli from Yine-il trdheesiding in thesancakof Kayseri
were involved in theft and banditry, including th@bbery in the churches of village

Karacaviran in thesancakof Kayseri. The tribe members stole all sorts alfgious

128 Der Matossian, p. 191.

129'M. Metin Hulagi, “Ondokuzuncu Asrin Ortalarinda yari’de Asiret Olaylar (1845-1865),” in
Gecmijte Izleriyle Kayseri Mustafa Keskin and M. Metin Hiillagii (Eds), (Kays@&rciyes University,
2007).

30 Hilagu, pp. 141-142.
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belongings of the churches ranging from the catidkss to the priests’ clothing,
pillaging the animals; committed abuses and rapes.

The severe conditions created by the nomadic tiilbélse region of Kayseri led
the population to take action through a series mhmaints to the administrative
authorities in order to prevent future disorderkiras to expel the tribes and resettle
them in other areas. In the cases when the lochloaties failed to regulate the
disorders the local population of Kayseri begamddress their complaints directly to
Istanbul. The Greek and Armenian communities déectheir complaints to their
Patriarchates in Istanbul, which in turn represgtibeir cases in front of the authorities.
For instance, in the case of the village Karacavimithe sancak of Kayseri, a petition
submitted by the villagers summarizes some episadeslving tribes’ members,
mentioning the names of 200 members of the trides assaulted their village, a list of
properties taken, churches which have been destroy®men who have been
kidnapped and brought to the mountains. They dedl#nat their land and properties,
which they were forced to leave out of fear, haerbesed by others?

In his study investigating the process of settlentgmomadic tribes in Kayseri
and surrounding villages during the eighteenth amteteenth centuries, Mustafa
Keskin too underlines the influence of nomadiceasbn compromising the balance of
the region and points out the important role thizyed in the process of Turkification
of the region by setting down the nomatfs.

These waves of brigandage and assaults causee lyltbas seem to have led the
population to a really harsh situation combined hwither natural disasters as
earthquakes, famine and cholera epidemics whichethto a temporary decline of the
population. In 1835 a strong earthquake affectegsKa and the villages in its vicinity.
The epicenter was in Develi and touched the vibagé Talas, Darsiyak, Efkere,
Germir, Tavlusun, Mancusun, and Gesi. The earthejuakised the destruction of the

covered bazaar and of many buildings, as the Y&ukand Kazancilar mosques in

1B Hiligu, p. 143.
132 Hillagu, p. 145.
133 Keskin, p. 62; Hiilagi, p. 147.
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Kayseri*** Moreover, several Armenian and Greek churches wlestroyed in the
villages.

In the early decades of the nineteenth centuryiogier waves of plague and
cholera developed into pandemic in 1813-19 andl889's’*®> According to a British
report in 1847, 600 people died as a result oferacin Kayseri>® Moreover, several
waves of famine attacked the region in the yea048l, 1845, 1873-74 and 1886. A
letter of M. Farnsworth written in May 1874 to thevant Herald in Costantinople
represents a testimony of this destructive famin€ayseri and Talas:

The number of families which we are aiding in this/y now amounts to
about 1000, nearly equally divided between Turkd &ayahs. As our
agents go among the poorer of the people, andls&ax the condition of
the worst parts of the city, they are astonishetth@iamount and the degree
of misery that exists. It is certain that people actually dying of hunger...
Indeed, there is such an amount of poverty indhysof 40.000 people, that
our efforts can be limited only by the means at disposal. We continue
our distribution in Talas and several neighboriogiris and villages, but
now there comes to us a fearful cry from the stayvin places more

remote*®’

Another letter by Mr. Bartlett reports the situatim Kayseri and Talas and other
many villages in the vicinity:

We are glad to report that the Armenians have loksmibuting money to
the poor of their own community in Talas, and arepgaring to do so in
Cesarea and the neighboring villages]...] We shahthe distributing with
our own hands to the suffering poor in Cesareaslétephana, Zinjirdere,
Akja-Kaya, Endilik, Asarjik, Kuran-Ordoo, Erkelen@ Germir®

134 Tekinsoy Kemalettinayseri'nin/mari ve Mekansal Gelimi, p. 258 available online:
http://www.kayseri.bel.tr/web2/uploads/eDergiles/&ari_imar/index.html

135 Daniel Panzad.a peste dans I'Empire ottoman 1700-1880ouvain: Ed.Peeters, 1985) after Hiilya
Canbakal and Alpay Filiztekilyealth and Inequality in Ottoman Lands in the Eavilgdern Period
Draft preapred for AALIMS- Rice University Confer@mon the Political Economy of the Muslim World,
4-5 April 2013, p. 12.

136 Der Matossian, p. 191.

137 The Famine in Asia-Minor: Its history, compiledifidhe pages of the “Levent HeraldIstanbul: Isis
Press, 1989), p. 3.

138 pid, p. 5.

43



1.4. A Sketch of the End of the Armenian Presenca Kayseri

Whereas on one hand different causes, as homdhks,tepidemics and famine,
contributed to change the equilibrium in the region the other hand, more drastic
changes dramatically affected the Armenian popaagtarting from 1890’s onwards.
In Kayseri and the villages in the area, as otkgrons of Anatolia, Armenian political
activity increased through the actions of the Arraerrevolutionary parties from the
1880’s on. Although the support among the locakpetapopulation was very limited,
Sultan Abdilhamid 11 felt the necessity to respdodthis growing influence of the
parties by creating irregular militias from Kurdistibes (Hamidiye) in 189&%° The
Hamidiye regiments’ attacks led to counter-assadlis the activist Armenian
revolutionaries resulting in countrywide massacoésArmenians in 1895 The
massacres conducted under the rule of Abdulhamid the two years between 1894
and 1896 led to the killing of 100.000 Armeniangliding 1.000 in Kayself:' As a
result of these massacres many Armenians, outasfded because of the worsening
political and economic conditions, left Kayseri fooving to Istanbul, Europe and the
United Stated??

The Young Turk revolution in 1908 and the reinstaat of the Constitution
instilled into the Armenians enthusiasm and optmisvhich lasted for a very short
period of time, as in 1909 20.000 Armenians wettediin the Adana massacrés.
With the coup d’etat by the CUP in 1913, the stdé®logy of pan-Turkism legitimized
the hostility and mass violence towards the Armemapulation. In Kayseri Armenian
shops, houses and workshops were subjected tonviaeltacks:** The election of
Professor Garabed Tumayan of Kayseri, as deputythéo Ottoman parliament,

represented a reason of hope among the episodegl@rice that interested the city of

139 ygur Umit Ungodr and Mehmet Polatelonfiscation and Destruction: The Young Turk Seizofr
Armenian Property (London: Continuum, 2011), p. 21

140 Ongér and Polatel, p. 22.

141 Simon Payaslian, “The Fateful Years: Kesaria dutine Genocide”, ilArmenian Kesaria/Kayseri
and Cappadocia Richard G. Hovannisian (Eds), UCLA Armenian st & Culture Series, (Costa
Mesa: Mazda Publisher, 2013), p. 285.

142 payaslian, p. 285.

143 payaslian, p. 288.

144 Alboyajiyan, p. 1440.
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Kayseri. This election and the optimistic feelingisared among the Armenians of
Kayseri lasted for a very short period of timepaghe 28 of July 1914 the First World
War begart®

The persecutions, massacres and deportations oérams began in February
1915, and increased in the month of May, when irys€a and in the villages the
Armenians were subjected to house-to-house searfdresveapons, which were
followed by pillage and plundéf?® In the meantime many Armenians were arrested and
several leading personalities of the Armenian comitglof Kayseri were executed and
members of the church were imprisoned. During thentm of May nearly 200
Armenians were arrested with the accusation of ggsien of weapons and of
participation to revolutionary movements. Mass stgeand executions intensified in
June 1915, including episodes in Kayseri, as tlee@ion of several Armenians in the
Komur Square, accused of affiliation with politicabanizations?’ Violence continued
to grow in July as the local court martial “condesdnmore than fifty Armenians to
death; eight prisoners brought from Everek weré seigallows in Kesaria....this was
followed by the execution of fifteen community leas on August 138

The mass deportations from Kayseri started in 1815 and a few weeks later
the entire Armenian population of Kayseri was oedeto leavé?° The first deportation
and appropriation of Armenian properties in Kayskridescribed as follows by
Alboyajiyan:

On August the first caravan of Armenians froms&®a began to move
toward Nighde, as dictated by the public noticeJafy 26. Among its
provisions, the notice ordered the local policeséal all Armenian shops,
prohibited the sale by the current occupants afifure and movable goods,
required that any such sale be supervised by kaorities, and directed
the departing Armenians to prepare an inventoryhef household goods
being left behind and to deposit their monies laical bank or to transfer all
funds to a relative’s accouft’

145 Kevorkian, p. 514.
146 payaslian, p. 297.
147 payaslian, p. 298.
148 payaslian, p. 299.
149 payaslian, p. 303.
150 Alboyajiyan, p. 1441.
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The deportation of Armenians from the villages he tvicinity of Kayseri
continued in July with nearly 1,700 Armenians beitgported from Comakli, followed
by the Armenians of Dereverik! On August 9, around 500 Apostolic Armenian men
were forced from their homes and murdered. Frons ttmoment onwards the
deportations and the killings increased dramatgicdlly the end of August 1915 the
Armenians of Kayseri almost entirely disappedrédThe Armenian population of
Kayseri in the year 1914 was composed of 48,659sfghc Armenians and 1,515
Catholic Armenians; whereas in 1918 the Armeniaputation was reduced to 6,650.
The reduction and disappearance of the Armeniarulptpn soon reflected in the
destruction and deteriorating condition of Armeniatigious structures in the region.

(For a summary of the Ottoman Armenian populateferto Appendix 2)

151 payaslian, p. 304.

152 pid, p. 307.

153 Taner Akgcam,The Young Turks’ Crime Against Humanity: The ArmenGenocide and Ethnic
Cleansing in the Ottoman EmpiréPrinceton and Oxford: Princeton University Pre&312), pp. 260-
262.
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ARMENIAN CHURCHES AND MONASTERIES IN KAYSERI AND
SURROUNDINGS

The history of Armenian architecture can be studiedour main phases: the
formative period, the medieval period, the floumghof monasteries period and the
modern period. Starting with the conversion to €anity and ending with the Arab
invasion and occupation of Armenia, between theatfoand seventh centuries, the
formative period constituted the golden age of #rmnenian architecture. It was
followed by 200 years without any church or otheonemments’ construction. The
medieval period, between ninth and eleventh cezgusvas characterized by a revival
of architectural activity under the Bagratid kingd@f Ani and Kars, the Artsrunis of
Aghtmar and the area of Lake Van, and the ruleiSiafik. This period ended with the
loss of political autonomy and destruction of then&nian kingdoms by the invasion of
Seljukids after the mid-eleventh century. Betwdam tivelfth and fourteenth centuries
religious Armenian architecture experienced a fkhung construction of large
monastic complexes. This phase came to halt withu's invasion of Greater Armenia
and the destruction of the Armenian kingdom of c@liby the Mamluks in 1375. For a
period of two centuries architectural activity gted. It was only in the seventeenth
century that a limited number of new buildings,lualing the two churches part of the
Echmiadzin complex, were built under the rule & 8afavids>*

The modern phase with the emergence of TanzimabrRefin 1839 saw a
considerable change in the condition of the Armemian the Ottoman Empire,
including a new phase of construction of new cheschnd renovation of old onEs.In
this period, many Orthodox Greek and Armenian dhescwere rebuilt in Kayseri.
Almost all the surrounding villages inhabited bynAduslims had at least one church.
Currently it is difficult to provide an exact numbef the Armenian churches once

154 Jean-Michel ThierryArmenian Art New York: Harry N. Abrams, 1989, pp.124-125.

%5 seyda Giingér Acikgoz, “Armenians and the Churcheayeri in the 18 Century” inArmenians in
the Ottoman Societ§Erciyes University T International Social Symposium [EUSA-1] v. I, (Ysri:
Erciyes University), No. 162 (2007), p. 408.
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erected in the region, especially due to the ldatocumentation. In this study, | refer
to Alboyajiyan’s list of churches and monasteries the center of Kayseri and the
surrounding village$>® as his study on the history of the Armenian Kaysersents the

most detailed and precise information.

156 Arshag AlboyajianPatmutiun Hay Kesari¢The History of Armenian Kesaria], Vol.l, (Cairtesario
ev Shrjakayits Hayrenaktsakan Miutiun, 1937).
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2.1. Armenian churches in the center of Kayseri

The center of Kayseri had seven Gregorian churobes,Catholic and at least
two Protestant churches. Among these churches fanly of them can be located

precisely on a map:

Map 4" The Armenian churches in the center of Kaysesd, @regorian churches of Surp Sarkis, Surp

Asdvadzadzin and Surp Krikor Lusavorich and theh@lit church of Surp Khach.
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It is possible to trace the whereabouts of the ahof Surp Yeghya, although the
precise location cannot be designated.

According to a document dated 1723/1135, the chwfclsurp Yeghya was
partially destroyed by an earthquake in the quastévlermerli, which led the internal
and external walls in ruins with presence of raetex draining into the interior of the

church®®1n 1781, after applying to the court, permissionrstoration was granted to

157 Seyda Giingér AcikgdzKayseri ve Cevresindeki 19.Yuzyll Kiliseleri ve wtumalari icin Oneriler,

Unpablished PhD dissertation (Istandul:.U University, 2007), p. 275.
158 Acikgoz, p. 140.
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architect Mustafa>® In the shari'a court record a church with the sarame appeared
to be in the quarter of Tutak with the name of thestee Migirdi¢ in the year 1796.
According to the list of churches presented byAhmenian Patriarchate to the Ottoman
government (Bab-1 Ali) in &rmanfor restoration of the year 1831 the church apgkare
to be in the neighborhood of Selimpa without any reference to the year of its
destruction:®® Alboyajian did not mention Surp Yeghya Church amtime churches he
listed for the center of Kayseri, so most probathlis church had been completely
destroyed before 1937, the date of publicationi®fnork.

Alboyajian mentions the Church of Surp Krikor foeddin 1191, twelve years
after the establishment of the episcopétes the first church of Kayseri and he argues
that the church of Surp Krikor Lusavori¢ was buitt its site'®> Moreover, he mentions
two other churches Surp Stepanos and Surp Mergeobbsvhich he gives some
indications related to religious documents mentignihe names of the two churches.
Surp Stepanos appeared in a document dated 1275vasddestroyed before the
nineteenth centur}’® Surp Mergerios appeared in several religious demisnof the
years 1206, 1552, 1610 and 1621, but the yearwdtiction and destruction are
unknown. However, the church seemed to be usetkfigious feast celebrations until
the seventeenth centul§’. Concerning the location of Surp Mergerios Churome
indications are given by Tiridat Bishop Balyan, wtescribed the church as being
situated in the east after 30 minutes of walkirmgrfithe center of Kaysel?®> Simeon of
Poland described it as being located outside thewalls facing the holy tomb of
Barsegh of Cesarea with Mount Erciyes standingdistance of one mile to the south.
Surp Mergerious appeared to be already in ruinkeatime Simeon traveled to Kayseri
(1618) and in his accounts it is described as:

The holy tomb of Barsegh of Caesarea is outthdecity. There was a
large church facing it on the eastern side. Itaw/ mn ruins and Armenians
bury their dead there. Its stones have been remfmrethe construction of

159 pid, p.140.
180 Acikgoz, p. 140.
! Episcopate is the collective body of all the bighof a church (Oxford dictionaries available oefin
http://www.oxforddictionaries.com).
162 Alboyajian, p. 892.
153 pid, p. 893.
154 |bid, p. 893.
185 As cited in Alboyaijian, p. 894.
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the citadel. On the south side, beyond the wadinds the large church of
the warrior Merkourios, whose tomb is located iesitt is also in ruins;

only a small dome remains. There is an altar okerHholy tomb, where

every Monday the entire city visits with incensel @andles?®

Another church in the center of Kayseri is Surpkarnocated in the quarter of
Iceri Hisar {ceri Sar). Surp Sarkis Church appeared in the traveluadsdy Simeon of
Poland, where it is described as located in daaked that are dug in the grouidThe
church was rebuilt first in 1834 with the suppoft Qarkis Asa Giumshiah® and
renovated in 1884 by Bedros Martarian to be redtorece again in 1902 by an artisan
Gabriel Iplikcian®®® The three doors of the church respectively fatednharketplace,
the street leading to the church of Surp Asvadzadzid the street leading to the Greek
quarter. The second door was reported to be atandie of 100 feéf?

Another church mentioned by Alboyajian is Surp BghsHayrapet, described in
a religious document of the year 1621 as the moatrious church in Kayseri. By the
time he visited Kayseri, in the 1930s, the churdmsvalready destroyed. Alboyajian
does not provide information about the date of tocton, however he hesitatingly
identifies some of its ruins. The location of tleenains in the south of Kayseri, outside
the inhabited neighborhoos, suggests that Surpe§arsiayrapet was probably a
monastery.’*

In the center of Kayseri, except for Gregorian ches, there were also Protestant
and Catholic churches. Catholic and Protestant Arams benefited from the conditions
stipulated in the Treaty of Adrianople concludihg Russo-Turkish War of 1828-1829
and the consequent Ottoman Tanzimat reform pertadtireg in 1839. The first
Protestant Armenians were recorded in Kayseri i521&tarting with the year 1873
Protestant missionaries began to build severaleplaaf worship in the center of
Kayseri. A Protestant church in the street ofiB80esme starts appearing in tax registers

156 George A. BournoutiarThe Travel Accounts of Simeon of Pola(@osta Mesa: Mazda Publishers,
2007), p. 273.

157 Bournoutian, p. 189.

168 Bedross Der Matossian, “Ottoman Armenian Kesaagééri in the Nineteenth Century” Armenian
Kesaria/Kayseri and Cappadogci®ichard G. Hovannisian (Eds), UCLA Armenian Higt& Culture
Series, Mazda Publisher, 2013, p. 196.

189 Alboyajian, p. 898.

170 Alboyajian, p. 897.

171 Alboyajian, p. 899.
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in the 1880s, including its property of three carsserais and one house. In the
beginning of the twentieth century, Kayseri had tmtestant churches, one of them
was most probably situated in the quarter of Bakgednd used both as a house and
place of worshig’?

Moreover in the quarter of Bah¢abanother church was present, the Surp Khach
church belonging to the Catholic Armenian commurmityKayseri. By 1886, through
the efforts of Father Boghos Emanuelian the nunobé&rmenian Catholic households
raised to forty “and by the end of his long tentlre Catholic community had grown
several folds, being served by three Armenian aneetJesuit priests”® The Catholic
church Surp Khach (Hag), which began to be contduim 1871 and finished in 1889
(Map.1), most probably is the one described by Nau@s new and the most beautiful
church in town, during his visit to Kayseri in thear 1893

Not all the churches previously mentioned exisKayseri anymore. Only two
churches are still standing, Surp AsdvadzadzinSung Krikor Lusavorich, the former
utilized as a sport center (currently under restmnato be a cultural center) and the

latter still used as a church.

2.1.1. Surp Asdvadzadzin Church

Surp Asdvadzadzin Church (Fig.1) is situated ingharter of Kicikapr,”> known
as Emir Sultan neighborhood until the early twahtieentury (Map 1, Map 2). Noting
the appearance of the name of this church in a staipt dated 1277, Alboyajian traces
the construction back to around the year 26However, Alboyajian seems to have
been mistaken since it was not until 301 that Anawes accepted Christianity and
started building churches. According to an Ottordaoument of 1725, the church was
firstly destroyed by an earthquake and the govemrgeanted the reconstruction of a

smaller version of the church. However the chures webuilt with the same scale as

172 Der Matossian, p. 197.

173 Der Matossian, p. 197.

174 acikgoz, p. 141.

175 Kicikapi is name mentioned by Alboyajian and isi#l known today and used to refer to that quarte
178 Alboyajian, p. 894.
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before the earthquake. A court record from 178g&reefo a request for permission for
restoration due to the risk of collapse; the pesiais was granted by f@rmanby the
central governmerit.” Anotherfermandated 1831 testified a successive restoration of
the church."®

In the western facade of the church under an ovadlew, an inscription revealed
the year 1835 as the year of reconstruction of Swgvadzadzin church. Furthermore,
two inscriptions in Armenian can be still read, adthe door between the narthex and
the naos, even though they are covered by a Tuflaghon the upper side and an
inscription in Turkish under it. The first inscriph indicates 1838 as the year of
construction of the church with help by agaaGarabet Zartaryan; whereas the second
one, on which sultan Mahmud is remembered to betleegranting the construction of
the church. According to Boghos Zekiyan, this iipstesn is dated 1841-1849°

In the year 1895 the Armenians of Kayseri soughige in this church while
escaping from the attacks by the Turks and Kurde dhurch of Surp Asdvadzadzin
was known among the people of Kayseri as “Bilyiik’J@neat Church}2° The church
continued to function until the First World War, erkafter it was used for different
purposes: as storage, exhibition hall, municipdiiyiding, police station. Finally in the
year 1961 it was assigned to the Provincial Dinesttip of Youth and Sports (Genclik
ve Sporll Midurlugi).*® It has been used as a sport center until recemty it is

currently under restoration to become a culturatee (Fig.2).

7 Acikgbz, p. 141.
178 pid, p. 141.

19 pid, p. 142.

180 Alboyajian, p. 897.
181 Acikgoz, p. 143.
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Fig.1 Surp Sarkis Church in 198

82 y\ldiray Ozbek and Celil ArslarKayseri Tainmaz Kiiltiir Varliklari Envanteri(Kayseri Bilytkehir
Belediye, 2006), p.799.
183 Osman Koker100 Yil Once Tiirkiye'de Ermenildistanbul: Birzamanlar Yayincilik, 2005), p. 164.
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Fig.3 The main entrance of the chufth

184 Kayseri Tainmaz Kiiltir Varliklari Envanteri, p. 801
185 Field visit to Kayseri on 13 November 2014
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Fig.4 The western facade of Surp Asdvadzadzin ¢fitfrc

2.1.2. Surp Krikor Lusavorich Church

The Church of Surp Krikor Lusavorich (Fig.3) in tiqearter Dgar1 Sar/Disarl
Hisar (today’'s Caferbey Mahallesi) was rebuilt B6®, following the establishment of
the Armenian school Karamercan in 1887The church is dedicated to the patron saint
and first official head of the Armenian Apostoli©i@ch who started his monastic life
in Cappadocia during the late third century andestras the Archbishop of Kesaria in
the fourth century.

An inscription in the church indicates that theldinig went through a significant
restoration between the years 1883-1885. In 19@3 1Be golden decorations inside
the church have been covered, the women sectiencliorus place and the place
assigned to religious services have been enldfjéthe church was under the same
administration of the Surp Sarkis Church, until 88Iater it was attached to another
neighborhood together with the Armenian school Giyafi'®® Not in use during the
First World War, Surp Krikor Lusavorich church remed in 1919 following a small-

scale restoration. Finally it was reutilized for nsloip only in 1999. Today, Surp

186 Field visit to Kayseri on 13 November 2014.
187 Acikg6z, p. 148, and Alboyaciyan, p. 899.
188 Acikgoz, p. 148.

189 Acikgoz, p. 148.
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Lusavorich Church is the only Armenian church fimmng in the central Anatolia
(Fig.4)!® Currently the church opens its doors once a yeang spring for Easter
celebrations. During my visit to Kayseri the churghs closed. The comments of the
inhabitants of the neighborhood suggest that theniogg of the church for one day a
year represents a kind of event for neighborhoogdeimeral. The church appeared in a
worse condition than expected; some of the extewadls are partially collapsed and

repaired with rudimentary materials (Fig'8).
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5 §Urp Knkbr Lﬁsavorlch in 19308

Fig.

Fig.6 Surp Krikor Lusavorich Church in its curreandition.

199 |bid.
191 Field visit to Kayseri on 13 November 2014.

192 Alboyajian, p. 900.
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Fig. 7 The entrance fagade presents partially pséid walls?

193 Field visit to Kayseri on 13 November 2014.
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2.2. Armenian Churches and Monasteries in the Surnandings of Kayseri

It is extremely challenging to indicate an exactmber of churches and
monasteries for the villages in the Kaydarzaand Develikazathe center of Kayseri,
as for the center of Kayseri. The following mapresgnts my attempt to locate the
churches and monasteries as described by Alboyajian
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2.2.1. Armenian Churches in the Villages around Kaseri

The following table lists the villages inhabited b&rmenians and the

corresponding churches, including information oeirttyear of reconstruction, current

use and current condition.

Village / Year of Current
Town Church Reconstruction Current Use Condition
Balagesi | Surp Khach 1842 Not in use Partlglly
standing
Partiall
Comakli Surp Toros 1837 House+barn ar Ia. y
standing
Surp Hagop 1860 Not in use ?
Surp Lusavorich| 1890 Not in use ?
- Surp
? 2 ?
Cictin Asdvadzadzin |’ ' '
Darsiyak | Surp Andreas 1722/1728 Not in use Completely
destroyed
Derevank | Surp Toros ? ? ?
Surp 5 " 5
Asdvadzadzin
Efkere Surp Stepanos 1871/1886 Not in use Partlglly
standing
Surp Sarkis 1720s ? ?
Surp Kevork 1720s ? ?
. . Completely
Surp M ? Not
urp Mergerios ot in use destroyed
Erkilet Surp Kevork ? ? ?
Everek Surp Toros 1835 Mosque Preserved
Fenese Surp Toros 1835 Not in use Completely
destroyed
Germir Surp Stepanos 1835 Not in use Ruined
Gesi Surp Stepanos 1720s Not in use Partlglly
standing
Surp Kevork 1720s Not in use Ruined
. Surp
? 2 ?
libe Asdvadzadzin |’ ' '
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Inceu Surp Toros 1835 Not in use Ruined
. Built in 1859/
Kayeri fﬁ;zv}zrrlit%r restored in Church Preserved
1883-1885
Sport
Surp
. 1835/1885 center/currently | Preserved
Asdvadzadzin .
under restoration
Surp Sarkis 18 centur Not in use Completely
P y destroyed
Surp Khach 1889 Not in use Completely
destroyed
Mancusun| Surp Toros Late 157 Not in use ?
century
Surp . .
Asdvadzadzin 1836 Not in use Ruined
Surp Khach Late 15 Not in use ?
century
Surp h . -
Muncusun Asdvaczadzin 17" century Not in use .
: h
Nirze Surp Toros Mid 17 ? ?
century
Surp
? ?
Sarimsakli Asdvadzadzin 1869 : :
; h
Talas Surp Toros Mid 17 Not in use Completely
century destroyed
Surp . .
?
Asdvadzadzin : Not in use Ruined
. Partially
Tavlusun | Surp Toros 1835 Not in use .
standing
Tomarza Surp Boghos 1835 Storage Partla_lly
Bedros standing

Table 5. Armenian Churches of Kayseri and surrouwgndiillages. In the

churches present in Kayseri and surrounding viaaed towng®*

194 As regards the year of reconstruction, | utilized information reported by Alboyajian, whereas for
the use and the current conditions | utilized aefeorted by Agikgéz and the inventory realized fribrm

municipality of Kayseri.
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Among the reconstruction dates reported by Albayajand Acikgdz the dates
1720s and 1835 appeare repeatedly. Tulay Artara@gthe reconstruction activities in
1720’s with Grand Vezir Neehirli Damadibrahim Paa’s project of settlement and
rebuilding his hometown, namely Iykara village, now Nesehir, 70-80 kilometers to
the west of Kayseri>°At around this time many churches, Orthodox or Amiae, in
Cappadocia including Kayseri and its environs weguilt. On the other hand, the
numerous reconstructions in 1835 undoubtedly oeduafter the major earthquake,
which in the same year caused significant damagjeetbuildings of Kayseri.

The following list presents descriptions of tweleburches, through collected
information and through the field visit in Novemb2014. These churches are Surp
Toros in Tavlusun, Surp Stepanos in Efkere, Sugp&tos in Germir, Surp Boghos
Bedros in Tomarza, Surp Toros in Everek, Surp Tordenese, Surp Asdvadzadzin in
Gesi, Surp Toros in Nirze, Surp Toros and Surp Addadzin in Talas, Surp Khach in

Balagesi, and Surp Toros in Derevank.

Tavlusun Surp Toros Church

Surp Toros Church is located in the village of Tawun, northwest of the Greek
church of Agios Basileos in a sloping area (Map™*2)According to aferman of
restoration of 1835 andtapu tahrirregister of 1872, Surp Toros Church appeared to be
collocated in Kilise Soka in Asagl Ermeni quarter (Map 4Y’ By 1907 both the
school and church were already closed; howeveclhivech was reopened to worship
and a pastor was permanently appoirttédAfter 1915 the church was closed to
worship!® Currently the building is partially intact, but stoof the interior frescos
have been damaged. Furthermore the church wakedtaand damaged by treasure
seekerg

Several sections of the structure are collapsexig#ilery, a part of the staircase

from the courtyard to the gallery and the pavenmeffitont of the entrance to gallery are

195 personal communication on 15 June 2014.

19 Acikgoz, p. 42.

197 Acikgoz, p. 43.

198 pid, p. 760.

199 |pid, p. 760.

200 K ayseri Tainmaz Kiiltiir Varliklari Envanteri, p. 791.
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demolished. Moreover on the roof, the bell towetlmn southern edge is ruined and the
presbytery or probably the Mesrobian School is diied?** The church has been
subject to acts of vandalism: the stones on bal&ssof the door of the entrance facade
have been removed and the inscription has beepestiend made illegible; the window
irons of the apse have been partially disassemdneldthe ones which could not have
been removed were broken; the walls have beendwuith writings and wall paintings
have been partially destroyé.The half dome of the apse has been destroyedhend t
acoustic cubes remové® Furthermore, the church was partially destroyedrégsure
seeker$™ including the pavement of the naos, although pfite disassembled stones
were left in placé® The main cause determining the deterioration efdtructure is
neglect. For instance, in the interior, the mayoof plaster and most of the stucco
covering the vaults are detached, probably becatiske presence of rainwater and
vegetation grown in the interior of the chuf@A.The exterior of the church is also
damaged, as parts of the roof are covered withtagga and some stones from the

courtyard walls detached’

h in the villaxferaviusurt®®

Map 7.

~reT A 3
Location of Surp Toros Churc

201 Acikgdz, p. 46.

202 Acikgdz, p. 47.

203 pid, p. 47.

204 K ayseri Tainmaz Kiiltiir Varliklari Envanteri, p. 791.
205 Acikgdz, p. 47.

208 pid, p. 47.

207 bid, p. 47.

208 K ayseri Tainmaz Kiiltiir Varliklari Envanteri, p. 791.
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Fig.8 Tavlusun Surp Toros Church current condiffn.

Efkere Surp Stepanos Church

The Church of Surp Stepanos (Fig.6) is located sloging terrain in the eastern
part of Efkere. Although the inscription above thetrance has been removed, it is
possible to trace the origin of the church fromeothecords. A possible date of
construction is reported on a stone in the nortetgr@ corner of the structure as
1600'° According to the list of churches submitted frohe tpatriarchate to the
Ottoman government, the date of construction setambe 1858 According to
Alboyajian, the current structure of the churchedaback to 1874} whereas an
approval for repair was granted by the Sultan Abdilid Il in 1886, leading to the
final version of the churcft?

The church presents several destroyed parts: the das been destroyed (Fig.8)
and only two rows of the bearing wall are stillngtang; the galleries and the bell tower
have been completely destroyed As the majority of the churches in Anatolia, Surp
Stepanos church has also been subject to acts rafalem by treasure seekers,
including the theft of the columns from the entmrend the apse as well as the
destruction of the motifs located above the dddAs for Tavlusun Surp Toros Church,

the collapse of the dome has made the structurentain unprotected against external

299 Acikg6z, p. 290.

210 As other several churches, the original structlates back to seventeenth century, but the current
structure resulted from a work of restoration dgrihe mid-nineteenth century.

2L Acikg6z, p. 61.

212 Alboyajian, p. 775.

213 Acikgdz, p. 61.

24 Acikgdz, p. 65

215 Acikgdz, p. 65
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influences, leading to the degradation of the maedecoration and the detachment of
the plaster from the walls. Moreover, exposure ¢éater conditions caused the damage

of the decorations on the pendants and the formaficracks all over the walf$®

Fig.9 Efkere Surp Stepanos Church in 1913 the damdethe bell tower’

Fig.10 Efkere Surp Stepanos Church current comitith the complete destruction of its dome

and bell towef*8

218 Acikgoz, p. 66
27 Acikgdz, p. 306
218 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.
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Fig.11 The absent dome of Surp Stepanos chtfrch

Germir Surp Stepanos Church

The construction of Church of Surp Stepanos invilage of Germir started in
1858 on the site of an old church and was complietd®60%?° Located in a plain area,
the complex included a courtyard with three cistetwo gardens with 150 gravestones
and a school at the western side of the narthexp®)&" A large part of the roof and
the side walls have not survived. Part of the bagdvas transformed into a dwelling
through closing the narthex and the gallery. A garthordered with walls, probably
created with the stones belonging originally to ¢harch, was constructed in the center

of the nave??

219 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.
220 Alboyajian, p. 763.

221 Acikgdz, p. 104.

222 Acikgdz, p. 104.
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223 Acikgdz, p. 248.
224 Alboyajian, p. 764.
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Fig. 14 A part of Germir Surp Toros Church utilizaslhabitatiof?®

Fig.15 The church courtyard currently part of tlabitatiorf?’

225 From the online catalogue of the exhibiti®hurches of Historic Armenia: A Legacy to the World
http://www.fresnostate.edu/artshum/armenianstudisslirces/churcheslate of access: 20/06/2014
226 Field visit to Germir on 14 November 2014.
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Tomarza Surp Boghos Bedros Chiiféh

As reported in an Ottoman document, the constrmatib Surp Boghos Bedros
Church was permitted by the Ottoman governmen8B5$2° The church complex also
included a school, named Torkomian, built in 18%7Avhich changed its name into
Sahakian in 1916 After 1915 the building started to be utilized €bfferent purposes.
Used as a storehouse and later as a cinema. Frégnuf®to now it has been used as a
storage belonging to the Municipality of Tomaf?a.

A large part of the western wall, the narthex amel gallery have been destroyed;
the arches have been filled with rubble stonesthadriginal door was replaced with
an iron gate; all the windows and gates have bemed with bricks and the pavement
was covered by concret® The external walls of the northern and southeoadas
have been destroyed together with the balconi#iseopastoforium roons” Compared
to the acts of vandalism involved in other churcimethe region, Surp Boghos Bedros
Church was less damaged; however signs of illegad\ations are visible in its interior
and part of the iron door supports have beerf*éthe church is in a status of neglect
that affected the structure with the formation ohoks and fractures on the roof.
Moisture in the apse half-dome led to deterioratbthe wall plaster and the stucco of

columns and walls in the lower part of the chuth.

227 Eield visit to Germir on 14 November 2014.

228 For the town and the church of Tomarzairtualani.orgtomarza/index.htm;Gertrude Bell,Letter
dated 18 June 190Mttp://www.gerty.ncl.ac.uk/letters/I899.htm; Clesr Hardy,In Search of our Roots,
an Armenian OdysseWnttp://www.bvahan.com/armenianpilgrimages/hardgf; Steven HillThe Early
Christian Church at Tomarza - A Study Based on ®&jraiphs Taken in 1909 by Gertrude Bell
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 29, (1975), pp. 151-164; .Kikg, Through the Taurus Mountains and the
Armenian Cilician KingdomAsiatic Review, Vol. 33 (1937), p.797; V. L. Pagsan (project director),
Armenian Antiquities in the Tomarza Region in AriaerArchitecture: A Documented Photo-Archival
Collection on Microfiche Vol.5/microfiche 57; Hans Rottleinasiatische Denkmaler aus Pisidien,
Pamphylien, Kappadokien, und Lykjér_eipzig, 1908), pp. 179-187.

229 Acikgdz, p. 123.

230 Alboyajian, p. 858

21 Alboyajian, p. 859

232 Acikgdz, p. 123

233 Acikgdz, p. 126

%4 1pid, p. 127

23 pid, p. 127

238 Acikgdz, p. 127
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Fig.16 Tomarza Surp Boghos Bedros Church curremdition >’

Everek Surp Toros Church

The church of Surp Toros in the town of Everek wasstructed in 1757. It is
believed that the construction of the church sertgedneet the spiritual needs of a
growing community, in the place of a previous sncalhpel, which was not suitable to
accommodate all the Armenians of Evef&klin an Ottoman document of 1835 a
ferman for the restoration of Surp Toros is found. Thetsoof materials and labor
required to restore the church were reported by drend vizier to the sultan
Abdilhamid 1l in a document of 189%5° Another permission for restoration was
granted 1904, while a document of 1913 reportg#renission for the construction of a
male school in the courtyard and the ratificatidnaofemale section of the school
previously built without authorizatioff® After 1915 the church remained closed to

service for many years until 1978, when it stattede used as a mosque (Fig.13).

%’From the online catalogue of the exhibiti®murches of Historic Armenia: A Legacy to the World
http://www.fresnostate.edu/artshum/armenianstudiesurces/churches/, date of access: 20/06/2014.
238 Alboyajian, p. 823.

239 Acikgdz, p. 130.

249 pid, p. 130.

241 pid, p. 130.
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Fig.17 Everek Surp Toros converted in Fatih Mostte.

Fenese Surp Toros Church

The church of Surp Toros in Fenese was built inO18D enlarge the already
existing chapel of Surp Hagop. Similarly to case EMerek, the town of Fenese
experienced a growth in population in late severtteeentury and a bigger church of
Surp Toros was built to receive all the Armeniamomnity?*® After 1915 the church
remained empty and was subjected to modificatiorthm successive years, as the
closure with tones of the main door and the opepimgnother entrance on the opposite
side. The ruined section of the narthex wall haserbcovered with wooden planks and
closed with stones. The church is of the basiljgee twith three naves and three apses
with the central nave divided from the side aigle®ugh four columns. The columns
forming the nave are connected with the adjacelfitbaumn through arches, which are
all destroyed, with the exception of the half cohsnadjacent to the apse. In the apse on
the right side of the main apse and the right riaeee are three small niches. Moreover
there are cross-domed vaults in the central nawday the church is utilized as a barn
for cows and lost any reference of being a chuBd#tause of the bad conditions the

internal fresco completely disappeared (Fig*4).

242 Ejeld visit to Develi on 15 November 2014.

243 pleksan Krikorian,Evereg-Fenesse: Its Armenian History and Traditjofi¥etroit: Evereg-Fenesse
Mesrobian-Roupinian Educational Society, 19905@.

%44 As indicated in the reports of the Cultural andual Heritage Conservation Board of Kayseri (Kiiltii
ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kurulu) dated Jun€®g0
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Fig.19 One of the entrances of the church in itsezu conditio

245 Acikgdz, p. 364.
248 Field visit to Develi on 15 November 2014.
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Fig. 20 The interior of Surp Toros in Fenese cutyams as a?ﬁ7

Gesi Surp Asdvadzadzin Church

The Church is located in the village of Gesi, si#dal9 kilometers north-east of
Kayseri. The church was built in the center of tillage in a flat area on a slope. The
exact date of construction is unknown, but accgrdmAlboyajian it was built in mid-
nineteenth century. The church together with thenastery of Surp Daniel was
destroyed some days after the deportation of tieefitans from the village in 19#%*
Part of the original structure was first used asnelling and then as a post office. In
2000, the church became the property of the Mualitipwhich put it on salé?*

Nirze Surp Toros Church

The church is located in Nirze, 17 kilometers friayseri and it is situated on a
sloping terrain in the center of the villag8.According to Alboyajian the date of
construction is 185%>! The original structure of the church was modifigden it was
transformed partially into a house and storage. Jéwtion of the narthex is used as
dwelling, whereas the other sections of the chumolh employed as storage. The

structure is ruined; the northern nave, the seatiothe apse facing the naos and the

247 photograph provided on 15 November 2014 at théu€lland Natural Heritage Conservation Board
of Kayseri.

248 Alboyajian, p. 730.

29 ga5r, p. 141.

20 5g5r, p. 144.

51 Alboyajian, p. 735.
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narthex are closed with walls. The roof is covenath grass and the roof tiles have
been damaged. The narthex was closed with additroaterial and when the building
was transformed into a house additional structtoedifferent functions were added to

the original oné>?

Talas Surp Toros and Surp Asdvadzadzin Churches

The village of Talas had two Armenian ChurchespSkoros (Fig.16/Fig.18) and
Surp Asdvadzadzin. The former (Fig.15) was builti-seventeenth centdry and it
was the only Armenian church in the village urti# early nineteenth century, when the
church of Surp Asdvadzadzin (Fig.17) was built @122°* According to Alboyajian the
churches were in function until 1915, but when hentvback to Talas in 1937 the
churches were destroyed. Today there are no ttaftesf these churcheS® Claiming
that Surp Asdvadzadzin church can be still idegdifioday, Sar locates it in Yukari
Mahalle on a slope terrain close to Han Mosqueh@lgh it was possible to find the
Han Mosque during the field visit to Talas in Noymmn 2014, any Armenian churches
in the vicinity could not be located. The Cultueald Natural Heritage Conservation
Board of Kayseri, on the other hand, points at a$tory structure resembling a house
from the outside. Although closed to visits, thelt@al and Natural Heritage
Conservation Board officials mention the presentearo interior dome, based on a
report dated 1998 (Fig 213°

B2 5g5r, p. 144.

%3 Alboyajian, p. 734.

%4 Alboyajian, p. 738.

%3 Alboyajian, p. 738.

% Erom a personal meeting at the Koruma Kurulu ofd¢ési on 14 November 2014.
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Fig.23 Talas Surp Toros Church in early 1580s

257 photograph provided at Koruma Kurulu of Kaysetiing the field visit in November 2014.
258 Alboyajian, p. 735
29 Acikgdz, p. 350
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Fig.25 Talas Surp Asdvadzadzin Chdféh

Balagesi Surp Khach Church

Surp Khach Church is located on a sloping termaithé southern part of Balagesi,
a village situated 19 kilometers northeast of Kaysshich currently is part of the
municipality of Melikgazi. According to AlboyajianSurp Khach Church was
constructed in 1842 on the site of a previouslytrdged church, named Surp
Asdvadzadzirf®? In 1915 there was no priest and only the mensésvamere still

working in the churcR®® The church is currently in ruins and used as @ iodd. A

260 Acikgoz, p. 351
261 Acikgdz, p. 350.
262 Alboyajian, p. 769.
263 Sg31r, p. 126.
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portion of the west wall of the naos central namd the northeast corner of the north
apse have been demolished. The windows on the waitthave been walled f5?

Derevank Surp Toros Church

Surp Toros Church is located in the village of ar&k, 3 kilometers north of
Talas. It is situated on a sloping terrain. A spedate of construction is not indicated,
but some sources described it as a church belongitige nineteenth century. Currently
used as a sheepfold, the church is totally destrtwgeause of illegal excavations. The
naos and the reliefs are partly fragmented. Thatétodoor is halfway closed with
stones®

24 sair, p. 125.
%> gair, p. 130.
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2.2.2. Armenian monasteries in the villages and tawaround Kayseri

The following table lists the monasteries that &xdsn the region according to the
information reported by Alboyajiyan. Differentlydim the churches, the monasteries
were not located in the center of the villages,ibunore peripheral areas. The sixteen

monasteries and the religious schools includetiercomplexes have been destroyed.

Area Name of the Year of Current Current
monastery construction Use Condition

Efkere Surp Garabed T2entury Not inuse | Ruined

Balagesi | Surp Daniel ? Notinus¢ Ruined
Surp Parsam ? Notinuse ?

South of | Surb Aghotik ? Notinuse| ?

Balagesi

Derevank| Surp Sarkis/Dere | Mid 18" Not in use | Ruined
Vank century

Erkilet Surp Kevork ? Notinusel ?

llibe Surp Asdvadzadzin ? Notinuse ?

Tomarza | Surp Asdvadzadzin| "6entury Not inuse | Ruined
Surp Parsegh ? Notinuse  Completely

destroyed

East of| Surp Teodoros and | 12" century Notinuse | Completely

Kayseri | Mergerios destroyed

South of | Surp Parsegh F7century Notinuse | Completely

Kayseri destroyed

South of | Surp Asdvadzadzin ? ? ?

Kayseri

Talas Surp Parsegh ? Notin use | Completely
Hayrapet destroyed
Surp Minas ? ? ?

Darsiyak | Surp Krikor ? Notinuse | Completely
Naregatsi destroyed

Darsiyak | Surp Krikor Niusatsi| ? Notinuse| Completely

area destroyed

Table 8. List of monasteries in the surroundingkayseri
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Surp Garabed Monastery in Efkere

The Monastery of Surp Garabed (Fig.19) was locag#ilometers from Kayseri
toward the village of Efkere. It consisted of agarcomplex and was one of the most
important sites of pilgrimage for Armenians throaghthe Ottoman Empir&® The
first clear reference to the monastery appeareghit\rmenian colophon of 1268 A
description of the monastic complex was providedshbyeon of Poland, who visited the
region in 1617-1618:

“... we reached the large and magnificent dome-shapadastery of
Surb Karabet, which was located on a high mounfeem where the entire
city was visible... The building of the monastery veasazing, for it was on
top of a cliff, while below all the way to the citgtretched caves, which
served as cells for many ascetics, like the onddltoiforos in Konya or the
pech’erat Mank’erman *®
The monastery constituted an important educatiotehter with the
establishment of a seminary for the preparatiogoning clergymen and starting
with 1888 it served “as a teacher-training semirfarythe entire region under the
name Zharangavorats varzharaf?. The monastery was in function until 1948,
whereatfter it was subject to destruction and neégleading to its current status of

being almost entirely destroyed (Fig.26).

2% www.efkere.com

267 Alboyajian, p. 960

%8 George A. BournoutiariThe Travel Accounts of Simeon of Pola(@osta Mesa: Mazda Publishers,
2007), p. 203

269 Herve Georgelin, “Armenians in Late Ottoman Rutebkaria/Kayseri”, inArmenian Kesaria/Kayseri
and CappadociaRichard G. Hovannisian (Eds), UCLA Armenian Higt& Culture Series, (Costa
Mesa: Mazda Publisher, 2013), p. 243

270 Alboyajian, p. 961

"1 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014
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Fig.26 Efkere Surp Garabed Monastéty

Other important Armenian monasteries in $a@cakof Kayseri, which have been
almost completely destroyed, are Tomarza Surp Adzhdrin (Fig.21), Derevank Surp
Sarkis (Fig.23) and Balagesi Surp Daniel (Fig.24).

272 Osman Koker, p. 166
273 Alboyajian, p. 1008
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The monastery of Surp Daniel in Balagesi was caostd in the mid-eleventh
century and demolished a few days after all the éxian inhabitants were deported in
1915%°

214 Acikg6z, p. 359.

275 From the online catalogue of the exhibition Checlof Historic Armenia: A Legacy to the World:
http://www.fresnostate.edu/artshum/armenianstudiesurces/churches/

278 Alboyajian, p. 993.

277 Alboyajian, p. 993.
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ARMENIAN RELIGIOUS ARCHITECTURE OF KAYSERI AS
TARGET OF SPATIAL AND CULTURAL CLEANSING

Focusing on Kayseri and surroundings, this chamegues that religious
Armenian architecture has been one of the mainetarg the attempts to remove
Armenian presence in Anatolia after 1915. The desitin, neglect and transformation
of the Armenian architecture constituted a strategyemove the visible marks and
traces left on the ground, in addition to the pbagkiannihilation of the Ottoman
Armenians.

Referring to architecture as the main aspect witbitoman Armenian material
culture, this chapter analyzes the main strategiegestruction of Armenian churches
and monasteries in Kayseri and in the surroundili@ges, while giving a picture of the
current condition. As Armenian religious architeetin Kayseri and villages occupied
and by some means still occupies a specific spab&h itself has endured many
changes during the twentieh century, | introdue@dbncept of spatial nationalism and
its results for the study case of Kayseri. Sinperceive the destruction of the Ottoman
Armenian architecture both as a part of the germ@docess and as a post-genocidal
act (in some cases it can be considered as anrangoicess) aimed to utterly remove
their presence, this chapter investigates the isgti®in the framework of spatial

cleansing, cultural cleansing and destruction afemia culture.
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3.1. Spatial Nationalism

The concept of spatial nationalism involves différstrategies aimed to change
space and landscapes by excluding, displacing aspbskessing “the externalized
‘other’. The concept of spatial nationalism alsaludles strategies of re-construction
and re-production for the sovereign and hegemalf ‘of the nation.?’® The Turkish
case of late nineteenth and twentieth century sgmts “almost ideal-typical model of
the discursive imagination and the material practit nationalism and its geographical
strategies, aimed at the creation of an ethni¢allyjogenous ‘homeland®®

The plan of homogenization of Anatolia by the CUikhed to reshape “the
region’s demographic character on the basis dffitslim Turkish population?2° The
plan was largely based on two main points: thendes of Anatolia’s non-Muslim
population and the assimilation/turkification of af Anatolia’s non-Turkish Muslim
communitie®*The homogenization of Anatolia was basically a paton and
resettlement policy, which was adopted after tlesds in the Balkan Wars in 1912-
191372 The policy took the form of demographic enginegfitf This also had a role in
the Armenian deportations as, according to Taneraik “the population ratios where
Armenians were deported and where they remained dexisive, and the deportations
were carried accordingly® Akcam argues that demographic engineering took the
form of genocide in the Armenian case and that ‘Shéo 10 percent rulé® of
resettlement was decisive in the annihilation pset® In these terms the Armenian

Genocide was not only carried out as demographgneering, but also through

278 Kerem Oktem,Creating the Turk's Homeland: Modernization, Natitism and Geography in
Southeast Turkey in the late 19th and 20th Cergurfaper for the Socrates Kokkalis Graduate
Workshop 2003, “The City: Urban Culture, Architegtand Society”, p. 1.

219 pid, p.1

280 Akcam, p. 29

281 Akcam, p. 29

282 Akcam, p. 30.

23 (Oktem, “The Nation’s Imprint: Demographic Enginiegr and the Change of Toponymes in
Republican Turkey”, ifcuropean Journal of Turkish Studjew. 7, 2008, p. 12.

24 Taner Akgam,The Young Turks’ Crime against Humanity: The ArmenGenocide and Ethnic
Cleansing in the Ottoman Empjr@rinceton: University Press, 2013), p. 227.

25 «The government’s population and settlement poli@s to ensure that the number of people of any
group being resettled in a given area not exceledl® percent of the total population.” (Akcam, §).4

86 Akcam, pp. 227-228.
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mathematical accuracy, as the “the number of Arameideported to Syria, and those
who remained behind, would not exceed 5 to 10 pe¢rakthe population of the places
in which they were found®®’ According to Akgam “such a result could be achieve
only through annihilation?*®

For the case of Kayseri the provincial district gmor reported on 18 September
1915:

It is submitted that in the center and envirthrese are 46,463 Armenians
[of the Armenian Church], 1,515 Catholics [Armersgnand 1,957
Protestants [Armenians], so that in all the Armarpapulation is registered
as 49,947, of whom 44,271 have been deported tprthences of Aleppo,
Damascus, and Mosul, and 765 people while havieg erlier set out, in
view of their fleeing, returning and hiding, wergaian seized and were in
the course of deportation; and the 4,911 [membeafoldier's families
remaining in the provincial district, with the igsificant number of
Protestant and Catholic remnants, were distribtitethe villages in a 5
percent proportion?*®

Along with demographic engineering, the appropoiatiof space developed
through another strategy, such as ‘toponymical reeeging” that utterly changed the
physical settings of Anatolia. The strategy in diees involved a process of
Turkification of names of places, which accordingQktem presents four main waves
of name change: the first from 1915 to 1922, theosd from 1922 to 1950, the third
from 1950 to 1980 and the fourth in the 1985'%.

The first wave is related to the deportation lawlaesd by the CUP on 27 May
1915 and consequent exile of Armenians, Assyriand, some Kurdish communities.
Immediately the government started a process okrnaamsformation of the evacuated
villages?®* The second phase coincided with the outset oReeublic and a series of
directories entitled ‘Names of our villages accoglito the new territorial division’

FQZ

(Yeni tekilat-i mulkiyede koylerimizin adlgxf~* This process also included the revision

27 Akcam, p. 242.

288 |pid, p. 242.

289 Akcam, pp. 245-246.

290 Kerem Oktem, “The Nation’s Imprint: Demographicdiiteering and the Change of Toponymes in
Republican Turkey”, ireuropean Journal of Turkish Studjes. 7 (2008).

21 pid, p. 19.

292 bid, p. 27.

84



of existing maps, as the publication in 1929 of General Map of Turkey in Latin
script, by the Office of General Staff. A succeesMap of Turkey in 1934 was be
accompanied by a directory of place names editedth®y Turkish Geography
Associatior?®® During this first phase “the reference to histaricegions such as
Armenia, Kurdistan or Lazistan was forbidden aritha imposed on the importation of
maps containing these ternfS®

Despite the publication of numerous maps duringehgears this strategy proved
to be only partially successful, because of comtthusage of original geographical
names by the local population. Thus, in the thindge, the General Directorate for
Provincial Administration initiated an ‘Expert Corssion for name change’ (Ad
Degistirme ihtisas Kurulu) in 1957° In 1968 a new edition of ‘Our villages’
(Koylerimi was presented and by that year around 36% wofliaiges names in Turkey
were change®® The final phase of toponymical engineering in 1880s proved to be
particularly remarkable with the organization d6gmposium on Turkish Toponymes’,
by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, aimed tgstate even more scrupulous rules
in creating new place-namé¥.

Regarding the region of Kayseri, most of the naofethe villages inhabited by
Greeks and Armenians were subjected to a processpohymical engineering and

some of the villages included in this thesis hagerbchanged as follows:

Original name New name
Darsiyak Kayabg
Derevank Derevenk
Efkere Bahceli
Everek-Fenesse Develi
Germir Konaklar
Mancusun Yeilyurt

293 pid, p. 28.

294 bid, p. 31.

295 Oktem, p. 34.

29 Bktem, p. 44.

297 Oktem, pp. 50-53.
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Muncusun Gungi

Tavlusun Aydinlar

3.2. Spatial Cleansing

The implemented policies that altered the demodcaphd topographic settings
can be interpreted as part of “spatial cleansingfined by anthropologist Michael
Herzfeld as “the conceptual and physical clarifaraiof boundaries, with a concomitant
definition of former residents as intrudef8” Herzfeld argues that spatial cleansing
“‘incorporates an intentional allusion to the notwinethnic cleansing, since, although
the latter is usually far more physical in its @te, both entail the disruption of
fundamental security, and especially of ontologisakturity, for entire groups of
people.?® This argumentation appears particularly adequaie the Ottoman
Armenians, who experienced ethnic cleansing cdeeélado a process of spatial
cleansing.

Herzfeld discusses the concept of spatial cleanseigted to practices of
gentrification in Rome and Bangkok. In the form#re’ local people have been treated,
as they see it, as an ‘Indian reservation’ awaitergoval at the pleasure of the rich, in a
classic pattern of the most destructive kind oftgfcation.”**® Whereas in the latter
spatial cleansing consists in the removal of aiBagg@mt portion of the local population
in the area of Pom Mahakam to build expensive westtyle shops and export
displays®*

Similarly, in the early Republic period, Kayseris anany Anatolian cities,
experienced a process of development and modaomzh@at changed the urban setting

and landscape through several urban plamsar( planlar). The process of

29%8\lichael Herzfeld, “Spatial Cleansing: Monumentalcity and the Idea of the West”, ifournal of
Material Culture, Vol. 11(1/2): 127-149, London, Thousand Oaks, CAd aNew Delhi: SAGE
Publications, p. 142.
299 Herzfeld, p. 142.
300 Herzfeld, p. 136.
301 Herzfeld, p. 136.
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modernization of Kayseri started between 1932 89861 The expansion of the city
borders, the establishment of a plane factory i2613he construction of Ankara-
Kayseri railway line in 1927, the establishmentaf connection between Kayseri and
Ulukisla in 1932, and the construction of Stimerbank Clédlctory in 1935 are all
examples of the modernization process that tookepla Kayserf®? The first urban
plan of the city by an urban engineer Burhanettaylgk in the year 1933, which was
approved by the Ministry of the Interior on 22 Aftb363°° The second city plan for
Kayseri was prepared by the German architect-ufdanner Gustav Oelsner and the
Turkish architect-urban planner Kemal Ahmet Arud amas approved in 1945? All
these transformations aiming to modernize the tdedh to the destruction of the
architecture of the old city of Kayseri.

Herzfeld (1991) in his study on spatial cleansitep @antroduces the case of Crete
and the area of the old market, which was transédrio a tourist attraction. Herzfeld
argues that “the Muslim presence was reduced tgnebalic historic shadow and
subjected to a respatialization that framed thequesas cultural upgraded (it is now a
music conservatory!) and as a monument to thedilieterance of the West® The
architectural heritage of the Ottoman past became “dangerous cultural
embarrassment” and “an attraction for the oriestatjaze of the tourist” for the
Greeks®®

Another interesting example of spatial cleansingjciv represented a source of
comparison in this study, is the work by anthrogab Roxane Caftanzoglou, namely
the quarter of Anafiotika, located in the area lahehe Acropolis of Athens. This
guarter is a really small settlement, composedlimpst fifty houses, built in the 1860’s

by immigrant workers from the Cyclades. The inhafii¢ were mostly involved in

302 syat Cabuk, “Kayseri’nin Cumhuriyet Dénemindélki Kent Diizenlemesi: 1933 Caylak Plani,” in
Middle East Technical University Journal of the Blg of ArchitectureMETU JFA No. 2 (2012), p.64.
See also Suat Cabuk, Kemal Demir, “Urban plannixgedence in Kayseri in the 1940s: 1945 Oelsner-
Aru City Plan”, ITU A/Z, Vol.10,/No.1 (2013), pp.96-116

See also: Seda Cgh Hovardaglu, “Kayseri Oelsner - Aru Plani ve Plan Uygulamé@reéinde Yerel
Yonetimlerin Roli (1930-1965)"Cagdas Yerel YonetimlerVol.23/No.1 (January 2014), pp.39-55; H.
Cagatay Keskinok, “Urban Planning Experience of Turkeythe 1930s”,METU JFA No.1 (2010),
pp-173-188.

303 Cabuk, p. 64.

304 bid, p. 64.

303 pid, p. 134.

308 |pid, p. 134.
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construction and by the time that they immigraedthens, they were involved in the
reconstruction of the city as the new capital. Thevolvement in this reconstruction
project explains the reason why they started tddbtheir houses just under the
Acropolis, an area already considered as an aropeal ground. From the beginning
of their settlement in the quarter, they were atdered as illegal residents and were
threatened of demolition and relocation, which lfywhappened in the 1930’s and the
1970's3%” In 2008, the Ministry of Culture has expropriatedst of the houses and
nowadays the settlement is inhabited by forty-fpeople, consisting of middle-aged
and elderly retired manual workers, most of them descendants and relatives of the
initial settlers®®®

The location of the quarter of Anafiotika is impat for undertanding one of the
reasons why this settlement was exposed to aeBvif relocation and expropriation.
The residents of Anafiotika began to settle in floisation under the Acropolis in a
period when Greece was still developing its nafiooaltural identity after its
independence of 1832. Athens was chosen as théositbe capital of the new nation
and “its (re)construction was planned along linésHellenic purity, the unsettling
evidence of Greece’s Ottoman heritage along wittallovernacular forms had to be
confronted, all the more so when situated in then@diate vicinity of remains of
classical antiquity>*® The quarter of Anafiotika is situated under thedkolis, symbol
of the glorious past of ancient Greece. It was iamlistill seen as an intruder and as “a
disorderly and polluting irruption of social tima the midst of the isolated and well
guarded ‘buffer zone’ designed to surround andaisolthe Acropolis from the
disturbing presence of contemporary Greek sociéfyy.”

Scholarly texts and state decrees clearly inditad the Anafiotika settlement
started to be considered ‘matter out of place’aayein the last two decades of the

nineteenth century* The settlement and its residents are considesgmbnsible for the

37 Roxane Caftanzoglou, Roxane Caftanzoglou, “Thed®aof the Sacred Rock: Contrasting
Discourses of Place under the Acropolis”dantested Landscapes: Movement, Exile and PRagbara
Bender and Margot Winer (Eds), (Berg Publisher§120p. 22.

308 Roxane Caftanzoglou, “The Sacred Rock and theaReoSettlement: Place, Memory and Identity
under the Acropolis”, ifDral History, No. 28 (2008), p. 44.

309 caftanzoglou (2001), p. 23.

319 pid, p. 24.

311 Roxane Caftanzoglou (2008), p. 45.
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degradation of “the sacredness of the monumert&l*sf The unwanted presence of
the Anafiotika residents has been dealt througlierdint means: written texts by
nationalist scholars, visual material as maps atydgeiides and physical interventions
in the settlement. Regarding the written texts,e®&reationalist historians and writers
addressed petitions to the government for remof/éhe settlement from the ar&s.
Visual material about the city of Athens as mapd aspecially travel guides show “a
shadowed or colored strip extending below the Aglispbetween the rock and the
neighborhood of the Plaka bearing a name: Anafiiit relegating it to a non-plade>
The final step is demolition for archeological exating as in the 1930’s and in 1970’s
expropriating mostly the entire population of treghborhood® The spatial cleansing
examples studied by Herzfeld and Caftanzoglou smmte an opportunity to
contextualize the Armenian case according to &fft concept of spatial cleansing, as
none of the reasons explained by the two anthrgpsi apply to the Ottoman/Turkish
case.

The Ottoman Armenians have not been subjectedlacation from a particular
quarter to another for gentrification reasons (saslior the cases studied by Herzfeld)
or because they were degrading a historically ingmbrsite (as the case of Anafiotika
settlers studied by Caftanzoglou). They were taddty a wartime policy of total
destruction, which reached the final stage of thhenénian Genocide in 1915. The
survivors were deported in regions distant fromirtht@meland, as the deserts of
present-day Syria and Iraq, where they were retocaiccording to a demographic
policy ensuring that they did not exceed ten peroéiocal Muslim populatiori*’ This
process differentiates substantially from the pesicof spatial cleansing studied by the
two anthropologists, as the Ottoman Armenians wengsically annihilated and
dislocated through the genocidal policies mentioaigave.

Along with the physical annihilation, the Armeniaraterial culture was subjected

to destruction. Again, the main cause of destractvas not because of gentrification or

312 bid, p. 45.
313 bid, p. 45.
314 bid, p. 46.
313 bid, p. 46.
318 bid, p. 46.
317 Akcam, pp. 247-249.

89



modernization reasons. The urban plans of Kaysdhe 1930’s and 1940’s, influenced
by western urban developments, were intended toemake the town (which was
criticized to have a Middle Age appeararitéand not to attack directly the architecture

of the non-Muslim communities.

3.3. Cultural Cleansing

Lemkin’s description of acts of vandalism as “an attacketng a collectivity
can also take the form of systematic and organdesiruction of the art and cultural
heritage in which the unique genius and achieveroét collectivity are revealed in
fields of science, arts and literaturéappears particularly appropriate for the Ottoman
Armenian architectur&® Together with outright destruction or gradual eegl
vandalism directed to the Armenian churches of Kayand its surroundings also
represent the removal of the local Armenian mateudture with all its symbols and
artistic creations.

In order to understand the magnitude of overalltrdeson that affected the
Ottoman Armenian architecture, it is necessaryetaoember the numbers of Armenian
churches, monasteries and schools functioningenQttoman Empire. Since there are
several sources reporting different numbers, | ehosrefer to Dickran Kouymijian’s
information about the number of Armenian churchespasteries and schools in the
years 1913-1914 and in 1919. Kouymijian relies orynkand Kevorkian and Paul
Paboudjian (1992), who reported data based on timuhlished archives of the
Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul (1913-1914), wWwhikst 2538 churches, 451
monasteries and 1996 schools before 1§35Avetis Aharonian and Boghos Nubar

Paa, heads of the Armenian delegation at the Parmcd’e&Conference of 1919,

318 Cabuk, p. 68.

319 As cited in Balakian, p. 59.

320 Raphael Lemkin was a Polish lawyer who coinedtémm “genocide” in the mid-nineteenth century
and used it for the first time to define the Arn@nmassacres of 1915.

321 Raymond H. Kévorkian and Paul B Paboudjiaes Arméniens dans I'Empire ottoman a la veille du
Génocide (Paris: Arhis, 1992), p.222.
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reported® 1860 Armenian churches, 229 monasteries, 1430085h?9 high schools
and seminaries, and 42 orphanafé§.oday, excluding Istanbul, the Armenians have
six functioning churches, no monasteries and nodastin Turkey***

In absence of a complete list of Armenian churabfeKayseri and villages, this
study is basically based on Alboyajian’s informatié® | was able to calculate an
approximate number of churches and monasteriesKeyseri and surroundings.
Regarding the center of Kayseri there were fourraies in 1915 (three of them
Gregorian and one Catholic), whereas in the villatiere were thirty churches, for a
total of thirty-four churches. The number of thenasteries located in the periphery of
Kayseri and the villages resulted to be sixteere (Skapter 2- Table 1 and Table 2).
Assuming that almost all of the churches and menm&st included a school, it is
possible to affirm the existence of approximatéiyty schools. Today in Kayseri and in
the vicinity there is only one church still in furen, Surp Lusavorich. One church used
as a sport center and now under restoration, Swgvadzadzin. One is a mosque,
namely Fatih mosque in Develi. Some of the othezaudlized as barns or storages, and
the rest are either in ruins or completely desto{® Monasteries and schools, on the
other hand, have not survived to the present degept for vague ruins observed at
Surp Garabed in Efkere and Surp Sarkis in Derevank.

The numbers show enormous loss of Armenian cultpraperty, especially
churches, monasteries and schools. The destructianchitecture also represents the
eradication of the spiritual and cultural expresssd the Ottoman Armenians. Churches
and schools incorporated a significant aspect®ftimenian identity as “the Armenian
ethnic distinctiveness was culturally and intelledly reinforced by their fourth-century
conversion to Christianity” and “a large part ofrdenia’s historical continuity was
embedded in churches, monasteries, and schools{’..]”

322 They presented a report at the Paris Peace Cooteref 1919 entitledableau approximatif des
Réparations et Indemnités pour les dommages sabiNation arménienne en Arménie de Turquie et
dans la Republique arménienne du Caucase

323 Kouymijian, p. 310.

324 Kouymijian, p. 310.

322 The Armenian Patriarchate of Istanbul provide@srce Alboyajian stating that there is no a coiaple
list of churches in the Patriarchate records.

326 Refer to the catalogue of Chapter 2 for a detdiaf churches in Kayseri and the villages.

327 Balakian, p. 64.
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The Armenian churches and monasteries, beyonddbgious religious function,
had a significant role in the daily life of the Aemians. The churches “were not simply
one-day-a-week houses of worship: they were cpaces where much of the life of the
community occurred; they were repositories of ewsrst of antiquity, including sacred
manuscripts, tapestries and rugs, icons and pgsjtistonework, carvings in various
media, and (of course) vital record§®

Moreover, the churches constituted important mgefilaces for the Armenian
community where the most important events, as bagati ceremonies, weddings and
the religious functions, took place. The importantéhe churches for the community is
clearly visible in several memoirs. As ceremoniesravattended regularly, churches
presented also an opportunity to meet with theratiembers of the community:

The church was the center of our social lif§ amarza, especially for the
youngsters, who were spending most of their tirexeththeir school was
inside the church and after the classes the stedesgd to pass their time
playing in the church courtyard®,

The Holy Mass on Sunday was also an occasionetet young girls and
boys of our agé®®

After the Holy Mass we were spending the afteman the church
courtyard discussing about different topics.

The church represented the most important ngepoint for our
community [...] we dressed up to attend the religibwsctions, as it was
also an occasion of meeting other people of our¥ge

The church was the place where we were usede#s; we were attending
the church not only for the religious celebratitms also to be active in the
community>

The Armenians were attending regularly the religiceremonies of the churches
as of instance the case of Tomarza, where “the Alne had always been very

religious and tradition oriented since the commumias formed, and the people would

328 Balakian, p. 65.

32%3argis JivanianDrvagner Tomarzahay KyankgBpisodes of Tomarza Armenian Life], (Paris, 1960)
p. 44.

339 bid, p. 45.

31! Haroutiun BarootianReminiscences from Tomarza's Rgkbndon: Taderon Press, 2007), p. 34.

332 Jivanian, p. 35.

333 Jivanian, p. 46.
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go to the church morning and evenirig"Furthermore, the people of Tomarza “were
always anxious to attend the Holy Thursday, Goadayr Holy Saturday and Easter
Sunday celebrations” and “to listen to the elogussrtmons they would rush to church
en masse>* Also in Nirze the Armenians attended regularly takgious ceremonies
and the Holy Mass of Sunday represented an impoetant: “we were going to the
Church every Sunday for the Holy Mass, the entamify was participating to the
Mass, for me and my brothers was the chance to eweatice clothes*

Moreover, the churches, especially in the villagespresented a physical
landmark and this aspect appears clearly from tamaoirs, in which usually the church
was used a marker to give instruction about thation of their houses or shops. As
presented in the following excerpts from differemémoirs, the churches represented
physically the center of the community and thedtre of the entire village seems to
be organized around this center:

Our house was 200 meters from the church orighe®*’

Our family house was located very close to therch, about 300 meters
on the left:*®

Our family house and my father's shop were s#tdgust behind the
church®?®

We lived in the center of Tomarza, 300 metessifthe church#°

My family had a shop in Nirze, it was locatedyweentrally on the left
side of the churcfi**

The church also appeared to be a source of pridinéoArmenians, the churches
and monasteries in many cases eulogized as bdarnduwealthy buildings. As stated

in the memoirs from Tomarza:

334 Barootian, p. 35.

335 Barootian, p. 35.

33¢ Senekerim KhterianHamarot Patmutiun Kesarioi Nirze GyugfBrief history of the village of
Kayseri Nirze], p. 57.

337 K hterian, p. 56.

3% Khoren H. Gelejian (editor) Albom-Hushamatian Everek-Fenesphlbum-Memory Book of
Everek/Develi-Fenesse], (Beirut: Altapress, Lebanbsanch of Everek-Feneseh Mesropian-Rupinian
Compatriotic Society, 1984), p. 22.

339 Jivanian, p. 37.

340 jivanian, p. 37.

31 Nirze, p. 10.
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Our two religious institutions (the church SBpghos Bedros and the
monstery of Surp Asdvadzadzin), with both antigstiand as beautiful
structures, were superb... Each artisan tried toldxsepredecessors and
have thus enriched the collections of antiquitieiging to the monastery
and the churcfi*?

The monastery had been established on a richfeatite piece of land,
surrounded with orchards and fruit-bearing treesrdal estate was valued
at approximately 40.000 Ottoman Turkish gold lirds.had precious
parchment manuscripts, gold-plated pyxes and tmsses. Which ones
should | single out? They had very beautiful oiinpiags that filled the
shrines’*®

The description of the Armenian churches eulogizivegr richness and beauty are

present in other memoirs as in the following:

Our church in Everek was very beautiful and itefiiar was full of light and
very rich.. 3%

The convent of Surp Daniel was on a scenic alatend surrounded by
lovely gardens. This prosperous convent owned ptiegenot only in the
vicinity but also in neighboring villages, receigirfrom them a steady
source of incomé&?®

The church walls were adorned with precious @ain. There was also

the tomb of the hermit, near the choir loft, whichd a canopy made of

gold, and its marble tombstone a clearly legib&iiption. . 3*°

The churches, moreover, had an important educatfanation as they included
schools of different levels, which were actuallylbadjacent to the churches or in the
same yard. In the center of Kayseri in the lateet@anth century there were thirteen
Armenian schools, six of them were part of the chas’ complexes, while the others
were present in different quarters of the town. TWwe churches integrated in the

complex of Surp Asdvadzadzin church were the highosl Haykian founded in late

342 Barootian, p. 35.

343 bid, p. 35.

344 Aleksan Krikorian,Evereg-Fenesse: Its Armenian History and TraditjB(Betroit: Evereg-Fenesse
Mesrobian-Roupinian Educational Society, 1990h6.

34> Chomaklou, p. 70.

34 bid, p. 70.

94



eighteenth century with 120 students in 1872, 280891 and 230 in 190; and the
female high school Haykuhiyan, founded in 1858 & pf Surp Asdvadzadzin Church
with 170 students in 1886 and 300 in 18%1n the complex church of Surp Sarkis
(today completely destroyed) were the high schamtdtian probably founded in 1886,
with 130 students in 1886, 170 in 18%1and 200 in 1901%° and the Margosian school,
founded in the 1860’s with 70-80 students in 1886The school with the greatest
number of students resulted to be Sarkis Gyumstuanded in 1868 as part of Surp
Lusavorich Church, with 95 students in 1868, 45@iehts in 189%F" and 800 students
in 1901*? The catholic school Surp Khach was part of theh@at Surp Khach
Church, which had 55 male students enrolled in £8b1

In the villages, the schools were regularly adjaderthe churches. In Tavlusun,
the school Mesrobian was connected to the chur@ugd Toros. In 1873 the number of
students enrolled was 45 boys and 30 girls, in 18@®l school had a total of 45
student$™® In Darsiyak the school Nersessian was locatedcadjato the church of
Surp Toros™® In Efkere the first Armenian school of the villages built in the 1820s
and it was named Haygian School in the 1870’s. Befioe construction of this school
there was just the religious school at Surp Gard¥edastery. In 1914 a new school
was built immediately adjacent to the church ofpS8tepano>n Germir, the school
Sahak-Bartevian was established in 1823 and in 19@te were 115 students
enrolled®’ In Tomarza, the Sahakian school was built in 188the same time as the
church of Surp Boghos and Bedros and in 1901 it28gdmale students®

347 Der Matossian, p. 214.

348 |bid, p. 214.

349 Uygur Kocabaoglu and Murat Ulgtekin, Salnamelerde Kayseri: Osmanli ve Cumhuriyet Déniemin
Eski Harfli Yilliklarinda Kayseri(Kayseri: Kayseri Ticaret Odasl, 1998), p. 224.
39 Der Matossian, p. 214.

31 bid, p. 214.

%2 Kocabaoglu and Ulutekin, p. 224.

33 bid, p. 224.

34 Alboyajian, p. 760.

33 Alboyajian, p. 801.

38 \www.efkere.com

%7 Alboyajian, p. 760.

%8 Barootian, p. 48.
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3.4. Destruction of Material Culture

Ottoman Armenian material culture has been sulgettedifferent strategies,
conceived to create a homogeneous material cultwigich excluded ethnical
differentiations. Firstly, strategies of destruntiand neglect aimed to erase “the ‘other’
as a material and historical entity and to rentietraces in space and time invisible”
were employed on Ottoman Armenian structifésSecondly, the creation of an
‘indigenous’ bourgeoisie was possible through thegfer of the wealth of non-Muslim
communities to local Muslim communitié®¥. The last and more recent strategy
addresses to “the material re-production of gedgraand the re-construction of urban
space®’ through the destruction of old cities in Turkeydathe transformation of
former residential areas into business distftsThe urban development plarisér
planlari) for the majority of Anatolian cities and towngsciuding Kayseri in the 1930’s
and in the 1940's, contributed to the destructidnthe old cities’® Not only the
architectural monuments, but a whole world of matezulture, paintings and books,

textiles and tiles, and ritual books disappearesbather’®

39 Oktem (2003), p. 7.

3% pid, p. 8.

%1 pid, p. 8.

362 Oktem, p.8.

33 Suat Cabuk, “Kayseri’nin Cumhuriyet Déneminddli Kent Diizenlemesi: 1933 Caylak Plani,”
Middle East Technical University Journal of the Blg of Architecture METU JFA, No.2 (2012) p.64.
See also Suat Cabuk, Kemal Demir, “Urban plannixgedence in Kayseri in the 1940s: 1945 Oelsner-
Aru City Plan”, ITU A/Z, Vol.10/No.1 (2013), pp. 96-116;

See also: Seda Cah Hovardaglu, “Kayseri Oelsner - Aru Plani ve Plan Uygulamae®inde Yerel
Yonetimlerin Roll (1930-1965)Cagdas Yerel YonetimlerVol.23/No.1 (January 2014), pp.39-55; H.
Cagatay Keskinok, “Urban Planning Experience of Turkeyhe 1930s"METU JFA Vol.27/No.2

(2010), pp. 173-188;

%4 For the churches’ material culture: Ronald Marehasd Marlene BreuSplendor and Pageantry:
Textile Treasures from the Armenian Orthodox Cheschf Istanbul(Istanbul:Citlembik Publications,
2011); Dickran Kouymjian, “The Year of the Armeni8ook: The 500th Anniversary of Armenian
Printing”, Journal of the Society for Armenian Studk®s(2013, published 2014), pp. 309-330; Dickran
Kouymijian, “The Role of Armenian Potters of Kutaliathe Ottoman Ceramic Industry”, iwrmenian
Communities in Asia MingRichard Hovannisian, (ed.), Armenian History &wlture Series: Historic
Armenian Cities and Provinces, UCLA, Vol.13, (CoMasa: Mazda Publishers, 2014), pp. 107-130;
Dickran Kouymijian, “Preface’Armenian Rugs and Textiles. An Overview of Examfi@s Four
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3.4.1.The Case of Ottoman Armenian Architecture oKayseri and the
Villages

In the pursuit of ethnic cleansing or genocide #rarewriting of history in the
interest of the victor, architecture acquires a Isgilc meaning as it represents the
presence of a community marked for eragfitét becomes subjected to an active and
systematic destruction “in conflicts where the arasof memories, history and identity
attached to architecture and place — enforced fiinge— is the goal itself. These
buildings are attacked not because they are irpdtie of a military objective: to their
destroyers theyare the objective**®As such, Armenian buildings became the main
target of destruction and elimination as they repnéed Armenian presence in both
social and cultural terms. The demolition and thtentional neglect of Armenian
architecture underline a sense of inconveniencettimstate has with its past and its
minority groups. In these terms “the Armenian aeatture represents one of the guilty
reminders that have to be eliminatéf’”

The process of destruction that affected the Araregchurches in Kayseri and in
the surrounding villages is mostly determined bgleet, which is due not only because
of the absence of a local Armenian population,dspecially consists in willful neglect,
which developed in different forms. The destructairchurches | present in my thesis
and that | was able to see during my visit to KayseNovember 2014, can partly be
formulated through the eight ways of destructiomsiarized by Dickran Kouymjian

after he testified before the Permanent Peoplelsumal of April 1984.

conference, in the series Historic Armenian Citeesd Provinces, UCLA, May 17, 2003, Richard
Hovannisian, (ed.), (Costa Mesa: Mazda, 2013),7%115; Dickran Kouymijian, "Notes on Armenian
Codicology. Part 1: Statistics Based on SurveysAohenian Manuscripts"Comparative Oriental
Manuscript Studies Newslettero. 4 (July 2012), pp. 18-23.

3% Robert BevanThe Destruction of Memory: Architecture at \Wérondon: Reaktion Books, 2007), p.
8.

%% pid, p. 8.

%7 bid, p. 58.
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1) Willful destruction by fire or explosives of cbives, civil buildings, and homes

during the period of the massacres.

Kouymjian argues that during the years 1915-1928uradt 1000 Armenian
churches and monasteries were leveled to the greumt: almost 700 were half-
destroyed. For instance the historic city of Varsvdestroyed in 1919 and only few
ruins of the Armenian church of the city are laftlay®®® As in the case of Kayseri,
some churches were destroyed during or immediafedy 1915.

The monastery of Surp Daniel in Balagesi was dgsttammediately after the
deportation of the Armenians from the village il 88°° Today it appears impossible to
locate the original location of the monastery inag@si. From a photograph (Fig.31)
present in Alboyajian’s history of Kayseri, the nastery appeared to be immediately
adjacent to the church of Surp Asdvadzadzin. Adogrtb Guner Sar the church was
property of the Municipality of Balagesi and it wias sale in 20067° During my visit
to Balagesi in November 2014, | was not able togeize the church and the Cultural
and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Kaysexs not capable to provide any
information neither about the monastery nor aboetchurch.

Surp Garabed monastery in Efkere was almost coslpleestroyed. Although
there are no references to an activity of destoadhy explosives or artillery, it appears
clearly from its current condition that the monastomplex was subjected to a planned
destructior’’* The absence of almost the entire structure styosgfjgests that this is
unlikely to have been caused only by neglect oeabs of maintenance. The monastery
and the school appear to be open and in functigih 1815, when the last class of
students graduatéd® Today there are only some ruins of the buildingnigations,

walls and arches (Fig.31).

368 Dickran Kouymijian, from a lecture’s paper of Marth, 2003 entitledVhen Does Genocide End? The
Armenian Casep. 8.

369 Kevorkian, p. 514.

30 sair, p. 140.

371 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.

372 \www.efkere.comdate of access 13 May 2014.
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2) Subsequent, but conscious, destruction of iddalimonuments by explosives
or artillery.

Even though, neglect and reutilization are the twost common reasons of
destruction there are several missing churches ags&ri and in the villages. It is
currently impossible to determinate their origifedation. | was not able to identify the
means and the exact date of destruction of theseclths and for this reason, the
churches that appeared to be lost or in a conddfoalmost complete destruction are
included in this second point presented by Kouymijia

The monastery of Surp Sarkis in Derevank was stdgjeto a process of planned
destruction. The building stood in a valley eigitbieters outside the center of Talas
and today appears to be almost completely destroygd only some ruins left, on

which it is possible to identify some remains o tiriginal frescos (Fig.32).

373 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.
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The church of Surp Sarkis of Kayseri, describedd@tail by Alboyajian was
rebuilt in 1834, then renovated in 1884 and agrini902%"° The church completely
disappeared and no records were found. A photogtafgd 1910 shows the church still
standing and in good conditions at the time (Fi.88the work on Kayseri quarters by
Kemal Demir and Suat Cabuk the church of Surp Sakkilocated on a map in the
quarter of Eslim Ra (Fig.34)*"®

Fig.33 Surp Sarkis church of Kayseri in 1910, caetgdy absent toda{/

374 Ejeld visit to Talas-Derevenk on 14 November 2014.

375 Alboyajian, p. 897.

376 Kemal Demir, Suat CabuRjiirk Dénemi Kayseri Kenti ve MahalleletKayseri: Erciyes Universitesi
Yayinlari No: 188, 2013), p. 138.

377 Osman Koker100 Yil Once Turkiye'de Ermenildistanbul: Birzamanlar Yayincilik, 2005), p. 164.
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Fig.34 Map of Kayseri’s quarters at the end of téeath century and the beginning of the
twentieth centuryith reference to Surp Sarkis Chutth

The Catholicchurch of Surp Khach of Kayseri today has totaliyagpeared,;
there are no records available about its locatiwh the year of destruction. The two
Armenian churches of Talas, Surp Toros and Surpvédzhdzin are completely
destroyed with no remains to be seen today.

3) Destruction by willful neglect and the encounagat of trespassing by

peasants

In several cases stones belonging to Armenian besrbave been removed and
used as building material by the local populatiéspecially in Eastern Anatolia, as for
the church of Tekor in the region of Kars, and tmeirch of Surp Asdvadzadzin at
Soradir, a monastic complex situated east of Lak,\the stones taken from the
Armenian churches were utilized as constructionengit for private house¥? In the
villages surrounding Kayseri there are clear sighsandalism, neglect and villages,
and the churches appear to be completely avaitabiieespassing by peasants, as there

is no control by the authorities.

378 Demir, Cabuk, p. 138.
379 Dickran Kouymijian, from a lecture’s paper of Marth, 2003 entitledhen Does Genocide End? The
Armenian Casgp. 8.
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The question of gold seeking by the peasants ¢atexdi another significant cause
of damage to the Armenian architecture. During deportation of the Armenians
rumors had spread that they had buried their goltheéir houses or gardens and their
empty houses were often ransacked and their gardegsand damaged by their
neighbors®® The same happened to the churches, greatly destrioy gold seekers.
Many examples of Armenian churches in Kayseri anithé villages display the signs of

destruction of their interior pavement caused bgagations.

Fig.35 Sign posted on the door of the Greek MomgstETaksiarhis in Darsiyak saying “It is
forbidden to dig inside the churcf

The Church of Surp Toros in Tavlusun seems to lsawfered from vandalism,
theft, pillaging, and neglect. The destruction o tnscription above the entrance door
and the presence of writings on the internal walinppngs echo conscious and
unconscious acts of vandalism suffered by sevenalMuslim religious sites in Turkey.
The partial destruction of the naos pavement wasethby treasure seekers; remains of
the stones removed by the treasure seekers chhesgken at the sitd? The fact that

some stones appeared to have been detached frooouhtyard, might be explained

380 ygur Umit Ungdr and Mehmet PolateTonfiscation and Destruction: The Young Turk Seizof
Armenian Property(London: Continuum, 2011), p. 71.

3! Field visit to Darsiyak (Karat@} on 14 November 2014. The practice of excavatimside the
churches appear to be usual practice as there iseidnd for a sign to prohibit it.
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with usual practice of utilizing stones from chugshas construction material for private
buildings, as houses, storages and surrounding widle main cause of deterioration is
neglect, especially for the presence of rainwater\gegetation inside the church, which
caused the deterioration of the stucco in theimizf®

o S

: TR 30
N \ A )
interior and holes calsegrobable treasure seek&ts.

Fig.36 Surp ors chur

Surp Stepanos Church in Efkere was subjected ® aicvandalism by treasure
seekers and episodes of stealing of the columiiseoéntrance and of the apse. As for
many other churches the collapse of the dome amdattk of repair appear to be an
intentional move which led to the deteriorationtlod church’s interiors. This church is
today part of a private property and for this realezked, even if it does not seem to be
utilized.

Surp Khach Church in Balagesi was left in a stéteeglect after 1915, which led
to the deterioration of the building and the rersaivere left to the usage by the local
people and today it appears to be used as shegffold

Surp Toros Church in Derevank has been almostlyotistroyed by acts of
vandalism and illegal excavations. What remainthefchurch is utilized as sheepfold,
presenting the frontal door partially closed witbrees3®

Surp Stepanos Church in Germir completely lost rafigrence of being a church

as it has turned into a dwelling in bad shape. @yumy visit to Germir | was able to see

383 Acikgdz, p. 43.

384 Field visit to Tavlasun on 14 November 2014.
385 Sayir, p.125.

386 Sayir, p.130.
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only the exterior of what remains from the origistducture and the courtyard (Fig.37,
Fig.38).

Fig.38 The courtyard of Surp Stepanos in Germpaas of the habitatict®

Surp Toros of Fene¥¥ is today used as a barn (Fig.41, Fig.42). Being pla
private house it is not possible to visit the im@ewithout the permission of the owner.
Its exterior lost any indication of being a churahd resembles an external storage
adjacent to the hous&’

387 Field visit to Germir on 14 November 2014.
388 Field visit to Germir on 14 November 2014.
389 Fenese along with Everek is part of Develi.
390 Field visit to Develi on 15 November 2014.
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Fig.39 One of the exterior of the church afBToros in Feneé&

&

Fig.40 The interior of the church currently useddsarn toda¥/?

Surp Boghos Bedros Church in Tomarza was utilizedtarage after 1915, used
as a cinema in later years and finally it was ti@msed into a storage belonging to the
Municipality of Tomarza in 1978. Its interior wasmest entirely destroyed and the

arches were filled with stones along with the windalosed with bricks (Fig.1%

4) Conversion of Armenian churches into mosquesenms, prisons, sporting

centers, granaries, stables, and farms.

After 1915 many Armenian churches began to be fmedifferent purposes, as

mosques, museums, cultural centers, sport cemiasnas, barns, storages, and farms.

391 personal visit in October 2014.
392 f

Ibid.
393 Acikgoz, p. 123.
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In Kayseri and in the villages many of the Armen@mrches are today utilized for

different functions.

Surp Toros Church of Everek (Develi) remained uduaed empty after 1915
until 1978 when it was restored and converted éntwosque (Fatih Camii) (Fig.1&}’

Surp Asdvadzadzin Church in Kayseri has served sterage, an exhibition hall
and a police station after 1915. Used as a spatecé&rom 1961 onwards, the building

is currently under restoration to be utilized asikural center (Fig.2, Fig.3, Fig.2}>
5) Destruction by failure to provide minimal mainéace.

This aspect appears to be common for majority ef ¢hurches, literally the
buildings that have not been reutilized for diff@reurposes went through a process of
destruction due to the absence of minimal maintemafhe buildings which have not
been utilized for a specific function have turnedtoi ruins. Lack of minimal
maintenance appears to be a serious cause of destrurhere are almost no activities
such as the removal of vegetation from the extemimdt the interior of the churches,
cause of deterioration of the frescos, or a bastonstruction of the missing churches’
domes that represent a significant cause of thernat deterioration because of the

exposition to atmospheric factors.

s SRR . ) | A
Fig.41 The absence of the dome and growing vegetaiside Surp Stepanos church of EfR&re

394 Acikgdz, p. 130.
39° From a personal meeting at the Cultural and Nhtdesitage Conservation Board of Kayseri (Kiiltir
ve Tabiat Varliklarini Koruma Kurulu) on 14 Noveml2914.

106



The dome of Surp Stepanos church in Efkere is ales®h no reparations have
been done in order to prevent the deterioratiothefinteriors caused by the absence of

the dome and by the exposure to different climatieditions (Fig.41).

Fig.42 The absent dome of Surp Stepanos churcFkard®’
6) Demolition for the construction of roads, bridger other public works.

This practice is not prevalent in the case of Kaydespecially, in the villages

there have not been any specific public works imwg the destruction of churches.

7) Neutralizing of a monument’'s Armenian identity éffacing its Armenian

inscriptions.

The removal or destruction of churches’ inscripsiomn order to erase any
reference to the origins and identity of the bundgiis a practice utilized both if the
church is employed for other purposes and alschi&$ been left in ruins. Regarding the
churches of Kayseri analyzed in this thesis, almatishscriptions, reporting the date of
construction and other important information, ha&xeen removed. This procedure
appears to be adopted “understandably” when thecbthas been transformed and used
for other purposes, but the inscriptions appedraee been removed or made illegible

even when the church has been left in a statusegfenot. Among the Armenian

3% \mww.efkere.com
397 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.
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churches of Kayseri and surrounding villages ontg anscription is still intact and

legible, that is the one of Surp Lusavorich, whikhe only church still in use (Fig.43).

Fig. 43 Inscription above the main entrance of Surgavorich Church in Kaysérf

Surp Stepanos Church in Efkere is an example dfaleaed identity through the
removal of inscriptions. The inscriptions on theimédoor of the church have been

covered with plaster rending them unreadable ausl tion-existent (Fig.445?

Fig.44 Covered inscriptio' ont

S e O &
he main door of S8tppanos church in Efk&Pé

The internal inscription of Surp Asdvadzadzin Clne the center of Kayseri,

now the sport center under restoration, resultsgilille because of an additional

inscription in Turkish applied on the original omeArmenian (Fig.46§"*

3% Field visit to Kayseri on 13 November 2014.

399 Fjeld visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.

400 Field visit to Efkere on 14 November 2014.

%1 During my visit to Kayseri | was not able to visfite interior of the church as today it is closed a
under restoration, for this reason | referrechi® descripition provided b§eyda Gilingor Agikgdz in her
unpablished PhD dissertatioKdyseri ve Cevresindeki 19.Yuzyil Kiliseleri ve iumalaricin Oneriler,
1.T.0.,1stanbul, 2007, p. 376.
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Fig.45 Example of initiative to remove the Armeniascription of the Church of Surp
Asdvadzadzin of Kayseri now used as a sport céffter.

8) The intentional reattribution of buildings, espdly of monuments of touristic

importance, to Turkish, usually medieval Seljukhitezture?®?

The practice of reattribution of buildings to Twskior Seljuk architecture appear
to be used patrticularly for the city of Ani, whighindicated in the touristic indications
as “AnI” ("memory” in Turkish) and no referencesttee Armenian past of the city are
mentioned® This practice is not used in the case of Kaysed i the surrounding
villages. The villages are not touristic destinatiand there are no indications for
tourists. The functioning church in Kayseri is nipsisited by the Armenians attending
the celebrations once a year and it does not seeme wisited for touristic purposes.
Actually, the church is located in a residentisdaaoutside the city center, where the
main touristic attractions (Museum of Seljuk cixdtion, Seljukmedrese and tombs)

are concentrated.

The ways summarized by Kouymjian suggest a usefdento categorize the
destruction and neglect that took place in Kayaed in the villages. Accordingly, it is

possible to categorize the churches analyzed $nstindy in four main groups:

02 Acikgdz, p. 376.

403 Dickran Kouymjian, “Confiscation of Armenian Prapeand the Destruction of Armenian Historical
Monuments as a Manifestation of the Genocidal Fgicen Anatomy of Genocide: State-Sponsored
Mass-Killings in the Twentieth Centyrilexandre Kimenyi and Otis L. Scott (Eds), (Newrk: Edwin
Mellen Press, 2011), pp. 312-313.

04 personal visit to Ani in September 2010.
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1.Churches preserved in the original structure bexadgheir employment for different
purposes (mosques, cultural center, storages): Asdpadzadzin in Kayseri (utilized as
sport center and now under restoration), Surp TordSverek (today Fatih mosque of
Develi).

2.Churches neglected and trespassed by the localgtmpu Surp Toros in Tavlasun, Surp
Stepanos in Efkere, Surp Khach in Balagesi, SunpS'm Derevank.

3.Ruined churches which are now part of private prigpef local inhabitants: Surp
Stepanos in Efkere, Surp Stepanos in Germir, Sumslin Fenese, Surp Boghos
Bedros in Tomarza.

4.Destroyed churches: Surp Sarkis church of Kayssurp Khach in Kayseri, Surp
Garabed monastery in Efkere, Surp Sarkis monasteDerevank, Surp Asdvadzadzin

in Gesi, Surp Toros and Surp Asdvadzadzin in Talas.

Ten out of sixteen churches included in the catao@hapter 2) were subjected
to willful neglect and appropriation by the locabpulation leading to a complete
neutralization of the buildings, erasing any refieeeto their past as Armenian churches.
This aspect is considered as dangerous as thet diestruction of the building, as
private ownership contributes to the deterioratadnthe few examples of Armenian
churches remaining in the villages and preventspamsgible conservation activity.

Among the churches investigated in this study, otilyee churches have
preserved their architectonic features, at leasreally. One is Surp Krikor Lusavorich
in Kayseri, which still functions as a church argl dpen once a year for Easter
celebrations. Surp Toros church in Everek owes aitshitectural survival to its
conversion into a mosque in 1978, namely the Fatdsque of Develi. The third
surviving structure, Surp Asdvadzadzin in Kayseas employed for various purposes
after losing her status as a church. Utilized asage, exhibition hall, sport center the

building seems to have been relatively well-mairedi®

The rest of the analyzed
churches are either partially destroyed or seizedhb local population. As the new
owners were allowed to use the building, they alsold alter the original structure of

the churches.

%% Field visit to Kayseri on 13 November 2014.
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3.4.2 Armenian Churches as Private or State Propeds Today

The process of appropriation of the churches byMhaicipalities or by private
persons is not clear. Neither the Municipality nloe employees of the Cultural and
Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Kayseri watde to provide any valid
documentation on how the process of selling ana¢hasing of Armenian churches
actually took place. According to the Cultural asatural Heritage Conservation Board
of Kayseri, the Armenian churches in the villageseyust given to the local population
in the 1930’s. The authorities explain that theme effective owners of the buildings,
thus restoration would be possible only after thwecpase of the buildings from the
actual owner§®

It appears that the concession of Armenian churftmes the state to the local
population, which was located approximately in 193By the employees of the
Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation BoardKafseri, can be contextualized
within the framework of the confiscation of the Agnian properties in 1915.

After the deportation, on 10 June 1915, the Ottog@mrernment adopted a secret
order for the local governments on how to adminighe Armenian properties. This
secret order also included the formation of specdfommissions to manage the
properties and lands belonging to Armenians. Thewnh and the value of the
properties along with the names of the owners weggstered in detail. The movable
properties were to be preserved in the name ofwreers, but in the case that the owner
was unknown the property was to be registered aeskpved in the name of the village.
Perishable properties and livestock were to be ablduction together with the crops
harvested from the abandoned lands. The proceedédwben be collected in the
finance office in the names of the own&sMoreover, “the goods, pictures, sacraments
and holy books kept at the churches would be predein stores after they were

registered and listed®

0% personal meeting at the Cultural and Natural idgeitConservation Board of Kayseri on 14 November
2014.

“"Ugur Umit Ungoér and Mehmet PolateGonfiscation and Destruction: The Young Turk Seizoi
Armenian Property(London: Continuum, 2011), p. 44.

%8 Ungor, Polatel, p. 44.
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By September 1915, the confiscation of all buildiragnd land was implemented
by the Ministries of Interior, Justice and FinanteNovember 1915, a new regulation
giving direct indications about the immovable pmtigs of the Armenians and the
properties of churches was adopted. Although chproperties were already registered
and preserved, this new regulation transferredusgege rights of the materials of the
schools to the Ministry of Educatidf In this process all the lands owned by the
Church were seized as well. During this confiscatamd purchase process many
Armenian churches were used as storages and asitesf'® | strongly believe that the
appropriation of the Armenian churches of Kaysed ¢he villages by the state and its
distribution to the local population is part of tian of confiscation of Armenian
properties in 1915.

The process of confiscation of Armenian propeiiestudied by @ur Ungér and
Mehmet Polatel, considering the expropriation ain&nians not as primarily moved by
economic interests, not even by an economic ndgdssstabilize the state economy.

The authors explain that

the Young Turks made it clear, time and again, it Armenian question’
constituted a national question, not an economie. dnhost of all, if the

Armenians’ ties to Anatolia comprised their owngpsbf property, then to
break those ties, the property needed to be agptedr In other words, the
object of Young Turk policies was not the propebtyt the peoplé*

Since architecture was part of the immovable wealltthe Ottoman Armenians, a
similar question can be asked concerning Ottomamefsian architecture: was the
destruction and appropriation of Armenian buildingstivated by economic reasons
and material gain? Considering the process of ulet#tn, neglect and transformation as
part of a strategy aimed to break the Armeniares tvith Anatolia, | argue that the
attacks on architecture were direct attacks apduple.

Paradoxically the illegal seizure of Armenian pmapdy the Young Turk regime

developed as a legal act, through a series of &awssecret regulations decreed by the

“% Ungor and Polatel, p. 47.
1% Jngér and Polatel, p. 47.
“11bid, p. 166.
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regime itself. Firstly, the Armenian properties weconceived by the Ottoman
legislation as “abandoned propertie®myval-1 metruke differently from the other

communities the Armenians were referred as ‘desedad missing people’ and the
laws on abandoned properties were applied onlyhemf'? Secondly, the CUP,

immediately after the adaptation of the deportatiegision on 30 May 1915 included
specific articles on property, aimed at ‘protectirtige properties “left behind or

returning the net value of these properties tadéeorted Armenians*®?

Consequently all the properties, including landtloé evacuated villages and
towns, were distributed to the local Muslim popuat The fate of ‘abandoned’
Armenian properties is quite clear, but what abth& Armenian architecture of
Kayseri? Could it be reduced to those confiscatalandoned’ properties? As
mentioned earlier architecture was mostly subjetbedestruction and removal, but a
certain number of buildings, mostly churches wesedufor other purposes, an aspect
that appears as another instance of seizure oAtimenian property. Actually during
the expropriation process the Interior Ministry pdgated a decree for the conversion
of ‘abandoned’ Armenian buildings, with enough Ergnough dimensions, into
prisons, followed by an investigation of the adequauildings in May 1916

Obviously for their dimensions, churches appearedbé¢ the most suitable
buildings to be used as prisons, and thus, “eveoyipce reported the number of
buildings convenient for conversion into prisonse thumbers ranged from two to
eleven in different provinces and districts> Another manner of appropriation of
Armenian churches by the State was conversion paiece stations, as the case of
Izmit, where “at least three large Armenian comruriuildings were turned into
police stations*® Regarding the churches in Kayseri, there are tleve@mples of
churches, which have been seized for state purp@es is Surp Asdvadzadzin,
situated in the town center, which was used aft@t5las a warehouse of the

Municipality before being utilized as an exhibitisalon and finally as a sport centér.

12 bid, p. 43.

13 bid, p. 44.

14 Ungér and Polatel, p. 82.
1% bid, p. 83.

1% bid, p. 83.

17 Acikgdz, p. 123
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Today the church is under restoration as a propdrtiie Municipality of Kayseri and
will be used as cultural center. The second exangplEverek Surp Toros Church,
which was used for a while as a Municipality’s binlg and as a police statfdfiand
was transformed into a mosque in 19%8The third example is the church of Surp

Boghos Bedros in Tomarza, which is being used astaage by the local

Municipality.*?°

“18 Acikgoz, p. 130
29 Acikgdz, p. 130

° From a personal meeting at Cultural and Naturaiittige Conservation Board of Kayseri on 14
November 2014
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CONCLUSION

The study has attempted to analyze the Armeniagioas architectural heritage
of Kayseri and its surrounding villages, with a tgadar focus on the process of
destruction which has affected majority of the Anma@ churches in the region. Among
all the examples of Ottoman Armenian architectatgjrches proved to be the most
exemplificative study case which enabled me to detrate how they were subjected
to planned destruction and neglect. Kayseri proteedbe an interesting example to
understand the magnitude of the devastation proesgecially for the considerable
number of Armenian churches that were once thete ioothe city center and in the
surrounding villages. In fact, after a reconstmctphase developed around the year
1835, after a major earthquake which affected Kiayaed the villages, the region
presented around 34 Armenian churches and 16 na&dm@nasteries, of which almost
the entirety has been destroyed, left in total efiair or used for other purposes.
Through the information collected | was able toatad them, including their current
condition and approximately locate their positiansomap.

After having identified the magnitude of destruntid applied the eight strategies
of destruction summarized by Kouymjian to severiteemurches and monasteries in
Kayseri and villages. The results of my analysswtd that currently:

* One single church still retains its function,

» Two structures have been preserved because theyblean used for other purposes,

* Nine churches were neglected, were trespassed eébyottal population or have
became part of private property,

* And finally seven churches have been completelyragsd,

* No monasteries have survived, with the exceptiosoaie ruins.

Furthermore, the thesis aimed to contextualize déstruction of the religious
Armenian architecture of Kayseri in relation witetconcepts of spatial and cultural
cleansing. A study on architecture has inevitalblydeal with the concept of space,

which in this particular case was subjected toedéht policies as demographic and
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toponymical engineering, and spatial cleansing.s€htiree policies all interested the
Armenians of Kayseri and their villages, thus fysthe Ottoman Armenians were
physically annihilated, secondly the names of thailages were transformed and
finally their religious architecture was subjectida gradual process of destruction,
neglect and transformation.

In addition, architecture is a cultural productiand its destruction is a part of
process of cultural cleansing, which also includgsecific artistic styles and
construction techniques proper of the Ottoman Atliaremeligious architecture. Both
residential and religious architecture are a prod@ia specific culture, with its symbols
and meanings, including a strong relation with tdgn The Armenian religious
architecture of Kayseri represented the culturéheflocal Armenian community, thus,
its destruction caused the disappearance of thatylar culture from the region. Along
with building, also all the material culture of thburches disappeared as no record of
paintings, textiles, and books can be located atnioment. Moreover, the churches
were the social and educational centers of the aamitgn The network of schools was
an integral part of the churches and their desouncalso represented the end of the
transmission and reproduction of the Armenian calt@and deterioration of the
communal ethnos. The

The study presented two main difficulties. The tfihe revolves around the
impossibility of obtaining a complete list of chhes from the Armenian Patriarchate of
Istanbul, which rendered the research particuldiffjcult and limiting, as | had to base
my investigation on Alboyajian’s works and avaikalsecondary literature. The second
difficulty concerns the reconstruction of the clhes' history, as it is extremely
difficult to find documentation and to understandatvhappened when and where.

The field work in Kayseri was particularly usefud tnderstand the current
condition of the churches and to realize the emtsteof intricate questions as the
churches’ ownership by the local population andh® municipality. Unfortunately, |
was not able to reconstruct the process througletwArmenian churches became part
of a private property or how the municipally wadeatb purchase the churches and
utilize them for different purposes. | believe tlighe most significant missing element
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in this thesis and needs further investigationdoonstruct a complete history of the
churches.

Despite limited time and sources, some deductidriseopresent study would be
relevant for future research in the Ottoman Armencaltural heritage. A detailed
research might be conducted by using Armenian attdn@n archival sources and
photographs collected in different Armenian indidtns. The numerous memoirs
written by the Genocide survivors from Kayseri dhe villages represent a rich source
and should be investigated further, as they regeakral significant aspects of the
churches and their role in the Armenian commurigreover, the local newspapers
could be used for further investigation as they cawmeal some clues about the
ownership of the churches and can provide inforomatiegarding usage of these
churches by local municipalities. A further reséasbould be conducted on the master
plans (imar planlari) that interested Kayseri ia #930s and in the 1940s to investigate

any possible relation to the destruction of som#hefchurches analyzed in this thesis.
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APPENDIX 1: CHRONOLOGY

1835- Major earthquake in Kayseri

1839-Tanzimatreforms

1843- Kayseri Poll tax registers (Kayseri Cizyeteef

1845- Settlement of Nomadic tribes in Kayseri amdt@inding villages
1847- Wave of cholera in Kayseri

1856-57 - Thesancakof Kayseri was transferred from the Karaman Ey@léhe Bozok
Eyalet

1863- Armenian constitution

1867- Thesancakof Kayseri was connected to the vilayet of Ankara.
1874- Famine in Kayseri and villages

1894-1896- Hamidian massacres

1915- Armenian genocide

1915-1918- Legalization of Pillage of Armenian pedpes

1916- Turkification of place names

1920s- Economic Turkification

1930s and 1940s- Urban development plans (imafguiaiof Kayseri
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APPENDIX 2: The Ottoman Armenian population in 1914

Administrative Armenians Armenian
Area Catholics
Edirne 19,725 48
Erzurum 125,657 8,720
Istanbul 72,962 9,918
Adana 50,139 2,511
Ankara 44,507 7,069
Aydin 19,395 892
Bitlis 114,704 2,788
Beirut 1,188 277
Aleppo 35,104 5,739
Bursa 58,921 1,278
Diyarbekir 55,890 9,960
Syria 413 247
Sivas 143,406 3,693
Trabzon 37,549 1,350
Kastamonu 8,959 0
Konya 12,971 0
Elazg 76,070 3,751
Van 67,792 0
Eskisehir 8,276 316
Antalya 630 0
Urfa 15,161 1,557
Icel 341 0
Izmit 55,403 449
Bolu 2,961 9
Samsun 27,058 261
Catalca 842 0
Zor 67 215
Jerusalem 1,310 0
Afyon 7,437 2
Balikesir 8,544 109
Canakkale 2,474 0
Kayseri 48,659 1,515

21 Summary of the Ottoman Population, 1914 in Tan&gai, The Young Turks’' Crime Against
Humanity: The Armenian Genocide and Ethnic Cleagéinthe Ottoman EmpiréRrinceton University
Press, Princeton and Oxford, 2012, p. 262
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Kltahya 3,910 638
Maras 27,842 4,480

Mentege 12 0
Nigde 4,890 0
Total 1,161,169 67,838
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