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Thesis Abstract

Zuhal Ibidan, “The Urban Development of Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century: The
Role of Expropriations”

This thesis examines the expropriation activities which were the most important tools
for the government in the process of reconstruction implemented in Istanbul in the
nineteenth century. The information in this thesis is generally based on the Ottoman
archival records. In addition to this, some newspapers like Takvim-i Vakayi’, Basiret
and Tasvir—i Efkar and secondary sources were used. In the thesis, questions such as,
what the purpose of this reconstruction plan and expropriations was, in which places
of the capital city the plans were applied, by whom and how these plans were applied
have been answered. Also addressed were issues such as what the government was
aiming at by these expropriations and reconstruction plans, what was gained and how
the public reacted towards these novelties. This thesis argues that the urban
development which is at the intersection of centralization and modernization, and the
concept of modern expropriation was a consequence of the change in the perspective
and the understanding of the Ottoman government. Additionally, in the thesis, while
the concept of modern expropriation is being evaluated in relation to the
transformation in the governmental and legal mentality, the economic and social
aspects of the expropriations are also emphasized. Other reconstruction processes
occurring in other cities in the Ottoman Empire and other European cities which
were taken as models in the reconstruction process of the capital city were
investigated and documented here for the sake of approaching the expropriations
from a comparative angle.



Tez Ozeti

Zuhal Ibidan, “19. Yiizy1l’da Istanbul’da Kentsel Diizenleme: Istimlaklarin
Roli”

Bu tez 19.yiizy1l’da Istanbul’un tabi tutuldugu imarlasma siirecinin
gerceklestirilmesinde yonetimin elinde en 6nemli araclardan olan istimlak
faaliyetlerini incelemektedir. Tezin yazimi agirlikli olarak Bagbakanlik Arsivi
belgelerine dayanmaktadir. Bunun yanisira donemin Takvim-i Vakayi’, Tasvir-i
Efkdr ve Basiret gibi gazetelerinden ve ikincil kaynaklarindan da yararlanilmistir.
Tezde 1840 sonlarindan itibaren ¢ikarilmaya baslanan ebniye ve istimlak
nizamnameleri g6z 6niinde bulundurularak imar plani ve istimlaklarin ne amacla,
baskentin nerelerinde, nasil ve hangi gorevlilerce uygulandigi ve yonetimce bu
faaliyetlerle neyin amagclanip neyin elde edildigi ve halkin bu iglemleri nasil
algiladig1 sorularinin cevaplanmasi amaglanmaktadir. Bu tez, merkezilesme ve
modernlesme siireglerinin kesisme noktasinda yer alan kentlesme ve de modern
istimlak olgusunun devletin zihniyetinde meydana gelen degisim sonucu olustugunu
iddia eder. Ayrica, tezde istimlak olgusu devlet zihniyetinde olusan degisim yaninda
hukuksal degisim ve de idari degisim baglami i¢inde degerlendirilmeye ¢alisilirken,
istimlaklarin ekonomik ve sosyal yonlerine de vurgu yapilmaktadir. Baskentteki
kentlesme siirecine diger Osmanli kentlerindeki imarlagma siireci ve 6rnek alindigi
vurgulanan Avrupa kentlerindeki imarlasma siireci de géz ontinde bulundurulup
karsilastirmali perspektifle yaklasilmaya calisilmistir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Modernity is therefore always about
“creative destruction” be it of the gentle and
democratic, or the revolutionary, traumatic,

and authoritarian kind.

David Harvey, Paris, Capital Of Modernity*

In the second half of the nineteenth century, after the declaration of the Tanzimat
Edict, some Ottoman cities like Istanbul, Salonica, Beirut, Damascus, Cairo, Aleppo,
Alexandria and Bursa underwent a modernization process.? A close analysis of this
urban development period would reveal that before the declaration of Tanzimat, there
was an uneven and unplanned Ottoman city profile which was ruled according to the
“classical city administration” by the kad: with Sharia rules. According to this
perspective, before the Tanzimat, nearly all of the Ottoman cities had the problems of

dead-end streets or blind alleys and had a dishevelled appearance.

! David Harvey, Paris, Capital of Modernity, (New York: Routledge, 2003), p. 1

Z These cities were categorized as: Istanbul, Cairo, Aleppo and Damascus as capitals; Salonica, Beirut,
Izmir and Alexandria as the port cities being developed by Jens Hanssen, Thomas Philipp and Stefan
Weber. “Introduction”, in The Empire in the City Arab Provincial Capitals in the Late Ottoman
Empire, ed. Jens Hanssen, Thomas Philipp, Stefan Weber, (Wiirzburg: Ergon, 2002), p.17.

The paradigm of “port city” was used by Caglar Keyder, Donald Quataert and Eyiip Ozveren.
According to this perspective, port cities like Salonica, Beirut and Izmir were different from the other
Ottoman cities. The foreign population of the port cities increased after the city integrated to
capitalism in the nineteenth century. And a rich class bourgeoisie occurred in those cities. And they
say that all these things brought the urban transformation to the port cities. “Osmanl
Imparatorlugu’nda Liman Kentleri: Baz1 Kuramsal ve Tarihsel Perspektifkler,” in Dogu Akdeniz’de
Liman Kentleri 1800-1914, ed. Caglar Keyder, Y. Eyiip Ozveren, Donald Quataert, trans. Giil Cagali
Giiven, (Istanbul : Tiirkiye Ekonomi veToplumsal Vakfi, 1994), pp. 121-122

1



According to Stefan Yerasimos,® Ottoman cities were ruled according to the
Sharia and that’s why, although the government ruled the city, it couldn’t impose its
own laws on the city. The goal of the Sharia rules was not to shape the city according
to a plan, not to make city planning, but to care about the individuals’ and societies’
profits. So there appeared open roads and these belonged to the urban population,
and dead end streets which belonged to only the inhabitants of those streets. The
dead-end streets and narrow streets could appear because the inhabitants of the
streets tried to gain space from the common area and the Sharia allowed them to do
s0. Moreover, in the cities where the Sharia was the basic law, the customary law
rules (fermdns) could be shelved without being implemented by the kadis who were
the managers of the city. For example, before the Tanzimadt, the state declared strict
and repetitive rules to protect the capital from fire and to protect the city’s
disorganized growth. However, since the middle of the eighteenth century, typical
houses were made of wood and the construction of new slums could not be stopped
despite strict rules about not constructing houses in those areas. The streets in the
capital city were narrow, dead-end and muddy. These problems were partly due to
the urban government which lacked power to implement the fermdns. In the
eighteenth century, the kad: had the power to put the fermdns into practice and to
cancel any rules about the capital city without applying them. So, according to Stefan
Yerasimos’s emphasis, the Ottoman cities witnessed a conflict between Sharia and
customary law and so, narrow and dead-end streets which were the symbol of Islam

were able to occur.

® Stefan Yerasimos, “Tanzimat’in Kent Reformlar1 Uzerine,” in Modernlesme Siirecinde Osmanli
Kentleri, ed. Paul Dumont, Frangois Georgeon, trans. Ali Berktay, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yaynlari, 1999), pp. 7-13



Maurice Cerasi* emphasizes the diffusion of the Ottoman cities and underlines
that in these cities, which were governed according to the Sharia, the roads were
narrow and uneven. To him, there were neither geometric roads nor squares in
Ottoman cities. Similarly, Zeynep Celik® thinks that the formation of the dead-end
street was because of the Sharia. To her, since Ottoman cities were governed
according to the Islamic rules, there were dead end streets and they were protected by
the Sharia. According to Beatrice Saint-Laurent®, the narrow and the dead-end street
was one of the best known characteristics of the Ottoman city structure. Andre
Raymond’ agrees with the authors mentioned above about the city structure and the
problems of the Ottoman city. However, his opinion differs from those of the above
authors in that according to him, in towns the areas for trade were better than the
areas left for residence. On the other hand, according to ilber Ortayls,? classical
Ottoman cities were administered by the traditional administrative structure. There
was a lack of proper local institutions in the city, so the municipal services were met

by local people.

Moreover, Leila Fawaz®, Leila Hudson®, Mark Mazower!, Abraham

Marcus*?, Janet Abu-Lughod®® and Meropi Anastassiadou** who did research on

* Maurice Cerasi, Osmanli Kenti: Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda 18. ve 19. Yiizyillarda Kent Uygarhig
ve Mimarisi, trans. by Ash Atadv, (Istanbul: YKY,1999), pp.88-99

> Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century,
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993), pp. 42-43

® Beatrice Saint-Laurent, “Bir Tiyatro Amatorii: Ahmed Vefik Pasa ve 19. Yiizyilin Son Ceyreginde
Bursa’nin Yeniden Bi¢imlenmesi,” in quernlqsme Stirecinde Osmanli Kentleri, ed. Paul Dumont,
Frangois Georgeon, trans. Ali Berktay, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 1999), p.88

’ Andre Raymond, Osmanli Déneminde Arap Kentleri , trans. Ali Berktay, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yayinlari, 2000), pp. 127-128

8 {lber Ortayl, Tanzimat Devrinde Osmanlt Mahalli Idareleri 1840-1880, (Ankara: TTK, 2000),
pp.124-125



Ottoman cities like Cairo, Damascus, Salonica, Aleppo and Beirut, agree with the
other authors about the definition of the Ottoman cities'® as “disorganized and

traditional.”

Lastly, it can be concluded that, generally, Ottoman cities were far from the
modern city structure and appearance until the declaration of Tanzimdt. What’s more,
it is impossible to talk about the modern municipality and geometric roads because of
the law according to which the cities were governed. With respect to this, the uneven
situation before the Tanzimdt was not a result of the uninterested state but because of
the state’s not being able to apply its will and rules on the cities. With the Tanzimat,
the state could end the conflict between customary law and the Sharia, and had a

chance for applying its own laws.®

° Leila Fawaz, Merchants and Migrants in the Nineteenth Century Beirut, (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1983)

19| eila Hudson, Transforming Damascus Space and Modernity in an Islamic City, (London;New
York: Tauris Academic Studies, 2008)

1 Mark Mazower, Salonica City of Ghosts: Christians, Muslims and Jews,1430-1950, (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 2005)

12 Abraham Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity: Aleppo in the Eigteenth Century,
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1989)

13 Janet Abu-Lughod, Cairo 1001 Years of the City Victorious, (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1971)

1 Meropi Anastassiadou, Tanzimat Cagi’nda Bir Osmanl Sehri Selanik, trans. Isik Ergiiden,
(fstanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yaymlari, 2001)

1> 1t would be useful to talk about the criticisms by Edhem Eldem, Bruce Masters and Daniel
Goffmann to the definitions like “Ottoman city”, “Arabian City” or “Islamic city”. To them, although
Ottoman cities share some properties in common, there has never been a term as Arabian, Ottoman or
Islamic city in history. For example, according to these authors, Istanbul was both the capital and a
port city; however it is more probable to compare it with Venice than Edirne which is an Ottoman
city. Therefore, according to them, it may be useful to categorize Ottoman cities by geography or type.
“Conclusion”, in Edhem Eldem, Daniel Goffman and Bruce Masters, The Ottoman City between East

and West: Aleppo, Izmir and Istanbul, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 213-214

10 Stefan Yerasimos, “Tanzimat’in Kent Reformlar1 Uzerine,” p. 17
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In order to understand how the cities began to change with the declaration of
the Tanzimat, it is necessary to look at the changing attitudes towards administration
and legislation. After the declaration of the Tanzimat Edict of 1839, a revolutionary
process including different areas ranging from legislation and taxation to corporate
organization started.*” At the beginning of the nineteenth century, one of the most
important issues that the centralization efforts and modernization efforts, which
started with the strengthening of the central army and bureaucracy,*® and become
stronger with the Tanzimdt, focused on was the city problem. The government, with
the influence of centralization and modernization efforts, now aimed to transform the
city with a new understanding, and to re-design it by specific plan. For the
administrators who supported the Tanzimat, providing justice in the city was not
enough anymore.*® According to the government, the new city needed to be designed
with geometric and wide roads.”® Here, the concept of the geometrical city should be
explained. The geometrical city means the efforts of the modern state which
struggles to rearrange the city with wide roads, regular parcels, grid plans.?* The
purpose of the modern state, in desiring to redesign the city as geometrical, is to
create a city that can be interfered in and visible. Perceiving the city from a different

view point, making the city organized, and creating a city that can be interfered in

Y7 Cengiz Kirly, Sultan ve Kamuoyu: Osmanli Modernlesme Siirecinde “Havadis Jurnalleri”(1840-
1844), (istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Yayinlari, 2009), p. 17

'8 Huri Islamoglu, “Politics of Administering Property: Law and Statics in the Nineteenth-century
Ottoman Empire,” in Constituting Modernity: Private Property in the East and West, ed. Huri
Islamoglu, (London; New York: I. B. Tauris, 2004), p. 287

19 Meropi Anastassadiou, Tanzimat Cagi’nda Bir Osmanli Sehri Selanik, pp. 126-127

2BOA. I.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868): “Sokaklarin vdsi’ ve miistakim olmasi
memlekete zinet-bahs oldukdan bagka gayr-i muntazam olan sokaklarin bir basdan diger tarafi
gorinmek kabil olmadigi hasebiyle umiir-1 zabita iciin hayli me 'miir kullanilmasina ihtiydc oldugt
halde taht-: intizama giren mevki lere nezdret itmek pek ziydade kesb-i siihiilet ideceginden tevsi’-i
tarikin zdbita-i belediyyece dahi muhassendti bedihi olub.....”

2! James Scott, Seeing Like a State : How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have
Failed, (New Haven : Yale University Press, 1998), p. 5

5



9922

show us the “governmentality”®® of the modern state.?® As a result, in many cities in

Europe and the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth century, “authoritarian

924

modernizing schemes”" were applied to create an organized and visible city. We can

detail modern urban regulations in the nineteenth century as follows:

The study to design cities according to a geometric plan, one of the main
goals of the modern state, began in the eighteenth century and continued towards the
middle of the nineteenth century.?® It could easily be viewed in the re-building of
many European cities. After the Industrial Revolution, while the cities?® like London,
Vienna and Paris were rapidly growing unplanned, urban services couldn’t keep up
with this development.?” After the Industrial Revolution, the slum areas which
developed because of intense migration from the country to the cities caused
epidemics. Also, during this period, in addition to the increasing population as a
result of the development of trade and industry, other huge problems to be solved
came about. These were the lack of new roads, transportation systems and
infrastructure. So, in the middle of the nineteenth century, these three cities were
subjected to a comprehensive urban plan including commercial, economic plans and

meeting the needs of the military. With the new, wide roads and modern

22 Michel Foucault, “Governmentality,” in The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, ed.
Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon and Peter Miller (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press: 1991),
pp. 87-104

2 Cengiz Kirli, “Kahvehaneler Ve Hafiyeler: 19. Yiizyil Ortalarinda Osmanli’da Sosyal Kontrol,” in
Tanzimat: Degisim Siirecinde Osmanli Imparatorlugu, ed. Halil inalcik and Mehmet Seyitdanlioglu,
(Ankara: Phoenix Yayievi, 2006), p. 459

24 James Scott, Seeing Like a State : How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have
Failed, p. 62

% Ibid., p. 4

% The reason for bending on especially these three cities is that: they were named as the cities that
should be shown as examples of urban development by the ambassadors.

2 Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Revolution 1789-1848, (London: Abacus, 1995), pp. 248-249
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infrastructure, and regular works in the avenues, well-designed, modern cities were

attempted to be designed.?

Particularly in the second half of the nineteenth century, many modernization
schemes could be easily seen in many Ottoman and European cities. At this period,
in addition to the new perception of city which occurred after the transformation in
the mentality of government, a new concept emerged, that of the public. With the
change in the understanding of government in the Ottoman Empire, the population as
well as the city started to be perceived differently. From now on, the government
began to perceive the people as a public, as political subjects.? For this reason, the
government aimed for a more understandable public with such practises®® as

registration, economic-demographic census data and mapping.**

At this point, this leg of the transformation of the state of mentality as a

symbol of the Tanzimdt,* the population’s being recognized as a legitimate political

%8 _eonardo Benevolo, The Origins of Modern Town Planning, trans. by Judith Landry, (Cambridge,
Mass: M.1.T. Press, 1967) ; Sigfried Giedion, Space, time and architecture: The growth of a New
Tradition, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982) ; Donald J. Olsen, The City As a Work
of Art, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986) ; Donald J. Olsen, Town Planning in London: the
Eighteenth & Nineteenth Centuries, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1964) ; Michael Wagenaar,
“Conquest of the Center or Flight to the Suburbs? Divergent Metropolitan Strategies in Europe, 1850-
1914,” Journal of Urban History, 19:1 (1992:Nov), pp. 60-81 ; David Harvey, Paris, Capital of
Modernity, (New York: Routledge, 2003) ; Carl E.Schorske, Fin de Sicle Vienna, Politics and
Culture, (New York: Vintage Books, 1981).

2 Cengiz Kirly, Sultan ve Kamuoyu: Osmanli Modernlesme Siirecinde “Havadis Jurnalleri”(1840-
1844), pp. 17-34

%0 It should be emphasized that these tools, apart from their use in the formation of the public were
also used in the nineteenth century in the issue of personal property rights which is one of the most
important features of the modern and centralized state formation, and in determining whether to
implement various sanctions in those properties. So, it was aimed at eliminating local-private
practices, the privileges and applications which varied according to groups, and replacing them with
general social and economic rules organizing urban life. Alp Yiicel Kaya and Yiicel Terzibasoglu,
“Tahrirden Kadastro’ya: 1874 Istanbul Emlak Tahriri ve Vergisi “Kadastro tabir olunur tahrir-i
emlak,” in Tarih ve Toplum Yeni Yaklagimlar, no. 9, (Giiz 2009), pp.8-9

3 Cengiz Kirli, Sultan ve Kamuoyu: Osmanl Modernlegme Stirecinde “Havadis Jurnalleri”(1840-
1844), p. 34

% lbid., p.17



entity, was one of the most important features of the modern state. The modern state
focused on knowing how to manage and to achieve this goal it needed for the
“legitibility " of the population. In the Ottoman Empire, people started to gain
legalized political power with the regulations after the Tanzimdt. The public which
was previously seen as redyd, now started to be regarded as a political power or
subject with these political and legal arrangements. Now, the lives and the properties
of people were not considered as a favor of the Sultan, instead they were protected
by laws.3* However, it should be also stressed that, with this transformation, the
public came to be noticed and given some legal rights. On the other hand, as one of
the most important features of the modern state, the lives of the individuals were
being surveyed by modern administrative tools,* which created a two way process:

It can be said that expropriation was one of the most important of these tools. This is
because expropriations are the reflection and the practices of the perception of the
new city and public. To create a regular city and intervene in the city dead-end
streets were tried to be demolished by the government. Here, one thing also should
be stated: on the one hand intervention of government to the property rights were
protected by new regulations and laws, the property rights were taken under
guarantee by laws. On the other hand with reconstructions and expropriations,

intervention to the property rights and even giving damage to property rights were

happening.

%3 James Scott, Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have
Failed , p. 2

% {lber Ortayly, Imparatorlugun En Uzun Yiizyili, (istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 1999), p. 101

% Nadir Ozbek, Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nda Sosyal Devlet: Siyaset, Iktidar ve Mesruiyet (1876-
1914), (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlar1, 2002), p. 19



As a result, the Ottoman government realized that, it had to first regulate the
legal arrangements to regulate the city. Therefore, legal regulations in the Western
style, which are the examples of modern urban laws, started to appear after 1840.
After the legal transformation, the next step of the government was to realize the
administrative transformation. In that way, it would be able to apply the modern city
laws thanks to the Western style administrative institutions which met the needs of
the city and to regulate the city in a modern style and rule it easily. The government
first tried the legal and administrative city transformations in the capital, Istanbul. By
providing the capital with the new legal and administrative plan, the government

aimed to create a modern, beautiful, regularly parceled city.

While this thesis sets into context the process of urban development and
modernization, that the capital witnessed, it also tries to look at other Ottoman cities’
urban development from a comparative perspective. Accordingly, with respect to the
urban development in other cities, a pattern appears: port cities like Salonica, Izmir,
Beirut, and cities like Damascus and Aleppo involved in capitalism through
international trade at the beginning of the nineteenth century. As a result, with the
increase in trade, the native and foreign populations in these cities increased, too. So
did the Western effect with developed transportation and communication tools. All
of these enhancements resulted in the increase in the welfare level of the cities. So
there appeared the bourgeoisie who wanted the city problems be solved. However, it
is seen that modern urban development was realized in the cities especially after

1860 by the central government.®

% According to many writers such as Beatrice Saint-Laurent, Mark Mazower, Meropi Anastassiodou,
Jens Hannssen, the goal of the government in urban development of these cities was to solve the
problems of the city and regulate them according to the modern and ideal Ottoman plan. Also, to
increase the economical activities of the cities (especially the port cities that are important in
international trade). The municipality founded in the lates 1860s, did some works like ruining the city

9



At this point, Istanbul, where Western style regulations, enacted after 1840,
and Western style legal institutions were tried first, was pioneer to the other Ottoman
cities. That’s why the urban development process of Istanbul was realized by the
central government from the end of the 1840s, without waiting for a request from the
public. If we look at this modern urban development process and the reasons behind
its application, it is inferred that in the second half of the nineteenth century, on the
one hand Istanbul was dealing with fires, and on the other hand it needed a new
transportation and infrastructure as a result of the increasing trade and population

stemming from its integration into capitalism.

According to the government, the problems of the capital which needed to be
solved immediately were summarized as: narrow, dead-end and disordered streets,
and the fires that kept damaging the city for ages because of the wooden buildings.*’
Moreover, traditional Ottoman administrative institutions like the kadilik, ihtisab
agaligi, or mi’'mdrbasilik, were not only insufficient, but they were rendered obsolete
with the force of the transformations of the 1840’s.*® It was understood that to save

the capital from those problems, modern building schemes needed to be applied.

Actually, the Ottoman Empire got familiar with modern urban planning from
the eighteenth century onwards when bureaucrats who were working as ambassadors
in cities like Paris and Vienna wrote about the wide roads of these cities. Especially,

Mustafa Resit Pasha argued in his letter from London that the only way to solve the

walls, cleaning and port regulation. However, it is seen that, many cities couldn’t have the geometric
appearance and nice -wide roads until the ends of Abdulhamid’s period.

%7 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
159

% {lhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda Istanbul Metropol Alaninin Déniisiimii,” in Modernlesme Siirecinde
Osmanli Kentleri, ed. Paul Dumont, Frangois Georgeon, trans. Ali Berktay, (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi
Yurt Yaynlari, 1999), p. 21

10



problem in the capital city was to apply the city order in the West.*® According to
him, as in the European cities, scientific approaches needed to be applied and road
network needed to be in accordance with the rules of “kavdid-i hendese”
(mathematical rules). In this way, the streets in the capital city which were like a
maze would be regulated and as a consequence of this, besides providing easy
transportation, the calamity of fire that the capital city had witnessed for centuries
would also be stopped. In addition to this, according to Mustafa Resit Pasha, who
took the newspapers as a reference which said “Are you spending so much money on
this wooden building to make them burn?” in the first stage to prevent the fires in the

capital the building material should be kdrgir (masonary) not wood.*°

This thesis focuses on the expropriation activities, which are one of the most
effective tools of applying the city regulation. In this thesis, mainly the roles of the
expropriations in building the city, their relationships to the city, where and how they
were applied, and how the public reacted to them are analyzed by stressing the fact

that they were done for public interest.

In this thesis, expropriations are illustrated in regard of a city issue, state
issue, and property issue. At the same time, expropriations are evaluated especially
with legal and administrative regulations. In addition to this, in this thesis a general
picture is exhibited while analyzing the urban development by checking
expropriation examples, because a micro-scale study was not done. In the application
process of expropriations what were the general problems are exemplified and

suggestions are made. In this way, it is thought that this study would be an example

% Stefan Yerasimos, “Tanzimat’ Kent Reformlari Uzerine”, p-17

0 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
49
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for later studies. The thesis is mainly based on the resources of the archival sources
and newspapers. So, while the relationship between the development plan and
expropriation was being analyzed, the change in the government mentality after the
Tanzimadt, and parallel to this, the transformation in the city along with legal,
administrative systems are explained. While analyzing certain examples of
expropriations, the relationship between the “public interest”, presented as the main
goal of the expropriation practices, and the expropriation was one of the topics that

are especially mentioned in the thesis.

Actually, the expropriations were not put into practice after the Tanzimat. As
far as it is understood from the documents, after the late 1700s, the expropriations
were applied for different reasons. When looked at these expropriations, it is seen
that they were not applied according to a procedure or rules. However, it is clear that
the expropriations put into practice for the urban development plan after the
regulations, were applied in a new concept of the modern state and public. With
respect to this, the thesis tries to demonstrate that the expropriations are by no means
new, but, the expropriations put into practice after the regulations are modern and
new. So, it is underlined that there is a gap between the expropriations before and

after the Expropriation Regulations.

To clarify, in the first Expropriation Regulation (Mendfi -i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istira’ Olunan Ardzi ve Emldk Hakkinda Nizamndame ) dated 1856, to enlarge the
roads, to make new roads and build a railroad the expropriations could be seen in this
light: the value of the property would be decided by the experts chosen by the
municipality. Firstly, the owner’s approval would be taken. However, since the

expropriations were for the “public interest” (mendfi -i umiimiyye), it was
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emphasized that the expropriations would be applied whether with the owner’s
approval or not.* With the 1879 Expropriation Decree-Law (Mendf’i-i Umiimiyye
Icin Istira’ Olunacak Emldakin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname or
Mendfi -i Umiimiyye I¢gin Istimlak Kaniinu), it was emphasized that besides the
works above, schools, hospitals, barracks and water sources would be expropriated
too. Moreover, with this Decree-Law, the owners gained the right to go to the courts

and to object to the prices of their expropriations.*?

However it should also be stated that it is possible to say that how the
concept of public interest, which was in Expropriation Regulation at the beginning
and then in Expropriation Decree-Law, was defined legally and perceived by the
government is obscure. That is to say, “public interest” which was used to
accomplish many public services as the main goal was not defined and its content
was not obviously mentioned in regulations. In this thesis, answers for questions
such as how the government used public interest in practice and how it was
perceived are looked for by checking expropriation examples. Especially, the public
interest concept and its relationship with modern expropriations are discussed in
chapter four in detail, from the late 1850s and to the 1910s, by looking at where, how

and by whom they were applied.

After legal dimension of expropriations, when property dimension analyzed,

as far as understood from expropriation examples, most of the expropriated

“ BOA. I. MMS. 7 /256, 4 B. 1272 (11 March 1856), Mendfi -i Umiimiyye I¢in Istira’ Olunan Arazi
ve Emlak Hakkinda Nizamndame

2 BOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879), Mendfi i Umimiyye Igin Istira’
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname (Mendfi’-i Umumiyye I¢in
Istimldk Kaniinu)
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properties were the property of wagfs. In 1867 with Imperial Decree (/rdde), the

property type of that time could be explained in this way;

.....In the past endowing a property to a wagf was under strict control of the
state. For that reason waqf property was too few whereas private property
was too many. But later, there was almost no state supervision and some for
charity, some for bequeathing land to their descendants left property to the
wagfs. In short, since there is no place for private property in Der-saddet,
everybody has to possess waqf land....**

It was often stressed in the documents that “Istanbul, built like chess, which
resembles to the newly constructed cities in the world.”** If we try to understand
what this sentence means, it is seen that: between 1853 and 1870, during Haussman’s
rule, Paris had a very structured building plan and very intense expropriations.*
Whatever was done in Paris to achieve this development was tried to be done in

Istanbul, t00.*® In both cities, it was stressed that the expropriations were being done

“®BOA. 1. MMS. 34/ 1417,5S. 1284 (8 June 1867): “....bir miilki vakf itmek devletce bir¢ok
takayyiidat altinda olmasiyla herkes diledigi yeri vakf iylemege muktedir olmayarak bu cihetle
emldk-1 vakfiyye pek az olub bir¢ok emlak-1 sirf dahi mevciid olmasiyla herkes ya serdit-i mevzii’a ve
ma’limesiyle vakf yeri tasarruf iylemekde veyahud bu siiret isine gelmez ise miilk-i sirf bulub temelliik
itmekde min-cihetihi muhtar iken sonralar: nasilsa bu takayyiidat zdil oldugindan ba’zisi sahihan
niyet-i hayriyye ve ba zisi: dahi evidd ve ensdbina irad yapmak gibi menfaat-i zatiyye iizerine rast
geldigi yeri vakf idiib ale-1- husiis Der-saddet’de miilk-i sirf olan yer hi¢ kalmadig: cihetle herkes hdh
ve nd- hah vakf yere mutasarrif olmak mecbiiriyetinde olub ....”

“ BOA. 1.DH., 572 /39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868): “...... en yeni tanzim olunan
memleketlere sebih olmak iizre satrancvari ve pek miinkasim olarak....”

** For a detailed urban transformation of Paris in the nineteenth century see: David Harvey,
Paris,Capital of Modernity, (New York: Routledge, 2003) ; Matthew Gandy, “The Paris Sewers and
the Rationalization of Urban Space”, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, New Series,
24, no. 1 (1999), pp. 23-44; David H. Pinkney, “Money and Politics in the Rebuilding of Paris, 1860 -
1870,” The Journal of Economic History, 17, no. 1, (Mar., 1957), pp. 45-61 ; Shelly Rice, Parisian
Views, (Cambridge, Mass: M.I.T. Press, 1997) ; Howard Saalman, Haussmann : Paris transformed,
(New York: G. Braziller, 1971) ; Peets Elbert, “Famous Town Planners : Haussmann ,” The Town
Planning Review, 12, no. 4, (Dec., 1927), pp. 249-259

“® |t should be also stressed that, apart from Istanbul also in Salonica, Bursa and Cairo some
regulations were done by taking the Haussmannization activities (geometric and wide streets) as
example. At first sight, in these cities, especially during the building of new transportation system,
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for public interest by the government. In both cities there was established a special
institution apart from the municipality to apply the expropriations. And in both cities,
money was borrowed from the banks and bankers for the expensive expropriations.
In both cities, the prices of the properties that were expropriated changed according
to the districts. The prices of the properties where there is railway were much more

expensive.*’

While preparing the thesis, some problems were encountered. The first and
the biggest problem was that, there wasn’t a secondary source about the
expropriations in the capital. Actually, the sources about the urban development
process in the capital were too few. The most important works are Zeynep Celik’s
The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century and
Steven Rosenthal’s The Politics of Dependency: Urban Reform in Istanbul. Also,
Stefan Yerasimos’s “Tanzimat’in Kent Reformlar1 Uzerine”, Pierre Pinon’s
“Parceled City: Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century”, Ilhan Tekeli’s “19.Yiizyilda
Istanbul Metropol Alanmin Déniisiimii” and Steven Rosenthal’s “Foreigners and
Municipal Reform in Istanbul: 1855-1865 articles gave enough information about
the urban development of the capital in detail. However, these resources had nothing

about the expropriations. That’s why the thesis was prepared by relying on mostly

widening the roads, we think of about expropriation immediately. Also, about whether the
expropriation was applied in these cities or not, we only saw that some houses and some graves in
Bursa were expropriated to make new roads. Moreover, it was seen that, in Bursa there were property
owners’ harsh objections to the expropriations in Bursa. Especially, the government faced with intense
objections about the expropriations of the graves.

*" However some main differences between the two cities should be mentioned: the first one is that
while the expropriations in Paris were being realized on the individual property, the expropriations in
Istanbul were being realized nearly only on wagqfs property. Another difference is: for building and
expropriations in Paris a general cadastral survey was done, however, in Istanbul maps were prepared
one by one for expropriations procedures.
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Surd-y1 Devlet, Ddhiliye Nezareti, Sadaret, Irdade, Yildiz, Meclis-i Viikeld
Mazbatalar, Bab-1 ali Evrdk Odasi, Evkdf Defterleri, Hatt-1 Hiimdyin and Cevdet

catalogs in the Ottoman archives.

Another problem was that it was stated in the Street and Building Regulation
(Turiik ve Ebniye Nizdmndmesi) and Expropriation Decree-Law (Mendf 'i-i
Umiimiyye Icin Istira’ Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan
Kararname or Mendfi -i Umiimiyye Icin Istimlak Kaniinu) that every expropriation
would be executed after the maps were drawn, but very few maps were accessed.
Moreover, in some documents, it was unclear whether a law that planed to be
enacted was enacted or not, or whether it was put into practice or not. For example,
this problem is very clear in the study of the decision to expropriate the mortgaged
properties after 1880. It is very difficult to follow and decide whether those new

decisions were legal or not.

This thesis consists of five chapters. The second chapter of the thesis is about
the administrative and legal part of the expropriations of the capital in the second
half of the nineteenth century. To realize the modern building and expropriations
process, the first thing to be done by the government was to publish the Building and
Expropriation Regulations (1848-1882) which were the examples of European style
regulations. In this chapter, first, these regulations is explained one by one. Then, it is
discussed how they regulate the building and expropriations. Western type
institutions such as Istanbul Municipality (Seiremdneti), Sixth District
Administration (4ltinct Daire-i Belediyye), Comission for the Regulation of the City
(Intizam-1 Sehir Komisyonu) and Comission for Road Improvement (Isldh-1 Turik

Komisyonu), were found by the administration to implement the reconstruction and
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expropriations whose legal frame was constituted from the end of 1840. In the other
parts of the chapter, foundation of these modern institutions, their role in achieving

the expropriation and reconstruction activities, their plans are also examined.

In the third chapter, the fires that took place in the capital city and their
relation with the expropriations are analyzed. In the process of reconstruction of the
capital city, the role of the three big fires in Aksaray, Hocapasa (this fire is called as
the biggest fire that the capital city witnessed), and Beyoglu were very important.
These three big fires provided government with an opportunity for a geometrical city
layout with reconstruction and expropriations in the burned areas. The role of the
fires in the expropriation process is examined in this chapter in a detailed way, and
questions such as: what the role of these fires was, what the reactions of the property
owners towards the expropriations were, how the reconstruction and expropriation

issues were implemented, found possible answers in this chapter.

In chapter four, the concept of “public interest” stated in Expropriation
Regulations-Decree Law and its relation to the expropriation activities are examined
and the public interest concept is clarified. However, briefly the expropriations
applied before the 1856 Expropriation Regulation are examined for a better
understanding of both the concept of “public interest” and its relation with the
expropriation done after the regulations. Why and by whom the expropriations were
done before the Regulations are analyzed. Thus, the breaking point between the
expropriations done for “public interest” and the former ones is explored by this
comparison. As stated in the Expropriation Regulation, the expropriations were
going to be done for “public interest” such as extending the roads, constructing new

roads, railways. The first expropriation for “public interest” was applied in Karakdy:
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the properties in Karakdy were expropriated for widening the roads. When we come
to the 1870s, the expropriations continued for widening the roads, for lying new
transportation networks, and for constructing new infrastructural projects. In addition
to this, with the Expropriation Decree-Law of 1879, expropriations were applied for
constructing new schools, hospitals, and barracks. However, especially during the
reign of Abdulhamit 1, the number of expropriations and their reasons were
increased, some expropriations were tried to be used for other purposes besides its
main purpose. In this framework, from 1858 to 1910s, by taking the two
Expropriation Regulations and the concept of “public interest” into consideration, the
relation between the expropriation and “public ineterest”, and the transformation in

expropriations are analyzed.

In the fifth chapter, the economic and social aspects of expropriations and
the urban actors’ interests are examined. Value determination of the properties
composes first part of the economic side. The price of the properties which would be
expropriated were decided by commissions consisting of officials from Sublime
Porte (Bdb-: dli), the Ministry of Commerce (Ticdret Nezareti) (employment officials
from Land Registry (Defter-i Hakani) was determined instead of Commercial
Ministry after the mid of 1870s), and the municipality (Belediyye). In this chapter,
initially, the issues such as how the value of the properties was decided, according to
what they were decided and examining them according to the districts are discussed.
Afterwards, in the light of questions such as how the sources were found for
expropriations that necessitate big amounts of money and what the role of banks and
bankers the monetary dimension of the expropriations was evaluated. The second
part of this chapter is about the social aspect of expropriations. How the properties of

foreign people were expropriated, and in which places the process occurred are
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examined. As the last point, the objections, the petitions against expropriation are

analyzed in the light of the newspapers of the time.

In the conclusion part, modern urban development, expropriations, and the
concept of public interest are contextualized considering the changes emerging in the
nineteenth century. Regarding the contributions of all the actors involved in the
process (banks, bankers, corporations, property owners, foreigners), an assessment is
done in the framework of these questions: What extent did the capital reach to the
chesslike city plan aimed by proponents of Tanzimdt? How did the government
perceive and use the concept of public interest in the process of expropriation and
reconstruction? How did the property owners understand public interest, urban
development and expropriation? Did all the districts of the capital benefit from
reconstruction in the same amount or was there a difference in the reconstruction
among them other districts? By the help of answering these questions, a much clearer
understanding of the framework of reconstruction and urban development that the

capital witnessed in the nineteenth century emerges.
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CHAPTER 2
THE LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK OF URBAN

DEVELOPMENT IN ISTANBUL IN THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

In this chapter, the legal and institutional infrastructure established for the
application of expropriations and reconstruction of Istanbul will be analyzed. After
the proclamation of the Tanzimat Edict, the government wanted to re-arrange the
city. The government realized that in order to accomplish this goal, legal regulations
needed to be made primarily by following the Western style urbanism models. To
this end, the Building and Expropriation Regulations that determined how modern
city planning would be made as of 1840 were published. By first analyzing seven
regulations published from 1848 to 1882, this chapter examines how they regulated
the urban development and expropriations. In the second part of the chapter, the
formation process of Western style administrative institutions that the government
developed for applying new city regulations, and the role they played in the urban

development will be discussed in detail.

The Legal Framework of Urban Development in Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century

For regulating urban planning and construction activities, seven legal regulations
were issued between 1848 and 1882. All these legal regulations were prepared for

two important applications for turning the capital city into a modern city. One of
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them is setting expropriation for a wider and more organized street system, and the
other one is encouraging the usage of kdrgir instead of wood in the construction of
the houses to take precautions against fire. In fact, about the new urban planning, it is
important to mention the Moltke plan which was accepted before the first Building
Regulation (Ebniye Nizamndmesi) in 1848 and after the Tanzimat Edict in 1839,
because in this project Helmuth von Moltke* first drew a city plan and a city map,
and prepared a renovation project. Moltke attracted attention to the application of
kavaid-i hendese (mathematichal rules) to make the city converge the wide and
straight streets as Mustafa Resit Pasha stated earlier.*® The roads in Istanbul would
be as follows: main arteries were to have a width of 15.20 meters. All other roads
would be 11.50 meters, 9.00 meters or 7.60 meters according to their importance and
location, and dead-end streets would be opened up.*® With the Moltke plan, besides
opening wide and uninterrupted roads for easier transportation, for the purpose of
preventing fires the usage of wood was going to be eliminated and the usage of
kargir was going to be increased gradually.®* For Zeynep Celik, Moltke was
recommending practical solutions for the problems of Istanbul, which were getting
worse day by day. However the major defect of this plan was the lack of a main
artery in the north and south axis.>* According to ilhan Tekeli, the mentality of the

regulation of 1839 finally could get a legal framework in 1848 with the acceptance of

*® Moltke summarizes the physical condition of Istanbul which he visited in 1836 with these key
words in his letters: Wooden houses, wild fires, and narrow streets. Helmuth von Moltke, Tiirkiye
Mektuplari, trans. by Kemal Vehbi Giil, (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynevi, 1967), pp. 77-78

* Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City, p. 51

% Ibid., p. 106

5! lbid., p. 105

*2 Ibid., p. 106
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the Building Regulation.>® Although the Moltke plan>* was not applied, the basic
principles and themes of the regulations were based on Moltke’s plan and Mustafa

Resit Pasha’s claims about separating the streets into different categories.55

With the Building Regulation (Ebniye Nizamnamesi) (1848) which was
about the planning and construction of the capital city, for organizing street networks
and enhancing communication, the streets were categorized according to their
width.>® According to this regulation which had 30 articles, in the construction of
new buildings, the streets would be expanded as follows: the width of big streets
would be 10 zird’,>" the width of medium streets would be 8 zird’ and the width of
the rest of the streets would never be less than 6 zird . The dead-end streets would be
opened up if possible.*® Therefore, it can be said that the Building Regulation
brought main principles of Western type of street planning which aimed at situating

the new buildings a little back and making the streets wider. The regulation included

an important decision which would be a base for future regulations: the area for

% [lhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda Istanbul Metropol Alaninin Déniisiimii,” p. 24

> Here the pretentious projects that were suggested but not implemented during Abdiilhamid II
period, after the Moltke plan, should be mentioned. The first one is Arnodin’s project which proposed
connecting Asian-European sides with a bridge. The aim was to provide railway connection between
the two continents. But this project could not be implemented due to financial matters. The other
project was the one the Parisian architect Bouvard was made to prepare in order to embellish the
capital. With this plan, the city would be designed again considering beauty principles. According to
this project, four regions (the Hippodrome, Beyazit Square, Galata Bridge and Valide Sultan Square)
would be planned in the capital. But this project could not be implemented, either. Finally, it is seen
that to have an image of an orderly and new European city was the basic aim of all three projects.
Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, pp.
107-111

% Ibid., p. 50
% Ibid., p. 51

5 A measurement unit corresponding to 68,6 cms. Isldm Ansiklopedisi: Islam dlemi cografya,
etnografya ve biyografya ligati, (Istanbul: Maarif Matbaasi, 1940-1988), vol. 13, p. 575

%8 «1848 Ebniye Nizdmnamesi,” article 1, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-i Belediyye, (Istanbul:
I.B.B. Yayinlari, 1995), vol. 2, p.1037
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expanding the roads would be taken equally from the buildings on both sides of the

road.

By law, the buildings in burnt areas (kdrgir) needed to be retracted to be
added to the road. If the retraction was not abided by the property owner, building
repairs wouldn’t be allowed. Such buildings would be bought by the government
with its true value for the public interest and the owner would be bound to sell
them.>® In the burnt area, when a building met with the corner of two streets, it is
obliged by law to leave some land for the nearby street, apart from the area that it
leaves to the main street. Moreover, if the property owner wants to sell the house
because of drawbacks such as land of the house that coincides with the coin is little
and it gives some land away to the main and the nearby street, and also because the
owner would not be able to make use of it anymore, in the case of absence of a
customer to buy it, the land would be sold to the neighbors.®® With this regulation,
the problem of how the roads would be extended and how the burnt areas would be
re-regulated were settled and constructions ordered. Accordingly, except for the state
buildings all wooden buildings should be no more than 22 zira’, and kdrgir buildings
should be 30 zird’ at most. Construction permit would be given only after
government officers measure the height.®* Moreover, in order to prevent the
formation of new suburbs which is an important problem of the capital city, no new

bekar odalar: would be constructed.®? Namely, this regulation was a starting point

> “Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1848), article 4, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 2,
p.1032

% “Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1848), article 8, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 2,
p.1033

%1 “Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1848), article 10, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-i Belediyye, vol. 2,
p.1034
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for new expropriation of the future for the purpose of opening new and wide roads.
According to Ilhan Tekeli, the application of the 1848 Building Regulation was more
successful than the Moltke plan, as this regulation was more effective in opening

new areas for construction and reconstruction of the places turned into ruin by fires.®

For the urban development and reconstruction of the capital city in the
modern sense, it can be said that declaration of the Expropriation Regulation
(Mendfi -i Umimiyye Icin Istira ®* Olunan Ardzi ve Emlik Hakkanda Nizamndme) in
1856 was the biggest and the most important step. That was because the Ottomans
passed this law in order to get an estimate and buy properties for the construction of
railways, river passes and new roads necessary for public interest.®® The properties
that were necessary for railway construction or new roads for public interest, they
were measured by authorized officers from the Ministry of Commerce, Sublime
Porte (Bdb-: dli), the Council of Sehremdneti and if the property that is necessary for
railway construction or new roads for public interest was the property of waqfs, it
was measured both by the authorized by officers and also officers from the Ministry
of Pious Endowments (Evkaf-1 Hiimdyan). Essential properties would be bought by
paying the actual worth in accordance with their location.®® After paying the actual
price of the essential properties, even if the owner did not consent, as the properties

had a public interest, the cost of the property would be paid to the owner regardless

62 “Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1848), article 29, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 2,
0.1036

% flhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda istanbul Metropol Alanmim Déniisiimii,” pp. 24-25

% Instead of the concept istimidk words like miibdyaa, istird’ used which means buying. Towards the
end of 1880, the word istimldk had become common.

% BOA. 1. MMS. 7/ 256, 4 B. 1272 (11 March 1856), Mendfi -i Umiimiyye I¢in Istird’ Olunan Ardzi
ve Emldk Hakkinda Nizamname

% BOA. I. MMS. 7/ 256, 4 B. 1272 (11 March 1856), Mendfi -i Umiimiyye I¢in Istira’ Olunan Ardzi
ve Emlak Hakkinda Nizamname
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of the owner’s wish.®” However, the owner’s property rights would be kept until after
the price of the property has been paid to the owner. In addition, with these legal
arrangements all the sacred places were excluded from expropriation but the lands
which were related to the sacred places were included to the expropriation. This legal
arrangement which completed the 1848 Building Regulation the mechanism or ruled
on how to apply these expropriation about construction of new roads and expanding
the narrow ones was decided. This law also made it possible to prepare a compelling
legal framework to have a geometric city design for the Tanzimdt ruling elite; and
just like in Europe, experts would determine expropriation activities for “public

interest”.

After this regulation, keeping the reconstruction activities and completing the
deficit parts of 1848 Building Regulation, in the 1858, Regulation on Streets
(Sokaklara Dair Nizdmndame) that brought together the previous principles was
declared. With this regulation, the streets of Beyoglu and Galata neighborhood would
be constructed in good order, and it was decided that all roads would be
reconstructed and widened according to the criteria in Building Regulation and
pavements would be added.®® After this regulation, Street and Building Regulation
(Turik ve Ebniye Nizamnamesi) which was prepared in 1863 became binding for all
the cities in the country. This regulation included new concepts and detailed articles
about the urban development plans and expropriations in the capital city. The street
pattern that had separated three previous categories introduced two additional

categories. The width of the streets without giving trouble to the traffic would be

" BOA. . MMS. 7/ 256, 4 B. 1272 (11 March 1856), Menfi -i Umiimiyye I¢in Istira’ Olunan Ardzi
ve Emldk Hakkinda Nizamname

68 «Sokaklara Dair Nizamname” (1858), article 1, Diistir, 1% ser., vol. 2, (Ankara: Bagbakanlik
Basimevi, 1872), p. 478
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designed like this : the minimum width of the first class streets would be 15 zira’,
second, third, fourth class streets would be at least 12 zirg’, 10 zira’ and 8 zira’
respectively and the width of dead-end streets would be 6 zird . In order to have
streets as large as wanted, the places on both sides of the road would be reorganized.
With the purpose of achieving that plan, equal halves of land would be taken from
both sides of the road. The law says that one half of land should be taken from the
side with buildings. The other half would be taken after the construction of buildings
on the other side, such lands would be given up by owners for free (meccanen).”™
The area that should be left to make the roads wider and the parcels would be

recalculated. Also, according to the rules in the regulation, every street had a plate

that shows how many zird s the streets should be.”

When streets were to be reconstructed or extended on areas with or without
buildings on them, maps would be drawn by the government. These maps would be
declared to property owners on those streets. If they had any objections to the maps,
it is stated that they should do so in fifteen days.”® To those who are bound to leave
more land so as to keep roads in a line, the government would pay a compensation
for this extra land while roads are constructed. On the other hand, by law, those who
keep land that they should have left for the road had to pay the price of these areas
back to the government.” It is clear that while the government paid compensation in
some places to extend roads in an order, sometimes property owners had to pay

compensations to the government for the extra lands that they keep. When the

% «“Tyriik ve Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1863), article 1, Diistir, 1% ser., vol. 2, p. 499

0 “Turiik ve Ebniye Nizimnamesi” (1863), article 3, Diistiir, 1 ser., vol. 2, p. 499

L “Turiik ve Ebniye Nizimnamesi” (1863), articles 1 and 5, Diistiir, 1 ser., vol. 2, pp. 499-501
"2 “Turiik ve Ebniye Nizimnamesi” (1863), article 8, Diistiir, 1 ser., vol. 2, pp. 501-502

® «“Tyriik ve Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1863), article 5, Diistiir, 1% ser., vol. 2, pp. 500-501
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properties were expropriated, their prices were decided by the two muhammins
(value assessor) one of them was selected by the government and the other one was

by the owner of the property respectively.’

Moreover, with this regulation, how the burnt areas would be allocated was
also decided. First, a map of the burnt places would be drawn and then the condition
of the land before and after the fire would be determined. The allotment of burnt
places would be in the form of rectangles or squares as much as possible.” In
addition to this, the shapes of all the rearranged plots would be square or rectangle.
By doing this, the geometry that Mustafa Resit Pasha aimed at would be achieved
and legalized.”® Furthermore, there had been novelties about the places opened for
settlement: all the new buildings needed to be appropriate for the criteria as decided
by law. For example, when an individual or a company intended to raise a building
on a wasteland, the project that they had to present to the approval of the government
needed to be beneficial for the public. In this light, it can be said by looking at these
amendments, after 1840s the new expropriation and arrangements that were aimed to
be done for the public interest were in compliance with the one witnessed in

Europe.”

It was the Expropriation Decree-Law (Mendfi -i Umiimiyye Icin Istira’

Olunacak Emldakin Miibdyaa ve Mudamelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname or Mendfi -i

™ «Tyriik ve Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1863), article 7, Diistiir, 1 ser., vol. 2, p. 501
" “Turiik ve Ebniye Nizimnamesi” (1863), article 12, Diistiir, 1% ser., vol. 2, pp. 502-503

’® Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
51

" Ibid., p. 51. For example in French Law the public interest were superior to the individual interests
when the government made expropriations.
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Umiimiyye I¢in Istimlak Kaninu)'® in 1879 that started a new stage in this area.
Because of the insufficiency of Expropriation Regulation, according to the principle
stated in Kaniin-1 Esdsi, it was determined that instead of this law, new expropriation
rules which were rearranged according to the needs of the age would be admitted.
According to the decree-law which was a reflection of the previous one, new
expropriations could be applied like this: besides street arrangements and
constructions, the places which were planned to be used for the public interest would
be increased and it was decided that new squares, bazaars, malls would be opened,
new wharfs, hospitals, barracks, and schools could be built after the prices of the

properties paid to the owners.”

In the capital city, all the expropriation works would be executed by Stird-y:
Devlet and the maps and plans of the properties which were assigned to be used for
public interest would be prepared in the first stage.®® Afterwards, the prices of the
properties would be decided by three certified muhammins who were assigned by
municipality councils, four officials from members of municipality council, one
officials each from Bdb-: dli, Evkaf-1 Hiimdytin, and Defter-i Hakani were brought
together to estimate the actual prices of the properties. The experts around the
properties would control the estimated prices whether they were correct and report

them to the municipality council.®* Without paying the determined value of the

" BOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 (3 December 1879), Mendfi-i Umiimiyye I¢in Istira’
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname (Mendfi’-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimldk Kaniinu)

" BOA. I. MMS. 64 /3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879) , Mendfi i Umiimiyye l¢in Istira’
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrndme (Mendfi’-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimlak Kaninu) , article 1

8 BOA. I. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879) , Mendfi -i Umiimiyye Icin Istird’

Olunacak Emléakin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname (Mendfi -i Umiimiyye Igin
Istimldk Kaniinu) , article 5
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properties to the owners, the process of expropriation would not be achieved,
property rights would not be invalid.®? In addition to this, with this decree-law a very
important decision that concerns the property owners was made regarding
expropriations that were for the public interest: the maps of expropriation areas that
carried the name of the owners and the prices of the properties, would be hung on the
doors of municipality buildings for eight days, and would also be published in the
local newspapers.® The property owners had the right to appeal to the expropriation
both in written or oral form within these period.®* The municipality council would
evaluate these objections in eight days and would declare the final decision. At the
end, the procedure of purchase could be completed after the owners accepted the
expropriation price. The owners who were against the prices decided in expropriation
could go to court and sue.® If the last decision was to expropriate the property in this
case if the owner still rejected the price, then the money would be transferred to the

Ottoman Bank and the property would be expropriated in this way.®

81 BOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879) , Mendfi-i Umiimiyye I¢in Istird g
Olunacak Emldakin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname (Mendfi-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimlak Kaniinu) , articles 6, 7

82 BOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879) , Mendfi-i Umiimiyye I¢in Istird "
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kararndme (Mendfi’-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimldk Kaniinu) , article 3

8 BOA. I. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879) , Mendfi -i Umiimiyye I¢in Istird "
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname (Mendfi’-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimldak Kaniinu) , article 8

* BOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 (3 December 1879) , Mendfi -i Umiimiyye Igin Istird"
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrndme (Mendfi’-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimldak Kanginu) , article 10

% BOA. I. MMS. 64 /3047, 18 Z. 1296 ( 3 December 1879) , Mendfi-i Umiimiyye Icin Istird’
Olunacak Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardarndme (Mendfi’-i Umiimiyye I¢in
Istimlak Kaninu) , article 11

8 BOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 (3 December 1879), Mendfi-i Umiimiyye I¢in Istira’ Olunacak
Emldkin Miibdyaa ve Mudmelesi Hakkinda Olan Kardrname (Mendfi’-i Umimiyye I¢in Istimlak
Kaniinu) , article 32
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According to Zeynep Celik, the 1848 and 1863 regulations which only took
into consideration easy transportation did not care about the problems of the streets
very much, and the height of the buildings made from kdrgir was allowed to be more
than those made from wood.?” The needs raised led to the announcement of the 1882
Building Law (Ebniye Kaniinu).®® In this regulation, the height of buildings were
decided to be proportional to the width of the streets, but the most important novelty
that this regulation brought was put in force about the issue of reconstruction of the
burned buildings. If at least ten houses went to ruin in these areas, the areas would be
accepted as field (tarla), and these places would be divided up into plots by drawing
new maps according to the Field Rule (Tarla Kaidesi). This regulation enabled the
government to take one fourth of the land from the owners without paying any

price.®

Building and Expropriation Regulations included decisions about the order
of the streets of the capital city and construction techniques and activities that aim to
eliminate danger of fires. With 1848 Building Regulation, the advantages of kdrgir
construction techniques were being described, the buildings made from kdrgir were
categorized as full and semi-kdrgir.” Initially, it was decided that all the buildings in
the capital city would be made completely from kdrgir, however, according to later
decisions, if the cost of the building was less that 500 kese of ak¢e, they were

allowed to make the building from wood on condition that they had kdrgir walls

87 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
51

& |bid.

% “Ebniye Kantnu” (1882), article 22, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 4, p.
1720. ilhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda istanbul Metropol Alaninin Déniisiimii,,” pp. 24-25

% Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
52
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around the building, because it was noted that, “all people could not afford to build

their constructions from kdrgir.”**

In 1864 with the decision of government, it was an obligation to construct
the buildings from kdrgir, people were allowed to build from wood if their financial
situation is not good enough. To prevent spreading of fires, it was decided to build
walls between the wooden buildings.?® With the 1875 Regulation on Construction
Methods in Istanbul (Istanbul ve Bilad-1 Seldse’de Yapilacak Ebniyenin Siret-i
Insdiyesine Ddir Nizamname), the centre of the capital was seperated into two parts
as main (kism-1 evvel) and secondary (kism-1 san#)*®, which was not stated in any
previous regulations. In the main regions, it was definitely forbidden to construct
buildings from wood, in the secondary regions such as Tatavla, Kasimpasa, Adalar,
Kadikoy, Bogazigi on condition that had to construct kdrgir walls around the wooden
buildings, they were allowed. The main regions decided on were the east part of
Istanbul peninsula to Unkapani, Zeyrek, Aksaray, Sisli, Bayezid and the coastline
that included Azabkapisi, Balmumecu, Ortakoy.” By doing this, the buildings which
would be constructed around Der-saddet and Bildd-1 Seldse’s important regions

would be totally made from kdrgir.” The aim was to minimise the danger of fires in

L« . herkes hanesini kdrgir yapmaga muktedir olmayacag: cihetle buna ichar olunamayacagi

misiillii....” “Ebniye Nizdmnamesi” (1848), zeyl, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-i Belediyye, vol.
2,p.1043

%2 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
52

¥ BOA. . MMS. 51 /2231, 14 R. 1292 (20 May 1875)

% BOA. SD. 687 /2, 1295. L. 8 (5 October 1878), mukaddime and article 1

% BOA. SD. 687 /2, 1295. L. 8 (5 October 1878)
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the regions that were densely populated and to protect important sites in the capital

city by making kdrgir construction compulsory.*®

As a consequence, the purposes of the Regulations after Tanzimat were to
have a modern capital city which had straight and large streets and buildings
constructed from kdrgir.”” For this purpose, initially legal regulations were made by
the government. From 1848 to 1882 many legal regulations that served the purpose
of a desired modern city plan were announced succesively and each new regulation
resolved the missing parts of the previous regulations. Expropriations were the most
important aid to the government in the process of modernization of the capital city by
making the streets larger because, it made it possible for the government to demolish
unwanted buildings to have modern city planning. It should also be stressed here that
while opening new roads and applying the regulations, the big fires in the capital city

made the work of government easier.

The Administrative and Institutional Framework of Urban Development in Istanbul

in the Nineteenth Century

For applying these legal regulations that were necessary for the formation of modern
capital city, new institutions were required. On the other side of the coin, there was
an institutional and administrative framework. These steps were the basis of modern

municipalities, subsequently, foundations like Comission for Road Improvement

% Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
52

7 Ibid., p. 52
32



(Isldh-1 Turiik Komisyonu) and the Comission for the Regulation of the City
(Intizam-1 Sehir Komisyonu) were founded and rearranged. To understand the urban
development activities in the capital city, it is necessary to know what the new

institutions were and how they were worked.

The administrative arrangements of the capital which went on parallel to the
regulations after the declaration of the Tanzimat, was first started after the Crimean
War in 1854 with the making up the new governmental municipality of the
Sehremaneti.”® The reasons of the foundation of the Seiremdneti were the problems
of the capital, such as health, security, nourishment and most importantly the
infrastructure problems like narrow roads or insufficient hospitals. Those problems
became more evident with the huge migrations and the war equipments after the
Crimean War. In addition to those problems, the English and French governments
whose numbers increased after the war, wanted regular city services from the
government, which was another problem.® Since it was understood that the old
institutions could not find solutions to those problems anymore, on 16 August 1854
the Sehremdneti which was the translation of the French model ‘prefecture de la
ville’, was founded with a notification published in Takvim i Vakayi’ to deal with the
governmental services of the capital and to modernize Istanbul.*®® So, an important
step was achieved in the regulation of the capital government.*®* Supreme Council of

Judicial Ordinances (Meclis-i Vdla), prepared the duties and status of this institution

% {lhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda istanbul Metropol Alaninin Déniisiim,” p. 21

% Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
44

190 fiber Ortayli, Tanzimat Devrinde Osmanli Mahalli Idareleril840-1880, p. 133

101
44

Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
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with the 15 June regulations.’® The city council was supposed to prepare regulations
drafts and present them to the Meclis-i Tanzimdt (Council of the Tanzimat), to
regulate the governmental works such as road and sidewalks construction and
cleaning services. Sehremini was also authorized to apply the rules set by the

council.*®®

But in 1855, the City Council was unsuccessful in realizing the city reform.
The main cause of this failure was the fact that the City Council which composed of
inhabitants and members of the Lonca lacked information about the governmental
issues.® According to Steven Rosenthal, the most important reason of the failure of
Sehramaneti was that no foreigner was assigned to the Seiremdneti which was in

Western style in fact.'®

Another reason was that, Searemdneti had insufficient
income which led to a poor budget. The only income of the city government was a
tax taken from the horses and cars and the rest of the income was met by the central
government.*®® Each year, 2000 kese of gold was given by the Treasury (Hazine) to
the Sehremaneti for the construction and restoration of the sidewalks.'®” As a result,

because of all these reasons, the City Council couldn’t succeed to realize the very

much desired city reform.'%

192 flber Ortayli, Tanzimat Devrinde Osmanli Mahalli Idareleri 1840-1880, p. 133

103 Zafer Toprak, “Sehremaneti”, in Diinden Bugiine Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, (Ankara: Kiiltiir

Bakanligy; Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi, 1993-1995), vol. 7, p. 148
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195 Steven Rosenthal, “Foreigners and Municipal Reform in Istanbul: 1855-1865,” International
Journal of Middle East Studies, 11, no: 2 (Apr. 1980), p. 231

198 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
44

Y {lber Ortayli, Tanzimat Devrinde Osmanl Mahalli Idareleri, p. 137

198 id., p. 139
34



In 1855 in May, after this failure, Bdb-: dli wanted to apply a more effective
program and founded the Zntizam-1 Sehir Komisyonu,"® whose head was Muhlis
Emin Efendi, a member of the Meclis-i Vala. In the commission there were also
Ottoman subjects who spoke a foreign language, both Muslim and non-Muslim
people who knew foreign countries and foreigners who lived in Istanbul with their
families. In the commission, there were mostly merchants families.*? In this
Comission it was emphasized that, Istanbul needed to be cleaned, improved and its
roads enlarged, its streets illuminated.*! The City Comission, which was similar to
the ones in European cities, was given some duties such as: cleaning of the streets,
enlargement of the streets, constructions of the sidewalks, and lighting.**? The main
contribution of this commission was to produce new rules regulating the services and
networks of the roads. One of the first suggestions of the commission was to enlarge
the roads in Uskiidar and the shore going from Tophane to Ortakéiy.113 In the spring
of 1856, the commission put lamps on the Pera Avenue and brought regular garbage

114

collection system.™™" This commission which was “composed of cosmopolitan and

115

important people''® was soon transferred to Ticdret Nezareti.”**® There, the

commission kept up its studies and prepared the draft of the regulation suggesting to

199 flhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda istanbul Metropol Alanmnin Déniisiimii,” p. 21
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divide the capital into fourteen districts, before dispersing.'*’ In late 1857, the
commission handed in its resignation.™® According to Steven Rosenthal, even
though this commission had the same duties with the Seiremaneti, it was a new step
in Bab-1 ali’s municipal reforms. This Commission was the opposite of the

Sehremaneti, as it was made of rich merchants who know Europe very well.**°

Immediately after this resignation, in the official newspaper, Takvim-i
Vakayi’, a report was published in 1857. In this report, it was announced that, for the
continuation of the urban development reforms of the government, the Sixth District
including Pera, Galata and Tophane was constructed and was chosen a pilot area for
the reforms. In this area, the issues such as regulation and care of the streets, sewer
system would be regulated as suitable to European styles. It was hoped that this
experience in the Sixth District will also show themselves for the other thirteen
areas.’® The selection of Galata district as pilot was explained in Takvim-i Vakayi’ in
its report dated 1857 like that: ... since there are the most valuable properties in it,
and also those living in these area have also seen elsewhere and so know the value of
the reforms, the program will be first applied in the Sixth District.”*?* A council
consisting of a head assigned by Sadr-: a’zam (Grand vezir) and seven members
assigned by the government would manage the Sixth District. To be chosen a
member of this council the candidates were expected to have at least 100,000 kurus

worth of property and live in Istanbul for at least ten years. The main difference
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between the previous councils and this council was the nature of the membership.
For the first time, the foreigners participated actively in the capital’s administration
since they had the investments. This was because the Sixth District Administration
intended projects would exceed the financial possibilities of the government, and
borrowing from the foreigners couldn’t be ignored.*?* The first duty of Sixth District
Administration was the cadastral survey of the Galata-Beyoglu district.?* Some of
the other achievements of the Sixth District Administration were, the illumination of
the streets by gas, laying of sewer systems, garbage collecting services and the
cleaning of streets.'?* Also, two parks were created in Taksim and Muslim
cemeteries here were moved out of the city, to Sisli.**® In addition to the processes
mentioned above in 1858, the Sixth District Administration decided to expropriate
some properties located between Galata Bridge and Karakdy, which was an
important decision. Here, one of the most important business areas of the Sixth
District consisted of wharf and warehouses. Although it was one of the most
crowded and busy places of Galata, its streets were too narrow.*?® According to
Zeynep Celik, the new municipality regulations were mostly in favor of the upper-
classes in the Sixth District. Greek, Turkish and Armenian people living in the back
streets of Kasimpasa, Tatavla and Pangalt1 did not benefit from these regulations.

However, the Sixth District Administration, which was the beginning of the process
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which changed the traditional establishments into the Westernized ones,**” was a

model for the all subsequent city plannings and designs.*?®

In 1866, after the Hocapasa Fire, the government established the Is/dh-1
Turiuk Komisyonu, which was different from all the previous municipal institutions
and councils. This commission was fundamentally set up to regulate the areas which
burnt down as a consequence of Hocapasa Fire and afterwards Samatya-Balat fires
according to Tarla Kaidesi fast and easily. This was because the divisions of so many
properties could not be done quickly. That was because there were mosques and
kargir buildings which couldn't be torn down on the location of streets to be newly
built or widened. Relocating the houses which were on the formerly narrow streets
that were widened later on was quite difficult since finding precious locations similar
to the prior ones was quite hard. This difficulty made the division of the plots almost
impossible and caused a delay in this process.*?® As a result, a solution began to be
sought as it would not be possible to leave the most famous areas of Der-saddet in
that condition. Due to the incessant chaos, engineers and officers were all put under
the supervision of Hafiz Ahmet Bey from the Top¢u Miralays to divide plots and

improve the roads. There were still conflicts between officers and property owners

27 |bid., p. 227
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anyhow. Nonetheless, while all burnt places were regulated and new allotments were
made, the conflicts between officers and property holders could not be prevented.
According to the pronouncement of the government, the main reason for the conflict
between officers and property holders in these burnt areas was that some properties
had to be moved during allotments and that some officers were disqualified for this
job.*® All of these problems led to the foundation of the Commission which was
expected to solve the problems and regulate the burnt areas immediately and easily
according to Tarla Kaidesi. Though the first duty of this commission was to re-
arrange burnt areas, later on, the aim became regulating all the areas in the capital
that needed regulation. The commission was not temporary, but permanent.*** The
Comission for the Improvement of Roads (1.T.K.) was formed on 3 May 1866 under

132 jts aim was to configure the areas burnt

the presidency of Kegecizade Fuat Pasha
during Hocapasa and all other fires in the capital in accordance with Tarla Kaidesi,
form pavements and roads in highway style gradually and even widen streets which
were not burnt.** In order to inform residents thoroughly, the formation of Zsiih-:

Turik Komisyonu was announced via the newspaper Takvim-i Vakayi’ and also in

other newspapers. A total of 4,975,000 kurus were offered to the commission in
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order to design plots, roads and pavements located in some parts of Hocapasa,

Divanyolu, Demirkap1 and Kumkap1.134

Thus, although the ruined areas had priority, the Isldh-1 Turik Komisyonu
was responsible for all the modern planning actions in the capital. A total of
4,504,251 kurus were used for the re-construction of the burned areas with wide
roads and kdrgir buildings and to establish the infrastructure, and for the purchases
needed for these operations.*®* Obviously, the committee granted most of the money
for constructing new and wide roads and for the purchases needed for these roads. In
the end, the commission has a profit of 4 load 70,749 kurus. According to the
guidance, government engineers designed a master plan which divides the streets in
Hocapasa into five classes in accordance with the 1863 Street and Building
Regulation. 449,919 zira’ of streets that were newly built in Hocapasa, Demirkap1
and Kumkap1 were divided into 5 types according to their sizes™®: first category 25
zira’ for each, second category 20 zira’ for each, average avenues 15 zird’ for each
and some of them 10 zira’ for each and side streets 8 zird’ for each. They were
widened for these amount. It was suggested that Divanyolu which was the main
artery and the secondary arteries which were Aziziye, Mahmudiye, Kumkapi, and
Nuruosmaniye Avenues.™®” In order to reduce the transportation costs, the roads on
strategic points were given priority.**® Especially some of the streets around

Hocapasa and Cagaloglu were not completely smoothened. There were some

13 BOA. I.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
13 BOA. i. DH. 572/39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
136 BOA. I. DH. 572 /39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)

37 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
57

138 1bid.
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mosques and kdrgir buildings which could not be destroyed on the locations of new
roads and hills made it impossible to build new roads.**® Before wrecking the
Mustafa Aga Medresesi and two small mosques, Hamidiye Avenue was designed.
The infrastructure construction was carried out in parallel with the road construction.

2660 meters of sewage was constructed under Mahmudiye and Kumkap Streets.**°

According to Zeynep Celik, this commission reported its above operations
with the reports in 1866, 1868 and 1869: it is seen that the committee’s success in
solving the problems in burned areas led to the decision for realizing bigger projects.
In a sense, the whole city was a practice field of the Is/dh-1 Turiik Komisyonu. The
committee wanted to bring the monuments into foreground for opening their
vicinities. According to Zeynep Celik, this idea was borrowed from Haussmann.
With this decision, the houses around Cemberlitas, the buildings around Firuzaga
Mosque, and the Kopriilii Kiilliyesi (Complex) and Atik Ali Pasa Medresesi and
Kiillliyesi were wrecked. In the last Isldh-: Turik Komisyonu report which was
written by Sesremini Server Pasha the completed projects were presented and the
future plans were stated in the map. The most important project among the
suggestions was the one in which the articles about arrangements of the road starting
from Dolmabahg¢e Mosque to Kabatas, and from Tophane to Austuria Embassy were
written. This route was very important because first impression of the foreign
visitors that come to capital city would be shaped by this route. The efforts to leave a

positive impact on the Werstern people can be noticed clearly in the last regulation

39 BOA. I. DH. 572/ 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)

140 zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century,
pp. 57-58
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about the urban planning. When we compare it with the previous two reports, it is

seen that they did not care much about this issue.**

Finally, it can be seen by looking at the decisions of the commission,
between 1866 and 1869 was the most intense period of urban development.**? The
extent of the projects that Islih-1 Turik Komisyonu had completed had never been
seen before in the history of the Empire.'*® The front parts of Ayasofya, Beyazit
Square, Azapkapi-Karakdy Avenue, opening of the Beyazit-Aksaray tramway, the
arrangements in Sultanhamam and Bahgekap1 were achieved by this commission.
One of the most assertive projects was to destroy the Walls of Galata in 1866.** By
doing this, the Yenikap1 Avenue, Sishane Street, Biiyiik Hendek Street, Bogazkesen
Avenue, and the Yorgancilar Avenue between Karakdy and Azapkap1 were
expanded; the Galata Avenue that connects Karakoy and Tophane made Galata a
place that has a rich road network.'* However, the historian Liitfi Efendi criticizes
the Isldh-1 Turiik Komisyonu projects in that way:

...whether the width of the roads was suitable for our country after paying so
much money for these regulations or not ? It had been nearly 30 years and

these constructions could not be completed, we fed up with the dust in
summer and the mud in winter.**

1 Ibid., pp. 58-62
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63
3 1hid., p. 58

Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.

% Tlhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda istanbul Metropol Alaninin Déniisiimii,” p. 26

YSBOA. 1. MVL. 584 / 26275, 28 L. 1284 (22 February 1868) : According to the notes of the
government, the main purpose of collapsing the walls was to find financial support which would be
obtained by selling the debris of the 40,000 zird* walls that would be 4000-5000 kese of akge for the

municipality.

..... acaba bu kadar para sarfiyla o agilan sokaklarin viis’atleri bizim memleketimize gére
miindsib miydi? Otuz seneye yaklagd, hdld o vasi yerlerin insdlart tekmil olamadigi delil-i
miidde’adwr. Yazin tozdan, kisin camurdan hali olmuyor.” Ahmet Liitfi Efendi, Vak ‘a-niivis Ahmed
Liitfi Efendi Tarihi, ed. Miinir Aktepe, (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1988), vol : X, p. 146
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On the other hand, in 1868, the government executed the 1856 plan again and
decided that the municipality administration would cover the whole city and for this
purpose Dersaadet Municipality Regulation (Der-saddet Idare-i Belediyye
Nizamnamesi)**' was issued and the capital city was separated into fourteen districts
again.**® With this regulation, the former Seiremdneti was reregulated, and Server
Pasha was appointed as the head of the new organization. New municipality bureaus
to be set up would be the branch of Seiremdneti as opposed to the Sixth District
Administration. The foundation of the new Sehremdneti was in 1870. Construction
jobs of the city were taken from the Ministry of Public Works (Ndfia Nezareti ) and
were given to Sehremdneti. Moreover, property tax were left to Seharemdneti.
However, Sehremdneti could not set up fourteen bureaus and those which could were
founded had inadequate staff. According to Ilber Ortayli, Sehremdneti had neither
enough budget nor the staff for the construction work.**® But, as stated above, the
initiation of operating foundation of a new municipality organization with fourteen
bureaus for the capital may be seen as an important part of administrative and legal

transformation.*®® The aim in the partition of the capital into fourteen municipal

bureaus with this new regulation was to order and embellish the city upon taking

147 «Der-saadet Idare-i Belediyye Nizdmnamesi”, article 1, Diistiir, 1% ser., vol. 2, p. 450

148 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century,
p. 47

9 {lber Ortayli, Tanzimat Devrinde Osmanl Mahalli Idareleri, pp. 157-158

130 Alp Yiicel Kaya and Yiicel Terzibasoglu, “Tahrirden Kadastro’ya: 1874 istanbul Emlak Tahriri ve
Vergisi “Kadastro tabir olunur tahrir-i emlak,” p. 30
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construction activities under strict control, the arrangement of roads, and

construction of sewage.™

However, it was difficult to spread the reforms to the entire city:
municipalities could be founded only in Adalar and Tarabya except Galata. Later, to
implement the city reforms, according to the decision taken by Osmanli Mebusan
Meclisi in 1877 Der-saddet Municipal Law (Der-saddet Belediyye Kaniinu) the
regions of municipalities were reduced and with the addition of new ones the number
of municipalities reached twenty districts. *** This decision was not realistic; the only
possible explanation of this decision may be that the capital city had the same
number of municipalities as in Paris.**® Again, with this law as in the regulation in
1868, it was the responsibility of the municipality to run building activities, do road-
pavement constructions and manage the expropriation works about the road
expanding for the public interest.*** The municipality reform in the capital city did
not succeed even after the separation of the city into twenty districts, because while
the separation process was being done, the population, substructure of the regions,
and the integrity in the district were not taken into consideration. At the end, the
number of districts were reduced to ten districts after the new regulation in 1878, and
the borders of the districts were broadened. However, the municipality system did
not work well again, it was not completed because of Russian War.™® In 1877

Salnamesi (yearbook), except the centre of Sehremdneti, the other municipality
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152 «Der-saadet Belediyye Kantnu”, article 2, Diistir, 1% ser., vol. 4, pp. 520-523

Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.

153 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
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154 «“Der-saadet Belediyye Kantnu”, articles 3 and 8, Diistir, 1% ser., vol. 4, pp. 523-526

1?5 IIber Ortayli, Vahdettin Engin, Erhan Afyoncu, Payitaht-1 Zemin: Eminénii Bir Diinya Baskenti,
(Istanbul: Kitap Rafi, 2008), p. 125
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districts were: Sixth District, Tarabya, Kadikdy, Beykoz and Yenikdy.**® During the
Second Constitutional Monarchy, the election was done, and in 1910 the city
separated into nine municipalities and a director (mzidir) was assigned. As the capital
city was province (vilayet), the control of the city and the responsibilities of the
governor were given to Seiremini. In addition to this between 1912 and 1914 some
roads were expanded, parks were constructed, and the first scientific map of the

capital city was prepared.*’

Consequently, it is seen that the government tried to base the modern
reconstruction and expropriation activities that it wanted to apply in the capital on
legal ground with regulations which were issued as of 1848 and specified how they
would be implemented. Then, it was clearly stated that the government would base
expropriations made to expand roads, allotment of burnt areas again, determination
of construction rules, and opening the areas where reconstruction was not allowed to
settlement, in essence all new urban development activities on these new laws. While
expropriations were carried out, it was emphasized that, especially when for “public
interest”, the operation would be made with the consent of the landowner and after
the preparation of maps. All of these can be said to be the reflections of modernity.
To what degree these decisions have been put into practice will be evaluated through

expropriation cases in the following chapters.

It can be stated that the administrative framework that is applied as the
second stage of the process of urban development could not be generated as easily
and fast as legislations. The administrative mechanism, that is the government trying

to generate new institutions as the practitioners of new Regulations, is observed to

% Ipid., p. 127

157 |pid.
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make many trials. By and large, while the government tried hard to set up modern
administrative institutions in the capital and in its counties, due to such reasons as the
scarcity of employees who were acknowledged about modern municipality tasks and
scarcity of economic resources, they can be claimed to be unsuccessful in doing this.
However, for example, Islah-1 Turik Komisyonu can be stated as an exception in this
sense. That is because the aim in its foundation was to expand roads in burnt areas
first and then in others, and to carry out expropriations for that. The fact that large
amounts of money was allocated to this institution so that it could carry out these
operations played the leading role in its ability to make a lot of regulations in a short
period. It is seen that in the name of urban development, new organizations
performed such municipal affairs as establishment of sewage systems, construction
of pavements, illumination of roads, and garbage collection in the important central
and commercial districts of the capital successfully. Especially, the Sixth District
Administration carried out important expropriation operations and expanded many
important roads around Galata, apart from conducting municipality affairs
efficiently. However, the Is/dh-1 Turitk Komisyonu can be said to have played the
leading role in constructing new roads in burnt areas and in others, expansion of
streets, and making necessary expropriations for these between 1866 and 1869. It is
noticed that after the removal of the Is/ah-1 Turik Komisyonu, the operations of
reconstruction and expropriation, and especially the construction of a modern

transport system, in the capital city were carried out by Sehremdaneti.
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CHAPTER 3

FIRES AND EXPROPRIATIONS

In this chapter, the roles and consequences of three great fires, namely Aksaray,
Hocapasa, and Beyoglu Fires will be analyzed comparatively in relation to the
expropriations that were carried out in the second half of the nineteenth century with
the aim of creating a geometrical city. That is to say, it will be examined in detail
how the government applied expropriations while parceling and arranging these
burnt areas after these three big fires, which destroyed central parts and important
districts of the capital city. How property owners viewed expropriations and new
reconstruction plans while burnt areas are rearranged will also be analyzed. Thus,

the relationship between fires and expropriations is the subject of this chapter.

Three Big Fires in Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century and

Their Role in Expropriations

Great fires had devastating effects in the history of the imperial capital.®® In an Jrdde
from the second half of the nineteenth century, the fires that troubled the capital city

for many years were described as follows:

158 For a detailed chronologic list of the fires that occurred in Istanbul from the foundation period
to the beginning of 20™ century, see: Mustafa Cezar, Osmanli Baskenti Istanbul, (Istanbul: Erol
Kerim Aksoy Kiiltiir, Egitim, Spor ve Saglhik Vakfi, 2002), pp. 354-445

47



It is not necessary to look back at past cases in order to understand the
damage caused by fires. Just by considering the fires in the last fifty years, we
can see that half of Istanbul burnt down, was reconstructed and cost immense
amount to the city. *°

The most important factor in the start of fires was undoubtedly the fact that housing
in the city was completely made of wood.'®® Many edicts were issued in the capital
to prevent these devastating fires from the sixtheenth century onwards. In 1572, in a
decree sent to the kad: of Istanbul, it is stated that: “From now on, balconies and bay
windows and conservatories protruding to the street are banned to prevent fires.

Also every household needs to keep a big barrel of water.”®*

So far, we can see that the state issued a lot of edicts to prevent the start and
spread of fires in the capital'®® and it was thought that with palliative measures fires
could be kept at bay. Despite all these edicts and decrees, fires increased in number
instead of decreasing. Between 857-1269 (1453-1852), 109 fires broke out including
the Great Cibali Fire of 1633 in Istanbul ve Galata, while between 1270-1324
(1853-1906), a total of 229 fires broke out including the Great Hocapasa and
Beyoglu Fires.'® The striking case here is the fact that the capital became a place

where fires destroying a large area of the city were frequently seen. It should be

9 BOA. 1. DH. 572/ 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868): “Bu yangin beldsinin mazarratini
bilmek igiin eski tarihleri aramak lizim gelmeyiib yalniz bir elli seneden berii vuku’ bulan harikler
pis-i nazara alinsa su zaman iginde Istanbul 'un yarisi yanub yeniden yapilmis ve bunlar iciin
hesdbsiz mallar telef olmus oldug meydandadir.”

100 7eynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
50

161 Ahmed Refik Altinay, Hicri Onikinci Asirda Istanbul Hayan, (istanbul: Enderun Kitabevi, 1988),
pp. 60-61

182 Ipid., pp. 21-45

163 Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir- Belediyye, vol. 3, pp. 1185 - 1238
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remembered that the increase in the population and construction density had an

immense effect on the increase in fires. %4

What should be underlined is that before the 1840s, the areas which were
burnt down were built in their original forms. However, the state started seeking for a
radical solution in order to prevent those fires after 1840s and by uniting with the
attempts of modernization, those solutions provided a new insight for the design of
the city. Thus, each new area which was burnt down became a stage on which the
state tested new styles passionately.'®® In this way, large fires that occurred in the
capital became the major factor affecting the shaping of the city in the modern
sense, the change of the city's pattern'®® and the application of expropriations. This
is because after the fires in the second half of the nineteenth century, plots started to
be designed according to new parcelling system and also streets were designed in
accordance with more regular plan.*®” Especially three important fires reshaped
Istanbul, and had a key role in expropriation activities: The 1855 Aksaray Fire, the

1865 Hocapasa Fire and the 1870 Beyoglu Fire.

164 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
52

1% Ipid, p. 53
1% 1bid.
187 Pierre Pinon, “The Parceled City: Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century”, Rethinking XIXth Century

City. Attilio Petruccioli (ed). Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Aga Khan Program for Islamic
Architecture. 1998, Conference proceedings. p. 48
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The Aksaray Fire of 1855

The Fire in September 1855'°® which occurred six months before the
announcement of the first Expropriation Regulation in March 1856 provided a
chance for the first expropriation activity in modern sense. As the huge fire which
occurred in Aksaray in September 1855 destroyed a large number of buildings™®®
there on account of the narrowness of roads; some arrangements were decided to be
made in order to reshape the destroyed area, widen the present roads and construct
new roads in line with the new style (uszl-i cedide) that was strongly supported by
Mustafa Resid Pasha and all other reformers. The first thing was to assign two
officers from Evkaf-1 Hiimdyin Teftis Mahkemesi, Meclis-i Vilad and Ticdret Nezareti
to form commissions made up of two officers. Those officers would inspect the area

from two sections and begin the restructuring of the damaged area. "

Moreover, the Italian engineer Istorari, who was a member of the Ebniye
Meclisi was commissioned to prepare a map in order to build the new roads in the
same direction and calculate the amount of area of the houses and shops to be left to

roads. Actually, three maps of that area were prepared.'’

According to the
government, the first one of these three maps foresaw the construction of the burnt

area in the former fashion.'’> However, according to the government, Aksaray was

18 BOA. 1. MMS. 6 /195, 11 M. 1272 (23 September 1855) (See appendix A)
169 Ahmet Liitfi Efendi, Vak ‘a-niivis Ahmed Liitfi Efendi Tarihi, vol. IX, p. 131
Y0BOA. I. MMS. 6/ 195, 11 M. 1272 (23 September 1855)

Y1 Byt we cannot see these maps of Aksaray Fire in the documents.

2 BOA. 1. MMS. 6 /195, 11 M. 1272 (23 September 1855): “.....birinci numeroli harita iizerine
gidildigi halde muhterik olan mahallerin hdl-i sabikini ibka dimek olub hdl-bu-ki Der-saddet’in
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located in a central area of the capital and its total destruction by fire provided a
chance for reformation. Rebuilding that area in its former style was not acceptable
and the government required the total change of the Aksaray fire area and building it
into an orderly area as indicated by the commands in maps no. 2 and no. 3. In
other words, according to the government, it was an opportunity for the application
of a modern city design project by preparing the map of the burnt down area for the
first time.}™ Even engineers from Paris were employed and put into the service of
Istorari for the construction of the area in the new style.”> A committee under the
presidency of Istorari consisting Ismail Efendi from Meclis-i Vdld and Sakir Efendi

from the Nafia Meclisi, was formed for the reformation of the burnt area.*"

Based on second and third maps, the borders of the burnt land that is to be
arranged in the new style would be fairly measured and determined by one officer
from the government of properties in mortmain, one from wagf administrators to
whom the land was connected and one person among property owners. Thus, the
property title deeds of all the plots were to be checked as all their borders were going
to change. Moreover, a proportion of 2 % of the burnt areas that are named dead by
the government would be left free of cost to new roads to be constructed under the

name of zayidt. "’

bayagi merkezi makaminda olan 6yle memerr ve mu’teber bir mahallin biitiin biitiin yanmuis ve

1slahina imkan gelmis iken yine eski fend 'ligimin ibkasini zihinler bir vechile tecviz idemeyeceginden
ikinci ve ii¢iincii numero vaz’ olunan haritalarin ahkdminca bu mahallerin heyet-i sabikasinin
kiilliyen tagyir ve bir stret-i muntazamaya idhdl olunmast ez-her cihet miireccah olub ....”

¥ BOA. 1. MMS. 6 /195, 11 M. 1272 (23 September 1855)

17 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
45

> BOA. I. DH. 362 / 23968. 10 R. 1273 (8 December 1856)

8 BOA. 1. DH. 410 /27159. 7 M. 1275 (17 August 1858)
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The government ordered the burnt area of Aksaray to be rebuilt in line with
the new style (uszl-i cedide); then what would be the cost of this process and how
much would state treasury need to spend? According to the account book prepared
by Istorari, who was the principal officer for the redesigning of the area, and Hac1
Hafiz Efendi ; the design of the burnt areca would cost 321,283 kurus. That amount
included the construction of the sewage system, pedestrian way and waterways, as
well as the expropriation and road construction costs. However, we are unable to find
out precisely how much was allocated to expropriation. The cost of the redesign of
the burnt area in Aksaray in line with the new style was too much for the
government, thus the government required a lower cost for that new design. This
decision was made due to the fact that only 3000 kese akg¢e could be given for the
application and the rest of the cost was agreed to be paid bit by bit without giving a
certain date.’® If we would like to know what the property owners thought about the
new design (uszl-i cedide), we can understand that they were not so positive about it
from these statements of the government:

....some property owners without any sign of reason complain about this
situation as they are not able to see the benefit that their plots' value will
double or triple. As there is no doubt that they will thank for it, the

construction of this area in line with the new style is the most useful and
appropriate choice.... 1"°

Y7 The word  Zayidt” means damage and loss. It is the term that shows the ratio of expropriation
that the government decided to carry out without payment anything. As some plots were burnt
during fire and they lost value, the government made their owners to leave an amount of plot
which was determined by the government. Zayidt which belonges to Tarla Kaidesi was first stated
in Ebniye Kaniinu dated 1882. Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol: 4, p. 1720

8 BOA.1. MMS. 8 /314, 1273. S. 2 (2 October 1856)

S BOA. 1. MMS. 6 /195, 1272. M. 11 (23 September 1855): “....ashdb-1 mendzil ve dekdkinden
bazi akli irmeyenlerin bunun kendiilerince olacak fevdidini ve arsalarumun kiymeti bu takrib ile iki
ti¢ kat olacagini nazara-i evvelide goremeyerek bild-miiceb biraz sizlanmalart melhiiz ise de 0

ma kulelerin dahi bi’l-dhire tesekkiir ideceklerinde siibhe olmadigindan mahall-i merkiimenin usil-i
cedideye tatbikan insd’ itdirilmesi sireti herhalde miistahsen gérinerek....”
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It is seen that as for the government some property owners could not understand the
benefits of “the new arrangement tried to be implemented with justice.”**° Then why
exactly did property owners take a dim view of and complain about the new
arrangement? In fact, there is no clear evidence as to what lay behind the property
owners’ negative attitude against the uszl-i cedide. That may have many causes. The
most fundamental reason could be that property owners were obliged to leave 2 % of
their burnt land to the roads to be newly constructed for free. But this should also be
emphasized that although it was first announced by the government that 2 % of the
burnt land would be abandoned to roads for free under the name of zayidt , later on
the ratio of zayidt was seen to change between 6 % and 10 % in some places.*®" The
magnitude and location of the land can be said to be influential in determining zayidt
rates. However, it should be mentioned that there is no data in the documents about
how the value of properties which would be expropriated in Aksaray was decided,
what the value of each property was exactly. Another important reason could be that
since some streets would be completely destroyed while roads were constructed in
accordance with the new regulation, properties on these streets would be located on a
close street according to their positions. Therefore, since with such a regulation new
lands on other streets are not given to them according to the location of old lands;
property owners might have objected to the regulation. Moreover, apart from
relocation of properties and free intakes, the root of the complaints can be claimed to
be the fact that property owners did not like the measurement of lands and the

determination process of property values.

B0BOA. I. MMS. 6 /195, 1272. M. 11 (23 September 1855): “....bu usiili indyet-i hakkaniyyet

vechiyle icrd’ itmek...”
181 BOA. I. DH. 426 / 28211, 3 S. 1275 (8 March 1859)
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Despite property owners negative attitudes, the decision for the start of the
road construction in that area starting from Mecidiye Avenue was given in 1856, a
year after the Aksaray Fire.™® Istorari'®® decided to build the street network of the
burnt area in Aksaray in the following manner: the main artery Aksaray Avenue was
to be 9.50 m wide, other streets were to be 7.60 m and 6 m wide.'®* So, one can note
that streets in Aksaray were planned in accordance with the 1848 Building

185

Regulation.” Moreover, the street widening works were first applied in this area and

them were continued in the following years as it proved to be useful '

As a result, it is certain that in Aksaray fire place, Mecidiye and Aksaray
Avenues were subjected to new regulations. As stated in documents, while new
parcellations were made, free expropriations were applied between 2% and 10%.
However, it cannot be traced from the documents how exactly these avenues were
regulated and how exactly expropriations were carried out here. Moreover, it cannot
be seen whether streets other than these were regulated and whether expropriations

were implemented if any regulations were made.

After the Aksaray Fire in 1855, it is seen for the first time that, the
arrangement of the burnt areas started only after the design of the map . The most

interesting thing here is that the government started to expropriate the areas without

82 BOA. A. MKT. NZD. 200/ 24, 13 Ra. 1273 (11 November 1856)

183 BOA. . DH. 430 / 28443, 24 N. 1275 (27 April 1859): Monsieur Istorari was even rewarded with a
Mecidiyye Nisam fifth-class as he successfully prepare the maps which were the most important
equipments for the design of burnt areas in Aksaray in line with the new style in 1859. For a detailed
account of Mecidiyye Nisani, see Edhem Eldem, Iftihar ve Imtiyaz: Osmanli Nisan ve Madalyalar:
Tarihi, (istanbul: Osmanli Bankas1 Arsivi ve Arastirma Merkezi, 2004), pp. 176-215

184 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century |,
p.53

18 {lhan Tekeli, “19. Yiizyilda Metropol Alaminn Déniisiimii,” p. 25

186 Ahmet Liitfi Efendi, Vak ‘a-niivis Ahmed Liitfi Efendi Tarihi, vol. IX, p. 131
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any payment under the reason of zayidt in order to build new roads apart from
paying the cost of burnt areas while they were being redesigned in line with the new

style.

It is noticed that after Aksaray Fire central government had an opportunity
to apply the modern city plan and expropriations in this central district of the capital.
After this fire the capital, for the first time in its history, drew a systematic map of a
burnt area, and prepared and put a new city concept into practice.'®” While the
modern city plan was applied, the idea of taking advantage of European employees,
which was supported by Mustafa Resit Pasha, was implemented with the
appointment of engineer Istorari and other European engineers. It should be
emphasized that while this fire caused an important district of the capital to be
destroyed to a great extent, it provided the administration with the opportunity to
carry out free expropriations with proportions changing from 2 % to 10 % while
regulating burnt areas. While, in the rearrangement of these burnt areas, the
regulations were made according to 1848 Building Regulation during the expansion
of streets, the free expropriation application named zayidt, which was clearly
determined by 1882 Building Law and Tarla Kaidesi, can be said to have been

carried out without being based on laws.

187 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century ,

p.53
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The Hocapasa Fire of 1865

Due to the wind, the fire which started on 30 July 1865 in Elvan quarter located in
Hocapasa spread into 5-10 branches. It burnt all the buildings around Hocapasa, most
of the districts in Cagaloglu, Kadirga harbor and all the buildings on the avenue up to
the Sultanahmet Square.'® Thus, the biggest fire (harik-i kebir) which started in
Hocapasa also devastated Gedikpasa and Sultanahmet and made many people
homeless.’® After Hocapasa Fire, an area of 5,000,000 zird’ was destroyed and made
field. Thus, a big opportunity emerged for the government to reconstruct the capital
in a distinctive way after the fire, which was the biggest wish of the government.
After the big fire in Hocapasa, the government sent four officers from Ebniye Idaresi
and they decided to draw the map of the burnt area from Hocapasa to Kumkap1. Two
of these officers would start measuring from Hocapasa and the other two officers
would start from Kumkap1.*®® The headmen and imdms of the places to be surveyed,
would be informed two days prior to the survey so that the owners of the plots

would make preparations.**

Another action taken by the government was to facilitate the rebuilding of

the properties of the citizens hit by the Hocapasa Fire.*? The government was in

188 Tukvim-i Vakayi’, no: 815, 27 Ra. 1282 (20 August 1865)

189 Ahmet Litfi Efendi, Vak ‘a-niivis Ahmed Liitfi Efendi Tarihi, vol. 1X, pp. 145-146

190 Tasvir-i Efkar, no: 331, 28 R. 1282 (20 September 1865)

Y Tusvir-i Efkar, no: 334, 7 Ca. 1282 (28 September 1865)

92 Tukvim-i Vakayi’, no: 824, 22 B. 1282 (11 December 1865): Aid Committee (Yardim Komisyonu)
was founded in order to heal the damage faced by the unfortunate people. In Saddret Ddiresi in Bab-:
ali, a committee headed by the foreign affairs minister Ali Pasha and consisting of Zabtiye Miisiri
Mehmet Pasha and other important government officials, would collect ak¢e for the fire victims,

record and then announce it in newspapers. First the Sultan donated 2000 kese into the aid box. Then
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favor of the idea that using kdrgir for buildings was the most essential factor for
increasing the civilization level and preventing fires.'*® Firstly a committee
consisting of the Ebniye Miidiri, Zabtiye Miisiri and several building officers was
assembled. It was decided that all of the plans of constructing wooden buildings
would be cancelled and all the buildings would be made of kargir. However, brick
was necessary for buildings made of kdrgir. As the construction of kdrgir buildings
would cost higher because of the use of bricks, the price of bricks had to be
decreased. The quantity of bricks that the capital would need annually was calculated
to be 15 million kurus. The government would provide wood needed for brick
quarries for 10 kurus per kilogram. In doing so, they aimed to decrease the price
which was 200 kurus for standard 1000 pieces of brick and to make it 100-110
kurus, “the price in Europe as well.”*** However, as there were not big brick
factories “like those in Europe”, it was not possible to make so many bricks in a short
time.'*® So, the price of 1000 bricks was set at 140 kurus, and residents would buy
them at this price.’® “The government had to sacrifice 140,000 kurus annually, and

this was not such a big amount (sey-i kalil) for them.”**” That burden was also going

80,000 kurus was donated by prime minister, 75,000 kurug was donated by the foreign affairs minister
and many other government officials donated substantially for the victims of the fire. In the end,
429.452 kurus were collected thanks to the donations of the Armenian patriarchate, foreign merchants,
embassy officers, companies and the citizens of Sivas and Cyprus.

%2 BOA. IMMS. 31 /1287, 3 S. 1282 (22 December 1865)
18 BOA. IMMS. 31/ 1287, 3 S. 1282 (22 December 1865)

19 BOA. IMMS. 31 /1287, 3 S. 1282 (22 December 1865): “Avrupa gibi burda tuglanin bin adedi
yiiz yiiz on gurusa dogri i’ mal olunmast simdilik kabil olamayacagi gibi bunun iciin biiyiik mikyasda
bir tugla fabrikasi kumpanyast dahi heniiz teskil itmemis oldugindan .....”

1S BOA. IMMS. 31/1287, 3 S. 1282 (22 December 1865)

1% Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century,
p.56

YTBOA. IMMS. 31/ 1287, 3 S. 1282 (22 December 1865): «....taraf-1 deviet-i dliyyeden yiizkirk bin
gurus senevi feda’ idilmek lazim gelerek bu dahi sdye-i ma 'miiriyet-vdye-i hazret-i pddisihide sey -i
kalil oldugindan bu siretin icrd ’sinin nezd-i dlide kabill ve tensib buyuruldugi....”
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to be paid by the Der-saddet tax. It was decided that the prices of gravel and lime
which were necessary for kargir buildings would not be increased. Kdrgir buildings
were even exempted from 8 % lime tax and 12 % lumber tax. Despite these efforts,
there was still a huge gap between the price of wooden houses and that of kdrgir
buildings. It was found out that the government had to spend 1,000,000 Akurus in
order to stop the construction of wooden houses totally. Thus it was decided that the
transformation from wooden to kdrgir would be gradually and the building of kdrgir
buildings would start with the areas which were burnt down. Consequently, the price
gap between kdrgir buildings and wooden houses had to be eliminated by the
government in order to replace the building of wooden ones with the kdrgir. Without
doubt, wooden houses were very vulnerable to fires. It became obligatory that
buildings be made of kdrgir and the outer walls of buildings be designed in good

order.*®

However, kdrgir buildings were not an adequate solution for creating a
prosperous Istanbul, which was the ultimate aim of the government. Designing
streets; building new streets were the most essential need of the capital to reach the
desired level of affluence. After the great fire, to parcel the burnt area of 5,000,000
zira’ and rearrange roads as well as expand them, their maps'*® were drawn by
Ebniye Iddresi Yangin Odas: officers.?®® However, the divisions of so many
properties could not be done quickly. This was because of the fact that there were
mosques and kdargir buildings which couldn't be torn down on the location of streets

to be newly built or widened. Relocating the houses which were on the already

1% BOA. 1. MMS. 31/ 1287, 3 S. 1282 (22 December 1865)

199 However, just as we cannot access the maps of Aksaray Fire; we cannot access to the maps
considered to be prepared for the designing of the burnt area in accordance with the new building
plan.

20 BOA. 1.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868) (See appendix B)
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narrow streets but widened later on was quite difficult since finding precious
locations similar to the prior ones was quite hard. This difficulty made the division of
the plots almost impossible and caused a delay in the process.?* In the end, as stated
by the government, due to the big Hocapasa fire and afterwards Kumkap1 and
Samatya fires the most beautiful parts of Istanbul were destroyed and many property
owners suffered a lot. Finally, the government, who want the immediate solution of
these problems and regulation of burnt areas according to Tarla Kaidesi,?® set up a
Islah-1 Turik Komisyonu. If we look at how burnt areas were regulated following the
foundation of that commission, we realize the following: The government
emphasized the fact that at first: “The burnt area should be built like a chess which
resembles to the newly constructed cities in the world.”® Then, how were the burnt
plots in Hocapasa, Demirkapi, Divanyolu and Kumkap1 designed? The government
had to expropriate in order to redesign these areas. Firstly, the government wanted
property owners to leave 25 % of the plots for the roads that were going to be newly
built and widened. This was a way big burden for the property owners when

compared with their status prior to fires.?** Whereas, according to the government,

21 BOA. I.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)

292 |n fact, the term “Tarla Kaidesi” first appeared in the Building Law dated 1882. According to the
20" article of this law, if the whole area or more than ten houses (kdne) burnt; then that area would
be regarded as field and the plots would be reallocated and designed. A map, which would show
the status of the area prior to fire (its roads and the dimensions of plots), was going to be prepared
and the allocation of the plots was going to be carried out after a certain amount of area was
taken without payment at a dertain rate under the name of zayidt during the widening of roads.
Apart from the areas that were expropriated without payment, area’s value would be determined
with regard to the location (seref) and former value of the plots. So,we can say that the carrying
outs of leaving certain amount of burnt plots to roads without any payment in Hocapasa, like
Aksaray, were not based on laws at that time. Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 4,
p. 1720

23 BOA. I.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)

204 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century,

p.56
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....each zira’ of a plot in Hocapasa before the fire would cost 20-30 kurusg, SO
100 zira’ plot would cost 3000 kurus at most. With their new designs after
the fires, each zira’ of a plot would now cost 50 kurus. Thus, after 25%
zayiat, it is apparent that the plot will cost 3750 kurus and gain 750 kurus in
the end. As property owners are aware of the benefit, no one raised any
objections while leaving 25% zayidt taken in accordance with the new
arrangement. 2%

Thus the zayiat that would be taken due to the laws to be applied for burnt districts
was estimated and announced as 25 %.%%° Following the inspections done by the
Hendeshane with the order of the Islah-1 Turiik Komisyonu, it was agreed that the
amount of zayidt in Hocapasa starting from Divanyolu would be 23 % on the
Mediterranean side and 31 % on the Black Sea side. So, the average amount of zayidt
that each plot should grant increased up to 27%.%°" As a matter of fact, as the
Demirkapi area was flatter than the other areas and the roads to be built in there
would be wide, the rate of zayiat to be taken from that area increased to 31%. This
highlights the fact that the zayidt was applied in line with the rules.”® But it is not
clear what rules were used in the collection of zayidt. Because of this areas would be
taken from burnt areas for free as zayidt were not included in the regulations up to
then. So, there were cases in which more zayidt were taken than predetermined, in

widening the roads of some areas.

25 BOA. 1.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868): “ ...kabl-el-harik Hocapasa’da yiiz
arsun bir arsa beher zird’i en ziydade yirmi otuz gurusdan ancak ii¢chin gurus ider iken oralarda
bugtinki giin arsalarin beher arsuni i¢iin la- akall elli gurus bahd’ takdir olunsa yiizde yirmibes
Zayidtdan sonra ol arsann ii¢hin yediyiizelli gurug idecegi yani yediyiizelli gurus kazanacagi emr-i
miisellem olub vesdir mevki’lerde dahi biitiin arsalarin kryymetlerinin kesb-i tezdyiid ve terakki
itdigine mebni bu sebeble husiile gelen fevdid-i ddiyyeyi arsalarin sahibleri dahi anlayarak hasbet-
tanzim alinan yiizde yirmibes zayidti virmekde hi¢bir kimesne tarafindan artik bir sey denilmemisdir.”

206 According to Osman Nuri Ergin, not all of the 25 % zayidt that was collected for the arrangement
of streets in the burnt areas in Hocapasa was used for extension of roads. He claims that the some
lands collected as zayidt but not used for roads was sold to claimants by Isldh-1 Turitk Komisyonu and
thus was an income to it. Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 2, p. 950

2TBOA. I. MVL. 555 / 24935, 21 S. 1283. S (5 July 1866)

28 BOA. I. DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
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In conclusion, if we take a look at the regulations done after the fire in
Hocapasa, they first started in Divanyolu and four kargir shops which were not
destroyed without burning were expropriated and destroyed by the government in
order to enable widening the avenue for 25 zira’. Also, other four shops were also
destroyed and rebuilt by the commission. El¢i Hani's front side which had a view of
the Cemberlitag Square was cut. Moreover, some shops adjacent to Dar-iil-fiintin
were expropriated and the hamam (bath) was cut as it was blocking the road's
direction. The direction of the road became proper after the shelter of the cemetery at
the opposite it and the shops up to the new avenue were destroyed. Two rooms of
Atikali Pasa Medresesi were cut as they were blocking the direction of the road. As
some buildings, in Etmeydan1 on Divanyolu, except for Firuzaga Mosque were
blocking the route from Divanyolu to Sultanahmet Square, it was decided that these
kinds of buildings had to be torn down for “public interest” (nef an li’l-umiim) to

connect the new avenue with the square.?*

Since the road in Mahmutpasa was very crowded due to the clients of shops
and since also the road itself was very narrow, the fronts of forty shops had to be
cut. Those shops were rebuilt by the commission. Even the inclination of the road
decreased with the design. In order to decrease the prices of materials needed for
kdrgir, it was decided that the constructions of kdrgir buildings would be exempt

from tax.

All in all, Hocapasa fire which was considered to be a disaster eventually
brought prosperity to Istanbul since it gave rise to the foundation of Is/dh-1 Turik

Komisyonu. Babiali, Hocapasa, Demirkap1 and Divanyolu which were actually the

29 BOA. I. DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
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best reconstructed areas of Istanbul could only be redesigned following the fire.?*° It

is possible to agree with this idea because it was only after this disaster that the
government really felt obliged to prevent fires which had been a problem for ages.
So, as opposed to the previous fires, the government did more than carrying out
expropriation activities to realize the new construction plan in Hocapasa: It also took
many serious decisions and tried to apply them seriously in order to replace

completely with the building materials to kdrgir as soon as possible.

As opposed to the regulation of the former Aksaray fire place, in Hocapasa
while the expropriations were carried out it was emphasized that this was for the
public interest and the rate of zayidt was very high. In fact, it is also claimed that not
all the zayiat collected were used for roads and became an income for the
commission. Despite this, (as stated by the government) it is quite interesting that

property owners never opposed to expropriation or the new regulations.

The Beyoglu Fire of 1870

The fire which occurred between 24 May and 5 June 1870%* spread around by
dividing into 5-6 branches due to the effect of the wind in Beyoglu. When one of the
branches forged ahead from Taksim to Tarlabasi, it spread through Galatasaray and

the other branch went through Kasimpasa, and another branch ended in Iskordalya

210 Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 3, p. 1222. Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of
Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p. 63

2 BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)
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quarter , including areas from Biilbiilderesi to the English Embassy.?*? This fire burnt
down more than 3000 properties in Beyoglu.?** According to Steven Rosenthal, in 13
hours, 63 streets and 103 districts and also Rue de Pera in which there were rich and
commercial properties (3500) were ruined as a consequence of the fire.?** However
according to Osman Nuri Ergin, the fire did not only burn out about 3000 buildings,
but also caused the death of 104 people.® And according to the traveller Edmondo
de Amicis who came to Istanbul in 1874, two thirds of Beyoglu was destroyed, 9000
houses were burnt down and 2000 people died due to the fire in six hours. For him,
the lack of water was the reason why buildings were burnt in Beyoglu although most
of the houses were kdrgir.?*® 5000 liras which was allocated to people who were
harmed in the fire in order for them to cure their wounds, as soon as possible. It was
reported that Hidiv ismail Pasha subsidised a large sum.’*’ After this fire, Bab-1 dli
announced a new plan so that the burnt area could be reconstructed and rearranged.
This plan included the arrangement of streets in the burnt area, the flattening of

slopes and the extermination of many dead ends.?*®

212 Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 3, p. 1225
2B BOA. I. DH. 623/ 43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)

214 steven Rosenthal, The Politics of Dependency: Urban Reform in Istanbul, (Westport, Conn:
Greenwood Press, 1980), p. 186

215 Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 3, p. 1126. As stated by Osman Nuri Ergin
there were properties with fire insurance in Pera (the number and types are not stated, though).
According to him, prior to this fire, fire insurance agencies were set up and owners of burnt property
were paid 300,000 liras in compensation.

28 Edmondo de Amicis, 1874 'de Istanbul, trans. Resad Ekrem Kocu (istanbul: Cigir Kitabevi, 1938),
p. 252

27 Ahmet Liitfi Efendi, Vak ‘a-niivis Ahmed Liitfi Efendi Tarihi, vol. 13, pp. 94-95

218 Steven Rosenthal, The Politics of Dependency: Urban Reform in Istanbul, p. 186. Zeynep Celik,
The Remaking of Istanbul ....., p. 53
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According to this new plan, it was decided by the government that burnt
areas would be arranged in accordance with Tarla Kaidesi and this arrangement
would be made by the Sixth District Administration. According to Tarla Kaidesi,
Hendeshane was made by Sixth District Administration to draw a map with the name
of “General Plan”,?*® which would show how burnt areas were to be arranged. In
this map, it is seen that the construction of wide roads and allotment of burnt areas in
accordance with the new regulation were decided. Tarlabasi Avenue was planned as
the widest street which is followed by Validegesmesi Avenue and then Pera Avenue.
Actually, it is also seen that it was planned to construct two small squares and a big
central square to which many wide streets and avenues were connected like those in
European cities, especially in Paris of Haussmann period, which was taken as an
illustration by European cities. Beyoglu, which would be arranged that way, was
tried to be made the liveliest place of the capital just like the examples in the
European cities. It is seen that Beyoglu, which is central and where trade happens
intensely, was tried to be made more beautiful while being organized. However, in
new parceling, it is seen that in the road which opens to Validecesmesi Avenue,
Galatasaray neighborhood and Pera Avenue where there is highly precious
commercial property; many properties stay in roads which were planned to be
enlarged. This means that many properties in these roads and streets needed to be
expropriated to enlarge the roads.??® According to this plan, the zayidt of the areas
which would be organized according to Tarla Kaidesi was determined to be 38 % in
the first place. But then, it is seen that the amount of zayidat was pulled down. The
reason is that the widths of roads which were calculated as 30 zird’, 20 zird’ and 12

zird’ in the first place were given up. According to the new decision, the widths of

219 See appendix E

220 BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)
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these roads were decreased to 25, 15 and 12 zird'. Moreover, it was given up to
construct theaters, squares and bazaars and 20,000 zird’ of land behind Topgu Square
and 10,000 zird’ of Tepebasi land which is government property was added to the
burnt area. As a result of all these, the amounts of zayidt of land decreased to 17 %,
meaning that property holders needed to leave 17 % of their land to roads for free.
According to government, this amount of zayiat was appropriate for the regulations

of zayiat’ made before.?*!

However, in the piece of writing that was sent to Seiremdneti by Sixth
District Administration, which would carry out the arrangements of the burnt area
according to Tarla Kaidesi, these were stated: The arrangement of burnt place in
Beyoglu would be very difficult for the Sixth District Administration. Since road
arrangements were made for one or two times before that date (but previous
arrangements’ date is indefinite), there were properties here that were left to the road
earlier.??® It was unclear whether the properties that were added to roads earlier
would be included in the arrangement or not. Moreover, if the burnt area in Beyoglu
had been arranged according to Tarla Kaidesi, then Sixth District Administration
would have been obliged to spend total 23,461,157 kurus for the arrangement of
burnt areas. **® 12,724,557 kurus of this sum was the compensation price that would
be paid to various properties that had to be expropriated only for the extension of
roads. The rest of this sum would be spent on the construction of new roads,
pavements, gas pipes, and sewer system. What is more, if the Biiyiik Taksim Street,

as seen on the map, was to be increased to 20 arsin from 15 arsin, 2.5 million kurus

21 BOA. 1. DH. 618 /43001, 29 Ca. 1287 (27 August 1870)
222 Steven Rosenthal, The Politics of Dependency: Urban Reform in Istanbul, p. 187

22 BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870) (See appendix C)
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would be needed to be added to the compensation and expense. Moreover, as for the
Sixth District Administration, “ The arrangement of more than 3000 burnt properties
according to the Tarla Kaidesi would be torture for property owners.”?** Finally, the
Sixth District Administration wanted the government to immediately give up the
decision of the regulation of burnt areas according to the Tarla Kaidesi since there
were many complaints from people. We can understand the reason why the people

225

here opposed to the new plan by looking at the petition (arz-: ~dl)=> given to the

24 BOA. 1. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870): “....ii¢ binden miitecdviz emldk tarla
heyetine vaz’ olunarak yeni resmde ingd’ olunabiliir ise de bu siiret ashdb-1 emlika gadr gelecegi ve
bu cihetle bunlarin bigok sizlanmalar: ddaimi ve miistelzem olacagindan...”

2 BOA. 1. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870): “Ma riiz-1 ¢iker-i kemineleridir ki

Bu defa Beyogl harik-i kebirinde muhterik olan ebniye mahallinde bulunan turik diger taraflara
nakl ile yirmibeser ve kirkar arsun genisliginde bulunacagindan arsalarin nisfi mahv olacagi ve
olvechle Altinci Ddire-i Belediyye Iddresi tarafindan haritas: bi-t-tanzim Bab-1 ali’ye takdim kilindig
rivayet olundugina ve bu ana degin ta 'mir kabul ider bir takim kargir ebniyelerin ingd’sina izn
virilmediginden baska mazarrati olub olmadig: usilleten kesf ve mudyane itdirilmeksizin sahiblerine
maltimdt virmeksizin aceleten bir takim ebniyelerin saglam divarlarinin hedm olunmasina nazaran
her ne sebebe mebni ise iddre-i mezkiir ol vechile tasavvur itmekde bulundugi anlasiimakda olub
cakerleri ise diicar .......... ile beraber sefilet ¢ekmekde iken bu yiizden dahi vuku’ bulacak zarara
tahammiil olunamayacagi ve kaldi ki Dogriyol’dan harik mahalline sapacak sekiz aded yollardan
birincisi olan Galatasarayi karsust Hammalbasi ve ikincisi Tiyatro ve tigtinciisi Garnovole

Sokak 'larint dogriltmak ve ilerdeki yollara benzediib birlesdirmek elzem ise de dordiinciisi
Sakizagact besincisi Imam ve altincist ve yedincisi Bekar ve sekizincisi Taksim Sokak’lar1 Tarlabas
Caddesi 'ne degin vaktiyle dogrilmis ve genislikleri dahi miiriir ve ubiir iden halka gore nizamdn kafi
gorinmis ve mezkiir yollar ile yine harikin ol mahallinde tilen bulunan bunca dogri sokaklarin
kdffesinde vaktiyle muntazam olarak ingd’ olunmus olan su ve gaz ve lagim yollari ile kaldirimlar
battd! kalacagi cihetle yeniden insd’ olunacaklarindan ddire tarafindan yiizelli bin lira masdrifita
dii¢ar ve birkag seneler irddindan diir olunacagi gibi bu kadar yerde su kuyular: ve sahring ve
mahzenler ile tag ve tugla gibi edavatimiz mahv olacagi ve birkag seneler tede beriide sefilet ¢cekerek
fahis icarlar virecegimizden ndst bir kat daha inkirdzimiza miicib olcagi emr-i tabi’T bulunmusg ve bu
mahallat arasinda bu misiillii yollarin menfaat-i umiimiyyeye miiceb bir hali gorilmediginden baska
bu yollarin tathir ve ta’mirleri ile sulanmalart husiist usiilen icrd’ ve iddre olunmayacagindan vakt-i
sayfde toz toprak ve hardretden ve vakt-i sitada kar ve camur ve borandan gerek miiriir ve ubiir ve
gerek etrdf hanelerde ikame idecek ahdli mu’azzeb hdlinde bulundugi ma’liim-1 asaf-dnelerine
buyruldukda bu misiillii inkiraz-1 hale riza-y1 bari ve addlet-i padisahiye mugayir bulindugi cihetle
ddire iddresinin bu mistillii tasavvurnamei men’ ile fakat insd’ olunacak ebniyenin kdffesi kargir
olduginda harikden sdlim olacag gibi tahammiil-i dciz-dnemize gore ve ldyik vechile bir netice
virilmesi emr-i dli-i rahimdnelerine muhtdc oldugindan ber vech-i ma’riiz icrd -y1 icibina miisaade-i
mekdrim-dde-i asaf-dneleri sezavar buyrulmak rizds: babinda ve herhalde emr ii ferman hazret-i
veliyy-iil-emrindir. Fi 28 Cemdzi-yel-evvel 1287 ve fi 13 Agustos 1286 Imam .....Edhem Efendi

Birinci Dogruyol

Ikinci Sakizagact

Uciinci Tarlabas:
Dérdiinci Cukur Caddesi
Besinci Sisli Sokagi
Altinci Bekar Sokag
Yedinci Davarci Sokagt
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Sadr-1 a’zam by all the people from the fourteen streets®?®

that were planned to be
arranged according to the new plan. The people of Beyoglu stated these in briefly in
the petition they sent to the Sadr-: a zam: They objected to the fact that since roads
were planned to be expanded by 25 zird’ and 40 zird’ after the fire, half or the
properties would be destroyed. The Sixth District Administration even had a map of
burnt places prepared to show that properties would be destroyed thus, and presented
it to Sadr-1 a zam. As for them, even the strong walls were destroyed without being
checked, and they were not allowed to repair kdrgir buildings. For that reason, they
had misery. Since eight streets that were among the roads to be expanded, had also
been expanded earlier, the width of these streets was enough in both sides of the
road. According to property owners, only Hammalbasi, Garnovole and Tiyatro
Streets needed to be widened. If these eight broad streets were to be reconstructed,
the pavements-sewerage and gas pipes would be destroyed and therefore the Sixth
District Administration would have to spend 150,000 liras. During this regulation
they would have to pay high rents as they would be transferred to new places and this
would mean more burden for them. In fact we can understand why exactly the people
in burnt areas of Beyoglu opposed to the new order to be applied from this single
sentence in the petition: “...here roads of that width are not necessary for the public

interest.”??” Finally people here demanded that the government immediately

Sekizinci Taksim Sokagi
Dokuzuncu Karacehennem Sokagi
Onuncu Cubuk¢esmesi Sokagi
Onbirinci Lale Sokagt

Onikinci Misk Sokagt

Oniigiincii Imam Sokag:
Ondordiincii Aga Cami’i Sokagi”

226 According to the Latin signatures on the petitions, it can be alleged that the owner of the properties
were most probably foreigners. (See appendix D)

2T BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870) : “...bu mahalldt arasinda bu misiillii
yollarin menfaat-i umiimiyyeye miiceb bir hdli gorilmediginden baska ....”
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abandoned the application of this new reconstruction plan with petitions. Thus the
government encountered an opposition in burnt areas of Beyoglu that was greater
and in a different style than it had been in the former two fire places. People in the
fire place in Aksaray were only seen not to be content with the new plan even though

their reasons were not clear.

However, gathering together, property owners in fourteen streets in Beyoglu
wanted the cancellation of the decision of the new arrangement stating that it was not
for the “public interest”. That is, property owners had a strong opposition to the new
reconstruction plan by explaining their disbelief in government’s argument about
public interest. Two points are important in this opposition. Firstly, instead of giving
private petitions, property owners tried to get their rights collectively. The second
one is that property owners here opposed through the concept of “public interest” to
the new city plan. When it is taken into consideration that most of the people here
who worked in commerce and Levantine were non-Muslims, and they knew about
Europe, they can be said to be more aware of “public interest” compared to people in
the other districts of the capital. However, we should consider whether being
conscious of public interest is all in such strong and systematic opposition of the

people here.

As a result of all of these, that is, due to the intense objections of the property
holders and request for the withdrawal of exercise of Tarla Kaidesi??® from the Sixth
District Administration, which is responsible for the application of the new city plan
in Beyoglu, the government made a new decision. According to the government, for

the sake of their monetary benefits the property holders in Beyoglu objected to the

228 Basiret, no: 305, 18 Z. 1287 (11 March 1871)
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new city plan, which was actually an expression for civilization, and demanded the
burnt place to be restored in the same way as it was. After the government
abandoned the exercise of the Tarla Kaidesi, according to their new decision, all the
properties burnt in Beyoglu would be expropriated. The government regarded this
way as the best solution, because the government thought that constructing the burnt
area in an old fashioned way (resm-i kadim) as the residents wish would mean that
the streets which are 3-4 arsin would remain the same. Also according to
government, reconstructing the narrow burnt streets would mean “constructing a city
upon the traces caused by the passing of the pack animals.”??° Thus, the government
found the defense of the Sixth District Administration, which was “the regulation of
the 3000 and more properties according to the Tarla Kaidesi will be a torture for the

property owners” very rightful.

To sum up, in order for the burnt properties to be expropriated, it was
necessary to detect the property values, so a commission of the officials for value-
guessing was assigned. It was announced that through this commission the value of
the properties would be defined in a fair way, and the plots would be measured and
re-parceled. However, since this way proved to be too expensive to purchase, that is
to expropriate, all the burnt property, this decision has also been withdrawn. In the
end, it was decided that — in accordance with the monetary limitations of the Sixth
District Administration- only the most beneficial streets and the streets with the
highest possibility for widening will be constructed.*° However, it is not followed in

the documents which streets were widened.

22 BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870): “.....ii¢ dort arsun arzinda bulunan
sokaklari eski hey ’etleri iizre ifd itmek yiik hayvanlarimin miirir ve ubiiri ile hasil olmus izler iizerine
bir sehri bind’ itmek dimek olacagindan....”

20 BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)
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As a result, it can be spotted that after the great Beyoglu Fire, the
government tried to construct the burnt area in accordance with the new plan and
map. However, in Beyoglu it was not that easy to realize this new regulation, because
with the new regulation and the expropriations the financial benefits of the properties

would be diminished and the loaded money for this could not be supplied.?®*

Last of all, if we want take a look at the benefits and the effects of the three
great fires, which were between 1855 and 1870, for the exercise of the modern
reconstruction implemented by the central government of Istanbul, we can see this:
These three great fires, all of which occurred in the main districts of the capital city,
gave the government a chance to exercise the expropriations which are the main tools
for the modern urban development. Moreover, thanks to these fires, while re-
parceling the plots, the government found the opportunity to expropriate burnt plots
without payment under the name of zayidat with the ratios ranging from 2 % and 31
%. Therefore, the government escaped the large amount of payment for the
expropriations that required loaded amounts of money. Actually, the situation of
without payment under the name of zayiat (of the burnt plots) according to the Tarla
Kaidesi was firstly stated and explained in 1882 Building Law. According to it, one
can say that between 1855 and 1870 the administration found an easy way of

implementing expropriations that were without charge, and this was through illegal

Z1BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870): “Atifetlii efendim hazretleri

Ma "liim-1 dli buyruldug vechle Beyogl harik mahallinin tarla kaidesine tevfikan tesviyesi ve miriye
aid ba’z: yerlerin ildvesi ile insd’st mukararrer oldugi halde bunda muahharen zuhiir iden
miiskildtdan bahisle ba zi ifadat havi Sehremaneti ‘nin muhdbereli tezkiresi ve Emdnet-i miimd-ileyhd
meclisinin mazbatast evrik-1 miiteferri’a ile beraber arz ve takdim olundi. Medl-i mazbataya nazaran
mahall-i mezkiirun taria ittihdziyla ve sokaklarmmn taksimi yirmiiic milyon dortytizaltmisbir bin yiiz
elliyedi gurus masrafla husiile gelecegi icrd’ olunan kesfinden anlagildigi misiillii bu siiret-i tesviyenin
Beyogh hallkanin mendfi’-i maddiyelerine dokunacagindan dolay: drzii-gerdesi olmayub mahall-i
mezkiirun hey et-i sabikasi vechiyle tesviyesini kemal-i kerimetle istirham itmekde bulunduklarina ve
emr-i tesviyede bu yola gidildigi hdlde hem su masrafdan kurtulunub hem de ashdb-1 emldkin is’daf-i
Niydz ile hosnudligy istihsdl olacagina mebni tarla kaidesinden sarf-1 nazarla mahall-i mezbiirun
mezkiir mazbatada gosterildigi vechle sokaklarinin tevsi’ meh-md-emken tesviye olunarak ...."

70



ways which were not stated in the Regulations. Another point is that, after the
modern urban development exercises and expropriations initiated by the fires, it is
only in Hocapasa fire zone, where they emphasized that the process was for the

“public interest”.

After emphasizing the role of three great fires in modern city plan and the
exercises of expropriation, it is necessary to stress especially the Beyoglu Fire
because this fire offers differences in reconstruction of the capital and the exercises
of expropriation. Contrary to the other two fire, since we have a fire map of the fire
zone, which was called “General Plan”, we can clearly see how the fire area was
supposed to be re-constructed. According to this map, the parceling of the burnt
plots was done quite perfectly (either square or rectangular). Besides this, the places
for the expropriations, which were necessary Beyoglu fire area to be arranged
according to the modern city plan, were stated. According to this, the expropriations
were supposed to be exercised mostly in Beyoglu and even in Pera Avenue, in which
it has even the most valuable commercial property, and then Validegesmesi Avenue

and Galatasaray.

At first, it should be emphasized that compared to the other two fire zone
regulations, the government seemed to experience more difficulty with the Beyoglu.
The biggest evidence for this is that first the government tried to regulate the fire
zone according to the Tarla Kaidesi, and then abandoning this decision, they tried to
purchase all the properties. This means that in this situation the government wanted
to apply modern city plan, but the government was never able to realize their projects
thoroughly. That is, the property-owners clearly shown how needless it was for

public to have the new city plan and expropriations by offering their petition to the
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Sadr-z @ zam. It can be said that the main reason for the property-owners’ such an
objection could be the governments’ will for free while parceling their firstly 38 %,
then 17 % burnt plots. However, why did the property-holders here object in such a
different and wild way, and why did the government have so much difficulty while
applying its favorite new city plan? The reason for this situation can mainly stem
from this paradox: It was the Sixth District Administration which have a map
prepared for Beyoglu to be reconstructed in accordance with the new plan, and which
would run the new construction plan. These Sixth District council members consisted
mostly of property owners of the burnt areas (Most of the members of the

municipality were non-Muslim and foreign merchants).?*?

Then it can be said that this factor had an important role in preventing the
total application of any modern city plan in Beyoglu. This is because the Sixth
District Administration demanded the abolishment of the Tarla Kaidesi since while
the new reconstruction plan was being implemented in Beyoglu, as opposed to earlier
fires, the application of the Tarla Kaidesi would mean torture for property owners
and with this arrangement half of the lands would be destroyed. Therefore, it is
possible to state that the officers in the Sixth District Administration were between
both the people to apply the new plan and property owners whose tangible benefits
would be damaged if this plan was to be applied. That is exactly the paradox. For
that reason, actually a financial conflict of interest took place through the use of
public interest between the government and property owners who realized that their

financial interest would be damaged by the new city plan in Beyoglu and who took

2382 1880s, the population ratio in Sixth District, which included Galata-Beyoglu and Tophane, was
as such: 47% Foreign, 32% Ottoman non-Muslim, and % 21 Muslim. Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of
Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p. 38
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the support of the Sixth District Administration. Here, as a consequence of all of
these, the desired city plan could never be implemented in Beyoglu, and only the
streets with the highest possibility for widening would be constructed. Unfortunately,
it cannot be seen how employees carried out expropriations during the arrangements

on the streets.
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CHAPTER 4

PUBLIC INTEREST AND EXPROPRIATIONS

In this chapter, the relation between “public interest” and modern expropriations will
be discussed. However, the expropriations applied before 1856 Regulation will be
briefly examined for a better understanding of both the concept of “public interest”
and their relation with expropriations done after the regulations. The question of why
and by whom the expropriations were done before the regulations will be addressed.
Thus, the breaking point between the expropriations done for “public interest” and
the former ones will be explored by this comparison. The first expropriation,which
was carried out by emphasizing that it was for the sake of “public interest”, was
implemented to enlarge the street in Karakdykapisi in 1858, and then the
expropriations continued to be carried out in the some (central) districts of the capital
for the same purpose. From 1870s, the aim of expropriations also included the
construction of modern transportation systems and a modern infrastructure in
addition to road enlargement purposes. Since the mid 1880s, it was observed that the
number and reasons of expropriations increased. Besides “public interest”, some
expropriations were carried out for other purposes. In the last part of the chapter,
diversification of expropriations along with the reasons and the results of them are

discussed.
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Expropriations applied until the 1856 Expropriation Regulation

It would be wrong to say the expropriation activities started in Dersaadet after the
first Expropriation Regulation of 1856 because the Ottoman Empire had been
expropriating some properties since the beginning of 1784-5. For instance, back in
1795 during the construction of Darphdne-i amire, a few houses were expropriated
for 15,350 kurus.>®> However, we can not seen their values separately. In 1803, the
state expropriated the plots around Bdb-: dli after a fire that destroyed houses there
by paying 6 kurus for every zirg*** In 1811, around Taksim four houses on state
property in Dergah-i Ali Top¢ular: were demolished because they had been built
illegally. The owners, Nikogos, was paid 1500 kurus, Anastas got 8715 kurus,
Avakim got 2000 kurug for their plots. However, it can not be understood why these
houses’ expropriation costs were not equal. However, a woman named Taktuhi could
not get her compensation cost of 4000 kurus for expropriation although a long time
had passed, thus, she wrote a complaint petition and demanded that the cost be paid

to her as soon as possible.?®

It is not seen that why these houses’ expropriation costs
were not equal. Like in 1847, in Giimiissuyu, ismail Efendi‘s garden was
expropriated for the reason that a military barrack was going to be built near the
place, but the expropriation cost was not paid though much time had elapsed. Ismail

Efendi submitted a petition and demanded that the cost be paid to him.?*® Also, in

1837, in Bahgekapi four shops that prevented custom’s (giimriik) measurement field

#3 BOA. HAT. 1386 / 55042, 30 Za. 1209 (18 June 1795)
Z4BOA. C. DH. 23 /1145, 15 C. 1218 (2 October 1803)
25 BOA. C.BLD. 20/991, 7 Z. 1226 (23 December 1811)

20 BOA. A. MKT.MHM. 71/ 69, 29 Ra.1263 (17 March 1847)
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got expropriated and demolished immediately.”®” However, we cannot see whether
the expropriation costs of those four buildings were equal or all different; in other
words we cannot know their values. According to another example regarding the
designation and the payment of expropriation costs, it was decided that Artin was
going to be given a summer house lot in Tarabya in exchange for his bostan which

was expropriated for adding to Emldk-1 hiimdyin in Ortakoy in 1849.%%

Another example demonstrated that in 1852, the house and stable of Edhem
Efendi were expropriated because he did not pay off 65,000 kurus of his tax debts
which he took from Istanbul Riisumdt: and totalled 501,000 kurus.?° All of those
expropriations were made without the consent of the property owners, but it can also
be seen that for example Agob the owner of the garden (bostan) which was
expropriated for the construction of Demirhdne and Tophdne on Piripasa district in

Haskdy in 1796, objected to the determined cost. Yet he could not get any results.°

It is clear that before 1856 Expropriation Regulation, if the plot was
expropriated, the values of the land were being decided on zira’. On the other hand,
if there is a building destroyed and expropriated, in this case for the debris of this
building the price was paid as the expropriation value. In some cases, whether value
determination or payment is done or not, cannot be understood. Furthermore, we
cannot figure out the identity of the officers and the names of the institutions that
estimated the value of properties exactly. Thus, it is impossible to mention about a

specific and general application for the decision and the payments of the

ZBOA. C.ML. 151 /6396, 23 S 1253 (22 November 1837)
28 BOA. AMKT.MHM. 16 / 67, 8 L 1265 (27 August 1849)
29 BOA. A. MKT. NZD, 48 /16, 14 Z. 1268 (29 September 1852)

0 BOA. C. AS.271/11243, 19 S.1210 (28 February 1796)
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expropriation costs. In some examples, property owners submitted complaint
petitions the reason being that the expropriation costs were not paid to them for a
long time. As a matter of fact property owners complained about the low
expropriation costs although expropriations were carried out without any regard to
their consent, and they were not granted the right to object. Moreover, it can be seen
that expropriation costs were paid by giving another property in exchange for the

expropriated property instead of paying in cash.

All in all, these examples show that expropriation activities were executed in
order to demolish unlicensed buildings, to secure some important (state) buildings,
to collect back taxes, to add to Sultan’s properties and prevent fires. The important
point here is that it was emphasized in the documents “expropriation costs were paid
thanks to Sultan’s grace and gift.” Another important point here is that the state
executed these activities whenever it felt compelled without resorting to issuing laws
or procedures. That is to say, the state did not necessarily follow a plan, or get the
approval of the property owner, but rather acted according to the contingencies of the

situation.

The First Major Expropriation For Public Interest: The Expropriation of

Properties in Karakdykapisi in 1858

The first expropriation, implemented for the sake of public interest by 1856

Expropriation Regulation, was done without waiting for fire by Sixth District
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Administration in 1858 in Karakéykaplsl.241 Karakodykapis1t was one of the most
important and crowded commercial centres. However, the streets of the district were
so narrow that it could not provide the necessary service and many of them were
dead end streets.?*? That is why, Sixth District Administration decided that properties
in Fermeneciler Carsis1 in Karakdykapisi, Karakdy Carsisi, Balikpazari, Cadirct Hani
and Bigakc1 Hani be expropriated by the commission consisting of the officials
chosen from Bab-: dli, Evkaf-1 Hiimdyin and the Ticdret Nezareti in the name of
1856 Expropriation Regulation. The evaluation done by these officials was:*** 7000
kurus were determined for each zira’ of the properties in Karakdy Carsisi; 6000
kurug were determined for each zird’ of the properties in Fermeneciler Carsisi; 2365
kurug were determined for each zird’ of the properties in Cadircit Han; the amount
between 2300 and 7000 kurus was determined for each zird’ of the properties in
Balikpazari according to the construction material of the buildings, namely kdrgir or
wood and 2364 kurus were determined for each zird’ of properties in Bigakci Han.
The appraisal of expropriations was done in this systematic way. This means that the
location of properties determines the price of expropriation. It was decided that
9,673,491 kurus were paid to the owners of the expropriated shops. According to this
calculation, 227 zird’ from Karakdy Carsisi, 277 zird’ from Fermeneciler Carsisi,
512 zira’ from Cadirct Han, 391 zird’ from Balikpazari and 190 zira’ from Bigakg1
Han were going to be expropriated. It was obvious that the valuation of expropriated
properties was done by the measurement of zira’. This method was the same with the
one implemented in the expropriation of burned properties. However, there was also

a different case: there were four shops (zahire, attar, fermeneci and saat¢i) consisting

21 BOA. I. DH. 413 /27332, 22 M. 1275 (1 September 1858)
242 Steven Rosenthal, “Foreigners and Municipal Reform in Istanbul: 1855-1865,” p. 231

S BOA. 1. DH. 413 /27332, 22 M. 1275 (1 September 1858)
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of gedik (legally meant the capital assets necessary to practise a trade) ** and

property.

According to the regulation, frdd Hesdbi,**

in the capital generally, the
value of properties and gedik were decided separately and expropriated in this way.
Accordingly, it was very probable that the owner of a property would take as much
money as the rental income for expropriation. For this reason, the shares of the
property owners would be expropriated by paying 30 years rental value of the store.
For instance, expropriation value of an property (shop) which has 20 kurus rental
income would be 600 kurus with 30 years [rdd Hesdabi. After that, the expropriation
values of the remaining shares of the shops would be paid to gedik owners.?*® In the
valuation of shops with gedik, the value was determined according to the yearly
rental incomes of stores and gediks separately. In this way, the impression that a

gedik was evaluated like an property while a gedik with its valuation made was being

expropriated.

After explaining the valuation of the expropriated properties, according to
many property owners, the price offered by the Sixth District Administration was so
little that it could not provide even price of plots. The Sixth District Administration

responded to these objections: “The property owners demanded exorbitant prices.””?*’

244 For a detailed information about gedik see, Engin Deniz Akarli, “Gedik: A Bundle of Rights and
Obligations for Istanbul Artisans and Traders, 1750-1840,” in Law, Anthropology, and the
Constitution of the Social: Making Persons and Things, (ed.) Alain Pottage and Martha Mundy,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), pp. 166-200

25 BOA. I. MMS. 16 / 641, 25 M. 1276 (24 August 1859) :“.... bu siiret herhalde miilk sahibleri
hakkinda faidelii diisecegi cihetle buna hi¢bir diyecekleri olmamak lazim geleceginden zikr olunan
dort bab diikkanin bedellerinden dort bab diikkan ve magazalarin miilk sahiblerinin hisseleri almakda
oldukiar: kird’larin mikddrina gére otuz seneligine irdd hesdbuyla ifidz ve i’td ile bakisinin gedikdt
asabina virilmesi.....”

20 BOA. 1. MMS. 16/ 641, 25 M. 1276 (24 August 1859)
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To sum up, the Sixth District Administration decided to take the consent of property
owners and begin to expropriate. If the property owners did not give their title deeds
to the administration in fifteen days and did not taken the purchase money, ten days
of additional time would be given according to regulation (it was not clear which
regulation it was because giving additional time in 1856 Expropriation Regulation
was not stated). After that, even if the property owners did not give consent, in the

end of twenty five days and destruction of expropriated properties would start.2*®

Despite this precise decision of the Sixth District Administration, it was
observed that the destructions were not completed in five years. Apart from the fact
that the property owners did not accept the purchase money, the event that the
purchase money could not be paid to property owners was also crucially important
because the Sixth District Administartion could not afford to pay the expropriation
price of properties in Karakdy kapisi. That’s why the Sixth District Administration
took loan of 8,000,000 ak¢e with 15% interest from the Ottoman Bank®*° in return
for its 2,300,000 kurus annual income. This borrowing was done by the consent of
Hazine.” Moreover, it was announced that the place expropriated in Karakoykapisi
and built an inn on was going to be auctioned and the money would be used for
paying for the expropriated lands. Bdb-: dli Deavi Muavinbasi Azmi Bey was

251

appointed for this post.”> The Sixth District Administration planned to pay the debt

#TBOA. I. DH. 413 /27332, 22 M. 1275 (1 September 1858): < .... komisyonun kiymet-i
hakikiyyelerinden olan takdir ve teklif itdigi bedeli kabul itmeyiib fevk-al-dde ve hakk-1 kabiilden pek
ziydde bahd’ matliibe itmekde bulunduklarmmdan....”

28 BOA. . MVL. 428 / 18813, 16 Ca. 1276 (11 December 1859)

29 Ottoman Bank was founded with the presidency of Henry Layard on 13 June 1856 and it
functioned as the state bank until the foundation of Bank-1 Osmani Sahane. Edhem Eldem, Osmanii
Bankast Tarihi, trans. Ayse Berktay, (Istanbul: Osmanli Bankas1 1999), pp.52-53

20 BOA. I. MMS. 27/ 1186, 27 Ca. 1280, (9 November 1863)
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from the income of the Han’s shops which would be built in the expropriated land.
Despite the loan taken from the bank, the expropriation purchase money could not be

paid even in 1863.

In conclusion, although Karakdy was one of the most important and
crowded commerce centres, the width of its streets was not enough to deal with this
density. Hence, the streets had to be enlarged immediately. The expropriation of
many properties was started by the Sixth District Administration. However, it was
obvious that this expropriation procedure was not implemented very easily. Many
property owners objected to the price of their properties’expropriation. Yet, Sixth
District Administration declared that it expropriated their properties fairly and for the
sake of public interest and did this procedure according to the Expropriation
Regulation. Despite these efforts, many property owners did not give consent to the
expropriation. Although the Sixth District Administration did state that
expropriations were not complete even in 1863, it was not clear how many properties
had been expropriated until this year. It could be argued the main reason was that the
Sixth District Administration could not afford to pay the expropriation money. The
Sixth District Administration took loan from the Ottoman Bank to pay the purchase
money. It signifies that banks had had an important role in the modernization process

of city.

We can take the fire in Aksaray in 1855 as the starting point of
expropriation activities in the modern sense. The areas that were burnt by the
following fires were designed in accordance with the Tarla Kaidesi and their

compensations were paid during their design. Many plots were also taken from their

ZLBOA. 1. MMS. 17/ 715,29 C. 1276 (23 January 1860)
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owners as zayidt as a requirement of the prepared map. Moreover, it was seen that
property owners -especially in Beyoglu - were discontented because of the designs in
this new type. However, the design of some areas and roads in capital was started
without waiting for the fire to destroy them in 1858 with the widening of

Karakdykapisi road.

Then, the greatest project, which was planned to be made by government
without waiting for a fire, was allotting 9,700,000 kurus from the Hazine in 1869 for
the widening, decorating and cleaning of areas of the capital with utmost care.?*?
When the expropriation cost of the properties which was expropriated for the
widening of the roads in this area was paid with the 4,400,000 kurus of this amount,
(it was not certain how many properties were expropriated), 2,550,000 kurus was
going to be spent for the design and widening of the roads, 1,900,000 kurus was
going to be used to install pavements and cesspits. 850,000 kurus which was the rest
of the money was going to be used to pay for the cleaning, repair and brick capital

sum which was being spared for the city itself.

The design planned to be made by widening the roads whose design and
widening were needed urgently and the calculation of the amount necessary for the
required expropriation, was determined by negotiations with Zs/ah-1 Turik
Komisyonu in1869, and its account book and plan were prepared. According to the
report which was prepared by this committee, although the buildings next to Ciragan
were torn down to build the harbor first of all and in this way road in width of 20
zira’ from Valide Mosque upto the end of Kabatas and nearly half of the road which

was going from Tophane to Avusturya Embassy was arranged before, the rest of the

2 BOA. . DH. 592 /41216, 13 S. 1286 (25 May 1869)
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area was preventing the smooth running of the traffic and “additionally in this area
which would be visited by European travellers first.”?*® Thus, it was decided that the

design of that place was necessary urgently.

It can be understood from here that the government arranged the districts
according to their importance during the application of modern city plan and they put
the reconstruction process into practice in the areas that they regarded as the most
important. In fact, in capital the width and direction of Divanyolu were arranged
from Bab-1 Himayan to Mahmut II Tiirbesi. However, there were a great deal of
areas which needed to be designed between the rest of the area beyond and Bayezid
Square. It was necessary to show example of a great city to public by designing the

roads for motor vehicles-pedestrians similar to the systems in European cities.

After the above mentioned road was designed and the narrow roads on the
side of Kokgiilerkapist which were preventing the merge of Beyazid Square and
Divanyolu were destroyed, a road extending to Bab-1 Seraskeri with a width of 25
zira’ was opened. Moreover, Vezneciler street in Direklerarasi would be designed to
be 25 zira’ wide just like Divanyolu. The rest of Fatih road which would pass
through Sehzade Avenue and Sarachane would be designed the following year. After
building a new road in Bulvar valley from Bab-1 Hiimay(n to Edirnekapisi, the area
around Fatih and Sultan Selim, which were among the most beautiful places of
Istanbul then, but suffering from loss of reputation due to lack of reconstruction,

would be well-built and hopefully reputable. Those mentioned roads and places were

23 BOA. 1. DH. 592 /41216, 13 S. 1286 (25 May 1869): “..... Ve seyydhin-i ecnebiyyenin birinci
derecede gorecekleri mahall olmastyla tesviyesi la-biidd oldugindan anin dahi tanzim ve tevsi’
Tophane cihetince ehemm-i wsldhdtdan add olunarak ii¢ numeroyla haritast takdim kilindr.”

83



among the most important and outstanding areas of Istanbul and the government
started to design those kinds of places. As most of the primary places would have
been constructed, the costs for those were estimated to be 9 million kurus. The
construction and design were decided to start as soon as possible by Isldh-i Turik
Komisyonu. However, most of the pavements in the city were destroyed and even
the pavements in most of the burnt areas were not constructed. Moreover, there were
lack of engineers and there was a need for brick stock. Thus the cost was indicated to
reach 12 million kurus.*>* Was this big project that could be done in the cost of 12
million kurugs put into practise ? Unfortunately, we could not find any proof to find

the answer.

Then, expropriations of many areas were continued in quarters which are
especially the centers of the capital such as Emindnii, Mahmutpasa, Besiktas,
Beyazit, Vefa, Sehzadebasi after 1870s with the purpose of making the roads larger
for public interest. Even in 1874, from Sehzadebasi to Saraghane totally 136
properties were expropriated to widen the 15 zird’ road to 20 zira".?*® Interesting
point here is that police stations and even cemeteries which were not expropriated
before were included into the expropriation process which was aimed for making the
roads larger. On the basis of these examples it is clear that the government stated that
they ranked the districts according to their importance so that they could put the
modern urban development plan into action. This decision can be based on the fact

that the government considered carrying out the reconstruction activities only in the

districts that they considered to be most important as they were aware of the fact that

» BOA. I. DH. 592 /41216, 13 S. 1286 (25 May 1869)
2> BOA. SD. 681 /3, 18 Ra.1291(5 May 1874)
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there would not be enough funding for the application of the new city plan and

expropriation operations all over the city.

Expropriations for Tram Lines

It is seen that only opening new ways and expanding existent ones were not enough
to apply the modern city plan on the capital. Moreover, it was decided that new
rearrangements would be made in transportation system in the capital because of the
increasing population and trade capacity. It was decided that trams would be used in
Istanbul as well and the operation privilege of this intercity transport system would
be given to Konstantin Karapano Efendi on 22 March 1870. In accordance with the
fourth article of the treaty which was signed with this company, it was decided that
the value of the streets which would need to be widened as 12 zira’ and the
properties in the places which were needed to be expropriated to constitute the lines
which reached Galata Road and Ortakdy and ended there, would have been

calculated and their compensation would be paid by SeAremaneti.?*®

The destinations on which the streetcar lines in Istanbul were going to
operate were decided as follows: the first line was going to start from the Galata
Mahmudiye Avenue and go to Ortakdy by passing through Besiktas and Azapkapisi.
The second line was going to firstly come up to Divanyolu Avenue and the end of
the Yusufpasa Cesmesi in Aksaray. The third line was going to go to Samatya and
Yedikule by separating from the second line in Aksaray. Lastly the fourth line was

going to end in Topkap1 by separating from the second line in Aksaray.?’ Cutting

#0 BOA. I. MMS. 38 / 1592, 19 Z. 1286 (22 March 1870)

2T BOA. I. MMS. 38 /1592, 19 Z. 1286 (22 March 1870)
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these roads on which these lines were going to pass, to widen them, the expenditure
of building the properties which needed to be destroyed and buildings and lands
which had to be purchased here were calculated with the help of kesf komisyonu
upon the request of Sehremdneti. The building expenditure of the building which
was going to be cut on the road which was going to be from Kopriibasi to Hasanpasa
Police Station and the areas which needed to be purchased by expenditure of
arrangement was 1,254,142 kurus. The widening expenditure of the road which was
going from Aksaray to Topkap1 was 2,072,746 kurus and the widening expenditure
of the road which was from Cellad¢esmesi to Yedikule was 1,640,065 kurus. The
expenditure of these three constructions and the areas which were going to be
expropriated was totally 4,966,954 kurus. In addition, the value of the road which
passed in front of the Seiremdneti department and Salkimsogiit, Sogukgesme roads
and the properties which needed to be purchased to widen the road which was going
to Bilyiik Ayasofya Square was 487,500 kurus. The value of properties which needed
to be purchased from the Bakrakgilarkapisi, which was in Bayezid Square before, to
the Bayezid Hamami was 57,500 kurus. The value of properties which needed to be
purchased on the road from Davudpasa road to Kiirk¢iibast quarter including
Yedikule was 372,000 kurus and the cost of expropriations was totally 917,000

2
kurus. %8

It can be concluded that in addition, the number of the properties which
were expropriated is not known exactly. It can be said that in terms of the price the
most valuable properties were around Ayasofya in these three areas. The general
expenditure of constructions and purchases were totally 5,883,954 kurug. Since, the

lines were going to first be built on the Mahmudiye Avenue which extended from

28 BOA. I. MMS. 38 /1592, 19 Z. 1286 (22 March 1870)
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Bedesten to Kiirkgiiler corner and on the Topgular Avenue which was from Glimriik
Street corner to Tophane by the Streetcar Company in Dersaadet in 1871 in order
that the streetcar lines were constituted by Seiremdneti. The government had to
widen these avenues which were 10 zird’ as 12 zird’ in accordance with the fourth
article of the Sartname. However, the amount of the cost that would be incurred by
the widening of the roads would be too high for the government. Thus, the roads
would only be widened on Mahmudiye Avenue as only that avenue would have a

streetcar line and affording the costs would be easier. *°

In 1872, expropriation activity was needed so as to be able to build a
streetcar line in another important point of Istanbul and that point was Koska
Avenue. All shops here had been destroyed by being expropriated and some of them
had been pulled back in order that the road could be widened as 12 zira".?*°
Moreover, officers urged the shop owners everyday to leave their shops for the street
to be widened to the state, “for free.”®* Because of this, complaints were received
about pressures through a large number of petitions submitted by the shop owners.

Also, building of streetcar lines and designing of some of the present lines were

continued in the following years.

The road on which the fourth tram line was located from Aksaray to
Topkapi, had to be widened for 15 zira’ regarding the regulation in 1875. However,
widening the road for 15 zird’ would be very expensive for the government and 15
zira’ of area would not be wide enough, thus there would be a need for widening

again. Moreover, as the expropriation cost of the area would be expensive as it had

9 BOA. SD. 675/2, 14 L. 1288 (27 December 1871)
20 BOA. SD. 676 /29, 4 M. 1289 (14 March 1872)

21 BOA. SD. 676 / 35, 24 M. 1289 (3 April 1872)
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gained “seref” on account of the first design, the design was quit in the end. Instead
of this, the building of new road which was 25 zird’ according to its map was
decided by steering through the bostans (gardens) and lands from Yusufpasa
Cesmesi to Topkap1 with 4,548,580 kurus expenditure and 140,000 kurus of that was

the amount (Serefiye)>®®

which owners of gardens had to pay to the government since
their gardens which intersected with the new road increased in value as a result of

that.?®3

In 1879, the government had kdrgir shops in front of Giimriik which
belonged to Abdiilkadir Efendi were and destroyed for the construction of the
tramline from Kopriibasi to Bahgekapisi and the needed land was left to the road by

means of the decision that 9500 kurus was going to be paid.?*

Also, the properties of
the famous Banker Diizoglu who was the owner of the 192-194 and 196 numbered
buildings and 16 and 18 numbered Royal Hotel in the seven buildings which
intersected with the Galata-Sisli tramline and needed to be cut in 1883.2%° The
building of the tramlines continued for a long time and expropriation of the butcher’s
shop belonging to Papas Oglu Hristo was necessary to widen the road on Kasab

Street on Karabas quarter in Tophane in 1893. 266

Finally it can be said that, the government wanted to build a comprehensive

transportation network with tramways, but it could be accomplished partially. As it

%62 The properties, value of which went up when they had a good view thanks to the destruction of
properties nearby, behind or in front of them, gained a better location and government levied Serefiye
tax on such buildings. For detailed discussion of Serefiye see pages: 99-100

23 BOA. SD. 679 /7, 28 Ra. 1292 (4 May 1875)

24 BOA. SD. 689 /22, 13 B. 1296 (3 July 1879)

25 BOA. SD. 702 /25,26 S. 1300 (6 January 1883)

26 BOA. SD. 764 / 4, 12 B. 1310 (30 January 1893)
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understood from the expropriations, the reason of this was the difficulty of that the
government faced in meeting the prices of expropriations which were to be done for
tramway lines. For this reason, the routes which could be done with less amount of
money were chosen by the government who chose to be pragmatic. Even, in some
place it is seen that the owners were forced to leave their properties without
compensation to decrease the amount of money paid. In 1873, Azapkapi-Ortakoy,
Eminonii-Aksaray and Aksaray-Yedikule lines were opened in the capital, and in the
years to follow with the addition of lines such as Sisli-Taksim,cable railway system
was tried to be expanded. It is seen that building tramway lines, which is seen as one
of the most distinctive elements of modernization, was a very important factor in

267

acquiring modern-looking streets in Istanbul especially in Galata.”" (Voyvoda Street

was the primary one of these streets. With the expropriation for tramway line

building, the street had a modern and vast looking in a while.)?®®

Expropriations for the Construction of Tiinel

The concession of building an underground railway from Galata, which was the
commercial and financial center and accommodated a crowded population at that
time, to Beyoglu, to improve the transportation system of the capital was assigned to

a French engineer named Gavand on 10 June 1869.%°° The Tiinel contract, which

27 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nineteenth Century, p.
96

%8 Edhem Eldem, Bankalar Caddesi, Voyvoda Street from Ottoman Times to Today, (istanbul:
Osmanli Bankasi Bankacilik ve Finans Tarihi Arastirma Merkezi, 2000), p. 22

29 French engineer Gavand who came to Istanbul to travel in 1867, observed the round trip of lots of
people between Galata in which there was stock market-custom house and shops and Beyoglu in
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consisting of 34 articles, was signed by Gavand and Nafia Nazir1 Davut Pasha on 6
November 1869. According to the ninth article of the contract, the terrain where the
Tiinel was to be built was to be bought by giving the prices by the franchise owner
(Gavand). The approximate prices of the properties were to be defined with the help
of experts and by looking at Sixth District Administration’s cadastral survey register
(emldk defteri ). Besides this, the franchise owner was to pay 20 % more of the
approximate price to the owners of the properties to compansate the loss that
property owners will suffer. For the real detection of the properties, owners of both
properties and grandholder will have the right to apply to Siird-y: Deviet. Gavand
made little part of the expropriations required for the building of the Tiinel in June,
1871 before the construction began. He kept the reason for the expropriations secret
to prevent increase in the prices, so he could buy 1/3 of the properties. However,
after a while, in October 1871 as there were nobody who property owners to
approach expropriation, Gavand applied to Ministry of Public Works to expropriate
twenty three needed property. After this, a commission was established in the Sixth
District Administration. This commission defined the expropriation prices as 28,199
liras with addition of 20% compensation amount, but this price was not accepted
neither by property owners nor Gavand and the commission fell apart.?”® After two
months, Gavand stated that he accepted the prices that were agreed on, but property
owners did not approve again. Later, disagreement between Gavand and owners of

proeprty continued, expropriation matter was resorted to Stird-y: Devlet, the prices

which there were embassies-hotels-entertainment venues. On average, 40,000 people had to pass
through the Yiiksekkaldirim which connected those two centers to each other when they went and
returned between those two places. However, that avenue wasn't enough for that density and its
width was already 6 meters and in some parts of that it was 4 meters. The solution that Gavand came
up with was; An underground railway, in another words metro, was going to be built and pedestrian
traffic was going to be relieved. In this way he would earn income, since he would undertake that
project. Vahdettin Engin, Tiinel den Fiinikiiler e, (Istanbul: Yap1 Merkezi, 2007), p. 36

2O BOA. SD. 681 / 13, 13 Tesrin-i evvel 1289 (25 October 1873)
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were determined as 39,000 liras there, and Gavand did not accept this payment again.
Gavand even asked for help by applying to French Ambassadorship for the
expropriation to be done quickly.?"* In 1873, the expropriations were seen to be
starting again in Nergis Street. After the resistance of the owners of houses numbered
4-6, the expropriation process was seen to be gone into negligence. However,
expropriations continued in the same year in Billur, Mertebani, Yenicami Streets,
furthermore the whole Kameri Street’s expropriation was determined for the station
construction. The government, following the map prepared in Hendeshdne, thought
that the properties on that area had to be taken and according to the inspection made
on Kameri Street, the government did not find any objections with regards to the
destruction of the properties. Since the street would already be under the ground of
the line because of the Tiinel, expropriations were started irnmediately.272 However,
property owners insisted on not giving their properties without getting their payment.
For this reason, the company submitted a petition because of the passing time to
purchase the properties and because of this, those properties would be given to the
company with the help of the officers from Zabtiyye (police) by force.?”® However,
although the opening of the Tiinel was made in 1875 it was seen that the required
properties in those streets couldn't be expropriated entirely yet and Galata Station
couldn't be finished even in 1876. The reason behind the fact that the determined
lands couldn't be expropriated in that time undoubtedly was the disagreement which
arose in estimating the value of the properties. The 195 zird’ which was the land of

the properties on the entire of Kameri Street was purchased by the company. For this

2™t \Jahdettin Engin, Tiinel 'den Fiinikiiler’e, p. 41
22 BOA. I. MMS. 52 /2277, 13 R. 1292 (19 May 1875)
2 BOA. SD. 680/ 8, 28 R. 1290 (25 June 1873)
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reason, the expropriations that compelled Gavand the most were in this street,

because the strongest objections were seen in this street.

When Gavand who endeavoured to take the needed 150 zird’ of land on
Billur, Mertebani and Sevud Streets from their owners with their consent thought to
pay 8.5 gold lira for each zira’. However, property owners wanted the estimated 11
gold lira for each zira’ of their lands and submitted lots of petitions which
demanded sum. Thus, concession owner and property owners couldn't agree for a
long time. Moreover, the most challenging case for Gavand, who finally bought all
of the needed lands and buildings in those streets by paying 8,5 gold lira for each
zird’, was the fact that a man named Degirmenci Hagik on Yeni Cami Street who
didn't accept selling his land in spite of the approval of other property owners.?™ The
reason behind his rejection which continued for a long time was the issue of the
lower price offered for his land that is 320 gold for 15 zird’ of land. Thereupon, that
issue was discussed in Sird-y: Deviet and it was decided that the company was going
to pay 320 gold to Degirmenci Hacik. So, the concession was given in 1869, but an
agreement with the owners couldn't be reached for a long time. Thus, it was seen that
the Tiinel construction couldn't be completed until the end of the 1876. Finally,
building of the Tiinel accelerated when all of the properties were purchased by the

company after the man named Degirmenci Hagik had accepted to sell his land.?"

However, something strange which was never witnessed before in
expropriation activities was seen in 1873 when the Tiinel was being built: Galata
Mevlevihdane Cemetery was expropriated in order that the Galata part of the Ttinel

could be built. The reason for this was stated by the government as follows: “The

24 BOA. I. MMS. 52 /2277, 13 R. 1292 (19 May 1875)
215 \/ahdettin Engin, Tiinel 'den Fiinikiiler’e, p. 78
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expropriation of 1610 zird’ of area which belonged to Galata Mevlehinanesi
cemetery was needed by agreement for the construction of station in Beyoglu.”276
Thus, Gavand could expropriate each zird’ of the cemetery by giving 5 lira.
Moreover, it was declared that 8050 lira which was the expropriation cost of the
cemetery was donated to the Ministry of Education (Ma 'drif Nezareti) in order to
meet the cost of education. But Ahmet Liitfi Efendi, who was a historian, criticised
the expropriation of the cemetery in the following way:
As it was required by the company responsible for building the Tiinel, which
was being constructed between Beyoglu and Galata, the cemetery of
Muslims, in which some famous people were lying, were sold to the company
by the government for 9000 liras. The company took the bones of the dead in

the cemetery as if those bones were debris and transported them to the
cemeteries around. 2”7

In conclusion, the expropriations of the properties (located between Galata—Beyoglu)
that had to be carried out for the construction of the Tiinel were realized in a long
period of seven years. This long period was the result of the fact that the property
owners did not think that the expropriation prices were enough. Also there were
many objections during the measurement of the properties, the determination of their
values and the payments of their costs. Thus they did not accept those prices.

Besides, the right for expropriations was granted to Gavand the engineer of the Tiinel

Z®BOA. 1. MMS. 47/2017, 1 S. 1290 (22 November 1873): “.... kumpanyanin mukaddema istedigi
isbu mevkif mahalli ba’-zan tarike ve ekseriyyd metriik kabristan olarak mikddr: dort bin yediyiiz
zird’ oldugi halde Sura-y1 Devlet’den bu defa verilen miizekkirede gésterildigi vechle mezbir mevkifin
aldt ve edevatina iktiza’ iden yerlerden bir takimi kumpanya ashdbi uhdesinde bulunan emlakdan
istird’idilerek simdi yalniz mevkif iciin ardzi-i hali ve kabristdnin bir ciiz’i olmak iizre istenilen
mahallin mikddri bin altiyiiz on zird a tenzil itmiy.....”

2" «“Beyoglu ile Galata arasinda yapilan Tiinel Kumpanyasina liiziimu olmasiyla Galata Mevelevi-
hanesi karsisinda birtakim ma ’riif ve meghiir zevatin medfiin olduklart ve her birinin iizerinde
miizeyyen ve san’atli mezar taglari bulunan makabir-i Miislimin hiikimet-i seniyye tarafindan Tiinel
Kumpanyasi’na 9000 liraya fiiritht olunmasi ile, mezkir kumpanya orada medfiin emvat-i
Miislimenin kemiklerini kaldirp, moloz doker gibi civirda bulunan mezarliklara naklettirmis ve
mebdlig-i mezkiire mektebler masdrifine sarf olunmak iizere Ma’drif Nezdreti 'ne verilmis oldugu ol-
vakitki gazetelerde goriilmiistiir.” Ahmet Liitfi Efendi, Vak 'a-niivis Ahmed Liitfi Efendi Tarihi, vol.
X1V, p. 61
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construction, instead of Sehremdaneti during the period of expropriations. This was

the first and the only execution of its own kind.

Also the government allowed the Tiinel company to expropriate the Galata
Mevlevihane cemetery area as it was believed that it would provide an important
contribution. So, wasn’t there anyone else to object to the expropriation of the
cemetery other than historian Liitfi Efendi ? We cannot see follow this from the

documents whether there were reactions by the citizens or not.

Expropriations for the Rumeli Railway Line

The transportation system in the capital was reconstructed in the modern sense, and
the construction of Rumeli Railway lines, expanding from Bosna, Edirne, Filibe,
Inos, Bergos and Selanik to Sava River; then also expanded to Kiiclikcekmece—
Sirkeci-Yedikule line in Istanbul, started with the concession granted to Baron

Hirsch in 1869 - 1870.%27

The expropriation of the properties with which the railway coincided in
Istanbul became an issue just as was the case in the construction of tram lines. The
expropriation issue became a problem especially in the Sirkeci-Yedikule direction
which was a city center containing residential areas.?”® The expropriation of more

than 1000 houses had to be carried out by Sehremaneti and those areas had to be

2’8 \Jahdettin Engin, Rumeli Demiryollari, (istanbul: Eren, 1993), p. 51

2 1pid., p. 78
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granted to the Railway Company for the construction of Sirkeci-Yedikule line.?® As
the property owners opposed the expropriations, a commission had to be formed
under the presidency of Nafia Naziri Ethem Pasha. The owners called on to the Sadr-
1 azam for the end of the destruction, however, Saddret submitted the issue to
Sehremdneti and the oppositions did not yield any results. Thus, the destructions did

not stop.?

Meanwhile, the costs of buildings and plots were paid to their owners and
even the expropriation expenses cost more than the estimated amount. This was due
to the fact that only 30,000 liras was left from the amount of 200,000 liras, which
was allocated to Sirkeci-Yedikule line and the government initially took 208,000
gold from the Railway Company and they took another 45,000 liras debt from this
company as the initial amount was not enough.?®? It is clear that every possible

compromise was made for the construction of the railway to be actualized. The

government even borrowed money from the railway company itself.

Besides, it was decided by the commission that the Kémiirci shop, the
property of which belonged to Nazif, Nuri, Sinan Aga in Catladikap1 and the gedik
which belonged to Behiyye Hanim would be bought by Sehremdneti in 1872. The
property cost was 3200 kurus, the gedik cost was 11,800 kurus and the total cost was

15,000 kurus.”®

As a matter of fact, the garden of the mansion which belonged to second
Ordu Reisi Faik Pasha was located around Etyemez in Davutpasa and 264 zira’ of

area were expropriated by the government by paying 50 kurus for each zird’ in

20BOA. 1. MMS. 41 /1691, 26 Ra. 1288 (15 June 1871)
281 \/ahdettin Engin, Rumeli Demiryollari, p. 79
2 BOA. 1. MMS, 45 /1874, 1 Za. 1289 (31 December 1872)

%3 BOA. SD. 676 / 2, 13 Za. 1288 (24 January 1872)
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1873.%* Moreover, 2947 zira’ of land were bought from the properties of Agob and

Parsih in Makrikdy in 1895 by paying 2 mecidiye for each zira".**°

There is a very important point to be emphasized here: an important thing,
which was highlighted in the Expropriation Regulation dated 1856, is that while
determining the expropriations for railways, docks, roads and widening of roads,
which were needed for the public interest “all worshiphouses would be excluded
from the expropriations during the processes.” However, it is seen that some
mosques like Sadirvan Mosque, Yesilkiremid Mosque, Sehsiivar Bey Mosque,
Hacepasa Mosque, Cezeri Kasimpasa Mosque, Hoca Riistem Mosque, Karaki
Hiiseyin Celebi Mosque and Vezir Mosque were expropriated for the Rumeli railway

line from Sirkeci Dock to Narlikap1 in 1872.28¢

The following statement can be concluded from the examples: the difficulty
faced in the expropriations for Tiinel construction was not experienced in the
expropriation for railway construction in spite of the need for a great number of
property expropriation in a central place like Yedikule. Government had financial
difficulties while doing the expropriations, but it could even easily do the
expropriation of mosques which it saw needed for the line in defiance of

Expropriation Regulations.

The government did not avoid any compromises in order to realize the

construction of the railway. Although it was stated in the 1856 Expropriation

4 BOA. SD. 677 /26, 6 Z. 1289 (4 February 1873)
5 BOA. I. SE. 1313 Ca- 07, 16 Ca. 1313 (4 November 1895)
286 BOA. Ev. D. 22324, 3 M. 1289 (13 March 1872) : “Rumeli Simendiiferi nin Sirkeci Iskelesi’'nden

Nalikapuya degin tarika terk ve ilave kilinan cevami’ ve hayrat-1 serife-i sd 'irenin mikddr ve
kemmiyyetini miibeyyin defterdir.” (See appendix K)
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Regulation that all of the religious buildings were excluded from the expropriation
activities, some mosques were expropriated so that the railway could be constructed.
How did society perceive the expropriation of mosques after the expropriations of
cemeteries? Unfortunately, there is no data about perception of citizens in the

documents.

Finally, it can be said that the government began expropriation of many
properties in Karakdy, one of the most central and commercial places in the capital,
first with the purpose of road enlargement for immediate “public interest”.
Expropriation applications continued for road enlargement in the other central places
of the capital city in the following years, but not all the expropriations for “public
interest” were done for road enlargement. After 1869, the expropriations were
continued to be done for tramway, railway and Tiinel constructions, which are new
transportation system vehicles. It is seen that, while new roads were being opened
and new transportation system was being constructed the strongest objection against
expropriations aroused in the Beyoglu-Galata region because of the estimation and
measurement of the properties to be expropriated. So, the construction of Tiinel

lasted a long time.

It can also be said, especially the mid 1870s is the period when the
mechanism was elaborated in terms of operation expropriation and application.
When expropriations done in these dates are investigated, the argument will be
understood more clearly. The selection of the officials who estimates the price of
properties from Sublime Porte, the Ministry of Pious Endowments and Municipals
continued, but employment officials from Land Registry was determined instead of

Commercial Ministry after the mid of 1870s. It can be concluded from here that the
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government made a decision to go into a more rigid control in the evaluation of the
property prices of the properties to be expropriated. Also, the thing should be
highlighted that it wasn't stated that the operations were carried out in accordance
with the articles of the expropriation or building laws especially until 1875s although
expropriation laws had been announced. For example, in Yenikoy 1875; two houses
were determined to be expropriated in accordance with Expropriation Regulation by
Yenikdy District.”®” Moreover, in 1882, the house possessed by Melek Hanim on
Ibrahimpasa Hamami Avenue in Emin Nurettin quarter in Silivrikap: was taken in
accordance with the direction map (istikamet haritasi) and granted to the road.?®®
Moreover, the information that the expropriated properties which were going to be
auctioned were announced through newspapers. For instance, in 1900, four shops in
the part which goes from the corner of Yenicarsibasi to Kulekapisi in Beyoglu were
expropriated in accordance with Expropriation Decree-Law with the help of the
formed committee, since they had to be left to the road entirely and it was even
decided that those expropriations would be announced via newspapers.?*® Also the
expropriation activities were not carried out by only Searemdneti (and Sixth District
Administration) other departments also carried out expropriations as of 1875s. It is
obvious from the other examples that, in 1884, the plot of Hamide Hanim who was

the wife of Ali Riza Pasha (a member of Tanzimat-1 Askeri committee) was in

Sofular Avenue in Fatih. The avenue had to be widened for 10 zird’ in line with the

%TBOA. SD. 684 / 6,26 S. 1292 (3 April 1875)
88 BOA. SD. 105/ 68, 4 Z. 1299 (17 October 1882)

9 BOA. 1. SE. 12/1317Z - 8,19 Z. 1317 (20 April 1900)
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map, thus value estimation was carried out by Third District and it was expropriated

after its expropriation cost was determined.?*

Another striking issue is the fact that there were two new terms regarding
this issue: Serefiye (Special assessment) and Belediyye Mal: (Municipality property).
The properties, value of which went up when they had a good view thanks to the
destruction of properties nearby, behind or in front of them, gained a better location
and government levied Serefiye tax on such buildings. If we look at the examples of
the Serefiye, we reach at this conclusion: In 1873, some plots were expropriated in
Tepebas1 Street of Beyoglu. As the expropriation of the road required more plots
than the maximum amount in the law (how to exert this situation is defined in 1863
Street and Building Regulation’s 5™ article), the municipality had to pay extra 9034
liras expropriation fee. But 2696 liras as Serefiye was going to be taken from the
owners of the properties which were found in the opposite side of the expropriated
plots and the money was going to be paid to the owners of the expropriated plots.

Thus, the amount of the compensation diminished.**

In another example, in 1878, one property owner, Dr. Doroti was going to
be paid 385 gold for his plot which had been expropriated more than necessary.
Sixth District Administration had stated that it was going to pay the compensation to
Doroti with the tax Serefiye it would take from three neighbors of Dr. Doroti. That is
why, 8400, 23,887 and 18,000 kurus were taken from each of three homes in the
name of Serefiye. Thus, since the position which the properties would win after the

expropriation was not the same, the amount that the property owners would give was

20 BOA. SD. 706 / 26,29 C. 1301 (26 April 1884)

ZLBOA. SD. 680 /31, 9 Za. 1290 (29 December 1873)
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not the same.?*> However, it should be noted here that, it is not known on which
basis Serefiye was calculated and which amounts were given by the owners. As it
was emphasized in the /rdde dated 1900, as the way and the amount of this tax
should be based on a rule it was reported that it should be added to Istanbul
Municipal Law.?* So it can be said that, the government found an important
financial funding through special estimates, Serefiye, when carrying out the
expropriation applicants which required large sums. Because by means of that when
the redemptions of the expropriated properties were being paid the Serefiye amounts

were included and of course were subtracted from the total sum.

In addition, according to the register (defter)?**

prepared in 1879, the
properties were expropriated for the widening of the roads but were not added to the
road and belonged to the municipality, are categorized two in such a way that their
types, names of streets and avenues are also mentioned. The first category of these
are the plots that were bought for the widening of the roads but were left untouched
and the other category of plots were the ones bought right after the arrangements
following the fires and again were left untouched. When we look at the municipality
property the largest areas in size and in number appear to be in Hocapasa, Kumkap1
and Samatya. These are the plots rearranged following the fires and again were not
used for widening of the roads even though they were expropriated. The others are in

places like Besiktas, Sultanahmet, Ayasofya, Koska, Uzungars1 where

expropriations were made for tram construction. The defter which shows the amount

22 BOA. SD. 686/ 11, 11 C. 1295 (12 June 1878)
28 BOA.I.SE., 12/1317 Z - 8,19 Z. 1317 (20 April 1900)

24 BOA. SD. 687/ 44,20 S. 1296 (13 February 1879): “Sehremdneti mal: olarak bi-1-miizdyede
fiiriht olunacak arsalarin esamisini mibeyyin defterdir.” (See appendix F)
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of those Municipality properties, in 1879, about 8,170 zira’ were the lands which
were unowned as a result of the arrangements in burnt places and about 4,706 zirad’
were the area of the lands which became useless and were purchased by the

government after the roads were widened. **°

For example, the amount of three shops going to be expropriated for the
construction of tramway line in Bahg¢ekap1 in 1879 was 300,000 kurus. 258,000
kurus of this amount was paid by selling municipality plots of 51 zird’ to shop
owners for each zird’ in 5000 kurus. The rest, 42,000 kurus was paid in cash.?®® On
the same date, six shops in Beyazit Square were going to be expropriated for the
regulation of the square. The payment to these six owners was done by exchanging
the municipality shops in the same district because the purchase money of
Sehremdneti was too high to afford. Yet, the shop owner wanted the payment in cash.

Therefore, the municipality decided to pay in cash later on.?’

Finally, it is clear that the government started to use those lands which
belonged to municipality to pay the expropriation costs like the special assessment
costs, Serefiye, in the times when financial resources were inadequate. Also, some
regulations were made such as the announcement of auction operations to people
through newspapers, specific articles of the regulations, according to which the
expropriations would be done, also started to be emphasized more clearly by the
government by government after the mid of 1870s. It is also necessary to highlight
the following paradox: while the government was carrying out the expropriations and

also stating that they were based on regulations, they put special assessment,

2% BOA. SD. 687 / 44,20 S. 1296 (13 February 1879)
26 BOA. SD. 689 /22, 13 B. 1296 (3 July 1879)

2T BOA. SD. 687 / 44,20 S. 1296 (13 February 1879)
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municipality property into practice which was not included in the regulations at that

time.

Other Expropriations

The expropriations so far to be carried out for reconstructions that were for public
interest and were included clearly in the Expropriation Regulation dated 1856
(although all temples were said to be exempted from expropriations, it should not be
skipped that some mosques between Narlikap1 and Sirkeci Dock were destroyed and
expropriated for railway construction). In the Expropriation Decree-Law dated 1879,
it was announced that expropriations would be applied for such public works as
hospitals, schools, barracks, waterways, bazaar and parks as well as for the
extension of roads and the construction of new roads-railways-and harbors. With the
Expropriation Decree-Law that was issued in 1879, reconstruction work that was
planned to be made for “public interest” was extended and the causes of
expropriations were diversified. When the expropriations carried out after 1879
Decree-Law are taken into consideration, it is clearly seen that expropriations were
diversified for targeted reconstruction work. As a consequence of the diversification
of reconstruction work for “public interest”, the increase of expropriations is noticed
to be as of late 1880s. For instance, in 1870 with the concession given to Tesrifat
Nazirr Kemal Bey and advisor of Ndfia Ndzir: Terneau Bey, Istanbul or Terkos

8

Water Company®*® was founded in order to provide water for properties from Terkos

2% Haydar Kazgan and Sami Onal, istqnbul ‘da Suyun Tarihi: Istanbul’da Su Sorununun Tarihsel
Kokenleri ve Osmanli’da Yabanci Su, (Istanbul: Iletisim, 1999), p. 41
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to Beyoglu and those around Rumeli in Bogazici.?*® The important thing about this
situation is that according to the tenth article that was included in the contract when
the company was founded, every property that was located on the way of water lines
was going to be expropriated by the government and given to the company for public

interest.3°

For example, in Ferikoy, the value the area which belonged to a woman
named Colpani and on which Terkos Water Company would put its water pipes and
machines was assessed by the committee (consisting of the officers from the same
estimation commissions before). They were sent for the expropriation of the area in
line with twelfth and thirty fourth articles of regulation and they decided that the

value of each zird’ of 3549 zird’ was 6 kurus in 1888.%%

In 1889, based on the twelfth and fourteenth articles of expropriation
regulation, the plot that was located in Tatavla and belonged to Hatice Hatun had to
be expropriated officially by Sehremdaneti and giving its value as it was the area on
which the company was going to install the water pipes.®®? Thus, the expropriations
were continued for the construction of water company so that the increasing needs of
the capital could be met and districts such as Tatavla and Ferikoy, which considered
far from the center of the capital, were added to the urban development and

expropriation processes.

2 |pid., p. 119
% |pid., p. 121
%01 BOA. DH. MKT. 1553/ 20, 4 S. 1306 (10 October 1888)

%2 BOA. DH. MKT. 1606 / 6, 15 B. 1306 (17 March 1889)
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Another example, as stated in first article of the Decree-Law for school
construction, the following buildings were expropriated in line with the regulation
for Ma’drif Nezareti in1894: Hakki Pasha's mansion in Yerebatan for the
construction of Ayasofya Merkez Riisdiyesi, a woman's mansion in Laleli for Kiz
Sanayi Mektebi (Girls' Trade School) and the last Resid Pasha's mansion in Vefa for
Inas School.** And in 1895, the municipality bought the attar shop nearby for public

interest so that Davutpasa school could be built.>*

Moreover, two houses were expropriated in 1897 in order to be added to
Kabatag Asiret School so that the school could be built. It was highlighted that the
expropriations were done in accordance with the regulation. However, it is not seen

305 Moreover, after the construction

values of these houses separately in documents.
of German Hospital in Beyoglu, the German Hospital administration demanded that
Sehremdneti expropriate the plot of Nakkas Mehmed Efendi near the hospital to be
added to the hospital terrain in 1889. It is unclear whether expropriations were made
during the construction of this hospital. An interesting point was the fact that
although the expropriation of the properties which were needed for the building of
hospitals that were necessary for the public interest was stated in the Expropriation
Decree-Law, the expropriation of that land wasn't found suitable since “that hospital

treated patients at a charge.”*%

%3 BOA. DH. MKT. 268/9, 2 S. 1312 (5 August 1894)

%4 BOA. I. SE. 10 /27 Ca. 1313 (15 November 1895)

S5 BOA.1.SE.9/1314 S 2,12 S. 1314 (16 January 1897)

3% BOA. SD. 752 /2, 8 C. 1306 (9 February 1889): « .._Istimlik Kardrndmesi'nde miinderic
hastaneler mendfi’-i umimiyyeye samil bulunanlar olub zikr olunan Alman Hastanesi’'nde ise iicretle

hasta tedavi olunmakda oldugi tahkik idildiginden bunun igiin alinacak mahaller hakkinda mezkiir
kardarnameye tevfikan mudamele icrd’s1 cdiz olamayacagi ...."
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The expropriations above are the expropriations that were carried out for the
reconstruction work that was clearly included in the two Expropriation Regulations.
Besides, it should also be stated that as of the mid-1880s, some expropriations were
also directly applied for the reconstruction work that was not stated in expropriation
regulations. When these are analyzed, these expropriations can also be said to be
done for the reconstruction work that was the main goal and that was for public
interest. This argument will be better understood from the following examples: The
first example that was not included in Regulations but that can obviously be said to
be applied for public interest is the expropriation carried out for the construction of a
police station. The house of Riza Bey who was Dava Vekili, and the shop under his
house were expropriated for the construction of police station (zabtiye karakolu), one

of the modern institutions, around Davudpasa hamami in 1896.%

Although not included in the Expropriation Regulation and Decree-Law,
another example that can be said to be made for the public interest is that: in
1897,17,000 zira’ of land in Yedikule was expropriated for construction of landfill
with a payment of 24,000 kurus although it was not included in regulation.*®® Also,
the government expropriated the plots of Yanko and Aprifardi in order to build

Osman Reis Mosque in Tarabya in 1898.3%

Also, the property which belonged to
Arnavut Cafer Aga and was near to Sakir Pasha's mansion in Yenimahalle in Sariyer,

was expropriated in order to be built cemetery in 1900.%° In 1895, Miralay Azmi

Bey’s plot on Gozliice Ali Pasa quarter in Yenikdy was expropriated in order to build

%" BOA. I. SE. 9/1314 B — 4, 12 B. 1314 (17 December 1896)
%8 BOA. 1. SE. 10/ 1315 Ca—1, 9 Ca. 1315 (6 October 1897)
39 BOA. SD. 792/3, 12 Z. 1315 (4 May 1898)

$9BOA. 1. SE. 12/1317 L -5, 23 L. 1317 (24 February 1900)
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a cemetery there.*™! The Sehremdneti continued its expropriations for cemetery in
other areas too. However, we cannot seee values of these properties. Moreover, it
was decided by Sehremdneti that the plot which belonged to Agob Bey of
Barutgubasiogullar1 was going to be expropriated. The plot would be used for a
cemetery in Florya for Russian soldiers who died in the war in 1901.3* It was said
that the cost would be paid by Sehremaneti but the price of the property is unclear. In
this term, a lot of expropriations are seen to be carried out; especially for the
construction of graveyards (most of them are officer’s properties). However, it is
very interesting that the government expropriated plots for building cemeteries while
cemeteries in Sehzadebasi, Narlikapt and Galata were being expropriated for

widening roads and the constructions of the Tiinel and railways.

Although not included in the Expropriation Regulations, another example
shows that, the shops numbered 142-144 on Yagcilar Avenue in Balikpazari in
Beyoglu in 1895 were expropriated as they were dangerous after the earthquake.313
Another application similar to the example would be Sabuncu Hani, in Eminénii in
1896, half of which was destroyed due to the earthquake, and was decided to be

expropriated as it was very dangerous.*'*

In 1893, Komiircii and Bahgecik villages
were decided to be expropriated as they were contaminating dams, however, there
were many petitions which were sent by village headmen (muhtar) on behalf of

property owners to Sehremaneti and expropriations were not able to be carried out

SI'BOA. I. SE. 8 /1313 B —1, 8 B. 1313 (25 December 1895)
312 BOA. DH. MKT. 2452 / 40, 26 L. 1318 (16 February 1901)
33 BOA. DH. MKT. 351 /3, 6 N. 1312 (3 March 1895)

S BOA. 1. SE. 8 / 1313 B — 4, 20 B. 1313 (6 January 1896)
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for a long time.®*> However, all in all, that expropriations were made is clear, but it

is not clear how much they costed and how many properties were expropriated.

Moreover, Kadikdy-Uskiidar Gas Company was founded with the
concession given to French fabricator and engineer Monsieur Charles Georgi in 1891
with the purpose of enlightening the streets of the Kadikdy and Uskiidar.*°
According to that concession, needed areas were decided to be expropriated by the
Sehremdneti to place pipes. 2416 zird’ land from 14 decares of field in an area called
Kurbaglidere was needed to be expropriated by Sehremdaneti for public interest in

accordance with the regulation in 1893 to place gas pipes.**’

Based on the examples given so far, it can be said that although these
expropriations were not clearly stated in Expropriation Regulation and Decree-Law,
they were applied for construction work that served the public interest. That is,
although the frame for the construction work that was for the public interest was

narrow, in practice these expropriations can be said to be applied more widely.

However, as of the mid-1880s some expropriations that can be qualified as
very different from the instances above were observed. The relationship between
these expropriations and “public interest” can be questioned. One of the examples
that supports this argument best would be this: Yarimhan (inn) of Gazi Ahmet
Muhtar Pasha on Bezciler Street in Mahmutpasa in 1883, was expropriated due to the
reason that “it was ruined.” However, eight shops near Yarimhan had to be added to

road according to map (istikamet iaritast) and they were expropriated by paying 650

S BOA. I.SE. 3/ 1311 C - 17, 16 C. 1311 (26 December 1893)

318 Ali Akyildiz, Osmanl Dénemi Tahvil ve Hisse Senetleri ““Ottoman Securities”, (Istanbul: T.E.B.
2001), p. 132

1" BOA. SD. 766 / 6, 24 L. 1310 (11 May 1893)
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kurus for each of their zira’. As for Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasha's Yarimhan, it was
expropriated without any payment.®*® It is remarkable that this expropriation
coincides with the removal of Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa from Istanbul by the sultan
by sending him to Egypt as a commissioner.®*? In this context, it can be put forward

that this expropriation was in a way used as a political tool.

Moreover, the shops of Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasha's wife before Sehzade
Mosque on the avenue were decided to be expropriated anyway although
Sehremaneti emphasized clearly that ““ in fact other streets’ widening and the
expropriations of the properties on those streets were more needed than that avenue
and 5000 kurus of expropriation cost would be an economic burden for Sehremdneti
at that time.”*?° Although Sehremdneti notified that this expropriation would be a big
burden on their budget and there were expropriations that had to be made earlier, in
its reply the Ministry of Interior Affairs (Dahiliye Nezareti) announced that the
properties of Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasha’s wife should absolutely be expropriated for

2000 liras before other necessary properties.*

Furthermore, we should mention the hotel expropriation in Heybeliada where
no expropriation occurred in the previously examined samples and which was too far

from the center of the city. Tahir Bey, who was the owner of Malimat and Sirit

318 BOA. SD. 704 / 25,29 M. 1301 (30 November 1883)

319 Rufat Ugarol, Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasa (1839-1919) (Askeri ve Siyasi Hayat), (Istanbul: Filiz
Kitabevi, 1989), p. 157

320 BOA. DH. MKT. 340/ 42, 8 S. 1312 (4 February 1895):  ......o civdrda andan dar ve miista’cel
diger caddeler muhtdc-1 tevsi’ bulundug: hdlde miicerred orasimin tezyid-i intizami maksadiyla bu
kadar kiilliyetli masraf-1 ihtydri Emdnet’in hdl-i hazir ile gayr-i miitendsib idiigiinden simdilik
orasimin hdl-i hdzuri ile ibka’st zariiri idiiginden....”

2L BOA. DH. MKT. 340/ 42,8 S. 1312 (4 February 1895):  ......mezkiir diikkanlarin istimldki
zariri gérilerek ancak bu babda dort bin bes bin lira raddesinde masraf-1 ihtiyari icab idecegi
anlasiimasina binden bunun Emanetge tesviyesi miimkin olamayacagi lede-t-teblig iki bin lira
virilecegi beyan kilindig.....”"
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newspapers, in 1903 Tahir Bey's hotel and plot in Heybeliada were expropriated
without being given any reason and any payment but highlighting that it was in line

with the regulation.3?

Besides, there was another strange expropriation: The expropriations of
plots of five houses which covers an area of 2500 zird’ were carried out by
emphasizing the fact that they were in line with the regulations. The houses were on
Cesme Street and Cukur Street in Ayaspasa and the expropriations were carried out
so that Der-saadet would give the expropriated areas “as a gift for the construction
of the Italian Embassy.” The expropriations were carried out without informing
property owners. They did not let the owners know so that 15,000 liras of price
which was determined did not increase.®? Here it can be questioned that whether the
expropriation of some lands without asking permission from the owners is in
accordance with the idea of “public interest”. We must also state that in the
Expropriation Decree-Law of 1879, it was emphasized that “the expropriation of a

property has to be in favor of public interest.”3?

%22 BOA. DH. MKT. 739/ 52, 24 R. 1321 (20 June 1903)

23 BOA. I. SE. 13/ 1318 R-1, 5 R. 1318 (10 August 1900) : “...isbu arsalarin evvel emrde hiikiimet-i
seniyye namina miibdyaasiyla senedlerinin takdimi irade ve ferman buyrulduguna mebni yine bir
tarafdan siiret-i mahsiisada kiymet-i haziralari tedkik ve tahkik olunmak iizre pazarlik suretiyle
miibayaasi menfaat-i hazineye ve maksad-i isti’cdle daha ziydde muvafik gorilerek ber-mantitk-1
fermdn-1 ali bundan birkag giin mukaddem vesdit-i miindsibe ile pazarliga girigilmis ve caddesinde
bes miikemmel hanesi bulunan ve ikibin besyiiz arsundan ibdret olan arsa ve hanelerin ashdbi gii¢ hal
ile onbesbin liraya iktind’ idildigi gibi bunun yan ve arka cihetlerinde vaki’ on kiisur hdanenin dahi
mesa’i-i masrifa neticesi olarak binaltiyiiz, nihayet binyediyiiz liva raddelerinde miibdyaasi imkdni da
hasil olmusg ise de hdneler ashdbi bunun Italya Sefareti'ne ihdd’ olunacagim hissederlerse emsal ve
sevdbiki gibi ziydde ak¢e matlubesine kalkismalar: melhiiz oldugindan ve eger¢i istimldk kaidesine
tevfikan vuku’ bulacak mudmele su matlubdta mani olur ise de daha pek yakin zamanlarda
ittisalindeki alim satimlart bi-t- tab’ nazar-1 itibara alacak olan muhamminlerin tahmini simdiki
kiymeti bir hayli tecaviiz idecegi bi-igtibah olmagla buralara mahal kalmamak tizre simdiden bunlara
birer mikdar pay i’tdsi virilmesine dair...”

24 BOA.1. MMS., 64 /3047, 18 Z. 1296 (3 December 1879):  ...isbu kaniin miicebince istird -y
emldk hustisunda mendfi’-i umiimiyye ndmina bir sahsin miilk-i mesrii ‘indan hakk-1 tasarrufi
miibdyaa olunacag cihetle alinacak miilkiin hakikaten menfaat-i umiimiyye igtin olmasi
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There are also some strange expropriations. The best two examples would be
the followings: in 1892, the decision of the expropriation of Salih Pasha mansion’s
plot in Beyoglu because “it would negatively affect the air of Nisa Hospital** which
was built in 1878. Also, in 1894, the 700 zird’ land of civil servant (Adliyye Nezdreti
ser-veznedart) Hiiseyin Efendi was expropriated based on the reason that “it would
prevent Nisa Hospital to get enough air” in Cerrahpasa.*® Both of these two
expropriations were performed after the property prices were set. However, since
there is long time between the expropriations and the construction of the hospitals,**’
it can be questioned whether the public interest is upheld or not. In the Decree-Law,
it was stated there would be expropriations for the construction of the hospital but the
houses were not expropriated during the construction and a twenty years of time was

necessary. Considering these examples, we can say these were executed in favor of

public interest, however some other factors may also been thought.

It should be noted that we do not claim all expropriation examples in the
nineteenth century are included in this thesis. We tried to make some general
deductions based on the examples examined. As a consequence, when the relation
between the concept of “public interest” and applied expropriations is looked into,
the conclusions are; initially, in Karakdy in 1858, expropriations were implemented
for road extension in some districts by stressing the public interest (without waiting
for fires). By asserting the importance of “public interest”, expropriations were

continued to be implemented in upcoming years, especially in extension of some

25 BOA. SD. 763 /27, 12 Ca. 1310 (2 December 1892): “ bu arsanin hastane cihetinde bulunmak
miildbesesiyle deriinuna yapdirilacak hdnelerin cereydn-1 havdya mani’ olacagi ....... ”

S BOA. 1. SE.5/1312S—01, 8 S. 1312 (11 August 1894): ... Nisa Hastanesi nin ciyddet-i
havdswni ihldl idecegi cihetle miibdyaast lazim gelmis.....”

%27 Beyoglu Nisa Hospital was built in 1878, and Cerrahpasa Haseki Nisa Hospital was constructed in

1869. Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 6, pp. 3413-3428

110



roads (particularly in central districts) construction of Tiinel-tramway-railway lines,
and infrastructures. In addition to this, in 1870s by putting “public interest” forward,
for the construction of Tiinel and road widening, graveyards, for the construction of
railway network, mosques (despite the fact that mosques were excluded from
expropriations) were expropriated. Also, it is seen that, some regulating were made
such as announcement of auction operations to people with newspapers, some new
payment regulations as paying by municipal property and instead of cash in the
payments of expropriation amounts by government after the mid of 1870s.
Furthermore, at this time, according to which regulation’s which clause the
expropriations would be done was also started to be emphasized more clearly by the

government.

However, especially in the middle of 1880, compared to the previous years,
expropriations and the concept of “public interes” had noticeable differences,
because in this date the borders of “public interest” and reconstruction were
extended, in spite of not being documented in regulations, there had been many
expropriations that were said to be done for “public interest”. After the 1880s,
reconstruction activities were extended to include more districts. And both purposes
and areas of the expropriation applications were enlarged. For example, some areas
like Tatavla, Ferikoy and Florya where no expropriation was performed were
included in the expropriations. It is seen that in this period many expropriations were
done to evoke government authority on public, which is one of the most important
features of a modern state for the construction of schools, police offices, hospitals.
On the other hand, since the mid of the same year, although the number was low,
expropriations which were done for free and without any reason were said to be done

for political purposes instead of “public interest”. Thus, it is possible to say that some
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expropriations were executed in favor of not only public interest but also for
government interest and for certain political purposes. In the same years again,
although the reasons for expropriations of some properties were stated, the relation
between these expropriations and “public interest” can be discussed. Consequently,
the 1880 period can be said to be the year of contradictions in terms of the
correlation between expropriations and “public interest”, because as seen, is spite the
fact that this period is the most intensive period of expropriations done for “public
interest”, it can be alleged that the public interest side of these expropriations are
contradictory, and even for some of the expropriations they were said to be done
totally ignoring the public interest. So, the reign of Abdiilhamid II period can be
labeled as the period in which both reasons and numbers of expropriation activities
increased highly, almost reached its climax. Therefore, it can be inferred that the
1880s, the reign of Abdiilhamit II, was a turning point because of the change and

transformation in the expropriations.
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CHAPTER 5

DIFFERENT URBAN ACTORS AND THEIR RESPONSE TO

EXPROPRIATIONS

In this chapter, expropriations which were implemented during the modern
reconstruction process will be examined in a more detailed way, especially by
looking at the economic and social aspects. First of all, how and according to what
criteria property values were determined will be analyzed by comparing
expropriation values in different districts. What were the resources for expropriations
that necessitate a large amount of money for the Ottoman government which started
to become indebted to foreign countries starting from the middle of 1850 onwards,
what were the internal sources, and the role of the banks and bankers in this process?
Secondly, expropriations of foreigners’ properties will be looked at by keeping the
political conjuncture of that period in mind. Finally, with special emphasis on
property owners (both Ottoman subjects and foreign property owners) and
newspaper accounts, how expropriations and reconstructions were perceived by the

public how were the public will be analyzed in more detail.
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The Problem of Value Estimation

During the expropriations, the most complicated issue was the valuation of the
properties to be expropriated. The reason behind is that while the values are settled,
mortgaged property and the value assessment of the shops with gedik also come into
play. It is seen until now that many properties were exposed to expropriation
procedures. So, then how were the values of properties determined and which criteria
was used for this process? How were the expropriation costs paid? The government
graded the districts “according to their importance” (takdim il ehemm ale’l-

328

miihimm)>=" and then carried out the regulations. Did this process occupy an

important role during the determination of expropriation values?

It is seen that in general the valuation of the properties to be expropriated
was made according to the zira’ of the land. While the valuation was made according
to the zird’ of the land, it was also considered whether the property was wooden or
kdrgir. However, although among the examples that were examined few examples
were observed, it is also seen that shops with gedik were included in the
expropriation process. In the valuation of shops with gedik, the value was determined
according to the yearly rental incomes of stores and gediks separately. In this way,
the impression that a gedik was evaluated like an property while a gedik with its

valuation made was being expropriated.

The common application, the compensations of the properties would be paid

after the commission determined their estimated values according to their locations

28 BOA. I.DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Z. 1284 (14 March 1868)
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(konum), the market price (rdyic) and their precedent (emsdl). As a result, we can
clearly claim that the values of the properties that would be expropriated by the
government were tried to be done by taking the comparison between the precedent
and location criteria as a basis. Though they were not explained in the documents,
these three criteria can be detailed on the examples. The expropriation prices of
properties determined by comparing with precedents can be explained by this way:
the contemporary expropriation of a property was done according to the previous
applications. That is to say, it was clear that, in the process of value determination
according to precedent there was a parallelism in terms of construction type and
material between the previously expropriated property and the properties to be
expropriated. Other important factors that affect the value determination according
to precedent were whether the property was burnt or not, and whether it would be

expropriated partly or totally.

Location of the buildings was another criteria that affected evaluation. When
looked at several examples it was revealed that the value of the property according to
location is determined mainly by its being at central and commercial district and
being at the district where the modern transportation system runs. In addition to this,
it can be said that if the property is on the street, near the seaside, or close to the
market-center, it becomes more advantaged in price determination. It could be
inferred from these examples: some differences in the expropriation payments can be
observed although the properties were in the same district and were expropriated

synchronously.

For instance, although each zira’ of plots in Nergis and Sevud Street was 8

gold lira for the construction of subway in 1870s in Beyoglu where the highest
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expropriation was paid, each zird’ of the burned plots of Kurdale and Serbethane
Street in the same district was 81 kurus in 1894. That is to say, if a plot even in
Beyoglu which was the most central and commercial district of the capital was
burned, its expropriation payment was decided much less than the unburned plots’
one.®* The same occasion was seen in other districts. For instance, in 1906, each
zZira’ of the summer house’ plots in Rumelihisar1 was 70 kurus for a road
expropriation of 84 zira’. According to this document, the expropriation payment of
every zira’ in neighbouring plots around this expropriated plot was 1.5 lira. The
reason why the former plot was expropriated for 70 kurus per zird’ was that the plot
had been burned. The zira’ of another synchronously expropriated plot in the same

district was 40 kurug.>*

Another example shows that, in 1895, 20 zird’ from Yusuf Aga’s plot in
Tophane was necessary for road enlargement. Each zird’ of Yusuf Aga’s plot was
expropriated at the cost of 200 kurus.>*! On the other hand, the each zira’ of shops
below Cavusbas1 Mosque was expropriated at the cost of 275 kurusg for road
enlargement of 12 zird’ in Tophane in 1876.%% In the middles of 1890s, each zira’ of
two properties in Nisantag1 which were expropriated for road enlargement was 19
and 27 kurus.** We can conclude from these examples that the expropriation
payment of a property can be different from other properties’ payments in the same

district. Whether the property was burned or not was a big factor in determining the

29 BOA. 1. SE. 6 /1312 Ca -1, 16 Ca. 1312 (15 November 1894)
0BOA.I1.SE. 19/1324 S - 8, 16 S. 1324 (11 April 1906)
$LBOA. I. SE. 8 /1313 Za - 4, 18 Za. 1313 (11 December 1895)
32 BOA. 1. SD. 30/ 1467, 7 Ra. 1293 (2 April 1876)

33 BOA. 1. SD. 7 /29 B. 1311(5 February 1894)
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expropriation payment. Moreover, being near the sea and close to such centers as

mosque and bazaar are other important factors in payment determination.

However, determination of values according to market value which was
more complex and difficult to understand than the previous two criteria was also an
issue. How the prices were determined according to market? When Ottoman capital
city properties were considered in the nineteenth century, it is clear that multiple
value determination was used because, in the capital city the ownership of properties
was on waqgfs but in application the people who made use of these properties paid
rent to the wagfs as a return, this was the legal price of the property.*** However for
some reasons the rent was below the market value. Thus, there was difference
between registered value in the waqfs that could be said as the legal value of the
properties, and the market value. For example; with Cadastral Survey of Istanbul
(Istanbul Emldk Sayimi) in 1874, it was attempted to equalize the legal value and
market value of the properties, and officials would determine the value again without
ignoring the market value. In this way, a written price (cadastral survey value) was

formed.3®

While deciding the expropriation cost, instead of this written value
decided as a consequence of Cadastral Survey, a new value determination was
applied by the officials and new market value was tried to be decided. Moreover,
after 1858 (with the cadastral survey of Galata district) proportional tax like
municipal property tax (em/dk vergisi) was being taken from the properties.

According to 1874 Cadastral Survey, property tax was taken 0.4% on the properties

real values and 4% on the rent revenue.®*® While valuating the properties, whether

34 Alp Yiicel Kaya and Yiicel Terzibasoglu, “Tahrirden Kadastro’ya: 1874 istanbul Emlak Tahriri ve
Vergisi “Kadastro tabir olunur tahrir-i emlak,” pp. 38-39

335 |bid., p. 39
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the property tax was taken into consideration or not, and if they considered, how they

were calculated is not clear.

In the determination of expropriation value according to market value,
which the valuation was made according to the previous cadastral survey for some
examples is the most problematic issue of the valuation process. It is not states in
documents whether the cadastral survey was carried out in 1866 or in 1874.
However, it can be put forward that the implied cadastral survey is the one dated
1874 since it was the one that contained many districts of the capital and the

examples belonged to dates after 1880.

For example, the expropriations of eight shops (¢t6mbekeci, kahveci, kasap,
kaymak¢i, kadayif¢i, sebzeci, sarraf, bakkal) were decided in 1882 on the basis of the
widening of Hacikadin Avenue and Besiktag Avenue in front of Sinanpagsa Mosque
in Besiktas. Although the written values in the previous cadastral survey were looked
at, these shops’ values were determined by muhammins according to market price.
For instance, while the value of kadayif¢t shop was 50,000 kurus according to the
former cadastral survey register, market value at that time was determined as 67,250
kurug. Once again, while the value of the kaymakg: shop, according to the register
was 40,000 kurus, its market value at that time was determined as 59,000 kurus. The
expropriations of those eight shops were carried out by a payment of 446,250 kurus

according to market.’

Also in 1895, for the purpose of designing the square on Vefa Avenue in

Molla Hiisrev quarter, 38, 40 and 80 numbered shops needed to be expropriated

3% 1hid.

%7 BOA. Y. PRK. KOM. 3/54, 1 C. 1299 (20 April 1882)
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according to the map. After the written values in the previous cadastral survey made
for this activity were looked at, their values were reassured for expropriation. These
shops’ written values were 6000 kurus, 6000 kurus and 12,000 kurus respectively. It
was decided that 38 and 40 numbered shops were going to be expropriated by giving
100 kurus for each zird’ of them and 80 numbered shop was going to be expropriated
by paying 120 kurus for every zira’ of it according to market.**® In addition, in 1895
when the values of the shops which needed to be expropriated for widening the
avenue opposite of Sehzade Mosque of the wife of Gazi Ahmet Muhtar Pasha were
being estimated, it was demanded that the previous cadastral survey register be
checked. It was then noticed that the values of those buildings were 5000 liras in that
register. But those buildings expropriated for 2000 kurus because “5000 kurus of
expropriation cost would be an economic burden for Sehremaneti.”**® In 1895 when
the value of the property which would be expropriated to widen Cubukgular Avenue
in Tophane according to its direction map was being determined, it was stated that
the land's written value was 8000 kurus and it was decided that it was going to pay
200 kurus for each zird’ of it according to the “circumstances of the day.”*° Lastly,
this contradiction should be emphasized: although in this examples the previous
cadastral survey was considered during the determination of expropriation values, it
is seen that in the end the expropriation values were determined by muhammins

according to the market of the day as in other examples. However, an answer cannot

8 BOA. SD. 776 / 24,9 Za. 1312 (4 May 1895)

39 BOA. SD. 775/ 6, 7N. 1312 (4 March 1895):  ..... mezbir defterde muharrer kism-1 tahririyyeye
nazaran bu babda dort bin bes bin lira arasinda bir meblagin sarfina ihitiyac idecegi istinbat kilimmis
olmasyla miizdyaka-i hdzir-1 maliye ilcd’siyla masdrif-i mezbiirenin Emanetce tesviyesinin miimkin
olamayacag teblig idilmesi iizerine bunun i¢tin iki bin lira virilecegi beydn kilimmug...”

0 BOA.1.SE. 8/1313 C - 4,23 C. 1313 (11 December 1895): “....mezkiir arsanin sekiz bin gurus
kiymet-i tahririyyesi olub hdl-i hdzirda beher zird vun iki yiiz gurus kiymete miitehammil olduginin
ddire muhamminleri tarafindan lede-1-mudyene tahakkuk itdigi anlasilmis olmasiyla....”
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be given to the question of why it was in only in these examples that the valuation

was made after the previous cadastral survey was checked.

Another unclear point in value determination is that what type of procedure
were practiced in value determination of some mortgaged properties is not clear. The
government in 1893 stated (with special reference to railway construction) that if
there are mortgaged properties among the buildings to be expropriated it would be
inconvenient to make a general expropriation of the region according to the second
article of the Expropriation Decree-Law. That is why, the need for a regulation that
would determine the rules of expropriating mortgaged properties was accentuated.
However, it is unclear whether such a law was made or not and as a result how the
mortgaged properties were expropriated before and after 1893 is unknown to us.>* In
addition to this, according to Osman Nuri Ergin, there were properties in Beyoglu

which had fire insurance but it cannot be understood what kind of process was

applied in the value determination of these insured houses or shops.**?

This should be stated also, in 1880 in the determination of expropriation
values a new decision was tried to implemented. In 1880, if waqf properties were

expropriated for constructions of hospital, for each 100 zird ’ of these waqf

343 d 344

properties, 65 kurus mukataa®™” allocation were decide On the examples whether

this decision accepted in 1880 was applied or not is not clear in documents.

%1 BOA. DH. MKT. 2046 / 125, 12 B. 1310 (30 January 1893): “.... temiryoli iciin istird’ olunacak
mahciiz ve merhiin mahaller i¢iin [Istimldkjkanin-ndme-i mezkirin ikinci maddesi hiikmine tevfik
mudmele olunmasinda tereddiit hdsil oldugindan bahisle bunlar hakkinda olacak mudmele igiin Stira-

tezkire leffen takdim kilmmis olmagla icrda’-yi icabi va-beste-i miisdde-i aliyye-i saddret-
pendhileridir.”

%42 0sman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 3, p. 1212
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On the other hand, in 1887, Evkdf-1 Hiimdyiin Nezdreti wanted Sehremdneti
to allot mukataa with computation of 10 kurus out of 1000 (Binde 10 kurus
Hesdbiyla) for the waqgf properties which would be expropriated for widening of
roads and hospital construction. Yet, Seiremdneti did not approve this demand
because mukataa was necessary for the expropriation of wagf properties for hospital
construction; but not for street enlargement. As Sehremdaneti reported, mukataa
allotment had not been done for the properties expropriated so far for the newly
constructed streets. That is why, it was found appropriate that expropriation price

was paid to a waqf property only one time for street enlargement.>*

After all, if we compare the expropriation values according to the districts
ranging from the expropriations carried out from the design of Karakdykapisi road
(In fact, the modern expropriations were done after Aksaray Fire. However, we
cannot find the determination process of the payments in this example.) When we
look at the payments of expropriations from 1858 to 1910 in the capital, it was
emphasized that the values of expropriated properties in Beyoglu-Galata, were too
high. This is because generally each zird’ of the properties in Beyoglu was purchased
with amounts ranging from 2 to 10 golds (except burnt properties ) between 1870s
and 1910s. However, when we take a look at the other areas of the capital between
1870-1910s, approximately in the same years that the area which had the highest
expropriation value apart from Beyoglu were Makrikdy, Karakdy, Ayasofya and

Bahcgekapi. For example in the districts like Makrikdy, which was not commerce

3 Mukataa means that the properties whose ownership belong to government or waqfs that were
given individuals for rent, and the amount of rent. Zsiam Ansiklopedisi, (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakfi, 2006), vol. 31, p. 132

3 BOA. SD. 689 /26, 16 C. 1297 (26 May 1880)

¥ BOA. SD. 712 /7, 10 Za. 1304 (31 July 1887)
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centre payments were much higher than the payments of other districts. In 1895, each

zira’ of plots in Makrikdy, was 1-2 mecidiye3#°

This price was quite high. It could be
inferred from these examples: a value of 2300-7000 kurus for each zira’ of a plot in
Karakdy was determined for the expropriation of shops in Karakdy for the widening
of road in 1858. In 1879, each zira’ of store's plots were valued as 950 kurus, those
stores were needed to be bought and added to road as they were on the direction of
the tram line in Bahcekapi near Ayasofya.>*” In 1893, one butcher's shop had to be
added to road on Karabas quarter in Tophane for the construction of tram lines and
30 zira’ of land had to be taken. Each zird’ of the area was valued for 700 kurus and

it was decided that that area would be expropriated for 21,000 kurus.>*®

Besides, the house on Liileciler Street in Tophane had to be destroyed and
added to the road in 1896. The house was expropriated by being purchased for 180
kurug for each zira’ of it. It shows that there were value differences among the streets
in the same district.>*® 22.5 zird’ of the water shop in Mimar Kemaleddin quarter in
Koska Avenue in 1895 had to be completely added to the road as required by the
direction map for the widening of the tram lines upto 12 zira'. It was approved that
the area would be expropriated for 250 kurus value for each zird’.>*° In 1883, eight
shops on Bezciler Street in Mahmutpasa next to Yarimhan had to be left to the street.
Thus, they were going to be expropriated by giving 650 kurus for each zira’ of their

plots equally.®' In 1893, 9 zira’ of land that were needed for the widening of the

% BOA. 1. SE. 8 / 1313 Ca — 07, 16 Ca. 1313 (4 November 1895)
T BOA. SD. 689 /22, 1296. B. 13 (3 July 1879)

38 BOA. SD. 764 / 4, 1310. B. 12 (30 January 1893)

%9 BOA.I. SE. 8/1313 Za - 4, 18 Za. 1313 (1 May 1896)

%0 BOA.I.SE. 8/1313 B - 3, 14 B. 1313 (31 December 1895)
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road on Bozdogan Street in Vezneciler was expropriated by giving the estimated

value of 30,500 kurus. >

However, we do not see such high expropriation values when we take a look
at the other areas of the capital. In 1894, it was decided that 25 kurus would be paid
for each zira’ of the required property which was needed for the adding to Nisa
Hospital in Cerrahpasa. *>* Another example shows that in 1895 during the design of
Vefa Square; the purchase of three shops' plots became obligatory and it was decided
that they would be expropriated by giving 50 kurus for each zird’ of those plots by
First District.>** Expropriation of the houses which needed to be added to the road
for the widening of Zeyrek Avenue of the Kilise Mosque Street by paying 90 kurus

for each zirg’ was decided in 1886.%%°

Another example is that the 9000 zira’ of plot
which belonged to Fuad Bey and which was near the barracks in Kiregburnu, was

expropriated for 45,000 kurus by paying 5 kurus for each zira’ 1909.%%°

The purchase of the properties wasn't necessary every time during the
widening or design of the road. There were times when only certain parts of the
properties were cut and the expropriation cost of those parts was paid. For example,
in 1891 the house on the corner of the street which was leading to Seiremdneti in
Firuzaga quarter in Divanyolu had to be purchased partly according to the committee

which was organized for expropriating to widen the road and also in line with the

%1 BOA. SD. 704 / 25,29 M. 1301(30 November 1883)

%2 BOA. DH. MKT. 40/ 16, 13 Ra. 1311 (24 September 1893)
%3 BOA.I.SE.5/1312S-01,8S. 1312 (11 August 1894)

% BOA. SD. 776 / 24,9 Za. 1312 (4 May 1895)

S BOA. SD. 718/ 4, 18 B. 1303 (22 April 1886)

%8 BOA. 1. SE. 24 /1327 Ca - 1, 23 Ca. 1327 (12 June 1909)
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Expropriation Regulation. And the payment of 12,890 kurusg, for the part which

would intersect with the road, was decided.*®’

In addition, some places which were part of the areas to be considered far
from the center of the city and today have high property costs had such a low
property cost then, that they couldn't be compared with the costs of today. For
instance, the value of two lands in Nisantas1 which were totally 1536 zird’ and
needed to be purchased for the purpose of designing the road from Taksim, was

estimated to be 27 kurus for each zird’ in 1895.%%®

Finally, it can be said that expropriation costs in the capital change
dramatically from one district to the other. Moreover, property costs are observed to
be different among properties in the same district. The properties whose locations are
different have the biggest share in that; and also whether the property is burnt or not
has nearly the same importance. Generally, the biggest expropriation costs are in
Beyoglu and Galata, which are the most central districts and in which commerce and
foreign population are intense. Another important feature of these districts is that
modern transportation systems such as Tiinel and Cable railway pass through them. It
is already clearly seen that in districts through which tunnel-cable railway and
railways pass expropriation costs are more than other districts. For this reason, it is
remarkable that even in Makrikoy, which was far from being a central district;

expropriation costs were higher than some districts which can be said to be central.

%7 BOA. DH. MKT. 1858/ 84, 7 M. 1309 (13 August 1891)
%8 BOA. 1. SD. 7 /29 B. 1311(5 February 1894)

124



The Role of Banks and Bankers

In this section, the roles of banks and bankers in the process of reconstruction and
expropriation will be evaluated in the light of these questions: What way did the
government, which started borrowing foreign debt, followed in creating resource for
the municipalities that carried out expropriations? How were banks and bankers

included in this process and which banks and bankers played which roles?

The required expropriations in Galata-Beyoglu were carried out by the Sixth
District Administration, the Sixth District Administration was not able to pay the
expropriation costs of shops that had to be taken for the widening of the road in
Karakoykapisi in 1858 for the first time. It had to borrow 8,000,000 ak¢e from the

k.>*° As there were not enough financial resources in the treasury for

Ottoman Ban
the expropriations which were being carried out quickly by Sehremdneti after 1868,
in 1872 Sehremdneti had to borrow 150,000 Osmanli liras to pay after one year with
6 % interest from banks such as the Ottoman Bank, Bank de Costantinople and
Galata Bankers Group including well known bankers such as Monsieur Zarifi,**°
Hristaki Efendi and Agob Efendi. Sehremdneti was not able to pay the costs of many

properties which had to be expropriated for widening of some roads for three years

%9 BOA. I. MMS. 27/ 1186, 28 Ca. 1280 (10 November 1863)

%0 Moreover, according to Zarifi, the famous banker of Abulhamid 11 “Not all of the fires in Poli
occur accidentally. Most of the fires were caused by Sehremdneti's sabotages. Because Sehremaneti
wanted to widen very narrow streets of Poli. However it did not have the necessary amount of money
that it would have to pay as expropriation to the owners of properties .1t found out that sabotaging
was the most cost free way of applying city planning.” It should be highlighted here as a paradox that
the banker Zarifi in whose memories written by his grandson he talked about Seiremdneti and
expropriation so badly, while he was going to become one of the bankers who provided money to
Sehremdneti S0 that it would apply the expropriation activities in 1870s. Y. L. Zarifi, Hatiralarim:
Kaybolan Bir Diinya Istanbul 1800-1920, trans. Karin Skotiniyadis, (Istanbul: Literatiir Yayinlar1,
2005), p. 126
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as their incomes were not enough. It had to borrow some debt in order to end the
property owners' increasing complaints and pressures (7,435,000 kurus was needed
urgently for the properties expropriated for tram lines and there was a shortage of
56,284 kese kurug, in their budget). Sehremdaneti put its surplus against this debt and
if it was not able to pay that amount within one year, then they would have to pay for
the left amount with 12% interest for the first six months’ delay and another 12 %

interest thereafter.%*

Additionally, the economic distress of Seiremdneti was increasing since
they could not get enough financial funding from the Hazine and the road
construction and expropriations costed a large sum. Thus, it borrowed 10,000 liras
with the undertaking of Hazine from Ottoman Bank in 1894.%%? Furthermore,
Sehremdneti demanded that 20 % of Der-saddet property tax would be left for them
as their income was not enough to close the increasing deficit.**® That tax was taken
from the Hazine and it was left to the use of municipality when Sixth District
Administration was founded. It was then left to the use of Sehremaneti when it was
founded in 1868, however, according to a decision taken in 1875; property tax was
going to be left to the government again.®** 10% of the tax was left to Sehremdneti in
1887 and Sehremaneti got 700,000 kurus. As the costs that it had to spend was not
enough for services, including expropriations in the first place, the request of
Sehremdneti was rejected, but it was decided that 10,000 liras would be given to it

from the Hazine. Sehremdneti did not have enough resources for the things that they

%L BOA. I. MMS. 45/ 1870, 12 L. 1289 (13 December 1872)
%2BOA.1.SE. 4/1311$-10, 15 S. 1311 (21 February 1894)
33 BOA. I. MMS. 89 /3792 4 B. 1304 (29 March 1887)

34 Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-: Belediyye, vol. 3, pp. 1366-1367
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had to do it had to borrow money from the Ottoman Bank again in 1898. It would
borrow 20,000 liras with 7% interest for that time and Kantar tax would be taken as a
reserve and that debt was going to be paid within one year.*®® In 1902, Sehremdneti
announced that Der-saddet property tax had to be left to it until the arrival of Okiiz
and Davar taxes in order to end its 8 -year -old budget deficit because 10,000 liras
which was given before was not enough for carrying out the processes. It was
reported that Sehremdneti would have to borrow 160,000 liras of a huge debt if that

tax would not be left for them. However, it was not allowed to have the tax.3%®

As a consequence, Sehremdaneti still did not have enough income in 1909 and
it requested that 50% of property tax would be left to them in order to put an end to
its budget deficit caused by the insufficient income and the high amount of projects
to complete. Its request was not accepted. Searemdneti had already borrowed 20,000
liras from the Ottoman Bank in 1909°% and they had to borrow from another bank
for the first time as that amount was not enough: It borrowed 1,000,000 liras from
Nasyonel Bank with 7% interest and this was the biggest amount of debt so far.*®® It
is noticed here that Sehremaneti, which was executing the expropriation activities in
the capital, and its resources were not enough for arranging their income in
accordance with the government and carrying out the required expropriation
practices. Thus, it had to borrow money from banks and Galata bankers mainly.

Banks, especially the Ottoman Bank have the important role of lending money for

the expropriations.

3% BOA.1.SE. 10/1315 $—2,22 S. 1315 (16 January 1898)
% BOA.I.SE. 13 /1318 M —7, 21 M. 1318 (21 May 1900)
%TBOA. I. SE. 24/ 1327 M — 2, 14 M. 1327 (5 February 1909)

%8 BOA. I. SE. 25/ 1327 Za — 4, 23 Za. 1327 (6 December 1909)
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Based on all these, we can conclude that the Hazine could not provide the
funds necessary for the expropriations and had to borrow from foreign countries in
order to pay back the internal debts since the beginning of the expropriations.
Because of that situation, Sehremdneti and the Sixth District Administration had to
borrow money for a number times firstly from the Ottoman Bank, then from other
banks and from some Galata bankers between the years 1858-1910s. Apart from
those borrowings, Seiremdneti tried to persuade the government to allot some
amount from Der-saddet property tax to them. However this was only possible five
years later. Consequently, it is seen that not only the municipality tried many a time
to borrow from banks and bankers to apply the expropriations but also some taxes

were used as resource to pay for the expropriation costs.

Assessment and Expropriation of Foreign Properties

The increase in the number of expropriations as of the mid-1880s can be explained
by the relatively easy expropriation of the properties disposed by foreign people. In
fact, a separate regulation wasn't introduced for the expropriations of the properties
belonging to foreigners. However, that was highlighted in the regulations which were
introduced about the possessions of foreigners in Ottoman territories, except in
Hicaz, in 1867: “The foreigners will be subjected to the laws which the property
owners who are the citizens of Ottoman Empire are subjected to and they will be
obliged to the laws which the property owners who are the citizens of Ottoman

Empire are obliged to.”%* So, the way for expropriating the properties of the

39 «Diivel-i ecnebiyye tebaas: Memdlik-i Sahane nin ardzi-i Hicaziyye 'den ma’ada her tarafinda
Tebaa-i Devlet-i dliyye misillii ve baska bir sart tahtinda olmayarak mevddd-1 atiyede mezkiir oldugu
vechile anlarin bu husiista tabi’ olduklart nizamdt ve veziife ittibd kaydiyla ddhil ve haric-i miidiin ve
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foreigners in Istanbul and other Ottoman cities was justified by the clause about their
possessions. But, the expropriation activities for foreigners started to be carried out

from the middle of 1880s.

However, the interesting point was that the government's expropriations of
the foreigners’ properties could be applied, even though ambassadors more and more
interfered with the Empire’s internal affairs. Just like the expropriation of the
properties of the Ottoman citizens, except for the increase in the reasons for
expropriations in 1885s, the properties of the foreigners were expropriated for
reasons like enlargement of roads, building hospitals and providing security to police
stations. One of the first expropriation activities for foreigners was carried out by
expropriating a land belonging to a citizen of Iran government without receiving his
approval to open a road next to Hesdeshdne in Haskdy in 1883 for the purpose of
public interest. However, the person whose land was expropriated without his
permission appealed for asking help from the Iran Embassy and the expropriation
process was decided to be examined by a committee sent to that place thanks to the
support of embassy. However, as a result of inspection, whether the expropriation

was implemented or discarded cannot be traced from the document.>”

A mill (degirmen) belonging to merchant Kupe brothers who were English

citizens was expropriated in Tarabya during the widening of the road by paying its

compensation ( but their mill’s expropriation cost cannot be found ) cost in 18923

kasabatta tasarruf-1 emlik hukiikindan istifade etmege kabul olunmugslardir.” “Tebea-i Ecnebiyyenin
Emlak Istimlakine Daire Nizimname”, article 1, Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol.
4,p. 1772

SO BOA. SD. 703 /35, 6 N. 1300 (11 July 1883)

S BOA. DH. MKT. 1937 /42,28 S. 1309 (28 March 1892)
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In 1897, the house of a German citizen was decided to be expropriated for
the purpose of building a hospital and its cost was estimated. But the thing that was
interesting was that the expropriation was carried out only after a German
ambassador was found and permission was received from him.*’? In addition, in
1895, 1642 zird’ area of the land belonging to Monsieur Ers Moro who was a French
citizen was expropriated to be added up to railway line in Makrikt')y.373 The

expropriation of the properties of foreigners continued for a long time.

In 1904, two properties of Monsieur Levi, who was an Austrian citizen, in
Sisli were decided to be expropriated for 45 kurus to be included in the cable-railway
line."* In 1908, the land near Hamidiye Etfal Hospital which belonged to a woman
named Tailor Rozzi who was a Greek citizen, was decided to be expropriated to be
added to the hospital.*”® Also, in the same year, the land that belonged to French
citizen Madam Jorun was decided to be expropriated completely for providing
security for Baruthdne by paying 200 kurus for each decare of that according to the
assessment of the investigation committee. And although an extravagant price as 40
lira for each decare was demanded by its owner, the expropriation of the land was
carried out with the negotiated 200 kurus. In the end, the costs of some of the foreign
properties that were subject to expropriation were not seen to be included in

documents.3®

2 BOA. Y. PRK. SH. 7/ 84, 8 Z. 1314 (10 May 1897)

¥ BOA. SD. 778 /9, 8 Z. 1317 (9 April 1900)

¥4 BOA. DH. MKT. 766 / 21. L. 1321 (10 January 1904)
5 BOA. DH. MKT. 2632/ 8,15 B. 1326 (13 August 1908)

%6 BOA. MV. 119/ 61, 15 Ca. 1326 (15 June 1908)
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All in all, this should be emphasized at this point: The expropriations of
some foreign properties were started during the rule of Abdiilhamit II. They were
carried out both for the reconstruction plan such as widening roads, construction of
tram lines, railway lines and hospital. Thus, foreigners in the capital could not avoid

expropriations.

Conflicts

In this part, firstly the perception of expropriation by those whose properties were
subject to expropriation will be evaluated based on their petitions. And then, in
general the perception of people in the capital about expropriations and
reconstruction activities will be tried to be understood by analyzing some newspapers
of the time. What was the response of people whose lands and properties were
expropriated and whose shops were destroyed or relocated as a result of those legal
arrangements like ? We should examine what reasons lay behind their objections.

If we categorize the reasons for those oppositions, we can observe the following;

The most distinct reason for those oppositions was the fact that the property
owners found the appreciated values of their properties low. The most clear example
of this was seen in 1858. When the owners of shops which needed to be purchased
for widening the area in Karakdykapisi didn't accept the expropriation costs that were
estimated by the committee until 1863, and the road couldn't be designed by the

municipality as it was desired to do.

Another example of the oppositions about the appreciated values was seen

during the expropriation of the eight shops for the widening of the Hocakadin and
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Besiktas Avenues in 1882 in Besiktas. The owner of kaymak¢: shop demanded
100,000 kurus instead of the appreciated amount 59,000 kurus for his shop, but, the

property owner’s demand was considered to be extravagant and was rejected.®’’

Moreover, in 1875 in Yenikdy, the expropriation of the house of a woman
named Susanne was needed for widening the road, but when Susanne didn't accept
the compensation cost, the necessary design was belated considerably. The value of
that house was estimated again by Sehremdneti so that this opposition didn't set an
example for other property owners but the cost was paid according to the previous

assessment.>’®

But, especially from the end of 1860s to 1875s, the neighbourhood where the
government faced with the most intense oppositions because of expropriations was
Beyoglu-Galata during purchasing of the properties and lands in the process of
assessment of their amounts and values. Also, it is clear that the greatest factor
behind these oppositions was the construction of the Tiinel. This is because when the
Tiinel was being built, the values of the properties couldn't be estimated in a large
number of streets. Additionally, the property owners didn't accept the appreciated
values for a long time. Therefore, the expropriation activities couldn't be carried out
for a long time and the construction of the Tiinel was delayed. Another conflict that
was faced with during the expropriation process in Galata resulted from the fact that
the costs of some plots which were expropriated for road widening were not totally
paid. Another reason was due to the fact that some of the owners of the plots which
were expropriated for the construction of the Tiinel in Galata, objected to borders and

area meters and demanded the solution for that conflict.

S BOA. Y. PRK. KOM. 3/54, 1 C. 1299 (20 April 1882)
S8 BOA. SD. 684 /6, 26 S. 1292 (3 April 1875)
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Apart from those, the fact that the owners did not receive their expropriation
payments after a long time was among the most recurring complaints. For example,
in his petition Hac1 Mehmet Efendi, whose bakery was expropriated during road
widening in Ayasofya in 1871, stated that he had not been able to get his
expropriation compensation for three years. Thus, he complaint about it and
demanded that “the expropriation compensation would be paid to him as soon as
possible.”®”® In a similar way, in 1872, the expropriation compensations of sekerci
shops belonging to Mustafa and Cafer Aga, which cost 140,000 kurus, were not still
paid. Thus, they submitted petitions and demanded their money.**° On the same date,
the shop owned by Hiisniigiil Hanim had been expropriated two years ago, however,
its value was not still paid. This was the response of the petitions that she submitted
to Sehremdneti for this reason: “The expropriation compensation of her shop would
be paid when the other expropriations and other unpaid costs were being paid; ” on
an uncertain date in other words.*®" In the same way, in 1876, the 7300 kurus
compensation cost of Rugeb Hanim's plot in Acimusluk had not been paid for eleven
years. Thus, Ruseb Hanim submitted a petition and it was stated in the response that
“the compensation cost would be paid in the future.”3®? Another example shows that,
in 1889, the property of Ali Haydar Beyefendi, who was Dahiliyye Nezdireti Evrdk

Miidiri, in Yenikdy was expropriated in order to be added to road and the payment of

S BOA. SD. 675 / 37, 24 B. 1288 (9 October 1871): ... hedm olunan ebniye iciin ashdbina tazmindt
i 'tds1 nizdmen cdiz olamayacagi melfiif takrirde gosterilmis oldugundan ba’dehii icdbina bakilmak
tizere...”

%0 BOA. SD. 676 /32,26 Z. 1288 (7 March 1872)

%L BOA. SD. 676 / 36, 10 M. 1289 (20 March 1872): “....beydn oldugu iizere bu makule diiyindt-1

atikanin tesviye ve i tdsi sirasinda meblag-1 mezkiirun dahi te ‘diyesine ibtidar olunacagi ....”

%2 BOA. SD. 685 /8, 15 S. 1293 (12 March 1876): “....mdrr-iiz-zikr arsanin emsdli misiillii meclisce
tahmini bil’dhire bedeldti tesviyesi kararlasdirilmak vaki’ olacak hale gore icdb ifd kilinmak iizre..”

133



the expropriation cost was even requested via petition as it was not paid for six

years.*®

On the other hand, in 1872, Rafed Pasha’s property across Fincanlar Hani in
Uzungarsi, Eminonii, was expropriated for 50,000 kurug that is 50 kurugs for each
zira’, to be included in the road. But in this petition that he presented to Siird-y:
Devlet, he stated that although one year had passed and his property was used by
Sehremdneti, the cost was not paid. He also wanted his property to be expropriated
with the same prices as other surrounding properties, stating that these properties
were expropriated for 70 kurugs for each zira’. After the investigation in Sird-y
Devlet, Pasha’s wish was decided to be right and his land was expropriated for 70

kurus, its market price.*®*

There was another reason for property owners' petitions: All of the shops on
Koska Avenue had to be destroyed for the building of tram line in 1872. The shop
owners did not complain about low values or that the values were not paid for a long
time. They complained about the fact that the officers that were sent by Seiremdaneti
were forcing them to leave their shops to the Seiremaneti for “free.” Thus, they
stated in their petitions that “it would not be just if the municipality would observe
only the interests of the tram company and not theirs.” In the reply given to the
petitions of shop owners, it was stated that shops had to be immediately withdrawn
for road expansion for the construction of cable-railway system, but it was not

specified how much the costs were and when they would be paid. **°

%3 BOA. DH. MKT. 1648/ 81, 18 Z. 1306 (15 August 1889)

% BOA. SD. 677 /22, 26 Ca. 1289 (1 August 1872)
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Apart from these, there was another reason for the complaints: The
expropriation costs of six shops, which were destroyed and expropriated next to
Bayezid Mosque in 1883, were not paid in cash and the value was not accepted by
their owners for a long time. The owners submitted a lot of complaint petitions in
order to indicate their objections. Moreover, Sehremdneti tried to pay the
expropriation costs with the areas it expropriated but did not add to road and areas
left. Thus, from 1880s property owners submitted petitions to Sehremdneti for the
fact that Sehremdneti was trying to pay the compensation costs in this way for a long

time. 8¢

However, the most clear cut example of objection which was submitted by
property owners from 1858 to 1910s is the following: Hacimihaloglu Kostantin
indicated that his shop which was located on crossroads on Tutiodalar1 Street near
the Embassy of England in Beyoglu and his plot were expropriated by Sixth District
Administration in 1873. Konstantin stated that “the municipality did not need my plot
but it was expropriated at a low price because it was going to be given to the brother

of Ismail Bey who was a member in Sehremaneti Council

We have tried to emphasize up to this point why the property owners whose

properties were expropriated objected. So, it can be seen that such property owners

%5 BOA. SD. 676 / 35, 24 M. 1289 (3 April 1872) “Koska Caddesi’nde tramvay giizer-gahi olan
tarik-i amm viis at ve kifdyesi miildbesesiyle mahall-i mezkiirde vaki’ diikkanlarimizin hedmiyle giriiye
cekdirilerek tevsi’ ve meccdnen tarike terki me 'mirin tarafindan her giin kemal-i icbar ile tazyikat-1
miibremeye ibtidar olunmakda bulunmus ve tramvay kumpanyasiin mendfi’-i mahsisasi yolina
fukard’-y1 ahdlinin fevdidi fedd’ idilecegi...”

386 BOA. SD. 700 / 30, 10 L. 1300 (14 August 1883)

%7 BOA. SD. 680/ 19,20 C. 1290 (15 August 1873) .. arsa-i merkimenin belediyyeye Lizumu
kat iyyen miindsebeti olmayub bu arsamn ittisalinde Ismail Beyin bir bakkal diikkan: arsast
oldugindan mima-ileyh Ismail Bey’in biraderi Sehremdneti Meclisi'nde reis bulundugindan arsa-i
dciz-anem din fiyatla elimden alinub mimd-ileyhe virilecegi der-kir ve dsikdr bulunmusdir.” (See

appendix G)
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initially stated their objections against expropriations by writing to Seiremdneti,
Sadr-i a’azam and Siird-y: Devlet. In the end, the petitions were determined in Siird-
yt Devlet which made the last decision, and it is also obvious that the reason of all

those complaints and objections were the economic effect of expropriations.

Even if for a few times, it is seen that foreigners opposed to expropriations -
that expropriation costs were low and they were not paid-by applying to courts,
Sadr-i a’azam, Stird-y1 Deviet and Sehremdaneti like the Ottoman subjects did. During
the term under investigation, only four of the foreigners whose properties that they
disposed of were expropriated were seen to oppose to expropriations. The first one of
these is the opposition that an Iranian property owner made through Iran embassy
when his property in Haskdy was expropriated for the expansion of roads. In 1886,
another one is the objection that Italian Gar¢olo made for the payment of the
expropriation cost of his property that was expropriated for cable-railway
construction. Although Gargolo sought for justice in the Beyoglu First Primary Court
(Beyoglu Birinci Biddyet Mahkemesi) his application was rejected and the
expropriation was executed. But it is unclear for how much his property was
expropriated and his objection was rejected without a clear explanation as to what it

was rejected. 3%

Another one is Levi’s objection to the expropriation decision of his
two properties for 45 kurus for the construction of cable-railway in 1903. Levi
wanted each zird’ to be expropriated for 1.5 lira. In the reply given to his objection,
the government stated that the properties surrounding that of Levi were expropriated

for 40 kurus and decided that the expropriation would be made for 45 kurus.*® The

other instance of objection was that: In 1904, to provide the security of the police

%8 BOA. DH. MKT. 1386 / 15, 23 Ra. 1304 (20 December 1886)

%9 BOA. DH. MKT. 766 / 21, 11 L. 1321 (31 December 1903)
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station that was adjacent to the two shops in Uskiidar that belonged to Russian
Kapriyel, the expropriation of it was decided. However, since the expropriation was
not carried out although ten years had passed, Kapriyel protested Sehiremdneti via the
Russian ambassador as he could not make use of his shops meanwhile. He asked for
compensation as he had lost 1450 liras. After investigation, the expropriation was
decided to be carried out but there was no valuation.*®* Then, we can infer these; in
some instances foreign ambassadors were observed to deal with the expropriation

process, especially because of the objections.

As a consequence, against the modern reconstruction and especially for this
purpose applied expropriations in the second half of the nineteenth century, there had
been many objections and negative attitudes by many of the property owners. It can
be truly said that the initial reason for the property owners to object to the
expropriations was the anxiety of getting economic harm from them. Therefore,
generally the severe objections towards the expropriations were witnessed in central
and commercial districts like Beyazit, Galata, Karakody, Besiktas, Beyoglu which
were places that had the valuable properties, too. The most challenging objection for
the government was the one made by the property owners in Beyoglu through
petition demands the removal of expropriation activities altogether. The only reason
lying behind these objections made by property owners in Beyoglu was the
apprehension of harming their economic interests. In Beyoglu, the big difference was
that; contrary to property owners in other districts, the property owners in Beyoglu
was against the expropriations because they claimed that the application totally has

nothing to do with public interest.

30 BOA. 1. SE. 17/1322 N —1, 2 N. 1322 (10 November 1904)
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Here, another point should be made clear: from 1870 to 1910 many property
owners raised their petition to the Sadr-: a ’azam, Sehremdneti and Siird-y1 Devlet
because of their dissatisfaction. On the other hand, officially the property owners
gained the right to object to the expropriations for the first time with the
Expropriation Decree-Law of 1879. According to the eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh

and twelfth articles of this Decree-Law, !

the property owners who were dissatisfied
by the expropriations (expropriation means here the value of the properties because
whatever happens the expropriations were not given up) could object to the affairs in
eight days to the municipality or court and their objection would be evaluated. As
seen, before 1879, despite the lack of legal settings, in practice, objection to the
expropriations namely owners looking for justice, went to the government
institutions. Majority of these applications were taken to evaluation (it is interesting

in 1858, in Karakdykapisi, it was clearly stated by the government that the objections

of the property owners to the expropriations were not taken into consideration).

Another point that attracts our attention here is that actually, with the
Expropriation Regulations the property ownership will not be invalid without paying
the price determined for it. Despite this, the government made the expropriations

without actually paying the absolute value of the properties. The effective point here

¥LBOA. 1. MMS. 64 / 3047, 18 Z. 1296 (3 December 1879): “Istimldk olunacak emldkin resmleri
ashdbwmn esamisi ve takdir olunan bedel tizerlerinde muharrer oldugi halde emlikin bulundug: ddire-
i belediyyede kdin ma’bed veya belediyye konagi kapularina ta’lik ile sekiz giin miiddet durur ve
keyfiyyeti gazetelere derc ile ilan olunur. Ve istimlik olunacak miilkin bir mahal miindsibine dahi
varaka-i mahsisa yapisdirilir. Istimlak hakkinda iddre-i belediyye ve hiikm enciimenince tutulan
zabitlar ve ceryan iden mudmeldt indel mehdkime mu 'teberdir. Ashdb-1 emldkin sekizinci maddede
muharrer sekiz giin zarfinda sifahen ve tahriren vuku’ bulacak ifide ve i 'tirdzlarim ddire-i belediyye
re’isine beydn idecek ve re’is ifddat-1 vaki'ay bi’l-istimd’ zabt itdirerek belediyye meclisine havale
iyleyecekdir. Belediyye Meclisi ashdb-1 emldkin veya istimldk idecek ddire tarafindan vuku’ bulan
i’tirazati tedkik ve sekiz giin zarfinda liiziimi goriir ise ashab-1 emlaki davetle miitaladt ve ifadatini
istimd’ idiib reyini beyan ider ve bu meclisde bedeli takdir iden muhamminler vesair memiirlar dahi
bulunur. Keyfiyyet belediyye meclisinde tedkik ile karar virildikden sonra esbdb-1 miicibe mazbatasi
tanzim olunarak Der-saddet’de makam-1 celil-i saddrete ve tasralarda vali-i vilayete gonderiliir.”
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is that; the government claimed the expropriation issues were done for public interest
for making the capital city a place which had a geometrical, modern shape and
technological opportunities namely, with the perception that the expropriations were

done for “public interest” had been successful.

Another point that should be stressed here is that; it was decided by the
government in every expropriation area to draw a direction map (istikamet haritast)
according to which expropriation issues were going to be implemented. Unlike Paris
which was the city taken as an example in the process of expropriations, in Istanbul,
preparation of a general reconstruction map was not seen. However in a few cases
some maps were reached which show the situation of lands before and after the

expropriations.

After examining these examples, it seems that the most important purpose of
preparing these maps was to prove to the owners of properties how important and
obligatory to implement these expropriations. By looking all these maps the new-

wider-straight road web can be noticed immediately.

In 1879, for regulating the area in front of the Beyazit Mosque and
expanding the road, expropriation some stores were decided. By giving place from
the /madret side to the six shops the price determined for these six shops were paid by
this way. However the store owners claim that the places in /mdret side could not
compensate the price of their previous places and they object this decision with a
petition. The government had prepared a plan for the overview of this area which
includes the appearance of the place before and after the expropriations. Both
indications of the necessity for expropriations of the stores for road expansion and to

where the stores would be placed in /madret side also were indicated in plans.
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Because of the severe objections the government decided to pay the value of

properties in cash.**

Another case shows, in 1876, that still not getting paid for her plot which
was located in Acimusluk in Emindnii and was burnt in Hocapasa Fire, Ruseb
Hanim demanded that 7300 kurus in return for 73 zird’ of her plot. The plan of that
area was drawn by the government and it was shown that the expropriated plot was
not covered in line with the new parcelling system. It was stated that the redemption
would not be paid as it was not a plot in that respect and that there were no
precedents as such. According to this plan; new parcels were done much larger than
the previous ones and the land of Ruseb Hanim was added to the new parcel that was
expanded. In these areas public buildings like mosques and fountains were

constructed with new regulations and this is quite interesting.3®

Also, according to the new expropriation map which was prepared in line
with the map prepared for Beyoglu fire in 1873, it is seen that Konstantin’s 120 zirg’
plot had to be expropriated for the widening of the road as the plot was located in
middle of the road which was going to be widened. So, it can be said that these plans
were made right after the objections of the property owners either to the
expropriations or to the fact they were not paid and consequently, the government

managed to prove the necessity of the expropriations.®*

Moreover, in 1892, garden (bostan) of Keresteci Istavro, Simonaki and

Bedros in Gazhane Avenue at Dolmabahge was decided to be expropriated by

32 BOA. SD. 687 /44,20 S. 1296 (13 February 1879) (See appendix I)
33 BOA. SD. 685/8, 15 S. 1293 (12 March 1876) (See appendix H)

34 BOA. SD. 680 /19, 20 C. 1290 (15 August 1873) (See appendix G)
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Tophdne-i dmire administration for the construction of some buildings. The
administration offered 2500 kurus; however, property owners objected to that price
and demanded 7000 kurus, instead. Also the garden map showing its location was

drawn. 3%

Up to this point we have been examining the approaches of the people whose
properties were expropriated to the issue of expropriation itself. However, what
about the the rest of the public? It would be beneficial to have a look at the
newspapers then, to have an idea about the public’s perception of the construction
and expropriation activities. Here, one should draw his attention to one of the
important newspapers of that time, for example Basiret which announced that the
expropriations were within the realm of the construction and infrastructure plans and
so they had to be adhered t0.>*® If we take a look how was the expropriations and
new city order reflected in newspapers; with the articles written in Basiret and
Tasvir-i Efkar which were important newspapers at that period, new urbanization

affairs, new municipal institutions, and municipal affairs were supported.

For example, in the Tasvir-i Efkdr newspaper, the cleaning, illumination,3’
and regulation of the streets in the capital city made by Sixth District Administration
were stated as very efficacious affairs.**® Especially in the Tasvir-i Efkdr newspaper,

enlargements of some narrow roads from 2-3 zira’ to 6-15 zira’ with expropriations

3% BOA. BEO. 96/ 7173, 5 R. 1310 (27 October 1892) (See appendix J)
3% Basiret, no: 1128, 20 Za. 1290 (9 January 1874)
397 Tasvir-i Efkar, no: 188, 13 Za. 1280 (20 April 1864)

3% Tasvir-i Efkar, no: 192, 28 Za. 1280 (5 May 1864)
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in Beyoglu, Karakoy and around Galata (such as Tutiodalar1 Street, Haragc1 Street)

by the Sixth District Administration were praised.**°

Moreover, in Basiret, we can reach more detailed comments related to
modern city plan and expropriations. For example, a citizen whose plot was located
at the opposite of the the Fatih Mosque tried hard to prevent the expropriation plan
which would unite his land with the road. The Basiret newspaper claimed that it is
futile to be against the laws and the citizens have to abide with them cooperatively.
At present the Sixth District Administration and Seiremdneti were thought highly
beneficial of and it was announced to public that for “the capital to be as orderly as
European cities ” they had to pay public taxes.*®® No matter how hard Sehremaneti
tried to make the capital a modern city just like London or Paris, as a result of the
fact that not enough funds were allocated to most of the roads were narrow, did not

401

have a proper sewage system or street lamps.™ Even in centers like Siileymaniye

402

there were muddy roads with no pavements™* and there were old buildings which

were about to collapse and which were left so, because the Seiremdneti could not

pay the expropriation costs.**®

One point drawing attention here is the positive outlook of the city residents
on modern vehicles like tram and train. The roads were enlarged and thus citizens

were now more comfortable and felt safer.*>* However despite the expropriation of

3% Tasvir-i Efkar, no: 23, 20 Ra. 1279 (15 September 1862)
0 Bysiret, no : 761, 22 S. 1289 (25 October 1872)

01 Basiret, no : 791, 28 N. 1289 (29 November 1872)

92 Basiret, no : 791, 28 N. 1289 (29 November 1872)

%98 Basiret, no : 392, 27 Ra. 1288 (16 June 1871)

9% Basiret, no: 521, 2 N. 1288 (15 November 1871)
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cemeteries while the tram - railway lines were made, no objections were or could not
be raised against the government in the Basiret and Tasvir-i Efkdr newspapers. As
the last thing to say; the citizens in Istanbul did not react negatively to the modern
city plan (except Beyoglu citizens) except the affairs about value determinations of
expropriations and late payments of the prices. One very important reason for that is;
the citizens of capital city perceived expropriation as the door that would save them
from muddy-narrow-dead ended streets and make the city to have a modern
appearance in general they thought they would meet with technology and

civilization.

In conclusion, the system of deciding the values of the properties had a
complicated structure in Istanbul. Generally, the same criteria such as expropriation
according to location, precedents and market value, were taken as a basement. The
expropriation values of the properties were paid in zird . With [rdd Hesdbu, in the
process of expropriation value determination of the properties with gedik, the value
was determined separately as both gedik and property prices. Besides, except for the
Expropriation Decree-Law used for the expropriation price determination of the
mortgaged properties, coming up with new regulations was considered. It is not clear
whether this decision was applied or not. However, in the process of value
determination of some properties, there was an exceptional condition. For example,
value determination of some properties (the reason could not be understood from the
examples, because despite checking the old documents value determination was done
by looking the market value) were done by looking the previous cadastral survey
register. When expropriations were considered according to the districts,
expropriation values showed dramatic differences from one district to another; the

districts that had the most valuable properties were the central, commercial ones and
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these districts had modern transportation system. Furthermore, the location of the
property such as closeness of the property to the mosque or centre or being on the
shore of the sea, played an important role in value determination for expropriation.
The fires should be stressed because they played the most crucial role in decision
making process about expropriation values because there was a big amount of
difference in the expropriation value of the burned properties and not burned
properties. When the finance of the expropriations checked, it is clear that as the
Hazine could not separate enough sources for expropriations to the municipalities,
the Ottoman Bank, Galata bankers and other banks were big players in the process of
expropriations. As the resources for expropriations were not satisfactory, urban
development and expropriations were not done in all parts of the city, but only in
places which were economically and commercially important. On the other hand,
especially, starting from the mid of 1880, the properties of foreigners were exposed
to expropriations. The examples are rare; however, the properties of foreign people

were expropriated for road extension, tramway and hospital construction.

On the other side of the coin, when the perception of property owners and
the media considered, it is noticed that most of the expropriations were objected to
by the property owners. Again, a big part of these objections were done for not
taking the promised money for their properties. There had been objections for low
expropriation values and payments not done in cash. It can be said that the most
challenging objection, apparently done for “public interest” but in reality for their
economic interest, for the government was done by the property owners in Beyoglu
to the Sadr-: a zam, because the role of this severe objection was really big in not
being able to apply the city plan. It is obvious that the districts which witnessed the

most severe objections to the expropriations were places that were central and
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commercial areas like Galata, Beyoglu, Karakéy which the most valuable properties
at the time. One more thing to be underlined here is that, until the Expropriation
Decree-Law of 1879; actually, the property owners did not have the right to object to
the expropriations but the petitions which were made before this date and handed in
Sadr-i a zam or Sird-yi1 Devlet were evaluated. The objections after 1879 were
mainly done by foreigners who took the support of ambassadors. One point that
should be stated about the objections is that from the explanations of the government
about the city plans prepared for places that took severe objections before and after
the expropriations, it can be understood that impression is that the government tried
to demonstrate that with these new regulations in the city- centre the properties of the
people would stay in the middle of the roads. As the last point if we check the media
and public opinion to understand the effects of the expropriation and urban
development, we can note that in these two newspapers both the new city plan and
expropriations were glorified incredibly and it was stressed that the public should not
oppose to the reconstruction plan and expropriation. However this should also be
emphasized, the perception and attitude of the public about expropriations and
reconstruction plan could not be fully understood by just looking these two
newspapers. For a better understanding of the attitude of both media and citizens a

more comprehensive research on the media of the time should be done.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This thesis focused on studying the Ottoman government’s modern urban
development in the second half of the nineteenth century through its expropriation
applications. What kind of changes took place in Istanbul which was subjected to
modern reconstruction activities carried out by the central government in Istanbul
around the aim of creating “a city, built like a chess, which resembles to the newly

d,s405

constructed cities in the worl especially after the Tanzimat Edict, can be

understood by examining the expropriation activities.

According to the central government, there was a capital city model that they
were aiming at, and this model was mentioned in the documents as follows: the
capital city would have a chessboard like appearance which would include buildings
made of kargir. The government pursued this aim in two phases. Initially, regulations
were accepted which would enable the government to expropriate and regulate the
city’s construction works, and provide a framework as to how and according to what
the reconstruction plan would be processed. New institutions were founded to
implement these regulations. It is clear that the government tried to put
reconstruction and expropriation into action both with the new legislative and the

administrative system.

‘5 BOA. I. DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za.1284 (14 March 1868): « ...... en yeni tanzim olunan memleketlere
sebih olmak iizre satrangvari ve pek miinkasim olarak....”
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The first important point is that in the period of modern urban development,
the expropriation activities, which can be seen as a major tool for the government
also had a background apart from this practical use. The reason why expropriation
was implemented by the government was the following: the government stated
clearly that it was necessary to construct new and wider roads that had sidewalks, to
widen the existing roads, to build tram lines, and to build hospitals, schools,
barracks. These were among the most urgent needs of urban regulation because of
the increasing population and commercial capacity of the capital city. In this way, the
capital city would have the chessboard like appearance that the government, a fervent
supporter of Tanzimat, dreamed of. Actually, the efforts for rearranging the capital
city in a geometrical shape, and the expropriation activities that were accepted for
this purpose were the practical side of this intention and a reflection of the
government’s perspective which was changing gradually towards modernization and
centralization, especially in the second half of the nineteenth century. Thus, Istanbul
would be a visible and also an interfered in city. In this period, the government tried
to hold a central power for the purpose of designing the city. The community which
was initially named redyad, then called tebaa was accepted as a political subject and
finally recognized as a public. One of the clearest proofs of this transformation was
the emergence of the new concept of “public interest”. In this way, in regulations
which were legal arrangements, expropriations were done for “public interest”.
Expropriations would only be achieved after the consent of the owners of the
properties, and the owners were given objection rights to the value determined by
officials. The new expropriations were different from the previous ones mainly

because of the use of border-maps.
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As we have seen, before the declaration of the Tanzimat Edict, the lack of
any legal, written or general procedure meant that the properties of the owners were
expropriated from time to time without the consideration of their consent. Most
importantly, it was stressed in the documents that the payment of expropriation costs
depended solely on the Sultan’s grace. Namely, the public was not accepted as a
valid entity, and the property owners were given the expropriation costs not because

it was their right, but because it was a favor of the Sultan.

Thus, this thesis has tried to illuminate the profound difference between the
new and the old type of expropriations. In this sense, modern urban development and
expropriation processes in the capital and the other cities were the natural results of
the ongoing mentality change and the legal and political transformations stemming
from this change. In other words, modern urban development and the expropriation
processes were the products of many interconnected transformations. Therefore, we
can say that the effect on the cities of modernization and centralization in the second

half of the nineteenth century concretized after the reconstruction and expropriations.

The topics specifically analyzed in this thesis were: problems of the
government’s intention regarding the “public interest” while applying expropriations;
how and where the government did expropriations which used the “public interest”
concept, and the perceptions of property owners. In this context, the connection
between “public interest” and expropriations were discussed through the examples.
The concept of “public interest”, which took place in the Expropriation Regulation
initially and in the Expropriation Decree-Law later, was used as a means by which
the government could undertake services such as expanding the roads, constructing

new roads, building new hospitals, schools, barracks in the expropriation processes.
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However, as the exact definition “public interest” was not indicated in regulations, it
is not obvious how this concept was perceived by the government. As a result, it can
be alleged that the concept of “public interest” was legally obscure. It can also be

said that the uncertainty of the concept of “public interest” becomes very clear when

expropriation issues such as those in the regulations are examined.

In the process of urban development of Istanbul, the three big fires (Aksaray,
Hocapasa and Beyoglu) played a relatively important role. When we question the
regulations in the burned areas and the relation between these regulations and the
“public interest”, we come across the following picture: the government got the
chance to expropriate these burned places after the fires in Aksaray and Hocapasa
under the name of zayidt, which ranged from 2% to 31%. This means that the
government had the opportunity to parcel these fields without paying any money.
Additionally, another important thing should also be stressed: although the
application of zayidt was indicated in the Building Law of 1882, the government
carried out expropriations without payment. Based on this, we should question how
the relation between “public interest”, claimed as a main goal by the government,
and payment-free expropriations done under the name of zayidt, could be explained.
Expropriations without payment were beneficial for the government without any
doubt. However, it is clear that they were not for the “public interest”. As a result, we
can say that when faced with specific situations like fires, the government made its
own definition, according to circumstance, of “public interest”, whose limits were

not otherwise legally clarified.

Lacking legal definition, the concept of “public interest” continued to be

used by the government according to circumstance even after 1880. At that date,
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however few their numbers were, some expropriations were used as a political means
while totally ignoring the concept of “public interest” and without having any public
service purpose such as a road expansion or the construction of modern
transportation system, or the construction of public places like schools or hospitals.
In this context, it should not be forgotten that besides administrative, legal,
economic, and social aspects, expropriations and urban development also have a
political dimension. Where, why and how expropriations would be applied in the city
was also affected by political decisions. We can assert that the fact that the legal
definition of concept of “public interest” was inadequate eased the work of the
government. Eventually, the government expropriated burned places by using the
concept of “public interest” without paying anything. Starting from the end of the
1880s, however few they were, some places were expropriated for free for political
interest due to the lack of definition of “public interest”. On the other hand, on this
date, in spite of not being documented in regulations, there had been many
expropriations that were said to be done for “public interest”. It is seen that in this
period, many expropriations were done to evoke the government authority on the
public, which is one of the most important features of a modern state in the
construction of schools, police offices, hospitals. Therefore in this thesis, we
determined that during expropriation processes, the concept of “public interest”
continued to lack legal definition, and was deliberately kept obscure so that the
government could use it in expropriations as necessary according to the place, the

conditions the time and the situation.

What was the perception of property owners about expropriations and the
concept of “public interest”? The answer of this question is that whereas the

government in Aksaray and Hocapasa accomplish urban development and
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expropriations without payment, it could not accomplish the same in burned areas in
Beyoglu. This was because the government desired to regulate burned buildings
according to the Tarla Kaidesi, and initially demanded 38% and then 17% payment-
free expropriation as zayidt. However, the property owners objected severely to these
expropriations unlike in other places that were expropriated. These objections were
not individual efforts, and the people of fourteen streets together gave a petition to
the Sadr-: a zam. It is clear that in urban development the most challenging place for
the government was Beyoglu. The most important point here is that when the
petitions are examined, it is clear that made by the people of Beyoglu in the new
urban reconstructions and parceling was the first in which “public interest” was used

as starting point.

During the urban development of the capital city, many property owners
(even before the acceptance of the legal objection right in 1879) informed against the
expropriations with petitions to the Sadr-: a zam, the Sehremaneti, and the Siird-y:
Devlet. The reasons that forced people to make these objections were the late
payment of expropriation costs, the low value determination, and wrong
measurement of expropriated places. It can be said that the point of these objections
was generally about expropriation costs. However, the petition made by the property
owners in Beyoglu was the first and only example of objection petitions using the
“public interest” concept and starting from the point of “public interest”. When this
petition in Beyoglu is examined carefully, it becomes clear that the property owners
defended that expropriations and new regulations were not necessary for “public
interest”, and that the source of their concern was their economic interest. When we
look into why objections to the new regulation on “public interest” only came from

the property owners in Beyoglu, we find that most of the people living there were
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foreigners, or non-Muslims who had been to foreign countries, and that they knew
what the concept of “public interest” meant better than the inhabitants of other
districts. Another important point to note is that while in their collective petitions, the
property owners used the same legal language as that which the government used

during the expropriations.

Another aspect of the matter is, if we question the perception of the press
regarding urban development and especially expropriations, we find that regulations
such as road expansion and pavement construction, or the illumination of the streets
by the Sehremdneti and the Alfinci Ddire-i Belediyye were mentioned positively in
the newspapers Basiret and Tasvir-i Efkar. Especially because expropriations would
enable the city to get a geometric city shape just like those of European cities,
expropriations were very welcomed. The press also admonished those property

owners who were objecting to expropriations to give up their petitions.

As a consequence, various questions such as where the expropriations which
would give the city a chessboard-like appearance were applied; how the appearance
of the city changed after the expropriations; to what extent the expropriations serve
their goals could be answered by first pointing out that the central government did
not subject its capital city to urban development and expropriations as a whole. This
was because urban reconstruction projects were attempted in a piecemeal fashion.
There was no map which showed the total area that would be expropriated in the
capital. Instead, as expropriations were carried out one by one, maps (istikamet
haritast) were drawn to match these partial expropriations. One important point
about the maps is that although in the regulations, it was stated that immediately after

an expropriation, a map drawing would be created, only a few among the many
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expropriation examples had a map. Additionally, when these examples
expropriations are examined, it can be understood that districts were selected
according to their importance, and as a consequence of this; central-commercial
districts were included in urban development. Therefore, not only burned down
places such as Aksaray, Hocapasa and Beyoglu, but also other districts such as
Galata, Karakoy, Ayasofya, Bahgekapi, Sirkeci, Yedikule, Bayezid which were the
centres of commerce were exposed to expropriations, and as a result had wider roads,
a modern transportation, and infrastructure system. It is very evident that Is/dh-1
Turiuk Komisyonu, Sehremdneti and Altinct Ddire-i Belediyye had important
responsibilities during the urban development in the capital. It should be emphasized
that the financial insufficiency of the government and the lack of sufficient experts
contributed to the fact that the city was regulated part by part instead of all at once. It
is seen that the government got into debt numerous times to both the Ottoman Bank
and to Galata bankers as well as some others due to insufficient finances while
undertaking the urban development projects and expropriations that cost big sums.
On the other hand, it should also not be forgotten that experts were brought in from
Europe for these urban regulations. As a consequence, it is possible to say that the
city centre experienced the most important changes. The central districts became
more ordered, but this transformation was unequal and incomplete. Overall, it can be
said that in the capital city, when different districts were considered, reconstruction

was not completed and was unequally done.

In order to decide on the dimension of the expropriations and
reconstructions in Istanbul, it is essential to observe the changes that expropriations
underwent through time. Abdulhamid II’s reign was the period in which changes in

the implementation of expropriations were clearly seen. One should first emphasize
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that through the late 1870s, some administrative changes took place in the
implementation of expropriations. From that time onwards, in the commission
employed for the application of expropriations, employees of the Land Registry
started to be selected instead of those of the Ministry of Commerce. Even though the
practitioner of expropriations had previously been Sehremdneti, now it had become
Sird-y1 Devlet. That is, in the administrative mechanisms of the expropriations, a
shift took place from the municipal to the governmental, and a stricter control was in
question. Moreover, at this same time, some methods like Serefiye tax and Belediye
Mali were employed to ease the financial burden of the government incurred as a
result of expropriation costs. In this period, although foreign powers interfered in the
internal affairs of the Ottoman Empire, expropriation of the properties of foreigners
were also carried out. Moreover, especially in the period between 1879 and 1898,
despite the negative effects on Ottoman finances of the global economic crisis,
expropriations reached their peak . Until this period, it had been stated that for
railroad construction, road expansion, new roads and port construction,
expropriations were necessary. The decision in Kaniin-1 Esdsi stressed the idea that
“since the finances were stronger, expropriations should be done quickly”*®’ The
Expropriation Decree-Law of 1879 underlined that for schools, hospitals and
barracks, construction expropriations were essential. It is seen that in this period,
many expropriations such as hospitals, schools, mosques were done to evoke the
government authority on the public. On the other hand, especially after the 1880s,
when the number of expropriations increased significantly, and although the numbers

were low, those expropriations that were done without compensation or any stated

%% Sevket Pamuk, The Ottoman Empire and European Capitalism 1820-1913: Trade, Investment and

Production, (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987), p. 33

T BOA. I. MMS. 64 /3047, 18 Z. 1296 (3 December 1879)
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reason were said to be done for political purposes. Here, a contrast should be
underlined: during Abdulhamid II’s reign, property owners had the right to go to the
courts or the municipal halls to object to the expropriations either verbally or in

writing.

Finally, it is essential to talk about the difficult expropriations in Istanbul.
The most problematic issue about understanding expropriations is the complex
structure of the assessment of the expropriated properties which created a price issue.
The value of the expropriated properties were decided according to location,
precedent and market value. Generally, it was announced that muhammins would
determine the expropriation costs of the properties subject to expropriations
according to these three criteria. However, in the determination of values of some
properties in Vefa, Sehzadebasi, Besiktas and Tophane, the detection was made
according to the previous cadastral survey (onceki tahrire bakilsin). In fact, in the
documents, references to which in the former cadastral survey was being used were
not given. Because the examples were from 1890, it can be claimed that the previous
written or registered values were from 1874 (or in some cases, from 1866).%® In the
1874, cadastral survey register which included many districts in the capital city, the
value of properties were determined by officials. In the capital city, the ownership of
properties was on waqfs, but in application, the people who made use of these
properties paid rent to the waqgfs, which essentially constituted the legal price of the
property.*®® However, for certain reasons, the rent was below the market value. Thus,
there was always a difference between the registered value in the waqfs which was

also the legal value of the properties, and the actual market value. In order to

%% Alp Yiicel Kaya and Yiicel Terzibasoglu, “Tahrirden Kadastro’ya: 1874 istanbul Emlak Tahriri ve
Vergisi “Kadastro tabir olunur tahrir-i emlak,” pp. 37

“09 1pid., pp. 38-39
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equalize the legal value and the market value of the properties, officials re-
determined the value without ignoring the market value.*™° In this way, a written
price (the cadastral survey value) was formed.*** In these examples, it is seen that
even though the earlier cadastral survey was used, muhammins made the valuation
according to the market of the day. Yet the question of why a valuation was made by
examining the earlier cadastral survey, which is by comparison and control, stays
unanswered. Moreover, among the properties subject to expropriations, there were
also shops with gedik. During the expropriation of shops with gedik, the valuation
was made according to a regulation named [rdd Hesdb:. Although, in general, the
value of the properties to be expropriated was determined according to properties’
zira’, in the valuation of shops with gedik, rental income was used. Based on this

computation, it seems that gediks were expropriated as if they were properties.

In addition to this, the proportions of property tax which were put into
practice with the cadastral survey of Galata in 1858 were renewed with the 1874
Cadastral Survey. According to this cadastral survey, a property tax was taken at the
rate of 0.4 % on the properties’ real values, and 4 % on the rent revenue.**? While
valuating the properties, whether the property tax was taken into consideration, and if
so, how it was calculated is not clear. In addition, there were different kinds of
properties in the capital city such as, mortgaged properties, or, as Osman Nuri
Ergin**® describes, the properties which had fire insurance in Beyoglu. There were

many factors that needed to be considered, and thus, it was not an easy task to

19 Ipid.
1 Ipid., pp. 38-39
12 |pid., p. 38

% Osman Nuri Ergin, Mecelle-i Umiir-1 Belediyye, vol. 3, p. 1126
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determine the expropriation costs of these properties. Unfortunately, we cannot find
any information on how the values of these properties were decided. We don’t know,
whether it was the three criteria used for valuation of properties, or whether any new

criteria were used.

Moreover, another unknown subject in the determination of expropriation
values is that, according to the decision of 1880, if waqgf properties were expropriated
for the construction of hospitals, for each 100 zira’ of these waqf properties, 65 kurus
mukataa allocation were decided.*** Whether, where and how this decision was
applied cannot be answered by checking the documents. In conclusion, it can be said
that during the process of the determination of expropriation values, some
improvements were attempted in time. However, since the application of the new

decisions in valuation were not obvious, the issue of values remained.

The expropriations, which were the urban development practice to which
Istanbul had been subjected in order to render it a city whose new geometric aspects
could be seen and which could be interfered in, were the reflections of the attempts
of the government at modernization and centralization. In this context, the
expropriations that were implemented on a new legal and administrative ground and
that had both social and economic aspects shed light not only on the physical change
which occurred as a result of modern urban regulations in the capital, but also in a
more general way, on the understanding of the city, the state and ownership issues in

the nineteenth century.

4 BOA. SD. 689 /26, 16 C. 1297 (26 May 1880)
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APPENDIX A

The Regulation that orders the rearrangement of the burnt area in 1855 after the
Aksaray Fire according to Usiil-i Cedide.

Source: BOA. 1. MMS. 6 /195, 11 M. 1272 (23 September 1855)
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APPENDIX B

The regulations issued by Islah-1 Turik Komisyonu concerning expropropriations,
widening of roads and the construction of new roads in line with Tarla Kaidesi in
Hocapasa, Demirkapi, Divanyolu after 1865 Hocapasa Fire.

Source: BOA. I. DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
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Source: BOA. I. DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
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Fifth page of the document

Source: BOA. 1. DH. 572 / 39882, 20 Za. 1284 (14 March 1868)
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APPENDIX C

The decision that orders the regulation of the burnt areas in Beyoglu according to
Tarla Kaidesi after the 1870 Beyoglu Fire.
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Source: BOA. I. DH. 623 /43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)
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APPENDIX D

A petition presented to Sadr-: a zam by fourteen street dwellers in 1870 with the
hope of stopping the regulation of the burned places in Beyoglu according to the
Tarla Kaidesi by Sixth District Administration.

Source: BOA. I. DH. 623 / 43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)
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APPENDIX E

The map that was drawn by Hendeshdne with the order of Sixth District
Administration in order for the rearregement and parceling of the burned areas after
the Beyoglu fire of 1870.

Source: BOA. 1. DH. 623 / 43351, 24 S. 1287 (26 May 1870)
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APPENDIX F

The register that includes the names of the lands (Belediyye Mali) which belongs to
the Sehremdneti and would be sold by auction in 1879.

Source: BOA. $SD. 687 /44,20 S. 1296 (13 February 1879)
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APPENDIX G

This direction map (istikamet haritast) shows how Tutiodalar1 Street in Beyoglu
would be expanded in 1873. This plan reveals the necessity of expropriation of lands
because they stayed in the middle of the road after new regulations and parceling,
regardless of the property owner Konstantin’s severe objections.

Source: BOA. $D. 680/ 19, 20 C. 1290 (15 August 1873)
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APPENDIX H

The plan that shows the old and new version of the area in Acimusluk, Eminénii in
1876. This plan shows that the land of Ruseb Hanim who claimed that she could not
take 7300 kurus expropriation price for her land for eleven years even though the
land was already expropriated, stays in between.

Source: BOA. SD. 685/ 8, 15 S. 1293 (12 March 1876)
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APPENDIX |

The plan shows the situation of the area next to the Bayezid Mosque and in front of
Imdret before and after its rearrangement by means of expropriations in 1879.

Source: BOA. SD. 687 /44,20 S. 1296 (13 February 1879)
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APPENDIX J

The map that shows the area including the garden of Keresteci Bedros, Simonaki and
Istavro between Gazhane and Topgu Kislas:. The property owners opposed the
expropriation of their garden to 2500 kurus, because they demanded 7000 kurus.

Source: BOA. BEO 96 / 7173, 5R. 1310 (27 October 1892)
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APPENDIX K

The register demonstrates the names of mosques and charities (that is some
fountains, tekkes and madreses) between Sirkeci Dock and Narlikapi that were
expropriated for Rumeli Railway construction in 1872.

Source: BOA. Ev. D., 22324, 3 M. 1289 (13 March 1872)
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Second Page of the document

Source: BOA. Ev. D., 22324, 3 M. 1289 (13 March 1872)
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Third page of the document

Source: BOA. Ev. D., 22324, 3 M. 1289 (13 March 1872)
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Fourth page of the document

Source: BOA. Ev. D., 22324, 3 M. 1289 (13 March 1872)
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APPENDIX L

Map of Hocapasa in the nineteenth century
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Source: Ekrem Hakki Ayverdi, 19. Asirda Istanbul Haritast, (istanbul: Istanbul Fethi
Dernegi Istanbul Enstitiisii Yayinlari, 1958)
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APPENDIX M
Map of Aksaray in the nineteenth century
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Source: Ekrem Hakk1 Ayverdi, 19. Asirda Istanbul Haritasi, (Istanbul: Istanbul Fethi
Dernegi Istanbul Enstitiisii Yayinlari, 1958)
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