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Galatasaray Imagines Istanbul: Urban Memory and
Transregional Meaning in the 1947 Commemorative
Issue

Gokay Kanmazalp

Abstract

This article investigates how multiple and sometimes competing urban imaginaries of Istanbul were
articulated in the May 1947 commemorative issue of Galatasaray Journal, a special publication marking
the 494th anniversary of the city’s conquest. Drawing on Stuart Hall’s theory of representation and a
transregional historiographical framework, the study analyzes six essays by Galatasaray-affiliated con-
tributors—Turkish, French, and Swiss—to explore how Istanbul’s symbolic meaning was constructed
through memory, emotion, and cultural brokerage. These essays range from nostalgic laments over lost
moral order (Talu) and spiritual longing (Gokyay), to poetic spectacles (Dubois), imperial cartographies
(Mamboury), trans-Mediterranean comparisons (Larroumets), and cosmopolitan Ottoman syntheses
(Bayhan). The article argues that Galatasaray High School operated as a portal of globalization, where
meanings emerged through representational negotiation across Turkish, French, and Swiss voices. Via
close reading, it develops a discourse-analytical microhistory of commemoration that tracks how Istan-
bul’s identity was recast through national memory, imperial legacies, and global entanglements. Istanbul
is thus presented not as a fixed heritage object but as a palimpsest of intersecting imaginaries within
Galatasaray’s transregional environment.

Keywords: Galatasaray High School, urban imaginaries, Istanbul memory, transregional history, portal
of globalization

Ozet

Bu makale, istanbul’'un birden fazla ve zaman zaman birbiriyle celisen kentsel tahayyiillerinin, kentin
fethinin 494. yil dontimiinii anmak tizere yayimlanan Galatasaray Dergisinin May1s 1947 6zel sayisinda
nasil dile getirildigini inceliyor. Stuart Hall'un temsiliyet kurami ve transbolgesel tarih yazimi cerceve-
sinden hareketle, caligma; Galatasaray topluluguna mensup Tiirk, Fransiz ve Isvigreli yazarlarin kaleme
aldig1 alt1 yaziy1 analiz ederek Istanbul'un simgesel anlaminin nasil hafiza, duygu ve kiiltiirel aracilik
yoluyla inga edildigini arastirtyor. Bu yazilar; kaybedilmis ahlaki diizenin ardindan duyulan nostaljik
Ozlemlerden (Talu), ruhani arayiglara (Gokyay), siirsel manzaralara (Dubois), imparatorluk haritalarina
(Mamboury), Akdeniz otesi kargilagtirmalara (Larroumets) ve Osmanli kozmopolit sentezlerine (Bayhan)
kadar uzanan ¢ok ¢esitli perspektifler sunmaktadir. Makale, Galatasaray Lisesi’nin bir kiiresellesme kapi-
s1 olarak igledigini; farkli konumlaniglarin hibrit kent anlatilarini gekillendirdigi bir alan olarak iglev gor-
digiinii ileri siirmektedir. Yakin metin ¢oziimlemelerine dayanan ¢alisma, kurumsal bir anma pratigini
séylem ¢oziimlemeli bir mikro-tarih araciligiyla ele alarak, istanbul’'un kentsel kimliginin ulusal hafiza,
imparatorluk mirasi ve kiiresel i¢ i¢e ge¢mislik gibi farkli mercekler tizerinden nasil yeniden tasarlandi-
g1 gostermektedir. Istanbul‘u sabit bir kiiltiirel miras nesnesi olarak tasvir etmek yerine, ¢alisma onu
Galatasaray'in transbolgesel ortaminda miizakere edilen katmanl tahayyiillerin palimpsestik (iist tiste
yazilmis) bir kenti olarak konumlandirmaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Galatasaray Lisesi, kentsel tahayyiiller, istanbul hafizasi, transbolgesel tarih

Introduction

The establishment of Galatasaray High School in 1868 marked a critical transformation in
the Ottoman Empire’s educational vision. Founded under the patronage of Sultan Abdiilaziz
(1830-76) and in cooperation with French educational reformers, most notably Victor Duruy
(1811-94), the institution embodied an ambitious project of educational modernization and

1 would like to express sincere gratitude to Gert Pickel, Megan Maruschke, and Martina Keilbach for their valuable guidance
and academic support. Special thanks also go to the members of the Graduate School Global and Area Studies at Leipzig
University. ] am especially grateful the members of the Galatasaray Museum for their kind assistance in facilitating access
to the 1947 commemorative issue of the Galatasaray Journal, which provided essential primary material for this study.
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cross-cultural engagement.’ Renowned for its emphasis on French as the main language of
instruction and for its secular and inclusive admission policies, Galatasaray High School
quickly distinguished itself from traditional Ottoman educational structures.? Strategically
located in Beyoglu, Galatasaray High School embodied the empire’s transregional aspira-
tions and Franco-Ottoman educational ambitions.?

Serving as a site where students from diverse religious and linguistic backgrounds encoun-
tered pedagogical models shaped by both Ottoman reform and French influence, the school
exemplified a “portal of globalization,” a node where imperial modernities were not mere-
ly transferred but dynamically negotiated and reconfigured across cultural frontiers.* The
multilayered identity of Galatasaray, situated at the crossroads of Ottoman, French, and
wider global imaginaries, rendered it more than an educational institution. It became a dy-
namic platform for reimagining the cultural and urban landscapes of Istanbul itself. In this
context, the evolving ways Istanbul was represented by actors connected to the school can
be understood within the framework of urban imaginaries, shaped through the interplay
of local histories and global forces rather than merely reflecting either imperial heritage or
modernity in the republican era.s

This article investigates the multiple urban imaginaries of Istanbul articulated in the May
1947 special issue of Galatasaray Journal (Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi). 1t aims to explore how
different representations of Istanbul were produced by students, teachers, and affiliates
of Galatasaray High School, reflecting the institution’s enduring engagement with layered
cultural, political, and educational networks. The central research question guiding this
inquiry is twofold: What different urban imaginaries of Istanbul were on display in the May
1947 issue of Galatasaray Journal, and what do these representations reveal about processes
of transregional connectedness and the negotiation of spatial and cultural entanglements?

The article offers a distinct contribution by analyzing Istanbul’s multifaceted memory and
identity construction through written cultural expressions, rather than relying solely on in-
stitutional archives. Its primary source material, the May 1947 issue, was expressly dedicated
to the conquest of Istanbul and, unlike other publications, assembled a concentrated cluster
of essays that take Istanbul itself—its memory, symbolism, and moral-aesthetic horizon—as
their explicit subject. That singular commemorative focus brings together Turkish, French,
and Swiss Galatasaray affiliates writing side by side about Istanbul in the same register,
which makes it possible to trace competing imaginaries within one institutional frame. In
short, only the 1947 issue provides a snapshot of how Galatasaray authors narrated and
ritualized the city on a designated day of remembrance, allowing for a discourse-analytical
microhistory in a way that other annual issues do not.

Methodologically, the article draws on a representational and discourse-analytical ap-
proach, guided by Stuart Hall’s theory of meaning production and representation.® Hall
emphasizes that representation is not a mere postscript but a constitutive moment in which
meaning is actively produced and circulated. It is “the way in which meaning is somehow
given to the things which are depicted through the images or whatever it is, on screens or
the words on a page which stand for what we're talking about.”” In this sense, representation
is not neutral description but an act that shapes what will be adopted, resisted, or re-coded.
Hall further defines the system of representation as “an image, or set of images. It condens-

1 Adnan Sigman, “Galatasaray Mekteb-i Sultanisi,” in Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Ansiklopedisi, vol. 13 (Tiirkiye Diyanet
Vakf1,1996), 324.

2 Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, 2nd ed. (Oxford University Press, 1968).

3 Frangois Georgeon, “La formation des élites a la fin de 'Empire ottoman: Le cas de Galatasaray,” Revue du monde
musulman et de la Méditerranée 72 (1994): 18.

4 Claudia Baumann, Antje Dietze, and Megan Maruschke, “Portals of Globalization: An Introduction,” Comparativ:
Journal for Global History and Comparative Social Research 27, no. 3-4 (2017); Matthias Middell, “Cross-Cultural Com-
parison in Times of Increasing Transregional Connectedness: Perspectives from Historical Sciences and Area Studies
on Processes of Respatialization,” Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative Social Research 22, no. 2 (2021).
5 Andreas Huyssen, Other Cities, Other Worlds: Urban Imaginaries in a Globalizing Age (Duke University Press, 2008).
6 Stuart Hall, “Introduction,” in Representation: Cultural Representations and Signifying Practices, ed. Stuart Hall (Sage
and the Open University, 1997), 1-11.

7 Stuart Hall, Representation & the Media: Transcript (Media Education Foundation, 1997), 6.



es a number of different characteristics into one picture. It calls up in our mind’s eye—it
represents in verbal and visual language—a composite picture of what different societies,
cultures, peoples and places are like.”

Meaning, therefore, emerges from a network of concepts, images, and symbols that struc-
ture how cultural objects are perceived. Applying this framework, the commemorative es-
says in the 1947 Galatasaray Journal are treated as symbolic practices that mobilize language,
emotion, and memory to produce particular urban imaginaries. Through a close reading
of six essays about Istanbul, this article maps how Galatasaray’s transregional institutional
milieu helped produce overlapping, and at times competing, imaginaries of Istanbul as a
city shaped by plural pasts and aspirational futures articulated through Galatasaray’s own
transregional ethos—neither fully Ottoman nor fully French, but emerging from a unique
culture of institutional hybridity.

The article is structured to foreground the historical and discursive stakes of the analysis. It
begins by situating Galatasaray within its longer institutional trajectory, from its founding
in the Ottoman imperial era in cooperation with the Second French Empire under Sultan
Abdiilaziz through its later existence in republican Turkey. From its inception, this legacy
has rendered the school an in-between and contested institution—at times categorized as
French, Ottoman, or Turkish, and debated as either an imperial or a national school.

Before turning to the textual analysis, the study first outlines the school’s original purpose
and the shifting debates surrounding its categorization from the imperial to the republican
era. The study then turns to the 1940s, a decade when representations of Istanbul gained
new prominence in literature and public discourse. While Ankara had emerged as the em-
blematic capital of the republic, Istanbul resurfaced in cultural production as the reposito-
ry of imperial memory and urban nostalgia. These discursive tensions—between a newly
planned capital and a city saturated with imperial heritage—resonated with Galatasaray’s
own hybrid position. In this context, the ways in which Galatasaray alumni and affiliates
represented Istanbul take on particular importance. It is at this juncture that the article
moves to the core analysis of the May 1947 commemorative issue of Galatasaray Journal,
examining how contributors portrayed Istanbul through memory, aesthetics, and political
imagination. Just as their own school was subject to competing definitions and historical
claims, their depictions of Istanbul simultaneously reflected and negotiated the city’s impe-
rial past and its continuing role within the republic.

Portals of Meaning: Galatasaray and Istanbul’s Urban Imaginaries

In response to the growing complexity of global interconnectedness since the nineteenth
century, transregional history emerged as a critical approach that moves beyond the con-
straints of methodological nationalism and conventional cross-cultural comparison.’
Traditional comparative frameworks often failed to capture the mutual constitution and
asymmetrical power relations characterizing historical encounters.”® Early twentieth-cen-
tury historians such as Karl Lamprecht (1856-1915), Henri Berr (1863-1954), Henri Pirenne
(1862-1935), and Lord Acton (1834-1902) promoted comparative history as a methodological
innovation, yet their work typically assumed bounded cultural or national units and paid
little attention to the entanglements that shaped them." Marc Bloch (1886-1944), who car-
ried this tradition forward, became one of its strongest advocates in the late 1920s, but he
also mentioned its limitations by noting that societies were never fully isolated and that
historical actors constantly operated within interwoven realities.”

8 Stuart Hall, “The West and the Rest: Discourse and Power,” in Formations of Modernity, ed. Stuart Hall and Bram
Gieben (Polity Press in association with the Open University, 1992), 277.

9 Andreas Wimmer and Nina Glick Schiller, “Methodological Nationalism and Beyond: Nation-State Building, Mi-
gration and the Social Sciences,” Global Networks 2, no. 4 (2002): 301.

10 Middell, “Cross-Cultural Comparison in Times of Increasing Transregional Connectedness.”

1 Ibid.

12 Ibid.
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Traditional comparative approaches also suffered from a structural ahistoricism, since they
tended to exclude precisely the historical relations—such as transfers, migrations, and cul-
tural hybridizations—that connected the very entities under comparison.” As Michel Es-
pagne reminds us, comparativism tended to juxtapose entities as though they were stable
and self-contained, neglecting the dynamics of their genesis and the asymmetrical relations
shaping them. According to Espagne, “the parallelisms established by comparative social
history ... [separated] the elements being compared from the dynamic of their own gen-
esis and [analyzed] them as though they were invariant data.”* Particularly when it came
to non-European histories, such frameworks largely failed to capture entanglements and
reciprocal constitution.’s

In contrast, a focus on transregional entanglements and intercultural transfer highlights the
co-production of historical phenomena across spatial boundaries. These perspectives call
for analyzing not only the flows of ideas, goods, and people but also the reconfigurations
of spatial orders and the uneven intensities of connectedness.”® By situating Galatasaray
High School within this framework, this article treats the institution as part of transregion-
al processes in which Ottoman, French, and other cultural influences interacted. Its estab-
lishment in 1868 through cooperation between the Ottoman central government and the
Second French Empire introduced French as the main language of instruction and brought
in French teaching staff, thereby creating a multicultural environment in which students
from diverse backgrounds were educated under imperial auspices.”

This constellation illustrates why the cultural transfer and transregional entanglements
paradigm is appropriate. Rather than viewing Galatasaray as a mere imitation of a French
high school, it recognizes transfer as a process of transformation in which languages, prac-
tices, and ideas are transposed and reconfigured across contexts.”® In this sense, Galatasaray
was a hub where Ottoman and French influences converged, adapted, and interacted, ex-
emplifying Espagne’s observation that “all national constellations are the result of past hy-
bridization.” Similarly, the notion of “portals of globalization” allows us to approach sites
that mediate global flows through a spatial angle.>® Portals are places where the negotiation
of global connections becomes tangible, where circulations of goods, people, and ideas in-
tersect with processes of territorial control and cultural regulation.* Hence, Galatasaray
High School can be understood as a site of global entanglements, channeling transregional
flows of knowledge, education, and cultural imaginaries within Ottoman and later repub-
lican Istanbul.

The analysis of Istanbul’s urban imaginaries around Galatasaray High School in 1947 also
benefits from the conceptual lens of cultural brokerage. Cultural brokers and mediators
have played a crucial role in enabling and shaping transregional interactions by facilitat-
ing translations, negotiations, and transmissions across cultural frontiers without merely
replicating fixed identities.?* Far from being passive channels, these mediators combined
translation skills, media connections, and cross-border mobility to shape how external ele-
ments were reframed and appropriated—put differently, “experience as translator([s], close
relationship with the media sector ..., and ... high mobility across borders were essential

13 Michael Werner and Bénédicte Zimmermann, “Vergleich, Transfer, Verflechtung: Der Ansatz der Histoire croisée
und die Herausforderung des Transnationalen,” Geschichte und Gesellschaft 28, no. 4 (2002): 612.

14 Michel Espagne, “What Are Cultural Transfers? The Russian and Scandinavian Cases,” in Cultural Transfer Reconsid-
ered: Transnational Perspectives, Translation Processes, Scandinavian and Postcolonial Challenges, ed. Steen Bille Jorgensen
and Hans-Jiirgen Liisebrink (Brill, 2021), 25.

15 1Ibid.

16 Middell, “Cross-Cultural Comparison in Times of Increasing Transregional Connectedness.”

17 Selcuk Aksin Somel, Osmanli'da Egitimin Modernlesmesi (1839-1908): Islamlagma, Otokrasi ve Disiplin, trans. O. Yener
(lletisim Yayinlar, 2015), 78.

18 Michel Espagne, “Comparison and Transfer: A Question of Method,” in Transnational Challenges to National History
Writing, ed. Matthias Middell and Lluis Roura (Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 41-42.

19 1bid., 43.

20 Claudia Baumann, Antje Dietze, and Megan Maruschke, “Portals of Globalization: An Introduction,” Comparativ:
Journal for Global History and Comparative Social Research 27, no. 3-4 (2017): 13.

21 Ibid.

22 Antje Dietze, “Cultural Brokers and Mediators,” in The Routledge Handbook of Transregional Studies, ed. Matthias
Middell (Routledge, 2018), 494-502.



qualifications for these intermediaries.” Their role directly aligns with Stuart Hall’s under-
standing of representation, which stresses that meaning is actively produced in and through
representational practices. For this reason, Galatasaray must be seen as a representational
arena. The writings of its students, teachers, and alumni about Istanbul—like Galatasaray
itself, marked by an imperial past that continued into the republican period—reveal how
worldviews were shaped through entangled legacies. This is particularly significant given
that Galatasaray High School, since its establishment, has been alternately described as a
French school, a Turkish school, and an imperial school, and these contested representa-
tions shaped not only how the institution was perceived but also how its members depicted
Istanbul.

Galatasaray’s contested positioning has also invited postcolonial readings, particularly in
the production of binary oppositions between the so-called West and East that cast the
latter as passive, traditional, and static.* While traces of such attitudes may appear in the
writings of the French and Swiss educators at Galatasaray, the transregional framework ad-
opted here allows for approaching Galatasaray as a hybrid space shaped by multidirectional
flows. The representations of Istanbul in the 1947 journal can be understood as outcomes
of cross-cultural negotiation, revealing how both the school and the city functioned as dy-
namic constellations of memory and meaning within global entanglements.

Galatasaray’s Contested Categorization and Istanbul’s 1940s Imaginaries

During his reign, Sultan Abdiilaziz—following his European tour in 1867, which included
visits to schools in the Second French Empire—sought to transplant aspects of the French
educational model into the Ottoman system. On 15 March 1867, official negotiations to
open a secondary school in Istanbul based on the French educational model began between
Ottoman and French officials.?® Cemil Pasha (1828-72), serving as the Ottoman ambassa-
dor in Paris, cooperated with Victor Duruy, the French minister of education, to refine the
institutional framework.?” Ultimately, Sultan Abdiilaziz granted formal approval on 15 April
1868, and on 1 September of that year the school was inaugurated by imperial decree.?®

Leadership of the school reflected this cross-cultural orientation. Its first director was
Ernest de Salve-Villedieu (1815-93).% He was supported by Selim Sabit Efendi (1829-1911)
as vice principal, ensuring cooperation between Ottoman and French pedagogues.® The
instructional program further illustrated this hybrid structure. Subjects such as religion,
Ottoman and Islamic history, Arabic, Persian, Ottoman Turkish, literature, and geography
were taught in their respective languages, while disciplines including science, law, philos-
ophy, and classical European languages such as Latin and Ancient Greek were conducted
inFrench®

Yet from its inception, Galatasaray’s status as an innovation was accompanied by persistent
debates over its proper categorization. Even prior to its inauguration, the Vatican voiced
strong opposition, condemning the institution’s French influence and issuing two decrees
that prohibited Catholic families from enrolling their children.* This papal ban was soon
echoed by the Russian embassy, which formally barred Russian pupils from attending the

23 Matthias Middell, “The Intercultural Transfer Paradigm in Its Transnational and Transregional Setting,” in Yearbook
of Transnational History, vol. 1, ed. Thomas Adam and Austin E. Loignon (Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 2018), 43.
24 Hall, “The West and the Rest,” 303.

25 Emel Engin, “Tiirk Modernlesmesinde Galatasaray Lisesi'nin Onemi,” in Tiirk Modernlesmesi, ed. A. Kolay (Yeditepe
Yayinevi, 2013), 42.

26 Sisman, “Galatasaray Mekteb-i Sultanisi,” 324.

27 Aylin Semiz, “Tiirk Ortadgretim Sisteminde Galatasaray Lisesi (Mekteb-i Sultani): Yeri ve Tarihsel Gelisimi” (master’s
thesis, Istanbul University, 2008), 68.

28 Sisman, “Galatasaray Mekteb-i Sultanisi,” 324.

29 Bayram Kodaman, Abdiilhamid Devri Egitim Sistemi, 2nd ed. (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1991), 135.

30 Yahya Akyiiz, Tiirk Egitim Tarihi M.0. 1000-M.S. 2007, 11th ed. (Pegem A Yayincilik, 2007), 203.

31 Somel, Osmanlida Egitimin Modernlesmesi (1839-1908), 78.

32 Ernest Salve-Villedieu, “Création du Lycée de Galata-Sérai & Constantinople, sous les auspices du gouvernement
francais,” Mémoires de 'Académie des sciences, agriculture, arts et belles-lettres d’Aix 15 (1893): 353-54.
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school.3 Within the Ottoman Empire, members of the Greek community also protested
the exclusion of their language from the curriculum.* Such reactions highlight the extent
to which Galatasaray’s categorization as an imperial school—built with French cooperation
yet embedded in a multicultural Ottoman context—was contested from the outset.

Within the Ottoman Muslim community, anxieties toward Galatasaray also surfaced. As
reported in the newspaper Istanbul on 22 June 1868, some parents worried that the school’s
multireligious composition might undermine their children’s faith.» At the same time, sec-
tions of the Ottoman intelligentsia openly criticized the state’s initiative. The newspaper
Hiirriyet ran an article on 21 September 1868 denouncing the project on the grounds that
Ottoman Muslim students should not be placed under the authority of French instructors.®
Similar critiques continued into the early twentieth century. In 1913, the journal el-Meddris
published a piece by one Y. Sami,” who described Galatasaray as nothing less than “the
hearth of Western imitation.”®

Interestingly, while some framed the school as excessively French, certain French officials
themselves perceived a loss of influence over time. Ernest de Salve-Villedieu, the school’s
first principal, later remarked that after his departure “the curricula have undergone chang-
es, and the French language no longer holds the dominant position it once did.” In his
view, the intended symbiosis of French pedagogy and Ottoman modernization had not
materialized as originally envisioned.* These divergent perceptions—Ottoman critics de-
nouncing Galatasaray as overly Westernized, and French observers lamenting the decline
of French dominance—highlight the contested and fluid categorization of the institution
from its very inception.

The contested status of Galatasaray did not end with the Ottoman period but extended well
into the republican era, when the institution’s social role and symbolic position remained
under scrutiny. A particularly vivid episode occurred in 1935, when the prominent novelist
and journalist Peyami Safa (1899-1961) published a provocative article titled “Galatasaray
Feudalism” in the daily press.#* Safa accused the school of functioning as a “privileged” in-
stitution, likening it to “a House of Lords, a school for noblemen.”* His critique framed
Galatasaray as a relic of social hierarchy, disconnected from the egalitarian ideals of the
republic.

This polemic, however, was immediately met with rebuttals from Galatasaray affiliates who
sought to defend the school’s reputation. Erclimend Ekrem Talu (1888-1956)—himself a
graduate of Galatasaray and son of the distinguished writer and former Galatasaray teacher
Recaizade Mahmud Ekrem (1847-1914)—published a response in the public press. In his
article, Talu represented Galatasaray’s graduates as citizens who, “thinking with a European
mind, became the forerunners in breaking free from Europe’s domination.”® He depicted
Galatasaray as a cornerstone of Tiirkiye’s intellectual, political, and even military develop-
ment, while at the same time implicitly distancing it from its Ottoman heritage by aligning
it with the moral and civic ideals of the republic.#

33 Evrim Sencan Giirtunca, “The Role of Foreign and Turkish Schools in Changing Late Ottoman Educational Policy:
Robert College and Mekteb-i Sultani,” Cagdas Tiirkiye Tarihi Aragtirmalar: Dergisi 17, no. 35 (2017): 11.

34 Sigsman, “Galatasaray Mekteb-i Sultanisi,” 324.

35 1hsan Sungu, “Galatasaray Lisesinin Kurulusu,” TTK Belleten 7, no. 28 (1943): 333.

36 1bid., 332.

37 The author Y. Sami could not be identified in existing biographical or archival sources.

38 Y. Sami, “Mekteb-i Sultani = Garbin Taklid Ocag,” el-Medris, no. 9 (11 July 1913): 129-30 [Ottoman script].

39 Salve-Villedieu, “Création du Lycée de Galata-Sérai & Constantinople,” 358. Original: “Les programmes ont été
modifiés et la langue frangaise n’y remplit plus le role prépondérant qui lui avait été assigné.”

40 1bid., 362.

41 Peyami Safa, “Galatasaray Feodalizmi,” Tan, 5 December 1935, accessed through istanbul Universitesi Gazeteden
Tarihe Bakis Projesi, https://nek.istanbul.edu.tr/ekos/GAZETE/gazete.php?gazete=tan.

42 1bid., 2. Original: “Simif ve imtiyaz farklarini tanimak istemedigimiz halde Galatasaray lisesini kiigiik bir lordlar
kamaras, bir asilzadeler mektebi olarak nasilsa muhafaza ediyoruz.”

43 Erciiment Ekrem Talu, “Galatasaray!,” Cumhuriyet, 6 December 1935, 5, accessed via Istanbul Universitesi Gazeteden
Tarihe Bakis Projesi, https://nek.istanbul.edu.tr/ekos/GAZETE/gazete.php?gazete=cumhuriyet. Original: “Avrupali
kafasi ile diigtinen bu gengler Avrupa boyundurugunu kirip atmaga 6nayak oldular.”

44 1bid.



The debates over Galatasaray’s categorization persisted well into the twentieth and even
twenty-first centuries, acquiring new dimensions with the rise of postcolonial theory.
Within this scholarship, defining the school as French has often been coupled with the as-
sumption that French-language education necessarily entailed cultural alienation. Bayram
Kodaman, for instance, describes the institution as serving French interests and producing
“colonized native individuals.”® This line of critique draws explicitly on the framework of
Frantz Fanon, particularly his reflections on the “colonized intellectual.”# The underlying
premise is that language, especially when acquired in colonial or semi-colonial contexts, is
never a neutral medium but a vehicle that transmits a worldview.+®

In response, Galatasaray graduates and affiliated scholars have often adopted defensive
positions, seeking either to minimize French influence or to emphasize the school’s Ot-
toman foundations. Historian and Galatasaray alumnus Vahdettin Engin exemplifies this
perspective when he writes, “When evaluating Galatasaray . .. it should not be confused
with schools such as Saint Joseph. . .. The Mekteb-i Sultani differs greatly from the afore-
mentioned foreign schools, and the French influence present at its foundation should not
be exaggerated.”*

While debates over Galatasaray’s categorization continued, the cultural discourse of the 1940s
also turned its gaze toward Istanbul itself. During this period, the city’s symbolic position was
undergoing redefinition within the republican imagination. Though described in the 1920s as
“a small town deprived of many facilities, with irregular streets and modest buildings,” Ankara
was celebrated in literature as the emblematic city of the republic.*® Even before 1923, Ankara
had already been envisioned as a cultural center: In 1921, Miibarek Galib Eldem (1871-1938),
then director of the Department of Culture, initiated a project to establish a Hittite Museum.>'
The founding of the Ankara City Planning Office in 1928 also marked Tiirkiye’s first major
urban planning initiative, which preceded Istanbul’s comprehensive plan of 1933.5

Yet from the mid-1930s onward, Istanbul gradually reentered the cultural and intellectual
imagination of the republic. The appointment of the French urban planner Henri Prost
(1874-1959) in 1936 symbolized a renewed effort to modernize the city while integrating its
imperial heritage.? By the 1940s, this renewed interest was echoed in literature and popu-
lar culture. Galatasaray alumnus Edip Ayel (1894-1957), for instance, published poems in
Cinaralti between 1941 and 1948 that evoked Istanbul’s mosques, monuments, and memo-
ries of conquest, transforming the city into a poetic site of imperial remembrance.>

These developments illustrate how, by the mid-twentieth century, Istanbul’s imperial past
was being reframed within a republican cultural idiom—culminating in the commemora-
tions of the sooth anniversary of the conquest in 1953, when the city was reimagined as both
a historical capital and a cornerstone of national identity. By the mid-twentieth century,
this renewed interest in Istanbul converged with Galatasaray’s intellectual milieu, where
teachers, alumni, and students participated in shaping new urban imaginaries.

45 Kodaman, Abdiilhamid Devri Egitim Sistemi, 150.

46 1bid., 34. Original: “Somiirge tipi yerli insan . . .”

47 Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth, trans. Constance Farrington, preface by Jean-Paul Sartre (Grove Press, 1963), 44.
48 Alamin Mazrui, “Language and the Quest for Liberation in Africa: The Legacy of Frantz Fanon,” Third World
Quarterly 14, no. 2 (1993): 351-52.

49 Vahdettin Engin, 1868'den 1923'e Mekteb-i Sultani (Galatasaraylilar Dernegi, 2003), 28s. Original: “Galatasaray
Sultanisi’ni degerlendirirken . .. vurgulanmasi gereken ... Saint Joseph . .. tarzi okullarla karigtirllmamasi geregidir.
Mekteb-i Sultani, yukarida sozii edilen yabanci okullardan ¢ok farkli olup, kurulusundaki Fransiz etkisini de fazla
abartmamak gerekmektedir.”

so Hale Giilru Giirkanli Kutlu, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda Istanbul Imgesinin Tegekkiilii (1030-1945)” (master’s thesis, TOBB
Ekonomi ve Teknoloji University, 2020), 3. Original: “1920’lerin Ankara’s: pek ¢ok imkandan mahrum, yollar1 ve binalar1
diizensiz ve kiigiik bir kasabadir.”

51 Alper Bakici, “Cumhuriyet Dénemi (1930-1940) Kiiltiir Politikalarinin Anadolu Medeniyetleri Miizesi'ne Olan Etkisi,”
Akademi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 8, no. 22 (2021): 160.

52 Seda Bayindir Uluskan, “Atatiirk Déneminde istanbul’'un imar1 ve Henri Prost Planiin Basindaki Yankilar1 (1936~
1939),” Erdem 16, no. 48 (2007): 113.

53 1bid., 119.

54 Giirkanh Kutlu, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda Istanbul imgesinin Tesekkiilii,” 189.

55 Ibid.
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Longing for Istanbul: Memory, Nostalgia, and Moral Geographies

This section begins by analyzing Orhan Saik Gokyay’s (1902-94) contribution to the May
1947 issue.s® A renowned literary scholar and poet, Gokyay taught at Galatasaray High
School between 1946 and 1951, and was deeply immersed in Ottoman literary historiogra-
phy.” His poetry, published in journals such as Caglayan and A¢iksoz, ranged from patriotic
and lyrical to reflective verse on nature and solitude, while his later scholarly works—such
as Dede Korkut (1938) and his editions of Kitib Celebi (1609-57)—secured his place among
the leading editors of Ottoman classics.®® In his piece, Gokyay offers a poetic search for a city
that exists more vividly in cultural memory than in contemporary geography.

Rather than describing Istanbul as it stood in 1947, Gokyay constructs a symbolic landscape
shaped by loss and longing. His narrator wanders the city in search of an Istanbul that can
no longer be located through its visible monuments, such as Uskiidar, Hali¢, minarets, or
even the Bosporus. What he seeks is not a physical city, but a remembered one, which is an
Istanbul of soul, imagination, and myth:

Uskiidar, the Golden Horn, the walls, the minarets, the domes, the cypresses, and an
eternal spring climate embracing them all. . . . Then the Bosporus, on whose two shores
time rushes by with the murmur of history: “That festive city.” This, | say, is Istanbul,
this is Istanbul. . . . Yet ] know that the dream 1 seek, the dream 1 cannot find, is not this
one. Each time, with a renewed zeal to conquer the horizons, I take flight, yet at the very
first beat of my wings, I fall powerless, as if struck by the night.>

For Gokyay, modern transformations have drained the city of its historical vitality, leaving
behind what he calls “a defeated city whose beauty we have long been striving to overcome.
Yet this was not it.”* To recover this lost urban essence, Gokyay turns to the past—not as
mere nostalgia, but as a way of knowing. He immerses himself in Ottoman sources, declaring,

Who, which guide, will step before me and lead me out of this heap of stone and concrete,
out of this web of iron lines, to the battlefield of history? Like a fortunate man plunging
into horizons of desire in a sea of green, | too immersed myself in books. I read . . . the
works of Evliya Celebi; the Hadikatii'l-Cevami; the Sahilname. Like a joyful father and
son setting out on a journey, 1 wander through Istanbul with Evliya Celebi.®

In this way, he re-enters an Istanbul experienced through words rather than sights. Reading
becomes a kind of spiritual journey. The narrator wanders among old fountains, mosque
courtyards, and the echoes of storytellers, using these intertextual references to revive a
vibrant city that survives only in shared memory.

In the second part of the essay, Gokyay brings memory to life through a vivid list of artisans,
guilds, and performers from the Ottoman urban tradition:

1 came to know, one by one, the guards, the secondhand booksellers, the storytellers,
the kohl-sellers, the surgeons, the sherbet-sellers, the salt dealers, the engravers, the
silver-thread makers.. . ., the fifty-seven artisans of Istanbul’s people. Filled with delight,
1 gazed upon them in a rich and hitherto unseen procession.®

56 The Turkish to English translations are mine, except where explicitly stated otherwise.

57 Ismail E. Eriinsal, “Gokyay, Orhan Saik,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islim Ansiklopedisi (Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 1996),
14:144-46.

58 Ibid.

59 Orhan Saik Gokyay, “Fetih Yildoniimiinde istanbul’u Artyorum,” Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi, no. 2 (May 1947): 1.
Original: “Uskiidar, Halig, surlar, minareler, kubbeler, selviler ve hepsini birden kucaklayan sonsuz bir bahar iklimi. . .
Sonra iki kiyisinda zamanin, bir tarih ugultusuyla cagildayip aktigi Bogaz: ‘O sehrayin. Iste istanbul, diyorum, iste is-
tanbul. . . Fakat biliyorum ki aradigim hayal, arayip bulamadigim hayal bu degildir. Her seferinde yeni bir sevkle ufuklar
zaptetmek azmiyle havalanip, daha ilk kanat darbesinde geceye carpmig gibi mecalsiz diigiiyorum.”

6o 1bid. Original: “Nice zamandir, giizelligini yenmekle ugrastigimiz maglup bir sehirdir. Halbuki, bu degildi bu.”

61 Ibid. Original: “Kim, hangi kilavuz 6niime diisiip beni bu tas ve beton yiginlarinin iginden, bu demir ¢izgilerin
agindan tarihin er meydanina ulagtiracak? Bir yesilin denizinde murat ufuklarina dalan bir bahtli insan gibi ben de
kitaplara gomiildiim . .. Evliya Celebi’leri; Hadikatirl-Cevami'leri; Sahilname’leri okudum. Bir sen yolculuga ¢ikmig
baba-ogul gibi, Evliya Celebi ile Istanbul’'u geziyorum.”

62 Ibid., 1-2. Original: “Bekgileri, sahaflari, meddahlari, stirmecileri, cerrahlari, serbetgileri; tuzculari, hakkaklari,



These figures are not just nostalgic references. They appear as active participants in a
dreamlike procession that evokes the city’s forgotten rhythms. The artisans (ehl-i hiref) are
represented as part of a living cultural choreography that once gave everyday life its spir-
itual and artistic richness. Gokyay’s narrative blends calligraphy, music, architecture, and
craftsmanship into a sensory vision of Istanbul as a cosmopolitan center of creativity. Yet
this vision is not allowed to remain idyllic. As the essay unfolds, the tone shifts toward
melancholy:

Then another spirit led me to wander, one by one, through the courtyards of the mosques.
This great pleasure garden—now in places ruined, in places stripped of the fame and
renown once attached to its names—is called the Hadikatii'l-Cevami.®

Walking among the decaying remains of libraries, mosques, and urban rituals, Gokyay rec-
ognizes the irreversible ruptures brought by modernity. His gentle warning underlines this
sense of loss: “But let one not awaken from this inexhaustible journey; let one not, with a
crude curiosity, begin to ask where these have gone, in the twilight hour when beauty is
struck by evening. Beyond that lies only the beginning of a tale: ‘Once upon a time .. .”%
This acknowledgment makes clear that the Istanbul he evokes may now exist only in mem-
ory, prayer, or poetic imagination.

Gokyay ends his essay with a spiritual turn. He shifts the focus from the city’s outward ap-
pearance to an inner vision, suggesting that only those who hold Istanbul’s memory deep
inside—like a secret inheritance—can uncover its hidden beauty. As he puts it,

Yet it is only those who bear this unsullied love within them, as if it were a secret,
who can draw back the veils one by one and reveal the horizons beyond—stretching
boundlessly, never again to be closed. And it is they who can tell us what it is, and which
part of Istanbul it is, that is truly beautiful. Turkish Istanbul, like every eternal beauty,
is an infinite enigma, in need of the interpretations of those who are enthralled by it.%

These individuals, he argues, are able to express what cannot be easily described: the quali-
ties that make the city beautiful, and the deep emotional connection it inspires. For Gokyay,
Istanbul is not a city that can be fully captured through facts or official narratives. It is a
place that remains just out of reach and requires a special kind of devotion—like that of
the meczup, the spiritual lover touched by divine madness. In this final reflection, Istanbul
becomes more than a place of nostalgia or artistic inspiration. It is a sacred mystery that
cannot be fully explained or contained, but only approached through love, memory, and
reverence.®

Gokyay’s depiction of Istanbul resonates with the impressionist interiority of Ahmet Hagim
(1887-1933) and the historical continuity of Yahya Kemal (1884-1958). Yahya Kemal’s poetic
vision transforms the Ottoman world—and particularly Istanbul’s reflective seascapes such
as Istinye and Uskiidar—into a realm of inner perception and continuity. In his verse, mo-
tifs of water, sound, and twilight become metaphors of remembrance and moral devotion,
evoking a metaphysical geography where the Ottoman past flows into the present through
aesthetic contemplation.®® Similarly, Ahmet Hasim—himself a Galatasaray graduate—re-

sirmakegleri. . . elli yedi ehl-i hiref istanbul halkini bir bir tanidim. Zengin ve simdiye dek goriilmemis bir alayda bunlart
doya doya seyrettim.”

63 1bid., 2. Original: “Sonra, bir bagka ruh beni camilerin bahgesinde bir bir dolastird:. Bu biiyiik, fakat simdi yer yer
harap, yer yer ndm i san1 kalmamis isimlerle dolu bu hasbahgenin ad1 ‘Hadikatii'l-Cevami'dir.”

64 1bid. Original: “insan bu doyulmaz yolculugundan uyanmaya gorsiin; kotii bir tecessiisle goziinii agtig1 bu gii-
zelligin akgsami vuran saatinde, onlarin yerini sormaya kalkismasin. . . ondan 6tesi bir masal baglangicidir: ‘Bir varmus,
bir yokmus. ..”

65 Ibid., 2, 15. Original: “Ancak bu lekesiz muhabbeti bir sir gibi i¢lerinde tagtyanlardir ki, perdeleri bir bir agip, onun
ardindaki, alabildigine ve kapanmamak {izere uzanip giden ufuklar1 gosterebilir. Ve onlardir ki bizim kuru bir kelime
halinde, kendi payima, det yerini bulsun diye, giizelligini soyleyegelip soyleyegittigimiz istanbul'un nesinin ve neresinin
giizel oldugunu; sevgimizin nerede baslayip nerede bitmedigini anlatabilirler. Tiirk istanbul da ebedi her giizellik gibi
meczubu olanlarn tefsirlerine muhtag bir sonsuz muammadir.”

66 1bid., 15.

67 Pinar Aka, “Yahya Kemal'de Yolculuk ve Siirin Varolus Seriiveni,” Gé¢ Dergisi (GD) 1 (2015): 156

68 1bid., 148, 150, 156.
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imagines urban and natural space through impressionist interiority.® In poems such as “O
Belde,” he constructs a dreamlike geography shaped by loss and longing, where the visible
city dissolves into reverie and emotional perception.” Gokyay’s representation of Istanbul
echoes both sensibilities. Like Yahya Kemal, he seeks moral continuity in beauty, and like
Hasim, he turns memory into a landscape of introspection. His Istanbul thus belongs to
the same generation’s effort to reconcile Ottoman remembrance with modern sensibility
through inward vision and poetic devotion—an aesthetic pursuit that, for Gokyay, also af-
firms a distinctly local, culturally rooted sense of belonging.

The second essay analyzed in this section is a nostalgic yet didactic reflection on the city’s
allegedly lost moral fabric by Erciimend Ekrem Talu, a prominent humorist, novelist, and
journalist of the early republic. Educated at Galatasaray High School and the Ecole Libre
des Sciences Politiques in Paris, Talu published widely in periodicals such as fkdam and Ileri,
gaining fame for his satirical columns Evliyi-y1 Cedid (1920) and Zeyl-i Evliy4-y1 Cedid—se-
rialized in 1923 under the title Ramazan-nime-i EvliyAi—which humorously reimagined the
city of Istanbul through parody and moral observation.”

Talu opens by asserting that no other city has suffered such a rapid loss of its cultural iden-
tity as Istanbul. The transformation he mourns is not architectural or political, but ethical.
The Istanbul he remembers was shaped by customs, manners, and a shared code of conduct
that structured everyday life:

1 bring before my eyes the Istanbul of fifty years ago. No other city has so completely
altered, has so utterly lost its freedom within so short a span of time. The Istanbul of
fifty years ago, with the customs and traditions it still preserved and continued, was a
city of its own distinct character.”

Although the city had already begun to absorb European influences by the late Ottoman
period, Talu insists that it had not yet produced what he derisively calls the “freshwater
Turk,” a superficial imitator of Western habits.” In his view, Westernization was once fil-
tered through local values and integrated into a deeper structure of Ottoman and Turkish
civility, unlike the uncritical mimicry he associates with the present. He continues:

The imitation of the Franks that the Tanzimat had brought into the country had affected
only a small group. ... Western civilization was entering our midst slowly, and only
through its finer aspects. Those who grew familiar with it strove to think in French
[Western European languages], yet, without doubt, they still felt in Turkish.™

In the original Turkish text, Talu uses the term Frenkge, derived from Frenk—a word that
Ottoman writers used broadly to denote Western Europeans, particularly Latin-Christian
peoples such as the French and ltalians, rather than referring to France alone.” At the center
of this moral order stood the Istanbul efendisi and Istanbul hanimi, idealized figures whose
refined speech, gestures, and self-restraint defined the city’s social tone. Talu notes,

The Istanbul gentleman and the Istanbul lady were models for everyone. Courtesy,
composure, and decorum seemed to be their exclusive domain. . . . Istanbul, among all the
regions of the country, had gathered within itself the very essence of Turkish manners.

69 Taylan Abi¢ and Vecihe Solmaz, “Ahmet Hasim'’in Siirlerinde Mekan,” Karadeniz Uluslararast Bilimsel Dergi 51
(Autumn 2021): 454.

70 lbid., 461.

71 Atilla Cetin, “Talu, Erciimend Ekrem,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfl, 1995),
11:274-70.

72 Erciimend Ekrem Talu, “Elli Y1l Evvelki istanbul Terbiyesi,” Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi, no. 2 (May 1947): 3. Original:
“Elli y1l evvelki Istanbul’u s6yle bir géz 6niine getiriyorum. Higbir sehir bu kadar az bir zaman igerisinde hiirriyetini bu
derecede degistirmemis, kaybetmemisti. Elli y1l evvelki Istanbul, heniiz muhafaza etmekte ve devam ettirmekte oldugu
adetleri ve gelenekleri ile, 6zelligi olan bir belde idi.”

73 1bid. Original: “Burada . . . tatl su Tiirki diye bir sey yoktu.”

74 1bid. Original: “Tanzimat'in memlekete soktugu Frenk taklitgiligi . . . ufak bir ziimreyi bulagtirmigti. Garp medeniyeti
aramiza yavag yavag ve ancak iyi taraflarindan sokuluyordu. Onunla iilfet edenler Frenkge diisiinmeye gayret ediyor,
fakat muhakkak ki Ttirkge duyuyordu.”

75 Mahmut H. Sakiroglu, “Frenk,” in Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakf1, 1096), 13:197-99.



... The mansions of the elite, as well as the hearths of families of modest means, were
all the same in this regard. Within the patriarchal Turkish family, a constitutional order
of respect and courtesy was observed, maintaining harmony without disruption. . ..
The same affection and reverence were shown to relatives both near and distant. An
uncle was regarded as a second father; an aunt was equated with one’s own motbher. . . .
The Istanbulite family, like all Turkish families, regarded the schoolteacher as higher
than everything and everyone. ... Wherever the teacher struck, roses would bloom . . .7®

Talu paints a world where deference, discipline, and respect governed not only family hier-
archies but also public life. According to him, elders were obeyed without question, teachers
were revered, and even household staff were treated with ceremonious respect. Central to
this structure was the patriarchal family, which, in his view, functioned as the bedrock of
Turkish virtue. What emerges is a tightly organized moral geography—gendered, hierar-
chical, and deeply nostalgic. As the essay continues, Talu expands this vision into a broader
map of social memory. School memories during the Ottoman-Greek War of 1897, especially
the thrill of reading newspaper reports of Ottoman victories, mark for him the birth of a
national consciousness rooted in pride and sacrifice. Even domestic objects—old weapons,
family heirlooms—are invested with symbolic power, linking household life to collective
history. Talu states,

The sword, pistol, or flintlock of a grandfather, father, or uncle who had fought in some
war would hang in a place of honor within the home. On feast days, people would pour
into the streets to see the soldiers and the banner departing in parade, to feel the noblest
and sweetest of emotions. During the Ottoman-Greek War of 1897, we were at school. 1
can never forget how, during recess, we would crowd before the great iron gate, waiting
for the special editions announcing one victory after another. 1f we managed to get hold
of a single copy, our joy knew no bounds.”

This moralized urban imaginary also carries a distinctly gendered perspective. As Talu
notes, “It was not customary to harass women; on the contrary, they were protected. Such
respect and protection were considered requirements of manliness.””® This ideal of protec-
tion, grounded in patriarchal virtue rather than equality, situates gender relations within a
moral hierarchy where restraint defines civility. In this framework, vulgar language and un-
restrained behavior signal moral decay.” Public conduct, speech, and emotion are governed
by an implicit code of decorum.?®® Istanbul, in this memoryscape, emerges as a city sustained
by fixed values and inherited norms—and whose decline, for Talu, stems from the erosion
of these moral foundations.

Talu closes with a gesture toward the future. Despite his lament, he expresses cautious op-
timism, placing his hope in the youth of the republic. These new citizens, he suggests, may
yet revive the lost ethics of the old Istanbul, provided they remain anchored in the “essence”
of their character. Talu states,

Such was Istanbul fifty years ago. In time, its order was lost. Various misfortunes swept
away those beautiful traditions. And now, as we feel their longing in our hearts, we find
consolation in a single hope that the youth, who have inherited the Republic. . . establish
even greater traditions and revive that fine, old Turkish refinement.®

76 Talu, “Elli Y1l Evvelki Istanbul Terbiyesi,” 4. Original: “Istanbul efendisi, istanbul hanim1 herkes igin birer Srnektiler.
Nezaket, vakar, edep, bunlarin inhisarinda gibiydi. istanbul, biitiin yurdun i¢inde Tiirk terbiyesini kendinde tekasiif
ettirmisti. Kabir konaklar1 da, orta halli aile ocaklar1 da 6yle idi. Pedersahi Ttirk ailesinde sayg1 ve nezaketi bozulmayan bir
diizene tibi tutan bir megrutiyet silsilesi gozetilirdi. . . . Yakin, uzak akrabaya da ayn1 yakinlik ve ayn1 hiirmet gosterilirdi.
Amca, baba yarist sayilir, teyze anne ile bir tutulurdu . . . Mektep hocasini istanbullu aile, esasen biitiin Tiirk aileleri
gibi her seyden, herkesten yiiksek tutar . . . Hocanin vurdugu yerde giil biter[di] . . .”

77 1bid. Original: “Bilmem hangi harpte bulunmus dedenin, babanin, amcanin, daymin kilici, tabanca, filintas1 evin
i¢inde bir ihtiram mevkiinde asili dururdu. Bayram giinlerinde halk, alaya giden askerleri ve sancag1 gormek, heyecan-
larin en asil ve en tatlisin1 duymak maksadiyla sokaklara dokiiliirdii. Tesalya Harbi'nde mektepte idik. Hi¢ unutmam,
teneffiislerde biiyiik parmaklikli kapinin éniine yig1lir, birbirini takip eden zafer haberlerini yayinlayan ilaveleri beklerdik.
Sayet bir tane ele gegirecek olursak, sevincimize payan olmazdi.”

78 1bid. Original: “Kadinlara sarkintilik etmek Adeti yoktu. Bilakis onlar himaye edilirdi. Bu sayg1 ve himaye erkekligin
icabi sayilird1.”

79 1bid.

8o Ibid.

81 1Ibid. Original: “Elli yil evvelki istanbul iste bdyleydi. Zamanla diizeni kayboldu. Tiirlii tiirlii musibetler o giizel
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This move allows him to bridge past and present. He neither rejects the republic nor fully
embraces its rupture with the Ottoman past. Instead, he constructs a moral genealogy in
which the republic can reclaim its Ottoman inheritance—not through institutional conti-
nuity, but through personal virtue. In this sense, Talu’s call to the younger generation is not
merely moral but civilizational. He urges them to reanimate the ethical spirit and cultural
refinement of Ottoman Istanbul within a modern national framework.

While debates around Galatasaray High School—both during the late Ottoman period and
after the establishment of the republic—often centered on whether the institution was
“French,” “Turkish,” or “Ottoman,” Talu’s essay takes an opposite stance, defending what he
portrays as a distinctly Turkish moral ethos. His recollection of “the Istanbul of fifty years
ago” expresses a selective nostalgia for the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, a
time he considers ethically superior despite its exposure to Western influence.® For him,
the Westernization of the Tanzimat era had remained moderate and morally anchored, ab-
sorbed through local values rather than imitation, whereas the 1940s represented a decline
marked by moral laxity.

Contrary to the postcolonial assumptions of some who argued that a French education
at Galatasaray inevitably produced Western-oriented or culturally alienated intellectuals,
Talu’s stance exemplifies the opposite. A Galatasaray graduate educated in French, he as-
sumes the role of a moral custodian, seeking to safeguard what he calls “Turkish refine-
ment” from the excesses of Westernization.® His position is particularly striking given
his Galatasaray background. Talu voices a conservative nostalgia rooted in Ottoman or
Turkish ethical codes. This view gains further resonance when read against postcolonial
theories that link linguistic acquisition to cultural alienation. This position also becomes
clearer when viewed in light of his family background. Talu’s father, Recaizade Mahmud
Ekrem—an influential Galatasaray teacher and author of Araba Sevdasi—had introduced
the literary figure of the ziippe, the Westernized dandy who loses touch with his cultural
roots.® Talu’s own invocation of the “freshwater Turk” clearly echoes this archetype, mark-
ing moral decay through mimicry of French habits. In this sense, Talu—like the Tanzimat
authors Berna Moran describes, who held that one could adopt Western forms yet remain
a tradition-bound, civilized Muslim—casts himself as a custodian of cultural authenticity.®
Educated at Galatasaray, he thus polices the boundary between adaptation and imitation,
styling himself as a guardian of national manners and moral integrity.

Finally, Talu himself defended Galatasaray’s reputation in his 1935 exchanges with Peyami
Safa, insisting that the school’s elite status and Ottoman heritage did not contradict its
national character.® Yet his nostalgic imagination of Istanbul reveals a different impulse.
While publicly distancing Galatasaray from its Ottoman past to affirm its compatibility
with the newly established republic, he simultaneously elevates the Ottoman city as a moral
and emotional ideal. In this sense, Talu’s position embodies a paradox. He seeks to preserve
Galatasaray’s modern, national image while longing to revive the ethical and spiritual world
of Ottoman Istanbul.

Istanbul, City of Empires: Imperial Geographies and Universalist Legacies

The third essay examined in this study was written by Ernest Mamboury (1878-1953), a Swiss
art historian, painter, and educator who lived in Istanbul for over four decades. Trained in
Geneva and Paris, Mamboury arrived in the Ottoman capital in 1909 and went on to be-
come a key figure in documenting the city’s architectural and archaeological heritage. He
began teaching at Galatasaray High School in 1921 and contributed extensively to interna-

an‘aneleri sildi stipiirdii. Ve simdi biz onlarin hasretini yiireklerimizde duyarken, teselliyi tek bir timitte buluyoruz.
... Cumhuriyeti emanet alan genglik, . .. daha {istiin an’aneler kuracaklarina ve o giizel, eski Tiirk terbiyesini ihy4
edeceklerine inanmigiz.”

82 1bid,, 3.

83 1bid., 4. Original: “Tiirk terbiyesi.”

84 Berna Moran, Tiirk Romanina Elestirel Bir Bakis 1 (iletisim Yayinlar1, 1998), 43.

85 1Ibid., 12.

86 Talu, “Galatasaray!”



tional archaeological collaborations, producing maps, restoration plans, and popular guides
that shaped how Istanbul’s historical landscape was understood both locally and abroad.
His intellectual and cartographic work positioned him as both a chronicler and mediator of
Istanbul’s multilayered urban past.’” His essay in the 1947 issue was published in Turkish.

Beyond his teaching and restoration work, Mamboury gained international recognition
through a series of widely circulated publications. His Constantinople: Guide touristique (1s-
tanbul, 1925) became a landmark in early urban archaeology and was later translated into
German and English in 1930, helping to popularize Istanbul’s heritage among European
travelers.®® He also published studies in major European journals, including LIllustration
(Paris, 1930) and Die Denkmalpflege (Berlin and Vienna, 1931).%9

In his contribution, Mamboury offers a panoramic historical account of the city’s sieges,
tracing over thirty military assaults from antiquity to the Ottoman conquest. He begins
by emphasizing Istanbul’s geopolitical position—bridging continents and controlling key
waterways—which rendered it a target of imperial ambition:

With its geographical position at the juncture of two continents and upon the Straits
that unite two great inland seas, Istanbul has always attracted the desire of nations both
near and far. All the shared or conflicting political, military, religious, racial, and social
interests that have given rise to wars, disputes, and negotiations—still far from being
concluded—meet here.®

His account proceeds chronologically, moving from early Greek and Roman campaigns
to Arab-Islamic sieges in the seventh and eighth centuries, Slavic and Russian incursions,
Byzantine rebellions, the Latin occupation of 1204, and ultimately the Ottoman conquest
in 1453. As Mamboury notes, “Throughout its three thousand years of existence, Istanbul
has witnessed some thirty waves of rebels or enemies crash against its walls and has, seven
times, been forced to submit to the harsh laws of the conquerors.” Each episode is present-
ed with concise detail, technical insight, and spatial awareness, constructing a narrative of
the city as both a prize and a protagonist in civilizational conflict.”

Mamboury’s essay stands apart from the more affective or nostalgic texts in the 1947 issue
by adopting a detached, almost cartographic tone rooted in historical-geographical narra-
tion. His description unfolds as a chronological panorama:

In 477 BCE, Pausanias besieged and captured the city. . . . At the end of the fifth century,
the city again changed hands after being besieged by the Greeks under the command
of Alcibiades. . . . In 197 CE, when Emperor Septimius Severus took the city following a
siege, he destroyed it from top to bottom.%

Each siege is rendered with topographical precision—anchored in exact dates, command-
ers, and city quarters—producing what might be called a cartography of endurance.®

Rather than invoking personal sentiment or aesthetic longing, Mamboury constructs a
representation of Istanbul grounded in geopolitical continuity and spatial resilience. His
chronology transforms the city’s sieges into markers of civilizational transition, represent-

87 Semavi Eyice, “Mamboury, Ernest,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi (Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi, 1995), 27:550-51.
88 1bid., 550.

89 Ibid.

90 Ernest Mamboury, “Istanbul Muhasaralar,” Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi, no. 2 (May 1947): 5. Original: “iki Kit’anin
miiltekasinda ve iki biiyiik i¢ denizi birlestiren Bogazlar iizerindeki cografi durumuyla istanbul daima, yakin veya uzak
milletlerin arzusunu celbetmistir. Harplere, kavgalara, miinakasalara, heniiz bitmekten ¢ok uzak olan konferanslara
sebep olan biitiin miigterek veya aykiry, siyasi, askeri, dini, 1rki, ictimai menfaatler burada kargilagirlar.”

01 1Ibid. Original: “Ug bin yillik mevcudiyeti boyunca istanbul, otuz kadar isyanci veya diigman dalgasinin surlarina
carptigini gormiis ve yedi defa galiplerin sert kanunlarina boyun egmeye mecbur olmustur.”

92 Ibid.

03 Ibid. Original: “M.O. 477 senesinde Pausanias sehri muhasara etmis ve ele gegirmistir. . . V. asrin sonlarinda Alcibiade
kumandasindaki Yunanlilar tarafindan muhasara olunan sehir tekrar sahip degistirdi. . . M.S. 197'de imparator Septime
Severe sehri muhasaradan sonra ele gegirince bagtan baga yikt1.”

94 1bid., 5-6.
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ing Istanbul as a palimpsest of imperial ambition and contested sovereignty. As he observes,
“The new capital, well-founded and surrounded by magnificent walls, had little difficulty in
rendering fruitless the siege laid against it in 616 by the Persian Emperor Chosroes.”s The
statement epitomizes the city’s enduring fortitude amid successive imperial contests. Each
wave of attack—from Greeks and Romans to Arabs, Bulgars, Crusaders, and Ottomans—
thus reaffirms Istanbul’s identity as a transregional nexus shaped by continuous flows of
power, belief, and exchange.

This geopolitical framing inevitably recalls the popular “Great Game” myth—canonized by
the English novelist Rudyard Kipling’s (1865-1936) Kim (1901) and perpetuated in twenti-
eth-century adventure histories—that narrates Eurasia through rivalry, chokepoints, and
civilizational brinkmanship.®® That literature often substituted anecdote, exaggeration,
and imperial romance for rigorous analysis and projected a continuous Anglo-Russian duel
across Central and South Asia.”” While Mamboury’s piece is not an instance of that genre—
his mode is chronological siege history rather than espionage adventure—its emphasis on
Istanbul’s liminal position and recurring imperial pressures does resonate with the same
geographical determinism that made the Great Game so compelling in the popular imagi-
nation. Geoffrey Hamm describes this as Britain’s attempt to secure itself by constructing
a “zone of buffer states stretching from Turkey, through Persia, to Khiva and Bukhara, with
agreed-upon frontiers.”® This geopoliticized imagination of spatial vulnerability and per-
petual rivalry—transposed from Europe to Asia—illustrates how imperial narratives con-
verted topography into a logic of competition and endurance. In that sense, Mamboury’s
depiction of Istanbul as a city continually besieged and yet enduringly central mirrors the
same geographical determinism that underpinned the Great Game myth.

Ultimately, Mamboury’s essay represents a distinct mode of urban imaginary, which con-
structs Istanbul as a stage for imperial contestation and strategic endurance. It offers an
alternative to the personal, moralized, or nostalgic visions found elsewhere in the volume.
Within this mosaic, Mamboury’s cartographic imaginary anchors the city not in loss, but in
longevity—defining Istanbul as a site where civilizational currents converge, collide, and
leave their trace.

While Mamboury situates Istanbul within a geography of empires, the issue shifts focus
to the individual figure who most symbolically shaped that imperial legacy. In his essay, A.
Yavuz Bayhan presents an emphatically admiring portrait of Mehmed 11 (1432-81), repre-
senting him as a singular historical figure whose legacy transcends religious and civiliza-
tional boundaries.?® He states,

Eastern and Western thinkers who have studied the era of Mehmed the Conqueror in the
history of Ottoman civilization agree that during his lifetime, Sultan Mehmed himself
embodied the very spirit and intellect of the masses. This visionary ruler opened a new
epoch not only in Turkish and Islamic history, but also in the history of the world. e

Rather than presenting Mehmed solely as a triumphant conqueror, Bayhan depicts him as
aphilosopher king—an enlightened, multilingual ruler who embodied Renaissance values.”
This humanist reading of the sultan becomes a central device in reimagining the conquest

o5 Ibid. Original: “Iyi kurulmus ve muhtesem surlarla gevrilmis olan yeni bagkent, 616 senesinde kendisine saldiran
iran Imparatoru Chosroes’in muhasarasini neticesiz kilmakta zorluk cekmedi.”

96 Zahid Anwar and Abdul Hamid Khan, “Kipling’s Depiction of the Great Game Between British India and Czarist
Russia,” Al-Idah 33, no. 2 (2016): 68-8s.

97 Geoffrey Hamm, “Revisiting the Great Game in Asia: Rudyard Kipling and Popular History,” International Journal
68, no. 2 (2013): 397.

98 Ibid., 401.

99 The author of this essay, A. Yavuz Bayhan, could not be identified in existing biographical or archival sources.
However, his contribution to the 1947 special issue of Galatasaray Journal suggests a likely affiliation with Galatasaray
High School, as either a teacher or an alumnus.

100 A.Yavuz Bayhan, “Fatih Sultan Mehmet Devri,” Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi, no. 3 (May 1947): 9. Original: “Osmanlt
medeniyeti tarihinde Fatih devrini inceleyen sarkli ve garph miitefekkirler, Sultan Mehmed'in yasattig1 zaman iginde,
sahsen kiitlelerin ruhu ve beyni oldugu hususunda miittefiktirler. Bu ileri goriislii padisah, Tiirk ve islam alemiyle
beraber diinya tarihinde de bir ¢igir agnug[tir] . ..”

101 Ibid.



of Istanbul not as a rupture, but as a moment of civilizational renewal that repositioned the
city at the crossroads of the so-called East and West. Bayhan continues:

He [Mehmed 11] knew how to reconcile authority with tolerance by winning hearts, and
he never allowed blind fanaticism to approach his realm. His consideration of freedom
of property, life, and conscience not from the perspective of the Middle Ages but instead
with a secular mind, and his firm conviction that knowledge and learning are universal
to humanity, stand among the superhuman virtues of this great ruler. . . . The Byzantine
historian Phrantzes writes of him: “Sultan Mehmed was extraordinarily active, a spark
of fire in all things; he appreciated men of merit and perfection. . . . He understood and
spoke Turkish, Persian, Arabic, Greek, and Latin.”

Bayhan emphasizes Mehmed’s moral authority, intellectual openness, and cultural plural-
ism. He recounts how the sultan offered humane terms to the Byzantines before the con-
quest and maintained symbolic gestures of respect, such as keeping a candle burning at
Constantine’s tomb:

The peace treaty sent . . . in the days preceding the conquest deserves to be regarded as a
document of culture, containing the most humane of terms. Was it not an unparalleled
act of humanity that the expense for the candle, to burn day and night at the tomb he
had built for the slain Emperor Constantine, was to be paid from the imperial treasury?'*

Such acts, Bayhan argues, earned Mehmed not only admiration from Muslim subjects but
also reverence among Christian observers:

For the fanatical Christians whose lands had been invaded, [Mehmed] the Conqueror
... was regarded as a divine being, a saintly savior. Pope Pius declared . . . : “Only a small
thing would suffice to make you the greatest, most powerful, and most renowned of all
mortals . . . merely a few drops of water to baptize you.” 4

Citations from Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527), Michael Critobulus (1410-70), and Europe-
an poets are strategically invoked to frame the sultan’s image within a transregional canon
of political greatness. Bayhan reinforces this universal admiration: “And Machiavelli: “The
Turkish administration is superior to all other forms of government. . . . And the Byzantine
historian Critobulus ... refers to him as ‘Basileus.” The text amplifies this universalist
framing by highlighting Mehmed’s patronage of artists like Gentile Bellini (1429-1507): “Sul-
tan Mehmed persistently requested that Venice ... send ‘a painter skilled in depicting the
human form’ ... and ‘a sculptor, ... and as a result, the Venetian Gentile Bellini . .. was
dispatched.”*® These details position him as both a leader and a patron of cosmopolitan
aesthetics.

The essay constructs a near-hagiographic representation of Mehmed 11 as a singular figure
who orchestrated a synthesis of civilizational forces. Istanbul becomes the material expres-
sion of this synthesis—a city not merely conquered but re-scripted as a global capital un-
der Mehmed’s leadership. In this telling, the conquest is elevated from military victory to
symbolic world event. Rather than lamenting loss or narrating decline, as in other essays
in the volume, Bayhan offers a redemptive genealogy of Ottoman greatness, grounded in a

102 Ibid. Original: “[Mehmed] otorite ile toleransi, goniiller kazanarak telif etmesini bilip, kor taassubu semtine
ugratmamuigtir. Mal, can ve vicdan serbestisinin Orta Caglar diisiincesinden ayri, laik bir zihniyetle miitalaasi; ilmin
ve irfanin begeri olduguna dair kat‘ kanaati, bu biiyiik sultanin insan tistii meziyetleri arasindadur. . . . Bizansl tarih¢i
Frangez onun hakkinda ‘Sultan Mehmet gayet faal, her seyde bir atespare idi, erbab-1liyakati ve kemali takdir ederdi. . .
Tiirkge, Farsca, Arap¢a, Rumca ve Latinceyi anlar ve tekelliim ederdi’ diyor.”

103 1bid. Original: “Fethe takaddiim eden giinlerde . . . gonderilen sulhnime en insani sartlar1 havi bir kiiltiir vesikasi
sayllmaga deger. Maktul Kayzer Konstantin'e yaptirdig1 medfenin baginda gece giindiiz yanacak olan kandile ait masrafin
kise-i hitmayun'dan 6denmesi, misilsiz bir insaniyet 6rnegi degil midir?”

104 1bid. Original: “Topraklari istilaya ugrayan mutaassip Hristiyanlar icin Fatih, . . . ilahi bir varlik, kurtarici bir aziz
gibi telakki edilmistir. Papa Pius . . . ‘Seni biitiin fanilerin en biiyiik, en kadir ve en meshuru yapmak i¢in kiigticiik bir
sey kafidir. . . seni vaftiz etmek icin birka¢ damla su. .  der.”

105 1bid. Original: “Iste Machiavelli: ‘Tiirk idaresi mevcut idarelerin hepsinden iistiindiir. diye yaziyor. . . . Iste Bizansh
miiverrih Cristobulos . . .ona ‘Vasileus’ diyor.”

106 1Ibid. Original: “Sultan Mehmet, VenediK’e . . . ‘insani tasviri yapmakta mahir bir ressamla . . . bir heykeltiragin . . .
gonderilmesini’ 1srarla talep etmis, bunun {izerine Venedikli Gentile Bellini . . . gonderilmigti.”
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cosmopolitan past. The Ottoman conquest is framed as a hinge moment that opened Istan-
bul to a new era of global significance. At the same time, Bayhan’s representation implicitly
reterritorializes Istanbul’s identity around a unifying imperial figure. His essay anchors the
city’s symbolic power in the person of Mehmed, suggesting that it was through the sultan’s
enlightened leadership that Istanbul attained its civilizational role. The text’s emphasis on
intercultural admiration and artistic exchange also affirms Istanbul’s place within a net-
work of transregional flows.

Cities of the Soul: Istanbul, Emotion, and Transregional Aesthetics

The next essay in the 1947 commemorative issue was written in French by René Larroumets
(1913-91), a French educator and author of Eléments de philosophie (1944).” Born in the canton
of Semur, France, Larroumets taught philosophy at Galatasaray and Saint Joseph High Schools
in Istanbul between 1937 and 1959. Following his return to France, he continued his academic
career at various institutions, most notably as a professor in the Department of Philosophy at
the Faculty of Letters, University of Bordeaux, where he taught from 1959 until 1978.1°8

Larroumets opens his essay with a lyrical reflection on the emotional atmosphere of urban
affect. He begins by asserting that every city emits something intangible—an emotional
presence that cannot be fully explained. He writes, “There emanates from every city some-
thing that escapes analysis, and which the word charm, full of magic, summarizes obscure-
ly.”°9 For Larroumets, this charm is not a fixed trait but a shifting set of impressions—subtle
and often indescribable because they are felt more than understood. Cities, he suggests,
have personalities. Some captivate instantly and spark an emotional bond, while others are
more distant and require time to reveal their appeal. Larroumets states,

It is a complex and unstable ensemble, made up of very diverse and almost imperceptible
elements, which disturb us all the more because we perceive their nature less clearly.
There are cities that move the traveler from the very first day . . . and others that confuse
us, on the contrary, seeming hostile at first, and only reveal themselves after conquest.
Some tire us after a short stay, and we leave them without regret. But there are others
that endlessly stimulate the mind and keep hold of it forever.

For Larroumets, Toledo, Venice, and Istanbul fall into the latter group, united by a shared,
though elusive, emotional and aesthetic power.™ This connection, Larroumets reveals, is
deeply personal. His fondness for these cities is not casual. It reflects a recurring theme in
his own emotional and intellectual life. “To speak of them,” he writes, “would therefore be
to speak a little of myself.”> These cities are not just places he has visited; they are spaces
filled with meaning, where the most subtle yet lasting impressions on the self are formed.
Each one, like a labyrinth, offers the chance to lose and rediscover oneself. Still, Larroumets
does not treat charm as entirely mysterious. Though it often defies precise explanation, he
suggests that its sources can sometimes be identified:

But if charm cannot be translated, the astonishing combination from which it is born
can be easily perceived. There are cities, like Rio de Janeiro, which impose themselves
by the splendor of their site; others, like Paris, by the elegance of their buildings; others
like Athens, for the past they evoke. There are very few cities that offer such attractions,
and even fewer that combine them in such harmonious proportions. Perhaps only in
Toledo, Venice, and Istanbul can one find, to the utmost degree of grandeur or delicacy,
the marvelous harmony of nature’s beauty, artistic creations, and the vestiges of history.™

107 The French to English translations are mine, except where explicitly stated otherwise.

108 Oktay Aras, Mekteb-i Sultani Galatasaray Lisesi: Miidiirler ve Ogretmenler 1868-2018 (pub. by author, 2019), 210.
109 René Larroumets, “Venise, Istanbul, Tolede,” Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi, no. 3 (May 1947): 12. Original: “1l émane de
toute ville quelque chose qui échappe a I'analyse et que le mot charme, tout chargé de magie, résume obscurément.”
110 Ibid. Original: “Cest un ensemble, complexe et instable, d'éléments fort divers et presque imperceptibles, qui troublent
dlautant plus qu'on en per¢oit moins la nature. Il y a des cités qui émeuvent le voyageur dés le premier jour . . . et d'autres qui
déroutent, au contraire, paraissent hostiles dés I'abord, et ne se livrent qu'aprés conquéte. 1l en est qui lassent au bout d'un
court séjour et quon quitte sans regret. Mais il en est d'autres qui excitent sans cesse I'esprit et le retiennent pour toujours.”
1 Ibid.

112 Ibid. Original: “Parler d’elles, ce serait donc un peu parler de moi-méme.”

113 Ibid., 12-13. Original: “Mais si le charme ne saurait se traduire, 'étonnante conjoncture dont il nait s'apercoit



For Larroumets, some cities captivate with their dramatic natural settings, others with the
elegance and balance of their architecture. With this contrast, Larroumets sets the stage
for why Venice, Istanbul, and Toledo stand apart. Their unique power lies not only in their
beauty or scale, but in how their layered histories and atmospheres evoke a personal, deeply
felt response, which is for him difficult to articulate, yet impossible to ignore.

According to Larroumets, this triad of cities achieves aesthetic grandeur and an almost
metaphysical synthesis, which allows them to stand as living archives of civilizations, sus-
pended between past and present. He attributes this synthesis, in part, to geography:

These admirable syntheses must necessarily have similar causes, and their success is
undoubtedly due to the eminent role that geography destined for them. Indeed, they
are three key locations. Toledo, because it forms a natural bastion, with its rocky outcrop
almost entirely enclosed in a bend of the Tagus; Venice, because its port is an inviolable
haven at the heart of the immense bay of the Adriatic; and Istanbul, because it lies at the
junction of two continents. All three were capitals of mighty nations, at the summits of
an ideal triangle stretched across the waters of the Mediterranean. And all three finally
mark the boundary zones where East and West have always met, in passionate dialogue.#

Yet for all their affinities, Larroumets insists on their distinctions. Each city possesses
“a different soul.” What unites them, however, is their shared commitment to perma-
nence—a devotion to memory expressed in “monuments and tombs” that transform them
into “museum-cities.” In their stillness, their cultivated reverence for the past, Larroumets
locates what he calls “the supreme poetry of death and eternity.”” He concludes not with
resolution but with reverence—for cities that do not merely survive history but enshrine
it, “the same concern for permanence, the same veneration of the past, which make them
witness-cities. . .”18

Larroumets invites readers to view Istanbul through a cosmopolitan lens—alongside Venice
and Toledo—as part of a trio of cities defined by geography, aesthetics, and historical depth.
He represents Istanbul as part of an emotional and cultural map of what he calls “muse-
um-cities.” In this framework, Istanbul is understood through a network of comparisons
and feelings, rather than through a single national or historical narrative. Meaning emerges
through relationships. Venice and Toledo do not serve as opposites to Istanbul but as reflec-
tive parallels. Together, they share key qualities—a striking natural setting, layers of history,
and a blending of artistic traditions. Larroumets’s focus, then, is not on local details but on
transregional affinities.

This sensibility corresponds closely to what can be described as a “poetics of metropolitan
space.”?° Casey M. Walker defines this as a literary mode in which the city becomes insep-
arable from the interior life of those who imagine it.” Drawing on Gaston Bachelard’s phe-
nomenology of space, Walker argues that urban experience is not merely external observa-

aisément. 1l y a des villes, comme Rio de Janeiro, qui s'imposent par la splendeur du site ; d’autres, comme Paris, par
I’élégance des batiments ; d’autres, comme Athénes, par le passé qu'elles évoquent. Il y en a fort peu qui offrent a la fois
de tels attraits et bien moins encore qui les unissent en d’heureuses proportions. Peut-étre n'y a-t-il méme que Tolede,
Venise et Istanbul ol I'on puisse trouver, a I'extréme de la grandeur ou de 'exquis, le prodigieux accord des beautés de
la Nature, des créations de I'Art et des vestiges de I'Histoire.”

114 1bid.,, 13. Original: “Ces admirables synthéses ont nécessairement des causes analogues, et leur réussite tient sans
doute au role éminent que la géographie leur destinait. Ce sont, en effet, trois positions-clés : Tolede, parce quelle
constitue un bastion naturel, avec son piton rocheux presque entierement enclos dans une courbe du Tage ; Venise,
parce que son port est un asile inviolable au fond de I'immense baie de I'Adriatique ; et Istanbul, parce qu'elle est au
point de jonction des deux continents. Toutes les trois furent capitales de nations trés puissantes, aux sommets d’'un
triangle idéal tendus sur les flots de la Méditerranée. Toutes les trois, enfin, marquent les lieux limites ot se rencontrent
toujours, pour un dialogue passionné, 'Orient et I'Occident.”

115 Ibid. Original: “Car ces trois villes ont une ame différente.”

116 1bid. Original: “Des villes-musées. Et c’est cette pérennité, attestée par tant de monuments et de tombeaux . . .
117 1bid. Original: “La supréme poésie de la mort et de '‘éternité.”

118 Ibid. Original: “Ce méme souci de permanence, ce méme culte du passé, qui en font des villes-témoins . ..”
119 Ibid.

120 Casey M. Walker, “Intimate Cities: The Portrait of a Lady and the Poetics of Metropolitan Space,” Studies in the
Novel 45, no. 2 (2013): 162.

121 Ibid.
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tion but a “participation between imagination and city, the interplay between abstract space
and space transformed by an experience of it.”* In this view, the city is an active element
in shaping emotional and moral consciousness—“the qualities of metropolitan spaces are
transfigured . . . within the intimate space of the self.”* Cities thus emerge as living parts
of the self, capable of evoking desire, loss, liberty, and consolation through the affective
processes of memory and imagination.

Larroumets’s prose embodies the romantic sensibility that runs through the 1947 commem-
orative issue. His Istanbul is not a modern metropolis but a poetic landscape shaped by
affect and memory—a city whose meaning is felt rather than known. This romanticization
operates, in Bachelardian terms, as a poetics of space, transforming geography into emo-
tional interiority. The external city becomes an inner landscape of longing, contemplation,
and moral beauty. His triad of Venice, Istanbul, and Toledo represents not simply geogra-
phy but a deeply felt topography of the self. Larroumets’s attachment to these cities trans-
forms them into moral and affective landscapes, where the act of seeing becomes an act
of self-knowledge. In this sense, his reflective lyricism also parallels Gokyay’s interiorized
vision of Istanbul, as both writers cultivate a poetics of space that turns urban form into an
emotional geography in which memory and imagination intertwine.

Larroumets represents Istanbul as part of a Mediterranean triangle—alongside Toledo and
Venice—each located at a geopolitical hinge point and shaped by intertwined histories of
imperial expansion, religious pluralism, and aesthetic refinement. This triangle serves as a
metaphor for transregional entanglement, where so-called East and West do not oppose but
interpenetrate. His vision thus transcends rigid cultural categories. He proposes a universal
outlook in which the three cities embody a shared sensibility grounded in harmony, beauty,
and memory. Yet this romantic mode also carries traces of what Edward Said called the aes-
theticization of the Orient.* In depicting Istanbul as a city of timeless charm and spiritual
depth, Larroumets employs a vocabulary that resonates with the romantic gaze upon the
East. His reverence for stillness and permanence aligns with what Stuart Hall identified as
the representational dichotomy through which the Orient is imagined as contemplative
and eternal in contrast to a dynamic West." Still, Larroumets’s essay oscillates between
admiration and abstraction—between cosmopolitan empathy and the aesthetic distance
inherited from Orientalist discourse—revealing the layered ambivalence of mid-century
French representations of Istanbul as a city of soul, memory, and transregional meaning.

The last essay featured in the May 1947 commemorative issue of Galatasaray Journal was
authored in French by Monsignor Pierre Dubois (1906-89), a Catholic clergyman, educa-
tor, and long-serving faculty member at Galatasaray High School. Born in Toner, France,
Dubois entered the Capuchin Order during his secondary studies and later pursued philos-
ophy, theology, and philology at the Universita Gregoriana in Rome. Deeply influenced by
Thomism and eager to explore Slavic mysticism, he came to Istanbul in late 1932."2° Dubois
joined Galatasaray High School in 1939, where he taught Latin, French, and philosophy for
nearly three decades. Later in his career, Dubois would rise to become the Apostolic Nun-
cio, the official diplomatic representative of the Vatican in Tiirkiye, a position that placed
him among the highest ranks of the Catholic Church.'”

Dubois opens his essay with a philosophical reflection on landscape as a mirror of the soul.
He writes, “A landscape, it is said, is a state of the soul. It is a portrait, and therefore much
more than a photograph.”® For Dubois, just as an art photographer frames a face in profile
or seeks the correct lighting to capture nature’s elusive glow, the viewer must also approach
Istanbul through an aesthetic and emotional sensibility:

122 1bid., 161.

123 Ibid., 162.

124 Edward W. Said, Orientalism (Vintage Books, 1979), 227.

125 Hall, “The West and the Rest,” 303.

126 Aras, Mekteb-i Sultani Galatasaray Lisesi, 437.

127 1bid.

128 Pierre Dubois, “Panoramas d’Istanbul,” Galatasaray Lisesi Dergisi, no. 3 (May 1947): 7. Original: “Un paysage, a-t-on
dit, est un état de 'ime. C’est un portrait, par conséquent beaucoup plus qu'une photographie.”



The art photographer knows that one face must be shown in profile, while another
reveals itself only when seen three-quarters; he knows that one landscape will shine
marvelously through the blossoming branches of a peach tree, while another reveals
itself only when seen through the narrow slit of a fortress. Each fragment of nature is a
unique jewel that demands its own velvet case, a capricious gem that reveals its brilliance
only under the light it prefers.’

The city cannot be revealed through distant observation; it must emerge gradually, as a kind
of revelation. To illustrate this point, Dubois quotes extensively from Alphonse de Lamar-
tine’s (1790-1869) Voyage en Orient, invoking the French poet’s first encounter with Istanbul
in 1833. Dubois continues:

To experience the revelation of Istanbul, the traveler arriving by sea must not seek to
make it out from afar, nor to watch its silhouette slowly emerge before his eyes. Having
attempted to do so, Lamartine, on his approach to Istanbul on the morning of 18 May
1833, knew only disappointment.s°

Lamartine, Dubois reminds us, had expected a sublime vision on par with the Bay of Naples,
surrounded by volcanic islands, dramatic cliffs, and mythic seas. Instead, Istanbul’s shores
appeared “monotonous,” its hills “rounded,” and the spectacle failed to meet the grandeur
promised by its reputation.’ Lamartine’s lament sets the stage for Dubois’s deeper explora-
tion of visual expectations and emotional perception.

Through this extended quotation, Dubois sets up a dialectic between poetic disillusion-
ment and the deeper revelation of Istanbul’s character. This contemplative stance recalls
the figure of the fldneur, the reflective urban observer. Mary Gluck notes that the flaneur
was not merely an idle stroller but a “visionary, in search of ‘poetic and marvelous subjects’
and the ‘epic side of modern life.”s* The fldneur rendered the urban landscape “legible and
transparent” through an aesthetic sensibility that humanized modernity.’® Dubois’s Istan-
bul requires a similar rhythm of perception—slowness, receptivity, and affective immer-
sion—transforming the act of seeing into a form of contemplation and self-discovery.

Pierre Dubois continues his engagement with Lamartine. The key argument is that La-
martine’s initial disappointment stemmed from a premature approach to the city. Seeing it
from afar, without the proper vantage point, rendered Istanbul underwhelming. But once
he reached the optimal viewing location, Lamartine was overwhelmed by the sublime gran-
deur of the scene. Dubois continues:

And Lamartine was right, for he was thereby preparing for the true first vision one must
have of Istanbul. He had that vision in the morning . . . when the city appeared from the
point at which it must be shown to the traveler who awaits the prestigious manifestation.
Let us give the floor again to the great friend of Turkey: “We are now touching the walls
of the seraglio, which, following those of the city, form, at the end of the hill bearing
Istanbul, the angle that separates the Sea of Marmara from the Bosporus Strait and the
Golden Horn. It is there that God and man, nature and art, have placed or created in
unison the most marvelous viewpoint that human eyes can behold on earth. I cried out
involuntarily and forgot forever the Gulf of Naples and all its enchantments; to compare
anything to this magnificent and graceful ensemble is to insult creation.”+

129 Ibid. Original: “Le photographe d’art sait que le visage doit étre présenté de profil, tandis que tel autre ne sera
lui-méme que s'il apparait de trois quarts; il sait que tel paysage resplendira merveilleux a travers les branches fleuries
d’un pécher, tandis que tel autre ne rendra vraiment que vu par la meurtriére d'une forteresse. Chaque morceau de
nature est un bijou particulier auquel il faut un écrin de velours différent, un brillant capricieux qui ne donne ses feux
que sous la lumiére qu'il préfere.”

130 Ibid. Original: “Pour avoir la révélation d’Istanbul, le voyageur qui vient par mer ne doit pas chercher a le deviner
de loin; il ne doit pas voir sa silhouette se préciser peu a peu a ses yeux. Pour avoir cherché a le faire, Lamartine, ap-
prochant d’Istanbul, n’éprouva au matin du 18 mai 1833 qu’une désillusion.”

131 1bid. Original: “Monotones et arrondies . . .”

132 Mary Gluck, “The Flaneur and the Aesthetic: Appropriation of Urban Culture in Mid-Nineteenth-Century Paris,”
Theory, Culture & Society 20, no. 5 (2003): 57-58.

133 1bid., 65.

134 Dubois, “Panoramas d’Istanbul,” 8. Original: “Et Lamartine fit bien, car il se prépara ainsi la véritable premiére vision
que l'on doit avoir d’Istanbul. Cette vision, il I'eut au matin . . . lorsque la ville lui apparut du point ot il faut la montrer
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The extended description of Lamartine is lush, visual, and sensorial. Forests, ravines, paint-
ed houses, rose gardens, scattered villages, anchored fleets, and the dynamic play of wa-
ter and light all contribute to a near-hallucinatory vision of the Bosporus landscape.’® The
winding strait becomes a “sunken river,” with shadowy mountain slopes on either side, re-
inforcing the impression of Istanbul as a layered, immersive environment that slowly re-
veals its magic through movement and closeness.”® By framing this transformation through
Lamartine’s words, Dubois reinforces his central thesis: Istanbul’s essence lies not in static
form or distant profile but in a carefully choreographed revelation, accessible only to those
who arrive with humility, patience, and a receptivity to poetic vision.

Dubois’s invocation of Lamartine situates his work within the romantic tradition of aes-
thetic Orientalism. As Edward Said observes, Lamartine’s work was conceived as an act of
inner life.’”” Rather than documenting the places he visited as they were, Lamartine trans-
formed them into a poetic reconstruction that reflected his own spiritual and emotional
preoccupations. In Said’s words, he became “the incorrigible maker of an imaginary Ori-
ent.”3® He projected analogy and sentiment where empirical understanding was absent.
Nineteenth-century Arab intellectuals such as Khalil al-Khuri (1836-1907) exposed the fic-
tional nature of Lamartine’s romantic East, replacing, as Peter Hill writes, “the picturesque
savagery of Lamartine’s Orient of deserts and ruins . . . [with] an urban, civilized East, part
of the ‘sociable world’ and possessing its own notions of class-bound taste and respectabil-
ity.”° Yet Dubois’s engagement with Lamartine instead reproduces the poet’s perspective,
representing Istanbul not as a lived urban environment but as a scene awaiting revelation.

On the final page of his text, Pierre Dubois brings his reflection on Istanbul’s visual and
emotional richness to a lyrical high point. To strengthen his argument, he introduces an-
other literary reference—this time, from Francois-René de Chateaubriand (1768-1848).14° To
convey how one should encounter this vision, Dubois uses a powerful theatrical metaphor.
He imagines a traveler arriving blindfolded, eyes closed, and being guided to the perfect
viewpoint. Dubois notes, “To truly enjoy the discovery of Istanbul, the traveler should keep
his eyes closed until the very moment he finds himself at the most favorable point for that
discovery.”# Only then, as if unveiling a staged performance, should the traveler hear the
words: “Now look!”#* In that moment, Istanbul is transformed from a city into a visual spec-
tacle—a carefully orchestrated scene meant to overwhelm and enchant. This idea echoes
Dubois’s earlier reflections on Lamartine and highlights the notion that Istanbul’s beauty
must be framed and revealed with care. Dubois reinforces this theatrical framing by quoting
at length from Chateaubriand’s description of arriving in Istanbul:

1 find Chateaubriand’s fortune in coming to our city so unique. Nature, as though it
were the unveiling of a work of art, had first covered Istanbul with an impenetrable veil;
then, once he reached the right spot, the veil was lifted and the wonder appeared all
at once. Listen to how he describes his enchantment: “. .. As we approached the tip of
the seraglio, the north wind rose and, within minutes, swept the fog from the scene; 1
suddenly found myself in the midst of the palace of the Commander of the Faithful, as
though at the stroke of a magician’s wand.”#

au voyageur qui en attend la prestigieuse manifestation. Laissons encore la parole a ce grand ami de la Turquie: ‘Nous
touchons aux murs du sérail, qui font suite a ceux de la ville, et forment, a I'extrémité de la colline qui porte Stamboul,
l'angle qui sépare la mer de Marmara du canal du Bosphore et de la Corne d’Or: c’est 12 que Dieu et 'homme, la nature
et l'art, ont placé ou créé de concert le point de vue le plus merveilleux que le regard humain puisse contempler sur la
terre. Je jetai un cri involontaire et joubliai pour jamais le golfe de Naples et tous ses enchantements; comparer quelque
chose a ce magnifique et gracieux ensemble, c’est injurier la création.”

135 1bid.

136 1bid. Original: “Le Bosphore, comme un fleuve encaissé . ..”

137 Said, Orientalism, 177.

138 1bid.

139 Peter Hill, “Arguing with Europe: Eastern Civilization Versus Orientalist Exoticism,” PMLA 132, no. 2 (2017): 408.
140 Dubois, “Panoramas d’Istanbul,” 32.

141 1bid. Original: “Pour jouir vraiment de la découverte d’Istanbul, il faudrait donc que le voyageur fermat les yeux
jusqu'au moment ot il se trouverait a 'endroit le plus favorable pour cette découverte . ..”

142 1bid. Original: “Maintenant regarde !”

143 Ibid. Original: “Et c’est pourquoi je trouve unique la chance de Chateaubriand venant en notre ville. La nature,
comme s'il s’était agi de I'inauguration d’une ceuvre d’art, lui avait recouvert d’abord Istanbul d’un voile impénétrable ;
puis, quand il fut arrivé au point convenable, le voile fut enlevé et la merveille apparut alors tout d’un coup. Ecoutons-le



Chateaubriand’s tone captures the moment of revelation that Dubois seeks to convey. In
this vision, Istanbul appears as a transcendent spectacle, one that surpasses the limits of
both artistic representation and verbal description. With this final reference, Dubois closes
his essay by declaring that Istanbul offers “the most beautiful viewpoint in the world.”+

Dubois’s reference to Chateaubriand positions his text within a representational logic that
Edward Said identifies as the mode of romantic Orientalism. As Said observes, Chateau-
briand “brought a very heavy load of personal objectives and suppositions to the Orient,
unloaded them there, and proceeded thereafter to push people, places, and ideas around in
the Orient as if nothing could resist his imperious imagination.”# In Dubois’s essay, Istan-
bul likewise becomes the stage on which the Western observer projects his aesthetic and
spiritual longings. The city’s revelation enacts what Said calls the rendering of the Orient as
“a decrepit canvas awaiting [the traveler’s] restorative efforts.”+® It is a scene animated and
redeemed only through the agency of the Western gaze. By invoking Chateaubriand’s image
of the lifting veil, Dubois reproduces the trope of divine revelation that Said attributes to
Chateaubriand, who, in his view, “is no longer a modern man but a visionary seer . . . [who]
can hear the silence, understand its meaning, and—to his reader—make the desert speak
again.”¥ In both cases, the landscape’s meaning depends upon the Western intermediary
who interprets and gives it voice. The city, unveiled through Dubois’s guided vision, thus
becomes a site of aesthetic possession—a totalized harmony that confirms the power of the
Western imagination to both reveal and complete the Orient.

Conclusion

While Ankara came to symbolize the new republic in the decades immediately after its
establishment, Istanbul gradually reentered the cultural imagination from the mid-1940s
onward."® Its imperial past was reinterpreted within a framework of cultural commemo-
ration—a process that culminated in the sooth-anniversary celebrations of the conquest
in 1953." 1t is therefore no coincidence that the 1947 commemorative issue of Galatasaray
Journal was dedicated to Istanbul. The six essays from the May 1947 commemorative issue
converge on a shared poetics of Istanbul. Across distinct national and intellectual back-
grounds, most contributors cast the city through romantic lenses—remembered, moral-
ized, historicized, aestheticized, and mythologized.

The Turkish affiliates complicate prevailing postcolonial assumptions that Galatasaray,
as a “French” institution, inevitably produced culturally alienated graduates.>® Erciimend
Ekrem Talu’s 1947 contribution is particularly revealing in this regard. While in his 1935
debate with Peyami Safa he publicly defended Galatasaray by aligning it with the ideals of
the republic, he adopts an unmistakably conservative tone in the 1947 issue. He mourns
the disappearance of the Istanbul of fifty years earlier, that is, the late Ottoman city of his
youth. For Talu, early Western influences had been filtered through local ethics and civility,
whereas the post-war generation had, in his view, lost its moral compass under the influx
of imported manners. His critique is directed at Turkish society itself. Given that the 1940s
marked a cultural turn toward commemorating Istanbul’s imperial past, it is likely that such
a climate made it easier for Galatasaray alumni to recall the city’s Ottoman heritage with
renewed affection.

Notably, both Talu and Gokyay focus exclusively on the Turkish character of the city. De-
spite their affiliation with a French-language institution, their writings remain rooted in

nous décrire son ravissement: ‘... Comme nous approchions de la pointe du sérail, le vent du nord se leva et balaya
en moins de quelques minutes la brume répandue sur le tableau ; je me trouvai tout a coup au milieu du palais du
Commandeur des croyants : ce fut le coup de baguette d’'un génie.”

144 1bid. Original: “Le plus beau point de vue de I'univers.”

145 Said, Orientalism, 171.

146 1bid.

147 1bid., 173.

148 Giirkanli Kutlu, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda istanbul imgesinin Tegekkiilii,” 3, 189.
149 1bid.

150 Kodaman, Abdiilhamid Devri Egitim Sistemi, 34.
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local sensibilities rather than in French cultural reference. This selective emphasis may also
reflect Talu’s earlier efforts, as in the 1935 debate with Safa, to distance Galatasaray’s lega-
cy from overtly Francophone associations. This inward-looking conservatism complicates
postcolonial readings inspired by Fanon, which tend to frame Francophone education as a
source of alienation. In the Galatasaray context, Talu’s position demonstrates that gradu-
ates of a French-language institution could adopt distinctly conservative or traditional out-
looks. His stance resonates with Berna Moran’s observation that “according to these Otto-
man intellectuals [during the Tanzimat], who saw themselves as civilized Muslims devoted
to their traditions, it was possible both to modernize . . . and to remain a devout Muslim Ot-
toman.”' The same pattern recurs in A. Yavuz Bayhan’s essay on Sultan Mehmed 11. Taken
together, Talu and Bayhan illustrate a revealing paradox in the post-republican reimagining
of Galatasaray. Following Stuart Hall’s concept of representation, these essays reveal how
Galatasaray affiliates actively produced alternative representations that challenged domi-
nant public discourses. While alumni publicly positioned the school as compatible with the
modern republic, their nostalgic imaginaries of Istanbul remained anchored in Ottoman
moral and aesthetic worlds.

By contrast, the essays authored by the French and Swiss contributors—Mamboury, Du-
bois, and Larroumets—display recognizable Orientalist inflections despite their differing
approaches. Mamboury’s chronicle of sieges recalls the geographical determinism of im-
perial rivalry epitomized in Rudyard Kipling’s Kim, a narrative that Edward Said identified
as central to the Orientalist construction.s* Larroumets, in turn, aestheticizes Istanbul as
a city of timeless beauty and cultivated permanence, while Dubois, through his quotations
from Chateaubriand and Lamartine, reproduces the romantic trope of revelation—the
lifting of the Oriental veil—so familiar to the nineteenth-century French imagination. All
three draw on motifs that Said located at the heart of Orientalist discourse. In contrast to
their Turkish counterparts, these European authors imagine the city as an object of per-
ception and possession—a site of beauty to be unveiled, surveyed, or mapped. Their essays
reflect the positionality of French and Swiss educators who may have viewed Galatasaray as
a French school abroad, an outpost of cultural expertise situated within a Turkish setting.

Yet this should not be read as a simple top-down imposition of meaning. The transregional
and cultural-transfer framework adopted here emphasizes interaction rather than unilater-
al influence. What occurred at Galatasaray was a dynamic process of mutual translation—
where teachers, students, and institutional practices continually redefined one another.
The Orientalizing sensibilities evident in Mamboury, Dubois, and Larroumets therefore
illuminate the complex representational negotiations at work in this hybrid space. Further
research is needed to trace how these encounters may have reconfigured perceptions on
both sides.

What remains clear, however, is that within the 1947 commemorative issue, Istanbul emerg-
es as a discursive meeting ground where multiple imaginaries intersect—constituting not
a hierarchy of perspectives but a field of representational entanglement that embodies the
transregional condition of Galatasaray. Hall’s insight that representation is constitutive is
borne out here.’s Through juxtaposed genres and voices, the 1947 volume co-creates a mul-
tilayered Istanbul that cannot be reduced to a single civilizational script or a simple colonial
binary.

Transregional history and cultural transfer help make sense of this outcome. Rather than
copy-paste diffusion, we see situated translation, selective appropriation, and reciprocal
framing. The result is a composite urban imaginary—at once romantic and strategic, Otto-
man and republican, local and trans-Mediterranean—that unsettles fixed categorizations
of both Istanbul and Galatasaray. This close reading of the 1947 volume also invites fur-
ther exploration of how commemorative media in other institutional contexts—schools,

151 Moran, Tiirk Romanina Elestirel Bir Bakis 1, 12.
152 Said, Orientalism, 226.
153 Hall, Representation & the Media, 6.



journals, or civic anniversaries—mediate Istanbul’s symbolic presence within transregional
networks. By applying a discourse-analytical lens to a little-studied historical source, this
study contributes to both the urban historiography of Istanbul and debates on entangled
history, memory politics, and the transregional production of meaning in twentieth-centu-
ry educational spaces.
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