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Hagia Sophia: The Dynamics of Cultural Heritage Transmission and Its Contribution to
Cultural Diplomacy

Ayasofya: Miras1 Tasuimanin Dinamikleri ve Kiiltiir Diplomasisine Katkist

Sevil Nuriyeva*

Oz: Bu makale, Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca tarihsel bir mimari yapi olarak degil, kiiresel 6lgekte kiiltiirel mirasin
aktarimi, yeniden yorumlanmasi ve siyasal anlamin yeniden iiretilmesi siireglerinin merkezinde yer alan ¢ok
katmanli bir hafiza mekani olarak ele almaktadir. Ayasofya, Bizans imparatorlugu, Osmanl Imparatorlugu ve
Tiirkiye donemlerini kapsayan tarihsel seriiveniyle, diinya medeniyetleri agisindan ortak bir gegmisin
somutlastig1 nadir yapilardan biridir. Bu yoniiyle yapi, estetik ve mimari degerinin Stesinde, kiiltiirler arasi
etkilesim, kimlik ingas1 ve uluslararasi sdylem agisindan 6zgiin ve dinamik bir konuma sahiptir. Farkli
donemlerde iistlendigi islevler ve yiiklenen sembolik anlamlar, Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca bir ibadet mekani ya da
miize degil, ayn1 zamanda tarihsel siirekliligin ve doniisiimiin somut bir gdstergesi haline getirmistir.

Calisma, Ayasofya’nin kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasina ve nesiller arasi aktarimina katkisint Dogu ve Bat1 bakis
acilar tizerinden karsilagtirmali olarak incelemektedir. Batt merkezli yaklasimlar yapiy1 evrensel kiiltiirel miras
sOylemi ve koruma normlar1 ¢ercevesinde ele alirken, Dogu bakis agisi tarihsel siireklilik, medeniyet hafizas1
ve egemenlik vurgusunu 6n plana ¢ikarmaktadir. Makale, bu farkliligi keskin bir karsitlik olarak degil,
Ayasofya’nin ¢ok katmanli anlam diinyasinin agiga ¢iktig1 ve miizakereye imkan tantyan bir etkilesim alant
olarak yorumlamaktadir. Uluslararast iligkiler baglaminda Ayasofya, maddi gii¢ unsurlarinin 6tesinde sembolik
giic ve yumusak giiciin iiretiminde Tiirkiye’ nin kiiltiirel diplomasi stratejilerine katki sunan, tarihsel mirast
giincel politik soylemlerle bulusturan aktif ve etkili bir unsur olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ayasofya, Kiiltiirel Miras, Kiiltiirel Diplomasi, Yumusak Gii¢, Dogu—Bat1 Iliskileri,
Kiiresel K&y, Kiiltiirel Sermaye, Uluslararasi iliskiler

Abstract: This article approaches Hagia Sophia not merely as a historical architectural monument, but as a
multilayered site of memory situated at the center of global processes of cultural heritage transmission,
reinterpretation, and the reproduction of political meaning. Spanning the historical trajectories of the Byzantine
Empire, the Ottoman Empire, and the modern Turkey, Hagia Sophia stands as one of the rare structures in
which a shared past of world civilizations is concretized. In this respect, the monument occupies a distinctive
and dynamic position beyond its aesthetic and architectural value, particularly in terms of intercultural
interaction, identity formation, and international discourse. The different functions it has assumed and the
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symbolic meanings attributed to it over time have transformed Hagia Sophia into not only a place of worship
or a museum, but also a tangible manifestation of historical continuity and transformation.

The study comparatively examines Hagia Sophia’s contribution to the preservation of cultural heritage and its
intergenerational transmission through Eastern and Western perspectives. Western-centered approaches tend
to frame the monument within the discourse of universal cultural heritage and international conservation norms,
whereas Eastern perspectives emphasize historical continuity, civilizational memory, and sovereignty. Rather
than interpreting this divergence as a rigid opposition, the article conceptualizes it as an interactive space in
which the multilayered meanings of Hagia Sophia emerge and become open to negotiation. Within the context
of international relations, Hagia Sophia is evaluated as an active instrument that contributes to Turkey’s cultural
diplomacy strategies, generating symbolic power and soft power beyond material capabilities while linking
historical heritage with contemporary political narratives.

Keywords: Hagia Sophia, Cultural Heritage, Cultural Diplomacy, Soft Power, East-West Relations, Global
Village, Cultural Capital, International Relations
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Structured Abstract:

This study approaches Hagia Sophia not merely as a historical architectural monument but as a
multilayered site of memory where cultural heritage, collective remembrance, and political meaning are
continuously constructed and reconstructed. Encompassing the Byzantine, Ottoman, and modern Turkish
periods, Hagia Sophia represents an exceptional architectural and symbolic structure that embodies the shared
history of world civilisations. Beyond its aesthetic and architectural significance, the monument occupies a
unique position in terms of intercultural interaction, identity formation, and the production of international
discourse.

The primary aim of this study is to analyse the role of Hagia Sophia in the preservation and
transmission of cultural heritage through a comparative examination of Eastern and Western perspectives and
to evaluate its function within Turkey’s cultural diplomacy and soft power strategies in the context of
international relations. Accordingly, the article conceptualises Hagia Sophia not as a fixed and immutable
historical artefact but as a living cultural space whose meanings are continually reshaped by shifting political,
social, and ideological contexts.

The historical trajectory of Hagia Sophia illustrates how cultural heritage can transform while
maintaining continuity. During the Byzantine era, the building functioned as a sacred and political centre that
merged imperial authority with the universal claims of Christianity. Its iconographic programme, ceremonial
use, and spatial organisation articulated a close interconnection between religious symbolism and political
legitimacy. In this period, Hagia Sophia was not perceived as a monument to be preserved for its past value,
but rather as an active ideological space representing contemporary imperial power.

Following the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in 1453, the conversion of Hagia Sophia into a
mosque is often interpreted as a rupture or act of cultural destruction. However, this study argues that the
Ottoman approach should instead be understood as a process of transformation and integration. While adapting
the building to Islamic worship, the Ottomans largely preserved its physical integrity and historical layers.
Byzantine mosaics were not destroyed but covered and conserved, reflecting a pragmatic and inclusive
approach to architectural heritage. This practice demonstrates that cultural continuity can be maintained
through adaptation rather than erasure.

A critical turning point in the modern history of Hagia Sophia occurred in 1934, when it was
transformed into a museum during the early Republican period of Turkey. This decision reflected a
reconfiguration of the relationship between the state and its past, redefining Hagia Sophia as a space beyond
exclusive religious or political ownership. As a museum, the monument became a rare example in which
Byzantine and Ottoman heritages were simultaneously visible, contributing to its perception as a universal
cultural site transcending national and religious boundaries. Its inclusion in the UNESCO World Heritage
framework further institutionalised this universalist interpretation.

The reconversion of Hagia Sophia into a mosque in 2020 introduced a new layer into its complex
historical narrative without erasing the symbolic meanings accumulated during its museum period. Today, the
structure functions simultaneously as an active place of worship and as a globally recognised cultural heritage
site. This dual status underscores the dynamic nature of cultural heritage and challenges interpretations that
seek to fix monuments within singular and static identities.

The study emphasises that the transmission of cultural heritage should not be limited to physical
conservation alone but must also encompass the intergenerational transfer of meanings, values, and collective
memories. In this regard, Hagia Sophia represents a convergence of tangible and intangible heritage elements.
Architectural form, ritual practices, acoustics, artistic representations, and narratives associated with the
monument collectively transform it into an experiential site of memory rather than a purely visual object.

Within the framework of international relations, Hagia Sophia emerges as an active producer of
symbolic and soft power rather than a passive cultural artefact. The monument plays a significant role in
Turkey’s cultural diplomacy by enabling narratives of historical continuity, cultural plurality, and civilisational
transition. Its prominence in global debates elevates Hagia Sophia into a discursive arena where international
norms, heritage regimes, and national sovereignty claims intersect and are negotiated.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that Hagia Sophia occupies a multidimensional position at the
intersection of cultural heritage, collective memory, and cultural diplomacy. Far from being a static remnant
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of the past, Hagia Sophia is a living heritage site that continuously generates meaning and influences
international discourse. As such, it offers a compelling historical and theoretical example illustrating that the
sustainability of cultural heritage lies not only in preservation but also in its capacity to adapt, transform, and
remain relevant across changing historical contexts.

Keywords: Hagia Sophia, cultural heritage, cultural diplomacy, soft power, East—West relations,
global village, cultural capital, international relations
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Résumé Structuré:

Cette étude aborde Sainte-Sophie non seulement comme un monument architectural historique, mais
aussi comme un lieu de mémoire aux multiples facettes ou le patrimoine culturel, la mémoire collective et la
signification politique sont sans cesse construits et reconstruits. Couvrant les périodes byzantine, ottomane et
turque moderne, Sainte-Sophie représente une structure architecturale et symbolique exceptionnelle qui incarne
I’histoire commune des civilisations du monde. Au-dela de son importance esthétique et architecturale, ce
monument occupe une place unique en matiére d’interaction interculturelle, de construction identitaire et de
production d’un discours international.

L’objectif principal de cette étude est d’analyser le role de Sainte-Sophie dans la préservation et la
transmission du patrimoine culturel a travers un examen comparatif des perspectives orientales et occidentales,
et d’évaluer sa fonction au sein de la diplomatie culturelle et des stratégies de « soft power » de la Turquie dans
le contexte des relations internationales. En conséquence, cet article conceptualise Sainte-Sophie non pas
comme un artefact historique figé et immuable, mais comme un espace culturel vivant dont les significations
sont continuellement remodelées par des contextes politiques, sociaux et idéologiques changeants.

Le parcours historique de Sainte-Sophie illustre comment le patrimoine culturel peut se transformer
tout en conservant une continuité. A I’époque byzantine, 1édifice faisait office de centre sacré et politique qui
fusionnait 1’autorit¢ impériale avec les prétentions universelles du christianisme. Son programme
iconographique, son usage cérémoniel et son organisation spatiale exprimaient une étroite interconnexion entre
symbolisme religieux et légitimité politique. A cette époque, Sainte-Sophie n’était pas pergue comme un
monument a préserver pour sa valeur passée, mais plutdét comme un espace idéologique actif représentant le
pouvoir impérial contemporain.

A la suite de la conquéte ottomane de Constantinople en 1453, la conversion de Sainte-Sophie en
mosquée est souvent interprétée comme une rupture ou un acte de destruction culturelle. Cependant, cette étude
soutient que I’approche ottomane doit plutdt étre comprise comme un processus de transformation et
d’intégration. Tout en adaptant 1’édifice au culte islamique, les Ottomans ont largement préservé son intégrité
physique et ses couches historiques. Les mosaiques byzantines n’ont pas été détruites, mais recouvertes et
conservées, ce qui refléte une approche pragmatique et inclusive du patrimoine architectural. Cette pratique
démontre que la continuité culturelle peut étre maintenue par 1’adaptation plutét que par I’effacement.

Un tournant décisif dans I’histoire moderne de Sainte-Sophie s’est produit en 1934, lorsqu’elle a été
transformée en musée au début de la période républicaine en Turquie. Cette décision reflétait une
reconfiguration des relations entre I’Etat et son passé, redéfinissant Sainte-Sophie comme un espace échappant
a toute appropriation religieuse ou politique exclusive. En tant que musée, le monument est devenu un exemple
rare ou les patrimoines byzantin et ottoman étaient simultanément visibles, contribuant a sa perception comme
un site culturel universel transcendant les frontiéres nationales et religieuses. Son inscription au patrimoine
mondial de ’'UNESCO a encore institutionnalisé cette interprétation universaliste.

La reconversion de Sainte-Sophie en mosquée en 2020 a ajouté une nouvelle dimension a son récit
historique complexe sans pour autant effacer les significations symboliques accumulées au cours de sa période
muséale. Aujourd’hui, 1’édifice fonctionne a la fois comme un lieu de culte actif et comme un site du patrimoine
culturel reconnu a 1’échelle mondiale. Ce double statut souligne la nature dynamique du patrimoine culturel et
remet en question les interprétations qui cherchent a enfermer les monuments dans des identités uniques et
statiques.

Cette étude souligne que la transmission du patrimoine culturel ne doit pas se limiter a la seule
conservation physique, mais doit également englober le transfert intergénérationnel des significations, des
valeurs et des mémoires collectives. A cet égard, Sainte-Sophie incarne une convergence d’éléments du
patrimoine matériel et immatériel. La forme architecturale, les pratiques rituelles, ’acoustique, les
représentations artistiques et les récits associés au monument le transforment collectivement en un lieu
expérientiel de mémoire plutdt qu’en un simple objet visuel.

Dans le cadre des relations internationales, Sainte-Sophie apparait comme un producteur actif de
pouvoir symbolique et de « soft power » plutét que comme un artefact culturel passif. Le monument joue un
role significatif dans la diplomatie culturelle de la Turquie en permettant de construire des récits de continuité
historique, de pluralité culturelle et de transition civilisationnelle. Sa place prépondérante dans les débats
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mondiaux éléve Sainte-Sophie au rang d’aréne discursive ou les normes internationales, les régimes
patrimoniaux et les revendications de souveraineté nationale se croisent et font I’objet de négociations.

En conclusion, cette étude démontre que Sainte-Sophie occupe une position multidimensionnelle a la
croisée du patrimoine culturel, de la mémoire collective et de la diplomatie culturelle. Loin d’étre un vestige
statique du passé, Sainte-Sophie est un site patrimonial vivant qui génére en permanence du sens et influence
le discours international. A ce titre, elle offre un exemple historique et théorique convaincant illustrant que la
pérennité du patrimoine culturel réside non seulement dans sa préservation, mais aussi dans sa capacité a
s’adapter, a se transformer et a rester pertinent au fil des contextes historiques changeants.

Mots-clés : Sainte-Sophie, patrimoine culturel, diplomatie culturelle, soft power, relations Est-Ouest,
village mondial, capital culturel, relations internationales

Resumen Estructurado:

Este estudio aborda Santa Sofia no solo como un monumento arquitectoénico historico, sino como un
espacio de memoria con multiples capas en el que el patrimonio cultural, la memoria colectiva y el significado
politico se construyen y reconstruyen continuamente. Abarcando los periodos bizantino, otomano y turco
moderno, Santa Sofia representa una estructura arquitectoénica y simbolica excepcional que encarna la historia
compartida de las civilizaciones del mundo. Mas alla de su importancia estética y arquitectonica, el monumento
ocupa una posicion unica en lo que respecta a la interaccion intercultural, la formacion de la identidad y la
generacion de un discurso internacional.

El objetivo principal de este estudio es analizar el papel de Santa Sofia en la preservacion y
transmision del patrimonio cultural mediante un examen comparativo de las perspectivas orientales y
occidentales, y evaluar su funcion dentro de la diplomacia cultural y las estrategias de poder blando de Turquia
en el contexto de las relaciones internacionales. En consecuencia, el articulo conceptualiza Santa Sofia no como
un artefacto historico fijo e inmutable, sino como un espacio cultural vivo cuyos significados se reconfiguran
continuamente en funcion de los contextos politicos, sociales e ideoldgicos cambiantes.

La trayectoria historica de Santa Sofia ilustra como el patrimonio cultural puede transformarse sin
dejar de mantener su continuidad. Durante la época bizantina, el edificio funcion6 como un centro sagrado y
politico que fusionaba la autoridad imperial con las pretensiones universales del cristianismo. Su programa
iconografico, su uso ceremonial y su organizacion espacial articulaban una estrecha interconexion entre el
simbolismo religioso y la legitimidad politica. En este periodo, Santa Sofia no se percibia como un monumento
que debiera conservarse por su valor histdrico, sino mas bien como un espacio ideoldgico activo que
representaba el poder imperial de la época.

Tras la conquista otomana de Constantinopla en 1453, la conversion de Santa Sofia en mezquita se
interpreta a menudo como una ruptura o un acto de destruccion cultural. Sin embargo, este estudio sostiene que
el enfoque otomano deberia entenderse, por el contrario, como un proceso de transformacion e integracion. Al
tiempo que adaptaban el edificio al culto islamico, los otomanos conservaron en gran medida su integridad
fisica y sus capas historicas. Los mosaicos bizantinos no fueron destruidos, sino cubiertos y conservados, lo
que refleja un enfoque pragmatico e inclusivo del patrimonio arquitectonico. Esta practica demuestra que la
continuidad cultural puede mantenerse mediante la adaptacion, en lugar de la eliminacion.

Un punto de inflexion crucial en la historia moderna de Santa Sofia se produjo en 1934, cuando fue
transformada en museo durante los primeros afios de la Republica de Turquia. Esta decision reflejé una
reconfiguracion de la relacion entre el Estado y su pasado, redefiniendo Santa Sofia como un espacio més alla
de la propiedad exclusiva, ya fuera religiosa o politica. Como museo, el monumento se convirtié en un ejemplo
excepcional en el que los patrimonios bizantino y otomano eran visibles simultdneamente, lo que contribuy6 a
su percepcién como un lugar cultural universal que trasciende las fronteras nacionales y religiosas. Su inclusion
en el marco del Patrimonio Mundial de la UNESCO institucionalizé aun mas esta interpretacion universalista.

La reconversion de Santa Sofia en mezquita en 2020 introdujo una nueva capa en su compleja
narrativa historica sin borrar los significados simboélicos acumulados durante su etapa como museo. Hoy en
dia, el edificio funciona simultdneamente como lugar de culto activo y como sitio del patrimonio cultural
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reconocido a nivel mundial. Esta doble condicion subraya la naturaleza dindmica del patrimonio cultural y
cuestiona las interpretaciones que pretenden encasillar a los monumentos en identidades tinicas y estaticas.

El estudio hace hincapi¢ en que la transmision del patrimonio cultural no debe limitarse inicamente a
la conservacion fisica, sino que también debe abarcar la transferencia intergeneracional de significados, valores
y memorias colectivas. En este sentido, Santa Sofia representa una convergencia de elementos del patrimonio
material e inmaterial. La forma arquitectonica, las practicas rituales, la acustica, las representaciones artisticas
y las narrativas asociadas al monumento lo transforman colectivamente en un lugar experiencial de memoria,
mas que en un mero objeto visual.

En el marco de las relaciones internacionales, Santa Sofia se perfila como una generadora activa de
poder simbolico y blando, mas que como un artefacto cultural pasivo. El monumento desempefia un papel
significativo en la diplomacia cultural de Turquia al dar cabida a narrativas de continuidad histérica, pluralidad
cultural y transicion civilizatoria. Su protagonismo en los debates globales eleva a Santa Sofia a un escenario
discursivo en el que se entrecruzan y se negocian las normas internacionales, los regimenes patrimoniales y las
reivindicaciones de soberania nacional.

En conclusion, este estudio demuestra que Santa Sofia ocupa una posicion multidimensional en la
interseccion entre el patrimonio cultural, la memoria colectiva y la diplomacia cultural. Lejos de ser un vestigio
estatico del pasado, Santa Sofia es un lugar de patrimonio vivo que genera continuamente significado e influye
en el discurso internacional. Como tal, ofrece un ejemplo historico y teérico convincente que ilustra que la
sostenibilidad del patrimonio cultural no reside inicamente en su conservacion, sino también en su capacidad
para adaptarse, transformarse y seguir siendo relevante en contextos historicos cambiantes.

Palabras clave: Santa Sofia, patrimonio cultural, diplomacia cultural, poder blando, relaciones Este-
Oeste, aldea global, capital cultural, relaciones internacionales
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CrpykrypupoBannoe Pe3ome:

B nanHOM nccrnepoBanuu cobop Cesroit Codum paccMaTpuBaeTcs HE MPOCTO KaK MCTOPHUECKUI
ApXHUTEKTYPHBIH NaMATHHUK, HO KaK MHOTOCJIOHHOE IPOCTPAHCTBO MaMATH, B KOTOPOM KYJIBTypHOE Hacleue,
KOJUIEKTHBHASl TIaMSATh W TIOJIUTUYECKUI CMBICI TOCTOSIHHO KOHCTPYHPYIOTCS ¥ PEKOHCTPYHPYIOTCS.
OxBarbIBasi BU3AHTHHCKWI, OCMAaHCKMH M COBPEMEHHBIH Typeukuil mepuoapl, cobop Casaroit Codun
NPE/CTaBIIET CO00I HMCKIIOYMTENIFHOE ApXUTEKTYpHOE M CHMBOJIHMYECKOE COOpY)KEHHE, BOIUIONIAoIIee
00IIy10 MCTOPUIO MUPOBBIX IUBHIM3ALMHA. [JOMHMO CBOETO ACTETHYECKOTO M aPXUTEKTYPHOTO 3HAYEHHS, STOT
NaMSATHUK 3aHUMAaeT YHHKAJIbHOE MECTO C TOUYKH 3PEHHUS] MEKKYJIBTYPHOTO B3aUMOJIEHCTBHSA, (POPMUPOBAHUS
HACHTUYHOCTH B (POPMHUPOBAHUS MEXKITYHAPOIHOTO JHCKypCa.

OcHOBHas Iedbh JAaHHOTO MCCIIEIOBAHUS 3aKiIIodaeTcs B aHanmmse ponn cobopa Cesaroit Codun B
COXpaHeHWH W Mepenade KyJbTYPHOTO HACIEHs IOCPEICTBOM CPABHUTEIBHOIO W3YYEHHs] BOCTOUHBIX H
3amaJHbIX TOYEK 3PEHUs], a TAaKKe B OIEHKE ero (GpyHKIMH B paMKaxX KyJIbTypHOW AWIUIOMaTHH Typuuu u
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CTpaTeruil «MSArkoi CHIBD) B KOHTEKCTE MEXIYHApOOHBIX OTHOUIeHHH. COOTBETCTBEHHO, B CTaTrhe COOOp
Cearoii Copun paccMaTpuBaeTcsl He KaK HEYTO (UKCHPOBAaHHOE M HEM3MEHHOE, a KaK JKHBOE KyJIBTypHOE
HPOCTPAHCTBO, CMBICIIBI KOTOPOTO IIOCTOSHHO HEPEeOCMBICIHMBAIOTCS B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT MEHSIOLIMXCS
HOJINTHYECKUX, COLHATBHBIX U HACOIOTHYSCKUX KOHTEKCTOB.

HUctopudeckas TpaekTopus cobopa Crsaroit Copun WILTIOCTPUPYET, KaK KyIbTYpPHOE HacJIeIne MOXKET
NpeoOpa3OBEIBATECS, COXpaHSAs IPH OSTOM IPEEMCTBEHHOCTh. B BH3aHTHICKYIO OIOXy 3/1aHHE
(DYHKIIMOHUPOBAJIO KaK CAaKpaJbHBIH M IOJUTHYECKUI IEHTP, B KOTOPOM HMIIEpCKas BJIACTh CIMJIACH C
YHHUBEPCAJILHBIMH TPUTSI3aHUSIMH XpUCTHAHCTBAa. Ero ukoHorpaduyeckas nporpamma, IepeMOHHAIBHOE
UCIIOJIb30BaHNE W IPOCTPAHCTBEHHAs! OPraHU3alUs OTPa’kalld TECHYIO B3aMMOCBSI3b MEXIY PEIUIMO3HOM
CHMBOJIMKOH 1 TMOJMTUYECKOH JISTMTUMHOCTBIO. B aToT nepuox codop Casitoit Codun BocipuHUMAIICs HE KakK
NaMSTHHK, IOJUISKAIINA COXPAHEHUIO pald ero HCTOPMYECKOW IIEHHOCTH, a CKOpee KaK aKTHBHOE
UJICOIOTUYECKOE MTPOCTPAHCTBO, OJIMUIETBOPSIOIIEE COBPEMEHHYIO HMIIEPCKYIO BIACTb.

[Mocne 3aBoeBanns KoncrantuHOmoONs ocMmaHamu B 1453 romy mpeoOpasoBanme cobopa CBsTOH
Co¢un B MEYETh YaCTO HHTEPIPETHPYETCS KaK PAa3phIB WM aKT KYJIBTYPHOTO YHHYTOXeHHUS. OTHAKO B JTAHHOM
UCCIICIOBAHUH YTBEPKIACTCS, YTO MOAXO OCMaHOB CIIEyeT paccMaTpUBaTh Kak MpoLece TpaHCHOpMaLMH U
UHTETpalUH. AJANTHPYs 3AaHHE JUI1 HMCIAMCKOTO OOTrOCIY)KCHHs, OCMaHbl B 3HAYUTEIBHOH CTEHEeHH
COXPAHWJIM €ro (PU3MYECKYI0 ILIEIOCTHOCTh U HCTOPHYECKHE CJIOW. BH3aHTHHCKHE MO3aUKH HE OBUIH
YHUYTOXEHBI, & OBIIN 3aKPBITHl H KOHCEPBUPOBAHBL, YTO OTPaKaeT MPAarMaTHYHbIA ¥ HHKIIO3UBHBIN MOAXOM K
ApXUTEKTYPHOMY HAcClIeii0. DTa IpaKTHKAa JIEeMOHCTPHPYET, YTO KyJIbTypHass HPEEeMCTBEHHOCTh MOXET
NMOAACPKUBATHCA MOCPEACTBOM aJjanTaluu, a HC CTUPAHUAL.

Pemaronuii NOBOPOTHBIE MOMEHT B COBpPEMEHHOM HcTopuu cobopa Cesitoii Coduu mpousonren B
1934 roxy, xorna oH ObuL1 mpeoOpazoBaH B My3eil B mepuoj panHed Pecnyonmuku Typuuu. D10 perieHue
OTpaXkaJlo MepecTPOiKy OTHOIIEHHH MEXIy TOCyAapCTBOM U €ro MPOLUIBIM, Hepeonpeneaus codop CBsToi
Coduu Kak NPOCTPaHCTBO, BBIXOMSIIEE 3a PAMKH HCKJIIOUYMTEIBHON PENUTHO3HON WIN ITOTMTHYECKOH
NPUHAJICKHOCTH. B KauecTBe My3esi 3TOT MaMATHHK CTaJI PEJKIM IIPUMEPOM, B KOTOPOM OZJHOBPEMEHHO OBIIH
BUJIHB BU3aHTHHCKOE M OCMaHCKOE HACJIEANE, YTO CHOCOOCTBOBAIO €r0 BOCHPUITHIO KaK YHHBEPCAIBHOTO
KyJIBTypHOTO 00BEKTa, IPEBOCXOISIIETO HAIMOHAIBHBIE U PEIUTHO3HBIE TPaHuIbl. ETo BKIIIOYEHHE B CIIHCOK
Bcemupnoro nacnenus FOHECKO eme 6ombIre 3aKpenuio 3Ty YHHIBEPCATNCTCKYIO HHTSPIIPETAIIHIO.

[IpeobpazoBanme cobopa Cesatoit Codpum B meders B 2020 romy m00aBWIIO HOBEIA CIIOH B €ro
CIIO)KHYI0O HCTOPHYECKYIO ITOBECTBOBATENbHYIO JHMHHUIO, HE CTHUpas NPH ITOM CHUMBOIMYECKUX 3HAYCHUH,
HaKOIUICHHBIX 3@ BPEeMsI €ro CyIIECTBOBAaHHS B KadecTBe My3es. CerogHs 3T0 COOpPYXEHHE OJHOBPEMEHHO
(DYHKIMOHHpPYET Kak JEeHCTByIOIee MECTO OTMpPaBICHHS KylbTa M KaK BCEMHUPHO NPU3HAHHBIM OOBEKT
KyJIBTYPHOTO Hacyleius. DTOT IBOMHOM cTaTyc MoJYepKUBaeT AUHAMHYHBIN XapakTep KyJIbTYPHOTO HACIIeANs
U CTaBUT IO COMHEHHME HHTEPIIPETAIlNH, CTPEMSIIHECs 3aKpenHuTh 3a MaMATHUKAMU OJHO3HAYHBIE H
CTaTUYHBIE UACHTHYHOCTH.

B nccnennoBanuy mogdepKuBaeTcs, 4To repeaada KyJIbTypHOTO Hacle sl He JOJKHA OTPAaHUIUBATHCS
TG (U3MYECKO KOHCEpBaIMei, HO JIOJKHA TaKKe OXBATHIBATH MEKIOKOJICHUECKYIO Tepeaady CMBICIIOB,
[EHHOCTEH ¥ KOJUICKTUBHBIX BOCIIOMHHAHMHA. B 3TOM oTHOMmEHNH cobop Cesaroit Codun mpeacrapiset coooit
CJIMSIHHE DJIEMEHTOB MAaTe€PHUaJIbHOTO M HEMaTepHAIbHOTO Hacleus. ApXHUTEKTypHas (opMa, pUTyallbHbIC
MPAKTHKH, aKyCTHKa, XyJIOXXECTBEHHBbIE 00pa3bl M HAppPaTUBBI, CBA3aHHBIC C MTAMATHUKOM, B COBOKYITHOCTH
MIPEBPAIAIOT €r0 B MECTO, I/Ie MaMATh [IEPEKUBACTCS HEIOCPEACTBEHHO, a HE B YHCTO BU3yaJIbHBIN 0OBEKT.

B KoHTekcTe MEXAYyHapOIHBIX OTHOLIeHUH cobop Cesaroit Coduu BhICTYNAaeT ckopee B KayecTBe
aKTUBHOTO HCTOYHHWKA CHMBOJIMYECKOW W «MATKOW» CHJIBI, Y€M IaCCUBHOTO KYJBTYpHOTO apTedakra.
[TamMATHUK WTpaeT 3HAYUTEIBHYIO POJIb B KyJAbTypHOU AumioMatudl TyprmH, cocoOCTBys (OpMHPOBAHUIO
HAppaTUBOB HCTOPHYECKOW MPEEMCTBEHHOCTH, KYJIBTYPHOTO IUTIOPAIN3Ma U LHUBHIM3ALUOHHOTO MEPexXo/a.
Ero 3ametHas ponb B mobanpHBIX gedatax mpesparniaer cobop Casatoit Copuu B AUCKYPCUBHYIO apeHy, rie
MepeceKaroTcss W O0CYKIAIOTCS MEKAyHApOJHbIE HOPMBI, PEXHMBI OXpaHbl Haciequs W NPETEH3HH Ha
HallMOHAJILHBIH CYyBEPEHUTET.

B 3akiroueHue gaHHOE HCCIEOBaHHME JIEMOHCTpUpyeT, 4ro cobop Castoii Codum 3aHmMaeT
MHOTOMEPHYIO MO3HUIMI0 Ha MEPECEUEHUU KyIbTYpPHOTO HAcIeAusl, KOJUIEKTUBHOW MaMSATH U KYJIbTypHOM
nquruioMatu. Cobop Cesatoit Codpuu — 3TO OTHIOAB HE CTATHYECKUH MEPEKUTOK MPOIILIOTO, a )KUBOH 00BEKT
Haclelus, KOTOPBI HENPEPBIBHO T€HEPUPYET CMBICT U BIUSET Ha MEXIYHapoaHbIN nuckypc. Kak TakoBoii,
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OHa TIPENICTABISAET CO00I yOeMUTEeNbHBIN NCTOPUIECKUN U TEOPETHUECKUI pUMep, WILTIOCTPUPYONIHIL, YTO
YCTOWYMBOCTh KyJIBTypHOTO HACJIEANS 3aKIF0YAETCS HE TOJIBKO B €0 COXPAHEHHH, HO U B €0 CIIOCOOHOCTH
alaliTUPOBAThCS, TPAaHC(HOPMHUPOBATHCI M OCTaBAaThCA AKTYyalbHBIM B MCHSIOIINUXCS HCTOPHYECKHX
KOHTEKCTaX.

Karouesble cioBa: Cesras Codus, KynbTypHOE HaCIEANE, KyIbTYPHas AUIUIOMATHS, «MATKAs CHIIaY,
OTHOIIEHMS Mex1y Bocrokom m 3amagom, «rmoOanbHast JEpeBHM», KyAbTYPHBIN KallUTal, MEXKIyHapOIHbIC
OTHOIIEHHUS
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Ayasofya: Mirasi Tagimanin Dinamikleri ve Kiiltiir Diplomasisine Katkis1 Bu ¢alisma, Ayasofya’y1
yalnizca tarihi bir mimari anit olarak degil; kiiltiirel mirasin, kolektif hafizanin ve politik anlamlarin siirekli
olarak iiretildigi ve yeniden iretildigi ¢cok katmanli bir bellek mekan1 olarak ele almaktadir. Bizans, Osmanlt
ve modern Tirkiye donemlerini kapsayan Ayasofya, diinya medeniyetlerinin ortak tarihini biinyesinde
barindiran olaganiistii bir mimari ve sembolik yapi niteligi tagimaktadir. Estetik ve mimari 6neminin 6tesinde
bu yapi, kiiltiirlerarasi etkilesim, kimlik olusumu ve uluslararasi sdylem iiretimi agisindan 6zgiin bir konuma
sahiptir.Bu ¢aligmanin temel amaci, Ayasofya’nin kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasi ve aktarilmasindaki roliinii Dogu
ve Bati perspektiflerinin karsilastirmali bir analizi {izerinden incelemek ve uluslararas: iligkiler baglaminda
Tiirkiye'nin kiiltiirel diplomasisi ve yumusak giic stratejileri igerisindeki islevini degerlendirmektir. Bu
dogrultuda makale, Ayasofya’y1 sabit ve degigsmez tarihi bir eser olarak degil; anlami siyasi, toplumsal ve
ideolojik baglamlara bagli olarak siirekli yeniden sekillenen yasayan bir kiiltiirel alan olarak
kavramsallastirmaktadir.

Ayasofya’nin tarihsel seyri, kiiltiirel mirasin siireklilik i¢inde doniisebildigini gdstermektedir. Bizans
doneminde yapi1, imparatorluk otoritesi ile Hristiyanligin evrensel iddialarimi birlestiren kutsal ve siyasi bir
merkez olarak islev gormiistiir. Ikonografik programi, térensel kullanimi ve mekénsal organizasyonu, dini
sembolizm ile siyasi mesruiyet arasinda gii¢lii bir bag kurmustur. Bu donemde Ayasofya, ge¢mis degeri
nedeniyle korunmasi gereken bir anit olarak degil; giincel imparatorluk giiciinii temsil eden aktif bir ideolojik
mekan olarak algilanmustir.

1453 te Istanbul’un Osmanlilar tarafindan fethedilmesinin ardindan Ayasofya’nin camiye doniistiiriilmesi
¢ogu zaman bir kopus ya da kiiltiirel yikim olarak yorumlanmaktadir. Ancak bu ¢alisma, Osmanlt yaklagiminin
bir doniisiim ve entegrasyon siireci olarak anlasilmasi gerektigini savunmaktadir. Yapr Islami ibadete
uyarlanirken bilyiik dl¢lide fiziksel biitiinligii ve tarihsel katmanlar1 korunmustur. Bizans mozaikleri yok
edilmemis, ortiilerek muhafaza edilmistir; bu durum mimari mirasa yonelik pragmatik ve kapsayici bir
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yaklagimi yansitmaktadir. Bu uygulama, kiiltiirel siirekliligin silme yoluyla degil, uyarlama yoluyla da
stirdiiriilebilecegini gdstermektedir. Ayasofya’nin modern tarihindeki kritik doniim noktalarindan biri, 1934
yilinda Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti’nin erken déneminde miizeye doniistiiriilmesidir. Bu karar, devlet ile ge¢cmis
arasindaki iliskinin yeniden yapilandirilmasini yansitarak Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca dini ya da siyasi miilkiyetin
otesinde bir mekan olarak yeniden tanimlamistir. Miize statiisiiyle yap1, Bizans ve Osmanli mirasinin ayni anda
goriiniir oldugu nadir drneklerden biri haline gelmis ve ulusal ve dini siirlar1 asan evrensel bir kiiltlirel alan
olarak algilanmasina katki saglamisti. UNESCO Diinya Mirasi ¢er¢evesine dahil edilmesi de bu evrenselci
yorumun kurumsallagsmasini saglamistir.

2020 yilinda Ayasofya’nin yeniden camiye doniistiiriilmesi, miize doneminde biriken sembolik anlamlari
ortadan kaldirmaksizin, tarihsel anlatiya yeni bir katman eklemistir. Giiniimiizde yap1 hem aktif bir ibadet
mekani hem de kiiresel 6lgekte taninan bir kiiltiirel miras alani olarak ¢ift yonli bir statiiye sahiptir. Bu durum,
kiiltiirel mirasin dinamik dogasini vurgulamakta ve anitlari tekil ve sabit kimlikler icinde dondurmaya ¢alisan
yorumlara meydan okumaktadir.Caligma, kiiltiirel mirasin aktariminin yalnizca fiziksel koruma ile sinirl
olmadigini; ayn1 zamanda anlamlarin, degerlerin ve kolektif hafizanin kusaklar aras1 aktarimini da igermesi
gerektigini vurgulamaktadir. Bu baglamda Ayasofya, somut ve somut olmayan miras unsurlarmin kesistigi bir
alan1 temsil etmektedir. Mimari form, ritiiel pratikler, akustik 6zellikler, sanatsal temsiller ve yapiya iligkin
anlatilar, onu salt gorsel bir nesne olmaktan ¢ikararak deneyimsel bir bellek mekanina doniistiirmektedir.

Uluslararasi iligkiler ¢ercevesinde Ayasofya, pasif bir kiiltiirel eser olmaktan ziyade sembolik ve yumusak
giiclin aktif bir iireticisi olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Yapu, tarihsel siireklilik, kiiltiirel ¢ogulluk ve medeniyetler
arasi gecis anlatilarina imkan taniyarak Tirkiye’nin kiiltiirel diplomasisinde 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir.
Kiiresel tartigmalardaki goriiniirliigii, Ayasofya’y1 uluslararasi normlar, miras rejimleri ve ulusal egemenlik
iddialarinin kesistigi ve miizakere edildigi bir sdylem alanina doniistiirmektedir.

Sonug olarak bu ¢alisma, Ayasofya’nin kiiltiirel miras, kolektif hafiza ve kiiltiirel diplomasi kesisiminde
¢ok boyutlu bir konuma sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ge¢misin statik bir kalintis1 olmaktan ziyade
Ayasofya, siirekli anlam iireten ve uluslararast sdéylemi etkileyen yasayan bir miras alanidir. Bu yoniiyle,
kdiltiirel mirasin siirdiiriilebilirliginin yalnizca korumaya degil; ayni1 zamanda degisen tarihsel baglamlara uyum
saglama, donligme ve gilincelligini koruma kapasitesine bagli oldugunu gosteren ¢arpict bir tarihsel ve teorik
Ornek sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ayasofya, Kiiltiirel Miras, Kiiltiirel Diplomasi, Yumusak Giig, Dogu—Bati
Mliskileri, Kiiresel K&y, Kiiltiirel Sermaye, Uluslararasi Iliskiler
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Hagia Sophia: The Dynamics of Cultural Heritage Transmission and Its Contribution to
Cultural Diplomacy

Introduction

Cultural heritage constitutes one of the strongest bridges and bonds that societies establish
with their past. A nation’s historical identity, values, and collective memory are embodied in the
domains of cultural heritage. The protection, preservation, and perpetuation of these sites are not
merely a cultural imperative but also constitute a significant element in terms of soft power and
diplomacy.

Hagia Sophia has stood on these lands for more than fifteen centuries. It carries the legacy
of both the ancient Roman and Ottoman civilizations. Today, it continues to bear traces of Turkey’s
political, cultural, and religious life and retains its importance. Hagia Sophia stands out among
multilayered structures. This multilayered character renders the building unique and significant.
Consequently, Hagia Sophia represents a major heritage not only for Istanbul but for the entire world.

From this standpoint, the article does not treat Hagia Sophia merely as a structure that has
survived from the past to the present. Instead, the study approaches Hagia Sophia as a bridge that
carries traces of different eras, where civilizations converge, memory accumulates, and culture
persists through continuity. Hagia Sophia is not merely a construction of stone and mortar; it acquires
new meanings in every period and is reinterpreted by different communities. In this respect, it is
regarded as one of the rare structures of its kind. This article focuses on the multilayered nature of
Hagia Sophia and examines how culture is preserved, how it transforms over time, and how it is
transmitted across generations.

Accordingly, the article addresses Hagia Sophia’s long history within a framework of
continuity. It investigates the various functions the structure has assumed in the lives of different
states and societies from the past to the present. The process extending from Byzantium to the
Ottoman Empire and then to modern Turkey reveals how cultural heritage has endured. Hagia Sophia
serves as a prominent example of how culture can continue without interruption. Therefore, the study
focuses on the question of whether Hagia Sophia is a static structure or a living heritage that acquires
new meanings in every period, and opens this issue for discussion. It also examines whether Hagia
Sophia functions as a bridge between the past and the present.

The concept of cultural heritage has acquired a universal normative framework, particularly
through the UNESCO Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural
Heritage of 1972 (UNESCO, 1972, Articles 1-4). This convention defines heritage not merely as a
national asset but as “the common heritage of humankind,” thereby integrating cultural assets into
the domain of international law and diplomacy.

In the contemporary literature on heritage studies, it is argued that cultural heritage is not an
objective and neutral category; rather, it is discursively constructed. According to Smith, heritage
should be understood not as the past itself, but as a product of the contemporary meanings attributed
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to that past (Smith, 2006, pp. 29-34). In this context, the successive re-signification of Hagia Sophia
across different periods demonstrates that heritage is not a fixed entity but a negotiated domain.

In the international relations literature, the role of cultural elements in power generation is
analyzed beyond mere material capacity. According to Nye, soft power refers to an actor’s ability to
shape the preferences of others through cultural appeal and normative legitimacy (Nye, 2004, pp. 5—
11). Within this framework, Hagia Sophia is regarded as a spatial instrument in the production of
symbolic power.

The article demonstrates that Hagia Sophia is one of the rare cultural meeting points where
communities from different civilizations have been able to coexist. The structure contains traces and
ornamentations belonging to Byzantine, Ottoman, and Islamic art. These elements indicate that
interaction, understanding, and sharing among communities are possible alongside conflict. The
study analyzes whether Hagia Sophia is merely a symbol or a space that actively generates such
interaction.

Furthermore, this article examines the role Hagia Sophia plays in international relations
beyond traditional power elements. Global discussions surrounding Hagia Sophia reveal that the
structure carries not only historical and aesthetic value but also functions as a significant instrument
of cultural interaction, international communication, and soft power. In this direction, the study
investigates how Hagia Sophia has become an object of discourse on a global scale and whether this
discourse produces political outcomes.

Finally, the study analyzes how Turkey positions Hagia Sophia within its cultural strategy.
For Turkey, Hagia Sophia is not merely a historical heritage but also a means of self-expression in
the international arena, connecting the past with the present, and generating cultural influence. In this
context, the study examines the narrative Turkey constructs through Hagia Sophia and how this
narrative resonates at the international level. Thus, it offers a fresh perspective on how cultural
heritage functions as a communication tool in the context of foreign policy and international
relations.

Hagia Sophia’s Historical Journey: A Multilayered Cultural Heritage

Every period in the history of Hagia Sophia represents a different dimension of the concept
of cultural heritage. As layers and eras unfold, each new stratum reveals a distinct identity. The
layering and blending of these different identities give rise to a new overarching identity that sketches
a miniature profile of Turkey. This multilayered character demonstrates that the building is not
merely an architectural monument but also a transitional space between civilizations.

Hagia Sophia’s multilayered structure aligns with the phenomenon defined in modern
heritage literature as the “memory palimpsest.” According to Macdonald, historical structures in
Europe are symbolic spaces upon which identity narratives from different periods are written over
one another (Macdonald, 2013, pp. 15-21). In this framework, Hagia Sophia is not merely the simple
sum of successive eras but a memory site where meaning is continuously reproduced.

Byzantine Period: The Universal Space of Christianity

Hagia Sophia was constructed in the sixth century. From that time onward, the structure
functioned not only as a place of worship but also as a center reflecting how the Byzantine world
defined and sought to represent itself. Completed in 537, this building served as a space where the
intellectual, religious, and political elements of the period converged. Its construction process is
regarded as transcending that of an ordinary house of worship; it is evaluated as a comprehensive
political project aimed at manifesting the empire’s power and its claim to divine legitimacy. The
scale, splendor, and architectural innovations of Hagia Sophia are seen not merely as aesthetic
achievements but as symbols of Byzantium’s role as the founder of a universal order (Ousterhout,
2019, pp. 1-5).
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In Byzantine thought, the emperor was regarded not merely as a ruler but as God’s
representative on earth. In line with this understanding, Hagia Sophia was built as a space where
sacred order and political authority converged. The building’s spatial organization, the vastness of
its interior, and its monumental structure created a powerful sense of sanctity in the individual,
presented in an integrated manner with political authority. In this context, Hagia Sophia functioned
as a symbolic center where both faith and power intersected.

The iconographic program employed in Hagia Sophia’s interior constitutes one of the
clearest manifestations of this integration. Mosaics, frescoes, and symbolic arrangements were
designed not solely for aesthetic purposes but in accordance with theological and political messages.
Christian narratives, saintly figures, and sacred scenes were presented in harmony with Byzantium’s
self-positioning at the center of divine history (Cormack, 2000, pp. 112—130). This visual language
deepened the religious experience of the faithful while simultaneously reproducing the idea that the
empire was the protector of the divine order.

Hagia Sophia’s function was not limited to daily worship practices. The structure stood at
the center of Byzantine imperial ceremonies, coronation rituals, and public spectacles (Dagron, 2003,
pp. 85-102). In these rituals, religious elements and political display merged; imperial power was
staged within a sacred framework. These ceremonies, which also involved societal participation,
demonstrate that authority was established not only through coercion but also through symbolic and
emotional instruments.

The construction of Hagia Sophia is directly linked to Emperor Justinian I’s ideal of
renovatio imperii. In this context, the building is regarded as an architectural manifestation of the
claim to a universal order in which the Roman legacy was reinterpreted through Christianity
(Ousterhout, 2019, pp. 1-5).

The positioning of the emperor as God’s representative on earth in Byzantine political
theology transformed Hagia Sophia into the intersection point of divine order and worldly authority.
This relationship can be explained within the framework of Carl Schmitt’s concept of political
theology. According to Schmitt, the origins of modern political concepts are rooted in theological
thought (Schmitt, 2005, pp. 36—44). This perspective reveals that Hagia Sophia carried not only
religious but also political meaning.

In the Byzantine period, the function of Hagia Sophia was evaluated not as a historical
heritage requiring preservation in the modern sense, but as a symbolic space where contemporary
power was staged (Smith, 2006, pp. 44—49).In this context, Hagia Sophia is read as the architectural
expression of Byzantium’s claim to universality. The building’s scale and splendor supported the
empire’s assertion that it addressed not merely a specific geography but the entire Christian world.
Beyond being a capital church, Hagia Sophia became the symbol of Byzantium’s desire to present
itself as the most legitimate and superior political-religious order. This claim to universality was
reinforced not only through architectural features but also through theological discourse, legal
regulations, and political practices.

The meaning Hagia Sophia carried during the Byzantine period demonstrates that cultural
heritage was understood not yet as “a historical value to be preserved,” but as a living and functional
ideological instrument. The structure was not a static monument belonging to the past but a dynamic
space representing the empire’s contemporary power and continuity. Therefore, for Byzantium,
Hagia Sophia existed not merely as a heritage to be protected but as a continuously reproduced and
re-signified scene of power.

Hagia Sophia’s position in the Byzantine period reveals that the distinctions between culture,
religion, and politics had not yet solidified in the modern sense. While religious symbols became a
fundamental pillar of political legitimacy, political authority was presented as the protector of the
religious order. This reciprocal relationship rendered Hagia Sophia both a sacred and a political

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



1908 Sevil Nuriyeva

center. In this respect, the structure is regarded not merely as an architectural work but as a spatial
summary of Byzantine social order.

Ottoman Period: Transformation, Preservation, and Integration

The conversion of Hagia Sophia into a mosque following the Ottoman conquest of Istanbul
in 1453 did not signify destruction or rupture, as is often claimed. On the contrary, this transformation
should be regarded as a deliberate practice of preservation and re-functionalization that enabled the
building’s continued existence. The Ottoman administration not only adapted the structure to a new
faith system but also adopted an approach that respected its physical integrity and historical
continuity (Kuban, 2007, pp. 78—82; Necipoglu, 2005, pp. 53-56).

Elements such as minarets, a mihrab, and a minbar were added according to functional needs,
while calligraphic decorations introduced a new layer of meaning. In particular, the structural
interventions carried out by Mimar Sinan were vital measures that ensured Hagia Sophia’s survival
for centuries.

Notably, the Byzantine mosaics were not destroyed but merely covered where they were
incompatible with Islamic worship practices. This attitude demonstrates that the Ottoman approach
to cultural heritage was not destructive but inclusive and continuity-oriented. In this context, the
transformation of Hagia Sophia during the Ottoman period offers a historical example that cultural
heritage can be sustained not by erasure but by transformation.The conversion of Hagia Sophia into
a mosque was linked to the Ottoman practice of producing spatial legitimacy after conquest.
Necipoglu draws attention to the Ottoman architectural tendency to reinterpret and transform the
legacies of previous empires (Necipoglu, 2005, pp. 53-56).

According to Kuban, Ottoman interventions were not merely functional but also included
technical reinforcements that ensured the building’s longevity (Kuban, 2007, pp. 78—82). This
indicates that Hagia Sophia can be read as an example of adaptive reuse rather than destruction.In
modern conservation literature, this approach is defined as “adaptive reuse,” emphasizing that it
preserves the building’s physical continuity while allowing changes in layers of meaning
(Pendlebury, 2013, pp. 12-18).

Republican Period: Transformation into a Museum and Universal Heritage

The redefinition of Hagia Sophia as a museum in 1934 should be read as a silent yet powerful
intervention in how cultural heritage was conceptualized during the early period of the Turkish
Republic. This decision was neither a mere administrative regulation nor a simple change of function;
rather, it represented a conscious orientation toward the reorganization of the relationship with the
past. The conversion of Hagia Sophia into a museum embodied an approach that rejected the fixation
of the structure’s religious, political, and historical burdens within a single narrative. In this context,
museum status removed Hagia Sophia from being the symbol of a single identity and repositioned it
as a multilayered historical site.

The first decade of the Republic was shaped not only by the establishment of a new political
regime but also by an intensive search for how the past should be remembered and represented. The
Ottoman legacy was neither wholly rejected nor unquestioningly continued. Instead, a selective yet
distanced relationship with the past was established. The decision to turn Hagia Sophia into a
museum is one of the most striking examples of this selectivity. The structure was conceived not
through its identity as a mosque or church, but as a spatial carrier of historical continuity. Thus, Hagia
Sophia was elevated beyond faith-based belongings and transformed into a transitional space
between eras.

In this period, the concept of the museum was not limited to exhibition functions. It was
designed as an interpretive space where the past was not fixed but where different periods could
coexist side by side. The museum status of Hagia Sophia made it possible to treat the Byzantine and
Ottoman periods not as opposites but as historical layers that left their mark on the same space. This
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approach consciously avoided defining any period as “primary” or “secondary.”This new identity of
Hagia Sophia also proved decisive for the young Republic’s international standing. The structure
soon came to be perceived not only as Turkey’s but as one of the most unique architectural and
cultural sites in world history. This perception transformed Hagia Sophia from a national symbol
into a shared global cultural reference. Its status as a museum broadened its audience to encompass
people from all faiths and cultures. Thus, Hagia Sophia became a space where multiple readings,
rather than a single narrative, were possible.

With its museum status, Hagia Sophia’s interior became one of the rare examples where
different historical traces were simultaneously visible. Byzantine mosaics, Ottoman calligraphy, and
architectural additions existed together without excluding one another. This situation concretized the
notion of “multilayeredness,” one of the fundamental principles of modern cultural heritage
understanding. In this respect, Hagia Sophia was read not as a frozen monument of the past but as a
living historical space where different times overlapped (Celik, 2020, pp. 273-295).At the
international level, the growing awareness of cultural heritage, particularly after World War 11,
further highlighted Hagia Sophia’s position. The protection of cultural heritage came to be regarded
not merely as part of national sovereignty but as an element of global responsibility. Within this new
understanding, Hagia Sophia was evaluated as a space belonging to the common memory of
humanity (UNESCO, 1972). Its place within UNESCQO’s cultural heritage regime provided an
institutional framework for the structure’s international recognition and protection.

The years when Hagia Sophia served as a museum became a means for Turkey to present
itself to other countries. During that time, the structure was seen not only as a place from the past but
as a meeting point of different cultures. Consequently, Hagia Sophia moved somewhat away from
the center of controversies and came to the fore more through its historical and artistic dimensions.
This gave it a new character.When Hagia Sophia was reconverted into a mosque in 2020, a new
chapter was added to the long story of this ancient structure. However, this change did not erase the
rich and multifaceted heritage it possessed during its museum period. It has remained open for
worship as a mosque while continuing to welcome visitors. The many historical layers within the
structure have remained visible. Thus, it has once again demonstrated that Hagia Sophia does not
possess a single identity or characteristic but encompasses a colorful and multifaceted past.

The conversion of Hagia Sophia into a museum by the Council of Ministers’ decision in
1934 should be evaluated within the framework of the early Republic’s policies of secularism and
cultural restructuring. This transformation was part of a broader modernization strategy concerning
the repositioning of religious spaces in the public sphere (Ziircher, 2004, pp. 181-187).When
considered through Pierre Nora’s concept of “sites of memory,” the museum status consciously
transformed Hagia Sophia from a living place of worship into a domain of historical representation.
According to Nora, in modern societies, memory has been detached from its natural flow and has
become concentrated in consciously constructed sites (Nora, 1989, pp. 12—16). The museumification
of Hagia Sophia can be read as an institutional example of this deliberate memory production.

This process was also linked to the nation-state’s practice of reorganizing the past. According
to Anderson, nations are constructed as “imagined communities” through shared symbols and
historical narratives (Anderson, 2006, pp. 6—7). The museum status of Hagia Sophia represented the
spatial reflection of the Turkish Republic’s effort to position itself in a distanced yet appropriative
line with its Ottoman and Byzantine heritage.The Republic’s cultural policies tended toward the
selective reframing of the past rather than its complete rejection. This can be read within the
framework of Hobsbawm’s concept of “invented tradition,” as modern states rearrange the past
according to the needs of the present (Hobsbawm, 1992, pp. 1-4). The museumification of Hagia
Sophia did not entail fixing the past to a specific interpretation but rather establishing a new national
narrative through the presentation of multiple layers together.
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Hagia Sophia’s inclusion in the UNESCO World Heritage List in 1985 as part of the Historic
Areas of Istanbul strengthened its international legitimacy. This development reinforced the view of
cultural heritage as a domain of global responsibility rather than solely a national one (UNESCO,
1972, Articles 4-6). Thus, Hagia Sophia became part of the field of global cultural diplomacy beyond
national identity construction.In this context, when evaluated through Joseph Nye’s concept of soft
power, the museum period enhanced Turkey’s capacity to generate international perception through
cultural appeal and historical depth (Nye, 2004, pp. 11-15). During this era, Hagia Sophia functioned
as a field of cultural capital that produced symbolic influence beyond material power elements.

Its reconversion to mosque status in 2020 demonstrates that cultural heritage is not a fixed
category but is re-signified according to political context. According to Smith, heritage is not the past
itself but the contemporary discourse constructed about the past (Smith, 2006, pp. 44—49). In this
framework, the status changes of Hagia Sophia reveal the dynamic and negotiable nature of heritage.

Today, Hagia Sophia continues to exist both as a sacred site and as a major cultural space recognized
by the entire world. This challenges conventional thinking about the definition of cultural heritage.
Hagia Sophia’s situation reveals that such heritages do not remain singular and unchanging; rather,
they continuously acquire new meanings over time under the influence of society and politics.

This naturally raises the following question: When viewed with the benefit of hindsight, the
conversion of Hagia Sophia into a museum in 1934 constituted a major turning point in its recognition
by the entire world. This development elevated Hagia Sophia beyond being merely an ancient
structure and transformed it into the common property of different civilizations and nations. The
museum period magnified the building’s past and made it a significant symbol that carries the
changing meanings of many eras rather than a single period.In conclusion, the museum period of
Hagia Sophia between 1934 and 2020 demonstrated that cultural heritage could transcend national
boundaries. During those years, Hagia Sophia was neither a simple example of secularization nor of
sanctification. On the contrary, this ancient and grand structure secured a solid place in history as a
unique site where many eras, beliefs, and ideas could coexist. Throughout history, with its successive
layers of meaning, Hagia Sophia has continually reinvented itself in every period while preserving
its importance.

The Transmission of Cultural Heritage: The Case of Hagia Sophia

When cultural heritage is transmitted, it involves more than simply moving something from
one place to another. This process encompasses the transfer of old elements to new generations along
with meaning, identity, collective memory, and values. In other words, the transmission of cultural
heritage is a complex and inherently social endeavor. For instance, when a building, an artifact, or a
tradition is preserved, merely ensuring its physical survival is insufficient. What truly matters is the
meaning it conveys. Who claims ownership of this meaning? How is it interpreted? Who carries it
forward, and through which narratives?

For this reason, cultural heritage is regarded not as a fixed and static remnant of the past but
as a dynamic field of meaning that is continuously reproduced and transformed. When historical
processes are examined, the transmission of cultural heritage consistently exhibits a selective
character. Societies do not inherit every element of the past as it is; rather, they highlight those
elements that align with their own identity construction. This selectivity renders cultural heritage a
domain directly linked to political and intellectual processes. Decisions regarding which structures
will be protected, which narratives will be foregrounded, and which memories will be relegated to
the background are not merely scientific but are closely connected to prevailing social power
relations. Consequently, cultural heritage does not neutrally reflect the past; instead, it is reshaped
according to the needs of the present.

Within this framework, the Ottoman period should also be analyzed from a similar
perspective. Rather than wholly rejecting the Byzantine heritage it inherited, the Ottoman
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administration reinterpreted and selectively transformed it in ways that supported its own political
and cultural legitimacy. This demonstrates that cultural heritage is reproduced across different
historical periods through a relationship of both continuity and transformation.In modern heritage
theory, the transmission of cultural heritage is defined not merely as physical preservation but as the
reproduction of meaning. According to Smith, heritage consists not primarily of material objects but
of the values attributed to them (Smith, 2006, pp. 29-34). Therefore, the transmission of cultural
heritage is concerned more with symbolic continuity than with material continuity.

Hobsbawm’s “invented tradition” approach reveals that, despite claims of historical
continuity, heritage is often reproduced in modern contexts (Hobsbawm, 1992, pp. 9—14). This
demonstrates that cultural heritage is not a natural phenomenon but one shaped by social and political
processes.According to Nora, in modern societies, memory is not experienced spontaneously but is
preserved in consciously constructed symbolic spaces (Nora, 1989, pp. 18-20). In this context,
monuments and museums represent ways of remembering the past rather than the past
itself.Halbwachs argues that memory is constructed not individually but within social frameworks
(Halbwachs, 1992, pp. 38-40). Thus, the manner in which cultural heritage is transmitted is directly
linked to a society’s existing value system and power relations.Anderson’s “imagined communities”
approach explains the role of cultural heritage in the construction of national identity (Anderson,
2006, pp. 9-12). Historical structures and monuments unite individuals around a shared sense of the
past, thereby producing collective belonging.

According to Lowenthal, heritage reflects the needs of the present more than the past itself;
the past is reinterpreted in line with contemporary expectations (Lowenthal, 1998, pp. 120-123).
Therefore, heritage transmission is not a neutral process of preservation but a rewriting of the past
according to current values.The discourse of universal heritage, as framed by UNESCO, defines
cultural assets as the common heritage of humankind (UNESCO, 1972, Articles 1-4). However, this
claim to universality also carries the risk of marginalizing local meanings. This tension brings to the
fore the problem of balance between global and national memory policies.When these theoretical
frameworks are evaluated together, it becomes clear that cultural heritage is not a fixed value
transmitted from the past but a dynamic domain that is continuously reproduced within social,
political, and cultural processes.

Ultimately, transmitting cultural heritage is not merely about continuity of place. It is a social
process that enables the dissemination of meanings and identities across generations. While
preserving the past, this process also transforms it. While facilitating remembrance, it sometimes
establishes a regime of forgetting. Cultural heritage is not merely a historical remnant but a living
field of memory and identity production. Understanding it requires looking not only at the past but
also at the values of the present and the ideas of the future.

Ayasofya as a Site of Memory

Hagia Sophia is a collective memory space because it carries traces of different civilizations.
This memory is embodied in elements such as:

* Byzantine mosaics,

* Ottoman calligraphic art,

* Mimar Sinan’s engineering contributions,
* Modern-era restorations.

According to Assmann’s theory of cultural memory, social memory is transmitted across
generations through material carriers (Assmann, 2011, pp. 36—41). The Byzantine mosaics, Ottoman
calligraphic panels, and Republican-era restorations in Hagia Sophia render the memory layers of
different periods visible simultaneously.In this respect, Hagia Sophia constitutes a typical “site of
memory” in the sense defined by Nora, because in modern times, when the past is no longer lived in
its natural flow, it crystallizes in specific locations carrying symbolic density (Nora, 1989, pp. 7-9).
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Hagia Sophia functions as a memory palimpsest upon which the narratives of different civilizations
are written over one another.

Transmission of Layered Culture

One of the fundamental features that distinguishes Hagia Sophia within world cultural
heritage is that the structure cannot be reduced to a single civilization, a single belief system, or a
fixed historical narrative. From the moment of its construction, Hagia Sophia has been reinterpreted
by successive political orders, religious practices, and social imaginaries, with each period adding its
own world of meaning to the structure. This has elevated Hagia Sophia beyond being merely a
“preserved building” and made it one of the rare examples where cultural continuity can be spatially
traced.

In the cultural heritage literature, continuity is often confused with fixity. However, the case
of Hagia Sophia demonstrates that cultural continuity does not contradict change; on the contrary, it
is made possible through change. The historical journey of the structure should be read not as a series
of ruptures but as a process of transformation in which meanings are layered and articulated. Hagia
Sophia did not become a “functionless” monument with the end of one era; rather, it has survived by
being redefined within each new political and cultural context. In this sense, its transitions between
church, mosque, museum, and mosque again reflect a practice of layered re-functionalization rather
than erasure or destruction.

This chain of transformations clearly reveals cultural heritage’s capacity to “change while
preserving its essence.” While the physical integrity of the structure has been largely maintained, its
world of meaning has been reconstructed in every period. This requires us to conceive of cultural
heritage not as a remnant belonging to the past but as a field of meaning with which each generation
establishes a new relationship. In this respect, Hagia Sophia is not a static historical object but a
dynamic carrier of historical continuity.Layeredness in Hagia Sophia is not limited to functional
change. The building’s architectural language, spatial organization, and symbolic organization also
reflect this multilayered character. Elements added or reinterpreted in different periods have
produced a conscious plurality rather than a homogeneous whole. This plurality is one of the main
reasons for Hagia Sophia’s universal appeal. Because the structure does not serve a single historical
narrative, it offers a space that can be meaningfully interpreted by different cultural and social groups.

This makes Hagia Sophia an ideal carrier of cultural heritage. For the fundamental function
of cultural heritage is not to freeze the past but to sustain the relationship established with it. As one
of the rare spaces where different periods could leave their traces, Hagia Sophia demonstrates how
cultural heritage can be transformed within continuity. The historical journey of the structure
concretely shows that cultural heritage can only survive to the extent that it remains open to change.

When evaluated within Pierre Nora’s (1989, p. 7) conceptualization of lieux de mémoire (sites of
memory), this phenomenon of layeredness reveals that Hagia Sophia is not merely a historical
structure but a symbolic center where collective memory is concentrated and reproduced. According
to Nora, sites of memory are not fixed representations of the past but fields that are continuously re-
signified. The re-functionalization of Hagia Sophia with different identities across periods constitutes
a concrete example of this dynamic memory production.This approach, which posits that cultural
continuity must be thought together with change, also aligns with Jan Assmann’s (2011, pp. 37-45)
theory of cultural memory. Assmann states that cultural memory is not static but is re-coded
according to social context. The functional transformations of Hagia Sophia can be read as the
reframing rather than the erasure of cultural memory.

At this point, Laurajane Smith’s (2006, pp. 29-34) concept of “authorized heritage
discourse” is also explanatory. According to Smith, heritage is not merely a collection of objects to
be preserved but a narrative constructed and legitimized by specific actors. The various status
changes of Hagia Sophia illustrate how heritage is reproduced within political and ideological
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frameworks.From the perspective of architectural layeredness, Ousterhout (2019, pp. 112—130) notes
that Hagia Sophia represents the pinnacle of Byzantine architectural tradition; however, with the
addition of minarets, calligraphic panels, and structural reinforcements during the Ottoman period,
the building acquired a new aesthetic integrity. This shows that architectural interventions were not
destructive but articulated within historical continuity.

According to Necipoglu (2005, pp. 58-63), the Ottoman interventions were not merely
functional but also constituted a process of symbolic re-signification. The conversion of Hagia
Sophia into a mosque was related more to a discourse of sovereignty and legitimacy than to the
physical transformation of the space.

The Intertwining of Tangible and Intangible Elements

To consider Hagia Sophia merely as an architectural structure is to incompletely understand
its position within cultural heritage. The importance of the building transcends its physical existence
of stone, brick, and dome. Throughout history, through the rituals, soundscapes, symbolic practices,
artistic traditions, and collective narratives it has produced, Hagia Sophia has constituted a powerful
domain of intangible cultural heritage. In this respect, it offers an example where tangible and
intangible heritage elements are inextricably intertwined.Intangible cultural heritage is usually
defined through traditions, rituals, oral narratives, and social practices. Hagia Sophia is striking in
demonstrating how these elements are produced and sustained within a spatial framework. The
structure has hosted different forms of worship in different periods, and the soundscapes formed
during these acts of worship have transformed the spatial experience. Liturgical recitations, the call
to prayer, prayers, and moments of silence have made Hagia Sophia a heritage space that is not only
seen but also heard.

These sounds are directly related to the building’s architecture. The acoustics of the dome,
the space’s reverberation capacity, and the circulation of sound have shaped worship practices. This
illustrates how the architectural features of the structure contribute to the production of intangible
heritage. In Hagia Sophia, sound is not merely an element of worship but one of the fundamental
components that constructs the meaning of the space. In this context, Hagia Sophia can be evaluated
as a cultural domain where sensory memory is powerfully activated.Rituals also constitute an
important part of Hagia Sophia’s intangible heritage. From a different perspective, the imperial
ceremonies of the Byzantine period and the religious and public rituals of the Ottoman period show
that the structure was not merely a place of worship but also a space where social order was staged.
These rituals placed Hagia Sophia at the center of collective memory and transformed the building
into a site where social identity was established beyond individual experience.

Hagia Sophia’s intangible heritage is also produced through artistic traditions. Mosaics,
calligraphy, decorations, and architectural details do not merely carry aesthetic value; they also
reflect the worldview and value system of their respective periods. These artistic productions have
been transmitted from generation to generation through traditions of craftsmanship, symbolic
language, and technical knowledge. Thus, Hagia Sophia has functioned not only as a work of art but
as a center for the transmission of artistic knowledge and practices.Historical figures are also
important carriers of Hagia Sophia’s intangible heritage. Emperors, sultans, architects, religious
scholars, and artists associated with the structure have nourished the narrative universe formed
around it. These narratives have reached the present through legends, historical stories, and collective
images produced about the building. In this respect, Hagia Sophia is not merely a physical space but
a memory field woven with narratives.This intertwining of tangible and intangible heritage elevates
Hagia Sophia beyond classical conservation approaches. The preservation of the structure does not
mean only maintaining its walls and dome; it also requires sustaining the rituals, narratives, and
symbolic meanings associated with it. Hagia Sophia’s value as cultural heritage stems from this
multidimensional character.
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Hagia Sophia and Cultural Diplomacy

Cultural diplomacy has gained importance as a field of interaction based on the recognition
that interstate relations cannot be conducted solely through official negotiations and strategic
interests. This form of diplomacy aims to establish international relations beyond hard power tools,
through meaning production, symbolic representation, and the construction of collective perceptions.
In the context of cultural diplomacy, works of art, historical narratives, and elements of cultural
heritage are evaluated not merely as aesthetic or historical values but as active agents that influence
contemporary political and social relations. In this respect, cultural diplomacy is closely linked to
how states present themselves to the world.

The role played by cultural heritage in this process becomes particularly visible through
historically deep sites. These sites do not merely represent a nation’s past; they also produce common
reference points among different geographies, beliefs, and cultures. It is for precisely this reason that
Hagia Sophia stands out in Turkey’s cultural diplomacy not as an ordinary element but as an
exceptional example. With its past that cannot be reduced to a single historical narrative, the structure
offers a space in which cultural interaction and historical transitions are concretized.

UNESCO’s 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage
(UNESCO, 2003, Article 2) does not limit heritage to physical entities; it also counts rituals, oral
traditions, and performative practices among the fundamental elements of cultural continuity. Hagia
Sophia constitutes a concrete example of this definition.Studies on acoustic heritage show that the
dome structure of Hagia Sophia produces a reverberation time of up to approximately 11 seconds,
shaping the worship experience (Pentcheva, 2017, pp. 84-91). This reveals that architecture creates
not only a visual but also an auditory memory space.

When evaluated in terms of the relationship between ritual and power, the performance of
Byzantine imperial ceremonies in Hagia Sophia transformed the structure into a center that was as
political as it was sacred (Azak, 2022, pp. 103—108). Similarly, during the Ottoman period, Friday
processions and public religious ceremonies turned the space into a stage for collective identity.In
the context of artistic production, Kuban (2007, pp. 145—-152) emphasizes that the mosaic and
calligraphic applications in Hagia Sophia created not only an aesthetic but also an ideological
language of representation. Thus, the structure has acquired the character of a cultural palimpsest
upon which the aesthetic understandings of different civilizations are written over one another.

The concept of “attractive power,” frequently emphasized in the cultural diplomacy
literature, goes beyond classical definitions in the case of Hagia Sophia. The international impact of
Hagia Sophia does not stem solely from its status as an admirable architectural monument. Its real
impact arises from the historical tensions, transformations, and multiple layers of meaning it carries.
Having stood at the center of different social orders in different periods, Hagia Sophia offers its
visitors not only an aesthetic experience but also the opportunity for historical reflection. This feature
transforms the structure from a passive cultural object into an active domain of diplomatic narrative.

At this point, Joseph Nye’s concept of soft power is explanatory but not sufficient on its own.
While Nye argues that cultural elements create attraction for countries, he often assumes that this
attraction operates through positive and harmonious images. However, Hagia Sophia’s global impact
frequently produces debate and plurality rather than consensus. Hagia Sophia is, in a rare manner
within cultural diplomacy, a symbol that is not only “admired” but also “discussed.” This shows that
cultural diplomacy is not always a soft and smooth domain; it can also operate through tension and
negotiation.

The power of Hagia Sophia in cultural diplomacy is directly related to the place it occupies
in global memory. The structure held a central position in the Byzantine, Ottoman, and modern
Turkish periods alike, and thus became a symbol where different historical narratives intersect. This
intersection removes Hagia Sophia from being merely an instrument of a single national identity. For
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Turkey, Hagia Sophia is not merely “our” heritage but a common reference point with which global
public opinion also engages. Cultural diplomacy operates precisely through such shared references.

For international visitors, Hagia Sophia serves as one of the primary points of contact with
Turkey. This contact is independent of official diplomatic discourses and occurs through direct
experience. The spatial grandeur of the structure, its use of light, architectural proportions, and
historical traces create a powerful emotional and intellectual impact on the visitor. In the cultural
diplomacy literature, such experiences are recognized as fundamental elements of long-term
perception formation. In this context, Hagia Sophia does not merely represent Turkey’s international
visibility; it continuously reproduces this visibility.

Another important dimension of cultural diplomacy is how cultural heritage is presented. As decisive
as the preservation of a structure is the way it is narrated in terms of diplomatic impact. Due to its
multilayered past, Hagia Sophia presents a structure that resists one-sided narratives. This resistance
is both a challenge and a significant opportunity for cultural diplomacy. Because Hagia Sophia
enables Turkey to position itself through historical continuity, cultural plurality, and the experience
of inter-civilizational transition.

In this regard, Simon Mark’s definition of cultural diplomacy as a “narrative construction
process” is important. According to Mark, cultural diplomacy concerns the stories through which a
country presents itself to others. Hagia Sophia does not offer Turkey a single story; rather, it creates
a space where multiple narratives can exist simultaneously. This possibility of multiple narratives
contributes to Turkey’s construction of cultural diplomacy through historical depth and diversity
rather than a monolithic identity.

Hagia Sophia’s Global Image Power

Although Hagia Sophia is a major structure in Turkey, it is perhaps the most widely
recognized. This structure is not only one of the elements that distinguishes Turkey in the world; it
is also one of the primary sites from which Turkey’s importance and culture emerge. Hagia Sophia
is also listed on the UNESCO World Heritage List. This does not merely confer great value on the
structure; it also places it within a global network that grants it international recognition and subjects
it to certain rules. Consequently, Hagia Sophia is no longer merely an ancient site located in Turkey
but an international point valued, shared, and discussed by many countries, institutions, and peoples.

Tourism provides a clear example of this situation. With its “world heritage” status, Hagia Sophia is
no longer merely a “protected” structure. It has become a place that people want to see and visit.
Scholars working on cultural heritage frequently emphasize this. Thanks to this status, Hagia Sophia
has placed Turkey on the list of places in the world worth visiting. People who come here gain a
greater understanding of Turkey’s history, richness, and diversity. In this way, Turkey’s culture
becomes more visible on the global stage. Visibility is achieved not only through war or screens but
also through culture and structures.

Hagia Sophia was included in the UNESCO World Heritage List in 1985 as part of the
“Historic Areas of Istanbul” (UNESCO, 1985) and thereby became part of the international
conservation regime. Pendlebury (2013, pp. 67-72) notes that World Heritage status provides not
only protection but also global visibility and political legitimacy.Studies examining the impact of
World Heritage sites on tourism reveal that this status leads to a significant increase in visitor
numbers (Timothy & Boyd, 2003, pp. 56—61). Hagia Sophia constitutes one of the important nodes
in this global circulation network.Furthermore, Hagia Sophia’s presence on this list facilitates
Turkey’s collaboration with other countries and diverse groups. Globally protected cultural sites are
excellent venues for joint restoration, knowledge sharing, writing, and cooperation. Scientists,
designers, and people from different countries come together to work on places like Hagia Sophia.
This is highly effective in cultural diplomacy as well, because Hagia Sophia enables states to
establish relations without directly engaging in politics. Thus, this structure helps Turkey build
positive relations with the world and participate in cultural dialogues.
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Another important aspect is that Hagia Sophia transcends Turkey’s cultural power beyond a
single narrative. Its long and multilayered history does not confine Turkey to a single period. On the
contrary, it presents Turkey as a place where different civilizations converge and a rich culture
emerges. In the world, symbols such as Hagia Sophia are used as “soft power” to make countries
more respectable and attractive. This power does not operate through coercion. It appeals to people’s
thoughts and emotions. Thus, with its meaning and history, Hagia Sophia elevates Turkey’s image.

In conclusion, Hagia Sophia’s status as a protected site in the world does not merely mean it
carries a “to be protected” label. It constitutes an indirect but real diplomatic tool in Turkey’s
relations with the world. By attracting tourists, strengthening cultural cooperation, and presenting
Turkey as a distinctive and rich country in the eyes of the world, Hagia Sophia serves as a
multifunctional point. Turkey’s great heritage is better understood and highlighted throughout the
world thanks to Hagia Sophia.

Hagia Sophia as a Soft Power Tool

Soft power, as defined by Nye (2004), is the capacity to “attract and persuade.” Hagia Sophia
occupies a central position in Turkey’s cultural attractiveness.

* In this context, Hagia Sophia:

* In international exhibitions,

* In cultural agreements,

* In promotional activities,

* In state diplomatic visits (Nye, 2004, pp. 10-17),

carries the feature of being Turkey’s bridge of civilizations.
The Role of Hagia Sophia in Museology and Conservation Policies

Hagia Sophia holds a special position not only due to its historical importance but also with
regard to the relationship Turkey has established with cultural heritage conservation principles both
domestically and internationally. The ongoing and valued works carried out on the structure
demonstrate how much priority Turkey attaches to its approach to cultural heritage. In this respect,
Hagia Sophia reveals that the preservation of this heritage has become a domain connected not only
to technical calculations but also to international relations and diplomacy.The idea of protecting
cultural heritage has been shaped in recent years by globally accepted rules, ethical principles, and
scientific methods. Restoration works on major known structures such as Hagia Sophia are carried
out in accordance with these rules, and compliance is considered extremely important. The efforts to
protect the structure—material analyses, documentation, and long-term planning—are conducted not
only with domestic experts but also through knowledge sharing with specialists from other countries.
In this way, Hagia Sophia transcends being merely a restoration site and becomes a venue where
ideas and experiences from many places are shared.

Keskin (2011, pp. 214-220) associates the transformation of Hagia Sophia into a museum in
the early Republican period with the construction of the new national identity through cultural
heritage. This decision should be evaluated as an ideological reframing process as much as a
functional one.In the context of international conservation principles, the Venice Charter (ICOMOS,
1964) and UNESCO’s conservation principles emphasize that historical layers should not be erased.
The restoration approach at Hagia Sophia is based on the principle of preserving multilayeredness.

The renewal works carried out at Hagia Sophia also demonstrate that our country stands
together with the world in claiming ownership of cultural heritage. The conservation philosophy
employed by UNESCO worldwide requires not only that a structure remain standing but also that its
history and original characteristics be preserved. The conservation approach at Hagia Sophia
considers all periods of the structure, does not reduce it to a single era, and respects continuity from
past to present. Thus, Turkey prioritizes not only the symbolic or ideological aspects of a site but
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also its scientific and universally valid dimensions. This shows that while claiming ownership of this
heritage, our country adheres to universal and common rules and adopts a more correct stance.

This process also produces a functional channel in terms of cultural diplomacy. Academic
collaborations, technical consultancies, and joint projects established through restoration initiatives
create relations that are independent of but complementary to official diplomatic meetings. These
contacts established through the preservation of cultural heritage contribute to the formation of trust-
based and long-term bonds between states. The restoration processes of Hagia Sophia also play a role
in shaping international perceptions of Turkey. Principles such as transparency, adherence to
scientific methods, and sharing of expertise are among the universal criteria of cultural heritage
management. The application of these principles in the Hagia Sophia example contributes to
Turkey’s positioning as a responsible and cooperative actor in the field of cultural heritage. Thus,
the structure becomes not only a heritage of the past but an element that produces meaning in
contemporary international relations.

Hagia Sophia’s Position in International Relations

Hagia Sophia has historically stood at the center of various political debates. Most of these
debates stem from the structure’s international symbolic value. When we examine these symbolic
values closely, certain parameters emerge. Although the debates may appear to be religion-centered,
they actually overlap directly with issues of domination and power. Holding power is equivalent not
only to governance but also to possessing the power of a structure engraved in social memory. In this
regard, different reactions and debates have emerged and continue to emerge from different regions
of the world.Cho (2023, pp. 145-150) states that the status changes of Hagia Sophia have been
discussed in international public opinion within the framework of identity, sovereignty, and cultural
heritage policies. These debates demonstrate that the structure is not only a religious but also a
geopolitical symbol.In this context, Hagia Sophia can be read in the Foucauldian sense as a “space
of power,” since control over space becomes a tool through which symbolic sovereignty is
manifested.

International Reactions and the Management of Diplomacy

The debates surrounding Hagia Sophia’s status clearly show that the issue cannot be
addressed solely within a cultural or religious framework. Hagia Sophia is one of the spaces in which
the continuity of the Turkish nation on the stage of history, its will to sovereignty, and its state-
building capacity are concretized. The authority over this structure is not a temporary right based on
any international approval or consent but the natural outcome of the law of conquest, historical
legitimacy, and state sovereignty. Therefore, every decision concerning Hagia Sophia should first be
read through the responsibility that the Republic of Turkey bears toward its own history and nation.

The international reactions that emerged following the status change of Hagia Sophia
demonstrate that cultural heritage is now evaluated not only within the sphere of national sovereignty
but also within the framework of global norms and multilateral institutions. In the process of
globalization, heritage sites have become part of the “international public sphere,” which has
rendered the balance between sovereignty and international responsibility a contested ground
(Logan, 2007, pp. 35-42).

In its 2020 statement, UNESCO indicated that the status change of Hagia Sophia should be
evaluated within the context of the obligations under the World Heritage Convention (UNESCO,
2020). This approach is based on the normative framework of the 1972 World Heritage Convention,
which emphasizes that heritage sites are recognized as the “common heritage of humankind” rather
than solely subjects of national discretion (UNESCO, 1972).In the international law literature, while
states’ sovereign authority over cultural heritage sites is fundamental, this authority is subject to
certain limitations through international agreements (Francioni, 2008, pp. 7—12). In the case of Hagia
Sophia, the debate has centered not on the denial of the right to sovereignty but on how this right
should be harmonized with the global heritage regime.
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The “inclusivity” discourse emphasized in the 2020 statement by the U.S. Department of
State can be read in the context of the pluralist representation of cultural heritage (U.S. Department
of State, 2020). Such statements demonstrate that cultural heritage functions as an instrument of
normative pressure and symbolic diplomacy in international relations (Winter, 2014, pp. 100—105).

Orhan Pamuk’s evaluation of Hagia Sophia’s museum status as an indicator of plural identity
(Pamuk, 2020, p. A23) parallels the literature on the role of cultural heritage in national identity
construction. According to Smith (2006, pp. 29-34), heritage is not a neutral reflection of the past
but a discourse reproduced within contemporary identity debates. In this context, Hagia Sophia has
become a symbolic space where different identity narratives intersect.

The fact that Hagia Sophia has served different functions in the past does not cast a shadow
on the will of the nation that owns these lands today. On the contrary, this multilayered history reveals
the inclusive yet resolute character of the Turkish state tradition. Turkey does not adopt a defensive
or apologetic position regarding Hagia Sophia. The state manages this issue in line with its own
historical consciousness and understanding of sovereignty, evaluating external reactions not as
determining factors but as secondary elements to be taken into consideration.In this framework,
diplomatic statements reflect not a retreat or hesitation but a strong manifestation of state reasoning.
While explaining its decisions regarding Hagia Sophia to the world, Turkey defends its thesis and
clearly presents its historical justification and legal foundations. International law and cultural
heritage discourse are used not as boundaries limiting this process but as tools that legitimize
Turkey’s stance.

The works carried out in the field of cultural heritage management are also a manifestation
of national will in practice. The preservation, sustenance, and functionalization of Hagia Sophia
demonstrate that the fate of this structure is determined by the decision of the Turkish state rather
than the expectations of others. In this respect, Hagia Sophia exists not merely as a heritage of the
past but as a powerful symbol of Turkey’s independence, sovereignty, and historical consciousness
today.The global debates on this matter continue. For example, UNESCO has stated that if Hagia
Sophia becomes a mosque, its importance on the cultural heritage list may weaken and that it would
no longer serve a common conscience, emphasizing that it would be more appropriate for the site to
remain a museum (UNESCO, 2020).Another point of discussion has been the United States. The
U.S. has stated that Hagia Sophia remaining a museum would be more inclusive and that this
inclusivity would be lost with its conversion into a mosque (U.S. Department of State, 2020).

Different voices have also emerged from Turkey, one of the notable ones being Orhan Pamuk. Pamuk
has stated that Hagia Sophia’s museum status was an indicator of Turkey’s plural identity (Pamuk,
2020, p. A23). He has repeatedly expressed that the change represented a majoritarian rather than a
pluralist decision.

Hagia Sophia as a Space of Intercultural Dialogue

Throughout history, Hagia Sophia has existed not merely as an architectural monument or
political symbol but as a sacred reference point embedded in the memory of different faith worlds.
The meaning it carries for both Christianity and Islam has made it one of the rare spaces not confined
to a single faith framework. This has elevated Hagia Sophia from being merely a heritage of the past
to an exceptional symbol where different faith traditions can produce meaning within the same space.

For the Christian world, Hagia Sophia stood for centuries at the center of theological authority and
the understanding of sacred space; for the Islamic world, it transformed after the conquest into a
temple integrated with worship, scholarship, and public life. The historical correspondence of these
two distinct forms of sanctity within the same structure has made Hagia Sophia a space where
meanings can coexist rather than a site of conflict (Runciman, 1985, pp. 45-52). Traces of this
multiple sanctity can still be read on the building’s walls, dome, and spatial organization.
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This feature transforms Hagia Sophia into an example where the concept of dialogue moves
from an abstract ideal to a spatial reality. The structure historically demonstrates that different belief
systems can coexist without excluding one another. The concept of tolerance also finds concrete
expression in Hagia Sophia not merely as a discursive value but as a practice of coexistence that has
been implemented for centuries.The multiple sanctity status of Hagia Sophia constitutes a unique
example in discussions of interfaith spatial continuity. As Runciman (1985, pp. 45-52) notes, the
structure, which was the center of theological and political authority in the Byzantine period, became
similarly the focus of public and religious life in the Ottoman period. This continuity shows that the
space was re-signified through transformation rather than complete rupture.

The interfaith dialogue literature demonstrates that shared spaces produce possibilities for
contact and negotiation as much as conflict (Appleby, 2000, pp. 45—49). The historical experience
of Hagia Sophia can be evaluated as one of the rare examples showing that sacred spaces can exist
without being reduced to singular identities. The culture of coexistence represented by Hagia Sophia
is based not on the erasure of differences but on their preservation and maintenance together. The
structure has shown that transitions between faiths can be managed not through destruction but
through transformation and sustenance. In this respect, Hagia Sophia continues to offer a historically
deep and powerful reference to the issue of coexistence, which is frequently discussed in today’s
world.

Theoretical Analysis of Hagia Sophia’s Contribution to Cultural Diplomacy

The contribution of Hagia Sophia to cultural diplomacy should be evaluated not only through
its historical and aesthetic values but also through the symbolic meanings and perceptions it produces
in the international arena. This section aims to analyze how the multilayered identity of Hagia Sophia
creates an area of influence within the framework of cultural diplomacy theories.

Within Joseph Nye’s (2004, pp. 10—17) soft power theory, cultural heritage sites are among
the symbolic resources that increase a state’s capacity for attraction. Hagia Sophia can be evaluated
as a powerful soft power element that makes Turkey’s cultural narrative visible thanks to its historical
depth and global recognition.However, cultural diplomacy encompasses not only the production of
positive images but also the capacity for crisis management. As seen in the case of Hagia Sophia,
symbolically valuable heritage sites also possess the potential to generate diplomatic tensions
(Winter, 2014, pp. 112—118). Therefore, cultural diplomacy is a multidimensional process that
includes perception management as well as representation.

Hagia Sophia in the Context of International Cultural Symbols, the UNESCO
Perspective, and Global Tourism

Hagia Sophia is a site that is the subject of discussion both domestically and internationally.
Many old and new stories converge here. Hagia Sophia has become a major symbol not merely
because of its beautiful architecture but because it has acquired different meanings over many
centuries according to different administrations, beliefs, and societal imaginations. Therefore, Hagia
Sophia is not a place with a single face. Its multifaceted structure makes it a highly suitable and
powerful symbol for constructing narratives. When presenting themselves to the world, countries
prefer to use real and universally known places and values rather than abstract and difficult-to-
understand concepts. Hagia Sophia fully corresponds to this desire. Turkey frequently uses the phrase
“meeting point of civilized societies” when speaking with the world. This phrase gains meaning not
merely as a location on the map but through important structures such as Hagia Sophia.

Because it has come from the Byzantine era through the Ottoman period to the modern age,
Hagia Sophia demonstrates that very different societies have been able to leave their traces in this
space. In this respect, Turkey can present itself not as belonging to a single place but as the focus of
historical transitions and interactions. Thanks to Hagia Sophia, the past appears not merely as
something possessed but as a shared experience. Thus, this valuable structure ceases to be a tool that
narrows a society’s identity and instead helps construct a narrative that embraces everyone.Studies
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on the impact of World Heritage status on tourism show that areas included in the UNESCO list
experience increased global visibility and visitor numbers (Timothy & Boyd, 2003, pp. 56-61). In
this context, Hagia Sophia stands at the intersection of cultural diplomacy and cultural tourism.

According to Wolfe (2021, pp. 88-94), cultural heritage sites are among the fundamental
elements that enhance the brand value of cities. Hagia Sophia’s central position in Istanbul’s global
image demonstrates that Turkey’s cultural narrative is also supported by its economic dimension.One
of the reasons for Hagia Sophia’s fame is its inclusion in the UNESCO list. UNESCO approaches
the issue from the perspective of common heritage. From this point of view, Hagia Sophia becomes
a structure that bears responsibility toward us as much as we do toward it. This point is highly
important because, as a World Heritage site, the heritage Hagia Sophia has left us in terms of cultural
transmission creates a shared responsibility. This ensures that we remain continuously active and in
communication in international diplomacy. Moreover, the efforts Turkey makes for preservation,
openness, and accessibility are followed by other countries.

When the maintenance and repair works at Hagia Sophia are carried out in accordance with
UNESCO rules, they increase the structure’s value for the world. Scientific arrangements,
documentation, and collaboration with experts ensure that Hagia Sophia remains beautiful now and
in the future. These operations show that Turkey is not merely a country exercising its own rights
but also one that contributes to the protection of ancient structures worldwide. Such behavior earns
Turkey a positive image in cultural relations. Because the sustenance of ancient works has a long-
term effect in gaining friendship and respect among nations. By being preserved, Hagia Sophia
remains a common value for both Turkey and the world, and people claim ownership of this value.
Thus, Turkey becomes a country that is open and responsible both to its own culture and to the world.
At the same time, it sets an example for other structures and works from the past.

Diplomacy does not occur only behind closed doors and in embassies. Diplomacy sometimes
takes place on the street and sometimes in the regulation of economic parameters. Hagia Sophia’s
recognizability provides certain economic gains precisely at this point. Cultural tourism is one of the
areas in which Turkey leads.International recognizability is directly linked to the economic
dimension of cultural diplomacy. Powerful symbols such as Hagia Sophia enable a country to
differentiate itself in global competition. This differentiation is measured not only by quantitative
visitor data but also by qualitative transformations in perception. By making Turkey’s historical
depth, cultural diversity, and continuity visible in a single space, Hagia Sophia leaves a lasting
impression on international public opinion. This impression produces indirect but effective outcomes
across a wide spectrum ranging from economic relations to cultural partnerships.

Transmission of Cultural Heritage from Education to the Digital Realm: Hagia
Sophia’s New Educational Role

Today, Hagia Sophia is no longer merely an ancient structure. Many people from all over
the world come to see it and admire it. But Hagia Sophia is more than that. It is a place that shows
how we learn and transmit our past, culture, and knowledge. The structure’s long and varied history
has taken it beyond traditional history books. For this reason, Hagia Sophia constitutes a unique and
special example for education. Here, the past meets the present; people see, feel, and incorporate the
old into their own lives. For us, Hagia Sophia is not merely stone and walls; it is a living space full
of knowledge and life.

Contemporary heritage studies emphasize that cultural heritage should not only be preserved
but also transmitted and interpreted (Smith, 2006, pp. 83—89). Hagia Sophia functions as a “living
laboratory” for interdisciplinary studies, offering applied learning opportunities in the fields of
architecture, art history, and restoration education.The digitalization process is not a
superficialization of heritage but a tool that enables the more systematic analysis of multilayered
historical data. This strengthens the sustainability of cultural memory for both academic research and
public education (Logan, 2007, pp. 52-58).
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Hagia Sophia is a complete meeting point for cultural heritage education. Different
disciplines converge in this structure. Departments such as architecture, art history, history,
archaeology, restoration science, and heritage management conduct research here. Through these
studies, Hagia Sophia functions like an open laboratory. The research informs students while also
illustrating topics such as conservation, repair, and ethics through concrete examples. Lessons and
discussions touch real life. Thus, cultural heritage education does not consist merely of rules; it
emerges from and takes shape through real places and real problems. Students learn both by seeing
and by touching. All of this demonstrates the importance of lived experience in education and makes
knowledge more permanent.

Digital heritage applications, on the other hand, transcend the spatial boundaries of cultural
transmission. Virtual museums and three-dimensional models increase the accessibility of heritage
sites and create a new ground for interaction, particularly with younger generations (Latham &
Cowan, 2023, pp. 120-126). When we examine Hagia Sophia’s role in education, it is not limited to
the university level. Extending from primary school to high school curricula, it serves as a powerful
example in explaining concepts such as historical continuity, inter-civilizational interaction, and
cultural diversity. For students, Hagia Sophia appears not merely as a structure representing a single
period but as a place that demonstrates an attitude, a personality, and how time can bend within stone
walls.

Through digitalization, Hagia Sophia, which was once a structure that could only be seen on
site, has become learnable everywhere by everyone. Although looking at a virtual reality has become
integrated into our new lives in a changing world, Hagia Sophia accommodates this situation very
comfortably. Through digital tools, people of all ages and interests can obtain information about
Hagia Sophia and learn its details. Thus, Hagia Sophia has become an open and accessible source of
knowledge for everyone in the world.

Digital heritage applications and virtual museum initiatives play a decisive role particularly
in establishing relationships with younger generations. For individuals who cannot physically visit
or lack the opportunity, Hagia Sophia becomes a cultural experience that can be discovered in the
digital environment. This has ensured that cultural heritage is no longer merely a value “to be seen
on site.” Transmission occurs under all circumstances. At the same time, digital tools combine visual,
auditory, and interactive learning methods, enabling stronger connections compared to classical
narrative methods.In the case of Hagia Sophia, digitalization does not function as a process that
simplifies or superficializes the meaning of heritage; rather, it serves as a tool that makes complex
historical layers more comprehensible. The ability to examine architectural elements from different
periods separately in the digital environment makes the multilayered nature of cultural heritage
visible. This produces a significant gain for both academic studies and public education.

Conclusion

Hagia Sophia is a unique cultural heritage site that historically carries the common memory
of both Eastern and Western civilizations. Through such common cultural structures that constitute
humanity’s shared heritage, a cultural map that changes, transforms, and develops from generation
to generation is formed, much like genetic transmission.The role played by Hagia Sophia in the
process of transmitting cultural heritage is concretized in the stages of preservation, transformation,
re-signification, and sharing with the international community. This heritage develops not only with
columns and historical importance but also with the Anatolian civilization that has been woven into
the texture of the columns and that continuously undergoes metamorphosis.

Hagia Sophia is not a simple reflection of the historical tension between East and West but
a multilayered contact zone where these two worlds define, transform, and reproduce each other. The
structure can be reduced neither solely to the Christian-Byzantine heritage of the West nor solely to
the Islamic and Ottoman identity of the East (Necipoglu, 2005, pp. 60—66). Hagia Sophia’s
uniqueness lies precisely in this irreducibility and in its simultaneous multiplicity of meanings.
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Western-centric academic and political discourse largely defines Hagia Sophia through the
concept of “universal cultural heritage.” While this discourse employs an ostensibly inclusive
language on the surface, at a deeper level it reproduces the Western tradition of historiography and
cultural hierarchy-building. While Hagia Sophia’s Byzantine period is directly linked to the West’s
own historical continuity, the Ottoman period is often presented as a “later addition” or “transitional”
phase.This approach can be read through Edward Said’s conceptualization of Orientalism. While the
West declares Hagia Sophia universal, it draws the boundaries of universality itself. Thus, the
structure is placed at the center of Western knowledge production, while the East is relegated to the
position of object. The meaning of Hagia Sophia is fixed according to the aesthetic and historical
criteria of Western academic disciplines rather than through the living cultural practices of the East.

The Eastern perspective, on the other hand, considers Hagia Sophia beyond being a symbol
of conquest, as the spatial expression of inter-civilizational continuity. In Ottoman thought, conquest
is not destruction but the practice of sustaining what exists by transforming it.In this context, the East
views Hagia Sophia not as a symbol won against the West but as a central element of a broader
historical narrative that also encompasses the West (Kafadar, 2019, p. 31). This perspective
foregrounds spatial and cultural continuity against the Western discourse of rupture. For the East,
Hagia Sophia is not the heritage of an “other” but a reinterpreted form of the universal in the language
of a different civilization.In terms of international relations theories, Hagia Sophia constitutes an
example that transcends the power- and security-oriented framework of classical realism. The
debates conducted through Hagia Sophia make visible symbolic power, meaning production, and
struggles for legitimacy rather than material power. This concretizes the constructivist thesis that
“reality is constructed through discourses.”While the West attempts to bring Hagia Sophia under
control in the name of universal values, the East foregrounds the discourse of historical sovereignty
and cultural continuity. However, the conflict between these two positions is not a zero-sum power
struggle but an epistemological struggle over who will define the universal (Mignolo, 2011, p. 45).

Hagia Sophia forces a rethinking of Marshall McLuhan’s concept of the “global village.”
The global village is not merely an area where communication technologies eliminate distance but a
universe of meaning in which historical memories circulate simultaneously. Although physically
fixed in Istanbul, Hagia Sophia is at the same time a global node where different cultures, beliefs,
and ideological readings intersect (McLuhan, 1964, p. 14).For a Western viewer, Hagia Sophia is an
aesthetic reference belonging to the pre-modern era; for an Eastern viewer, it is part of a living
historical continuity. However, within the context of the global village, these two perceptions do not
stand in opposition but exist in a superimposed state. In this respect, Hagia Sophia is not a “center”
of the global village but a polyphonic common space.

Hagia Sophia is not a symbol that takes sides between East and West; it is a negotiation space
in which these two perspectives are necessarily confronted with each other. For Turkey, Hagia
Sophia is, beyond a cultural defense reflex, a power element that produces meaning at the global
level, opens debate, and questions established hierarchies.In this respect, Hagia Sophia demonstrates
that Turkey can be an effective actor in the international system not only through its military or
economic capacity but also through its civilizational narrative, cultural memory, and symbolic power.
The real power of Hagia Sophia lies not in being a bridge between East and West but in transcending
this bridge metaphor and creating a threshold where both sides are compelled to rethink themselves
(Appadurai, 1996, pp. 27-34).

In conclusion, this article has sought to explain in a holistic framework the multilayered
function of Hagia Sophia in the transmission of cultural heritage and its contribution to cultural
diplomacy, while revealing the structure’s importance in both national identity and international
relations contexts
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Ayasofya: Mirasi Tasimanin Dinamikleri ve Kiiltiir Diplomasisine Katkis1

Giris
Kiiltiirel miras, toplumlarin gegmisle kurdugu en giiclii kdpriilerden ve baglardan biridir. Bir
iilkenin tarihsel kimligi, degerleri ve kolektif hafizasi kiiltiirel miras alanlarinda somutlagmaktadir.

Bu yerlerin korunmasi, yasatilmasi ve hafizaya kazinmasi yalnizca kiiltiirel bir gereklilik degil, aym
zamanda yumusak gii¢ ve diplomasi agisindan da énemli bir unsur olusturmaktadir.

Ayasofya, bin bes yiiz yildan fazla bir siiredir bu topraklarda varligini siirdiirmektedir. Hem
eski Roma’nin hem de Osmanli’nin mirasim1 tagimaktadir. Giiniimiizde ise Tiirkiye’nin siyasal,
kiiltiirel ve dini yagamindan izler tasimakta ve dnemini korumaktadir. Ayasofya, cok katmanli yapilar
arasinda one ¢ikmaktadir. Bu ¢ok katmanlilik, yapinin 6zgiin ve 6nemli olmasini saglamaktadir. Bu
nedenle Ayasofya, yalmzca Istanbul icin degil, tiim diinya icin de biiyiik bir miras niteligi
tasimaktadir.

Bu noktadan hareketle makale, Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca gegmisten giiniimiize ulasan bir yapi
olarak degerlendirmemektedir. Calisma, Ayasofya’y1 farkli donemlerin izlerini tastyan, uygarliklarin
bulustugu, hafizanin biriktigi ve kiiltiiriin siireklilik icinde varligin1 siirdiirdiigii bir koprii olarak ele
almaktadir. Ayasofya, yalnizca tas ve hargtan olusan bir yap1 degildir; her donemde yeni anlamlar
kazanmakta ve farkli topluluklar tarafindan yeniden yorumlanmaktadir. Bu yoniiyle Ayasofya, nadir
yapilardan biri olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bu makale, Ayasofya’nin ¢gok katmanl yapisini odagina
almakta; kiiltiiriin nasil korundugunu, zamanla nasil doniistigiinii ve nesiller arasinda nasil
aktarildigini sorgulamaktadir.

Dolayisiyla makale, Ayasofya’nin uzun ge¢misini bir siireklilik icinde ele almaktadir.
Yapinin, gegmisten giiniimiize farkli devlet ve toplumlarin yasaminda nasil iglevler tstlendigi
incelenmektedir. Bizans’tan Osmanli’ya ve oradan modern Tiirkiye’ye uzanan siirecte, kiiltiirel
mirasin nasil varligim siirdiirdiigii ortaya konulmaktadir. Ayasofya, kiiltiiriin kesintiye ugramadan
nasil devam ettigini gosteren 6nemli bir 6rnek olusturmaktadir. Bu nedenle ¢alisma, Ayasofya’nin
duragan bir yap1 m1 yoksa her dénemde yeni anlamlar kazanan yasayan bir miras m1 oldugu sorusu
iizerinde durmakta ve bu meseleyi tartigmaya agmaktadir. Ayrica Ayasofya’nin ge¢mis ile bugiin
arasinda bir kopril iglevi goriip gdrmedigi de incelenmektedir.

Kiiltiirel miras kavrami, 6zellikle UNESCO’nun 1972 Diinya Kiiltiirel ve Dogal Mirasin
Korunmasina Dair S6zlesmesi ile evrensel bir normatif ger¢eve kazanmaktadir (UNESCO, 1972,
md. 1-4). Bu s6zlesme, miras1 yalnizca ulusal bir deger olarak degil, “insanligin ortak degeri” olarak
tanimlamakta ve kiiltiirel varliklar1 uluslararast hukuk ile diplomasi alaninin bir pargasi haline
getirmektedir.

Modern miras c¢aligmalari literatiiriinde kiiltiirel mirasin nesnel ve tarafsiz bir kategori
olmadigi; aksine sdylemsel olarak inga edildigi ileri siirlilmektedir. Smith’e gdre miras, gegcmisin
kendisinden ziyade geg¢mise yiiklenen giincel anlamlarin bir iriinii olarak degerlendirilmektedir
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(Smith, 2006, ss. 29-34). Bu baglamda Ayasofya’nin farkli donemlerde yeniden anlamlandirilmasi,
mirasin sabit degil, miizakere edilen bir alan oldugunu goéstermektedir.

Uluslararasi iligkiler literatiiriinde ise kiiltiirel unsurlarin giic {liretimindeki rolii, maddi
kapasitenin 6tesinde ele alinmaktadir. Nye’ye gore yumusak giic, bir aktoriin baskalarinin tercihlerini
kiiltiirel gekicilik ve normatif mesruiyet yoluyla sekillendirme kapasitesini ifade etmektedir (Nye,
2004, ss. 5-11). Bu gercevede Ayasofya, sembolik gii¢ liretiminin mekansal bir aract olarak
degerlendirilmektedir.

Makale, Ayasofya’nin farkli medeniyetlerden gelen topluluklarin bir arada bulunabildigi
nadir kiiltiirel bulusma alanlarindan biri oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Yapinin biinyesinde Bizans,
Osmanl1 ve Islam sanatina ait izler ve siislemeler yer almaktadir. Bu unsurlar, topluluklar arasinda
yalnizca ¢atigmanin degil, ayn1 zamanda etkilesim, anlayis ve paylasimin da miimkiin oldugunu
gostermektedir. Calisma, Ayasofya’nin yalnizca bir simge mi yoksa bu etkilesimi iireten bir mekan
m1 oldugunu analiz etmektedir.

Bu makale ayrica, Ayasofya’nin uluslararasi iligkilerde geleneksel gii¢ unsurlarinin 6tesinde
bir rol oynadigini incelemektedir. Ayasofya hakkinda diinya genelinde yiriitiilen tartismalar, bu
yapinin yalnizca tarihsel ve estetik bir deger tasimadigini gostermektedir. Ayni zamanda kiiltiirel
etkilesim, uluslararasi iletisim ve yumusak gii¢ agisindan 6nemli bir arag olarak 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Bu
dogrultuda calisma, Ayasofya’nin kiiresel dlgekte nasil bir sdylem nesnesi haline geldigini ve bu
sOylemin siyasal sonuglariin olup olmadigini arastirmaktadir.

Son olarak c¢alisma, Tirkiye’nin Ayasofya’yr nasil bir kiiltiirel strateji icinde
konumlandirdigini analiz etmektedir. Ayasofya, Tiirkiye agisindan yalnizca tarihsel bir miras degil;
ayni zamanda uluslararasi alanda kendini ifade etme, gegmis ile bugiinii iligkilendirme ve kiiltiirel
etki olusturma araci olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bu baglamda g¢alisma, Tiirkiye’nin Ayasofya
iizerinden nasil bir anlati insa ettigini ve bu anlatinin uluslararasi diizeyde nasil karsilik buldugunu
incelemektedir. Boylece kiiltiirel mirasin, dis politika ve uluslararas iligkiler baglaminda bir iletigim
araci olarak nasil islev gordiigiine dair yeni bir perspektif sunulmaktadir.

Ayasofya’nin Tarihsel Seriiveni: Cok Katmanh Bir Kiiltiirel Miras

Ayasofya’nin tarihinin her donemi, kiiltiirel miras kavraminin farkli bir boyutunu temsil
eder. Boyutlar ve zamanlar agildikga, her yeni farkli katmandan yeni farkli bir kimlik ¢ikar. Farkli
kimliklerin katmanlanmasi ve harmanlanmasi ile olusan yeni iist kimlik, kii¢iik bir Tiirkiye profilini
bizlere ¢izer. Bu ¢ok katmanlilik, binanin yalnizca mimari bir eser degil, ayn1 zamanda uygarliklar
arasi bir gecis alan1 oldugunu gosterir.

Ayasofya’nin ¢ok katmanli yapisi, modern miras literatiiriinde “hafiza palimpsesti” olarak
tanimlanan olguyla o6rtiismektedir. Macdonald’a gore Avrupa’daki tarihsel yapilar, farkli donemlerin
kimlik anlatilarinin st iiste yazildigi sembolik alanlardir (Macdonald, 2013, ss. 15-21). Bu
cercevede Ayasofya, ardisik donemlerin basit toplami degil; anlamin siirekli yeniden iiretildigi bir
hafiza alanidir.

Bizans Donemi: Hristiyanlhigin Evrensel Mekam

Ayasofya, altinci yiizyilda insa edilmistir. Bu tarihten itibaren yapi yalnizca bir ibadet
mekan1 olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda Bizans diinyasinin kendisini nasil tanimladigini ve nasil temsil
etmek istedigini yansitan bir merkez olarak islev gérmektedir. 537 yilinda tamamlanan bu yap,
doénemin diisiinsel, dinsel ve siyasal unsurlarinin bir arada bulundugu bir mekan niteligi tagimaktadr.
Yapim siireci, siradan bir ibadet yapisinin 6tesinde degerlendirilmekte; imparatorlugun giiciinii ve
Tanrisal mesruiyet iddiasini goriinlir kilmay1 amaglayan kapsamli bir siyasal proje olarak ele
alinmaktadir. Ayasofya’nin 6l¢egi, gorkemi ve mimari yenilikleri, yalnizca estetik bir basar1 degil,
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aynt zamanda Bizans’in evrensel diizen kurucu roliinii simgeleyen bir unsur olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Ousterhout, 2019, ss. 1-5).

Bizans diislincesinde imparator, yalnizca bir hiikiimdar olarak degil, Tanr1’nin yeryiiziindeki
temsilcisi olarak kabul edilmektedir. Bu anlayis dogrultusunda Ayasofya , kutsal diizen ile siyasal
otoritenin birlestigi bir mekan olarak insa edilmistir. Yapinin mekansal diizeni, i¢ hacmin genisligi
ve anitsal yapisi, birey lizerinde giiglii bir kutsallik algis1 olusturmakta; bu algi, siyasal otorite ile
biitiinlesik bir bicimde sunulmaktadir. Bu baglamda Ayasofya, hem inan¢ hem de iktidarin kesistigi
simgesel bir merkez olarak islev gérmektedir.

Ayasofya’nin i¢ mekaninda kullanilan ikonografik diizen, bu biitiinlesmenin en belirgin
gostergelerinden birini olusturmaktadir. Mozaikler, freskler ve sembolik diizenlemeler yalnizca
estetik kaygilarla degil, teolojik ve siyasal mesajlar dogrultusunda kurgulanmaktadir. Hristiyanlik
anlatilar1, aziz figiirleri ve kutsal sahneler, Bizans’in kendisini Tanrisal tarihin merkezinde
konumlandiran anlatisiyla uyumlu bicimde sunulmaktadir (Cormack, 2000, ss. 112—130). Bu gorsel
dil, inananlarin dinsel deneyimini derinlestirirken, aynt zamanda imparatorlugun ilahi diizenin
koruyucusu oldugu fikrini yeniden iiretmektedir.

Ayasofya’nin iglevi, yalnizca giinliik ibadet pratikleriyle sinirlt kalmamaktadir. Yapi, Bizans
imparatorluk torenlerinin, ta¢ giyme ritiiellerinin ve kamusal seremonilerin merkezinde yer
almaktadir (Dagron, 2003, ss. 85-102). Buritiiellerde dini unsurlar ile siyasal gosteri i¢ ige gegmekte;
imparatorluk giicii kutsal bir ¢ergeve i¢inde sahnelenmektedir. Toplumsal katilimin da s6z konusu
oldugu bu tdrenler, otoritenin yalnizca zor yoluyla degil, ayn1 zamanda sembolik ve duygusal araglar
iizerinden de tesis edildigini gostermektedir.

Ayasofya’mn ingasi, Imparator 1. Justinianus’un renovatio imperii idealiyle dogrudan
iliskilendirilmektedir. Bu baglamda yapi, Roma mirasinin Hristiyanlik ile yeniden yorumlandig
evrensel bir diizen iddiasinin mimari bir tezahiirii olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Ousterhout, 2019,
ss. 1-5).

Bizans siyasal teolojisinde imparatorun Tanri’nin yeryiiziindeki temsilcisi olarak
konumlandirilmasi, Ayasofya’y1r ilahi diizen ile diinyevi otoritenin kesisim noktasi héline
getirmektedir. Bu iliski, Carl Schmitt’in siyasal teoloji kavrami ¢ercevesinde agiklanabilmektedir.
Schmitt’e goére modern siyasal kavramlarin kokeni teolojik diisiinceye dayanmaktadir (Schmitt,
2005, ss. 36—44). Bu perspektif, Ayasofya’nin yalnizca dini degil, ayn1 zamanda siyasal bir anlam
tagidigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Bizans doneminde Ayasofya’nin islevi, modern anlamda korunmasi gereken bir tarihsel
miras olmaktan ziyade, gilincel iktidarin sahnelendigi bir sembolik mekan olarak
degerlendirilmektedir (Smith, 2006, ss. 44—49).

Bu baglamda Ayasofya[A9.1], Bizans’in evrensellik iddiasinin mimari bir ifadesi olarak
okunmaktadir. Yapinin 6lgegi ve gorkemi, imparatorlugun yalnizca belirli bir cografyaya degil, tim
Hristiyan diinyasina hitap ettigi iddiasin1 desteklemektedir. Ayasofya, bir bagkent kilisesi olmanin
Otesinde, Bizans’in kendisini en mesru ve istiin siyasal-dini diizen olarak sunma arzusunun
simgesine doniismektedir. Bu evrensellik iddiasi, mimari 6zelliklerin yani sira teolojik sdylem,
hukuki diizenlemeler ve siyasal pratikler araciliiyla da pekistirilmektedir.

Bizans doneminde Ayasofya’nin tagidigi anlam, kiiltiirel mirasin heniiz “korunmasi gereken
tarihsel bir deger” olarak degil, yasayan ve islevsel bir ideolojik ara¢ olarak kavrandigini
gostermektedir. Yapi, gegmise ait duragan bir anit degil; imparatorlugun giincel giiciini ve
stirekliligini temsil eden dinamik bir mekan niteligi tasimaktadir. Bu nedenle Ayasofya, Bizans
acisindan korunmasi gereken bir miras olmanin 6tesinde, siirekli yeniden tiretilen ve anlamlandirilan
bir iktidar sahnesi olarak varlik géstermektedir.
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Ayasofya’nin Bizans donemindeki konumu, kiiltiir, din ve siyaset arasindaki ayrimlarin
modern anlamda heniiz kesinlesmedigini ortaya koymaktadir. Dini semboller siyasal mesruiyetin
temel dayanaklarindan biri haline gelirken, siyasal otorite de dini diizenin koruyucusu olarak
sunulmaktadir. Bu karsilikli iligki, Ayasofya’y1r hem kutsal hem de siyasal bir merkez haline
getirmektedir. Bu yoniiyle yapi1, yalnizca mimari bir eser degil, Bizans toplumsal diizeninin mekansal
bir 6zeti olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Osmanh Dénemi: Doniisiim, Koruma ve Entegrasyon

1453 yilinda Istanbul’un Osmanli hakimiyetine girmesiyle birlikte Ayasofya’nin cami olarak
kullanilmaya baglanmasi, sikca ileri siirtildiigii gibi bir tahrip ya da kopus anlamina gelmemistir.
Aksine bu doniisiim, yapinin varligini siirdiirmesini miimkiin kilan bilingli bir koruma ve yeniden
islevlendirme pratigi olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Osmanli yonetimi, Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca yeni bir
inang sistemine uyarlamakla kalmamis, ayni zamanda yapinin fiziksel biitiinliigiinii ve tarihsel
devamliligini gdzeten bir yaklagim benimsemistir(Kuban, 2007, ss. 78—82; Necipoglu, 2005, ss. 53—
56).

Minareler, mihrap ve minber gibi unsurlar islevsel gereklilikler dogrultusunda eklenmis; hat
sanatiyla yapilan siislemeler ise yapiya yeni bir anlam katmani kazandirmistir. Ozellikle Mimar
Sinan’in gerceklestirdigi statik miidahaleler, Ayasofya’nin yiizyillar boyunca ayakta kalmasini
saglayan hayati diizenlemeler olmustur.

Dikkat ¢ekici olan, Bizans donemine ait mozaiklerin yok edilmemesi, yalnizca ibadet
pratigiyle uyumlu olmayacak sekilde ortiilerek korunmasidir. Bu tutum, Osmanli’nin kiiltiirel mirasa
yaklagiminda yikicit degil, kapsayict ve siireklili§i onceleyen bir anlayisin hikim oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu baglamda Ayasofya’nin Osmanli donemindeki doniistimil, kiiltiirel mirasin “yok
ederek degil, doniistiirerek yasatilabilecegine” dair tarihsel bir 6rnek sunmaktadir.

Ayasofya’nin camiye doniistiiriilmesi, Osmanli’nin fetih sonras1 mekansal mesruiyet iiretme
pratigiyle iliskilidir. Necipoglu, Osmanli mimarisinin dénceki imparatorluk mirasin1 doniistiirerek
yeniden yorumlama egilimine dikkat ¢eker (Necipoglu, 2005, ss. 53—56).

Kuban’a gére Osmanli miidahaleleri yalnizca islevsel degil, yapinin uzun omiirlii olmasini
saglayan teknik giiclendirmeleri de icermektedir (Kuban, 2007, ss. 78—82). Bu durum, Ayasofya’nin
yikim degil adaptif yeniden kullanim 6rnegi olarak okunabilecegini gostermektedir.

Modern koruma literatiiriinde bu yaklagim “adaptif yeniden kullanim” olarak tanimlanmakta
ve yapmin fiziksel siirekliligini korurken anlam katmanlarinin degisimine imkan tanidig
vurgulanmaktadir (Pendlebury, 2013, ss. 12—18).

Cumhuriyet Donemi: Miizeye Doniisiim ve Evrensel Miras

1934 yilinda Ayasofya’nin miize olarak yeniden tanimlanmasi, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin
erken doneminde kiiltiirel mirasin nasil kavramsallagtirildigina dair sessiz ama gii¢lii bir miidahale
olarak okunmalidir. Bu karar, ne yalnizca idari bir diizenleme ne de basit bir islev degisikligidir;
aksine gecmigle kurulan iligkinin yeniden oOrgiitlenmesine yonelik bilingli bir yonelimdir.
Ayasofya’nin miizeye doniistiiriilmesi, yapinin tasidigi dinsel, siyasal ve tarihsel yiiklerin tek bir
anlati i¢inde sabitlenmesini reddeden bir yaklagimi temsil eder. Bu baglamda miize statiisi,
Ayasofya’yi1 belirli bir kimligin simgesi olmaktan ¢ikararak, ¢ok katmanli bir tarihsel alan olarak
yeniden konumlandirmistir.

Cumhuriyet’in ilk on y1l1, yalnizca yeni bir siyasal rejimin kurulmasiyla degil, ayn1 zamanda
geemisin nasil hatirlanacagina ve hangi bigimde temsil edilecegine dair yogun bir arayisla
sekillenmistir. Osmanli mirasi ne tamamen reddedilmis ne de sorgusuzca devam ettirilmistir. Bunun
yerine, gegmisle mesafeli ama secici bir iliski kurulmustur. Ayasofya’nin miize yapilmasi, bu
seciciligin en carpict Orneklerinden biridir. Yapi, cami ya da kilise kimligiyle degil, tarihsel
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stirekliligin mekansal bir tasiyicisi olarak diislintilmiistir. Boylece Ayasofya, inang temelli
aidiyetlerin Otesine taginarak, zamanlar arasi bir gecis alan1 haline gelmistir.

Bu donemde miize kavrami, yalnizca sergileme isleviyle sinirli degildir. Miize, gecmisin
sabitlenmedigi, aksine farkli donemlerin yan yana var olabildigi bir yorum alani olarak
tasarlanmigtir. Ayasofya’nin miize statiisii, Bizans ve Osmanli donemlerini birbirine karsit degil, ayni
mekanda iz birakmis tarihsel katmanlar olarak ele almay1 miimkiin kilmistir. Bu yaklagim, yapinin
herhangi bir dénemi “asil” ya da “ikincil” olarak tanimlamasindan bilingli bi¢imde kaginmustir.

Ayasofya’nin bu yeni yiizili, gen¢ Cumhuriyet’in uluslararas: durumu acisindan da belirleyici
olmustur. Yapsi kisa siirede yalnizca Tiirkiye nin degil, diinya tarihinin en 6zgiin mimari ve kiiltiirel
alanlarindan biri olarak algilanmaya baslanmistir. Bu algi sonucunda ise Ayasofya’yr ulusal bir
sembol olmaktan cikarip, kiiresel 6l¢ekte paylasilan bir kiiltiirel referansa doniistiirmiistiir. Yapinin
misafir durumu, farkli inan¢ ve kiiltlirlerden gelen insanlarin hepsini kapsayacak sekilde
genislemistir. Boylece Ayasofya, tek bir anlatinin degil, ¢oklu okumalarin miimkiin oldugu bir alan
haline gelmistir.

Miize statiisiiyle birlikte Ayasofya’nin i¢ mekani, farkli tarihsel izlerin ayni anda goriiniir
oldugu nadir 6rneklerden biri héline gelmistir. Bizans mozaikleri, Osmanh hat yazilar1 ve mimari
eklemeler, birbirini dislamadan ayn1 mekanda varlik gostermistir. Bu durum, modern kiiltiirel miras
anlayisinin temel ilkelerinden biri olan “cok katmanlilik” fikrini somutlagtirmistir. Ayasofya, bu
yonilyle gecmigin donmus bir aniti degil, farkli zamanlarin st iiste geldigi yasayan bir tarih alani
olarak okunmustur (Celik, 2020, ss. 273-295.

Uluslararas1 diizeyde, d6zellikle II. Diinya Savasi sonrasinda gelisen kiiltiirel miras bilinci,
Ayasofya’nin konumunu daha da belirginlestirmistir. Kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasi, bu dénemde
yalnizca ulusal egemenligin bir pargasi degil, kiiresel sorumlulugun bir unsuru olarak ele alinmaya
baslanmistir. Ayasofya, bu yeni anlayis icinde, insanligin ortak hafizasina ait bir mekan olarak
degerlendirilmistir (UNESCO, 1972). UNESCO’nun kiiltiirel miras rejimi iginde Ayasofya’nin
kazandig1 yer, yapiin uluslararasi dlgekte taninmasinin ve korunmasinin kurumsal bir ¢erceveye
oturmasini saglamistir.

Ayasofya’nin miize oldugu yillar, Tiirkiye i¢in baska iilkelere kendini anlatma yolu olmustur.
O zamanlar bu yapi, eskiye ait bir yer olmakla kalmamis, degisik kiiltiirlerin bulustugu bir yer olarak
gorlilmistiir. Boylece Ayasofya, tartigmalarin ortasindan biraz uzaklasip, daha ¢ok tarih ve sanat
yoniiyle 6ne ¢ikmistir. Bu, ona yeni bir hava vermistir.

2020°de Ayasofya tekrar cami olunca, bu eski yapmin uzun hikayesine yeni bir halka
eklenmigtir. Fakat bu durum, miize oldugu déonemde sahip oldugu zengin ve ¢ok yonlii mirasi yok
etmemistir. Hem cami olarak ibadete acik kalmis, hem de ziyaret¢i almay1 siirdlirmiistiir. Yapinin
tarih icindeki pek cok katmani da gozler 6niinde kalmaya devam etmistir. Boylece Ayasofya’nin tek
bir kimligi veya 6zelligi olmadigini, gegmisinin ¢ok renkli ve degisik yonleri oldugunu bir kez daha
gostermistir.

Ayasofya’nin 1934 tarihli Bakanlar Kurulu karartyla miizeye doniistiiriilmesi, erken
Cumbhuriyet’in  laiklik  ve kiiltirel yeniden yapilandirma politikalar1  ¢ercevesinde
degerlendirilmelidir. Bu doniisiim, dini mekanlarin kamusal alanda yeniden konumlandirilmasina
iliskin daha genis bir modernlesme stratejisinin pargasidir (Ziircher, 2004, ss. 181-187).

Miize statiisii, Pierre Nora’nin “hafiza mekani” kavrami acisindan diistiniildiigiinde,
Ayasofya’y1 yasayan bir ibadet alanindan bilingli bicimde tarihsel temsil alanina doniistiirmiistiir.
Nora’ya gore modern toplumlarda hafiza dogal akisindan kopmus ve bilingli olarak insa edilen
mekanlarda yogunlagmistir (Nora, 1989, ss. 12—-16). Ayasofya’nin miizelesmesi bu bilingli hafiza
iiretiminin kurumsal bir rnegi olarak okunabilir.
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Bu siire¢ ayn1 zamanda ulus-devletin ge¢misi yeniden diizenleme pratigiyle iliskilidir.
Anderson’a gore uluslar, ortak semboller ve tarih anlatilar1 izerinden “hayali cemaatler” olarak inga
edilir (Anderson, 2006, ss. 6—7). Ayasofya’nin miize statiisii, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin kendisini
Osmanli ve Bizans mirasiyla mesafeli fakat sahiplenici bir ¢izgide konumlandirma cabasinin
mekansal bir yansimasidir.

Cumhuriyet’in kiiltlirel politikalari, ge¢cmisi tamamen reddetmek yerine secici bigimde
yeniden cercevelemeye yonelmistir. Bu durum Hobsbawm’in “icat edilmis gelenek” kavrami
cercevesinde okunabilir; zira modern devletler gecmisi bugiiniin ihtiyaglarina gére yeniden diizenler
(Hobsbawm, 1992, ss. 1-4). Ayasofya’nin miizelesmesi, ge¢misin belirli bir yoruma sabitlenmesi
degil, coklu katmanlarin birlikte sunulmasi yoluyla yeni bir ulusal anlatinin kurulmasidir.

Ayasofya’nin 1985 yilinda Istanbul’un Tarihi Alanlar1 kapsaminda UNESCO Diinya Miras
Listesi’ne dahil edilmesi, yapinin uluslararasi mesruiyetini giiclendirmistir. Bu gelisme, kiiltiirel
mirasin yalnizca ulusal degil, kiiresel bir sorumluluk alani olarak goriilmesini pekistirmistir
(UNESCO, 1972, md. 4-6). Boylece Ayasofya, ulusal kimlik insasinin 6tesinde, kiiresel kiiltiirel
diplomasi alaninin da pargasi haline gelmistir.

Bu baglamda miize donemi, Joseph Nye’nin yumusak giic kavrami ¢ercevesinde
degerlendirildiginde, Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel ¢ekicilik ve tarihsel derinlik {izerinden uluslararasi alg1
iiretme kapasitesini artirmistir (Nye, 2004, ss. 11-15). Ayasofya, bu donemde maddi gii¢ unsurlarinin
Otesinde sembolik etki lireten bir kiiltlirel sermaye alan1 olarak iglev gormiistiir.

2020 yilinda yeniden cami statiisiine gecirilmesi ise, kiiltiirel mirasin sabit bir kategori
olmadigini; siyasal baglama bagli olarak yeniden anlamlandirildigini gostermektedir. Smith’e gore
miras, gecmigin kendisi degil, gegmis hakkinda kurulan giincel sdylemdir (Smith, 2006, ss. 44—49).
Bu ¢ercevede Ayasofya’nin statii degisiklikleri, mirasin dinamik ve miizakereye acik dogasini ortaya
koymaktadir.

Simdi Ayasofya, hem kutsal bir yer, hem de tiim diinyanin bildigi énemli bir kiiltlir alan
olarak varligini siirdiirmektedir. BOyle olmasi, kiiltiirel mirasin tanimi konusunda aligiimig
diisiinceleri zorlamaktadir. Ayasofya’nin durumu, bdyle miraslarin tek ve hep aym sekilde
kalmadigini; aksine zaman iginde, toplumun ve siyasetin etkisiyle yeniden yeniden anlam
kazandigini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir

Burada su soru dogal olarak akla gelir: Ayasofya’nin 1934’te miizeye c¢evrilmesi, aradan
gecen yillar sonunda bakildiginda, onun biitiin diinyaca taninmasinda biiylik bir doniim noktasi
olmustur. Bu durum, Ayasofya’y1 sadece eski bir yapt olmaktan ¢ikarip, farkli uygarliklarin ve
milletlerin hep birlikte ortak mali haline getirmistir. Miize dénemi, yapinin ge¢misini daha da
biiyilitmiis, onu sadece bir devrin degil, uzun bir ge¢misin bir¢ok degisen anlami barindiran 6nemli
bir simgesi yapmuistir.

Sonug olarak, Ayasofya’nin 1934-2020 arasindaki miize donemi, kiiltiirel mirasin ulusal
smirlarin - digina  tasabilecegini  gOstermistir. O yillar boyunca, Ayasofya ne sadece
diinyevilestirmenin ne sadece kutsal saymanin basit bir 6rnegi olmustur. Tam tersine, bu eski ve
biiyiik yapi, pek ¢ok ¢agin, inancin ve diisiincenin bir arada var olabildigi essiz bir yer olarak, tarih
icinde kendine saglam bir yer edinmistir. Ayasofya, tarih boyunca ist lste gelen degisik
anlamlaryla, kendini her donemde yeniden gostermis ve dnemini korumustur.

Kiiltiirel Mirasin Tasinmasi: Ayasofya Ornegi

Kiiltlirel miras tasiirken, bir yerden baska bir yere gitmekten fazlasi olur. Bu siireg, eski
seylerin yeni kusaklara anlam, kimlik, ortak hafiza ve degerler ile gegisini igerir. Yani, kiiltiirel miras
aktarma isi karmagik ve sosyal bir istir. Mesela bir bina, bir eser ya da bir gelenek korundugunda,
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sadece o seyin varligin siirdiirmek yetmez. Asil 6nemli olan, o seyin ne anlam ifade ettigidir. Kim
bu anlami sahiplenir, nasil yorumlanir? Bunu kim ileriye tasir ve hangi hikayelerle bunu yapar?

Bu yiizden kiiltiirel miras, sabit ve duragan bir ge¢mis kalintist olarak degil, siirekli yeniden
iiretilen ve doniisen bir anlam alani olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Tarihsel siire¢ incelendiginde,
kiiltiirel mirasin aktariminin her zaman segici bir nitelik tasidig1 goriilmektedir. Toplumlar gegmisin
tiim unsurlarmi oldugu gibi devralmamakta; kendi kimlik insalartyla uyumlu gordiikleri unsurlar
one ¢ikarmaktadir. Bu segicilik, kiiltiirel mirasi siyasal ve diisiinsel siireglerle dogrudan iliskili bir
alan haline getirmektedir. Hangi yapilarin korunacagi, hangi anlatilarin 6ne ¢ikarilacagi ve hangi
hatiralarin geri planda birakilacag: gibi tercihler, yalnizca bilimsel degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal
giic iliskileriyle de yakindan baglantilidir.Bu nedenle kiiltiirel miras, gecmisi tarafsiz bir bigimde
yansitmamakta; aksine, bugiiniin ihtiyaclar1 dogrultusunda yeniden bicimlenmektedir.

Bu ¢ergevede Osmanli donemi de benzer bir perspektifle ele alinmalidir. Osmanli yonetimi,
devraldigi Bizans mirasimi biitlinliyle reddetmek yerine, kendi siyasal ve kiiltiirel mesruiyetini
destekleyecek bicimde yeniden yorumlamakta ve segici bir sekilde doniistiirmektedir. Bu durum,
kiiltiirel mirasin farkl: tarihsel donemlerde siireklilik ve doniisiim iliskisi iginde yeniden tiretildigini
gostermektedir.

Modern miras kuraminda kiiltiirel mirasin aktarimi, yalnizca fiziksel koruma degil; anlamin
yeniden {iretimi olarak tanimlanir. Smith’e gdre miras, maddi nesnelerden ziyade onlara yiiklenen
degerler biitiiniidiir (Smith, 2006, ss. 29-34). Bu nedenle kiiltiirel mirasin tasinmasi, maddi
stireklilikten ¢cok sembolik siireklilikle ilgilidir.

Hobsbawm’in “icat edilmis gelenek” yaklasimi, mirasin tarihsel siireklilik iddiasina ragmen
¢ogu zaman modern baglamda yeniden tretildigini gosterir (Hobsbawm, 1992, ss. 9—14). Bu durum,
kiiltiirel mirasin dogal degil, toplumsal ve siyasal siireglerle sekillendigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Nora’ya gore modern toplumlarda hafiza kendiliginden yasanmaz; bilingli olarak olusturulan
sembolik mekanlarda muhafaza edilir (Nora, 1989, ss. 18-20). Bu baglamda anitlar ve miizeler,
geemisin kendisinden ziyade gegmisi hatirlama bigimleridir.

Halbwachs, hafizanin bireysel degil, toplumsal cergeveler icinde kuruldugunu savunur
(Halbwachs, 1992, ss. 38-40). Dolayisiyla kiiltiirel mirasin hangi bigimde aktarilacagi, toplumun
mevcut degerler sistemi ve gii¢ iliskileriyle dogrudan baglantilidir.

Anderson’un “hayali cemaatler” yaklasimi, kiiltiirel mirasin ulusal kimligin insasinda
oynadigi rolii agiklar (Anderson, 2006, ss. 9—12). Tarihsel yapilar ve anitlar, bireyleri ortak bir
geemis fikri etrafinda birlestirerek kolektif aidiyet liretir.

Lowenthal’e gore miras, gegmisten ¢ok bugiiniin ihtiyaglarimi yansitir; gecmis, cagdas
beklentiler dogrultusunda yeniden yorumlanir (Lowenthal, 1998, ss. 120—123). Bu nedenle miras
aktarimi, geg¢misin notr bir sekilde korunmasi degil; giincel degerler dogrultusunda yeniden
yazilmasidir.

Evrensel miras sdylemi ise, UNESCO ¢ercevesinde kiiltiirel varliklar1 insanligin ortak degeri
olarak tanimlar (UNESCO, 1972, md. 1-4). Ancak bu evrensellik iddiasi, yerel anlamlarin ikinci
plana itilmesi riskini de beraberinde getirebilir. Bu gerilim, kiiresel ve ulusal hafiza politikalari
arasindaki denge sorununu giindeme getirir.

Hobsbawm’m “icat edilmis gelenek” yaklagimi, kiiltiirel mirasin tarihsel siireklilik iddiasina
ragmen ¢ogu zaman modern baglamda yeniden tretildigini ortaya koymaktadir (Hobsbawm, 1992,
ss. 9-14). Bu yaklagim, mirasin dogal ve kendiliginden aktarilan bir olgu olmadigini; aksine
toplumsal ve siyasal ihtiyaclar dogrultusunda bigimlendirildigini gostermektedir.

Bu cercevede Nora’nin “hafiza mekanlar1” kavrami, modern toplumlarda hafizanin
kendiliginden yasanmadigini, aksine bilingli olarak insa edilen sembolik alanlar araciligiyla
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stirdtrildiigiinii vurgulamaktadir (Nora, 1989, ss. 18-20). Anitlar, miizeler ve tarihsel yapilar,
geemisin dogrudan temsilleri olmaktan ziyade, ge¢misi hatirlama ve anlamlandirma big¢imlerini
yansitmaktadir.

Halbwachs’in ortaya koydugu iizere hafiza, bireysel bir siirecten ¢ok toplumsal ¢erceveler
icinde insa edilmektedir (Halbwachs, 1992, ss. 38—40). Bu nedenle kiiltiirel mirasin hangi
unsurlarinin korunacagi ve nasil aktarilacagi, toplumun mevcut degerleri ve giic iliskileri tarafindan
belirlenmektedir.

Anderson’un “hayali cemaatler” yaklasimi ise kiiltiire]l mirasin ulusal kimligin insasindaki
roliinii aciklamaktadir (Anderson, 2006, ss. 9—12). Tarihsel yapilar, anitlar ve semboller, bireyleri
ortak bir gegmis anlatisi etrafinda birlestirerek kolektif aidiyet duygusu tiretmektedir. Bu baglamda
kiiltiirel miras, yalnizca gegmisin aktarimi degil, ayn1 zamanda ulusal kimligin yeniden iiretildigi bir
arac olarak iglev gormektedir.

Lowenthal’in vurguladig1 tizere miras, gegmisten ziyade bugiiniin ihtiyag¢lart dogrultusunda
anlam kazanmaktadir (Lowenthal, 1998, ss. 120—123). Bu durum, miras aktariminin notr bir koruma
siireci olmadigini; aksine gegmisin ¢agdas beklentiler dogrultusunda yeniden yorumlanmasini
icerdigini gostermektedir.

Son olarak, UNESCO’nun ortaya koydugu evrensel miras anlayisi, kiiltiirel varliklar
insanligin ortak degeri olarak tanimlamaktadir (UNESCO, 1972, md. 1-4). Ancak bu yaklasim, yerel
anlamlarin geri planda kalmasi riskini de beraberinde getirmekte; kiiresel ve ulusal hafiza politikalar
arasindaki gerilimi goriiniir kilmaktadir.

Bu kuramsal cerceve birlikte degerlendirildiginde, kiiltiirel mirasin yalnizca ge¢misten
aktarilan sabit bir deger olmadigi; aksine toplumsal, siyasal ve kiiltiirel siirecler iginde siirekli
yeniden lretilen dinamik bir alan oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Sonugta, kiiltiirel miras tagimak sadece yer ile ilgili bir siireklilik degildir. Anlamlarin ve
kimliklerin kusaklar arasinda yayilmasini saglayan toplumsal bir siiregtir. Bu siire¢ ge¢cmisi korurken,
onu degistirir. Hatirlamayi saglarken, bazen unutturma diizeni kurar. Kiiltiirel miras sadece tarihi bir
kalint1 degil, canli bir hafiza ve kimlik {iretim alanidir. Onu anlamak, yalmzca eskiye degil
giliniimiiziin degerlerine ve gelecegin diisiincelerine de bakmay1 gerektirir.

Ayasofya Bir Hafiza Mekam Olarak
Ayasofya, farkli uygarliklarin izlerini tagidigi icin kolektif bir hafiza alanidir. Bu hafiza:
e Bizans mozaikleri,
e Osmanli hat sanati,
e  Mimar Sinan’in miihendislik katkilari,
e Modern donem restorasyonlari
gibi unsurlarla somutlagsmaktadir.

Assmann’in kiiltiirel hafiza kuramina gore toplumsal hafiza, maddi tagtyicilar araciligiyla
kusaklar arasinda aktarilir (Assmann, 2011, ss. 36-41). Ayasofya’daki Bizans mozaikleri, Osmanl
hat levhalar1 ve Cumhuriyet donemi restorasyonlari, farkli donemlerin hafiza katmanlarini eszamanh
olarak goriniir kilmaktadir.

Bu yoniilyle Ayasofya, Nora’nin tanimladigi anlamda tipik bir “hafiza mekani1”dir; ¢iinkii
gecmis artik dogal akis icinde yasanmadigi icin sembolik yogunluk tasiyan belirli mekanlarda
kristallesmektedir (Nora, 1989, ss. 7-9). Ayasofya, farkli medeniyet anlatilarinin {ist {iste yazildigi
bir hafiza palimpsesti olarak islev gérmektedir.
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Katmanh Kiiltiiriin Aktarimm

Ayasofya’y1 diinya kiiltiirel mirasi iginde ayricalikli kilan temel 6zelliklerden biri, yapiin
belirli bir uygarliga, tek bir inang sistemine ya da sabit bir tarihsel anlatiya indirgenememesidir.
Ayasofya, inga edildigi andan itibaren farkli siyasal diizenler, inan¢ pratikleri ve toplumsal
tahayyiiller tarafindan yeniden yorumlanmis; her donem yapiya kendi anlam diinyasini eklemistir.
Bu durum, Ayasofya’yr yalnizca “korunmus bir yap1” olmaktan c¢ikararak, kiiltiirel siirekliligin
mekansal olarak izlenebildigi nadir 6rneklerden biri haline getirmistir.

Kiiltiirel miras literatiiriinde stireklilik cogu zaman sabitlik ile karistirilir. Oysa Ayasofya
ornegi, kiiltiirel stirekliligin degisimle ¢elismedigini, aksine degisim yoluyla miimkiin hale geldigini
gostermektedir. Yapinin tarihsel seriiveni, bir kopuslar dizisi olarak degil, anlamlarin iist {iste
eklemlendigi bir doniisiim siireci olarak okunmalidir. Ayasofya, bir donemin sona ermesiyle
“iglevsizlesen” bir anit olmamis; her yeni siyasal ve kiiltiirel baglam i¢inde yeniden tanimlanarak
varligmi siirdiirmiistiir. Bu baglamda kilise, cami, miize ve yeniden cami statiilerine gecis,
Ayasofya’nin kimliginde bir silinme ya da yok etme siirecinden ziyade, katmanli bir yeniden
islevlendirme pratigini yansitmaktadir.

Ayasofya’nin bu doniisliim zinciri, kiiltiirel mirasin “6ziinii koruyarak degisme” kapasitesini
acik bicimde ortaya koyar. Yapinin fiziksel biitiinliigii biiyiik 6l¢iide korunurken, anlam diinyas1 her
dénemde yeniden kurgulanmistir. Bu durum, kiiltiirel miras1 yalnizca gecmise ait bir kalint1 olarak
degil, her kusagin yeniden iligski kurdugu bir anlam alan1 olarak diisiinmeyi gerektirir. Ayasofya, bu
yoniiyle duragan bir tarih nesnesi degil, tarihsel siirekliligin dinamik bir tastyicist olmaktadir.

Katmanlilik, Ayasofya’da yalnizca islevsel degisimle sinirli degildir. Yapinin mimari dili,
mekansal diizeni ve sembolik organizasyonu da bu katmanli yapiy1r yansitir. Farkli donemlerde
eklenen ya da yeniden yorumlanan unsurlar, yapiy1 homojen bir biitiin héline getirmek yerine bilingli
bir ¢ogulluk iiretmistir. Bu c¢ogulluk, Ayasofya’nin evrensel c¢ekicili§inin temel nedenlerinden
biridir. Yapi, tek bir tarih anlatisina hizmet etmedigi ig¢in farkh kiiltiirel ve toplumsal gruplar
tarafindan anlamlandirilabilir bir alan sunmaktadir.

Bu durum, Ayasofya’y1 ideal bir kiiltiirel miras tasiyicis1 haline getirir. Cilinkii kiiltiirel
mirasin temel islevi gegmisi oldugu gibi dondurmak degil, gegmisle kurulan iligkiyi siirdiiriilebilir
kilmaktir. Ayasofya, farkli donemlerin kendi izlerini birakabildigi nadir mekanlardan biri olarak,
kiiltiirel mirasin siireklilik i¢inde nasil doniistiiriilebilecegini gosterir. Yapinin tarihsel seriiveni,
kiiltiirel mirasin ancak degisime agik oldugu Olglide yasayabildigini somut bigcimde ortaya
koymaktadir.

Bu katmanlilik olgusu, Pierre Nora’nin (1989, s. 7) “lieux de mémoire” (hafiza mekanlari)
kavramsallastirmasi ¢ercevesinde degerlendirildiginde, Ayasofya’nin yalnizca tarihsel bir yap1 degil,
kolektif bellegin yogunlagtig1 ve yeniden firetildigi bir sembolik merkez oldugu goriiliir. Nora’ya
gore hafiza mekanlari, gecmigin sabit temsilleri degil, siirekli yeniden anlamlandirilan alanlardir.
Ayasofya’nin farkli donemlerde farkli kimliklerle yeniden islevlendirilmesi bu dinamik hafiza
iiretiminin somut bir 6rnegi durumundadir.

Kiltiirel stirekliligin degisimle birlikte diigiiniilmesi gerektigi yoniindeki bu yaklasim, Jan
Assmann’m (2011, s. 37—-45) kiiltiirel bellek kuramiyla da ortiismektedir. Assmann, kiiltiirel bellegin
duragan degil, toplumsal baglama gore yeniden kodlanan bir yap1 oldugunu belirtir. Ayasofya’nin
islevsel doniistimleri, kiiltiirel bellegin silinmesi degil, yeniden ¢ercevelenmesi olarak
okunabilmektedir.

Bu noktada Laurajane Smith’in (2006, s. 29-34) “yetkili miras sdylemi” (authorized heritage
discourse) kavrami da agiklayicidir. Smith’e gére miras, yalnizca korunmasi gereken nesneler biitiinii
degil, belirli aktorler tarafindan insa edilen ve mesrulastirilan bir anlatidir. Ayasofya’nin farkli statii
degisimleri, mirasin nasil siyasal ve ideolojik ¢ergeveler icinde yeniden iiretildigini gostermektedir.
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Mimari katmanlilik agisindan bakildiginda ise Ousterhout (2019, s. 112—130), Ayasofya’nin
Bizans mimarlik geleneginin doruk noktasi oldugunu; ancak Osmanli doneminde eklenen minareler,
hat levhalar1 ve yapisal takviyelerle birlikte yapinin yeni bir estetik biitiinlitk kazandigin1 belirtir. Bu
durum, mimari miidahalelerin yikici degil, tarihsel stireklilik i¢inde eklemlenmis oldugunu
gostermektedir.

Osmanli donemindeki miidahaleler, Nécipoglu’nun (2005, s. 58—63) belirttigi iizere yalnizca
islevsel degil, ayn1 zamanda sembolik bir yeniden anlamlandirma siirecidir. Ayasofya’nin camiye
doniistiiriilmesi, mekanin fiziksel doniisiimiinden ¢cok egemenlik ve mesruiyet sdylemiyle iligkilidir.

Somut ve Somut Olmayan Unsurlarin Birlikteligi

Ayasofya’y1l yalnizca mimari bir yap1 olarak ele almak, onun kiiltiirel miras igindeki
konumunu eksik kavramak anlamina gelir. Yapinin 6nemi, tas, tugla ve kubbeden olusan fiziksel
varliginin 6tesine geger. Ayasofya, tarih boyunca lirettigi ritiieller, ses diizenleri, sembolik pratikler,
sanatsal gelenekler ve kolektif anlatilar araciligiyla gii¢lii bir somut olmayan kiiltiirel miras alani
olusturmustur. Bu yoniiyle Ayasofya, somut ve somut olmayan miras unsurlarinin birbirinden
ayrilmaz bigimde i¢ ige gegtigi bir drnek sunar.

Somut olmayan kiiltiirel miras genellikle gelenekler, ritiieller, sozlii anlatilar ve toplumsal
pratikler {izerinden tanimlanir. Ayasofya, bu unsurlarin mekansal bir ¢erceve iginde nasil iiretildigini
ve strdiirildiigiinii gostermesi agisindan dikkat ¢ekicidir. Yapi, farkli donemlerde farkli ibadet
bigimlerine ev sahipligi yapmis; bu ibadetler sirasinda olusan ses diizenleri mekansal deneyimi
doniistiirmiistiir. {lahi okumalar1, ezan, dua ve sessizlik anlar1, Ayasofya’mn yalnizca gériilen degil,
ayni zamanda isitilen bir miras alani olmasini saglamistir.

Bu sesler, Ayasofya’nin mimarisiyle dogrudan iliskilidir. Kubbenin akustigi, mekanin yanki
kapasitesi ve sesin dolasimi ibadet pratiklerini sekillendirmistir. Bu durum, yapimin mimari
ozelliklerinin somut olmayan mirasin {iretimine nasil katki sagladigini gosterir. Ayasofya’da ses,
yalnizca ibadetin bir unsuru degil, mekanin anlamini kuran temel bilesenlerden biridir. Bu baglamda
Ayasofya, duyusal hafizanin giiglii bi¢imde devreye girdigi bir kiiltirel alan olarak
degerlendirilebilir.

Ritiieller de Ayasofya’nin somut olmayan mirasinin énemli bir parcasidir. Bu noktada farkli
bir perspektiften bakildiginda Bizans donemindeki imparatorluk térenleri, Osmanli donemindeki dini
ve kamusal ritiieller yapinin yalnizca ibadet edilen bir mekan degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumsal diizenin
sahnelendigi bir alan oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu ritiieller, Ayasofya’y1 kolektif hafizanin
merkezine yerlestirmis; yap1 bireysel deneyimlerin &tesinde toplumsal kimligin kuruldugu bir mekan
haline gelmistir.

Ayasofya’nin somut olmayan mirasi sanat gelenegi iizerinden de {iretilmistir. Mozaikler, hat
yazilari, siislemeler ve mimari detaylar yalnizca estetik degerler tagimaz; ayni zamanda dénemin
diinya goriisiinii ve deger sistemini yansitir. Bu sanatsal tiretimler, ustalik gelenegi, sembolik dil ve
teknik bilgi aktarimi yoluyla kusaktan kusaga tasinmistir. Béylece Ayasofya yalnizca bir sanat eseri
degil, sanatsal bilgi ve pratiklerin aktarildig1 bir merkez islevi gormiistiir.

Tarihi kisilikler de Ayasofya’nin somut olmayan mirasinin énemli tasiyicilaridir. Yapiyla
iligkilendirilen imparatorlar, sultanlar, mimarlar, din insanlar1 ve sanatcilar, Ayasofya’nin etrafinda
olusan anlati evrenini beslemistir. Bu anlatilar, yap1 hakkinda iiretilen efsaneler, tarihsel hikayeler ve
kolektif imgeler araciligiyla giiniimiize kadar ulagsmistir. Ayasofya, bu yoniiyle yalnizca fiziksel bir
mekan degil, anlatilarla 6riilii bir hafiza alan1 olmaktadir.

Somut ve somut olmayan mirasin bu i¢ iceligi, Ayasofya’y1 klasik koruma anlayislarimin
Otesine tasir. Yapmin korunmasi yalnizca duvarlarinin ve kubbesinin ayakta tutulmasi anlamina
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gelmez; ayn1 zamanda onunla iliskili ritiiellerin, anlatilarin ve sembolik anlamlarin da yasatilmasini
gerektirir. Ayasofya’nin kiiltiirel miras olarak degeri bu ¢ok boyutlu yapisindan kaynaklanmaktadir.

Ayasofya ve Kiiltiir Diplomasisi

Kiiltiir diplomasisi, devletler arasi iligkilerin yalnizca resmi miizakereler ve stratejik ¢ikarlar
tizerinden yiriitiilemediginin kabul edilmesiyle 6nem kazanan bir etkilesim alanidir. Bu diplomasi
bigimi, uluslararasi iligkileri sert gii¢ araglarinin 6tesinde, anlam iiretimi, sembolik temsil ve kolektif
algi insas1 iizerinden kurmay1 hedefler. Kiiltiir diplomasisi baglaminda sanat eserleri, tarihsel
anlatilar ve kiiltiirel miras unsurlari, yalnizca estetik ya da ge¢mise ait degerler olarak degil, giincel
siyasal ve toplumsal iliskileri etkileyen aktif aktdrler olarak degerlendirilir. Bu yoniiyle kiiltiir
diplomasisi, devletlerin kendilerini diinyaya nasil anlattiklariyla yakindan iligkili olmaktadir.

Kiiltiirel mirasin bu siirecte oynadigi rol, 6zellikle tarihsel derinligi olan mekéanlar iizerinden
daha goriiniir hale gelir. Bu mekanlar, yalnizca bir ulusun ge¢misini temsil etmekle kalmaz; ayni
zamanda farkli cografyalar, inanglar ve kiiltiirler arasinda ortak bir referans noktasi iiretir. Ayasofya,
tam da bu nedenle Tiirkiye nin kiiltiir diplomasisinde siradan bir unsur degil, istisnai bir 6rnek olarak
one cikar. Yapi, tek bir tarihsel anlatiya indirgenemeyen ge¢misiyle, kiiltiirel etkilesimin ve tarihsel
gecislerin somutlastigi bir alan sunmaktadir.

UNESCO’nun 2003 tarihli Somut Olmayan Kiiltiirel Mirasin Korunmasi Soézlesmesi
(UNESCO, 2003, md. 2), miras1 yalnizca fiziksel varliklarla sinirlamaz; ritiielleri, s6zlii gelenekleri
ve performatif pratikleri de kiiltiirel siirekliligin temel unsurlar1 arasinda sayar. Ayasofya, bu tanimin
somut bir drnegini olusturmaktadir.

Akustik miras baglaminda yapilan calismalar, Ayasofya’nin kubbe yapisinin yaklagik 11
saniyeye varan yanki siiresi direttigini ve bunun ibadet deneyimini bigimlendirdigini gdstermektedir
(Pentcheva, 2017, s. 84-91). Bu durum, mimarinin yalnizca gorsel degil, isitsel bir hafiza alam1 da
yarattigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Ritiiel ve iktidar iligkisi agisindan degerlendirildiginde, Bizans imparatorluk torenlerinin
Ayasofya’da gergeklestirilmesi, yapiy1 kutsal oldugu kadar siyasal bir merkez haline getirmigtir
(Azak, 2022, s. 103—108). Osmanli doneminde de benzer bigimde cuma selamliklar1 ve kamusal dini
torenler, mekani kolektif kimligin sahnesi haline getirmistir.

Sanatsal iiretim baglaminda Kuban (2007, s. 145-152), Ayasofya’daki mozaik ve hat
uygulamalarinin yalnizca estetik degil, ideolojik bir temsil dili olusturdugunu vurgular. Boylece yapi,
farkli medeniyetlerin estetik anlayislarinin iist {iste yazildigi bir kiiltiirel palimpsest niteligi
kazanmustir.

Kiltlir diplomasisi literatiiriinde siklikla vurgulanan “gekim giici” kavrami, Ayasofya
orneginde klasik tanimlarin Gtesine gecer. Ayasofya’nin uluslararasi etkisi, yalnizca hayranlik
uyandiran bir mimari yapt olmasindan kaynaklanmaz. Asil etki, yapinin tasidigi tarihsel
gerilimlerden, doniisiimlerden ve ¢oklu anlam katmanlarindan dogar. Ayasofya, farkli donemlerde
farkli toplumsal diizenlerin merkezinde yer almis olmasiyla, ziyaret¢ilerine yalnizca estetik bir
deneyim degil, tarihsel diislinme imkén1 da sunar. Bu 6zellik, yapiy1 pasif bir kiiltiirel obje olmaktan
¢ikararak, aktif bir diplomatik anlati alanina doniistiirmektedir

Bu noktada Joseph Nye’in yumusak gii¢ kavrami agiklayict olmakla birlikte tek basina
yeterli degildir. Nye, kiiltiirel unsurlarin iilkeler i¢in ¢ekim yarattigini savunurken, bu ¢ekimin ¢ogu
zaman olumlu ve uyumlu imgeler iizerinden isledigini varsayar. Oysa Ayasofya’nin kiiresel etkisi,
¢ogu zaman uzlagmadan ¢ok tartigsma, netlikten ¢ok ¢ogulluk iiretir. Ayasofya, kiiltiir diplomasisinde
nadir goriilen bigimde, yalnizca “sevilen” degil, ayn1 zamanda “iizerine konusulan” bir semboldiir.
Bu durum, kiiltiir diplomasisinin her zaman yumusak ve piiriizsiiz bir alan olmadigini; bazen gerilim
ve miizakere lizerinden de isleyebilecegini gostermektedir.
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Ayasofya’nin kiiltiir diplomasisindeki giicli, onun kiiresel hafizada isgal ettigi yerle
dogrudan iligkilidir. Yapi, Bizans, Osmanli ve modern Tiirkiye donemlerinin her birinde merkezi bir
konumda bulunmus; bu nedenle farkli tarih anlatilarinin kesistigi bir sembol haline gelmistir. Bu
kesisim, Ayasofya’y1 tek bir ulusal kimligin araci olmaktan ¢ikarir. Tiirkiye acisindan Ayasofya,
yalnizca “bize ait” bir miras degil, diinya kamuoyunun da kendisiyle iligki kurdugu bir ortak referans
noktasidir. Kiiltiir diplomasisi tam da bu tiir ortak referanslar tizerinden islemektedir.

Uluslararasi ziyaretgiler acisindan Ayasofya, Tiirkiye’ye dair ilk temas noktalarindan biri
olma ozelligini tasir. Bu temas, resmi diplomatik sdylemlerden bagimsizdir ve dogrudan deneyim
tizerinden gerceklesir. Yapinin mekansal biiyiikliigii, 11k kullanimi, mimari oranlari ve tarihsel izleri,
ziyaretcide giiclii bir duygusal ve diislinsel etki yaratir. Kiiltiir diplomasisi literatiiriinde bu tiir
deneyimler, uzun vadeli algi olusumunun temel unsurlari olarak kabul edilir. Bu baglamda Ayasofya,
Tiirkiye’nin uluslararas1 alandaki goriiniirliigiinii yalnizca temsil etmez; ayni zamanda bu
gorlintirliigi siirekli yeniden iiretmektedir.

Kiiltlir diplomasisinin bir diger 6nemli boyutu, kiiltiirel mirasin nasil sunuldugudur. Bir
yapinin korunmasi kadar, onun nasil anlatildigi da diplomatik etki agisindan belirleyicidir. Ayasofya,
¢ok katmanli gegmisi nedeniyle tek yonlii bir anlatiya direng gdsteren bir yapi sunar. Bu direng,
kiiltiir diplomasisi agisindan bir zorluk oldugu kadar, 6nemli bir imkandir. Ciinkii Ayasofya,
Tiirkiye’nin kendisini tarihsel siireklilik, kiiltiirel cogulluk ve medeniyetler arasi ge¢is deneyimi
iizerinden konumlandirmasina olanak tanimaktadir.

Bu noktada Simon Mark’n kiiltiir diplomasisini “anlat1 kurma siireci” olarak tanimlamasi
onemlidir. Mark’a gore kiiltiir diplomasisi, bir iilkenin kendisini baskalarina hangi hikayeler
tizerinden anlattigiyla ilgilidir. Ayasofya, Tiirkiye i¢in tek bir hikdye sunmaz; aksine birden fazla
anlatinin aym anda var olabildigi bir alan yaratir. Bu ¢oklu anlati imkani, Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiir
diplomasisini monolitik bir kimlik {izerinden degil, tarihsel derinlik ve cesitlilik {izerinden kurmasina
katki saglamaktadir.

Ayasofya’nin kiiltiir diplomasisindeki rolii, zaman i¢inde degisen statiisiiyle de yakindan
iligkilidir. Yapinin kilise, cami, miize ve yeniden cami olarak kullanilmasi, Ayasofya’y1 sabit bir
sembol olmaktan ¢ikararak, doniisiimiin kendisini temsil eden bir mekan haline getirmistir. Bu
doniisiimler, uluslararas1 kamuoyunda Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca mimari bir eser degil, tarihsel siireklilik
ve degisim tartismalarinin odagi haline getirmistir. Kiiltiir diplomasisi agisindan bu durum,
Ayasofya’nin siirekli giincel kalmasini saglayan énemli bir faktoér olmaktadir.

Joseph Nye’in (2004, s. 10—17) yumusak gii¢ kavramu, kiiltiirel unsurlarin zorlayici olmayan
¢ekim kapasitesine isaret eder. Ancak Ayasofya o6rneginde ¢ekim giicii, yalnizca estetik hayranlik
iizerinden degil; tarihsel gokluk ve tartigma iiretme kapasitesi lizerinden de islemektedir.

Simon Mark’a (2009, s. 12—-18) gore kiiltiir diplomasisi, uluslarin kendilerini anlatma
bigimidir. Ayasofya’nin ¢ok katmanli gegmisi, Tiirkiye’ye tekil ve indirgemeci bir kimlik yerine,
tarihsel gecislerin kesisim noktasinda konumlanma imkani1 sunmaktadir.

Aykag (2018, s. 204-210), Ayasofya’nin farkli donemlerde ideolojik miicadele alanina
doniismesini, mirasin nétr degil siyasal bir alan oldugunu gosteren 6nemli bir 6rnek olarak
degerlendirir. Bu baglamda Ayasofya, kiiltiir diplomasisinin uzlasi kadar gerilim {iretme
potansiyeline de sahip oldugunu kanitlar.

Ayasofya’nin Kiiresel Imaj Giicii

Ayasofya, Tiirkiye’de biiyiik bir yap1 olmakla beraber belki de en ¢ok taninan yapidir. Bu
yapi, diinyada Tiirkiye’yi one ¢ikaran seylerden sadece biri degildir; o ayni zamanda, Tiirkiye’nin
Onemi ve kiiltiiriiniin ¢1ikt1g1 ana yerlerden de biridir. Ayasofya, UNESCO Diinya Miras1 Listesi’nde
de bulunmaktadir. Bu sadece yapiya biiyiik bir deger verir demek degildir; ayn1 zamanda bu yapiyi
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biitiin diinyada taninan ve belli kurallara bagli kilan bir agin icine de koyar. Béyle olunca, Ayasofya
artik sadece Tiirkiye’de duran eski bir yer degil, birgok iilkenin, kurumun ve halkin deger verdigi,
paylastig1 ve konustugu bir uluslararasi nokta olur.

Bu durumun agik drneklerinden biri, turizmdir. Ayasofya, “diinya miras1” olmastyla, artik
sadece “korunan” bir yap1 degildir. Ayni zamanda insanlar tarafindan goriilmek istenen, gezilmek
istenen bir yere doniiglir. Bunu kiiltiirel miras {lizerine ¢alisanlar da oldukga belirtir. Ayasofya, bu
statii sayesinde Tiirkiye’nin diinyada gezilip goriilmesi gereken yerler listesine girmistir. Buraya
gelen insanlar, Tiirkiye’nin tarihini, zenginligini ve cesitliligini daha ¢ok goriir. Bu sekilde,
Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirii de diinya oniinde daha goriiniir olur. Goriiniirliikk yalnizca savagla ya da
ekranlarla degil, ayn1 zamanda kiiltiir ve yapilarla da olmaktadir.

UNESCO Diinya Miras1 Listesi’ne 1985 yilinda “Istanbul’un Tarihi Alanlar” kapsaminda
dahil edilen Ayasofya (UNESCO, 1985), bu statiiyle birlikte uluslararasi koruma rejiminin pargast
haline gelmistir. Pendlebury (2013, s. 67—72), diinya mirasi statiisliniin yalnizca koruma degil, ayni
zamanda kiiresel goriiniirliik ve politik mesruiyet sagladigini belirtir.

Diinya mirast alanlarmin turizm {izerindeki etkisini inceleyen c¢aligmalar, bu statiiniin
ziyaretci sayilarinda belirgin artiga yol agtigini ortaya koymaktadir (Timothy & Boyd, 2003, s. 56—
61). Ayasofya da bu kiiresel dolasim aginin 6nemli diigiim noktalarindan biridir.

Ayn1 zamanda, Ayasofya’nin bu listede yer almasi Tiirkiye’nin baska iilkelerle ve biiyiik ve
farkli gruplarla ¢aligmasini da kolaylastirir. Diinyada korunan kiiltlir alanlari, birlikte onarim
yapmak, bilgi paylasmak, yazi1 yazmak ve birlikte calismak i¢in giizel yerlerdir. Bu alanlar sayesinde
iilkeler arasi isbirligi kurmak daha kolaydir. Bilim adamlari, tasarimcilar ve farkli iilkelerden insanlar
bir araya gelip Ayasofya gibi yerler iistiinde ¢aligir. Kiiltiir diplomasisinde de bu ¢ok etkilidir. Ciinkii
Ayasofya, devletlerin birbiriyle direk siyaset konusmadan iliskiler kurmasina imkan verir. Yani bu
yapi, Tiirkiye’nin diinya ile giizel iliskiler kurmasina, kiiltiirel diyaloglara katilmasina yardimci olur.

Bagka bir 6nemli taraf ise sudur: Ayasofya, Tiirkiye nin kiiltiirel giiciinii tek bir anlatinin
Otesine tasir. Onun uzun ve katmanli gegmisi, Tiirkiye’yi sadece bir doneme sikistirmaz. Aksine,
farkli uygarliklarin birlestigi ve zengin bir kiiltiir ortaya ¢iktig1 bir yer olarak gosterir. Diinyada bir
“yumusak gii¢” olarak Ayasofya gibi semboller, iilkelerin daha saygin ve ¢ekici olmasi i¢in kullanilir.
Bu gii¢ baskiyla islemez. insanlarin diisiince ve duygularina hitap eder. Yani Ayasofya, anlami ve
tarihiyle, Tiirkiye nin imajin1 yiikseltmektedir.

Sonug olarak, Ayasofya’nimn diinyada korunan bir yer olmasi, sadece iizerinde “korunmali”
etiketi olmas1 anlamina gelmez. Bu, Tiirkiye’ nin diinya ile olan iligkilerinde dolayli ama gercek bir
diplomasi aracidir. Ayasofya, turist ¢ekerek, kiiltiirel igbirligini giiclendirerek, ve diinya goéziinde
Tiirkiye’yi farkli ve zengin bir iilke olarak gostererek ¢ok islevli bir noktadir. Tiirkiye’nin biiyiik
mirasi, Ayasofya sayesinde tiim diinyada daha iyi anlasilir ve 6ne ¢ikarmaktadir.

Yumusak Gii¢ Araci Olarak Ayasofya

Nye’nin (2004) tanimladig1 yumusak gii¢, “cezbederek ikna etme” kapasitesidir. Ayasofya
da Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel ¢ekim gliciiniin merkezinde yer almaktadir.

e Bu kapsamda Ayasofya:

o Uluslararas sergilerde,

e Kiiltiirel anlagsmalarda,

e Tanitim faaliyetlerinde,

e Devlet diplomatik ziyaretlerinde (Nye, 2004, ss. 10—-17).

Tiirkiye’nin medeniyet kopriisii olmasi 6zelligini tasimaktadir.
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Ayasofya’nin Miizecilik ve Koruma Politikalarindaki Rolii

Ayasofya, yalnizca tarihsel 6nemi ile degil es zamanli olarak da, Tiirkiye’nin yurt ici ve
yurt disinda Kiiltiirel miras koruma kurallariyla kurdugu iliski acisindan da 6zel bir konuma
sahiptir. Yapi iizerinde devam ettirilen ve 6nem verilen ¢alismalar, Tiirkiye’ nin kiiltiirel mirasa
yaklagiminin ne kadar oncelikli bir hal aldigim gostermektedir. Bu noktada Ayasofya, bu mirasin
korunmasinin yalmzca matematiksel hesaplara dayali bir diizeninin olmadiginin ayni zamanda
uluslararasi iliskilerle ve diplomasi ile debaglantili bir alan haline geldigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Kiiltiirel miras1 koruma fikri, son yillarda tiim diinyada kabul edilen kurallar, etik ilkeler ve
bilimle olustu. Ayasofya gibi herkesin bildigi biiylik yapilar i¢in yapilan restore isleri de bu kurallara
gore yapiliyor ve buna uymak cok dnemli sayiliyor. Yapiyr korumak i¢in yapilan isler, madde
incelemeleri, belge toplama ve uzun vadeli planlar sadece kendi iilkemizdekilerle degil; baska
iilkelerden gelen bilen kisilerle bilgi paylasimi ile birlikte yapiliyor. Bdyle olunca Ayasofya sadece
bir yenileme yeri olmaktan ¢ikar. Bircok yerden gelen fikirlerin ve tecriibelerin paylasildig: bir yer
haline gelmektedir.

Keskin (2011, s. 214-220), erken Cumhuriyet doneminde Ayasofya’nin miizeye
donistiiriilmesini, yeni ulusal kimligin kiiltiirel miras tizerinden ingasiyla iligkilendirir. Bu karar,
yalnizca islevsel degil, ideolojik bir yeniden ¢erceveleme siireci olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Uluslararas1 koruma ilkeleri baglaminda, Venedik Tiiziigii (ICOMOS, 1964) ve
UNESCO’nun koruma ilkeleri, tarihsel katmanlarin silinmemesi gerektigini vurgular. Ayasofya’daki
restorasyon yaklasimi, ¢cok katmanliligin korunmasi ilkesine dayanmaktadir.

Ayasofya’da yapilan yenileme calismalari, iilkemizin kiiltiire] mirasa sahip ¢ikmada tiim
diinya ile birlikte oldugunu da gosterir. Diinyada, 6zellikle UNESCO’nun kullandig1 koruma fikri,
bir yapmin sadece ayakta kalmasini degil, tarihinin ve 6zgiin yanlarinin da korunmasim ister.
Ayasofya’daki koruma, yapinin biitiin dénemlerini diisiiniir, bir déneme indirgemez, ge¢misten
bugiine devamliligi gozetir. Boylece Tiirkiye, bir yerin sadece sembolik veya fikirsel yonlerini degil,
bilime dayali ve tiim diinyada gegerli olan taraflarini 6n planda tutar. Bu da gosterir ki, tilkemiz bu
mirasa sahip ¢ikarken evrensel ve ortak kurallara uyar, daha dogru bir tavir segmektedir.

Bu siireg, ayn1 zamanda kiiltiirel diplomasi agisindan islevsel bir kanal iiretmektedir.
Restorasyon projeleri vesilesiyle kurulan akademik igbirlikleri, teknik danismanliklar ve ortak
calismalar, resmi diplomatik goriismelerden bagimsiz fakat onlar1 tamamlayici nitelikte iligkiler
dogurur. Kiiltiirel mirasin korunmasi lizerinden kurulan bu temaslar, devletler arasinda giiven temelli
ve uzun vadeli baglarin olusmasina katki saglamaktadir.

Ayasofya’nin restorasyon siiregleri, uluslararasi alanda Tiirkiye’ye yonelik algimin
sekillenmesinde de rol oynar. Seffaflik, bilimsel yontemlere baglilik ve uzmanlik paylasimi gibi
ilkeler, kiiltiirel miras yOnetiminin evrensel Olciitleri arasinda yer alir. Bu ilkelerin Ayasofya
orneginde uygulanmasi, Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiire]l miras alaninda sorumlu ve isbirligine agik bir aktor
olarak konumlanmasina katki sunar. Bdylece yapi, yalnizca ge¢misin bir mirasi degil, giincel
uluslararasi iliskilerde anlam {ireten bir unsur hiline gelmektedir.

Ayasofya’mn Uluslararasi iliskilerdeki Konumu

Ayasofya, tarih boyunca ¢esitli siyasal tartismalarin odaginda yer almistir. Bu tartismalarin
cogu, yapmin uluslararasi sembolik degerinden kaynaklanir. Bu sembolik degerlere yakindan
baktigimizda ise karsimiza birtakim parametreler ¢ikmaktadir. Tartigmalar din eksenli imis gibi
gdziikse de aslinda tahakkiim ve iktidar olgusu ile birebir drtiismektedir. Tktidar1 elinde bulundurmak,
yalmzca yonetim ile degil aksine sosyal olarak hafizalara kazinmis bir yapinin da iktidarin
bulundurmakla es deger olabilir. Bu noktada diinyanin farkli bolgelerinden farkli tepkiler ve
tartismalar olugsmustur ve olmaya devam etmektedir.
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Cho (2023, s. 145-150), Ayasofya’nin statii degisimlerinin uluslararasi kamuoyunda kimlik,
egemenlik ve kiiltlirel miras politikalart ¢ergevesinde tartisildigint belirtir. Bu tartigmalar, yapinin
yalnizca dini degil, jeopolitik bir sembol oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bu baglamda Ayasofya, Foucaultcu anlamda bir “iktidar mekan1” olarak okunabilir; zira
mekan {izerindeki tasarruf, sembolik egemenligin goriiniirlestigi bir ara¢ héline gelmektedir.

Uluslararasi Tepkiler ve Diplomasinin Yonetimi

Ayasofya’nin statiisii etrafinda yliriitiilen tartigmalar, meselenin yalnizca kiiltiirel ya da dini
bir cercevede ele alinamayacagini acik bicimde gostermektedir. Ayasofya, Tiirk milletinin tarih
sahnesindeki siirekliliginin, egemenlik iradesinin ve devlet kurma kapasitesinin somutlagtigi
mekanlardan biridir. Bu yap1 tlizerindeki tasarruf yetkisi, herhangi bir uluslararasi begeni ya da onaya
dayanan gegici bir hak degil; fethin hukuku, tarihin mesruiyeti ve devlet egemenliginin dogal
sonucudur. Bu nedenle Ayasofya’ya iligkin her karar, oncelikle Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin kendi
tarihine ve milletine kars1 tasidigi sorumluluk {izerinden okunmalidir.

Ayasofya’nin statii degisikligi sonrasinda ortaya ¢ikan uluslararasi tepkiler, kiiltiirel mirasin
artik yalnizca ulusal egemenlik alani i¢inde degil, kiiresel normlar ve cok tarafli kurumlar
gercevesinde degerlendirildigini  gdstermektedir. Kiiresellesme silirecinde miras alanlari,
“uluslararasi kamusal alanin” parcast haline gelmis; bu durum, egemenlik ile uluslararasi sorumluluk
arasindaki dengeyi tartigmal1 bir zemine tagimistir (Logan, 2007, s. 35-42).

UNESCO’nun 2020 tarihli agiklamasinda, Ayasofya’nin statii degisikliginin Diinya Mirasi
Sozlesmesi kapsamindaki yiikiimliiliikler baglaminda degerlendirilmesi gerektigi belirtilmistir
(UNESCO, 2020). Bu yaklasim, miras alanlarinin yalnizca ulusal tasarruf konusu degil, “insanligin
ortak miras1” olarak kabul edildigini vurgulayan 1972 Diinya Miras1 S6zlesmesi’nin normatif
gercevesine dayanmaktadir (UNESCO, 1972).

Uluslararas1 hukuk literatiiriinde, kiiltiirel miras alanlar {izerinde devletlerin egemenlik
yetkisi esas olmakla birlikte, bu yetkinin uluslararasi s6zlesmelerle belirli sinirlamalara tabi oldugu
ifade edilmektedir (Francioni, 2008, s. 7—12). Ayasofya orneginde tartisma, egemenlik hakkinin
inkdr1 degil; bu hakkin kiiresel miras rejimiyle nasil uyumlandirilacagi meselesi etrafinda
sekillenmistir.

ABD Disisleri Bakanligi’nin 2020 tarihli agiklamasinda vurgulanan “kapsayicilik” sdylemi,
kiiltiirel mirasin ¢ogulcu temsili baglaminda okunabilir (U.S. Department of State, 2020). Bu tiir
aciklamalar, kiiltiirel mirasin uluslararasi iligskilerde normatif baski ve sembolik diplomasi araci
olarak islev gordiigiinii gostermektedir (Winter, 2014, s. 100-105).

Orhan Pamuk’un Ayasofya’nin miize statiisiinii ¢ogulcu kimligin gostergesi olarak
degerlendirmesi (Pamuk, 2020, s. A23), kiiltiirel mirasin ulusal kimlik insasindaki roliine dair
literatiirle paralellik gostermektedir. Smith’e (2006, s. 29-34) gore miras, ge¢misin notr bir
yansimasi degil; bugiiniin kimlik tartismalar1 iginde yeniden {iiretilen bir séylemdir. Bu baglamda
Ayasofya, farkli kimlik anlatilarinin kesistigi sembolik bir alan haline gelmistir.

Ayasofya’nin gegmiste farkli iglevler listlenmis olmasi, bugiin bu topraklarin sahibi olan
milletin iradesini golgeleyen bir unsur degildir. Aksine bu g¢ok katmanli tarih, Tiirk devlet
geleneginin kapsayici ama kararli karakterini ortaya koymaktadir. Tiirkiye, Ayasofya konusunda ne
savunmada olan ne de 6ziir dileyen bir pozisyon almaktadir. Devlet, bu meseleyi kendi tarih bilinci
ve egemenlik anlayisi dogrultusunda yonetmekte; dis tepkileri belirleyici degil, dikkate alinmasi
gereken tali unsurlar olarak degerlendirmektedir.

Bu ¢ercevede diplomatik agiklamalar, bir geri adimin ya da tereddiidiin degil, giiclii bir devlet
aklinin yansimasidir. Tiirkiye, Ayasofya ile ilgili kararlarii diinyaya anlatirken kendi tezini
savunmakta, tarihsel hakliligim1 ve hukuki dayanaklarini net bir bigimde ortaya koymaktadir.
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Uluslararas1 hukuk ve kiiltiire]l miras sdylemi ise bu siirecin sinirlarini ¢izen degil, Tiirkiye’nin
durusunu mesrulastiran arag¢lar olarak kullanilmaktadir.

Kiiltiirel miras yoOnetimi alaninda yiiriitiilen c¢aligmalar da milli iradenin sahadaki
tezahiiriidiir. Ayasofya’nin korunmasi, yasatilmas: ve islevlendirilmesi, bu yapinin kaderinin
baskalarinin beklentileriyle degil, Tiirk devletinin karariyla belirlendigini gostermektedir. Bu
yonilyle Ayasofya, yalnizca gegmisin bir mirasi degil; bugiin de Tiirkiye’nin bagimsizlik, egemenlik
ve tarih bilincinin giiglii bir sembolii olarak varligini stirdiirmektedir.

Bu noktada verilen diinya capindaki tartismalar halen devam etmektedir. Birka¢ 6rnek
vermek gerekirse UNESCO, Ayasofya’nin cami olmasi durumunda kiiltiirel miras listesindeki
Oneminin zayiflayacagindan bahsetmis, ortak bir bilince hizmet edemeyeceginden dem vurmustur.
Bu noktada UNESCO, miras listesindeki yapilar1 inceleyerek buranin miize olarak kalmasinin daha
dogru olacagini vurgulamistir (UNESCO, 2020).

Bir diger tartigma noktasi agilan saha ise ABD olmustur. ABD, Ayasofya’nin miize olarak
kalmasinin daha kapsayici oldugunu belirtmistir ve bu kapsayiciligin cami olus ile beraber
yitirileceginden bahsetmistir (U.S. Department of State, 2020).

Tiirkiye’den de farkli sesler ¢ikmakta olup 6nemli farkli seslerden biri de Orhan Pamuk’tur.
Pamuk, Ayasofya’nin miize statiisiiniin Tiirkiye’nin ¢ogulcu kimliginin bir gostergesi oldugundan
bahsetmistir (Pamuk, 2020, s. A23). Degisimin ¢ogulcu degil aksine ¢ogunluk¢u bir karar oldugunu
sOylemlerinde defaten dile getirmistir ve getirmektedir.

Kiiltiirlerarasi1 Diyalog Mekam Olarak Ayasofya

Ayasofya, tarih boyunca yalnizca mimari bir anit ya da siyasal bir simge olarak degil, farkli
inang diinyalarinin hafizasinda yer etmis kutsal bir referans alami olarak varlik gdstermistir.
Yapinm hem Hristiyanlik hem de Islam agisindan tasidigi anlam, onu tek bir inang gercevesine
hapsolmayan nadir mekénlardan biri haline getirmistir. Bu durum, Ayasofya’y1 yalnizca gegmisin
bir miras1 degil, farkli inan¢ geleneklerinin aynm1 mekénda anlam iiretebildigi istisnai bir sembol
konumuna tasimaktadir.

Hristiyan alemi i¢in Ayasofya, ylizyillar boyunca teolojik otoritenin ve kutsal mekan
anlayisinin merkezinde yer almis; Islam diinyas: agisindan ise fetih sonras1 dosnemde ibadet, ilim ve
kamusal hayatla biitiinlesen bir mabede donismiistiir. Bu iki ayr1 kutsallik bigiminin ayni yapida
tarihsel olarak karsilik bulmus olmasi, Ayasofya’y1 ¢atismanin degil, anlamlarin iist iiste var
olabildigi bir mekan haline getirmistir (Runciman, 1985, ss. 45-52). Yapinin duvarlarinda,
kubbesinde ve mekansal diizeninde bu ¢oklu kutsalligin izleri hala okunabilmektedir.

Bu ozellik, Ayasofya’y1 diyalog kavrammin soyut bir ideal olmaktan ¢ikip mekansal bir
gerceklige doniistligli bir 6rnek haline getirir. Yapi, farkli inang sistemlerinin birbirini dislamadan
var olabilecegini tarihsel deneyim iizerinden gostermektedir. Hosgorii kavrami da bu baglamda
yalnizca sdylemsel bir deger degil, yiizyillar boyunca uygulanmis bir birlikte var olma pratigi olarak
Ayasofya’da karsilik bulur.

Ayasofya’nin ¢oklu kutsallik statiisii, dinler aras1 mekansal stireklilik tartigmalari agisindan
0zgin bir 6rnek teskil etmektedir. Runciman’in (1985, ss. 45-52) belirttigi tizere, Bizans doneminde
teolojik ve siyasal otoritenin merkezi olan yapi, Osmanli doneminde de benzer bigimde kamusal ve
dini hayatm odagi héline gelmistir. Bu siireklilik, mek&nin tamamen kopusla degil, doniistimle
yeniden anlamlandirildigini géstermektedir.

Dinler arasi diyalog literatiirii, ortak mekanlarin ¢catisma kadar temas ve miizakere imkani da
irettigini ortaya koymaktadir (Appleby, 2000, s. 45-49). Ayasofya’nin tarihsel deneyimi, kutsal
mekanlarin tekil kimliklere indirgenmeden var olabilecegini gosteren nadir 6rneklerden biri olarak
degerlendirilebilir.
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Ayasofya’nin temsil ettigi birlikte yasama kiiltiirii, farkliliklarin silinmesi degil, korunarak
bir arada tutulmasi1 iizerine kuruludur. Yapi, inanglar arasi gegislerin yikim yoluyla degil,
doniistiirme ve yasatma anlayistyla yonetilebilecegini géstermistir. Bu yoniiyle Ayasofya, glinlimiiz
diinyasinda sikca tartisilan birlikte yasama meselesine tarihsel derinligi olan giiglii bir referans
sunmaya devam etmektedir.

Ayasofya’nin Kiiltlirel Diplomasiye Katkisinin Teorik Analizi

Ayasofya’nin kiiltiirel diplomasiye katkisi, yapinin yalnizca tarihsel ve estetik degerleriyle
degil, uluslararasi alanda tirettigi sembolik anlamlar ve algilar iizerinden degerlendirilmelidir. Bu
boliim, Ayasofya’nin ¢ok katmanli kimliginin kiiltiir diplomasisi teorileri ger¢evesinde nasil bir etki
alan1 olusturdugunu analiz etmeyi amacglamaktadir.

Joseph Nye’in (2004, s. 10-17) yumusak gii¢ kurami ¢ercevesinde kiiltiirel miras alanlari,
bir devletin ¢ekim kapasitesini artiran sembolik kaynaklar arasinda yer alir. Ayasofya, tarihsel
derinligi ve kiiresel bilinirligi sayesinde Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel anlatisin1 goriiniir kilan giiclii bir
yumusak gii¢c unsuru olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Ancak kiiltiirel diplomasi yalnizca olumlu imaj iiretimi degil, ayn1 zamanda kriz yonetimi
kapasitesini de igerir. Ayasofya orneginde goriildiigii lizere, sembolik degeri yliksek miras alanlari
aynt zamanda diplomatik gerilim {iretme potansiyeline sahiptir (Winter, 2014, s. 112-118). Bu
nedenle kiiltiirel diplomasi, temsil kadar algi yonetimini de kapsayan ¢ok boyutlu bir siireg
olmaktadir.

Uluslararasi Kiiltiirel Semboller, UNESCO Perspektifi ve Kiiresel Turizm Baglaminda
Ayasofya

Ayasofya, hem iilke icinde hem de dig diinyada konu olan bir yerdir. Hem eski hem yeni
bir¢ok oykii burada bir araya gelmektedir. Ayasofya, mimarisiyle giizel oldugu igin degil; ¢ok uzun
yillar boyunca farkli yonetimlere, farkli inanislara ve toplumlarin hayal giicline gore baska anlamlar
kazandig1 igin biiyiik bir simge olmaktadir. Bu yiizden, Ayasofya tek bir yiizii olan bir yer degildir.
Onun ¢ok yonlii yapisi, anlatilar kurmak i¢in ¢ok uygun ve giiglii bir sembol olmasina yol agmaktadir.
Ulkeler, kendilerini diinyaya anlatirken soyut ve anlasilmasi zor seyler yerine, gergek ve herkesge
bilinen yerleri ve degerleri kullanmak istemektedir. Ayasofya da tam bu istege karsilik veren bir
noktadir. Tiirkiye, diinya ile konusurken "medeni toplumlarin bulugsma noktas1" soéziine sik¢a yer
vermektedir. Bu s6z, aslinda haritadaki bir yer olmaktan ¢ok, Ayasofya gibi 6nemli yapilar sayesinde
anlam kazanmaktadir.

Ayasofya, Bizans zamanindan Osmanli’ya ve modern doneme kadar geldigi i¢in, ¢ok degisik
toplumlarin bu alanda iz birakabildigini gdstermektedir. Bu yoniiyle Tiirkiye, kendini yalniz bir yere
ait gibi degil; tarihteki gecislerin ve iligkilerin odag1 olarak gosterebilmektedir. Ayasofya sayesinde,
gecmis sadece sahip olunan bir sey degil, ayn1 zamanda birlikte yaganan bir olay olarak karsimiza
cikmaktadir. Béylece bu degerli yapi, bir toplumun kimligini daraltan bir ara¢ olmaktan ¢ikmakta ve
herkesi i¢ine alan bir 6ykii kurmaya yardimci olmaktadir.

Diinya miras: statiisliniin turizm iizerindeki etkisine iligkin ¢aligmalar, UNESCO listesine
dahil edilen alanlarin kiiresel goriiniirliigiiniin ve ziyaret¢i sayilarinin arttigin1 gostermektedir
(Timothy & Boyd, 2003, s. 56-61). Ayasofya, bu baglamda kiiltiirel diplomasi ile kiiltiir turizmi
arasindaki kesisim noktasinda yer almaktadir.

Wolfe’a (2021, s. 88-94) gore kiiltirel miras alanlari, kentlerin marka degerini yiikselten
temel unsurlar arasinda yer almaktadir. Ayasofya’nin Istanbul’un kiiresel imajindaki merkezi
konumu, Tiirkiye’nin kiiltiirel anlatisinin ekonomik boyutla da desteklendigini gostermektedir.

Ayasofya’nin bu kadar {inlii olmasinin sebeplerinden biri ise UNESCO listesinde olmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir. UNESCO duruma, ortak miras perspektifinden bakmakta ve incelemektedir.
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Ayasofya bu noktadan bakildiginda bizim sorumlulugumuz kadar onun da bizlere kars1 sorumlulugu
olan bir yapiya doniismektedir. Bu nokta oldukga 6énemlidir ¢iinkii Ayasofya’nin da kiiltiir aktarim1
konusunda bizlere biraktigt miras diinya mirast oldugu icin sorumluluk her iki tarafta da
bulunmaktadir. Bu da bizim uluslararasi diplomaside siirekli bir sekilde aktif ve iletisimde olmamizi
saglamaktadir. Ayrica Tiirkiye nin koruma, acik olma ve herkesin ulagmasi igin yaptigi isler baska
iilkelerce takip edilmektedir.

Ayasofya’da yapilan bakim ve tamir isleri, UNESCO’nun kurallarina uygun oldugu zaman,
yapinin diinya i¢in degerini artirmaktadir. Bilimle yapilan diizenlemeler, belgelerle kayit tutmak ve
uzmanlarla ¢aligmak, Ayasofya’nin simdi ve ileride giizel kalmasini saglamaktadir. Bu islemler,
Tiirkiye’nin sadece kendi hakkini kullanan bir {ilke olmadigini; ayrica diinya capinda eski yapilari
korumaya yardim eden bir iilke oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu davranislar, Tirkiye’ye kiiltiirel
iligkilerde olumlu bir goriintii kazandirmaktadir. Cilinkii eski eserlerin yasatilmasi, iilkeler arasinda
dostluk ve saygi kazanmada uzun siirede etkili olmaktadir. Ayasofya korunarak, hem Tiirkiye hem
diinya icin ortak bir deger olarak kalmakta ve insanlar bu degere sahip ¢cikmaktadir. Tiirkiye boylece
hem kendi kiiltiiriine hem diinyaya agik ve sorumlu bir iilke olmaktadir. Bu sirada, diger yapilar ve
geemisten gelen eserler igin de 6rnek olmaktadir.

Diplomasi yalnizca kapali kapilar ardinda ve sefaretlerde gerceklesmemektedir. Diplomasi,
yeri geldiginde sokakta, yeri geldiginde ise ekonomik parametreleri diizenleme ugruna
gergeklesmektedir. Ayasofya’nin bilinirligi tam da bu noktada ekonomik olarak da belirli kazanimlar
saglamaktadir. Kiiltiir turizmi, Tiirkiye nin 6nciil noktada oldugu alanlardan biri olmaktadir.

Uluslararasi taninirlik, kiiltiirel diplomasinin ekonomik boyutuyla dogrudan baglantilidir.
Ayasofya gibi gii¢lii semboller, bir iilkenin kiiresel rekabet iginde fark yaratmasini saglamaktadir.
Bu fark, yalnizca sayisal ziyaretci verileriyle degil, niteliksel algi doniisiimleriyle dlciilmektedir.
Ayasofya, Tirkiye’nin tarihsel derinligini, kiiltiirel cesitliligini ve stirekliligini tek bir mekanda
gorlinlir kilarak, uluslararasi kamuoyunda kalict bir izlenim birakmaktadir. Bu izlenim, ekonomik
iligkilerden kiiltiirel ortakliklara uzanan genis bir yelpazede dolayli ama etkili sonuglar iiretmektedir.

Egitimden Dijitale Uzanan Kiiltiirel Miras Aktarimi: Ayasofya’nin Yeni Ogretici Rolii

Ayasofya, bugiin artik yalniz bir eski yap1 degildir. Diinyanin her yerinden birgok kisi onu
gormeye gelmekte ve ona hayran kalmaktadir. Ama Ayasofya bundan daha fazlasidir. O, bizim
gecmisimizi, kiiltiirliimiizii ve bilgimizi nasil 6grendigimizi ve nasil aktardigimizi gésteren bir yerdir.
Yapinin uzun ve farkli gecmisi, onu eski tarih kitaplariin disinda bir yere tagimaktadir. Bu yiizden
Ayasofya, tam da bu nedenle egitim igin essiz ve 6zel bir 6rnek olmaktadir. Burada gegmis, bugiin
ile bulusmakta; insanlar eskiyi gormekte, hissetmekte ve kendi hayatlarina katmaktadir. Ayasofya,
bizim i¢in yalnizca tas ve duvar degildir; o, bilgi ve hayatla dolu canli bir alan olmaktadir.

Cagdas miras calismalari, kiiltiirel mirasin yalnizca korunmasi degil, aktarilmasi ve
yorumlanmasi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir (Smith, 2006, s. 83—-89). Ayasofya, disiplinler arasi
calismalar i¢in bir “yasayan laboratuvar” islevi gérerek mimarlik, sanat tarihi ve restorasyon egitimi
acisindan uygulamali 6grenme imkani1 sunmaktadir.

Dijitallestirme siireci, mirasin yiizeysellestirilmesi degil; aksine ¢ok katmanli tarihsel verinin
daha sistematik bicimde analiz edilmesini miimkiin kilan bir aracgtir. Bu durum, hem akademik
aragtirma hem de kamusal egitim agisindan kiiltiirel bellegin siirdiiriilebilirligini gliglendirmektedir
(Logan, 2007, s. 52-58).

Ayasofya, kiiltiirel miras egitimi i¢in tam bir bulus noktasidir. Farkli alanlar bu yapida
birlesmektedir. Mimarlik, sanat tarihi, tarih, arkeoloji, restorasyon bilimi, miras yonetimi gibi
boliimler burada inceleme yapmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmalar sayesinde Ayasofya, agik bir laboratuvar gibi
olmaktadir. Arastirmalar, 6grencilere bilgi vermekte; ayni zamanda koruma, onarim, etik gibi
konular1 o6rneklerle anlatmaktadir. Dersler ve tartismalar ger¢ek yasama dokunmaktadir. Boylece
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kiiltiirel miras egitimi, sadece kurallardan olugsmamakta; gercek yerlerden ve gercek sorunlardan
ortaya ¢ikmakta ve sekil bulmaktadir. Ogrenciler hem gérerek hem dokunarak 6grenmektedir. Tiim
bu durum, egitimde yasanmis olaylarin 6nemini gostermekte ve bilgiler daha kalic1 héle gelmektedir.

Dijital miras uygulamalar1 ise kiiltiirel aktarimin mekénsal sinirlarim1 agmaktadir. Sanal
miizeler ve li¢ boyutlu modellemeler, miras alanlarinin erisilebilirligini artirmakta ve 6zellikle geng
kusaklarla yeni bir etkilesim zemini olusturmaktadir (Latham & Cowan, 2023, s. 120-126).

Ayasofya’nin egitimdeki roliinii inceledigimizde ise yalnizca iiniversite diizeyiyle sinirl
olmadig1 goriilmektedir. Ilkokuldan lise miifredatina uzanan yapu, tarihsel siireklilik, medeniyetler
arast etkilesim ve kiltirel cesitlilik kavramlarinin anlatiminda giiglii bir &rnek olarak
kullanilmaktadir. Ayasofya 6grenciler icin herhangi bir donemi temsil eden bir yap1 olmaktan ziyade,
bir durusu, kisiligi ve zamanin tas duvarlar arasinda biikiilebilecegini gdsteren bir yer olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Dijitallesme ile Ayasofya, eskiden sadece yerinde goriilen bir yapi iken artik her yerde,
herkes tarafindan 6grenilebilir hale gelmistir. Uzaktan bir gerceklige bakmak her ne kadar degisen
diinyada yeni hayatimiza entegre olmus olsa da Ayasofya bu durumu ¢ok rahatlikla
kaldirabilmektedir. Dijital araglar sayesinde her yasta ve farkli ilgiye sahip kisiler, Ayasofya
hakkinda bilgi alabilmekte, detaylar1 6grenebilmektedir. Yani Ayasofya, diinyada herkes i¢in acgik
ve erisilebilir bir bilgi yeri haline gelmektedir.

Dijital miras uygulamalar1 ve sanal miize gibi uygulamalar ise 6zellikle gen¢ kusaklarla
kurulan iligki agisindan belirleyici bir rol oynamaktadir. Fiziksel olarak gelemeyen ya da ziyaret
imkani olmayan bireyler icin Ayasofya, dijital ortamda kesfedilebilen bir kiiltiirel deneyim héline
gelmektedir. Bu durum, kiiltiirel mirasin yalnizca “yerinde goriilmesi gereken” bir deger olmaktan
¢ikmasini saglamaktadir. Her kosulda aktarim devreye girmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda dijital araclar,
mirasin aktariminda gorsel, isitsel ve etkilesimli 6grenme bi¢imlerini bir araya getirerek, klasik anlati
yontemlerine kiyasla daha gii¢lii bir bag kurulmasina olanak tanimaktadir.

Ayasofya orneginde dijitallestirme, mirasin anlamin1 basitlestiren ya da yiizeysellestiren bir
stire¢ degil; aksine, karmasik tarihsel katmanlari daha anlasilir hile getiren bir arag¢ olarak islev
gormektedir. Farkli donemlere ait mimari unsurlarin dijital ortamda ayristirilarak incelenebilmesi,
kiiltiirel mirasin ¢ok katmanli dogasini goriiniir kilmaktadir. Bu da hem akademik ¢aligmalar hem de
kamusal egitim agisindan 6nemli bir kazanim tiretmektedir.

Sonug¢

Ayasofya, tarihsel olarak hem Dogu hem Bati uygarliklarinin ortak hafizasini tasiyan
benzersiz bir kiiltiirel miras alanidir. Bu gibi insanlik miras1 olan ortak kiiltiir yapilari ile tipki bir gen
aktarimi gibi nesilden nesile degisen, doniisen ve gelisen bir kiiltiir haritasi olugmaktadir.

Kiiltlirel mirasin taginmasi siirecinde Ayasofya’nin oynadigi rol; korunma, doniistiiriilme,
yeniden anlamlandirma ve uluslararasi toplumla paylagilma asamalarinda somutlasmaktadir. Bu
miras, yalnizca siitunlarla ve tarihi 6nemle degil, siitunlarin dokusuna igleyen ve siirekli metamorfoz
gegcirerek gelisen Anadolu uygarligi ile de gelismektedir.

Ayasofya, Dogu ve Bati arasindaki tarihsel gerilimin basit bir yansimasi degil; bu iki
diinyanin birbirini tanimladig1, doniistiirdiigli ve yeniden irettigi ¢ok katmanli bir temas alanidir.
Yapi, ne yalmzca Bati'nin Hristiyan-Bizans mirasina indirgenebilir ne de yalmizca Dogu’nun Islami
ve Osmanli kimligiyle sinirlandirilabilir (Necipoglu, 2005, ss. 60—66). Ayasofya’nin 6zglinliigii, tam
da bu indirgenemezliginde ve eszamanli anlam ¢ogullugunda yatmaktadir.

Bat1 merkezli akademik ve politik sdylem, Ayasofya’y:r biiyiik dl¢lide “evrensel kiiltiirel
miras” kavrami iizerinden tanimlamaktadir. Bu sOylem, yiizeyde kapsayici bir dil kullansa da,
derinlikte Bati’nin tarih yazimi ve kiiltlirel hiyerarsi kurma gelenegini yeniden iiretmektedir.
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Ayasofya’nin Bizans donemi, Bati’nin kendi tarihsel siirekliligiyle dogrudan iligkilendirilirken;
Osmanli dénemi ¢ogu zaman “sonradan eklemlenmis” ya da “gegici” bir evre olarak sunulmaktadir.

Bu yaklagim, Edward Said’in oryantalizm kavramsallastirmasiyla okunabilmektedir. Bati,
Ayasofya’y1 evrensel ilan ederken, evrenselligin sinirlarin1 kendisi ¢izmektedir. Bdylece yapi,
Batr’nin bilgi iiretiminde merkez; Dogu ise nesne konumuna itilmektedir. Ayasofya’nin anlamu,
Dogu’nun yasayan kiiltiirel pratiklerinden ziyade, Batili akademik disiplinlerin estetik ve tarihsel
Olciitleriyle sabitlenmektedir.

Dogu perspektifi ise Ayasofya’yr bir fetih simgesi olmanin 6tesinde, medeniyetler arasi
stirekliligin mekansal ifadesi olarak ele almaktadir. Osmanli diisiincesinde fetih, yikim degil; mevcut
olani doniistiirerek yasatma pratigidir.

Bu baglamda Dogu, Ayasofya’y1 Bati’ya kars1 kazanilmis bir sembol olarak degil; Bati’y1
da igine alan daha genis bir tarihsel anlatinin merkezi unsuru olarak gérmektedir (Kafadar, 2019, ss.
31). Bu perspektif, Bati’nin iddia ettigi kopus sdylemine karsi, mekansal ve kiiltiirel devamlilig1 6ne
cikarmaktadir. Ayasofya, Dogu acisindan bir “6teki’nin miras1 degil; evrensel olanin farkli bir
medeniyet diliyle yeniden yorumlanmig halidir.

Uluslararas: iliskiler teorileri agisindan Ayasofya, klasik realizmin gii¢ ve giivenlik odakli
cercevesini agan bir ornek olmaktadir. Ayasofya {izerinden yiiriitiilen tartigmalar, maddi giicten
ziyade sembolik iktidar, anlam iiretimi ve mesruiyet miicadelesini goriiniir kilmaktadir. Bu durum,
konstriiktivist yaklagimin “gercekligin sdylemlerle insa edildigi” tezini somutlagtirmaktadir.

Bati, Ayasofya’y1 evrensel degerler adina denetim altina almaya ¢alisirken; Dogu, tarihsel
egemenlik ve kiiltiirel siireklilik sdylemini 6ne g¢ikarmaktadir. Ancak bu iki pozisyon arasindaki
catisma, sifir toplamli bir gii¢ miicadelesi olmaktan ¢ok, kimin evrenseli tanimlayacagina dair bir
epistemolojik miicadeledir (Mignolo, 2011, s. 45).

Ayasofya, Marshall McLuhan’in “kiiresel kd&y” kavramini yeniden diisiinmeye
zorlamaktadir. Kiiresel koy, yalnizca iletisim teknolojilerinin mesafeyi ortadan kaldirdigi bir alan
degil; tarihsel hafizalarin eszamanli olarak dolagima girdigi bir anlam evrenidir. Ayasofya,
Istanbul’da fiziksel olarak sabit kalsa da, aym anda farkli kiiltiirlerin, inanglarin ve ideolojik
okumalarin kesistigi kiiresel bir diigiim noktasidir (McLuhan, 1964, s. 14).

Batili bir izleyici i¢in Ayasofya, modernligin oncesine ait estetik bir referans; Dogulu bir
izleyici i¢in yasayan bir tarihsel siirekliligin parcasidir. Ancak kiiresel kdy baglaminda bu iki algi
kars1 karsiya degil; iist tiste binmis halde var olmaktadir. Ayasofya, bu yoniiyle kiiresel koyiin bir
“merkezi” degil; ¢ok sesli bir ortak alandir.

Ayasofya, Dogu ve Bati arasinda taraf tutan bir sembol degil; bu iki perspektifi zorunlu
olarak birbirine bakan bir miizakere alanmidir. Tiirkiye acisindan Ayasofya, kiiltiirel savunma
refleksinin 6tesinde; kiiresel diizeyde anlam tireten, tartisma agan ve yerlesik hiyerarsileri sorgulayan
bir gili¢ unsuru olmaktadir.

Bu yoniiyle Ayasofya, Tiirkiye’nin uluslararas: sistemde yalnizca askeri ya da ekonomik
kapasitesiyle degil; medeniyet anlatisi, kiiltiirel hafiza ve sembolik gii¢ izerinden de etkin bir aktor
olabilecegini gostermektedir. Ayasofya’nin asil giicii, Dogu ile Bat1 arasinda bir koprii olmasinda
degil; bu koprii metaforunu asarak, iki tarafin da kendini yeniden diisiinmek zorunda kaldigi bir esik
yaratmasinda yatmaktadir (Appadurai, 1996, ss. 27-34).

Sonug olarak bu makale, Ayasofya’nin kiiltiirel miras aktarimindaki ¢ok katmanli islevini ve
kiiltiir diplomasisine olan katkisini biitiinciil bir ¢cergevede agiklamis; yapinin hem ulusal kimlik hem
uluslararasi iliskiler baglamindaki 6nemini ortaya koymaya ¢aligmistir.
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ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigini beyan ederim. Makale daha 6nce herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamis olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Calismada kullanilan tim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bi¢imde atiflanmistir.
Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; arastirma
bulgularinin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.
Yazar Katkisi
Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yliriitmiistiir. Makalenin son halini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.
Cikar Catismasi
Bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligskin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.
Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

www.turkishstudies.net/religion



1946 Sevil Nuriyeva

Yapay Zeka Kullamim Beyani
Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amactyla sinirli 6l¢iide yararlanilmigtir. Yapay zeka araglari
tarafindan yapilan g¢eviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglart calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, aragtirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamistir. Makalenin igerigine iliskin tiim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar ve Izinler
Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindiginmi ve ¢alismanin
herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onay1
Makalenin son hélini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasin kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.
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