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ABSTRACT 

Since the early 1900s, the archaeological site of Sardis in Salihli-Turkey has attracted 

archaeologists as a rich informational resource on Lydian, Hellenistic, Roman, and Late Antique 

Anatolia. As excavations continued, archaeologists’ interaction with the local population has 

based on labor and domestic service exchange. This labor exchange has begun to be questioned 

as part of archaeological ethics in post-colonial and post-imperial geographies. Through this 

master’s research, I aimed to understand whether Indigenous collaborative archaeology 

methodologies could be applied in Turkey. Adapting Indigenous collaborative archaeology in 

post-imperial contexts like Turkey can provide a more ethical and collaborative framework than 

traditional forms of local-archaeologist interactions. To assess the applicability of this 

methodology, I collaborated with the sixth-grade students and the social science teacher of 

Bahçeşehir College-Salihli Campus School, which is two and a half miles away from Sardis. As 

part of our partnership, we designed nine informational panels for the archaeological site. The 

results showed that Indigenous collaborative methodologies have a great potential to make 

archaeology more locally responsive and ethical in Sardis and in Turkey more generally. This 

partnership allowed us to establish a reciprocal relationship with the Bahçeşehir School. While I 

was able to use students' and teachers’ ideas to design visitor-friendly materials, the school has 

promoted archaeological heritage awareness among its students and encouraged them to 

participate in extracurricular projects despite the Covid-19 pandemic.  In conclusion, traditional 

outreach methods are still helpful in educating the local public about heritage stewardship; but 

involving them additionally as research partners helps archaeologists diversify their interactions 

with local populations in line with the global movement towards archaeological ethics.  
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1. Introduction 

“…the only excuse for doing archaeology is to work for a more democratic 
world, not in a grandiose sense motivated by a belief in abstract social justice, 
but at the interpersonal and community level where repercussions and results 
of humanistic endeavor for a small group of people can be seen and foreseen.” 

(Pyburn 2009: 165)  

Being an archaeology student in the early 2020s means witnessing paradigm-shifting 

changes in the field. As a master’s student at Cornell University, I was able to experience how 

the Native American and Black Lives Matter movements are reshaping our approach to deceased 

and living research partners in the United States. Graduate students are now demanding specific 

changes in academic archaeology; they are an integral part of anti-colonial discussions. As an 

international student from Turkey, being a part of this movement has inevitably led to a critical 

self-reflection: How can we change our approach to be more ethical towards our underserved 

research partners in Turkey? Can certain principles of anti-colonial archaeology be applied in 

Turkey? Is it possible to adapt collaborative archaeology methodologies of Indigenous and Black 

communities to the Middle East?   

These questions became the primary reason I decided to conduct a collaborative 

archaeology project for my master’s thesis. Between June 2021 and December 2021, I 

collaborated with the Bahçeşehir College-Salihli Campus students and teachers. Through this 

collaborative relationship, we collectively designed eight informational panels and one visitor 

map for the future young audiences of the Sardis Archaeological Site in Turkey.1 By enabling 

                                                 
1 While the official name of the school is Bahçeşehir College-Salihli Campus, I will use “Bahçeşehir School” to ease 
the reading experience.   
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Bahçeşehir School to become one of the major decision-making parties in this project, I wanted 

to give a voice to certain local groups who have fewer opportunities to engage with 

archaeologists and thus contribute to a site-based excavation project.  

I was fortunate to have a group of archaeologists and museum specialists who have asked 

the same questions before. Thanks to them, public and community archaeology has begun to 

plant its seeds in Turkey.2 Yet there is still a long way to go.  

There is a significant gap in Turkey between a) the number of public and community 

archaeology projects and b) the number of scholarly publications on these public-facing projects. 

Apart from a handful of high-quality publications, the only way to receive accurate information 

about these unpublished side projects is to contact the archaeological team and local museums. 

Unless one has time, patience, and Turkish speaking skills, tracking every archaeological site and 

institution with a community service project is complex.  

Furthermore, these projects in Turkey tend to adopt a top-down approach in which the 

local community is not the producer but the consumer of products and services created by 

archaeologists. Equal research partnerships are at stake within the world of archaeology; thus, 

there needs to be an internal motivation to question how to deconstruct our hierarchical 

relationships with the local communities of Anatolia.  

By providing a detailed account of my partnership with the Bahçeşehir Middle School, I 

want to present a written report for public and community archaeologists actively working in 

                                                 
2 I purposefully use the term “collaborative archaeology” when describing the partnership established with the local 
community as part of my research. I will refrain from using the term “community archaeology” to define our 
partnership with the Bahçeşehir School. I have taken this decision mostly because there was not adequate time and 
resources to conduct detailed interviews to understand whether the teachers and students of the Bahçeşehir School 
identify themselves as a community. However, to avoid confusions and respect terminological decisions made by 
the authors of cited publications, I use the terms, “public archaeology” and “community archaeology” when 
describing similar projects previously conducted in Turkey. 
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Turkey. My primary goal is to share what kinds of successes and limitations they could expect to 

experience if they decide to conduct a collaborative project with local educational institutions in 

Turkey. I hope this thesis will become one of the guiding case studies for prospective managers 

of such collaborative initiatives.  

In the first section of this thesis, I discuss the history of the Sardis Project in light of 

local-archaeologist relationships. In the same section, I contrast this past with the current 

demands of the Bahçeşehir School students and educators. In the second section, I propose 

collaborative archaeology in the U.S. as a solution for the communicational gap in the ongoing 

archaeological projects of Turkey. The third section concentrates more on reporting our 

partnership with the Bahçeşehir School. After the detailed methodological narrative in this 

section, I conclude this thesis in the fourth and fifth sections with a thorough evaluation of our 

project partnership and future plans.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 4 

2. The Past and Present of Local Relationships in Sardis 

2.1 How It All Started 
 

This small-scale project began forming during my first meeting with Prof. Nicholas 

Cahill, the excavation director of Sardis, in April 2021. As I was searching for a potential thesis 

topic that combined archaeology and education, Cahill suggested that I design interpretive panels 

for the young visitors of Sardis. Creating materials for young visitors was already in his mind, 

and he was looking for someone to realize these plans. At the end of our meeting, I excitedly 

volunteered for this project.   

However, there was a problem. How could I design these panels without knowing what 

young visitors would like to learn about Sardis? There was the danger of dedicating weeks for 

each informational panel and eventually creating something that would not satisfy the needs of 

children and thus would not be beneficial for school and family groups either.  

With the encouragement of Prof. Cahill, I spent April and May 2021 searching for a 

suitable community partner that would be willing to design these panels together with an 

archaeologist-student. My ideal community partner was a middle school because I wanted to see 

the panels from early adolescents’ and educators' perspectives. Having started my search for a 

potential partner school candidate in the nearby villages of Sart Mahmut and Sart Mustafa and 

the town of Salihli, I was fortunate to receive an enthusiastic response from the Bahçeşehir 

School in Salihli.  

Having agreed on our partnership and completed the federal Institutional Review Board 

(IRB), we conducted our first meeting with students in June 2021. During this meeting, I realized 

how prejudiced I was thinking about the contributive potential of local schools. Even though 

archaeologists in Turkey are mostly inclined to categorize certain local communities with no 
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labor and service-based benefits as “visitors,” Bahçeşehir School educators and students clearly 

wanted to become more than an annually visiting school group.  

This was evident in the early statements of both the administrators and educators of the 

Bahçeşehir School. The assistant principal, Canan Namver, was highly interested in this project 

as their 6th-grade students were newly admitted to the school and could not participate in any 

extracurricular projects during the pandemic. Furthermore, as a newly established school in 

Salihli, Namver also expressed the need to introduce the school to the wider Salihli community 

through such partnerships. Similar enthusiasm has also been shown by the middle school social 

science teacher, Müjgan Mırçık. She stated her students’ lack of archaeological knowledge and –

through this partnership– wanted to raise heritage awareness among the young generation.   

 Before discussing my first interaction with Bahçeşehir educators and students in more 

detail, it is useful to provide historical background on local community-Sardis archaeological 

team interactions. Such a historical analysis reveals that Sardis has a short history of 

archaeologist-teacher collaborations from the late 1960s that could be revived in 2022.  

2.2 Shovelers, Cooks, Drawers, and Visitors: What the Local Community Means to Us 
 
Similar to other post-imperial and post-colonial research contexts, archaeologist and non-

archaeologist interactions in Turkey have primarily been based on labor and domestic service: 

while archaeology creates an economic opportunity in villages and towns underserved by private 

and public establishments, local communities provide labor support, site protection, housing, 

food, and other daily necessities for archaeological teams (see Mickel 2021 for a general 

discussion on Turkey). In addition, when an archaeological site has potential for heritage 

tourism, local labor begins to adapt to the demands of the increasing visitor population (Breglia 

2005). As a result, archaeologists –either directly or indirectly—encourage the economic and 
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social development of the local area for tourism purposes (Breglia 2005). Some of these positive 

consequences are the increasing employment opportunities for locals in the heritage industry and 

the gradual increase of regional prosperity through governmental and private investments in 

health, transportation, and school facilities.3 For more than three hundred years, this mutually 

beneficial system has shaped the way archaeological teams and local populations establish 

partnerships in the Middle East and Turkey specifically.   

Sardis is no exception to this historical system. Famously known as the contact zone 

between the “Western” and “Eastern” civilizations of the Classical past, this archaeological site 

has always fascinated early travelers and archaeologists. It was “the capital of ancient Lydia 

where King Croesus ruled, […] the place where gold money was first coined, the Anatolian 

capital of Persians after the Greek-Persian Wars, a free Greek city after Alexander, a city of 

prominence under Roman rule, the seat of the “Seven Churches of the Apocalypse” (Yegül 2010: 

61).  

As early as the 18th century, certain travel accounts suggest that locals provided guidance, 

housing and food, and physical labor to incoming traveler-researchers (Diaries of Robert Wood, 

John Bouverie, and James Dawkins on Sardis n.d: 16,20). More detailed accounts of such 

interactions, however, come from Prof. Howard Crosby Butler, Princeton University scholar and 

the first excavation director of Sardis. If Butler’s colonial-imperial sentiments are put aside, his 

memoirs suggest a highly dependent relationship with locals as labor, housing, food, 

construction, and transportation resources (Butler 1922: 58-60).  

Prof. George A. M. Hanfmann, the second excavation director of Sardis, has extensively 

recorded the excavation team’s interactions with the locals of Sart Mahmut and Sart Mustafa 

                                                 
3 Notable ethnographic example to this case is Ayfer Bartu-Candan’s research on Küçükköy and Çumra 
communities near the Çatalhöyük Archaeological site. For more information, please see Bartu Candan 2000. 
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villages. Some excerpts from his book, Letters from Sardis, suggest that –Similar to Butler– 

Hanfmann and his team were highly dependent on local resources (Hanfmann 2014).  

Hanfmann’s era, however, marks a change in the Sardis team’s approach to the local 

community. What is significant for this thesis, in particular, is the participation of schoolteachers 

in several excavation seasons in the 1960s. The 1967-dated letters mention two schoolteachers, 

Hamdi Özkahraman from Salihli and Hüseyin Özlü from one of the Sart villages, participating in 

the excavation as “draftsman” and drawer, respectively (Hanfmann 2014: 277). During the late 

1960s, it was significant and forward-thinking for an archaeological team to collaborate with 

schoolteachers to benefit from their occupational skills for site-based projects. This could be 

interpreted as an approach to go beyond traditional labor-based interactions and experiment with 

building constructive relationships with other local populations who may have less opportunity 

to work together with archaeologists.  

Even though Hanfmann’s practice was exceptional, we do not have sufficient written 

accounts from subsequent excavation directors to understand whether such a collaborative 

environment continued to be nurtured. Yet, many positive things were happening – and would 

continue to happen– in Sardis to enhance community relationships in the long run. The ongoing 

excavations under the directorship of Prof. Nicholas Cahill, for example, take a significant step 

by developing digital educational programming (Harvard Art Museums, Excavations, and 

Research at Sardis 2021 Lecture: 51:51-53:40, 57:51-58:08.). During my interviews with Prof. 

Cahill and Gencay Öztürk, a Sardis team member and archaeology educator, I learned that a 

visitor center could also be built in the near future (Nicholas Cahill and Gencay Öztürk, pers. 

comm.). According to Öztürk, if this project could be realized, one of the plans is to design an 

educational space within the visitor center for local children, family groups, and school trips 
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(pers. comm.). In line with contemporary developments in public archaeology, Sardis is 

becoming a site where both locals and visitors can obtain concise and easily understandable 

information through both in-person and digital means.  

I want to pause here and ask a critical question: Even though there are ongoing public-

oriented projects in Sardis, can these initiatives reach their local audiences fully? Do these 

initiatives help us establish constructive and positive relationships with the local communities? 

There are no studies done in Sardis to understand local communities’ response to recent 

public-oriented projects. Yet, one study shows the communicational discrepancy between nearby 

villages and the archaeological community. According to Kersel and Luke (2008), due to the 

underground antiquity trade, local communities in this region approach the archaeological 

heritage as an economic resource (299-300). What is more alarming is that both archaeologists 

and illicit traffickers are active in this region under the competitive pressures of accessing the 

archaeological materials first. Under such a tense environment, it is inevitable for the locals to 

view archaeologists through a lens of suspicion (Kersel and Luke 2008: 306-207). According to 

Kersel and Luke, in addition to misinformation about archaeology and archaeologists, locals 

have difficulty understanding the methodologies of scientific excavation (Kersel and Luke 2008: 

306-307). Having conducted extensive interviews with local villagers in the vicinity of Sardis, 

Kersel and Luke have one piece of advice for archaeologists: we “must balance [our] own 

interest[s] in the past with how [our] modern-day hosts perceive [us]” (308).  

Fourteen years have passed since Luke and Kersel’s article, but their advice still remains 

valid. Even though the Bahçeşehir School community does not consist of local villagers, I 

witnessed the consequences of communicational disconnection on the educators and students of 

Salihli. For educators, Sardis –despite being only a couple of miles away– is mostly a memory 
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from their childhood. As for children, it is the material evidence of the Turkish nation’s 

achievements and a source of skepticism towards international archaeologists. In the following 

sub-section, I will be discussing why establishing a robust relationship with the local population 

requires more than producing visitor programming on a top-down basis. I believe that the 

solution is to go back to Hanfmann’s era and re-establish some of the collaborative environment 

with local educators on a more comprehensive and inclusive level.  

2.3 Becoming Project Partners: What the Bahçeşehir School Community Wants  
 
In 2021, Allison Mickel’s research brought Çatalhöyük Archaeological Project’s local 

laborers to the forefront and showed how scientific knowledge production alienates those 

individuals from site-based research (Mickel, 2021). I would like to add more to Mickel’s 

research on Çatalhöyük-Turkey and argue that alienation is not only experienced by the local site 

workers of Central Anatolia but is also the experience of local populations in Western Anatolia 

who may have a different social and economic background compared to agricultural village 

communities and thus may not interact with archaeologists as seasonal laborers. Administrators, 

educators, and students of the Bahçeşehir School in Salihli exemplify those individuals. 

Compared with the site workers, educators of Salihli lack the opportunities for daily interaction 

with the archaeologists.  

 This, however, contrasts sharply with the way archaeological sites are embedded in their 

memory. Self-identified as locals, Mrs. Namver, Mrs. Mırçık, and an anonymous principal 

assistant have memories of the Sardis from their childhood years as student participants in school 

trips:   

“When we were little, they [the schoolteachers] always took us there [Sardis] 
during our school days. Most of us went there many times, right…?...we were 
always taken there when we were in elementary and middle school. Let's see 
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Sart [Turkish name of Sardis], let’s do a picnic there; we were always taken 
there.” (Anonymous testimony, Interview on 06/09/2021, 02:08,90-02:38,85)  

It is important to note that, despite their decreased connections with Sardis as adults, 

these educators feel a sense of responsibility for preserving the archaeological site. However, 

according to them, international archaeologists are better stewards of the archaeological heritage 

compared to the local community:    

“But after a while, even if it is close to us somehow, you take care of it 
[Sardis] from there [the U.S.], but we cannot take care of it from here 
[Salihli]. We cannot provide care and attention.” (Anonymous Testimony, 
Interview on 06/09/2021, 02:38,85 - 02:53,82) 

Among Bahçeşehir educators, Mrs. Mınçık was the one that continued her strong 

connections with Sardis during her undergraduate studies. During her social science teacher 

training at the Ege University in İzmir, she took a class on archaeology and focused on Sardis for 

her class project. Due to her knowledge of Sardis and role as a social science teacher, Mrs. 

Mınçık is assigned by the school administration to lead annual school tours to the archaeological 

site. Being able to see the site from a visitor’s perspective, Mrs. Mınçık proposed new ideas to 

enhance visitor engagement at the site, such as a visitor map and informational teacher and 

parent booklets, during our first meeting: 

“…I think there may be helpful information in this way [referring to creating 
teacher booklets on Sardis]. Of course, not every question has an answer, this 
is not possible, but I think that at least certain questions can have answers.” 
(Müjgan Mırçık, Interview on 06/09/2021, 08:48,45 - 09:25,31) 

Among all the Bahçeşehir educators, there was also a concern for raising archaeological 

heritage awareness among the young generation of Salihli residents. I understood the reasons 

behind their concern during our first meeting with the students conducted after I met with Mrs. 

Namver and Mrs. Mınçık in June 2021. 
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Because Sardis is only two and a half miles away from Salihli, about 71% of the students 

have visited Sardis before (see Appendix G, question no.1). Furthermore, among those students, 

many can recognize symbolic landmarks, such as the restored Bath-Gymnasium Complex, when 

their photos are shown. About 94% of these trips are conducted by family members, suggesting 

that older generations in Salihli –potentially due to higher education levels compared to villages– 

could have a heightened sense of archaeological awareness and belonging that they aim to 

transfer to their children.  

Despite the positive survey results, what concerned me is the following: even though 

most of the students visited Sardis, it does not mean that all did. Furthermore –perhaps due to the 

less informative and more leisurely atmosphere of these Sardis visits– some students had 

difficulty imagining an archaeological site, and Sardis in particular. In order to understand the 

level of curiosity among the students, I wanted them to answer the survey questions, “What are 

the things that interest you the most when visiting an ancient city?” and “If you were to visit the 

ancient city of Sardis soon, which of the following questions would you like an archaeologist to 

answer for you?”(see Appendix G, questions no.4 and 6). Some of the students have strongly 

stated that they were not interested in Sardis. These students asked for Mrs. Mınçık’s assistance 

in answering those survey questions. Having realized the puzzlement students were 

experiencing, Mrs. Mınçık began to remind them of key information they covered as part of the 

social sciences curriculum. Following this quick recap, one of the students gave the following 

answer: 

“I believe its history is already something that many people are curious about, 
but what I wonder the most is it [Sardis] being the place where the Lydians 
found the money…I mean, we are the first people to have found the 
money!”(Student answer to the first survey, June 17, 2021) 
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In my opinion, the high levels of familiarity with Sardis among students are optimistic, 

yet, the nationalistic sentiments taught to young generations are concerning. The archaeology 

curriculum and its utilization for legitimizing national and political identities since the 

establishment of Turkey in 1923 is a well-researched topic by many scholars (Atakuman 2008: 

224-226, 130; Güler-Bıyıklı and Aslan 2013). An example of this case is the topic of Anatolian 

Archaeology, which is a part of the 5th-grade social sciences curriculum. As part of the 

educational agenda, Hittite, Urartu, Lydian, and Phrygian civilizations are presented as the 

political, economic, societal, and cultural building blocks of the contemporary Republic of 

Turkey (Atakuman 2008: 220; Bartu-Candan 2007: 97; Güler-Bıyıklı and Aslan 2013: 260-261). 

Without delving too much into the early Republican period of Turkey, it can be said that the 

curricular discourse of “Anatolian Civilizations” is the reinterpretation of archaeological 

knowledge for ethnic, political, and geographical claims of contemporary Turkey (Atakuman 

2008: 220; Bartu-Candan 2007: 97).  

What is promising is that certain students’ lack of interest in Sardis –or their nationalist 

answers– does not mean that they are not curious about archaeology or archaeological sites. Mrs. 

Mınçık stated that she is surprised by the questions posed by her students during school trips to 

Sardis:  

“…sometimes, out of nowhere, such a question comes from a student that there 
are times when I get stuck in a surprising way…I should answer that question 
at that moment, in order not to discourage the child, in order not to dull their 
curiosity at that moment…” (Müjgan Mırçık, Interview on 06/09/2021, 
08:48,45 - 09:25,31) 

As mentioned previously, Luke and Kersel’s article, “Valuing the Past: Perceptions of 

Archaeological Practice in Lydia and the Levant” (2008), brought forward the need for 

archaeologists actively excavating in Western Anatolia to strengthen their dialogue with local 
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communities (315). Even though their research partners mainly were from nearby villages, I 

make a similar argument for the educators and young generation of Salihli. The current picture 

suggests that educators want to become active participants in site-based projects to benefit from 

and contribute to raising heritage awareness among local children. Like Hanfmann’s era, it is 

possible to encourage local educators –and even their students– to contribute to archaeological 

projects with their professional and experience-based knowledge. Such a collaborative 

methodology could help younger generations develop a sense of belonging towards the 

archaeological heritage they are surrounded with while fulfilling educators’ goals of conveying a 

sense of stewardship among their students.  

 In the following section, I will argue why collaborative archaeology can become a 

solution for both the issues mentioned above and offer a promising future for community 

relations in Sardis. 

3. Finding the Middle Ground: Collaborative Archaeology in the U.S. and Turkey 

3.1 Collaborative Archaeology 
 

As mentioned previously, I suggest that solid community relations lie in inviting those 

passive audiences to take active roles in archaeological excavations. Yet, what does our 

understanding of collaborative archaeology entail? Due to its subjective nature, the definition is 

as complex and multifaceted as the activity itself: for some, collaborative archaeology is a sub-

discipline of public archaeology (McDavid 2015), a postcolonial movement (Lyndon and Rizvi 

2010; Silliman 2008), a form of modern activism (Kiddey 2018), an alternative pedagogy 

(McDavid 2015; Nassaney 2004; Young 2021), primarily an ethnographic activity (Hamilakis 

and Anagnostopoulos 2009), a developed form of postprocessualist theory (Simpson 2009), 
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applied anthropology (Shackel and Chambers 2004), a co-creative methodology (Bollwerk et al. 

2015), and even a subtly populist and neoliberalist service (Gonzalez and Ruibal 2019). 

Within this terminological complexity, I believe it is more pragmatic – and thus feasible 

– to focus specifically on one of the major defining features of collaborative archaeology: power-

sharing. Since 2002, archaeological ethics –particularly in post-colonial contexts– advocated for 

research partnerships that provide equal training opportunities, access to archaeological 

knowledge, and empowering responsibilities to non-archaeologists (Atalay 2012; Colwell-

Chanthaphonh 2016; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2007; Jameson 2019; Marshall 2002; 

Nicholas 2011; Nassaney 2021; Silliman and Ferguson 2010).  When collaboration is interpreted 

through power-sharing, it offers new ground for going beyond the traditional labor, or domestic 

service-based interactions archaeologists have with locals in Anatolia.   

3.2 “Collaborative” Archaeology in the U.S. and Turkey4 

Compared to the U.S., research partnerships with non-researchers are a recent practice in 

Turkey and the Middle East in general (LaBianca et al. 2021; Moser et al. 2002; Tully 2009; 

Vries 2013; Paz 2010). As early as the mid-1960s, collaborative practices began to emerge in the 

U.S. (Watkins & Nicholas 2014: 3794). A generalized analysis of the history of BIPOC 

partnerships in the U.S. shows that collaborative practices were a result of both external 

pressures (Agbe-Davies 2014: 1601; LaRoche and Blakey 1997; Marshall 2002: 212–213; 

McDavid 2014: 1596; Shackel 2014: 6994; Watkins & Nicholas 2014: 3798) and internal 

                                                 
4 In this thesis I choose to cite the most prevalent and long-lasting public and community projects in Turkey. There 
following projects have conducted public-facing projects on a much smaller scale and thus are mostly not recorded 
through the means of academic publishing: Göbekli Tepe, Akçalar, Aşağı Pınar, Güvercinkayası Höyüğü, and 
Klazomenai. For more information about these projects see Ricci and Yılmaz 2016: 46 and Özdoğan et al. 2010.  
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questionings (Agbe-Davies 2014: 1601; Hodder 2014: 6083; McDavid 2014: 1592; McDavid & 

Brock 2015: 161–162).   

The history of public and community-oriented projects in Turkey, on the other hand, is 

relatively short and straightforward. Even though the earliest example of public archaeology 

could be Halet Çambel’s initiatives in Karatepe-Aslantaş during the 1930s (Gürsu 2019: 87; 

Çambel 2010), the seeds of community archaeology effectively were laid by Ian Hodder during 

his directorship of the Çatalhöyük Archaeological Project in Turkey. Being one of the leading 

theorists of postprocessual archaeology, Hodder has introduced the concept of multivocality to 

Turkey. Çatalhöyük has become a pioneering and progressive site where both top-down and 

bottom-up types of partnerships were implemented from the 2000s onwards.  

Even though they are not as long-standing as Çatalhöyük, there are a number of 

education, tangible/intangible heritage, ecotourism, and site management projects in Turkey 

worth citing (for Küçükyalı ArkeoPark see Ricci and Yılmaz 2016; for İvriz Project see Maner 

and Menteş 2018; Maner and Menteş 2019; for Aspendos and Pisidia Projects see Gürsu 2019; 

for Aphrodisias Project see Emir 2018).  

As the low number of published case studies suggests, public-oriented archaeology in 

Turkey is still in its infancy. Furthermore, when analyzed in detail, it is understood that many of 

these case studies have something in common: concentrated emphasis on on-site management 

and heritage tourism. Apart from certain exceptions, these well-known case studies adopt a top-

down approach to providing educational and tourism-based economic opportunities for the locals 

and the general public.  

It must be noted that, within Turkey’s context, such a system is perhaps necessary to 

comply with international and national legislation and thus receive political and financial 



 16 

support. Since the concept of “world heritage” began to include cultural, spiritual, and religious 

aspects of local communities through the 2003 Intangible Heritage Convention, local 

communities’ inclusion in the heritage preservation processes began to attain more formalized 

attention and significance worldwide (UNESCO, 2015; UNESCO World Heritage Center, n.d.; 

von Droste, 2012, p. 11). In alignment with these developments, the Ministry of Culture and 

Tourism of Turkey adopted a more inclusive approach toward archaeological site management 

with Policy No.26006, Concerning Management Planning and the Determination of Management 

Areas, in 2004. This policy highlights “collaboration with local communities” as an essential 

component of site preservation and management (Alan Yönetimi ile Anıt Eser Kurulunun 

Kuruluş ve Görevleri ile Yönetim Alanlarının Belirlenmesine İlişkin Usul ve Esaslar Hakkında 

Yönetmelik 2005; Orbaşlı 2013: 242; Saraç 2014). 

The bureaucratic challenges significantly impact how public-facing projects in Turkey are 

forming their interactions with the non-archaeologist stakeholders. Equal attention toward 

archaeological heritage preservation and local community welfare is understandable in a context 

where there are no other potential ways to ensure financial and legalized support except 

complying with UNESCO-approved trends and the 2004 legislation. UNESCO has an 

unavoidable influence on project design: a generalized attempt to simultaneously benefit both the 

archaeological site and local community through universalized goals like development, 

conservation, capacity building, raising heritage awareness, and a sense of belonging can be 

observed in project descriptions. While these may seem promising, there is the danger of 

transforming the local community into an entity fully dependent on heritage tourism, resulting in 

a new power tension within the community.5  

                                                 
5 A great case for this instance is documented by Lisa C. Breglia in Chichen Itza. For more information, see Breglia 
2005.  
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According to Gürsu, an additional bureaucratic challenge is the internal tensions between 

small municipal establishments and the central government.6 While small municipalities 

consider themselves part of the local community and are willing to support such partnerships, the 

legislative and bureaucratic systems could prevent municipalities from acting independently 

from the central authority. Moreover, the bureaucratic system makes it challenging not only to 

get legislative approval but also to secure governmental funding for public-facing projects 

conducted as part of archaeological excavations (Gürsu, pers. comm).  This barrier makes 

executing wide-scoped collaborative archaeology projects relatively tricky in Turkey.   

Bureaucratic challenges aside, some archaeologists state that implementing public-

oriented archaeology projects in Turkey is challenging because there is little to no bottom-up 

demand from local communities, or these demands are not vocalized (Çiğdem Maner, pers. 

comm.). As a result, the public and community projects are driven mainly by an ethical 

obligation from the archaeologists and inevitably done through top-down methodologies.7  

Yet, Turkey is an excellent case for making lemonade out of life’s lemons. Under the 

conditions of the economic crisis that Turkey has been facing since the mid-2010s, it is more 

difficult for such projects to be funded by the local and central governments, making 

archaeologists look for international sponsors that consider the impact value of funded projects. 

That is why– despite the continuing top-down trend– there is also an upward trend toward 

understanding the “impact value” of public-facing projects, eventually leading to more 

relationships being formed with local communities. (Işılay Gürsu, pers. comm.).  

                                                 
6 Hodder (2000) has extensively commented on the influence of municipal and governmental tensions in public-
facing archaeological activities at Çatalhöyük in his article, Developing a Reflexive Method in Archaeology.   
7 Based on Atalay’s historical description, the current trends in Turkey could be said to resemble 1970s community 
archaeology in the U.S. See Atalay 2012: 59-60: “We gain some insight into why collaboration gained ground in 
archaeology during the early to mid-1990s… The emphasis on public interaction and education was driven primarily 
by two needs: to gain public support for site preservation and to secure funds.” 
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Where do K-12-targeted projects stand within this political and financial context? The 

above-mentioned situation also has repercussions on in-school partnerships. Because site 

management, heritage awareness, and stewardship go hand-in-hand, educational projects have 

mostly the top-down goal of developing student content to support archaeology and heritage 

taught as part of formal school curriculum (for Limyra see Çocukların Limyra’sı n.d.; for 

Aktopraklık ArkeoPark see Karul 2010; for Sagalassos see Sagalassos’u Keşfedelim n.d.; for 

Yeşilova Höyük see Derin 2010; for Aşıklı Höyük see Özbaşaran 2010 and Kültür Ortaklaşması 

ve Toplumsal Paylaşım Projeleri n.d.). Moreover, similar projects are produced by public/private 

museums and independent consultants (for Batman Museum see Pulhan 2019; for Mardin 

Museum İbrahim Eker pers comm; for Komet Culture and Arts Museum Kit Project see Komet 

Kültür ve Sanat Projeleri n.d.). Given a lack of stewardship and heritage awareness education in 

the K-12 curriculum, such top-down approaches could be necessitated by external factors 

independent from archaeologists.  

An exception to this trend, however, is Çatalhöyük. When archaeological team members 

are producing educational content, the opinions of educators (Bartu Candan 2007; Mickel 2021: 

pp. 88–89; Sert 2009), site workers (Çatalhöyük 2010 Report: 119; Çatalhöyük 2011 Report: 

110-111), and local communities (Atalay 2007: 255-256, 265; Atalay 2010: 423–26: Atalay, 

pers. comm.) are taken into consideration. 

 All the projects mentioned above result from only the past three decades. This may 

suggest the significantly fast and positive change in archaeologist-local community relationships 

in Turkey. Yet, I argue that we can take existing initiatives a step further and establish a less 

hierarchical relationship with our audiences. The impact of a top-down approach to the local 

community is felt in how archaeological teams form K-12 relationships. Within the confines of 



 19 

this master’s thesis, I thus ask: Is it possible to popularize Çatalhöyük’s approach to designing 

educational materials collaboratively with non-archaeologists? When developing educational 

public programming, is it possible to consider local K-12 members as equal project partners? 

 The answer is yes. I believe that –to achieve this—archaeologists in Turkey should look 

to the other side of the Atlantic Ocean and learn more about archaeologist-Indigenous 

community partnerships in the U.S.  

3.2  Collaborative Indigenous Archaeology with the Bahçeşehir School 
 
The core principle of Indigenous archaeology is to include Native Americans’ voices in 

archaeological projects. By enabling them to participate equally, archaeologists seek to promote 

the inclusion of non-Western and non-academic knowledge systems in scholarly research. 

Primarily because of its critical approach and social justice-centered perspective, I argue that 

some of these Indigenous archaeology approaches could be applied to post-imperial and post-

colonial geographies of the Middle East.  

One of them is Colwell-Chanthaphonh -Ferguson’s concept of the “collaborative 

continuum.”8 According to Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2007), collaboration is 

“forming a group of co-researchers, creating the conditions for group learning, acting on the 

inquiry question, and making meaning by constructing group knowledge. (9, 22)” Even though 

the prescription for a collaborative partnership is clear, “collaboration” represents an ideal state 

of equality, which can only be attained by moving back and forth between different stages of 

resistance, participation, and collaboration (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2007: 9-10).  

                                                 
8 Apart from Colwell-Chanthaphonh-Ferguson’s collaborative continuum, there are other variations of how 
collaboration is interpreted. Some of the noteworthy interpretations are the following: Little and Shackel’s (2014) 
emphasis on civic empowerment” (100), Nassaney’s (2021) guidelines on “authentic collaboration,” Colwell-
Chanthaphonh’s (2016) expansion of collaborative continuum with colonial control and community control, 
collaborative Indigenous archaeology of Silliman (2008) and postprocessualist take on collaborative archaeology 
(McDavid 2004). 
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The flexibility in Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson’s collaborative continuum 

provides a theoretically sound basis for how collaboration can be implemented in Turkey. 

Firstly, the collaborative spectrum provides communities the time and training to be active 

knowledge producers. Secondly, it offers archaeologists the time to find their methodological 

voice while being bound by site management regulations and international heritage politics.9 

Going back and forth along the continuum allows both parties to establish reciprocal partnerships 

by blurring the distinction between top-down and bottom-up approaches during a trial-and-error 

period.   

Atalay’s (2012) Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR) methodology 

solidifies Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Fergusons’ theory by putting some of its principles into 

practice. To summarize, CBPR is the co-creation of knowledge by both researchers and non-

researchers (Atalay 2012: 74-75, 83).  This methodology advocates data collection as a collective 

activity and attempts to include non-scholarly knowledge as a significant asset in archaeological 

research (Atalay 2012: 74). According to Atalay, knowledge creation should be done in full 

participation, acknowledge “community-identified concerns and problems,” and benefit both 

parties (Atalay 2012: 83).  

Despite targeting primarily Native American communities in the U.S., Atalay has 

attempted to apply CBPR in Çatalhöyük-Turkey (Atalay 2007: 251). As Çatalhöyük was 

preparing itself for UNESCO World Heritage nomination, Atalay aimed to encourage the 

Küçükköy community to actively participate in formal site management meetings (Atalay, pers. 

                                                 
9 Some archaeologists argue the need for establishing structured guidelines for collaborative archaeology projects in 
MENA (see Moser et al. 2022, Tully 2007). I do not think they are highly applicable to Turkey as a) Turkey was not 
formally colonized over decades as many of the MENA countries did, and b) some MENA countries like Jordan 
(LaBianca et al. 2021) already have an established international and national basis for community archaeology 
projects making such guidelines easy to put into practice.  
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comm.). To achieve this ambitious aim, Atalay first conducted extensive interviews to 

understand locals’ demands from the archaeological team, collaboratively prepared educational 

materials through regularly organized town meetings, and trained young interns among village 

residents to bridge the communicational gap between locals, governmental representatives, and 

archaeologists (Atalay 2007: 255-256, 265; Atalay 2010: 423–26: Atalay, pers. comm.). Through 

her activities in Çatalhöyük, Atalay sought to “develop and answer research questions that meet 

community needs (Atalay 2007: 257).” Atalay’s attempt in Çatalhöyük increases the potential of 

CBPR to be applied more widely in this geography.     

When collaborative methodologies and participatory ethics of Indigenous archaeology are 

combined, we infer that non-hierarchical K-12 partnerships should substantially benefit 

archaeological sites globally. There are a significant number of published site-management 

projects not only with Indigenous but also with BIPOC communities in the U.S. (for noteworthy 

examples, see Flint Stone Street Ancestral Recovery and Waapaashiiki Siipiiwi Mound Project 

(Atalay 2012), Levi Jordan Plantation (McDavid 2004), Ferguson et al.’s (2015) work with the 

Hopi Tribe). Similar relationships could be established with local educators and students, who 

have been alienated from their local heritage through nationalist discourses of ethnic origin, 

Eurocentric notions of Classical Civilizations, or simply through the way archaeological 

excavations are conducted in the Middle East centuries.  

Like the contributions of Indigenous populations to archaeological research through 

spiritual and cultural knowledge, educators can provide a pedagogical background that 

archaeologists do not possess. Moreover, it could also be argued that children have more 

experiential, innate forms of knowledge that derive from their lived experiences. Like 

archaeologists who want to reach out to Indigenous communities with respect, archaeologists 
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active in the Middle East can –through educator and student collaborations– ensure that K-12 

and family-oriented educational content satisfy their audiences’ cultural and linguistic 

background and their informational needs.  

  Turkey presents opportunities and challenges in implementing collaborative archaeology 

practices in ongoing archaeological projects. Yet I argue that a transformation from top-down to 

non-hierarchized archaeologist-local community relationships is possible. To achieve this, we 

first must think outside of the box, turn our direction to post-settler communities, and adapt 

Indigenous archaeology for similar partnerships with local communities and K-12 institutions in 

Turkey.  

 In the next section, I summarize the methodology of our collaborative work with 

Bahçeşehir School students and teachers and discuss the panel design process in light of an 

inspirational case study from Çatalhöyük-Turkey. 

4. Our Partnership with The Bahçeşehir School and Panel Design Process 

4.1. An Inspiration for this Project: Çatalhöyük and Southampton Visualization Team 
(SVT) 
 

One of the main inspirations for this project came, rather unsurprisingly, from Çatalhöyük. 

Southampton Visualization Team (SVT)’s contributions to educational initiatives in Çatalhöyük 

are not mentioned outside seasonal excavation reports. However, it is an exemplary project in 

which archaeologists and locals worked together for youth and visitor programming.  

Between 2009 and 2017, the SVT team designed seventeen panels for the South and North 

Areas of the site, five children’s panels for the “on-site family trail,” and thirty-four labels for the 

experimental houses (Figures 1 and 2) (Çatalhöyük 2009 Report: 163; Çatalhöyük 2013 Report: 

300-302; Çatalhöyük 2014 Report: 182; Çatalhöyük 2015 Report: 201; Çatalhöyük 2016 Report: 
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238; Çatalhöyük 2017 Report: 302). Local site guards, in addition to visitors, undergraduate 

students, illustrators, graphic designers, and archaeologists, were a critical partner for gathering 

visitor data, understanding what kinds of questions visitors ask about the site, and assessing 

through which mediums their curiosities, needs, and demands can be addressed (Çatalhöyük 

Report 2009: 164, 165; Çatalhöyük Report 2010: 117; Çatalhöyük Report 2011: 110-111, 

Çatalhöyük Report 2012: 273, Çatalhöyük Report 2014: 185, Çatalhöyük Report 2017: 280). 

During the design process, local guards were first interviewed and then regularly consulted for 

feedback on the design process (Çatalhöyük Report 2010: 119, Çatalhöyük Report 2011: 110-

111). 

This project inspired me because an academic team’s partnership with the local 

population and graphic designers proved successful for educational content preparation. 

Eventually, I decided to follow a similar methodology throughout my collaborative relationship 

with both Bahçeşehir School and Mustafa Keleşoğlu, the graphic designer.  

4.2 Establishing a Collaborative Methodology 
   
Bahçeşehir was one of the very few schools willing to dedicate time and effort to an 

online project that a) would be conducted during the pandemic and b) be extended into summer 

holidays and two academic semesters. Given that managing the density of formal curriculum 

during the pandemic was highly pressuring on both students and teachers in Turkey, Bahçeşehir 

School has shown exceptional interest, effort, and dedication to this project's success.  

Another critical element for selection was the school administration’s efforts to 

familiarize their middle school students with Sardis through annual archaeological site visits. 

Given that extracurricular trips are both financially and temporally challenging for schools, 
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visiting a local site with students is an exceptional teaching goal within the intense educational 

context of Turkey.  

 Some of these advantages exist primarily because Bahçeşehir School is a private 

institution. Readers might question this choice, as Sardis is surrounded by two villages, Sart 

Mahmut and Sart Mustafa, that provide a significant amount of contemporary labor and domestic 

support for the archaeological site and are served by the public schools. Unfortunately, however, 

working with a public school in Sart was not possible under the pandemic conditions.  Given that 

internet is not stable in many of Turkey’s villages, ensuring the sustainability of online 

collaboration via Zoom was at best a faint possibility. Furthermore, I could not plan short-term 

research trips to Turkey due to uncertainties related to international travel during the pandemic 

and Fulbright-related visa renewal processes. Apart from these logistical constraints, receiving 

project permission to work with a public school was an additional constraint. Such bureaucratic 

approval needs to be granted directly from the Ministry of National Education of Turkey, and it 

cannot be obtained within the short time frame of this project.  

After agreeing on our partnership, I created a tentative methodology for our meetings. 

During our first meeting, I chose to adopt a quantitative methodology as recommended by Gould 

(Figure 3). According to Gould (2016), many case study-based collaborative research projects 

insufficiently explain their data collection, management, and interpretation strategies (5). 

Routinizing quantitative data collection among archaeologists to standardize collaborative 

methodologies is essential (Gould 2016: 5).  

 In this quantitative stage, I conducted surveys with Mrs. Mınçık’s students. The student 

survey aimed to understand how familiar they are with the Sardis archaeological site and what 

they would be willing to learn during their future visits. More targeted questions sought to 
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understand what curiosities arise when they look at the photos of the Synagogue structure (for 

Synagogue panels, see Appendix A). There were also additional questions to learn about 

students’ visual design preferences.  

The survey with Mrs. Mınçık was more focused on understanding her experience, both 

positive and negative, of conducting school trips to Sardis and her observations of student 

behavior on the site.10 Furthermore, I wanted to learn what kinds of questions she anticipates 

receiving from her students if Synagogue is visited in the future.  

However, following such a rigid quantitative methodology put me in the position of a 

researcher collecting data from subjects, which was a discomforting experience for Mrs. Mınçık, 

the students, and me in the short run. Mrs. Mınçık has expressed this as well. As we discussed 

how to show the draft panels to her students, she suggested that I follow a Q&A-based 

conversation to communicate with students. This made me change my methodology to a 

qualitative one (Figure 4). Rather than surveying, I learned students’ opinions on the Synagogue 

and Temple of Artemis panels through a structured-but-flexible conversation. Furthermore, after 

consulting with Mrs. Mınçık, I prepared a simple activity sheet to understand students’ 

curiosities for the second group of panels on the Temple of Artemis. 

Somewhat unexpectedly, the qualitative approach helped me collect more constructive 

information from the students during our second and third meetings. The questions I asked were 

straightforward (e.g., visual design focused questions like “What do you think about the cartoon 

character? Did you like him/her?” and textual content focused questions like “What do you think 

about this text? Do you find it interesting? If you were standing in front of this panel, would you 

read it?”). The students began to trust me, found encouragement amongst each other, quickly 

                                                 
10 Even though I share student survey results, because Mrs Mınçık is not an anonymous individual, the details of 
teacher survey are not shared for confidentiality purposes.  
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joined the conversation, and provided comments that allowed me to look at the Synagogue and 

Temple of Artemis panels from a unique and creative perspective.  

Unfortunately, however, I was late to realize that students were having trouble 

understanding Sardis and the concept of a panel during our first and second meetings. This was 

addressed by Mrs. Mınçık, who told me that some students –despite participating in class 

activities—wish to learn more about Sardis and what a panel is. Per Mrs. Mınçık’s suggestion, I 

prepared a PowerPoint for our third meeting to answer students’ questions. I observed the 

increasing participation level among students when a more ordered – yet still conversational – 

experience was presented to them.  

I agree with Simpson and Williams (2008) that the rigid structure of survey questions 

detract from seeing their impact on the community partners (p.69). Following their argument, I 

chose to adopt a self-reflective position to evaluate my experiences from a critical standpoint. 

This helped me become more aware of the power dynamic between me, Mrs. Mınçık, and the 

students. While the power hierarchy was always there, conscious attempts for its mitigation 

through humility, empathy, and respect have hopefully strengthened our relationship. The 

comments I received from students reflected their youthful gaze towards the world outside, 

thanks to the relaxed atmosphere of our interactions— their contributions were to-the-point, 

witty, and creative, which challenged me to think in ways that I am not able to think both as a 

young adult and an academic.  

4.3 Designing the Panels  
 

Due to my lack of knowledge and skills in graphic design and Adobe Creative Cloud, I 

worked with a local graphic designer, Mustafa Keleşoğlu, to ensure the panels were visually 

appealing. Because I conducted this project during the pandemic-related economic crisis in 
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Turkey, this served a second social purpose: to financially support an unemployed artist during 

these uncertain times. Mr. Keleşoğlu’s work was funded through the Cornell Institute 

Archaeology and Material Studies (CIAMS)’s Hirsh Archaeological Research Grant.  

Our collaboration was based on the following methodology: I was doing the 

archaeological research, deciding on the overall theme of the panel, writing the labels, selecting 

appropriate visual imagery, and finally sketching the panel layout. Having completed this initial 

step, Mr. Keleşoğlu and I would conduct regular Zoom meetings to turn my ideas into a finished 

product. During our sessions, we used the ShareScreen feature of Zoom for me to provide 

comments as the design was taking shape via Adobe Illustrator and Photoshop.  

Because Mr. Keleşoğlu is primarily a game designer, he proposed to design panels to 

reflect current aesthetic trends among the young generation. Each structure had a designated 

historical character inspired by inscriptions and sculptural remains. Additionally, two child 

characters, one male and one female, are designed to ask Bahçeşehir students’ questions about 

these historical figures.11 Furthermore, the lion mascot —named by Bahçeşehir students as “Ozi” 

— encourages students to follow specific verbal commands and actively participate in these 

learning experiences.  

Additionally, thanks to Mr. Keleşoğlu’s knowledge, core user experience (UX) design 

principles were also applied to provide young audiences with a structured reading experience. 

The Q&A-style texts allowed us to minimize long paragraphs and provide information in a 

                                                 
11 I initially wanted these figures to cater young LGBTQI+ audiences as well. Unfortunately, however, designing 
LGBTQI+ child characters could have attracted negative attention in a geographical context where traditional 
gender norms are strongly prevalent. That is why Mr. Keleşoğlu and I were more inclined to design a cis-male and a 
cis-female. Also, certain feedback providers found the first version of these characters “too white.” After several 
new trials, Mr. Keleşoğlu and I decided to update the characters to its current format (see Appendix L). Yet, I 
acknowledge that these figures are not inclusive enough to cater Kurdish populations that are living in Western 
Anatolia. That is why further revisions are necessary in consultation with the students and educators of the 
Bahçeşehir School.  
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layout that resembles text messages, a popular way to communicate among the young 

generation.  

The panels were designed under the Ministry of Culture and Tourism’s “Instructions on 

Entrance, Information and Direction Signs for Museums and Archaeological Sites.”12 Thus all 

the panels were either 120x90 or 160x180 cm, with minimum 28-point Arial font. The only 

exception to this rule was two Synagogue panels (see Appendix A). The Synagogue floor is 

covered with restored mosaics requiring a lighter and less destructive panel to be placed on site. 

To achieve this, I used the panel size, 140x50 cm, chosen by the Çatalhöyük team and approved 

by the Ministry of Culture and Tourism for archaeologically sensitive areas (Çatalhöyük Report 

2015: 299).  

Apart from visual design, many variables need to be considered when designing textual 

content. Because there are no scholarly guidelines on creating informational boards specifically 

for open-air archaeological sites, I focused on primary educational theories and museum exhibit 

label writing methodologies. The main educational theories I consulted were Howard Gardners’s 

Multiple Intelligence Theory (Gardner 2011), short term memory, long term memory, and main 

principles of information processing (Recognition, Attention, Rehearsal, Organization, 

Meaningful Learning, Visual Imagery) (Snowman et al. 2008), and Explicit Instruction 

methodologies (Hughes et al. 2017). As for exhibition design, I prioritized applying some of the 

well-known rules of exhibition label writing (Serrell 1996), paid particular attention to various 

case studies from family-friendly museums in the U.S. (Rand 2010), and focused on 

understanding student and teacher experiences with museum exhibits (Young 2021).  

                                                 
12 For more information on informational panel design rules, please visit https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/TR-264479/muze-
ve-oren-yerleri-giris-bilgilendirme-ve-yonlendirme-.html.  

https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/TR-264479/muze-ve-oren-yerleri-giris-bilgilendirme-ve-yonlendirme-.html
https://teftis.ktb.gov.tr/TR-264479/muze-ve-oren-yerleri-giris-bilgilendirme-ve-yonlendirme-.html
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Lastly, Profs. Annetta Alexandridis and Benjamin Anderson from Cornell University, in 

addition to Sardis excavation directors Prof. Nicholas Cahill from the University of Wisconsin-

Madison and Bahadır Yıldırım from Harvard Art Museums, were consulted to ensure 

archaeological accuracy in the panels.13 

4.3.a Panels for the Synagogue 
 

The first group of panels is designed for the Synagogue, which is one of the most-visited 

structures of Sardis. Its restoration in the 1960s enables visitors to imagine the structure’s past 

appearance.  

 During our meeting, I learned that the students are most curious about why and how this 

structure was built (see Table 1 and Appendix G, question 6). Another frequently asked question 

was the function and symbolism of the lion figures, mosaics, and the fountain inside the building. 

The number of students interested in building material and historical facts, in comparison, was 

low.   

Based on these results, we designed four panels that primarily answered the questions 

about the function and decorative materials.14 The 140x50 cm panels focused on explaining 

various usages of the courtyard and main hall while drawing attention to the function and spolia-

based characteristics of some of the main decorative elements. The 120x90 cm panels aimed to 

a) build a connection between children’s contemporary daily life (school, family) and the Jewish 

population of Sardis and b) encourage tactile experiences through seeing and observing the 

                                                 
13 Additional comments have been taken from Gencay Öztürk and Çiğdem Maner. Öztürk suggested corrections 
regarding the Turkish translation of Sardis (“Sardes”). Maner, on the other hand, recommended the character names 
to be written in the way they are spoken in Turkish (e.g., “Moskine” instead of “Moschine”). Necessary revisions 
have been made based on their comments (see Appendix B, D, and F) 
14 See “Resources Used for Designing Informational Panels” for the extended bibliography consulted during the 
design process.  
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shapes and colors of the wall and floor mosaics. The primary historical character for these panels 

was Samoe, a rabbi-teacher whose inscription is exhibited in the main hall of the Synagogue.  

While these panels follow models of “good museum label” design based on theoretical 

and methodological guidelines, I faced some challenges. My biggest challenge was related to 

minority issues in contemporary Turkey and the ethical responsibility to address this on the 

Synagogue panels. Because this topic is beyond the scope of this thesis, I refrain from delving 

into the history of the Jewish community residing in the Manisa region in the late Ottoman 

period (for more information, see Shaw 1991). Educational materials produced as an alternative 

to Turkey’s ethnically homogenizing formal curriculum can address these erasures. Even though 

the Synagogue structure in Sardis has excellent potential for this initiative, it would also threaten 

the ongoing positive relationship of the Sardis team with the Ministry of Tourism and Culture. 

That is why my efforts to enhance the young generation's knowledge about the religious and 

ethnic minorities of Anatolia were limited to brief, keyword-like explanations of the terms such 

as Jewish people, Torah, and Synagogue. These keywords are still significant for students in 

Turkey as the students learn very little and thus are unaware of the historically significant 

minorities in Anatolia.  

4.3.b Panels for the Temple of Artemis 
 

The second group of panels is designed for the Temple of Artemis, which attracts special 

attention from Christian tourists. 

While the first meetings for the Synagogue panels were survey-based, we refrained from 

this methodology in the ongoing sessions. That is why Mrs. Mınçık and I have shared an activity 

sheet with the students to learn what questions arise when they look at various photos of the 

Temple of Artemis (see appendices G and H for the activity sheet and its results).  
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According to the results, as with the Synagogue, Bahçeşehir students were most 

interested in the structure’s function and construction methodology. However, in contrast to the 

Synagogue, students were additionally curious about its past appearance and interior elements. 

While the students did not want any historical facts in the Synagogue panels, most of them 

mainly wanted to learn the construction date and the commissioner of the temple. Moreover, they 

were particularly curious about quantitative and qualitative characteristics (how big, how long, 

the oldest and most important artifact found in the temple, etc.) that set the temple apart from 

Sardis monuments. Lastly, the abundance of rectangular holes carved in the marble slabs has also 

attracted observable attention from the students.  

The usage of 160x180 cm panels for the temple panels allowed me to answer many of the 

questions outlined by the students. In the first panel, the children meet with the main character of 

the Temple, Moschine, a temple priestess from Hellenistic Sardis, and learn what “temple” and 

“Artemis” mean. The second panel aims to explain what the temple looked like in the past and 

inside. The third one mainly focuses on Church M for Christian tour groups and provides a 

chronology for history-enthusiasts. The fourth, and the last panel, go through some of the 

primary construction methodologies of Hellenistic and Roman Sardis.  

 Like the Synagogue panels, the design process proved challenging for non-design-related 

reasons. One of the students indicated that they wanted to learn who started the excavations at 

the Temple of Artemis in the activity sheet. This request means that I must mention Howard 

Crosby Butler and the colonial style of early 20th-century excavations. Additionally, certain 

archaeologists have also suggested that I design a child panel on the mechanical parts of the early 

20th-century railroad system exhibited on-site. But how can I discuss this ethically questionable 

past without whitewashing some historical facts?  
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 Eventually, I decided not to design a panel about Butler and these mechanical remains. If 

a child panel is to be prepared for this feature, I believe that the content should be decided 

collectively with the Sardis excavation team, where the realities of early 20th-century labor 

issues should be considered.  

Apart from these ethical dilemmas, another difficulty that arose both in the Synagogue 

and Temple of Artemis panels was logistical. It is academically challenging to “translate” 

archaeological research to children without altering their informational and interpretive depth. 

This has been especially difficult in an archaeological site like Sardis, where archaeologists have 

not previously produced any educational materials. Lastly, for evident reasons, it is also not 

feasible to answer all the student questions in a textually limited space.  

4.3.c Visitor Panel 
 

In alignment with Mrs. Mınçık’s request, we also designed a visitor panel in addition to 

the Synagogue and Temple of Artemis panels (see Appendix E and F). This panel was more 

guiding rather than informative: main visitor routes, directional signs, and rest and parking areas, 

and each touristically significant monument was locationally marked. The visitor panel included 

less text and focused more on visual communication with incoming visitors.  

 When discussing this panel, Mrs. Mınçık has also shared her opinions and comments as 

much as the students did. Thanks to her, we noticed some grammatical errors in our “thank you” 

note to Bahçeşehir School added on the lower part of the visitor panel.  

 Because this project was short-lasting, we could not produce panels for all the 

monuments in Sardis. But the experimental nature of our collaborative partnership revealed 

many strengths, weaknesses, and potentials that can be further developed in the future. In the last 
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chapter, I will be discussing these in detail by providing anecdotes from our third—and final—

meeting with the Bahçeşehir School students, Mrs. Mınçık and Mrs. Namver.  

5. Evaluation of Our Collaboration and Moving Forward 

When we started this project with the Bahçeşehir School, I was worried that we would not be 

able to sustain our partnership in the long run. My negative stance mainly derived from the 

unknowns of running a partnership-based archaeological project that had not been initiated for 

Sardis before. My worries have been replaced by a hopeful vision toward future collaborations 

that can happen in Sardis. 

During our last class meeting with students, I asked them several questions to evaluate 

our partnership from their perspectives, such as: did you find our partnership interesting? Did 

you enjoy designing panels with an archaeologist from Sardis? What adjectives would you use to 

describe our collaboration (fun/informative or boring/confusing)? Would you like to continue 

designing panels together in the future? If we continue this project, how do you think we can 

improve our classroom meetings? Would you like to visit Sardis together in the future?  

Students’ answers suggest that this project has fulfilled two of its main goals for student 

participation. Firstly, it has increased their curiosity towards Sardis on an observable level. Many 

students are excited to host Sardis archaeologists in their classroom once the Covid restrictions 

ease. While most of them are eager to see the panels after their placement, they also expressed 

their desire to visit Sardis with archaeologists regardless of the panels and their on-site 

placement.   

Secondly, I am happy that some students have recognized my efforts to transform them 

into equal project contributors. Having understood that I value their questions, comments, and 

feedback, they became more vocal in expressing their ideas to archaeologists. Some students 
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went beyond the project’s scope and even shared their future-oriented proposals: if the project is 

continued in the future, the students want to collect data amongst themselves through class 

presentations. By presenting each draft panel to their classmates, they first wish to discuss each 

panel together and then vote collectively to decide what kinds of revisions they want as 6th 

graders. Lastly, they want to inform the archaeologists and design team of the voting results. 

These results are very significant: the more they became confident in expressing themselves, the 

more they engaged with the project. The more involved they feel, the closer this project realizes 

the collaborative ideals proposed by Colwell-Chanthaphonh -Ferguson and Atalay.   

In addition to this proposal, some students also expressed their hopes for the 

archaeological team to participate in more technologically advanced public programming 

projects in Sardis. Most of their technological programming demands centered on QR code-

based phone applications, virtual reality (VR) and augmented reality (AR) platforms, and 

audiovisual materials presented through on-site screens. Their enthusiasm to continue this project 

with an improved methodology and new products suggests that —if continued— the future of 

our partnership could center more on digital visitor programming.  

 During our evaluative meeting, positive sentiments also came from Mrs. Mınçık and 

Mrs.Namver. Similar to the student’s comments, both educators want this project to continue, 

want to meet with the rest of the Sardis team, and wish to visit the site in-person with 

archaeologists. Somewhat unexpectedly, Bahçeşehir’s social media posts have increased the 

interest in Sardis among the Bahçeşehir School’s parent community. This unanticipated 

consequence may widen the future partnerships to include interested parents.   

While the future is promising, I also think that focusing on problems is as necessary as 

the positive outcomes and future directions.  
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To not be trapped in Pollyannaism, problems faced during our partnership should be 

shared transparently with the readers. First, I believe the pandemic to be one of our biggest 

challenges. Even though we started our partnership when the Bahçeşehir School was fully 

online, we had the majority of our meetings when the classes were in-person during the 2021-

2022 academic year. This meant that highly contagious Covid-19 variants, namely Delta and 

Omicron, occasionally spread among 6th graders. As part of Bahçeşehir’s Covid-19 protocol, 6th-

grade classes transformed from in-person to online throughout the quarantine period. While the 

teachers were trying to adapt to these varying teaching modalities quickly, I could empathize 

with Mrs. Mınçık and Namver’s conditions and be flexible with scheduling class meetings. Yet 

these changing circumstances were challenging from the researcher’s perspective. Daily 

uncertainties have become a part of our lives during the pandemic; however, the temporal 

conditions of master's research add another level of pressure to complete all the class meetings 

timely regardless of extraordinary life conditions.  

 Another challenge caused by the Covid-19 pandemic was the changing international 

travel rules, limiting my travels to Turkey. While using teleconferencing applications like Zoom 

has allowed us to connect despite geographical barriers and time zones, it has also posed 

particular challenges. An internet connection problem affected the Bahçeşehir School between 

December and February. In addition to Covid 19-related delays, we postponed our meetings due 

to technical difficulties.  

 Experiencing Covid-19 and technical barriers at the same time has inevitably made us 

reflect on the project's sustainability during the remaining half of the 2021-2022 academic year. 

As a result, we decided to change our plans. Instead of designing a third group of panels for the 
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Bath-Gymnasium Complex in February, we decided to do a concluding meeting and end the 

project instead.   

 Even if the above-mentioned issues had not occurred, we nevertheless would have 

experienced challenges. One of them was the social science curriculum’s density, pressuring 

examination schedule, and the inevitably demanding teaching responsibilities of Mrs. Mınçık. It 

was inevitable for Mrs. Mınçık to be under administrative pressure to manage this project and 

conduct classes simultaneously. To balance school hierarchies and consider all community 

participants’ well-being, I also decided to primarily follow the timeline provided to me by Mrs. 

Mınçık.15 Even though my initial plan was to meet with students once a month, I could only 

conduct three class meetings in seven months. From a researcher's perspective, three sessions are 

not enough to collaboratively design panels for all touristically significant monuments of Sardis. 

However, considering the performance pressure on the teachers and students in Turkey, I was 

fortunate to work with highly accommodating educators who valued our partnership.  

Another inevitable challenge was the shortness of class hours, which impacted establishing a 

mutually beneficial relationship with the students. While I learned important things from them 

that significantly influenced panel designs, I questioned whether they could learn enough about 

Sardis. An example of this is our last meeting. To address this issue brought up by Mrs. Mınçık, I 

decided to separate a large segment of our previous meeting to talk about Sardis and gather 

student comments on their satisfaction with this project. However, because of the limited time, I 

had to choose only two out of four draft Temple of Artemis panels to present to the students. 

While the meeting benefited the students on an educational level, I could not gather feedback for 

                                                 
15 During our meeting, Sonya Atalay has also shared similar challenges she faced with social hierarchies inherent in 
Turkish culture. Even though she primarily wanted to work collaboratively with local teachers and students, she was 
mostly referred to the local governor (“muhtar”) and school principal for designing Çatalhöyük comic books 
(Atalay, pers comm).  
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two of the remaining Temple of Artemis panels unshown to students. In sum, it was challenging 

to equally consider the benefit of this project to both parties and organize thirty-minute class 

meetings accordingly.  

While these drawbacks did not significantly affect the research agenda, they did not help 

create the best environment to shift students' preconceived ideas towards archaeology and 

archaeologists. As I mentioned in Chapter Two, the nationalistic formal curriculum negatively 

impacts the young generation. I believe that media also has a similarly negative influence on 

students.  

Despite having a Turkish name, speaking Turkish fluently, and being a native resident of 

a city an hour away from Sardis, some students did not believe that I was a local and from 

Turkey. Some of them jokingly told me that I was an “American spy during our first meeting.” 

Some students posed questions regarding the international and local archaeologist ratio at Sardis. 

At the end of our first meeting, one of the students shared TV news about an international 

archaeologist “stealing” artifacts from Turkey in the 1960s.  

Even though there is no research done to analyze media’s impact on public understanding of 

archaeology, SARAT’s general survey shows that television (37%) and the internet (34%) are 

the most popular mediums to access information about archaeology (SARAT 2018: 12). 

Unfortunately, however, the representation of archaeology –and international archaeologists 

in particular—in these media forms is inevitably influenced by Turkey's hostile foreign policy. 

An example is Turkey's 2016 regulations on active international archaeological excavations. Due 

to increasing political tensions with Austria in 2016, some of the historical excavations like 

Ephesus and Limyra were put to a halt by governmental authorities (N.A. 2016; Erbil 2021). 

Two years later, the Ministry of Culture and Tourism added two new requirements for “foreign 
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excavations”: have an assistant excavation director from Turkey and recruit 51% of the 

excavation team from local archaeologists (Erbil 2018).   

While these regulations are presented in media as attempts to nationalize archaeology, they 

also paint a negative image of international archaeologists. Kersel and Luke have already proved 

the negative prejudice among the local population near Sardis due to the antiquities trade.16 

Given the existing historical tensions regarding Anatolian archaeological materials’ exhibition in 

museums outside of Turkey, all the elements, when combined, inevitably influence the 

perception young generations have towards an international archaeological excavation conducted 

close to their residence.  

Moving forward, in addition to building collaborative partnerships, it is equally 

significant to create accessible educational materials for local populations. Archaeologists have 

the power and responsibility to connect with the younger generation, which must be regarded as 

the future stewards of archaeological heritage in Turkey. The adverse effects of formal curricula 

and media suggest that we must change our approach to archaeological research, encourage the 

public to participate in project partnerships, and attempt to correct their biased perspective 

toward archaeology and international archaeologists in the meanwhile.  

This was also proposed by Sonya Atalay, who –during her interaction with the Küçükköy 

residents—had to focus firstly on community education before the collaborative partnership 

(Atalay 2010: 423, Atalay pers comm). While collaborative archaeology remains vital for Turkey, 

these outcomes may suggest that it may not be possible to adapt all aspects of collaborative 

Indigenous archaeology to Turkey entirely. Thus, I suggest that Ferguson and Colwell-

                                                 
16 Gencay Öztürk, pers. comm. 
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Chanthaphonh’s collaborative continuum is a useful starting point for CBPR projects that may 

need to be adjusted based on Turkey’s social, cultural, and political conditions.  

A short online search on Sardis demonstrates why education should be the starting point for 

collaborative projects in Turkey. Most of the up-to-date information produced on Sardis is in 

English; however, the students and teachers are native Turkish speakers with limited English 

reading and speaking abilities. A short web search on Google with the keyword “Sardis” 

produces semi-scholarly information on Wikipedia, Britannica, The Metropolitan Museum of 

Art, and Harvard Art Museums’ websites for an English-speaking audience. On the other hand, 

for a Turkish-speaking audience, the online learning opportunities are limited to a short 

description on Wikipedia and brief overviews of the archaeological site provided on the Ministry 

of Tourism and Culture’s websites.17 While the Sardis Archaeological Exploration’s website is 

an abundant resource, its target audience is archaeologists, and due to the academic language, it 

is less accessible to local communities.  

Not having adequate and accessible information about Sardis in the Turkish language is 

alarming as non-scholarly and nationalist discourses become the primary resources for Turkish-

speaking young generation. As mutually beneficial projects are being established with local 

communities, archaeologists can also embody the responsibility to educate their partners about 

the scientific purposes of archaeology, illegal antiquities trafficking, excavation methodologies, 

and heritage protection, to name a few.  

Even though archaeological education is essential to a certain point, my overall stance is that 

this outreach should be done beyond traditional methodologies. We live in a globalized and 

technologically connected world, which means that we can think outside of the box and address 

                                                 
17 These two websites are the following: https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-51373/sardes-antik-kenti-ve-bintepeler-lidya-
tumulusleri-mani-.html ; https://www.kulturportali.gov.tr/turkiye/manisa/gezilecekyer/sart  

https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-51373/sardes-antik-kenti-ve-bintepeler-lidya-tumulusleri-mani-.html
https://kvmgm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-51373/sardes-antik-kenti-ve-bintepeler-lidya-tumulusleri-mani-.html
https://www.kulturportali.gov.tr/turkiye/manisa/gezilecekyer/sart
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some of the longstanding issues of archaeological research design. I strongly argue that, for the 

specific case of Turkey, the future lies in our ability to turn towards the other side of the Atlantic 

Ocean and take inspiration from post-colonial and post-imperial archaeologies. A feasible and 

straightforward way to start this initiative is to include local educators’ and children's diverse 

knowledge and skillsets for public and educational programming. 

As mentioned earlier in this section, Bahçeşehir School and I have long-term visions that 

include a less hierarchized relationship with students, digital programming, and parent 

participation. Per students’ demands, our short-term plans concentrate on visiting Sardis together 

in June 2022 to see the monuments and interact with other archaeologists during an excavation 

season. At the same time, our collective wish is to see at least one of the panels placed on site 

(physically or digitally), mainly because this project has been done to address a visitor-oriented 

need at the site. However, the final decision is dependent on the excavation director Nicholas 

Cahill. My hesitancy is the archival storage of the panels for future consideration. If the signs are 

never built, the students and teachers could perceive that their work is rejected by the 

professional archaeologists at Sardis, which may lead to more alienation and increased negative 

ruminations about the site and its archaeologists. That is why I would like to end this thesis with 

an optimistic note that we will visit the site with the students and educators not only to see the 

monuments but also to (digitally/physically) access some of the panels and celebrate the outcome 

of our collaborative work.  

6. Conclusion 

Being an archaeologist in the 21st century means that we—both at an individual and 

collective level—are making a decision: Do we want archaeological excavations to happen the 

same way? Or do we want to make more ethical interactions with local non-archaeologist 
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communities? I addressed this question in this thesis by focusing on Sardis as a case study. 

Through our collaboration with the sixth-grade students and teachers of Salihli-Turkey, we 

designed nine informational panels for future young visitors to the archaeological site. Our 

partnership was a valuable opportunity to reflect on local-archaeologist relationships in Sardis 

since the early 1900s, track specific problems, and attempt to address them through collaborative 

interactions. 

Additionally, this small-scale project also examined how collaborative Indigenous 

methodologies of the United States could be applied to post-colonial and post-imperial 

geographies of the Middle East. While traditional educational outreach methods are essential to 

shaping future stewards of archaeological heritage, it is equally important to value their 

knowledge systems and benefit from them through project partnerships. Bahçeşehir School’s 

students and educators, thanks to their pedagogical and experiential knowledge, curiosities, 

positive attitude, and persistent motivation, have been the primary reason our collaboration was 

successful. Even though collaborative archaeology is a new endeavor in Turkey, they are a 

testimony that such partnerships have a significant potential to make archaeology more inclusive 

and creative in different parts of Anatolia.  
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FIGURES AND TABLES  

 

 
Figure 1 

One of the panels designed for the North Area – Çatalhöyük (Source: Çatalhöyük Report 2013: 

Figure.30.13) 

 
Figure 2 
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One of the children's panels for the on-site family trail (Source: Çatalhöyük  Report 2016: 

Figures. 22 and 23) 
 

 
Figure 3 

The infographic showing our initial methodology of correspondence with the Bahçeşehir School 

 
Figure 4 

The infographic showing the updated methodology of correspondences with the Bahçeşehir 

School based on Mrs. Mınçık’s feedback 
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Table 1 

The chart shows students’ questions about the Synagogue based on percentages. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: Draft Informational Panels for the Synagogue 
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APPENDIX B: Revised Informational Panels for the Synagogue 
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APPENDIX C: Draft Informational Panels for the Temple of Artemis 
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APPENDIX D: Revised Informational Panels for the Temple of Artemis 
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APPENDIX E: Draft Visitor’s Panel 
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APPENDIX F: Revised Visitor’s Panel 
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APPENDIX G: Survey Questions and Results18 

 
 

 
 

 

 

                                                 
18 The results of this survey are translated into English for Anglophone readers.  
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APPENDIX H: The Activity Sheet for Designing Informational Panels for the Temple of 
Artemis 19 

 

 
Name, Surname: 
Class: 
 

Hello, I'm Ece! I hope you like the panels we designed. 
Now we will start designing the panels for a new structure. I'd love to know 

what you're wondering about this building. 
Thank you very much in advance for completing this activity sheet! 

 

 

 
 

Imagine visiting the Temple of Artemis, the structure in the pictures above, 
on a class trip… 

 
a) What would you be most curious about this building? What would you 

like to know about this building? 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
19 The activity sheet is translated into English for Anglophone readers. 
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b) What questions would you like archaeologists to answer about this 
structure? Can you circle the questions you are wondering about the 
most? 
 

Why did they build this building?  

What is a temple? Who is Artemis? 

What used to be inside this building?  

How did they build this structure in the past? 

What did this structure look like in the past?  

What is the long platform in the upper left picture? 

What is the brick structure in the upper right?  

What are the rectangular cavities in the second row, middle photo? 

Who is the person in this statue on the lower right?  What did this statue 

look like in the past? 

Who built this building? When was this building built? 
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APPENDIX I:  Students’ Response to the Draft Informational Panels Designed for the 
Synagogue 20 

 

1. Make a reading order for each panel 

2. Write with a bigger font. Write essential words larger than other words. Increase the line 

spacing to ease the reading experience. An exclamation point could be added after significant 

textual parts.  

3. Add information about the construction material of the Synagogue.  

5. There could be arrows in the panel to encourage visitors to look in that direction. The 

arrows can also be functional to lead the visitor in a direction. There is confusion regarding 

the direction visitors should follow when visiting the Synagogue.  

6. Make Samoe (the main character of Synagogue panels) older and bearded! 

7. Add a picture to show what the Synagogue looked like in the past.  

8. Include more digital components and potentially touch screens. There can also be more 

QR codes on each panel. QR codes can also show the direction the visitor should follow.  

12. The sides of the horizontal panels are empty. Fill them up with decorative elements.  

13. The family in the second vertical panel does not look like a family. Write down the 

names of the family members.  

14. Panel design could be a mixture of old and new. An example is incorporating cuneiform 

tablet-like writing in the background and modern design in the foreground.  

 

 

                                                 
20 The student responses are translated into English for Anglophone readers.  
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APPENDIX J: Student Responses to the Activity Sheet on the Temple of Artemis21 
 
All Answers to Question A 

1. I wonder how these pillars were built in ancient times without scaffolding. 

2. What year is it from? 

3. By whom was it found (which archaeologist)? 

4. When was it done? 

5. How long did it take to construct it?  

6. When was it done? 

7. What is it made of? 

8. I would like to know its history. 

9. Why is the remaining half of the human head[sculpture] missing? 

10. Why are there square shapes on the stones? 

11. I'm curious about the story [of the Temple].  

12. What was used when constructing this building?  

13. How was this building made? 

14. I wondered what this building was constructed for. 

15. I wondered what this temple used to look like. 

16. How long did it take to construct the Temple? 

17. Why did Sardians construct this temple?  

18. How long is this temple?  

19. How heavy is this temple?  

20. Why did they construct this temple?  

                                                 
21 The student responses are translated into English for Anglophone readers.  
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21. When did they build the building? 

22. Has anyone lived in this temple?  

23. I am curious about the history of the temple.  

24. I wonder when it began to be constructed. 

25. I'm curious about the story of the temple.  

26. Who lived in the temple?  

27. Why were these towers(columns?) built? 

28. It is a structure made by which civilization? 

29. What are its features? 

30. For which purpose was this temple constructed?  

31. How was this temple constructed? 

32. When was it constructed?  

33. I'm curious about the stories of this temple.  

34. I wonder how this temple was made. 

35. What was it made for?  

36. What function[s] does this temple have?  

37. I'm curious about its story.  

38. I wonder how these shapes (decorative elements, columns, marble blocks?) are made.  

39. Why did they build this structure? 

40. When did they build this structure? 

41. What does this structure tell[us]? 

42. Will someone be describing the building to the visitors? 

43. Why did they build this structure? 
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44. What is the most important aspect of this temple? 

45. Which part of the temple is the oldest? 

46. How was it constructed?  

47. What used to be inside this temple?  

48. By whom was it built? 

49. What year is this building from? 

The answers above could be categorized as the chart below:  

 
 

All Answers to Question B 
• Why did they build this building? (22 answers) 

• What is a temple? (4 answers) 

• Who is Artemis? (15 answers) 

• What used to be inside this building? (17 answers) 

• How did they build this structure in the past? (24 answers) 
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• What did this structure look like in the past? (15 answers) 

• What is the long platform in the upper left picture? (13 answers) 

• What is the brick structure in the upper right? (13 answers) 

• What are the rectangular cavities in the second row, middle photo? (18 answers) 

• Who is the person in this statue on the lower right?  (25 answers) 

• What did this statue look like in the past? (18 answers) 

• Who built this building? (13 answers) 

• When was this building built? (16 answers) 

The answers above could be visualized as follows:  
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APPENDIX K: Students’ Response to the Two Draft Informational Panels Designed for the 
Temple of Artemis and the Visitor Panel 22 

 

a) For the panel, Construction of the Temple:  

- The green color could be changed with another color that can create more contrast with 

the orange background. 

- The letters are too small, and thus the writing is difficult to read.  

 

b) For the panel, Temple in the Past:  

- The picture on the upper left could be changed with another image that is easier to 

understand for young audiences.  

- The letters are too small, and thus the writing is difficult to read.  

 

c) For the Visitor Panel:  

- The colors of the “thank you” note could be less pale.  

- There are grammatical errors in the “thank you note. They need to be corrected.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
22 The student responses are translated into English for Anglophone readers.  
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APPENDIX L: Updates on Child Characters’ Design 
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