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Abstract 
 
This dissertation has been undertaken in an effort to better understand, from an 

architectural viewpoint, the early Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors in 

Constantinople, a complex that remained in full or partial use from the fourth century to 

at least the end of the twelfth century, and was a key architectural monument bridging 

between the Late Antique and mediaeval periods. For the purposes of this study, the 

early period of the Great Palace is assumed to date from the foundation of 

Constantinople by Constantine the Great in 324 AD, through to and including the reign 

of Heraclius (610-641), in which period, it is argued, following Dark, typological forms 

of Roman architecture continued to be constructed in the Palace, long after they had 

disappeared in Western Europe, and which may be contrasted with the style and 

typology of the more familiar secular and ecclesiastical buildings of the Middle and 

Late Byzantine periods.  

 

This thesis approaches the problem of the topography of the Palace from multiple 

perspectives: an architectural and art-historical study of the historical development of 

particular building typologies and construction techniques, and symbolic forms and 

motifs evident in Late Antique and Early Byzantine architecture, and a study of the 

archaeological record of the known excavation sites of the Great Palace. Finally, I have 

made use of historical and philological studies of the Byzantine texts that refer to 

particular buildings within or adjacent to the Palace, notably the tenth-century Book of 

Ceremonies. 

 

In Part One, I will conclude that there was a close relation between particular building 

forms and ritual practices in the early Great Palace. It will be argued that the spatial 

sequences of the Great Palace were designed to heighten the impressiveness of 

processions and ceremonies through gateways, elevated passages, peristyle courtyards 

and triclinia. I propose that these architectural configurations derived from Late Antique 

Roman architecture, and in turn influenced other early mediaeval palatine complexes, 

and argue that these correspondences indicate a conscious desire to emulate the Roman 

past. The buildings and spaces did not form a neutral backdrop, but instead contributed 

to court ritual through their symbolic settings. While a continuity of meaning bridging 

the Imperial Roman and Early Byzantine periods is not proposed, it is argued that 

certain formal motifs within the Palace were ascribed with significance in support of the 

maintenance of an imperial tradition. 
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In Part Two, I combine textual and archaeological evidence with typological analysis to 

propose a general schema for the topography of the Palace in relation to its immediate 

urban context. On the basis of the available historical, textual and archaeological 

evidence, I present hypotheses for the most likely form of its most significant buildings. 

Building upon the evidence revealed by the recent Istanbul Archaeological Museum 

excavations, and the topographical analyses of Dark and Kostenec, I propose a revision 

to previous reconstructions of the early Great Palace, and in particular the spatial 

sequence of entries into it. Secondly, I use the evidence of architectural comparanda to 

estimate the dimension of two crucial buildings within the Palace, the Hall of Nineteen 

Akkoubita, and the Sigma and Triconch, through which the overall picture of the Palace 

layout is necessarily altered. The impression emerged of a palace complex that was 

neither comprised of scattered pavilions in a park, nor of an organically integrated 

complex, but rather of locally ordered nuclei of buildings, centred upon courtyards and 

triclinia, and unified by passages which communicated between the various thresholds 

of the Palace. Both passages and thresholds appear to have served a significant function 

in the various processions described in the Book of Ceremonies. 

 

A summary of the basis for comparative analysis is given in Appendix 2. The bounding 

territories of the Great Palace to the north, west and east are hypothesized in Appendix 

1, in which the location and possible configuration of the church of St. John Diippion, a 

significant church of the Early Byzantine period, is presented, utilizing digital viewshed 

analysis. The availability of accurate digital mapping of the site has permitted the 

development in this thesis of multi-layered topographical maps of archaeological sites 

and proposed reconstructions, which are included as a supplement. In summary, the 

analysis in Part Two advances knowledge of the Great Palace topography, and provides 

the empirical evidence for the arguments in Part One that, within the palace, forms and 

motifs were perpetuated anachronistically to preserve a symbolic connection to the 

Roman past. 

 



 5 

Table of Contents 

 

Volume One 

Abstract……………………………………………………….…………………..……..3 

Acknowledgements…………………………………………………..……………….....9 

Abbreviations………………………………………………………………………......10 

Preface………………………………………………………………………………….12 

Part One: the Great Palace seen in the context of Late Antique and  

Early Byzantine palace architecture……………………………………………………18 

Introduction…………………………………………………………………………….20 

1. Historical Outline……………………………………………………………20 

2. Sources and Scholarship on the Great Palace……………………………….25 

3. Objectives of this study……………………………………………………...32 

I.  Methodology…………………………………………………………………...43 

I.1. Approaches to the study of Late Antique  

 and Early Byzantine architecture …………………………………...…43 

I.2. Architectural iconology and critiques of the iconological approach………45 

1.2.1. Architectural Iconology…………………………………………45 

1.2.2. Critics of the Iconological approach…………………………….48 

II.  Interpreting the Great Palace…………………………………………………..52 

II.1.  Interpreting the Great Palace through Precedent…………....…………52 

II.1.1. Introduction..……………………………………………………52 

II.1.2. Definitions of ‘Villa’ and ‘Palace’……………………………...52 

II.1.3. Formal Typology and Iconography of the Late Antique Villa…56 

II.1.4. Excursis: the sigma form………………………………………..62 

II.1.5. The Palatium……………………………………………………64 

II.1.6. Precedents and analogues for the Great Palace…………………67 

II.1.6. Conclusion………………………………………………………94 

II.2.  Interpreting the Great Palace through the Book of Ceremonies………..98 

II.2.1. Introduction……………………………………………………..98 

II.2.2. An interpretation of of the Book of Ceremonies, I, 1..................101 

II.2.3. The Elements of the Palace revealed  

 through the Book of Ceremonies ……………………………..111 

II.2.4. Stages of the Great Palace  

 as reflected in the Book of Ceremonies……………………….124 



 6 

II.2.5. Conclusion……………………………………………………..128 

III.  The architecture of the Great Palace……………………………………….…130 

III.1.  Meaning and Symbolism in the Great Palace………………………...130 

III.1.1. Introduction…………………………………………………...130 

III.1.2 Palace and City………………………………………………...138 

III.1.3. The issue of continuity in the architecture of the Great Palace:  

 spoliation, imitation and inscription…………………………..143 

III.1.4. The Papal Palace as Mimesis of the Great Palace…………….145 

III.2.  Typology of the Early Byzantine Great Palace…………………….....148 

III.2.1. The typology of the early Great Palace: unified or dispersed? 148 

III.2.2. Typology of the ‘sigma’-shaped forecourt……………………154 

IV.  Conclusion…………………………………………………………………….157 

IV.1. Interpreting the historical context and architectural symbolism  

 of the Great Palace……………..……………………….……………..157 

IV.2. Architectural character of the Great Palace:  

 ‘Roman’ or orientalized? ……………………………………………..158 

IV.3. Evidence for cultural continuity in the Great Palace……………………159 

IV.4. The function and meaning of spoliation and imitation  

 within the Great Palace………………………….…………………….163 

IV.5. Meaning, significance and intentionality of  

 the architecture of the Great Palace ……….………………………….166 

§ 

Part Two: interpretation of archaeological and textual evidence  

 for the buildings and topography of the early Great Palace ………………...171 

I.  Introduction: description of the main sections and elements  

 of the Great Palace………………………………………………………….…173 

II.  Areas of the Great Palace subject to archaeological survey…………………..181 

II.1.  Mamboury and Wiegand Area A: Chalkê, Scholae and Magnaura…...181 

II.1.1. Chalkê Gate…………………………………………………….181 

II.1.2 Magnaura and Scholae………………………………………….204 

II.2.  Mamboury and Wiegand Area B:  

 Proposed site of the Makron of the Candidati………………………...217 

II.3.  Mamboury and Wiegand Western Building Group, Area D: a, b, c 

  and St. Andrews University Mosaic Peristyle, Apsed Hall and  

 associated areas (the possible site of Apse and Triconch)……………225 



 7 

II.3.1. Introduction…………………………………………………….227 

II.3.2. Survey by Mamboury and Wiegand of Areas ‘A’ and ‘D’…….228 

II.3.3. The first University of St. Andrews excavation campaign ……229 

II.3.4. The second University of St. Andrews excavation campaign ....233 

II.3.5. Dating and Attribution of the Mosaic Peristyle, Apsed Hall  

  and related structures …………………………………………242 

II.3.6. Triconch and Sigma (Hemicycle) – Site of the Apse? ...............253 

II.4.  Areas F: a to g and G: a, the Lower, or Sea Palace: The Western  

Palace Group, Imperial Landing Place, and the Eastern Palace Group,  

or Boukoleon; the Terrace of the Pharos and associated buildings,  

and the Covered Hippodrome ……...…………………………………269 

II.4.1. Introduction…………………………………………………….269 

II.4.2. Topography of the Boukoleon based on Textual Sources …….271 

II.4.3. A topographical interpretation of the Boukoleon Staircase .......275 

II.4.4. The  Chrysotriklinos and the Terrace of the Pharos....................279 

II.4.5. Lausiakos ………………………………………………………284 

II.4.6. Relation of the Chrysotriklinos to the Pharos Church  

  and Terrace …………………………………………………...294 

II.4.7. Chronological Development of the area between the Chryso- 

  triklinos and Skyla Gate ………………………...……………299 

II.4.8 The building areas MW ‘F: m, l, k, j’…………………………302 

II.5. Area of the precinct of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque: probable site of  

Daphne Palace ..................................................................................................305 

II.5.1. Introduction.............................................................................................305 

II.5.2. Dating of the Daphne Palace – Palace of Constantine?..........................307 

II.5.3. The location and elements of the Daphne Palace based upon textual  

  evidence.................................................................................................310 

III Conclusion.........................................................................................................351 

Bibliography..................................................................................................................357 

§ 

Volume Two 

Appendices………………………………………………………………………………5 

I  Areas adjacent to the Great Palace………………………………………………7 

I.1  Buildings immediately West of Great Palace:  

 Diippion area; Regia; Milion; Baths of Zeuxippus, and Hippodrome,  



 8 

 and their relationship to the Great Palace………………………………………..7 

I.1.1. Introduction………………………………………………………………..7 

I.1.2. Early and eye-witness views and accounts of the area…………………….8 

I.1.3. The church, and area of St. John Diippion……………………………….11 

I.1.4. The Regia………………………………………………………………...24 

I.1.5. The Milion and related structures………………………………………..28 

I.1.4. Baths of Zeuxippus………………………………………………………30 

I.1.5. The Hippodrome and Kathisma: Mamboury and Wiegand Areas ‘A. a, b, 

c’ and Casson excavation Buildings 1 and 2…………………………………...41 

I.2.  Buildings and Structures immediately North of the Great Palace:  

 Augusteion, Senate and Pittakia. Mamboury and Wiegand  

 Building Group A. a, b; Girgin Areas II and III……………………..…………55 

I.2.1. Augustaeum/Augusteion…………………………………………………55 

I.2.2. Senate…………………………………………………………………….58 

I.2.3. The Structures North of the Old Prison: ‘Pittakia’……………………….62 

I.3.  Mamboury and Wiegand Area ‘C’ and Areas to the East of the Great Palace: the 

 Tzykanisterion, Nea, Baths of Leo VI and House of Marina……………….….65 

II Methodology of topographical reconstruction…………………………………80 

II.1. Triconch and Sigma……………………………………………………….80 

II.2. Triclinium of the Nineteen Akkoubiuta………………….………………..83 

II.3. Augusteus, Octagon and associated structures……………………………85 

II.4. Chalkê Gate………………………………………………………………..90 

Figures 1 – 216…………………………………………………………………………91 

Maps……………………………………………………………………………...[Folder] 

1 Figure-ground plan of contemporary Istanbul in the vicinity of the location of 

 the Great Palace. 

2 Archaeological map of Great Palace area locating find-sites and hypothetical 

 locations of lost buildings. 

3 Daphne Palace topography based upon textual, eye-witness and archaeological 

 evidence 

4 Figure-ground plan of Constantinople in the vicinity of the Great Palace at the 

 time of the Nika Riots (532 CE). 

§ 

  



 9 

Acknowledgements 
 
I would first like to thank my supervisors Dr. Clarissa Ball for her support, and 

consistently acute critiques, and Dr. Ken Dark, for his great enthusiasm, knowledge, 

many insights and friendly advice, and without whose contribution the thesis could not 

have been attempted. 

 

I would like to thank those experts in Byzantine archaeology who have generously 

provided expert advice, in particular My co-supervisor, Dr. Ken Dark, Dr. Jan 

Kostenec, Dr. Jonathan Bardill, Dr. Eugenia Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, and 

Emeritus Professor Cyril Mango. I make no pretence towards being a Byzantine 

philologist, and am grateful to those scholars who have provided guidance to me on 

interpretations of passages in the Book of Ceremonies in the course of this thesis, 

notably Dr. Ann Moffatt, Emeritus Professor John Melville-Jones and Dr. Michael 

Featherstone. I would also like to thank the Australian Association of Byzantine Studies 

and Australian Early Medieval Association, who provided me with valuable feedback 

on my arguments presented in conference papers and articles. I would also like to thank 

the staff of the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Istanbul, in particular Associate 

Director Dr. Martin Bachmann, Dr. Andreas Schachner, Dr. Jesko Fildhuth and Dr. 

Philipp Niewöhner, for their hospitality and assistance in providing access to the Ernest 

Mamboury archive, the librarians of the University of St. Andrews for access to the 

Baxter archive, the library of Trinity College Cambridge for access to the Freshfield 

Folio, and the librarians of the University of Western Australia for their consistent 

support. I would also like to thank my colleagues, Rene van Meeuwen for his insightful 

suggestions, Winthrop Professor Bill Taylor for his help with the manuscript revision, 

and the assessors for their constructive and insightful comments. 

 

Finally, I would like to thank Sarah, Hannah and Charlotte for their tolerance and 

encouragement over the course of writing this thesis. 



 10 

Abbreviations 

AA  Anatolia Antiqua 

AAA  Anuario Arqueológico de Andalucía 

AAAG  Annals of the Association of American Geographers 

AB  The Art Bulletin 

Acta ad Arch Acta ad Archaeologiam et Artium Historiam Pertinentia 

ΑΔ  Αρχαιολογικὸν Δελτίον 

AH  Art History 

AJA  American Journal of Archaeology 

Ant  Mélanges de l’Ecole française de Rome. Antiquité. 

Ant. Tard. Antiquité Tardive  

AO  Ars Orientalis 

AST  Arastırma Sonuçları Toplantısı 

ASY  Archeolojį ve Sanat Yayınları 

AR  Analecta Romana 

Arch. Anz. Archäologischer Anzeiger 

Arch. Yug. Archaeologia Yugoslavica  

BSAF  Bulletin de la Société Nationale des Antiquaires de France 

BA  Byzantina Australiensia 

BF  Byzantinische Forschungen. Internationale Zeitschrift für Byzantinistik 

BJRL Bonner Jahrbücher des Rheinischen Landesmuseums in Bonn und des 

Rheinischen Amtes für Bodendenkmalpflege im Landschaftsverband 

Rheinland und des Vereins 

BOC  A. Moffatt, The Book of Ceremonies, Byzantina Australiensia 18, 2 vols.  

(Canberra: Australian Association for Byzantine Studies, 2012) 

BM  The Burlington Magazine 

BZ  Byzantinische Zeitschrift 

Byzantion Byzantion. Revue Internationale des Études Byzantines 

Byzantinistica Bizantinistica: Rivista di Studi Bizantini e Slavi 

Byzantinoslavica  Byzantinoslavica – Revue Internationale des Études Byzantines 

CA  Cahiers Archéologiques: Fin de l’Antiquitat et Moyen Age 

Ccavb  Corsi di cultura sull’arte ravennate e bizantina 

Cér  A. Vogt, Constantin VII Porphyrogénète. Le Livre des Cérémonies 

  2 Vols. (Paris: Société d’Édition “Les Belles Lettres,” 1935). 

CR  The Classical Review 



 11 

De cer.  J. J. Reiske, Constantini Porphyrogeniti Imperatoris, libri duo.  

De ceremoniis aulae Byzantinae (Bonn: Weber, 1829). 

DOP  Dumbarton Oaks Papers 

EHR  The English Historical Review 

FR  Felix Ravenna 

GB-A  Gazette des Beaux-Arts 

GRBS  Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 

HT  History and Theory 

Ist. Mitt. Istanbuler Mitteilungen 

İAMY  İstanbul Arkeoloji Müzeleri Yıllığı 

JÖB  Jahrbuch der Österreichischen Byzantinistik 

JAEMA Journal of the Australian Early Medieval Association 

JHC  Journal of the History of Collections 

JMH  Journal of Medieval History 

JSAH  Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians 

JWCI  Journal of the Warburg and Cortauld Institutes 

KST  Kazı Sonucları Toplantısı 

MAAR  Memoirs of the American Academy in Rome 

MÇKKS  Müze Çalismalari ve Kurtarma Kazilari Sempozyumu 

MJK  Marburger Jahrbuch für Kunstwissenschaft 

MMAB  The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin 

RAC  Rivista de Archeologia Cristiana 

RÉB  Revue des études byzantines 

RMS  Reading Medieval Studies 

TM  Travaux et Mémoires 

  



 12 

Preface 

This dissertation has been undertaken in an effort to better understand, from an 

architectural viewpoint, the early Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors in 

Constantinople, a complex that remained in full or partial use from the fourth century to 

at least the end of the twelfth century. Despite the limited textual and archaeological 

evidence, it is clear that the Great Palace was a key architectural monument bridging the 

Late Antique and early mediaeval periods. For the purposes of this study, the early 

period of the Great Palace is assumed to date from the foundation of Constantinople by 

Constantine the Great in 324 AD,1 through to and including the reign of Heraclius (610-

641). This dating may appear capricious, however it will be argued that, until at least 

this later period, a form of classical architecture continued to be constructed in the 

Palace, which may be contrasted with the more familiar secular and ecclesiastical 

buildings of the Middle and Late Byzantine periods.  

 

In this study, I have attempted to approach the problem of the topography of the Palace 

from multiple perspectives: architectural historiography, emphasizing the historical 

development of particular building typologies in relation to the development of palatine 

architecture and related spatial topographies, and taking note of studies into Byzantine 

building construction techniques in the early period; art historiography, studying the 

development of certain symbols and motifs evident in Late Antique and Early 

Byzantine architecture, and archaeology, in relation to the known excavation sites of the 

Great Palace. Finally, I have made use of philological studies of the Byzantine texts that 

refer to particular buildings within or adjacent to the Palace. I am also aware that there 

are other approaches to the subject, studying the more intangible and performance-

based aspects of Late Antique and Early Byzantine building complexes – the rituals and 

daily practices that took place in villas, praetoria and palaces. For the purposes of this 

study, these aspects will only be touched upon insofar as they are informative upon the 

architectural aspects of the subject. This is not to under-value such approaches, but 

rather to supplement them with an architectural interpretation.2  

                                                
1 J. Bardill, Constantine. Divine Emperor of the Christian Golden Age (Cambridge, 
2011) 14. 
2 Note here the approach taken by Lavan in his essay, ‘Late Antique Urban Topography: 
From Architecture to Human Space’, in L. Lavan and W. Bowden (eds.), Theory and 
Practice in Late Antique Archaeology (Leiden, 2003) 171-195, in which he proposes a 
shift in emphasis from site-based topographical studies towards the study of ‘activity 
spaces’. Such an approach, it is argued here, raises interesting questions in relation to 
the Great Palace. For example, the activities that took place within the palace, while 
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In Part One, it will be argued that the symbolic meaning of building forms and motifs 

has been neglected in recent scholarship, perhaps in reaction to the idealist, Romantic 

approaches of earlier art historical scholars. In Chapter 1, reference is made to the 

debate among twentieth century scholars regarding the so-called ‘Architecture of 

Power’ thesis of Ejnar Dyggve, and the often racially-based comparative building 

studies of Josef Strzygowski. It would appear that these debates formed the intellectual 

background for several of the archaeologists working on the Great Palace in the first 

half of the twentieth century. The mid-twentieth century studies of the symbolism of 

architectural motifs by scholars such as Günther Bandmann and Earl Baldwin Smith has 

been, in the field of architectural history, out of favour for a considerable time. In 

contrast, I argue that one current tendency towards empirical research focused upon 

technologies and typologies, while contributing valuable discoveries of construction 

techniques, does not provide a comprehensive picture of Late Antique and Early 

Byzantine architecture and divorces the objects from their social and symbolic context. 

By drawing upon recent research by Luchterhand into the relation between specific 

architectural motifs and ceremonial practices at Aachen and the Lateran Palace, I will 

conclude that there was indeed a close relation between particular building forms and 

ritual practices in the early Great Palace, a relation that speaks against the utilitarian 

characterization of Late Antique and Byzantine architecture made by Duval, de 

Francovich and Mango.  

 

In Chapter II.1, the architectural context for the early Great Palace will be established 

through comparative analysis of Late Antique, Byzantine and early mediaeval high-

status villas and palaces, in order to identify building elements and usages that may be 

compared to those elements of the Great Palace referred to in the Book of Ceremonies 

and other sources. While the correspondence of elements of the Great Palace with such 

buildings has been identified, notably by Lavin, it will be argued that there were other, 

previously unidentified correspondences. Building upon Luchterhand’s analysis of the 

Lateran and Carolingian palaces, I argue that the spatial sequences of the Great Palace 

were designed to heighten the impressiveness of processions and ceremonies. In these 
                                                                                                                                          
probably preserving a sense of continuity through the conscious maintenance of 
tradition, undoubtedly changed substantially during the lifetime of the palace. Therefore 
the meanings and associations of spaces, in relation to activities, overlapped over time. 
Nonetheless Lavan’s suggested approach does value, for example, the significance of 
the rituals that took place within the spatial settings, and over time. This will be 
examined here in Chapter II, 2: Interpreting the Great Palace through the Book of 
Ceremonies.  
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ritual itineraries, balconies with baldachin, monumental gates framed by historiated 

walls, and elongated, elevated passages would appear to have been designed to heighten 

the sense of expectation and dramatic effect for visitors approaching for an audience or 

reception with the Emperor. In Chapter II.2, I will analyze the itineraries of the Book of 

Ceremonies for what they reveal of the historical development of the Great Palace, 

drawing upon the analyses of Featherstone and Moffatt. I will argue that the buildings 

and spaces do not form a neutral backdrop, but instead participate through their 

iconicity, that is to say, through the perceived similarity between the formal motifs and 

their meaning. 

 

In Chapter III.1 and 2, I will investigate the degree to which there was intentionality 

underlying the use of particular building forms and motifs in the Great Palace, posing 

the question as to whether such forms were intended to identify with the Imperial 

Roman past. The Chrysotriklinos, a late sixth-century reception hall, in the Lower 

Palace of the Great Palace, is interpreted as conforming to the typology of a Late 

Antique polylobate triklinos. The Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall constitute the latest 

known, late sixth to early seventh century example of the Roman peristyle villa type, 

while the Sigma and Triconch, either built or renovated by the ninth century emperor 

Theophilus, appears to have conformed to a building type that was most common in the 

fourth and fifth centuries. Within the Palace and Constantinople, pagan statues were 

reused, or their iconography was adapted, as evidenced by Middle Byzantine examples 

of the ‘winged victory’ type. There was thus an emulation and reuse of Roman building 

forms and their decorative schema. I will build upon Krautheimer’s analysis of the 

cultural function of the emulation of past forms to develop a theory of the function of 

ascription, through which such forms are imbued with a symbolic meaning that is 

historically contingent. Thus, there is no necessity to establish that the continuity of 

formal motifs parallels a continuity of meaning. Instead I argue that such motifs 

evidence an intended continuity of Roman traditions. Thus in the case of the 

performance of the Gothic Dances in the Palace, a ceremony that would appear to have 

dated from the Gothic Wars of the late fourth century, but which survived into the tenth 

century, it is not necessary to establish that the audience understood the original 

meaning and significance of the performance. Rather, I would argue that they were 

retained as an expression of Imperial victory, and as a link back to the perceived 

legitimacy of the Roman Empire. The evidence for the architecture of the Great Palace 

discussed in Chapter II is here used to argue that architecture, artistic schema and 
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ceremonial were, in fact, interdependent in the performing of a form of continuity. The 

function of ascriptive meaning in the Palace, following Ćurčić, is discussed in relation 

to the City, and finally examined in relation to the ascriptive influence of the Great 

Palace upon other seats of power– the Lateran and Carolingian palaces.  

 

In Part Two, I combine textual and archaeological evidence, with typological analysis to 

propose a general schema for the topography of the Palace in relation to its immediate 

urban context. The general approach is to identify the various areas of the early Great 

Palace, following the categorization of the archaeologists Mamboury and Wiegand 

(1934), and those of the two University of St. Andrews teams (published 1947 and 

1958), and to discuss each site in turn, through the evaluation of available textual, 

archaeological architectural and art historical evidence. Where possible, viewshed 

mapping is used to model the probable location of buildings based upon available 

pictorial and map-based evidence. On the basis of all the available evidence, I finally 

present hypotheses for the most likely form of the most significant buildings of the 

Great Palace. These are then embedded within an overall topographical scheme, thus 

revising earlier text-based hypotheses, notably those of Labarte, Ebersolt and Vogt, and 

the more recent hypotheses of Bardill, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, Dark and 

Kostenec.3 

                                                
3 Significant recent articles on the Great Palace include the following: E. Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople. An introduction to the main 
areas of activity, ground levels and phases of development,’ and ‘The Great Palace 
Survey: the First Season’, in W. Jobst (ed.), Neue Forschungen und Restaurierungen im 
byzantinischen Kaiserpalast von Istanbul (1999)  9-16. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini 
proposes the levels of the main terraces of the Palace. See also idem, ‘Il Gran Palazzo,’ 
Bizantinistica (2000) 197-242, and a succession of articles by the author in AST. Jan 
Kostenec has contributed several important papers, the most recent of which are: J. 
Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire: the Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors’ in K. 
Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings and the Archaeology of Everyday Life in the Byzantine 
Empire, (2004) 4-36; idem, ‘Observations on the Great Palace at Constantinople. The 
Sanctuaries of the Archangel Michael, the Daphne Palace, and the Magnaura’, RMS 31 
(2005) 27-56, idem with K. R. Dark, ‘The Byzantine Patriarchate in Constantinople and 
the Baptistery of the Church of Hagia Sophia’, Architectura (2/2006) 115-130. J. 
Bardill, ‘The Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors and the Walker Trust 
Excavations’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230; idem, ‘Visualizing the Palace of the Byzantine 
Emperors at Constantinople’, in F. A. Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft 
(2004)  Byzas 5, (2006) 5-45; K. R. Dark, ‘Roman Architecture in the Great Palace of 
the Byzantine Emperors at Constantinople during the Sixth to Ninth Centuries,’ 
Byzantion 77 (2007) 87-105; J. M. Featherstone with Bolognesi-Franceschini, ‘The 
Boundaries of the Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13,’ TM 14, (2002) 36-47; idem, ‘The 
Chrysotriklinos seen through De ceremoniis’, in L. M. Hoffmann (ed.), Zwischen Polis, 
Provinz und Peripherie (2005) 845-852; idem, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De 
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Furthermore, I develop a critical proposition regarding the symbolic intention 

underlying the forms and development of the Great Palace. This thesis supplements the 

important studies by Krautheimer, Ćurčić and Luchterhand in this area, and seeks to 

nuance the characterisation of the Great Palace as reflecting an un-classical and 

orientalized architectural culture.4 It is proposed that, on the contrary, there were 

successive attempts, within the Palace, to use symbolically ascribed architectural forms 

to assert connections back to the Roman past. 

 

Note:  

In writing this dissertation, certain conventions have been utilized. Firstly, it has been 

assumed, for the purposes of greater ease of explanation and comprehension, that the 

Palace complex runs north-south and east-west, rather than the actual orientation of 

north-east to south-west and north-west to south-east, except where greater 

topographical precision is required (for example in the description of the corners of the 

Mosaic Peristyle). 

 

Secondly, to avoid the distraction of persistant italicization, the Byzantine Greek or 

Latin names of the elements of the Palace, for example ‘Chalkê’, will remain un-

italicized. In other cases, a foreign word may be italicized in its first use only. The 

inclusion of names in Greek characters will be made only where it appears useful and 

informative to do so. Finally, the titles used to name geographical locations of the 

Palace by Mamboury and Wiegand in their monograph on the archaeological features of 

the Palace have been retained, and supplemented where appropriate by later 

                                                                                                                                          
Ceremoniis’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, (2006) 47-61, and idem, 
De Cerimoniis and the Great Palace', in P. Stephenson (ed.), The Byzantine World 
(London 2010), 162-74. 
4 See R. Krautheimer and S. Ćurčić, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture 
(1965,1980), R. Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City, 312-1308 (1980); idem, Studies 
in Early Christian, Medieval, and Renaissance Art, (1971); S. Ćurčić, ‘Some Palatine 
Aspects of the Cappella Palatina in Palermo’, DOP 41. Studies on Art and Archaeology 
in Honor of Ernst Kitzinger on His Seventy-Fifth Birthday (1987) 125-44; idem, ‘Late-
antique palaces: the meaning of urban context,’ AO 23 (1993) 67-90; M. Luchterhandt, 
‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo III.,’ in C. Stiegemann and 
M. Wemhoff, (eds.) 799 - Kunst und Kultur der Karolingerzeit, Vol. 3 (1999) 109-122; 
idem, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil. Der Westen und die byzantinische Hofkultur im 
Frühmittelalter’, in F. A. Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 
171-211. 
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designations.5 For brevity, the authors initials will be used (for example ‘MW Area 

‘A.a’). 

 

Finally, topographical height dimensions will be given relative to mean sea level, unless 

otherwise indicated. 

                                                
5 E. Mamboury and T. Wiegand, Die Kaiserpaläste von Konstantinopel (Berlin, 1934). 
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Part One:  

The Great Palace seen in the context of Late Antique  

and Early Byzantine palace architecture 
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Introduction 

 

This thesis seeks to identify the nature of the architecture and topography of the early 

Great Palace of the Byzantine emperors, a topic that has been the subject of 

considerable, and contested scholarly inquiry over the last century and a half. The early 

Palace has usually been discussed in relation to the period from the founding of 

Constantinople (formally consecrated on 11 May 330) by Constantine the Great, 

through the reign of Theodosius II (r. 408-450), and ending with the reign of Justinian I 

(r. 527-565).6 During this period, the great land and sea walls and the major monuments 

of the city were constructed. These monuments included the Hippodrome, Hagia 

Sophia, the Basilica Cistern, the arcades of the Mesê, the Tetrapylon, the Milion, and 

the fora of the city. I will, however, on the basis of recent dating of the Late Antique-

style Mosaic Peristyle within the Palace to the late sixth or early seventh century, extend 

this period to include the reign of Heraclius (r. 610-641), the emperor recently proposed 

by several scholars to have commissioned the celebrated mosaic in the peristyle 

courtyard.7 

 

1. Historical outline 

 

The Great Palace, the ceremonial heart of the Byzantine Empire for a millennium, 

occupied a site that is now recognized as a World Heritage precinct (see figs. 1 and 2).8 

The complex of buildings and gardens, probably commenced by Constantine I, had a 

high cultural significance, and exerted a significant influence on both Western European 

                                                
6 G. Dagron, Naissance d’Une Capitale: Constantinople et ses Institutions de 330 à 451 
(Paris, 1974): La Fondation, 29-42. Dagron notes the likely mixed nature of the 
consecration: Christian and pagan; C. Mango, Le développement urbain de 
Constantinople, IVe - VIIe siècles, (Paris: De Boccard, 1990). 
7 See below, Chapter IV, 3.4. Dark uses new analysis of the archaeology and 
iconography of the Mosaic Peristyle to argue that ‘Roman’ domestic architecture 
persisted longer than previously thought, based upon. Dating of mosaics: Trilling – 
seventh century based on stylistic characteristics. Kostenec follows this dating, while 
Dark places the first phase of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall in the late sixth 
century, and the second phase and mosaic in the seventh century. See J. Trilling, ‘The 
Soul of the Empire: Style and Meaning in the Mosaic Pavement of the Byzantine 
Imperial Palace in Constantinople’, DOP 43 (1989) 27-72; J. Kostenec, ‘The Heart of 
the Empire‘, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (2004) 4-36; idem, ‘Observations on the 
Great Palace of Constantinople’ (2005) 27-57; Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-
105. 
8 The site comprises roughly the area of present-day Sultanahmet on the European side 
of Istanbul. 
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and Levantine palatine architecture, and formed a link between Imperial Roman and 

mediaeval palaces. It is, nonetheless, only partially understood. Its remains are largely 

buried under later structures and can only be interpreted through texts and old 

representations.  

 

Given the limited archaeological evidence,9 the general topography of the early Great 

Palace must remain in part conjectural. However, on the basis of textual evidence, and 

comparisons with other Late Antique Roman palaces, it is very likely that the Great 

Palace consisted of two sections, a public sector, in which official receptions, 

assemblies and other business of the court would take place, and where court officials 

and palace guards would be stationed, and a private sector, comprising the residential 

functions of the Palace. The sector of the palace denoted in the tenth-century Book of 

Ceremonies as the Daphne Palace is known to have contained imperial apartments, and 

was therefore probably the name given to the private sector of the early Palace, before 

the original functions of this complex were supplanted by the buildings of the Lower 

Palace.  

 

The private sector of the  early  palace was a building complex that is thought to have 

occupied the site upon which the Sultan Ahmet or Blue Mosque now stands. The 

official sector of the Palace in its first centuries may have been located close to the 

public spaces of the Augusteion forum and the imperial street, the Regia. By the time of 

the compilation of the Book of Ceremonies, this area contained the northern gate, 

known as the Chalkê, the reception complex of the Magnaura, the offices of the 

Scholae, the administrative centre of the Great Palace, and the quarters of the Palace 

guards, the corps of Excubitores and Candidati,10 and is thought to have been adjacent 

                                                
9 Mamboury, in the 1930’s, noted that remaining archaeological evidence of Byzantine 
buildings was already rapidly disappearing. Major structures, such as the sites of the 
new university buildings, the new courts of justice, and the sewer works, were 
undertaken without comprehensive archaeological surveys. Earlier, the late nineteenth-
century works for the new railway line had obliterated major sections of the palace 
walls. See E. Mamboury, ‘Les fouilles Byzantines à Istanbul et dans sa banlieue 
immédiate aux XIX et XXe siècles,’ Byzantion 11 (1936) 229-283; idem, ‘Les fouilles 
Byzantines à Istanbul et dans sa banlieue immédiate en 1936-1937,’ Byzantion 13 
(1938) 301-310; idem, ‘Les fouilles Byzantine à Istanbul et ses environs et les 
trouvailles archéologiques faites au cours de constructions au de travaux officials et 
privés depuis 1936,’ Byzantion 21 (1951) 425-459. 
10 On the Palace Guard, see E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Scholae of the 
Master of the Offices as the Palace Praetorium,’ AA 16 (2008) 231-257; B. Croke, ‘Leo 
I and the Palace Guard’, Byzantion 75 (2005) 117-151; J. F. Haldon, Byzantine 
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to the Pittakia, where official records were kept, and was also directly adjacent to the 

Senate building that was located at the eastern end of the forum of Augusteion. 

Between the public and private sectors, and establishing an obstacle to direct 

communication, was the baths complex of Zeuxippus, commenced under the earlier 

Roman emperor Septinius Severus (r. 193-211). It is by no means certain, however, that 

this northern sector near the Chalkê Gate housed these functions in the earliest phase of 

the Palace. 

 

In the following analysis, the early Great Palace complex will be situated in relation to 

the adjacent urban topography of the time, which comprised: the Zeuxippus Baths, and 

later the Noumera prison; the Imperial forum or Augusteion with the Column of 

Justinian and the Senate House; the Praetorium of the City Prefect; the Mesê, or 

‘middle road,’ along which the Adventus and, later, important civic and religious 

processions would proceed, and its continuation to the east, the Regia; the Hippodrome; 

the Milion, probably a tetrapylon structure; the churches of St. Sophia and its 

Patriarchal complex, St. Irene (both reconstructed by Justinian I on the site of previous 

churches), Ss. Sergius and Bacchus (sixth century), St. John Diippion (seventh century) 

and later Christ Chalkites (tenth century); the library and peristyle courtyard called the 

‘Basilica’ (fourth century, reconstructed in the sixth century), and the fora of 

Constantine I and Theodosius I.  

 

Further to the east, in the area descending to the sea walls, the topography for this 

period is unclear in the absence of evidence, but may have comprised imperial gardens 

and other aristocratic villas, notably the ‘House of Marina’.11 There is a clear precedent 

                                                                                                                                          
Praetorians: An Administrative, Institutional, and Social Survey of the Opsikion and 
Tagmata, c. 580-900, Poikila Byzantina 3 (Berlin, 1984). 
11 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini makes reference to the incorporation by Justinian II of 
the Palace of Marina, the unmarried daughter of Emperor Arcadius (r. circa 395-408), a 
complex erected in the early fifth century, and the site which was to become the 
Tsykanisterion at the end of the seventh or early eighth century. The Palace was used as 
the setting for the marriage of the daughter of Emperor Phokas to one of his generals, 
Priscus in circa 605. See Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo,’ (2000) 223; 
P. Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise,’ in A. Moffatt (ed.), Maistor (1984) 225-40; 
idem, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise and the ‘Macedonian Renaissance’ Revisited’ DOP 42 
(1988) 97-118, and C. Mango, ‘The Palace of Marina, the Poet Palladas and the Bath of 
Leo VI,’ Euphrosynon, Vol. 1 (1991) 321-30. For textual evidence for construction of 
imperial villas designed to provide a landscape prospect, see the reference to a villa and 
garden owned by the Emperor Julian in H. Maguire, ‘Gardens and Parks in 
Constantinople,’ DOP 54 (2000) 262. 
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for such imperial gardens in the layout of Roman aristocratic villas, such as that of 

Hadrian in Tivoli, and the Flavian and Sessorian Palaces in Rome, as well as being 

evidenced by the typology of the late-antique porticoed villa.12 To the south were 

several other palaces, including those of Hormizdas and Sophia, occupying an uncertain 

extent but, according to Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, extending into the area of the 

Lower, or Sacred Palace.13 

 

The Great Palace was further extended, primarily to the east and south, by later 

emperors. It came to retain a purely ceremonial purpose in later centuries, while the 

original functions of its constituent buildings were appropriated by new buildings. 

Thus, for example, the Chrysotriklinos, the late sixth-century throne room of the 

Emperor Justin II (r. 565-78) in the the Lower Palace to the south of the Daphne Palace, 

appears to have appropriated the state ceremonial functions of the old Palace’s state 

rooms, notably the Augusteous, possibly the first throne room from the reign of 

Constantine I,14 and the Consistorium, an Imperial audience chamber. It would appear 

that parts of the Daphne Palace, like the Augusteous, the Octagon, the Chapel of St. 

Stephen, and the Consistorium, were still in use for special ceremonial occasions during 

the reign of Constantine VII Porphyrogennitus (r. 913-59). However, Cyril Mango 

argues that when the Emperor Nikephoros Phokas fortified the Great Palace in 969, the 

structures of the Daphne complex were excluded from its boundaries.15 By then they 

had ceased, it would appear, to have any more than an occasional ceremonial function.16 

 

By the Middle Byzantine period, the residential and governmental functions had largely 

been displaced to the Lower, or ‘Sacred,’ Palace, overlooking the Sea of Marmara, and 

the reconstructed Magnaura located to the east of the Augusteion, the Patriarchal Palace 

                                                
12 See for example villas cited by Swoboda: cf. Tetingen and Nero’s Domus Aurea, K. 
M. Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (Vienna, 1919) 48-52. 
13 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’ Bizantinistica, Serie Seconda, 
Anno II (2000) 221-2. 
14 The argument for the Augusteous having performed this rôle derives from the 
typological tradition of the major apsidal reception hall having been located 
symmetrically at the head of a symmetrical configuration of palace structures. This can 
be seen clearly in the example of the aristocratic late-antique villa at Piazza Armerina, 
but also in the Flavian Palace, where the aula regia is similarly configured as the central 
room in the public façade of the palace. See I. Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica 
(2001). 
15 C. Mango, ‘The Palace of the Boukoleon’, Cah. Arch. 45 (1997) 41-50. 
16 Featherstone and E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace: 
De Ceremoniis II, 13,’ TM 14 (2002) 37-46. 
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and Hagia Sophia. Nonetheless, in the tenth century, as attested by the ceremonies 

identified with the Macedonian dynasty, the Great Palace remained a site of 

considerable ritual significance – thus, for example, on his death in 959, Emperor 

Constantine VII Porphyrogennitus was carried on a litter to certain specific sites and 

halls within the Palace: Kaballarios, Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, and the vestibule of 

Chalkê, where his body was viewed. In the Middle Byzantine period, and notably 

during the reign of Alexios I Komnenos (r. 1081-1118), there was a shift in significance 

as the primary imperial residence from the Great Palace to the Blachernae Palace, in the 

north-western corner of the city, close by the Golden Horn.17 Nonetheless, significant 

new or renovated structures were constructed as late as the twelfth century within the 

Great Palace boundaries, notably the Mouchroutas, a pleasure pavilion in Arabic or 

Persian style, possibly with a muqarnas vault, and thought to have been located in the 

south-western area of the Great Palace.18  

 

The Daphne Palace would seem to have thereafter fallen into gradual ruin, exacerbated 

by fire, pillaging and spoliation during the period of the Latin Empire (1204-1261). 

Great damage is recorded as having been inflicted on the area during the sack by the 

Fourth Crusade in 1204, and subsequent ‘Latin’ occupation, during which time, the lead 

and bronze roofing of Palace buildings was removed to be melted down.19 By the time 

of the fall of Constantinople to the Ottoman Turks in 1453, after the ramparts adjacent 

to the Blachernae gate had been breached by ‘modern’ cannon fire, all but a few 

structures of the Great Palace had become uninhabited ruins. The site later became 

appropriated for the construction of a number of Ottoman mansions, which themselves 

often fell victim to the fires that periodically ravaged this region of Constantinople. 

However, the major transformation of the area occurred with the construction of the 

Sultan Ahmet Mosque between 1609 and 1616, during the reign of the eponymous 

sultan. The Mosque and its dependent buildings were built over the remains of the 

Upper Palace, at least in part incorporating its materials, and the heritage value and 
                                                
17 P. Magdalino, ‘Medieval Constantinople: Built Environment and Urban Develop-
ment,’ in A. E. Laiou (ed.), The Economic History of Byzantium: From the Seventh 
through the Fifteenth Century DOP 39 (Washington, 2002) 529-37 at 533. 
18 Mesarites notes the pleasure produced by the surface carving and decoration. 
Mesarites, in C. Mango (transl.), The Art of the Byzantine Empire 312–1453: Sources 
and Documents, (Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press, 1986) 228 ff. 
On the Arabic and Persian models for such a structure, see O. Grabar, ‘From Dome of 
Heaven to Pleasure Dome,’ JSAH 49/1 (1990) 15-21. 
19 Choniates, ‘Description of the sack of Constantinople,’ in H. J. Magoulias (transl.), O 
City of Byzantium: Annals of Niketas Choniates (Detroit, 1984). 
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cultural and religious significance of the mosque has ensured that no comprehensive 

archaeological survey of this site has been possible.  

 

A major fire in the early twentieth century destroyed many of the buildings in the 

district to the south and east of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque. This permitted important 

archaeological surveys to take place, notably the visual survey of the Palace ruins and 

other structures by Mamboury and Wiegand, the excavation of the Hippodrome and 

adjacent areas by Casson's team, and the excavation of the Mosaic Peristyle by the 

University of St. Andrews campaigns of 1935-38 and 1952-54 in the area of Arasta 

Sokağı to the south-east of the Mosque precinct. However, no adequate or definitive 

conclusion has been reached as to the identity and inter-relationship of these latter finds 

to the larger Palace complex. Other excavations have been carried out by Turkish 

archaeologists since the 1950s,20 the most recent, ongoing campaign by a team from the 

Istanbul Archaeological Museum having probably located the site of the palace 

vestibule, the Chalkê Gate, and possibly identified the site of the Magnaura, the great 

reception hall of the Palace, and the Pittakia, a building complex used variously as an 

administrative complex and prison.21 I will, to the extent possible, collate the 

documentation of these finds, and relate them to the textual evidence. 

 

2. Sources and Scholarship on the Great Palace 

 

Any hypothesis on the reconstruction of the topography of the Great Palace must 

depend on three primary sources: eye-witness accounts, of which there are very few;22 

contemporary Byzantine textual references, and the limited number of archaeological 

studies which have been carried out in the nineteenth- to twenty-first centuries.  

 

                                                
20 For a summary of excavations carried out in 1999 south-east of Hagia Sophia, see A. 
Pasinli, ‘Pittakia ve Magnum Palatium- Büyük Saray Bölgesinde 1999 Yilı Kazı 
Çalişmaları (Eski Sultanahmet Cezaevi Bahçesi),’ MÇKKS 11 (2000). 
21 A. Pasinli, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo: Interventi di Scavo il Giardino 
della Vecchia Prigione di Sultanahmet’, in E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini (ed.) Il 
Gran Palazzo degli Imperatori di Bisanzio (2000) 37-45; idem, ‘“Pittakia” ve Magnum 
Palatium- Büyük Saray Bölgesinde 1999 Yılı Kazı Çalişmaları (Eski Sultanahmet 
Cezaevi Bahçesi),’ MÇKKS 11 (2001) 41-63. 
22 For visitors reports, see G. P. Majeska, Russian Travelers to Constantinople in the 
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries, Dumbarton Oaks Studies 19 (Washington D. C.: 
Dumbarton Oaks, 1984). 
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An additional problem lies in the cultural projections which have distorted the study of 

Byzantine culture. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the scholarship on 

Byzantium was repressed or emphasized by various authors in service either of a 

classical cultural framing, or an assertion of the primacy of Western culture over the 

degenerate East. Thus, the eighteenth-century Enlightenment scholars, Gibbon and 

Winckelman, privileged the 'golden age' of classical civilization as superior to the 

'decline' of a supine, eastern-influenced Byzantine society. The image projected was of 

a culturally static, unproductive society in a progressive state of decay. The Romans, 

weakened by the influence of indolent, pleasure-seeking Orientals, became fair game 

for the vitality and virility of Northern peoples, of whom the English were, by 

implication, the rightful descendents. Similarly, the curatorial policy of the early Louvre 

Museum imbricated its collection into an evolutionist narrative structure that led to 

French culture as the pinnacle of historical development.23 In the early twentieth 

century, the Orient oder Rom debate centred around questions of national identity, race 

and cultural origin.24 Wharton has identified the Italian scholar Rivoira, and the Polish-

Austrian scholar Strzygowski, a professor of the Vienna School, as the main 

protagonistsin this debate. Ethnic and racial stereotyping underlay the Italocentric 

position of Rivoira, who argued that the architectural production of the Byzantine and 

Islamic East was secondary to, and dependent upon Roman creativity. Thus the East 

was rendered passive, and subaltern. In contrast, it was Strzygowski’s project to 

determine an Eastern, Aryan origin for Northern Gothic architecture, in contrast to 

theories which traced a lineage back through Romanesque to Greek and Roman 

architecture. These were seen as descendents of the spatially complex buildings of early 

Byzantium from the time of Constantine and his immediate successors – for example, 

the first church of the Nativity in Bethlehem, the first church of the Holy Sepulchre in 

Jerusalem, the Octagon cathedral in Antioch, and finally the cruciform church of the 

Holy Apostles in Constantinople, the model for St. Mark’s cathedral in Venice – but 

also of the monuments Strzygowski identified as Sassanian/Aryan: the Palaces of 

Ctesiphon, Mschatta, and Ukhaidar. Instead of Rome, Strzygowski proposed that 

                                                
23 On the  Orientalist subjugation of the non-West, see E. Said, Orientalism (NY: 
Pantheon Books, 1978). On the incorporation of a colonialist agenda into museological 
practice, see C. Manasseh, ‘The Cairo Museum, the National Museum of Athens, the 
Ancient Iran Museum, and the Louvre: Curatorial Practices from East to West and 
Back,’ Proceedings, XXIIIrd Annual Conference of the Society of Architectural 
Historians, Australia and New Zealand (Perth, 2006) 331-337. 
24 On the Orient oder Rom debate, see A. Wharton, Refiguring the Post-Classical City 
(1995) cf. 9-15.  
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scholars should examine the cultures of the Hellenistic and Aramaic-Persian traditions. 

To provide evidence of this supposed influence, Strzygowski, it is now accepted, 

distorted the interpretation of material culture. Thus, for example, the tenth-century 

Umayyad palace of Mschatta in Jordon was wrongly attributed by him to a pre-

Constantinian period, thus allowing it to be seen as a precedent for early Christian 

architecture, and ultimately for Northern Gothic. For Strzygowski, it was a Sasanid 

palace, an example of the formative influence of Aryan Persia. A modern 

reinterpretation of the creative exchange between West and East has recently beenmade 

by Matthew Canepa.25 

 

Implicit in these early twentieth-century debates was a strong element of romanticism. 

An example of the Romantic interest in the Byzantine is the origin of the University of 

St. Andrews excavations of the Great Palace. This project, which was undertaken in two 

stages, between the years of 1935-38 and 1952-4, and excavated a large palatial 

complex and extensive mosaics, derived from a series of spiritualist séances, which had 

produced Major Wellesley Tudor Pole’s vision that a Byzantine hoard was to be found 

in that location. One of the instigators wrote in 1933: ‘Now we can hope and believe 

that the stars are fighting on our side and that a new spiritual and historical revelation is 

at hand.’26 This example of British eccentricity did, however, result in the most 

significant archaeological discovery in Istanbul. Such an example is by no means 

isolated – the study of Byzantine and neighbouring cultures was frequently influenced 

by ideological and romanticizing distortions.  

 

A primary problem for the understanding of the early Great Palace lies in the lack of 

descriptive contemporary texts (with the exception of Procopius' description of the 

Chalkê, Augusteion forum, and Senate House) and the lack of an architectural record of 

the Palace in this period. Eusebius, the fourth-century author of the Vita Constantini, 

and a senior prelate who would have had access to Constantine's Palace, describes very 

little of it.27 Any study is therefore reliant upon later texts that describe buildings 

                                                
25 M. Canepa, The Two Eyes of the Earth. Art and Ritual of Kingship between Rome and 
Sasanian Iran, (Berkeley Ca., 2010). 
26 M. Whitby, ‘The Great Palace Dig: the Scottish Perspective,” in R. Cormack and E. 
M. Jeffreys (eds.), Through the Looking Glass. Byzantium through British Eyes 
(Aldershot, 2000) 46. 
27 In fact, Eusebius may have delivered his speech in 335 for Constantine’s tricennalia 
in 336 in Constantinople, possibly in in the palace. Vita Constantini,  Migne, Opera, II. 
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constructed in earlier periods. The tenth-century compilation, Patria Constantin-

oupoleos, refers to some buildings which had already disappeared. Such a reliance must 

take into account the likelihood of misunderstandings, copying errors, and the 

conflation of myth and history. It is thus like looking backward through a dark and 

distorting mirror; for the interpretation of these texts, this thesis will be reliant upon 

philological scholarship. 

 

The most useful, but also the most challenging, Byzantine textual source is the tenth-

century dossier on Palace ceremonial (hence Book of Ceremonies), compiled for or by 

the emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogennitus.28 Constantine himself confirmed that a 

significant purpose of Palace ceremonial was the impression conveyed both to the 

Emperor’s subjects, and to foreign dignitaries, of the majesty of the imperial office. His 

Book of Ceremonies provides an intriguing, though partial, window onto the ritual life 

of the Palace. The diverse provenance of the book has resulted in a spatial and temporal 

palimpsest, juxtaposing rituals that were in use in the tenth century with others that had 

taken place within structures that by Constantine VII’s day had vanished or had been 

assigned new functions.29 Thus, the text of the Book of Ceremonies bears a difficult 

relation to the Palace in its historical evolution, and must be deconstructed in order to 

provide evidence of the spatial layout within which the ceremonial was performed and 

tradition was upheld. This has formed the basis of several recent studies, and the 

limitations and possibilities of the interpretation of the Palace through the Book of 

Ceremonies will be discussed below (see Chapter II, 2). For eye-witness accounts, we 

are dependent on a few observers, primarily from the sixteenth century, and several 

earlier accounts, notably the account of Justinian’s building works by Procopius,30 

although he did not supply any information on the Great Palace other than on the 

Chalkê Gate. There are also passing mentions in Byzantine-period texts by authors who 

could have seen the complex in use, such as Theophanes, Malalas and Psellus, and the 

Lombard ambassador Liutprand of Cremona, and even a few by authors who actually 
                                                                                                                                          
1315-1440. Eusebius also mentions that Constantine received bishops in his palace on 
the occasion of his vicannalia. See Eusebius, Vita Constantini 15, 524. 
28 In this thesis, I will refer to the English translation by A. Moffatt, The Book of 
Ceremonies (Canberra: AABS, 2012), cross-referenced to the Latin translation, J. J. 
Reiske, De Ceremoniis Aulae Byzantinae (Bonn, 1829) 2 books. 
29 A. Cameron, ‘The Construction of Court Ritual: the Byzantine Book of Ceremonies’, 
in D. Cannadine and S. Price (eds.) Rituals of Royalty: Power and Ceremonial in 
Traditional Societies, (Cambridge, 1987) 106-136. 
30 H. B. Dewing and G. Downey (transl.), The Buildings of Procopius (Procopius 7, De 
Aedificiis) Loeb Classical Library No. 343 (London, Cambridge, 1971). 
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dwelt there, notably the Alexiad of Anna Comnena. However no other source provides 

the number of references to Palace structures as does the Book of Ceremonies. 

 

Scholarship on Constantinople and the Great Palace begins with Pierre Gilles (Gyllius), 

who studied the City’s topography between 1544 and 1550, without finding (or at least 

recording) ruins of the Palace. His importance for this study lies in his contribution to 

the establishment of the topography of the Augustaeum and Senate building (see 

below). The study of the topography of Constantinople reached a new level of 

scholarship in the publications by Charles Dufresne du Cange (1610-1686) who derived 

his understanding entirely through his knowledge of Byzantine texts. This has remained 

the predominant form of scholarship on the Palace. While a great deal of knowledge has 

been gained from this study, the degree of integration with the admittedly sporadic and 

fragmentary archaeological information has been limited, until the recent researches of 

Bardill, Kosteneç, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and Dark. Such an integrative 

approach has been attempted in this study. 

 

A limited number of artistic and cartographic sources have contributed to our 

understanding of the urban topography of Byzantine and immediately Post-Byzantine 

Constantinople. The anonymous artist accompanying the German Imperial ambassador 

David Ungnad von Zonneck, during his presence in Istanbul between 1574 and 1578 

drew a series of representations of both the urban monuments and the vicinity of the 

Palace that provide important topographical evidence.31 In Ch. IV, section 2.1, the 

drawing of the Hippodrome by this artist will be examined to determine the location of 

the church of St. John Diippion adjoining the carceres of the Hippodrome, near the 

entrance to the Palace.  

 

The remarkable urban panorama by Lorichs of 1559 does not represent the Palace,32 but 

nevertheless depicts several buildings adjacent to it, such as Hagia Sophia, St. Irene and 

other churches including, possibly, the Churches of Christ Chalkites (see below), St. 

John Diippion and St. Euphemia. The panorama, I have argued in another publication, 

                                                
31 View of Hippodrome, Freshfield Folio, Trinity College Library, Cambridge. 
32 A section of the panorama is missing in the area that would have viewed the location 
of the palace. See C. Mango and S. Yerasimos, Melchior Lorichs’ Panorama of 
İstanbul 1559, (1999) fold-out panorama, sheet 7. 
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may be used as a topographical source of considerable objectivity and accuracy.33 In his 

study on the vestibule of the Palace, Cyril Mango published an artist's view of Hagia 

Sophia made for Sir Richard Worseley in 1786 which depicted a then-extant Byzantine 

church, which Mango identified as the Chapel of Our Lord, or Church of Christ 

Chalkites (known in the Ottoman period as the Arslanhane), attached to, or built onto, 

the Chalkê Gate. Significantly, triangulation from known points enabled Mango to 

determine its position in plan, and therefore the approximate location of the Chalkê 

Gate, and this was supported by cross-referring it to the panorama of Istanbul by 

Cornelius Loos (1710).34 In addition, there are the excellent drawings made by Mary 

Walker for the Rev. C. G. Curtis, executed between about 1870 and 1891, which Curtis 

published in two fascicles as Broken Bits of Byzantium.35 These drawings depict the 

then-extant parts of the Boukoleon Palace to the south, but reveal little of the Palace 

other than the ruins in the vicinity of the ‘Ramp-house’ in MW Area ‘B’ (see Part Two, 

3.2).  

 

Research into the Great Palace in the nineteenth century was greatly assisted by the 

rigorous translation and historical analysis of surviving manuscripts, notably the Book 

of Ceremonies, translated into Latin, with a commentary, by Reiske in 1751-54, and 

republished in Bonn by Niebuhr with additional commentary in 1829/30. Mango has 

cited the monograph by Jules Labarte of 1861 as the first systematic attempt to 

reconstruct the topography of the Palace on the basis of the Book of Ceremonies (see 

figs. 3-5).36 Other nineteenth century attempts to reconstruct the palace topography 

based on the Book of Ceremonies and palace comparanda include those of Paspates (see 

figs. 6,7) and von Reber.37 Among the numerous subsequent attempts, the 

reconstruction by Jean Ebersolt, of 1910, in collaboration with the architect A. D. Thiers 

(see fig. 8) was informed both by knowledge of Byzantine architecture, and influenced 

                                                
33 Westbrook, et al., ‘Constructing Melchior Lorichs’ Panorama of Constantinople,’ 
JSAH 69/1 (2010) 62-87. 
34 C. Mango, Brazen House. A study of the vestibule of the imperial palace of 
Constantinople  (Copenhagen, 1959) 161-2. 
35 C. G. Curtis and M. Walker, Broken Bits of Byzantium, 2 Fascicles (1870 (?) and 
1891). 
36 J. Labarte, Les Palais imperial de Constantinople et ses abords au dixime siécle 
(Paris, 1861); Mango, The Brazen House (Copenhagen, 1959) 14 ff. 
37 A. G. Paspates (W. Metcalfe transl.), The Great Palace of Constantinople (London, 
1893); F. von Reber, ‘Der karolingische Palastbau, I. Die Vorbilder’, in Abhandlungen 
der historischen Classe der königlich bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Vol. 
19 (Munich, 1891). 
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by his direct study of the Palace of Diocletian at Split.38 All of these attempts, and in 

particular the plan of Ebersolt, were criticized as flawed by J. B. Bury, the author of 

several articles on the Book of Ceremonies, who himself proposed a layout arranged 

with a principal east-west organization, although he did not proffer a plan.39 Vogt 

included a revised plan (signed by C. Vogt Archte D.P.L.G.) to accompany his partial 

translation of the Book of Ceremonies (see figs. 9, 36).40 Guilland published a highly 

significant revision of Ebersolt’s topographical study that took into account more recent 

archaeological evidence, without however attempting his own reconstruction of the 

complex, instead including a plan by Miranda (see fig. 10), who had produced several 

speculative plans that attempted to reconcile recorded accounts of the Palace with 

archaeological remains.41 Miranda’s attempts were rejected by Mango, without any 

discussion of their methodology or merits, although Mango has never presented his own 

suggestion as to the layout of the entire Palace. 42 Raymond Janin produced a major 

topographical work on the geography of Byzantine Constantinople, again without 

offering a plan of the Great Palace.43 However recent topographical studies by Müller-

Wiener (see fig. 11), Mango (figs. 12a and b), Dagron, Berger, Kosteneç (figs. 13-17), 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, Featherstone and Bardill (fig. 18) have provided 

additional evidence, and new interpretations of previously known textual references, 

informing the layout of the Palace (see bibliography).44 

 
                                                
38 J. Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais de Constantinople et le Livre des Cérémonies (Paris, 
1910). 
39 J. B. Bury, ‘The Great Palace’, BZ 1 (1912) 210-225; idem, ‘The Ceremonial Book of 
Constantine Porphyrogennitus’, EHR 22/86 (1907) 209-227; idem, ‘The Ceremonial 
Book of Constantine Porphyrogennitus. II. The Ecclesiastical Ceremonies of Book I’, 
EHR 22/87 (1907) 417-439. 
40 A. Vogt, Le Livre de Cérémonies (Paris, 1935, 1939). 
41 R. Guilland, Etudes de topographie de Constantinople Byzantine, (Amsterdam, 
1969). 
42 Mango , The Brazen House (1959) 17, on Miranda: ‘A popular book on the Palace of 
Constantinople lately published in Mexico need not detain us.’ In correspondence with 
the author in 1999,  Cyril Mango expressed skepticism about the possibility of resolving 
the Palace topography. 
43 R. Janin, Constantinople byzantine; développement urbain et répertoire topo-
graphique  (Paris,1964). 
44 However, with the exception of Kostenec, no recent scholars have attempted more 
than a diagrammatic representation of the Palace layout. Note the very tentative and 
partial reconstructions by Mango (fig. 12) and Müller-Wiener (fig. 11). This may 
indicate an awareness of the unresolved interpretation of the Mosaic Peristyle area by 
the University of St. Andrews team, and of the earlier excavations by Ebersolt and 
Thiers, succeeded by Mamboury and Wiegand, and the disparity of this data with the 
earlier, more conjectural reconstructions.  
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Finally, a note should be made regarding the archaeological survey and excavation 

reports, of which the major publications were the Reports by Casson of the British 

Academy excavation in 1927-8, the German Archaeological Institute survey directed by 

Ernst Mamboury and Theodor Wiegand, of about 1912-1918 (published, with the 

inclusion of later surveys by Mamboury, in 1934) (fig. 19)45, the two St. Andrews 

excavations of 1935-38 under Baxter (published in 1947) and 1952-54 under Talbot 

Rice (published 1954), and the recent excavations in the grounds of the former 

Sultanahmet prison (now the grounds of the Four Seasons Hotel) which have so far only 

been partially published.46 The earlier excavations suffered from the use of methods 

that, while similar to those of many other excavations in the 1930s-50s, nonetheless fall 

far short of twentieth-century archaeological practice. The published accounts of these 

only selective descriptions of what was found, and open to reinterpretation. Here, I shall 

supplement the published reports of the excavations, together with an examination of 

the excavator’s unpublished notes, particularly those of Mamboury. A review of the 

available archaeological and eye-witness data will be presented in Part Two. 

 

3. Objectives of this study 

 

 This study will use textual, pictorial and archaeological evidence in order to explicate, 

as far as is possible, the topography, architectural character and symbolic meaning of 

the layout and architecture of the Great Palace complex, both as a private and official 

residence, and in its relationship with the larger city. The study will augment other 

textual, historical and archaeological studies by contributing research from within the 

methodology of architectural history and, additionally, will place nineteenth and 

twentieth century scholarship on the Great Palace, and associated Late Antique 

architectural studies, into the historical and cultural context of the development from an 
                                                
45 An overall archaeological plan drawn by Mamboury was included in the 
archaeological survey of Byzantine remains in Istanbul by Schneider of 1936. See A. 
Schneider, Byzans (Berlin, 1936): ‘Gesamtplan der Kaiserpaläste’. 
46 For the recent excavations at Sultanahmet, see A. Pasinli, ‘“Pittakia” ve “Magnum 
Palatium-Büyük Saray” Bölgesinde Yılı Kazı Çalşmaları (Eski Sultanahmet Cesaevi 
Bahçesi),’ MÇKKS 11 (1999) 41-63; idem, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo’ 
(2000) 37-45; Ç. Girgin, ‘La Porte monumentale trouvée dans les fouilles près de 
l’ancienne prison de Sultanahmet’, AA XVI (2008) 250-290. Note also papers from the 
Sevgi Gönül (Koç) Byzantine studies. symposium, notably in relation to this thesis the 
abstracts by Asumen Denker, Albrecht Berger, Çiğdem Girgin, Michael Featherstone, 
James Crow and Peter Schreiner. http://www.sgsymposium.org/en/papers.asp (accessed 
04.04.11) 
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art historical methodology. This scholarship was influenced by an aesthetic, then art 

historical focus, often influenced by or expressing nationalist and racial ideologies, 

towards an objective, inter-disciplinary approach applied to historical topography and 

material culture.  

 

Secondly, the thesis will examine the function of spoliation and imitation both within 

the Great Palace, and in the palace buildings that were designed in emulation of it. The 

early Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors was perhaps the most influential model 

for mediaeval Western European imperial architecture – it is thus in part visualized in 

the derivative forms of the architecture of Norman Sicily, Carolingian Western Europe, 

Papal Rome, and the Islamic Umayyad and Ottoman Empires. The question will be 

addressed as to the function that reference to past models served for the layout of 

palaces in the early mediaeval period, and the ascriptions of meaning given to these 

formal models. 

Thirdly, the thesis will address the issue of continuity in the architecture of the Great 

Palace; could the Great Palace be understood as a continuation of Late Antique Roman 

architectural practices and motifs, or as a break from this tradition? In arguing for a 

limited form of architectural continuity up to the compilation of the Book of Ceremonies 

in the tenth century, it will be proposed that a mimetic process of the spoliation and 

imitation of building elements of the Great Palace, such as the great halls of the 

Octagon, the Magnaura, Augusteous, Consistorium and Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, 

was deployed within the Palace itself.47 By ‘spoliation’, I refer to the process of 

appropriation of models of ritually-founded spaces such as the Consistorium, the 

Augusteon, and the imperial dining room, the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita. This form of 

spoliation, it can be argued, involved the transfer of both the object or form, and the 

symbolic meaning associated with it. It is certainly the case, as will be argued below, 

that spoliation occurred in all periods from late Antiquity for pragmatic reasons – 

recycling columns, for example. But here reference is made to the deliberate imitation 

of palace building forms for the prestige that they might confer.  

 

                                                
47 On spoliation, see M. Greenhalgh, Marble Past, Monumental Present. Building with 
Antiquities in the Mediaeval Mediterranean. The Medieval Mediterranean 80 (Leiden-
Boston, 2009); B. Brenk, ‘Spolia from Constantine to Charlemagne: Aesthetics versus 
Ideology,’ DOP 41 (1987) 103-9; R. Coates-Stephens, ‘Attitudes to Spolia in some Late 
Antique Texts’, in Lavan and Bowden (eds.) Theory and Practice in Late Antique 
Archaeology (Leiden, 2003) 341-358. 
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The late sixth-century imperial reception hall, the Chrysotriklinos, for example, 

combined the ritual functions of throne room and reception hall. References in the Book 

of Ceremonies to its plan and form suggest a possible relationship with an earlier Great 

Palace hall, the Octagon. The central plan was apparently used for other early Palace 

halls: the Oaton, and the Old Treasury of Scholae. While such a repetition may be 

explained by the employment of familiar models, this process of what might be 

regarded as ‘formal spoliation’, a type of emulation, was later used by the German 

emperors to give a physical assertion of legitimacy to their government, and from the 

end of the eighth century, was used to add prestige to the Papacy and its claim for 

universal hegemony. Charlemagne’s palatine Chapel at Aachen, for example, combines 

material spoliation – columns and marble revetment taken from Ravenna, and formal 

spoliation through transplantation of the culturally exotic centralized triclinium form, 

probably from the example of the church of San Vitale in Ravenna, and possibly 

through familiarity with Great Palace buildings.  

 

Dale Kinney, in her study of the uses of spolia in Roman and Late Roman artistic 

practice, borrows Richard Brilliant’s distinction between ‘spolia in re,’ the reuse of 

formal traits (motifs) and principles, and ‘spolia in se’, the reuse of tangible objects.48 It 

is argued in this thesis that both forms of spoliation occurred within the Palace. The 

thesis will address whether these processes of spoliation and imitation, in and of the 

Palace and its topography,49 are understandable as fragments or traces of a surviving 

culture, or, as Mango has implied, as often disjunctive innovations clothed with 

traditional forms.50 In order to respond to this issue, it will be necessary to examine the 

function of ritual and tradition in the Palace. However, one is faced with the absence of 

the material evidence for the spatial setting of this ritual; the greater part of the Great 

Palace does not exist in a form that is accessible to objective archaeological scrutiny. 

Indeed, evidence for its form and layout is mostly literary. The architectural 

                                                
48 D. Kinney, ‘“Spolia. Damnatio” and “Renovatio Memoriae”’ MAAR 42 (1997 117-
148. 
49 The meaning given to ‘topography’ in this thesis follows the OED definition: ‘the 
science or practice of describing a particular place, city, town, manor, parish, or tract of 
land; the accurate and detailed delineation and description of (a) locality’ (2nd ed., 
1989). 
50 C. Mango, ‘Discontinuity with the Classical Past in Byzantium’, in M. Mullett and R. 
Scott (eds.) Byzantium and the Classical Tradition (London, 1981) 51 ff. 
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understanding of the Palace will, therefore, need to be supplemented by a sense of the 

ritual structuring of space within the palace.51 

 

Fourthly, the study will address the question of the architectural origins of the Great 

Palace. Past and current research appears split on the question of whether the early 

Great Palace could be understood as a survival of a Roman imperial type, and by 

implication provide material and textual evidence of the survival of aspects of Roman 

secular culture, or, whether it should be understood in relation to cultural innovations. 

Further disagreement has centred on the question of whether the palace forms in 

Constantinople derive their precedents from Roman or Eastern traditions. Implicit in 

this disagreement are both the scholarly projection of racial and ethnic ideologies, 

notably the ‘Orient oder Rom’ debate of the early twentieth century, and positivist 

architectural approaches to history as a record of technological innovation, transferral 

and adaptation. The former debate has been largely discredited, although Wharton has 

identified its influence in recent research, while the latter approach seems limited, 

certainly incomplete, for the explication of the culturally contextual meaning of 

Byzantine symbolic architecture.52 A persistent divergence of opinion concerns the 

methodological difference between, for example, the German and Austrian 

kunstgeschichte tradition exemplified by Alois Riegl and Max Dvořák,53 and the 

typological, materialist approaches typified by Nöel Duval and Géza de Francovich.54 In 

                                                
51 Lavan, ‘Late Antique Urban Topography’ (2003).  
52 A. J. Wharton, Refiguring the Post-Classical City (Cambridge, 1995) 3-14. For a 
recent, and balanced study of middle-Byzantine building practice, refer to R. G. 
Ousterhout, Master Builders of Byzantium (Princeton, 1999) cf. Introduction and Ch. 2. 
53 W. M. Johnston, The Austrian Mind: An Intellectual and Social History, 1848-1938 
(Los Angeles, 1976).  
54 Duval writes from a specifically archaeological perspective, emphasizing the 
necessity for material evidence to underpin hypotheses, but also utilizes both 
architectural and art historical material in his essays. De Francovich used an art-
historical methodology. For a useful, but highly coloured summary of the difference 
between approaches, see G. de Francovich, Il Palatium di Teodorico a Ravenna e la 
cosidetta “architettura di potenza.” Problemi d’interpretazione di raffigurazioni 
architettoniche nell’arte tardo-antica e altomedioevale (Rome, 1970). The debate has 
attracted considerable acrimony. Beat Brenk asserts that Duval has  

…in numerous essays on late palace building questioned or dismantled 
various hypotheses and interpretations without himself placing new ideas 
for discussion. His hyper-critical attitude has killed off any new approach. 
Art-historical writing, however, lives necessarily on hypotheses and new 
ideas, which, if critically presented, can afford an understanding of the 
monuments.  
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particular, the latter scholars have attacked what they characterized as the over-

emphasis upon architectural iconology, and the a priori argumentation, of the ‘Vienna 

School.’ 

 

Finally, in Part Two, I will propose an hypothesis of the topography, or rather 

historically sequential topographies, of the Great Palace, while distinguishing between 

known and unverifiable elements. But how does one evaluate the palace layout, given 

the scant evidence? Indeed to what degree are reconstructions of the Palace biased by 

cultural preconceptions; how do they assemble the fragmentary evidence and 

speculations into a projected whole, and what does this reveal about the preconceptions 

underlying these reconstructions?  

 

The topographical reconstructions of Labarte, Ebersolt and Thiers, and Vogt share the 

Beaux Arts compositional principles of symmetry, rhythm and proportion. They are 

orthogonal and noticeably ‘Classical’ in character, arguably reflecting more of their 

own cultural backgrounds than the culture that produced the Great Palace. The Ebersolt 

and Vogt plans, in the absence of substantial archaeological evidence other than what 

was visible on the surface after a major fire in the area in the early twentieth century, 

also relied upon the study of analogous examples of palaces, notably the Palace of 

Diocletian at Salona/Split, in Dalmatia (figs. 20-25). This is reflected in their similar 

axial and symmetrical reconstruction of the Upper Palace, in which there is the 

assumption of an organic completeness. In contrast, the more recent and partial 

reconstructions by Mango (1959) and Müller-Wiener (1977) are far less formally 

specific, and less orthogonal (inevitably perhaps, given the availability of additional, but 

necessarily incomplete archaeological evidence).55 Unlike Miranda, who had attempted 

to extrapolate from this evidence, there is in both cases an apparent reluctance to 

propose conjectural layouts. Mango limited himself to the observation that the original, 

                                                                                                                                          
B. Brenk, ‘Innovation im Residenzbau der Spätantike,’ in idem (ed.) Innovation in der 
Spätantike. Kolloquium Basel 6. und 7. Mai 1994 (Wiesbaden, 1996) 67-114, at 68. 
Krautheimer, in whose writing can be seen the influence of both Dyggve and the Vienna 
School, reacted with uncharacteristic vehemence to de Francovich’s criticism of his use 
of Dyggve’s thesis of the ‘Architecture of Power’: ‘G. Francovich, Il Palazzo di 
Teodorico (Rome, 1971), only restates Duval’s theses, though translated from the 
latter’s scholarly and cautious argumentation into his very own bilious language.’ See 
Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture (Harmondsworth, 1986) 466, 
fn. 24. 
55 Mango, Brazen House (1959), fig. 1; Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie 
Istanbuls (1977) fig. 263. 
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Constantinian, Palace was ‘more like that of Galerius [in Thessalonica] than that of 

Diocletian.’56 This is an ambiguous remark, given the incomplete and partially 

inconclusive state of excavations on the Thessalonica site (figs. 26-7). Nonetheless it 

must be interpreted as an argument against the highly organized and unified layout and 

fortified, castrum-like exterior of Diocletian’s Palace, and for the peristyle layout of 

high status Late Antique villas such as the villa at Casale, Piazza Armerina (II, 1: Piazza 

Armerina, fig. 28). Slobodan Ćurčić (1993) has argued that the Tetrarchic palaces at 

Thessalonica and Split take the form of cities in miniature.57  

 

The so-called Castrum form of the Late Antique palace was first identified by Swoboda, 

and has recently been proposed as a type in relation to Late Roman villas in the 

Danube-Balkan region by Mulvin.58 According to Swoboda, it was derived from the 

Roman military camp plan, and developed into a fortified villa complex that was 

characterized by a perimeter wall with frequent towers that presented an appearance 

similar to a city wall.59 Examples, usually, but not always, built in an isolated or rural 

location, include the complexes of Split/Spalato and Mogorjelo in Dalmatia (Croatia), 

Romuliana/Gamzigrad in Moesia Superior (Serbia), and Kesthely-Fenekpuszta in 

Pannonia Superior (Hungary) (figs. 29-31).60  

 

The description of this group of buildings as forming a type, that is to say as all sharing 

the same predominant characteristics may, however, be questioned. The retirement 

palace of Diocletian is, as stated above, essentially unitary in its apparent conception, 

being structured around a cross axis, about the north-south arm of which the mausoleum 

and temple are counterposed, while the southern wing facing the water is characterized 

by a monumental ambulatory, arcaded on its southern face, onto which the domestic and 

                                                
56 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 22-23. The question here is exactly what constituted 
the palace of Galerius at Thessalonica. Duval raises this question, in relation to recent 
interpretations of the site by Torp and others, and has questioned whether the complex 
at Thessalonica was, in fact, a palace at all. See N. Duval, ‘Homage a Egnar et Ingrid 
Dyggve: la Theorie du Palais du Bas-Empire et les fouilles de Thessalonique’, Ant. 
Tard. 11 (2003) 273-300. 
57 S. Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces: the Meaning of Urban Context’, AO 23, (1993) 67-
90.  
58 L. Mulvin, Late Roman Villas in the Danube-Balkan Region BAR International Series 
1064 (Oxford, 2002); idem, ‘Late Roman Villa Plans: The Danube-Balkan Region’ 
(2004) 377-410. 
59 Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (1919) 154-55. Swoboda refers to the 
‘castle-type’ of Spalato and Mogorjelo. 
60 Mulvin, Late Roman Villas in the Danube-Balkan Region (2002) 34 and figs. 82, 84. 
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representational rooms of the palace face. In this latter characteristic, it may be 

compared with Piazza Armerina, which is usually classified as a ‘luxury villa’. The 

other supposed examples of ‘Castrum’ type noted above are, in contradistinction, 

loosely arranged within the space defined by the defensive walls. Here, Mulvin’s 

typological classification of fortified villas seems inadequate, given the evident 

disparity between, for example, the cohesive layout at Salona, and the disparate internal 

layouts of other fortified villas. Instead, it may be preferable to recognize the substantial 

difference between each example, and see them as fortified enclosures, within which 

differing functional groups of buildings are located, without necessarily possessing a 

formal (architectural) relationship between them.  

 

The ‘Castrum’ type, exemplified by the Palace of Diocletian, was however considered 

by Swoboda to be a formative transitional type of the Late Antique palace, influencing 

both Byzantine and Umayyad building practices; the sixth century Byzantine complex 

of Qasr ibn Warden, for example, possesses a residential complex enclosed by a 

fortified wall (fig. 32). Like Swoboda, Henri Prost saw Diocletian’s Palace as a model 

for later palaces; in his Rome Prize project on Hagia Sophia and the Great Palace of 

1905-07, he based his reconstruction of the Great Palace upon it (figs. 33-34); this, in 

turn, appears the basis for Georges Seure’s plan of the Great Palace, of 1910 (fig. 35).61  

 

The second, domus type, which could take the form of a rustic, provincial or suburban 

villa, or of an urban house (Greek: oikos) which possessed similar formal and spatial 

characteristics, but without the agricultural function, derived from the traditional Roman 

land-owner’s house and was centred on one or more peristyle courtyards and the main 

reception rooms – usually a central reception room for the owner to meet his guests and 

clients, and a triclinium for formal dining (although these could be combined in smaller 

villas). Suburban and rural, high-status examples in the Late Antique period include 

Montmaurin in Gaul (France, fig. 37), Desenzano (Italy, fig. 38), and the villa in Casale, 

Piazza Armerina (Sicily, fig. 28).62 The association with the peristyle, a domestic 

typology derived from the Hellenistic house, was characteristic of the villa of the 

Republican and early to mid-Imperial periods, however as both Swoboda, Baldini 

Lippolis and Mulvin’s surveys have demonstrated, it was predominant but by no means 

                                                
61 G. Seure, Monuments antiques, releves et restaures par les architectes pensionnaires 
de l'Academie de France a Rome (Paris,  1910) (4 volumes). 
62 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001). 
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universal, and in particular, in the Late Antique period, other configurations, notably the 

linear villa structured by the ambulacrum or ambulatory, could be found.63  

 

Large high-status houses and palaces might combine elements of several types. Thus, 

the Domus Flavia on the Palatine Hill, although structured around a series of peristyle 

court- yards, must have presented the appearance of a fortified palace to the city below. 

Diocletian’s Palace itself was understood by Swoboda as a combination of the Roman 

provincial fortress and the ‘Portico Villa with Corner Projections,’ and Piazza Armerina 

combined the typologies of the peristyle villa and the linear ambulatory. This issue of 

the distinction between different types of high status dwelling relates to a long-standing 

debate over the purported existence of a Late Antique ‘palace type,’ to be discussed in 

the following section for its relevance to the early Great Palace. 

 

Beat Brenk has questioned the value of trying to understand the development of palace 

architecture in the Tetrarchic period of the third and fourth centuries through the 

methodology of typological classification64 thus questioning the way in which the 

layout and architecture of the Great Palace has been discussed, for example Mango’s 

comparative characterization, and also the earlier reconstructions by Jan Kosteneç 

(1999) who described the early Upper Palace in terms of the ‘Portico Villa with Corner 

Projections,’ and the sigma-form portico villa, of the type of the fourth-century villa at 

Cercadilla (Cordova), Spain (figs. 39-40), and of the fifth-century ‘Palace of Antiochus’ 

in Constantinople (fig. 41).65 In Chapter II, 1, the question of whether there can be said 

to be a palace typology, and in particular, the relationship between innovations in luxury 

villa forms and in palaces of the Late Antique and Early Byzantine period, will be 

investigated in order to shed light upon the form and symbolic structure of the early 

Great Palace.  
                                                
63 Baldini Lippolis, Op. cit.; Mulvin, ‘Late Roman Villa Plans‘ (2004). 
64 B. Brenk, ‘Innovation im Residenzbau der Spätantike,’ in idem (ed.) Innovation in 
der Spätantike  (Wiesbaden, 1996) 67-114 at 68.  
65 For the ‘palace’ at Cordoba, see C. Marquez, R. Hidalgo, P. Marfil (eds.) ‘El 
complejo monumental tardiromano de cercadilla en colonia patricia Corduba’ in A. 
Mastino (ed.), Africa Romana 20 (Sassari, 1992); R. Hidalgo, F. Alarcón, M. del 
Camino Fuertes, M. González and M. Moreno, El Criptoportico de Cercadilla. Analisis 
arquitectonico y Secuencia stratigrafica (Seville, 1996); R. Hidalgo, ‘El Triclinium 
triconque del Palatium de Córdoba’, Anales de arqueología cordobesa (Seville, 1998) 
273-300, and J. Arce, ‘Emperadores, Palacios y Villae (A propósito de la villa romana 
de Cercadilla, Córdoba’, Ant. Tard. 5 (Seville, 1997) 293-302.  
For the ‘Palace of Antiochus’, see J. Bardill, ‘The Palace of Lausus and Nearby 
Monuments in Constantinople: a Topographical Study’, AJA 101/1 (1997) 67-95. 
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Whether or not the Constantinian Palace followed the forms of the Tetrarchy, the 

question remains as to how the later Byzantine palace developed in style and character, 

and the extent to which Late Antique characteristics were preserved within the ritual of 

tradition. Brenk notes that the Tetrarchs themselves had, in the third and fourth 

centuries, sought to legitimize their rule through the adoption of building forms that, in 

certain respects, recalled those of the city of Rome. Examples include the funerary 

temple in the Palace of Maxentius in via Appia outside Rome, which adopted the form 

of the Pantheon, and the association of residence and temple in both the palatial 

retirement residences of Galerius and Diocletian, which recall the Apollo Temple in the 

House of Augustus on the Palatine.66 Ćurčić has also emphasized the emulative relation 

of the third- and early fourth-century Tetrarchic residences to the example of the 

imperial palace on the Palatine in Rome.67  

 

The contentious issue of imperial precedent in recent scholarship on early mediaeval 

and Byzantine palatine architecture impacts upon the early Great Palace. To what extent 

can both artistic and architectural forms and iconography be traced back to Imperial 

Rome? Or, conversely, were these forms derived in large part from Hellenistic, Sassanid 

and Umayyad precedents? An architectural example is the debate over the centralized 

palatine chapel such as the palatine chapel at Aachen, seen by Krautheimer as having 

derived from either imperial Roman funerary architecture or centralized palace triclinia 

(figs. 43-4). Mathews has criticized what he has termed the ‘Emperor Mystique’ 

underlying certain art historians’ approach to Byzantine culture,68 while de Francovich 

has, as noted above, rejected the existence, first proposed by Dyggve (1941) of an 

‘Architecture of Power’, a specifically palatine architectural typology intended to 

glorify the figure of the monarch, and which, it was argued, derived from the Tetrarchic 

palaces.69 As noted above, Brenk sees in the palaces of the Tetrarchic period evidence 

of substantial innovation, in which Roman building types and forms were combined 

together in novel ways, and served new functions. According to this perspective, the 

                                                
66 Brenk, ‘Innovation im Residenzbau der Spätantike’ (1996) 69-90: association of 
residence and temple. 
67 Ćurčić , ‘Late Antique Palaces’ (1993) 67. 
68 T. F. Mathews, The Clash of Gods. A Reinterpretation of Early Christian Art 
(Princeton, 1993). The critique of an ‘Imperial’ agenda in art-historical scholarship, 
however, may also run into the un-historical trap of theological dogma. 
69 E. Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum: La Basilica Ipetrale Per Cerimonie 
(Copenhagen, 1941)); de Francovich, Il Palatium di Teodorico a Ravenna (1970). 
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Palace of Constantine must be understod as the last of the Tetrarchic palaces. Certainly, 

all the known Tetrarchic palaces possessed monumental set-pieces that would have 

magnified the impression of their power. It will be argued in this thesis that the Great 

Palace, beginning with Constantine, preserved this aspect of the Tetrarchy. 

 

Mango, on the other hand, argues against the understanding of Byzantine culture in 

terms of the Classical past, arguing for a dislocation from it by the eighth century and 

rejecting a symbolic continuity. Thus, for example, the sixth century church of Hagia 

Sophia is described as possessing an ‘un-classical’ character (fig. 45).70 For Mango, 

interpretations of Byzantine culture that assert its continuity with the Classical past are 

based upon myth, rather than historical veracity. He cites evidence of a catastrophic 

decline in literacy in the post-Justinianic period in support of a fundamental shift in 

mentality.71 

 

If this post-classical shift occurred generally, it should be noted that it is within the 

Palace that survivals of classical cultural practices should be expected to be 

encountered, given the concentration of learning necessitated by the imperial 

bureaucracy, and the ideological imperative of legitimacy of rulership. Mango’s 

argument for cultural disjunction focuses on Byzantine culture from the eighth century 

onwards. Indeed, it is true that in this period many of the urban institutions and 

structures transformed or disappeared.72 Architectural form and decoration also 

changed: thus for example, Theophilus (r. 829-42) apparently built the Bryas Palace in 

imitation of Arabian palaces (figs. 46-7),73 the mid-twelfth-century Theotokos church in 

the monastery of Hosios Loukas in Greece possesses ‘kufic’ brick ornament, and design 

of the twelfth-century Great Palace hall of ‘Mouchroutas’ is thought to have been based 

upon Arabic and Seljuk Turkish examples.74 However, it will be argued in this thesis 

                                                
70 C. Mango, Byzantine Architecture (New York, 1974) 114. 
71 C. Mango, ‘Discontinuity with the Classical Past’ (1981) 48. 
72 M. Milojević, ‘Forming and Transforming Proto-Byzantine Urban Public Space’, in 
P. Allen and E. Jeffreys (eds.), The Sixth Century, End or Beginning? BA 10 
(Brisbane,1996). 
73 Theophanes Continuatus in C. Mango (transl.), The Art of the Byzantine Empire 312-
1453 (Toronto, Buffalo, London, 1986) 160. 
74 For Hosios Loukas, see Mango, Byzantine Architecture (Milan, 1976) 215; for 
Mouchroutas, see idem: ‘The Palace of the Boukoleon’, CA 45, (1997) 45. The 
Lausiakos adjoined the Chrysotriklinos of Justin II, and was built, together with the 
Justinianos hall, by Justinian II. See G. Ostrogorski, Geschichte des Byzantinischen 
Staates, (Munich, 1963) 117, fn. 1. 
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that within the Palace, certainly in the period up to the time of Constantine VII, and 

reflected in his Book of Ceremonies, there was a form of continuity, based upon 

spoliation, imitation and re-use of ancient forms. The Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall 

of the Palace is a case in point. Dark has recently argued that its first two stages date to 

the sixth and seventh centuries,75 and that the Sigma and Triconch, if they can be 

attributed to Theophilus in the ninth century, appear to follow a Late Antique model.76 

Thus, it would appear, there is evidence of the use, in the Palace of that period, of forms 

deriving from the Classical period. This is paralleled by the survival of Roman customs 

within the palace, suggesting a respect for precedent, and a limited form of continuity.77 

This continuity is not, however, capable of being reduced to a simple linear descent, by 

which we are able to trace the direct transformation of older models into evolved forms. 

Brenk notes that the earlier Tetrarchs, in their palace building projects, were at the same 

time emulative, in their desire to associate themselves with the earlier Roman emperors, 

and thus gain legitimacy, and innovative, in their novel combination of building types 

and functions, and planimetric arrangements in response to changed religious, cultural 

and topographical contexts. Such a duality may well characterize the Great Palace, built 

as the permanent seat of the new Christian Roman empire, and as such, a complex 

which had to respond to new requirements. As will be argued below, however, many of 

the individual building elements may certainly be associated with earlier Roman 

forms.78 

                                                
75 This calls into question Simon Ellis’ thesis that the Roman courtyard house had 
disappeared by the sixth century. See Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007).  
76 For fourth-century precedent, see H. Kähler, Die Villa des Maxentius bei Piazza 
Armerina (Berlin, 1973) figs. 2-3: ‘Das Kaiserliche Triklinium’. On Late Roman 
triclinia, see I. Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord: Aspects of the Rôle of Palace Triclinia in 
the Architecture of Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages’, AB 44 (1962) 1-27 and 
figs. 1-26. 
77 See, for example, E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Winter in the Great Palace: the 
Persistence of Pagan Festivals in Christian Byzantium’, BF (1995) 131-2. 
78 On continuity of Roman forms in the palace, see J. Bardill, ‘The Great Palace of the 
Byzantine Emperors and the Walker Trust Excavations,’ JRA 12 (1999) 216-230; K. R. 
Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007). 
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Chapter I Methodology 

 

I. 1. Approaches to the study of Late Antique and Early Byzantine architecture 

 

In this chapter, the disciplinary context to the study of the Great Palace will be 

discussed, in order to reveal the divergences and common ground between the 

perspectives of art and architectural history and archaeology. It will be argued that 

reactions to nationalist and Romantic interpretations of architectural symbolism have 

served to obscure the symbolic content of the structures and architectural motifs of the 

Great Palace. 

 

Any discussion of the earlier phases of the Great Palace, Guilland’s haut époque, must 

confront the context of the development of the Late Antique and Early Byzantine villa 

and palace. There are, broadly, two main approaches to this subject: firstly, the 

specifically archaeological approach, which emphasizes the relationship between the 

material evidence of palace and villa sites in relation to the implied social and economic 

context; secondly, the more specifically architectural and art historical approach which 

analyzes both the formal and topographical typologies of such sites, and the 

iconography of the subject, through which an understanding is sought of the meaning of 

particular formal motifs and their relation to the symbolic and ritual life of the palace. 

 

There is, however, considerable overlap between such methodologies. Both Swoboda, 

from an art historical approach, and Duval, from a primarily archaeological one, share a 

typologically-based perspective which sees a linkage between the Late Antique palace 

and villa as both deriving from a slow typological development. Duval, who has 

remained sceptical of attempts to isolate an intrinsically ‘palatine’ architecture, places 

particular emphasis upon the hypothesis that palaces developed directly out of the 

peristyle villa tradition.79 Swoboda, who had studied under Strzygowski in Prague, and 

                                                
79 See, in particular, N. Duval, ‘Les résidences impériales: leur rapport avec les 
problèmes de légitimité, les partages de l’empire et la chronologie des combinaisons 
dynastiques,’ in F. Paschoud and J. Szidat (eds.), Usurpationen in der Spätantike Vol. 3, 
(Stuttgart, 1997) 127-153; idem, ‘Existe-t-il une “structure palatiale” propre à 
l’Antiquité tardive’, in E. Lévy (ed.), Le Système Palatial en Orient, en Grèce et à 
Rome (Strasbourg, 1987) 463-490; idem, ‘Comment reconnaitre un palais imperial ou 
royal? Ravenne et Piazza Armerina’, FR 65/1, (1978) 27-64; idem, ‘Pourquoi une 
identification? La place de Piazza Armerina dans 1’architecture de 1’antiquite tardive 
apres la recente publication’, Opus 2 (1983) 559-71; idem, ‘Homage a Egnar et Ingrid 
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Von Schlosser in Vienna, opened up the field of the Late Antique and early mediaeval 

villa and palace with his classic study of 1919, Römische und Romanische Paläste, in 

which he traced the ‘genealogical’ development of the villa from its Hellenistic origins 

through the period of the Roman peristyle and portico villa types, and the innovations of 

the Tetrarchic period, focusing on Diocletian’s retirement palace at Salona as a 

transitional stage, before arriving at the early mediaeval, so-called Romanesque 

(‘Romanische’) palace.80 The villa and palace were not discussed at all in relation to 

their function and economy, but rather to their formal development. However, in a late 

essay, Swoboda emphasized the symbolic importance of certain formal motifs in palace 

design, thus aligning his position closer to the iconological approaches of Krautheimer, 

Baldwin Smith, Strzygowski, l’Orange, Dyggve, Sauvaget, and Grabar, who interpreted 

the symbolic aspects of palatine architecture – the ‘Architecture of Power’ of the 

emperors, kings and caliphs.81 These scholars, furthermore, employed an iconographical 

approach, derived from art historical studies, in seeking to elucidate the symbolic 

meanings of early mediaeval palaces.82 Bandmann sought to establish the relationship 

between associated meanings and the use of particular forms in mediaeval architecture. 

Thus, for example, the Constantinian basilican church was said to have derived from the 

imperial palatine hall of reception, and this was argued to reflect a transmutation of the 

meanings of the ‘Kaiserkult’ (Emperor Cult) of the tetrarchic period.83 In an influential 

                                                                                                                                          
Dyggve: la Theorie du Palais du Bas-Empire et les fouilles de Thessalonique’, Ant. 
Tard. 11 (2003) 273-300. 
80 Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (Vienna, 1919) 
81 K. M. Swoboda, ‘The Problem of the Iconography of Late Antique and Early 
Mediaeval Palaces,’ JSAH 20/2 (1961) 78-89. 
82 For studies on the symbolism of Late Antique and early mediaeval architecture, see 
A. Grabar, Martyrium (London, 1972); E. Baldwin Smith, The Dome: A Study in the 
History of Ideas, (Princeton Mass.,1951); idem, Architectural Symbolism of Rome and 
the Middle Ages, (Princeton Mass.,1956); R. Krautheimer, ‘Introduction to an 
“Iconography of Medieval Architecture,”’ in idem, Studies in Early Christian, 
Medieval, and Renaissance Art, (London, New York, 1971) 115-150; G. Bandmann, 
Early Medieval Architecture as Bearer of Meaning, (New York, 1998). For 
bibliography: I. Uytterhoeven, ‘Housing in Late Antiquity: Thematic Perspectives’ and 
‘Housing in Late Antiquity: Regional Perspectives’, in L. Lavan, L. Özgenel and A. 
Sarantis (eds.), Housing in Late Antiquity: From Palaces to Shops (Leiden, 2007). 
83 G. Bandmann, Early Medieval Architecture as Bearer of Meaning, (1998) 87-88. 
Against Bandmann’s theory, see R. Branner, review, AB, 35/4 (1953) 307-310. For 
imagery of emperor worship and early Christian imagery, see A. Grabar, L’empereur 
dans l’art byzantin (Paris, 1936); A. Alföldi, Die Ausgestaltung des monarchischen 
Zeremoniells am römischen Kaiserhoffe, (Rome, 1934), reproduced in A. Alföldi, Die 
monarchische Repräsentation im Römischen Kaiserreiche (Darmstadt, 1970); H. P. 
L’Orange, Studies on the iconography of Cosmic Kingship in the Ancient World (Oslo-
Cambridge, Mass., 1953). 
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essay, the architect and archaeologist Ejnar Dyggve proposed, on the basis of his study 

of the Palace of Galerius at Thessalonica and that of Diocletian at Split, and his 

interpretation of the ‘palatium’ mosaic in the church of San Appolinare in Ravenna, a 

theory of the so-called ‘Architecture of Power’ constituted by the use of motifs 

developed within palace architecture, which were translated into early mediaeval church 

architecture – thus the ‘glorificatory façade' and the ‘hypaethral basilica.’84  

 

I.2. Architectural iconology and critiques of the iconological approach 

 

I.2.1 Architectural iconology  

In his seminal essay, ‘Introduction to an “Iconography of Medieval Architecture,”’ 

Richard Krautheimer argued that, in contrast to the post-Renaissance and modern 

conception of architecture, for mediaeval minds the meaning content of architecture was 

its most important element.85 The study of a building’s symbolic meaning constitutes 

the iconography of architecture. Krautheimer proposed that this constitutes an 

iconography of architecture that should be used, in addition to the study of function and 

form, in attempting to understand the architecture of pre-modern periods. Significantly, 

he noted the very imprecise nature of the motifs, that were effected not through rigorous 

typology but through symbolic image. Thus, the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem was 

emulated in a series of churches of the Holy Sepulchre and baptisteries, not through a 

close architectonic resemblance, but rather through the adoption of a central plan and, 

perhaps, of superimposed dwarf galleries.  

 

An influential aspect of the methodology of Krautheimer is the emphasis upon 

comparative typological analysis through which abstract categories were developed, 

again in the ‘Kunstgeschichte’ tradition of the Vienna School. These categories 

functioned like archetypes, through which symbolic forms could be transmuted from 

one context, in this case pagan, into the new, Christian context. A theme that is common 

to the scholarship of Krautheimer and Ćurčić, building upon the earlier studies of 

architectural symbolism, is the influence of the symbolic forms of the ‘Kaiserkult’ upon 

                                                
84 Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (1941). This theory has, as noted above, been 
rejected by Duval and Geza de Francovich who locate the palace within the 
development of the villa-domus type. See G. de Francovich, Il Palatium di Teodorico a 
Ravenna e la cosidetta “architettura di potenza.” (Rome, 1970). 
85 Krautheimer, ‘Introduction to an “Iconography of Mediaeval Architecture,”’ (1969) 
115-150. 
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later, Christian building forms. Such an approach can, however, run the risk of 

becoming generalist, as it involves diachronic analysis, and thus tends not to engage in 

detailed interpretation of individual examples within their specific historical and 

cultural contexts, while often drawing ahistorical analogies and correspondences.86  

 

Opposition to the iconological approach has, in part, derived from the association made 

between symbolism in early mediaeval architecture and ethnic origins. In his book, Rom 

oder Orient: Beiträge zur Geschichte der spätantiken und frühchristlichen Kunst 

(1901), Strzygowski advocated the origins of Late Roman, Early Byzantine and Islamic 

architecture in the Persian East.87 His thesis was, before the scholarly distanciation 

effected by the First World War, apparently accepted by a wide spectrum of scholars.88 

Strzygowski’s reputation continued into the 1920s, despite the refutation by other 

scholars of some of his central theses, notably the disproving by Ernst Herzfeld of his 

attribution of the Mschatta Palace as a Sasanid precedent for Byzantine and Western 

mediaeval architecture.89 In spite of growing criticisms of Strzygowski, significant 

figures involved in the archaeology of Istanbul still supported him. Wharton notes that 

Edmund Wiegand, the Director of the German Great Palace excavations in 

collaboration with Ernest Mamboury, writing in 1923 ‘…supported a modified notion 

of Strzygowski’s generative East.’90 Marchand has noted Strzygowski’s increasingly 

                                                
86 Branner review of Bandmann, Mittelalterliche Architektur (1953) 307-310. 
87 J. Strzygowski, Orient oder Rom (Leipzig, 1901); idem, ‘The origin of Christian art,’ 
BM 20/105 (1911) 146, 149-153. See also J. Elsner, ‘The birth of late antiquity: Riegl 
and Strzygowski in 1901,’ AH 25 (2002) 358-379.  
88 Thus, the major works of Earl Baldwin Smith evidence in their emphasis on an 
Eastern origin for Western architectural forms, the influence of Strzygowski. On the 
influence exerted by Strzygowski on American scholarship, see K. Brush, ‘German 
Kunstwissenschaft and the Practice of Art History in America after World War I. 
Interrelationships, Exchanges, Contexts’, MJK 26 (1999) 7-36. 
89 Ernst Herzfeld used complex stylistic analysis to attribute the Mschatta Palace, not to 
the pre-Islamic Sasanid period, but rather to the early eighth century and the Umayyads. 
This complex was not a source for early Byzantine architecture, but possibly in part 
derived from it. Herzfeld, however, exhibited comparable racial and ethnic bias in his 
anaysis, referring to stone Sasanid buildings as ‘those miserable structures’ and 
claiming that the ‘unsuitable soil…. of the Eastern provinces’ caused the perfection of 
Hellenistic stonework to deteriorate, and become ‘bastardised.’ See E. Herzfeld, ‘The 
Genesis of Islamic Art and the Problem of Mshatta,’ in J. M. Bloom (ed.), Early Islamic 
Art and Architecture, (Aldershot, Burlington Vt. 2002) 7-86. 
90 Wharton, Refiguring the Post-Classical City, (1999) 3. Wiegand was the German 
director of extensive excavation campaigns at Istanbul, Priene, Miletus, Didyma and 
Samos. He returned to Berlin in 1911 to take the post of Director of the Department of 
Classical Antiquity of the Royal Museum at Berlin.  



 48 

Nietzscheian and nationalist tone in the 1930s.91 Writing in 1939, an erstwhile 

supporter, the American architectural historian Baldwin Smith, perhaps embarrassed by 

the tone of Strzygowski’s later racially-tinged writings in the context of the impending 

war, turned on Strzygowski and his use of the comparative method to make attributions, 

while, however, noting Strzygowski’s previous value. 92 

 

However, writing as late as 1949, the Director of the University of St. Andrew’s second 

excavation campaign at the Great Palace, David Talbot Rice, revealed his sympathy 

towards Strzygowski’s position in a letter responding to an article in the Burlington 

Magazine by the Marxist art historian Theodore Antal: 

It is still hardly generally realised how vital are the links that bind [art] to 
social, economic, and at times also political history. Indeed, it is possible 
to go even further, and to suggest a similar relationship between art and 
geography and art and race. 93  

 

Talbot Rice noted that he had written on the subject of art and race before the war, and 

confirmed his agreement with Strzygowski’s methodology, noting approvingly 

Strzygowski’s practice of filling in architectural ‘lacunae’ by reference to comparable 

examples of monuments ‘…from other areas where similar natural surroundings and a 

similar cultural background existed.’94 Clearly, Strzygowski’s more extreme theories 

lack credibility. However it is argued here that the attempt to discredit the iconological 

approach has obscured its potential to enrich our understanding of the cultural meanings 

of Late Antique and mediaeval architecture. In the following section, therefore, such 

critiques will be evaluated. 

 

  

                                                
91 In a text of 1933 Strzygowski defended his Nordic thesis: 

The ossified humanist, obstinately clinging to his Mediterranean creed, has 
today become unnecessary. Moreover, he is now the avowed enemy of the 
German Volk, for [the Volk] has the right to its northern standpoint in 
scholarship, just as the Latin races have [the right] to the Mediterranean 
creed.  

See S. A. Marchand, ‘The Rhetoric of Artifacts and the Decline of Classical Humanism: 
The Case of Josef Strzygowski,’ History and Theory, 33, 4, Theme Issue 33: Proof and 
Persuasion in History, (Dec. 1994) 106-130. 
92 E. Baldwin Smith, review of J. Strzygowski, l’Ancien art chretien de Syrie, in 
Speculum 14 (1939) 124. 
93 D. Talbot Rice, ‘Method of Art History,’ BM  91, 554 (1949) 142. 
94 Op. cit. 142. 
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I.2.2 Critics of the Iconological approach 

Duval, de Francovich and Mango have expressed skepticism toward the notion of 

architectural forms having a foundation in the symbolic representation of power 

relations, and, toward grand theories of the origin of architectural motifs. Duval 

positions such theories within the political context of inter-war authoritarian regimes,95 

and by implication would appear to link them to the arguments of Strzygowski. De 

Francovich, as noted above, attempted to refute the thesis of a symbolism of rulership, 

the ‘Architecture of Power’ thesis developed by Ejnar Dyggve, who had used the 

examples of Diocletian’s Palace at Split, the ‘Palace’ mosaic in the church of San 

Appolinare Nuovo in Ravenna, and the so-called ‘Palace of the Exarchs’ to argue for a 

palace typology of hypaethral hall, raised stage of acclamation with framing colonnade 

and pediment, or fronton, and imperial hall beyond.96 This typology was rejected by 

both Duval and de Francovich, whose critical approach appears to have been intended 

as a refutation of the methodology of the Vienna School, the approach of which is 

exemplified by the title of a book (1923) by Dvořák, one of its earlier Professors,: 

Kunstgeschichte als Geistesgeschichte (Art History as Intellectual History), in which he 

proposed the integration of art history with the history of ideas. The art work was not to 

be considered solely as an isolated object, but rather the outcome of a cultural milieu, 

thus forming part of the zeitgeist.97 Implicit in Dvořák’s approach was a philosophically 

imbued idealism, and a reliance on a priori concepts. In contrast to the study of 

architectural symbolism in palatine architecture, Mango has focused upon sociological, 

economic and technical factors, concentrating upon ‘practical’ aspects such as 

techniques: masonry practices, and technical innovations.98 While granting that 

symbolic meaning (or sympathetic association) was central to the mediaeval mind, he 

finds an iconological analysis of the sort undertaken by Krautheimer,99 and its reliance 

on such abstractions, to be of little practical use.100 

                                                
95 Duval, ‘Existe-t-il une «Structure palatiale» propre à l’Antiquité tardive?’ (1987) 465. 
96 G. de Francovich, Il Palatium di Teodorico a Ravenna (1970). 
97 W. M. Johnston, The Austrian Mind: An Intellectual and Social History, 1848-1938, 
(Los Angeles, 1976) 154-55. 
98 See, for example, Mango, Byzantine Architecture (1974). This emphasis upon the 
building techniques of Byzantine architecture has been continued by R. Ousterhout, 
Master Builders of Byzantium (Princeton, New Jersey, 1999). 
99 Krautheimer, ‘Introduction to an “Iconography of Mediaeval Architecture,”’ JWCI 5 
(1942) 1-33. 
100 C. Mango, ‘Approaches to Byzantine Architecture,’ Muqarnas VIII (1991) 42: 

The only trouble with the symbolic approach is that once we have granted 
the celestial meaning of the dome, the imperial connotations of the 
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The history of Byzantine architecture...came to be seen as a battleground 
of various ‘elements’, some Hellenistic or Roman, others seeping in from 
the Orient, and the most controversial questions concerned the 
geographical origins of this or that element, e.g., the squinch or the 
pendentive, and, more generally, the primacy of East or West.101  

 

Mango de-emphasizes the symbolic content of Byzantine architecture, raising doubts 

about the value of iconological analysis, and instead emphasizes the uses to which 

buildings were put, the social and economic context within which they were situated, 

and the technology used to construct them, posing such questions as, for example, how 

the changes in liturgical performance affected the design of churches.102 There is thus 

no distinction between building, as a series of constructional practices, and architecture, 

as both an art and a science of building. Typology is only used in an instrumental way – 

accordingly, a new building type may be interpreted as a response to changes in liturgy, 

or the availability of construction materials. Thus, Mango’s approach is primarily 

objective and empirical, eschewing symbology. However, while certain typological 

classifications may be used within archaeology, the classification of architectural 

typology is problematic if used as a dating tool for Late Antique architecture, as is 

evidenced by the wide disparity in the dating of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall of 

the Great Palace discovered by the St. Andrews University team (see below: .103 As will 

be discussed in Part Two, Late Antique typological forms appear to have been 

constructed within the Great Palace well into the early mediaeval period, suggesting 

that, to their builders, forms and motifs such as the Sigma and Triconch, the Apsed Hall 

and Peristyle Courtyard, and the centrally-planned bath house, had a significance that 

transcended mere function and constructional convenience. 

 

It is proposed in this thesis that a cautious return to the issue of architectural meaning – 

its symbolism and the meaning ascribed to particular forms – will be of value in making 

more sense of the early Great Palace. As Luchterhand has revealed through his study of 

the Papal Palace of the Lateran and early Carolingian palaces, specific architectural 

                                                                                                                                          
ciborium, the towered gate, and other such features, it is difficult to put it 
to any further use; and it certainly does not help to explain the multiplicity 
of forms that the architectural historian has to deal with. 

101 Op. cit., 40. 
102 T. F. Mathews, The Early Churches of Constantinople: Architecture and Liturgy 
(Philadelphia, 1971). 
103 On the dating of the mosaic, see infra, II.3.  
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motifs do appear to have become imbued with particular connotations of kingship.104 

Elements such as the raised passage, the ceremonial gateway, and the monumental poly- 

lobate reception hall were appropriated from the example of the Great Palace and 

deployed in emulation of the original. The configuration of halls in the Great Palace, 

notably the Chryotriklinos, Kainourgion and Mouchroutas is argued by Ćurčić to have 

formed a precedent for the representation in the palatine chapel of the Norman King 

Roger II in Palermo of that ruler’s imperial aspirations (figs. 49-52).105 Associated with 

such forms was the development of elaborate ‘imperial’ ceremonial in the palaces of the 

Popes, such as processions, musical accompaniment and choral performance, while the 

Carolingians imported the practice of antiphonal choral singing and, significantly, organ 

music being played for court ceremonies.106 The consideration of these emulative 

practices in relation to architectural ascription reveals a richer dimension to the 

architecture and ceremonial of the Great Palace than can be given by archaeological 

evidence alone (see Chapter III, 1, ‘Meaning and Symbolism in the Great Palace’). 

 

In addition to analyzing the symbolic meanings of the Great Palace, this thesis will also 

address its topographical layout, based upon the available archaeological records and 

textual sources. The layout and buildings of the Palace will then be compared with those 

of other Late Antique and early mediaeval palaces. In the following chapter, evidence 

for the topography and architecture of the palace will be adduced through an analysis of 

both precedents and texts. 

  

                                                
104 M. Luchterhandt, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo III.’ 
(Mainz,1999) 109-122; idem, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil. Der Westen und die byzantinische 
Hofkultur im Frühmittelalter’, in F. A. Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, 
Byzas 5 (2006) 171-211. 
105 S. Ćurčić, ‘Some Palatine Aspects of the Cappella Palatina in Palermo’, DOP 41. 
(1987) 125-44. Another probable source of influence is the Magnaura, within which the 
emperor would receive ambassadors in the Middle Byzantine period. It has been 
reconstructed in its later form (possibly rebuilt under Basil I) as a domed structure, with 
an east-west directed nave (cross in square). See J. Kostenec, ‘Studies on the Great 
Palace in Constantinople II. The Magnaura’, Byzantinoslavica 60/1 (1999) 161-182. 
106 Luchterhand, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil’ (2006) 171-211 at 187-90. The acquisition, by 
the Franks, of an organ, previously the preserve of the Byzantine Court, was seen as a 
demonstration of matching their splendour within the Carolingian Court. 
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Chapter II Interpreting the Palace 

 

II.1. Interpreting the Great Palace through Precedent 

 

II.1.1 Introduction 

In this section, the typology and iconography of the early Great Palace will be discussed 

in relation to the scholarship on Late Antique high-status villas and palaces. 

Specifically, the question will be investigated as to whether the Great Palace can be 

understood as a continuation of Late Antique palatine building practices and types, or as 

a site of innovations. Thus, is it correct to characterize the architecture of the Great 

Palace up to the period of the Arab invasions as Late Roman in character? Can 

apparently later structures, such as the Sigma and Triconch, be considered to possess a 

similar character? Given the clear influence of the Great Palace on Western European 

architecture of the early mediaeval period, does this problematize the periodization of 

architecture into the categories of Roman, Romanesque or Byzantine? Finally, does the 

emulation of early palace forms in later palace buildings suggest a continuity, or 

mimicry? Related to this, can Mango’s thesis of the rupture in the classical tradition in 

the seventh to eighth centuries be maintained, or does it need to be reconsidered in light 

of the evidence presented by the Great Palace? Can the characterization, therefore, of 

Byzantine culture and specifically, architecture, of this period as Eastern-oriented be 

similarly questioned? The unfinished debate begun with the Orient oder Rom debate is 

unavoidably resumed. The question of the degree of continuity with the classical period 

in Byzantine architecture, will therefore be interrogated through the analysis of palatial 

precedents for the Great Palace, in order to examine the degree of continuity in both 

building type, and in building usage. 

 

II.1.2. Definitions of ‘Villa’ and ‘Palace’ 

The Constantinian Palace in Constantinople has been discussed within the context of 

Late Roman architecture as a development of building practices of the Tetrarchic 

period. Baldini Lippolis, Corlaita and others have analyzed the development of 

architectural typologies within the urban domus, suburban and provincial villa, and the 

urban palace during this period.107 Scagliarini Corlàita in particular has identified what 

                                                
107 I. Baldini Lippolis, ‘Case e palazzi a Costantinopoli tra IV e VI secolo,’ Corsi di 
cultura sull’arte ravennate e bizantina 41 (1994) 279-311; D. Scagliarini Corlaita 
‘Domus-villae-palatia. Convergenze e divergenze nelle tipologie architettoniche,’ in J. 



 54 

she describes as a dynamic triangle of influence between the three residential types, a 

Lautverschiebung, or ‘phonetic shift’, that occurred between them.108 Given such 

organic interrelationships, the question arises as to whether there is a building typology, 

and urban morphology, that could be defined as palatine. That is to say, was there an 

identifiable difference between villa, domus and palatium? In the previous chapter the 

question was discussed as to whether there could be identified motifs and forms specific 

to the palace, and which contributed to the ‘glorification’ of the monarch. This 

fundamental question is related to the question of the symbolism of palatine 

architecture, and more generally that of symbolic meaning to architecture, and how its 

study should relate to the ‘scientific’ analysis of buildings in relation to the economic 

and social structures that produced them. The distinction between the aristocratic villa 

and the palace is by no means easy to clarify, given that they share typological 

elements. 

 

Arce notes that the aristocratic villa and urban domus were required to furnish the 

elements appropriate to the life of the class of the proprietor: ‘…the ideal of otium 

(leisure) in contrast with negotium (business) represents a way of life [for the Roman 

aristocracy].’109 Thus the urban domus was to, ideally, include elements of the rustic, or 

arcadian life, as rus in urbe and conversely, the rural villa would include those urban 

elements that were deemed appropriate for a cultivated aristocrat: as well as the 

necessary functions of agricultural industry, such as raising livestock, cultivating fields, 

growing vines and olives and producing wine, the villa provided the opportunity for 

other leisured activities, such as crafts, leisure, study, receptions of visiting aristocrats, 

functionaries or rulers, bathing and the practice of religion. Indeed, the owner’s living 

quarters in these great villas was termed pars urbana, while the operational section of 

the villa was the pars rustica.110 The physical fabric of these domūs participated in the 

spectacle and ritual of everyday life. Thus, the layout of the buildings, including the 

peristyle courtyards, nymphaea, reception rooms for representation and dining, the 

decorative programme of floor mosaics, the wall frescoes and sometimes ceiling 

                                                                                                                                          
Ortalli and M. Heinzelmann (eds.), Abitare in citta. La Cisalpina tra impero e 
medioevo. Leben in der Stadt (Wiesbaden, 2003) 153-72. 
108 Corlaita, ‘Domus-villae-palatia’ (2003) 153. 
109 J. Arce, ‘Otium et negotium: the great estates, 4th-7th century,’ in L. Webster and M. 
Brown (eds.), The Transformation of the Roman World, AD 400-900 (London, 1997) 
19-32 at 19. 
110 Loc. cit. See also: A. Wallace-Hadrill, ‘The Villa as Cultural Symbol’, in A. Frazer 
(ed.), The Roman Villa: Villa Urbana  (Pennsylvania, 1990) 44. 
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mosaics, participated in the identification of certain privileged rooms and spatial routes, 

heightening the perceived status, taste and education of the dominus.111 Thus, there was 

a typological overlap between the suburban and provincial villa, and the urban domus 

(townhouse) such as the so-called Palace of Botaneiates.112 To further complicate 

matters, the Greek term of oikos is also used to refer to fourth- and fifth-century 

aristocratic villas in Constantinople.113 In this thesis, the oikos and the urban domus will 

be interchangeable. 

 

Linda Mulvin further functionally distinguishes between the Late Roman villa and the 

category of the Roman rural farmhouse, the former combining both residential and 

agricultural functions, and usually, in the Late Antique period being based upon the 

slave and bonded serf economy. Late Antique aristocratic villas were at the heart of 

what were often vast rural estates, generating equally vast wealth for the proprietors.114 

Mulvin defines such villas as: 

…a place in the country, owned by a Roman or Romanized landowner, 
normally (but not always) associated with farming, in most cases 
comprising a single residence, with some expression of Roman elements 
and more often than not with connotations of luxury or relaxation, standing 
either on its own, or at the heart of a complex of more functional buildings 
and integrated into the social and economic environment of the Roman 
world.115 
 

This accords with Tim Potter’s description of the Roman villa as ‘a country house 

meant to impress.’116 This definition needs to be modified in recognition of the fact that 

aristocratic villas were frequently built within, or adjacent to, the urban territory of the 

                                                
111 See, for example S. P. Ellis, ‘Power, architecture and decor: how the Late Roman 
aristocrat appeared to his guests,’ in E. Gazda (ed.), Roman Art in the Private Sphere. 
(Michigan, 1991) 117-34; Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001); idem, ‘Case e 
palazzi a Costantinopoli (1994); Corlaita ‘Domus-villae-palatia’ (2003).  
112 W. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls (Tübingen, 1977) 41 and 
fig. 14. Mamboury associates this structure with the later palace of the Genoese Podesta 
Calamano. See E. Mamboury, ‘Les fouilles Byzantines à Istanbul et dans sa banlieue 
immédiate aux XIX et XXe siècles,’ Byzantion 11 (1936) 229-283, at 248 and fn. 1. 
113 P. Magdalino, ‘Aristocratic Oikoi in the Tenth and Eleventh Regions of Constantin-
ople,’ in N. Necipoğlu (ed.), Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments, Topography and 
Everyday Life (Leiden, 2001) 53-69, cf. 55-6. Magdalino equates domus and oikoi in 
referring to the residences of members of the imperial family. He does not further 
distinguish such residences from a palace, referring to them in fact as ‘palatial 
residences.’  
114 Mulvin, Late Roman Villas in the Danube-Balkan Region, BAR International Series 
1064 (Oxford, 2002); idem, ‘Late Roman Villa Plans’ (2004) 377-410. 
115 Mulvin, ‘Late Roman Villa Plans’ (2004) 381. 
116 T. W. Potter, Roman Britain (London, 1997). 
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city of Rome, as demonstrations of the wealth and importance of the owner. A 

monumental example may be provided by the villa in the Licinian Gardens in Rome, of 

which the so-called temple of Minerva Medica has been associated, which approaches a 

palace-like scale in its extent and architectural ostentation.117 Clearly, however, every 

monumental villa-like residence in a metropolitan setting cannot be defined as a palace. 

A complication of interpretation lies in the distinction between villa, defined by Percival 

as existing in a rural setting, and town house or aedes.118 Aristocratic Roman urban 

residences, however, had the characteristic of sometimes being situated within a park-

like setting, thereby blurring the typological distinction between them and, for example, 

(scale aside) Hadrian’s villa at Tivoli. 

 

Simon Ellis’ definition of a villa is direct: the term ‘villa’ pertains to a romanized house 

of Late Antique style, of which the high-status examples were usually (but not always) 

structured around a peristyle courtyard. Significantly, Ellis has placed the last peristyle 

house in the mid sixth century,119 implying that the Romanized life that would support 

this house type did not exist by this date.120 How then to explain Dark and Bardill’s 

dating of the St. Andrews mosaic peristyle building as being as late as the reign of 

Heraclius in the seventh century?121 Surely this building type could be interpreted as 

‘Roman’ in style, a peristyle villa with its apsidal basilican hall on an axis with the 

courtyard? Ken Dark has recently demonstrated through archaeological, iconographic 

and typological evidence that the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall was post-Justinianic, 

and that the date of the mosaic phase can probably be narrowed between c. 565 and 697, 

and was arguably built in the reign of Heraclius. On this basis, and on that of the form 

of the Triconch and Apse complex, which, on the evidence of Theophanus Continuatus, 

Dark ascribes to Theophilus (r. 829-842), he argues that Roman building types 

continued to be constructed in Constantinople, and in particular within the Great Palace, 

until the ninth century.122 The late survival of these types could be attributed to an 

intention to emulate the buildings of earlier periods, and that of Constantine in 
                                                
117 J. Donovan, Rome, Ancient and Modern, four vols. (Rome, 1844) Vol. 4, 637. See 
also: J. B. Ward-Perkins, ‘Imperial Mausolea and Their Possible Influence on Early 
Christian Central-Plan Buildings,’ JSAH 25, 4 (1966) 297-299; Krautheimer, 
‘Introduction to an “Iconography of Mediaeval Architecture,”’ JWCI 5 (1942) 1-33, at 
23. 
118 J. Percival, The Roman Villa, an Historical Introduction, (London, 1976) 14. 
119 S. Ellis, ‘The End of the Roman House,’ AJA 92/4 (Oct., 1988), 565-576. 
120 Op. cit., 565. 
121 J. Bardill, Brickstamps of Constantinople 2 vols. (Oxford, N. Y., 2004).134-146.  
122 Dark, ‘Roman architecture’ (2007) cf. 15-19. 
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particular, examples of which were visible within the Great Palace until at least the 

tenth century, if not later.  

 

II.1.3. Formal Typology and Iconography of the Late Antique Villa 

While Duval has argued that there is no clearly identifiable architectural language of 

Late Antique palaces, and that on the contrary, they seem to have shared many elements 

in common with aristocratic villas, more recently Baldini Lippolis and Corlàita have 

revised his argument in suggesting instead that there was a complex interplay between 

palace and villa. Corlàita argues that there was a close developmental interrelation 

between domus, villa and palatium – while the palace derived its typology from the 

villa, it developed certain specific elements that were then emulated in luxury villas and 

domūs.123 Baldini Lippolis similarly argues that in luxury Late Antique villas there is 

evidence of emulation of Tetrarchic palatine models, particularly with respect to the 

rooms of representation, which she identifies as having undergone a substantial 

transformation both in typology and layout during this period, as a consequence of 

senatorial families taking on a more representational role outside Rome, in which their 

dwellings adopted, as a consequence, spaces of a more representational character.124 

Grand domūs also possessed similar elements to palaces – Olympiadorus wrote that 

‘every domus in Rome had the features of a small city: a hippodrome, forum, fountains, 

and several baths…’125 As this does not characterize a typical domus, perhaps he was 

referring to aristocratic and imperial town palaces, of the Sessorian type. 

 

The elements, in particular, that appear in such houses are the following: halls of 

representation, usually taking the elongated apsidal form of a basilica; in larger houses, 

the separation of the functions of reception and dining, with a second hall, often 

triconchal or polylobate, serving for dining; a peristyle courtyard as the main element of 

circulation and spatial distribution; nymphaea, often related to dining spaces; floor 

mosaic and wall painting in ceremonial spaces and the hierarchically most important 

circulation spaces. An additional characteristic, found for example at the villa at Piazza 

                                                
123 D. Scagliarini Corlàita, ‘Domus Villae Palatia’  (2003) 168: 

Domus, villae and palatia are bound together through a continuous 
interaction: the domus defines the residential canonical features, the villa 
works out the most innovative solutions while the palatium promotes these 
experiences to high prestige levels, becoming a model itself to be imitated 
for private domestic architecture (author’s translation). 

124 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 50. 
125 Olympiadorus, cited by Sfameni, ‘Villas in Late Antique Italy’ (2004) 349. 



 58 

Armerina, was the long covered portico between the end, basilican hall and triconch and 

the peristyle courtyard – a kind of xystus (fig. 28).126 Late Antique houses were 

frequently on two levels, often with private reception rooms on the upper level.  

 

The overall layout of such houses evidences a shift from the Hellenistic or Early 

Imperial houses, which had been characterized by the transition from a street vestibule, 

through to an atrium courtyard, proceeding through passages at the side of the tablinum, 

roughly equating to the room of daily business of the proprietor, into a peristylar 

courtyard, off which the more private rooms might be found.127 In the high-status Late 

Antique villa, however, there was an increased emphasis on ceremony, through which 

social relationships were both expressed and regulated through spatial sequences, which 

eventually culminated in the room of representation of the owner of the house, the 

dominus, usually located on the far side of the major peristyle. Within the basilican hall, 

the throne of the dominus would be typically placed on a raised platform, signifying 

simply but effectively his elevated station with respect to his clients. Wall paintings and 

floor mosaics were used to heighten the significance of the ceremonial routes, and 

rooms of representation and reception of the house.128 Such elements were by no means 

rare. Thus there have been found a number of rooms of representation in both villas and 

urban residences that have taken on complex forms: basilican, octagonal, triconchal, 

and polylobate,129 while a number of examples of semicircular vestibules and courts 

have been found, for example at Montmaurin (fig. 37),130 and the Palace of the Giants 

(fig. 53),131 and the House to the north of Leoforas Olgas in Athens.132 Some of the 

private rooms of unknown function, such as the octagonal chamber to the south-east of 

the Palace of the Giants, share the complexity of form. Baldini Lippolis is in accordance 

                                                
126 Infra, Part One, II.1: ‘Precedents and Analogues for the Great Palace (viii) The Late 
Antique Villa at Casale, Piazza Armerina. 
127 A. Wallace Hadrill, ‘Rethinking the Roman atrium house,’ in R. Laurence and A. 
Wallace-Hadrill (eds.) Domestic Space in the Roman World: Pompeii and Beyond, 
(Portsmouth, Rhode Island, 1997) 219-240; L. Bek, ‘Questiones Conviviales: the Idea 
of the Triclinium and the Staging of Convivial Ceremony from Rome to Byzantium,’ 
AR 12 (1983) 81-107, cf. 82-86 on the Pompeiian house.  
128 On the use of decoration within the ceremonial layout of the Late Antique luxury 
house, see S. Scott, ‘The power of images in the late-Roman house,’ in Laurence and 
Wallace-Hadrill (eds.) Domestic Space in the Roman World (1997) 53-67; Baldini 
Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 69-79. 
129 See Villa of Desenzano, in Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica, fig. 7, 55. 
130 Op. cit. fig. 6, 54. 
131 Op. cit. 154, 157-9 
132 Op. cit. 149-50. 
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with Scagliarini Corlàita in stating the impossibility of inferring anything from the form 

other than a ‘…desire to evoke the models of aulic [that is, palatine] architecture.’133 

 

Other room functions of these high-status villas include libraries, suites of private 

rooms as at Piazza Armerina, rectangular and circular staircase towers for the owners to 

connect between levels, thermal baths – an indication of the wealth of the owner, given 

the expense of supplying water to them, private chapels and cultic shrines, gardens,134 

service rooms and courts: kitchen, public and private latrines, and cisterns for the 

storage of drinking water.135 It is clear, in summary, that the circulation systems and 

reception rooms of Late Antique villas had taken on a new, much more significant role, 

reflecting the economic and juridical role of the great landowners in this period.  

 

Simon Ellis identifies three types of reception rooms in Roman villas: the triclinium: a 

usually apsidal dining room used for family and close friends; a grand dining hall of 

three or more apses used for formal dinners, and an audience hall, usually single-apsed, 

located close to the main entrance to the house, and separated from the street by a 

vestibule, that was utilized for functions of trade or public affairs. The audience hall 

focused on the enthroned figure of the dominus, who would usually gain entry through a 

door in the apse (fig. 54).136 Such elements existed at a greater scale in the Great Palace. 

Thus, the typology of the dining hall is evident in descriptions of the monumental 19-

apsed triclinium of the Palace, the Great Triclinium, or Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, 

which was as much as 135 m. long, and in which entertainments are known to have 

taken place (figs. 55-6 and Ch. III).137 Similarly, another hall, the Augusteous, was a 

                                                
133 Op. cit. 64. 
134 The subject of gardens is particularly relevant to the situation of the Great Palace. 
Several are attested, notably the basins and fountains, with trees and  vines, that could 
occupy the interior of peristyle courtyards, as with the Anadendradion in front of the 
later Magnaura, presumably incorporating water basins and nymphaea, and the 
Mésokèpion, the garden of Basil I below the Nea Ekklesia. These gardens would appear 
to have possessed elements common to Roman gardens – ambulatories under bowers 
with vines, fountains and water channels, and fruit trees. It would be reasonable to 
expect to find similar gardens in the early palace. See A. Littlewood, ‘Gardens of the 
Palaces,’ in H. Maguire (ed.), Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 1204 (Washington 
D. C.,1997) 13-38. 
135 Op. cit. 53-69. 
136 S. Ellis, ‘Early Byzantine Housing,’ in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004) 37-52. 
137 This approximation of the size of the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita is based upon the 
measurement of typologically analogous triclinium to the north of the Palace of 
Antiochus, and Luchterhand’s estimation of the polylobate reception halls of the 
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crown reception room with central apse, suggesting a basilican form, like the central 

hall of Piazza Armerina. Like many Late Antique villas, the Augusteous connected to 

private quarters such as the koiton of the Octagon.138 These Late Roman elements were 

later emulated in other palaces, notably the Lateran Palace in the late eighth- to early-

ninth century, and the Carolingian palaces at Aachen and Ingelheim. Their emulation 

suggests both a visual expression political contestation between the eighth, and early 

ninth century Popes, and the Carolingian emperors on the one hand, and the Byzantine 

emperors on the other, and also an identification with the cultural patrimony of the 

Roman empire. 

 

Mulvin, like Baldini Lippolis, argues that the proliferation of ostentatious apsidal and 

triconch rooms of representation and reception in Late Antique villas may also be a 

result of a conscious emulation of forms used for official residences, such as praetoria 

and palaces, rather than an influence in reverse.139 She classifies the formal variations of 

villas according to a number of typological variations: the most significant for their 

relation to palace form are the fortified villa, the porticoed villa with corner risalti, or 

projecting wings, and the peristyle villa.140 Another villa type which, significantly, does 

not appear in the Balkan region analyzed by Mulvin, is the villa with exedral forecourt, 

suggesting that it may have originated in the West (examples have been found at 

Montmaurin and Cordoba). Of these villa types, the porticoed villa with flanking 

projecting bays (risalti), the peristyle villa, and the exedra-fronted villa have been found 

in early Byzantine excavation sites in Istanbul.141 

 

As Baldini Lippolis has documented, high–status Late Roman villas and urban houses 

of the third- and fourth-century were most commonly of the peristyle courtyard type, 

with one or more large representational halls, with the major hall of representation 
                                                                                                                                          
Lateran palace (see below). The apse spacing of the Antiochus example has been used 
as a conservative minimum, the resultant length approximating to 135 m. 
138 There is no definite evidence that the Onopodion was a peristyle court, however this 
may well have been the case. The only courtyard structure mentioned in the Book of 
Ceremonies is the stenon of the Golden Hand, which was probably a portico fronting 
the Augusteous. 
139 Mulvin, Late Roman Villas (2002) 53. 
140 Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (1919): portico villa with corner 
risalti: Ch. 4; Mulvin, Late Roman Villas (2002), cf. ‘fortified villa’ type: figs. 82-85. 
141 Mulvin, Late Roman Villas (2002), figs. 97, 98; Baldini Lippolis, La domus 
tardoantica (2001): Athens no. 3, House to north of Leoforos Olgas, 149-50; Athens no. 
20, Palace of the Giants, 157-60; Constantinople No. 10, Palace of Gülhane, 182-83; 
Constantinople No. 19, Palace of Lausos (I) and of Antiochus (II), 184, 185. 
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usually apsidal and often, but not always, placed axially in relation to the peristyle 

courtyard. 142 The provision of very large representational halls in residences such as 

Piazza Armerina, Cercadilla and Gamzigrad has been associated with imperial owners, 

however, as in the case of Piazza Armerina, this is a subject of some dispute.143 The 

praetoria of civil governors, as evidenced by the examples at Dura Europos and 

Caesarea Maritima, could also attain great size. However, what appears to be the case is 

that there are few formal distinctions between palaces, villas and praetoria. Lavan notes 

that praetoria possessed a similar plan-type to aristocratic houses, differing only in their 

greater scale: ‘Praetoria, like imperial palaces, belong functionally to the “genus” of the 

aristocratic house, despite having evolved into a different species.’144 Thus, there does 

not seem to be a typological separation between the form of large private villas and 

either governors’ residences or episcopal palaces, despite the additional functions of 

administration, trials and punishments and accommodation of guards and provisions 

that took place in such praetoria.  

                                                
142 Aside from the familiar fourth-century example of Piazza Armerina, one could cite 
the third-century Palace of the Dux at Dura Europos, the early fourth-century Palace of 
Galerius at Constantinople, the fourth-century villa at Desenzano and the first- to 
fourth-century stages of the Villa at Montmaurin, and the fourth-century Villas 1 and 2 
at Aphrodisia, aside from many other examples of similar period catalogued by Baldini 
Lippolis. See Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) Ch. 2, 29-46. Mulvin 
identifies the Mosaic Peristyle with Apsed Hall as having been the predominant type 
during the period of the third to fourth centuries - this accords with Baldini Lippolis’ 
characterization of the Late Antique domus. See Mulvin, Late Roman Villas (2002) 43; 
idem, ‘Late Roman villa plans’ (2004) 377-410 at 381-390 and fn. 13. 
143 Mulvin, Late Roman Villas (2002) 53. Mulvin associates the great scale of the 
monumental halls of the Late Antique residences of Piazza Armerina (30 m.), 
Cercadilla (45 m.), and Mediana 1 (30 m.), with the known imperial residences of Split 
(41 m.), and Gamzigrad/Romuliana, suggesting their function as imperial, or 
gubernatorial structures, despite their typological similarity to Late Antique villa 
architecture; the palatine aspect is associated with the great scale of these complexes. 
While the Late Roman fortified complex at Gamzigrad has been identified as the rural 
residence of Galerius, Mulvin’s identification of very large representational halls with 
imperial owners is contested. Recent authors on Piazza Armerina have questioned the 
imperial association. For an interpretation of the complex at Piazza Armerina as an 
aristocratic villa, see A Carandini, M. de Vos and A. Ricci, Filosofiana: la villa di 
Piazza Armerina. Palermo 1982). For further studies on the villa, see infra, Part One, 
II.1: (viii) Piazza Armerina. 
144 L. Lavan, ‘The praetoria of civil governors in late antiquity’, in idem (ed.) Recent 
Research in Late Antique Urbanism (Portsmouth, Rhode Island, 2001) 55-6. Lavan 
points out that the praetoria, although similar to aristocratic villas, did differ from them 
in certain functional respects, notably the inclusion of functions such as law courts and 
secretaria, offices, prison (and torturing space), and horrea for distribution of food. In 
addition, public ceremonies were held within the praetoria, probably in the large 
peristyle courtyards that these buildings usually possessed. 
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The fourth and fifth centuries witnessed not so much a change from Roman villa type-

forms, but rather their elaboration into increasingly complex, and spatially ostentatious 

forms, including triconchal and polygonal halls.145 Sfameni notes the continued use of 

the Roman peristyle plan in fourth-century Italy, to which new, more ornate, apsidal and 

triconchal reception halls were added.146 This period saw a revival in the building and 

restoration of such villas in Italy, of which Piazza Armerina is one of the most 

spectacular examples, presumably as a consequence of more settled and prosperous 

times. Sfameni ascribes a public function to such large apsidal and triconchal halls – 

under the more decentralized power structure they may have served administrative 

functions. Their inclusion in large peristyle villas, along with bath complexes also 

reflects Wallace-Hadrill’s characterization of the high-status rural villa as the city 

transplanted to the countryside.147 A fourth-century example is the Roman villa at 

Desenzano, in Lombardy (fig. 38). Its plan possesses an ornate triconchal reception 

room with bi-conchal vestibule. The rooms and spaces of the main complex are axially 

aligned, and interpreted by Sfameni as heightening the sense of ritual sequence, and 

magnifying the position of the proprietor.148 This ritual explanation, also supported by 

Ellis, is disputed by Bowes, who attributes the increasingly elaborate villa plans of Late 

Antiquity to the heightened competition in status between various kinds of elites – not 

so much demonstrations of power as display.149 

 

The evidence that the peristyle villa was the predominant type of Late Antique high-

status villa in both Italy, the Balkan and the Danube regions is of relevance to an 

                                                
145 The proliferation of apsidal and triconch halls in large villas in the Balkans and 
Danube regions may possibly be explained as the emulation of elements first used in 
aristocratic or official residences, as Corlàita proposes in relation to villas in Italy. See 
Scagliarini Corlàita, ‘Domus Villae Palatia’ (2003). 
146 Op. cit., 346 
147 Sfameni ‘Residential Villas,’ (2004) 340; A. Wallace-Hadrill, ‘The Villa as Cultural 
Symbol’ (1998) 43-53. 
148 Sfameni ‘Residential Villas,’ (2004) 344-5: ‘…the axial sequence itself comes to 
assume a very specific meaning in the architecture of the period: the linear movement 
from the vestibulum, and the sudden entrance into the main hall, provoked an 
‘epiphany’ upon meeting the dominus.’ 
149 K. Bowes, Houses and Society in the Later Roman Empire (London, 2010) cf. 95-98. 
Bowes, who argues for the polyfunctionality of the rooms in Roman villas, does not, 
however, take into account the written testimony of rituals in the Book of Ceremonies, 
or the analysis of Papal and monarchic ceremonial by Luchterhand. For the counter-
argument for increasing hierarchization of the Late Antique house, see Ellis, ‘The End 
of the Roman House’ (1988) 571-6. 
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understanding of the Early Byzantine palace. A similar plan-type is evident in the 

Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall in Istanbul, the ‘palace’ at Rhegion, and the sixth-

century palace at Qasr Ibn Wardan in northern Syria (fig. 32). It is noteworthy that the 

peristyle type survives in secure, well-defended urban and frontier sites. Elsewhere, it 

may be concluded, security requirements had resulted in more compact, easily defended 

layouts, such as ‘castrum’ formations that are typified by Diocletian’s Palace and the 

Galerian complex at Romuliana. Mulvin’s survey suggests, on the basis of available 

archaeological evidence, that the number of such fortified complexes increases in the 

later periods of diminished security. While both Polci and Sfameni note a change in the 

layout of the fifth-century Italian villa in response to reduced security, in which the 

reception rooms were transferred to the upper level,150 the peristyle plan was still used 

by the new Langobard rulers in northern Italy, for example in the residences of 

Theoderic at Palazzolo and Galeata, suggesting a desire to continue to emulate Roman 

models.  

 

II.1.4. Excursus: the sigma form. 

A question arises from these recent studies of Late Antique villas, town houses, and 

palaces. It is known that ‘sigma’-fronted villa structures existed in Constantinople, such 

as the palace of the fifth-century praepositus sacri cubiculi, Antiochus, and the 

adjacent, so-called Palace of Lausos, possibly also part of the Palace of Antiochus (fig. 

41),151 and the Sigma–Triconch complex attributed to Theophilus, but possibly a much 

older building renovated by that emperor. As noted above, there is no evidence of this 

plan-type in the Danube-Balkan region, although a number of examples have been 

discovered in the West. 152 From where did this form originate? Kostenec suggests that 

the form might have been brought from Spain by the Anastasian dynasty, but this is by 

no means certain, and it is conceivable that the Spanish examples may be provincial 

copies of models developed elsewhere.153 For example, the ‘sigma’ form was earlier 

used in several structures within Hadrian’s Villa, and the luxury Roman villa at 

                                                
150 Op. cit., 359, and Polci, ‘Some Aspects of the Transformation of the Roman Domus’ 
(2003), 79-109. 
151 J. Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausus’, AJA 101 (1997) 67-95. 
152 Mulvin, Late Roman Villas (2002) 49. 
153 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’ in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 
4-36; idem, ‘Observations on the Great Palace at Constantinople: the sanctuaries of the 
Archangel Michael, the Daphne Palace, and the Magnaura’, RMS 31 (2005) 27-56. 
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Montmaurin in France is a lavish example of the type, which precedes the combination 

of a peristyle villa with an apsidal hall.154  

 

The ‘palace’ at Cercadilla, described by Kostenec as a possible precedent for the early 

Great Palace, possesses certain other elements which appear inappropriate for a palatine 

complex. Notably, the façade of the ‘sigma’-shaped palace courtyard of the building 

confronts a long, rectangularly defined forecourt, edged by what appear to be subsidiary 

structures. These could be either utilitarian structures of an agricultural estate, or 

possibly the domestic quarters of the estate workers, such as is to be seen in the villa at 

Cercadilla. Alternatively, they could be interpreted as a military headquarters, with the 

praetorium of the governor as a focus.155  

 

A similar disposition of a ‘sigma’ form characterizes the structures defining the 

forecourt of the Montmaurin villa (fig. 37). In contrast, the Palace of Antiochus 

possesses a ‘sigma’-shaped forecourt that is enclosed by a wall that lies normal to the 

axis of the complex, the latter being emphasized by what appears to be a gatehouse (fig. 

41). In the reception hall to the north of this complex, there is a more shallowly-curved, 

and east-facing forecourt fronting a multi-niched rotunda leading into a 52 m. long 

seven-apsed triclinium sited immediately to the north of this structure.156 The references 

in Theophanes Continuatus and the Book of Ceremonies to the Sigma and Triconch 

evoke a complex that seems to be quite similar – the triconchal building, on two levels, 

faces onto a semi-circular portico that is enclosed by a wall, and entered by a gate.157 

The Sigma, also called the Hemicycle, served as the vestibule between the Lower 

Palace and the upper complex centred on the Daphne Palace. The existence of other 

examples of this plan-type is evidenced by the so-called ‘Gülhane baptistery’ excavated 

to the north-east of the Great Palace, textual references to the ‘Sigma’ on the Mesê to 

                                                
154 J.-M. Pailler, ‘Montmaurin: A Garden Villa,’ in E. B. MacDougall (ed.), Ancient 
Roman Gardens (Washington D. C., 1987) 205-221, fig. 3. 
155 Lavan considers it to be possibly a governor’s palace, or praetorium. See Lavan, 
‘The praetoria of civil; governors in late antiquity’, (2001). 
156 The attribution by Lise Bek, according to whom the ‘Antiochus’ complex may be 
interpreted as the Daphne Palace, may be dismissed, as it does not accord with the 
evidence of the Book of Ceremonies. What her thesis does demonstrate, however, is the 
likelihood that the halls of the Great Palace shared many similar characteristics. L. Bek, 
‘Questiones Conviviales. The Idea of the Triclinium and the Staging of Convivial 
Ceremony from Rome to Byzantium,’ AR 12 (1983) 81-107. 
157 Theophanes Continuatus 139, in C. Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire 312-
1453, (Toronto, 1986) 161-65; Moffatt, BOC, I, 32, 174: Reiske I, 41, 174.  
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the west of the city, perhaps comparable with a similar element on the Byzantine 

colonnaded street at Scythopolis,158 and therefore a public space, rather than an 

enclosed building complex, and finally a representation of an hemicyclical building 

recorded by Lorichs in his Panorama of Constantinople in 1559 (fig. 57).159 Athough 

the latter building has been associated with the depiction of a ‘theatre’ in the sixteenth 

century view of the city by Vavassore, it is more likely to have been a public exedral 

portico.160  

 

In conclusion, it is evident that the sigma form was used in Constantinople both as an 

impressive forecourt to palace reception halls, and as an apsidal public space, perhaps 

used for shops, as in the Scythopolis example. It was clearly used for the Sigma and 

Triconch complex in the Great Palace, however its further use within the Palace, as 

proposed by Kostenec in relation to the Onopodion court, must remain an unproven 

possibility. 

 

II.1.5. The Palatium 

In the preceding discussion, it has been argued that the plan-forms of high-status Late 

Antique villas and administrative complexes such as episcopal palaces and governors’ 

praetoria appear to resemble the known building elements of the Great Palace. All 

possess elaborate halls of representation and reception. Nor does there appear to be a 

typological difference between a luxury villa, situated in its rural, agricultural context, 

and a grand urban residence, as have been found on the periphery of Rome, including 

notably the pavilions of the Sessorian Palace of Constantine I and his mother Helen, an 

imperial residence with which Guidobaldo has associated the so-called ‘Temple of 

Minerva Medica’ (figs. 58-60), in all likelihood a Late Antique pleasure pavilion.161 

                                                
158 M. Mundell Mango, ‘The Porticoed Street at Constantinople’, in N. Necipoglu (ed.), 
Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments, Topography and Everyday Life, (Leiden, 2001) 
37 and fig. 3a. 
159 Cyril Mango has questioned whether these images of ‘classical’ buildings 
corresponded to observed structures, however the evidence of Lorichs drawings in 
Constantinople suggest the opposite, that he was a meticulous observer of visual 
evidence: clothing, inscriptions and antiquities. See C. Mango and S. Yerasimos, 
Melchior Lorichs’ Panorama of Constantinople, (İstanbul, 1999). 
160 N. Westbrook, K. R. Dark and R. Van Meeuwen, ‘Constructing Melchior Lorichs’s 
Panorama of Constantinople’, JSAH 69/1 (2010) 62–87. 
161 F. Guidobaldi, ‘Il Tempio di “Minerva Medica” e le struttureadiacenti: settore 
private del Sessorium costantiniano’, RAC 98 (1998) 485-518; idem, ‘Le Residenze 
imperiali di Roma’, in P. Chevalier and G. Ripoli Lopez (eds.) Melanges d’antiquité 
tardive. Studiola in honorem Nöel Duval (Turnhout, 2004) 37-45. 
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Clearly, however, all the known imperial residences share the characteristics of 

enormous scale, and lavish experimentation in complex forms. The question remains as 

to whether, beyond the ritual life of the Palace, there were distinctive characteristics that 

distinguish palaces of the Late Antique period.  

 

Duval argues that the term ‘palatium’ was reserved for the official residence of the 

emperor, located within, or immediately adjacent to, a city- he associates the term with 

the Villa Hadriana, used as a reception complex.162 From the reign of Marcus Aurelius, 

the emperors were compelled to follow the armies around the empire – imperial 

residences have been ascribed to Romuliana/Gamzigrad, Trier, Aquileia, Siscia, 

Sirmium, Naissus, Serdica and in the East, Antioch, Thessalonica and 

Constantinople.163 Across this vast distance, the question arises as to whether there can 

be deduced a characteristic imperial palatial form. Beyond his dismissal of the Dyggve 

thesis, Duval is also highly skeptical of various attempts both to identify an intrinsically 

‘palatine’ architecture, and to derive a particular origin for palatine forms, an attempt 

that he traces from Stryzgowski and Dyggve to Ćurčić.164 In response, Ćurčić rejects 

what he sees to be Duval’s over-restrictive use of terms like ‘palace’ and ‘palatine.’165 

While admitting that the ancient authors tended to use the terms villa and palatium 

interchangeably,166 Ćurčić argues that there is a distinction between the two categories, 

citing the third century writer Cassius Dio, who notes that a palatium was to be 

understood as implying any dwelling occupied by an emperor.167 In other words, the 

term ‘palatium’ refers not to a physical building type, but rather to the fact of the 

presence of the emperor and, therefore, the setting for the performance of Court ritual. 

However, it should be noted that Cassius Dio was writing before the establishment of 

                                                
162

 Duval, ‘Les résidences impériales: leur rapport avec les problèmes de légitimité, les 
partages de l’empire et la chronologie des combinaisons dynastiques’ (1997) 127-153; 
idem, ‘Existe-t-il une “structure palatiale” propre à l’Antiquité tardive’ (1987) 463-490. 
163 Duval notes that Ammianus uses the term palatium in relation to the entry of Julian 
into Sirmium. The term Praetorium is also, however, used by Marcellinus in relation to 
the travel of Julian in Syria-Mesopotamia.  
164 Duval, ‘Les résidences impériales’ 137. 
165 S. Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces: the Meaning of Urban Context’, AO 23, (1993) 67-
90 at 67. 
166 Op. cit., 67-78 and fn. 6. Ćurčić notes that Diocletian’s residence at Spalatum [Split] 
was described both as villa and as ‘…in vilae suae palatio,’ while Constantine VII used 
the term ‘palatium’ in the tenth century, to which one can add the inscription of 
‘palatium’ on the pediment above the building mosaic in San Appolinare Nuovo.  
167 See Op. cit., fn. 8 for bibliography. 
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the Tetrarchic system by Diocletian, and the consequent proliferation of imperial 

residences.  

 

In the plan-type of Late Roman palaces and praetoria, certain formal and programmatic 

characteristics may be determined. Firstly, there would appear to be a separation of 

domestic, and ‘public’ functions, with the public halls of appearance often facing away 

from the domestic quarters. Secondly, there are additional programmatic elements, such 

as the quarters for servants, guards and public officials. In known imperial palaces –

Gamzigrad/Romuliana and Split/Salona there is a strong emphasis upon religious 

shrines. Finally, there is a tendency towards the physical separation of the monarch 

from his subjects. These characteristics will be discussed in relation to several of the 

known imperial residences in the following section. 
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II.1.6. Precedents and analogues for the Great Palace. 

 

 (i) The Palatine complex in Rome (figs. 61-64) 

The imperial complex on the Palatine hill, commencing with the Domus Augustana168 

and culminating in the Domus Flavia, mostly constructed by Domitian, although later 

Tetrarchs made additions, clearly lent both the name of its site and its mythical status as 

the site of the residence of Romulus to later Roman palaces.169 Nonetheless, it is 

difficult to identify ithe Palatine complex as a model for these palaces, not least because 

of the successive transformations of the site, and its lack of a substantial resemblance to 

the known later palaces.170 One clear aspect in common was its separation between 

official and private complexes within the Imperial Palace – although the specific 

functions of the many rooms remain in doubt – and certain other specific elements, such 

as the close relationship between the Flavian Palace and the Circus Maximus, the 

enclosed ‘circus’ within the Palace, a linear courtyard garden which has been related to 

the Covered Hippodrome of the Great Palace, and finally, the arrangement of rooms of 

reception and representation in series, somewhat paratactically, including the aula regia 

for the audiences with annexed lararium (household shrine), and the basilica for other 

representative uses, confronting an ambulatory. In the absence of definitive evidence, 

all attempts to impose a unity over the plan are problematic, although it can certainly be 

stated that the layout is structured around the presence of three great courtyards. The 

lack of an organic unity does not, however, disprove the contention by Bardill and 

others that the Palatine was the model for the earliest building phase of the Great 

                                                
168 H. Castritius, ‘Palatium. Vom Haus des Augustus auf dem Palatin zum jeweiligen 
Aufenthaltsort des römischen Kaisers,’ in F. Staab (ed.), Die Pfalz. Probleme einer 
Begriffsgeschichte vom Kaiserpalast auf dem Palatin bis zum heutigen 
Regierungsbezirk (Speyer, 1990). 
169 The relationship of the Domus Augustae to a subterranean grotto beneath it which 
has been claimed, with some controversy, to be the Lupercal cave may have shed new 
light on the symbolic geography of the complex. The debate was discussed in Der 
Spiegel: http://www.spiegel.de/international/europe/0,1518,520440,00.html (accessed 
11/02/09) 
170 Until after the Second World War, studies of the Palatine buildings were restricted to 
their typology and structural characteristics, whereas the issues of function and 
ideological significance were neglected. Further archaeological studies have clarified 
many aspects, notably the dating of the various sections. See F. Guidobaldi, ‘Le 
residenze imperiali di Roma,’ in C. Balmelle et al. (eds.), Melanges d’antiquite tardive. 
Studiola in honorem Noel Duval (Turnhout, 2004); H. Castritius, ‘Palatium’ (1990) 9-
47; A. Hoffmann and U. Wulf, Die Kaiserpaläste auf dem Palatin in Rom (Mainz, 
2004). 
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Palace.171 While Bardill’s suggestion that the physical topography of the early Great 

Palace may have been laid out as an emulation of that of the Palatine is contestable, it is 

at least probable that the Palatine formed a symbolic analogy for the Great Palace. This 

is to say that the latter was a re-foundation, supportive of the status of Constantinople as 

a second Rome. The importation of both rituals and festivals, as well as representational 

spaces and objects: imperial columns, senate buildings, aulae regia, and the public 

spaces of Quadrifons, Hippodrome, Regia and Augusteion (imperial forum), can be 

understood as emulations that preserve, through this act, a sympathy with the original 

meaning and site. 

 

 (ii) The Palace of Diocletian at Salona (Spalato/Split) (figs. 20-25, 65-69) 

Diocletian’s Palace at Salona (now Split in Croatia) combines both defensive, military 

elements, such as walls, towers, and defensive gates, but also the elements of 

aristocratic suburban villas.172 Notably, the primary arrangement of the rooms of the 

Palace proper is paratactic - the rooms face onto a monumental ambulatory which is 

open to the sea. A similar paratactic arrangement can be found at Piazza Armerina and 

the Palace of Maxentius on via Appia. The entrance on the land side of the Palace of 

                                                
171 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230 at 229-230. 
172 For recent literature on the palace of Diocletian at Split see N. Duval, ‘Le “palais” de 
Diocletien a Spalato a la lumiere des recentes decouvertes’, Bulletin de la Société 
Nationale des Antiquaires de France 80 (1961) 76-117; idem, ‘La place de Split dans 
l'architecture aulique du Bas-Empire,’ Urbs 4 (1965) 67-95; E. Dyggve, ‘Nouvelles 
recherches au péristyle du palais de Dioclétien à Split,’ Acta ad Arch. 1 (1962) 1-6; R. 
Fellmann, ‘Der Diokletianspalast von Split im Rahmen der spätrömischen 
Militararchitektur,’ Antike Welt 10 (1979) 47-55; J. Marasovic and T. Marasovic, The 
Diocletian Palace (Zagreb 1968); idem, ‘A survey of exploration, preservation and 
restoration work carried out in the Palace of Diocletian between 1955 and 1965’, Urbs 4 
(1961-62) 23-54, 149-52 (English summary); idem, ‘Gli appartamenti dell'imperatore 
Diocleziano nel suo palazzo a Split,’ Acta ad Arch 4 (1969) 33-40; J. Marasovic et. al., 
Diocletian's palace: report on joint excavations in southeast quarter, part one (Split, 
1972); idem and T. Marasovic, Diocletian's palace. Report on joint excavations. Part 
two (Split, 1976); S. McNally, ‘Joint American-Croatian excavations in Split (1965-
1974),’ Ant. Tard. 2 (1994) 107-22; idem, The Architectural Ornament of Diocletian's 
Palace at Split (Oxford 1996); G. Niksic, ‘The restoration of Diocletian's Palace, 
mausoleum, temple, and Porta Aurea (with the analysis of the original architectural 
design)’, in A. Demandt, A. Goltz and H. Schlange-Schoningen (eds.), Diokletian und 
die Tetrarchie. Aspekte einer Zeitenwende (Berlin-New York, 2004) 163-71; G. D. 
Sanders, The Palace of Diocletian at Split (Master’s Thesis, 1989); J. J. Wilkes, 
Diocletian’s Palace, Split: Residence of a Retired Roman Emperor (Sheffield, c.1986). 
For use of Diocletian’s palace as a model for an ‘architecture of power’ see Dyggve, 
Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (1941). 
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Diocletian is preceded by a crossing of two formal colonnaded roads, leading to gates 

on the north, east and west intersections with the fortified boundary wall.  

 

As Dyggve had noted, there is a singular sequence of monumental spaces of entry – 

from the street crossing, one would enter the central colonnaded courtyard of the 

complex, the so-called Hypaethral Basilica, the portico with so-called ‘glorificatory 

façade’ reached from the courtyard by short flights of steps – either side of a central 

flight leading to the basement level – leading to a loggia or vestibule with rectangular 

niches, from which a circular entrance room with four semicircular niches is gained. 

This was the model for Dyggve’s reconstruction of the Ravenna Palace (figs. 68-9). 

This leads into a long, rectangular hall (its function is unknown: consistorium? guard-

hall?) connecting the entrance with the southern corridor, on the central axial 

intersection of which is a monumental loggia.  

 

Along the southern corridor (fig. 22), there are the following groupings of rooms: a 

western and eastern sector, divided centrally by the vast entrance hall. In the eastern 

sector there is a cruciform triclinium, on the north, west and east arms of which are 

three smaller rooms, also cruciform, the complex being surrounded by a rectangular 

courtyard, behind which is a service corridor, and, to the west, a north-south row of 

identical rooms, presumably dormitories for guards or servants. A similar row is found 

to the west of the central entrance hall, then further to the west, a longitudinal hall, 

divided into three aisles by pillars, and ended by a central apse, with staircase rooms to 

either side. At the western extremity, there is a complex series of polygonal and apsidal 

rooms, which presumably served as the emperor’s domestic quarters. Two bath 

complexes have been found to the east and west of the central axis.  

 

The significant aspect of the typology of Diocletian’s Palace is the presence of a formal 

cross-road, with eastern, western and northern gates, guarded by octagonal towers (figs. 

20-21). The north-south street leads to a sunken entrance courtyard forming the 

southern arm of the crossroad (fig. 67). The following circular vestibule and possible 

reception room provide access to the private rooms and strongly define a north-south 

axis. The hierarchical aspect of this arrangement is strengthened by the location of two 

rectangular walled courtyards either side of the entrance court. To the west is a temple 

dedicated to Jupiter, and two smaller circular structures, either shrines or statue bases 

(or even proposed tombs?), and to the east is an octagonal structure with peripteral 
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colonnade, generally interpreted as the dynastic mausoleum for Diocletian’s family, that 

recalls the aristocratic and imperial tombs along the Appian Way. 

 

Ćurčić has proposed a modified version of Dyggve’s thesis, in which he identifies the 

fortified palace or villa of Diocletian in Split as effectively a palace within a city, 

similar to the palace within Antioch: ‘city’ walls; the residence occupying 

approximately 25% of the overall area; a quadrifons in front of the Palace entrance, 

from which three arms led to city gates and the fourth to the entrance, and the Palace’s 

external façade occupying one side of the ‘city’ walls. One could add that the Golden 

Gate forms the ceremonial threshold of entry into the city, as at Thessalonica and 

Constantinople (fig. 66). Similarly, the long façade facing away from this axial 

approach has a maritime aspect (fig. 65), as at Antioch – onto the Orontes river – and at 

Constantinople (the ‘Sea Palace’). The remaining portion of the plan of the residence at 

Split has been interpreted as residential quarters for the guards.173 

 

This interpretation of the Tetrarchic Palace at Split as a ‘city’ rather than purely a 

residence, the palace component being that structure which is entered by the Palace 

gate, raises the question as to whether the fourth-century Palace in Constantinople may 

be analogous: the city of Constantine was much smaller in area than the city enclosed 

by the later Theodosian walls. Constantine’s wall possessed an original Golden Gate; a 

colonnaded street led from Constantine’s circular forum to the Milion and forum of 

Augusteion, along which are known to have existed luxurious domūs by the early fifth 

century (palaces of Antiochus and Lausos, and the praetorium of the urban prefect). The 

Milion has been hypothesized, but without definitive archaeological evidence, as a 

quadrifons (or four-faced gateway structure), from which a road may have run north to 

the acropolis, and a second may have run south-west along the eastern flank of the 

Hippodrome. The available archaeological evidence does seem to support Ćurčić’s 

ritual city model – the road leading to the Palace proper was flanked by the Augusteion 

to the north, with its arcade and Gate of Melete, and the arcades and entrance to the 

Baths of Zeuxippus to the south. Facing the street (the Regia) was the façade of the 

Chalkê Gate. 

 

                                                
173 Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces’ (1993) 69. 
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 (iii) The Palace of Galerius at Thessalonica (figs. 26-27) 

The Palace of Galerius at Thessalonica, probably built at the beginning of the fourth 

century, possesses elements that support a conception of an urban palace typology.174 

Thus, the complex is placed at the south-eastern edge of the settlement, close to the 

defensive walls. A monumental entrance sequence appears to have been arranged in a 

north-south layout. As at Salona, the complex begins with a crossroads, the intersection 

of Via Egnatia with a north-south monumental passage, which leads in its northern 

branch to the huge circular building considered to have been intended as the mausoleum 

of Galerius. The crossing of the roads is marked by a quadrifons that is adorned with a 

frieze commemorating the military exploits of Galerius. To its south is reached what 

appears to have been the Palace gate, a rectangular vestibule, from which a flight of 

stairs descended to the Palace proper. The area immediately to the south leading to the 

core of the Palace has not yet been adequately excavated, however, facing the gate there 

appears to have been a large elongated courtyard, flanking the western side of a 

hippodrome or circus, to which the emperor probably had access by means of a tribunal. 

This recalls the arrangements at Constantinople and Rome. The north-south oriented 

courtyard area was defined to the north and south by buildings: a large apsidal hall to 

the north, and an apsidal hall of reception/representation to the south. This latter 

structure, of huge dimensions (65 x 19 m.), was lined, probably on both sides, by rows 

of identically sized rooms, as was the main hall of representation at Split. These rooms 

may be understood as housing the quarters of the palatine duty guards.175  

 

The core of the Palace consisted of an array of rooms of similar size arranged around a 

peristyle courtyard. This grouping may have served as an entrance courtyard, 

surrounded by either rooms of service, or to accommodate visitors. Baldini Lippolis 

suggests that it may have been a hospitalia or a complementary residential sector. To its 

south was a great, octagonal hall of reception with seven semi-circular niches facing 

towards the south, and the sea. To either side of the main northern apse were passages 

                                                
174 On the Palace of Galerius, see Duval, ‘Hommage a Ejnar et Ingrid Dyggve: la 
theorie du palais du Bas-Empire et les fouilles de Thessalonique’, Ant. Tard. 11 (2003) 
273-300; J.-M. Spieser, Thessalonique et ses monuments du IVe au VIe siecle (Paris 
1984); E. Dyggve, ‘Recherches sur le palais imperial de Thessalonique,’ Studia 
Orientalia lohanni Pedersen (Copenhagen, 1953); idem, ‘La region palatiale de 
Thessalonique,’ in Congressus Madvigiana, Vol. 1 (Copenhagen, 1958) 353-65.  
175 This may also be comparable to the layout of the Great Palace, but to which hall? 
The original Magnaura seems the most likely, but a similar arrangement may 
characterize the Consistorium and the Augusteous. 
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leading to rectangular rooms of passage giving access to other sectors of the Palace. 

This palatine hall was preceded on the south by a bi-apsidal vestibule, which was in all 

likelihood accessed from a second peristyle courtyard. This sector may well have served 

the same functions as the southern complex at Split, both for receptions of guests and 

for domestic quarters. However, the currently limited extent of excavation (the site is 

covered in modern apartment blocks) leaves this sector uncertain in its layout. 

Nevertheless, it seems apparent that the Palace would have had views south to the 

seafront, as at Split, and may well have possessed a similar east-west portico. Similar to 

Split again, it would appear that the Palace was configured on at least two levels – spiral 

staircases are found to either side of the entrance to the Octagon.176 

 

It is proposed here that the centrally planned hall, possibly a triclinium, formed part of 

the core of the Palace, facing south to the gulf of Thessalonica/Thermaic Gulf, 

analogously to the layout of Diocletian’s Palace in relation to the Adriatic Sea. 

According to such an interpretation, the great hall of representation to the east 

performed the role of accommodating public functions, similarly to the Magnaura at 

Constantinople, and the rotonda and north-south hall at Salona/Split. The peristyle 

courtyard may have been a transitional space, as at Piazza Armerina. The relation to the 

sea is logical – it would have provided immediate access from the palace to a private 

harbour, as well as providing a sea view and fresh breezes, as Dark and Magdalino have 

recently pointed out to be desirable attributes in high-status houses in Early 

Constantinople.177 

 

 (iv) Retirement Palace of Galerius at Gamzigrad (fig. 31, 70-1) 

The fortified residential complex at Gamzigrad, the Roman settlement of Romuliana, in 

the province of Moesia Superior (first century CE) which later became Dacia Ripensis, 

is considered by its excavators, despite a lack of written records, to have been 

constructed by the Tetrarchic Caesar, and later Emperor Galerius, in the late third 
                                                
176 Baldini Lippolis interprets this grouping as operating in a similar manner to the 
triclinium at Salona/Spalato, as a succession of succession of vestibule, centrally 
planned room and three radial rooms. See Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica 
(2001) 35. 
177 P. Magdalino, ‘The Maritime Neighborhoods of Constantinople: Commercial and 
Residential Functions, Sixth to Twelfth Centuries,’ DOP 54 (2000) 209-26 and fig. 1; 
K. R. Dark, ‘The New Post Office Site in Istanbul and the North-Eastern Harbour of 
Byzantine Constantinople,’ The International Journal of Nautical Archaeology 33/2 
(2004) 315–319; idem, ‘The Eastern Harbours of Eastern Constantinople,’ Byzantion 75 
(2005) 152-61 
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century as his retirement palace and mausoleum, on the remains of a Roman villa.178 

The complex was encircled by two sets of fortified walls, a first ‘palace’, of about 4000 

m2, associated by Srejović with the residential quarters, and a second ‘palace’ of about 

3000 m2, thought to have been intended for official purposes, and for the 

accommodation of guests.179 In addition, there were two temples and utilitarian 

buildings. In accordance with traditional Roman funerary practice, the tombs of 

Galerius and his mother were located some distance away from the walled complex, 

facing its east gate. Facing Romuliana as well was a monumental tetrapylon, interpreted 

by Srejović as an image of the Tetrarchy.180  

 

Brenk argues that the association of palace and temple follows the precedent of the 

temple of Apollo built by Augustus above his villa on the Palatine.181 Both complexes, 

which appear not to share an orthogonal relationship, possess peristyle courtyards in 

their cores, allied with reception rooms, thus according with the type of the Late 

Antique luxury villa. The north-eastern complex possesses a small temple structure 

wihin a open court, while a much larger temple is located to the south. Aside from an 

emphasis upon the peristyle courtyard, each of which possessed an apsed reception hall, 

these complexes are characterized by long entrance vestibules. The function of this 

palace complex has been described as that of a palace of retirement for the Emperor 

after the celebration of his vicennalia.182 Galerius was buried in Dacia Ripensis, but 

probably never resided within the Palace. It thus corresponded to that of Diocletian at 

Split, as a final expression of the Emperor Cult. For the purposes of this study, it lies 

before the Christian transformation of the Late Antique palace. Nonetheless, the sacral 

                                                
178 For literature on the rural palace at Romuliana (Gamzigrad), and its attribution to 
Galerius, see N. Duval, ‘Le site de Gamzigrad (Serbie) est-il le palais de retraite de 
Galere’, BSAF (1987) 61-84; W. Kuhoff, ‘Zwei Altersresidenz- ein römischer Kaiser,’ 
in P. A. Barcelo et al. (eds.), Humanitas. Beiträge zur antiken Kulturgeschichte. 
Festschrift für Gunther Gottlieb zum 65. Geburtstag (Schriften der Philosophischen 
Fakultäten der Universität Augsburg 65), (Munich, 2001) 149-89; D. Srejović, et al., 
Gamzigrad. An Imperial Palace of Late Classical Times (Belgrade, 1983); idem, 
‘Serbie: Felix Romuliana, la residence de 1'empereur Galere,’ Arch Yug 319 (1996) 20-
27; idem and C. Vasic, ‘Emperor's Galerius's buildings in Romuliana (Gamzigrad, 
Eastern Serbia),’ Ant. Tard. 2 (1994) 123-42; idem, ‘Two memorial monuments of 
Roman palatial architecture: Diocletian's palace in Split and Galerius' palace at 
Gamzigrad,’ Arch. Yug. 22-23 (1985) 41-49. 
179 Srejović, Summary: The Imperial Palace, in idem et al., Gamzigrad (1983). 
180 Srejović and Vasić, ‘Emperor Galerius’s Buildings in Romuliana’ (1994) 127-30. 
181 Brenk, ‘Innovation im Residenzbau der Spätantik’ (1996) 70-71. 
182 Vicennalia: celebrations to mark the twentieth anniversary of an emperor’s 
accession. 
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character lent to the Palace by the presence of the temples183 invites comparison with 

the reliquary chapels constructed within the Great Palace, and with the close 

interconnection of church/chapel and palace at Constantinople, the Lateran Palace, and 

both Aachen and Ingelheim. 

 

 (v) Palatial villa of Maxentius on via Appia, Rome (figs. 72-3) 

This palatine complex, dynastic tomb and Circus on via Appia outside Rome, was 

constructed by Maxentius (278-312), the son of the Tetrarchic co-emperor Maximianus, 

and son-in-law of Galerius.184 Maxentius became ruler of Rome after an usurpation in 

306,185 and his ‘palace’ or palatial villa must have been constructed between 306 and 

312. Maxentius is thought to have attempted a renovation of the prestige of Rome 

through his building programme, for which the Basilica of Maxentius at the Roman 

Forum is the most monumental example.186 His residence on Via Appia has been 

described by Frazer as a ‘villa of pleasure’, comparable to the Villa dei Sette Bassi, the 

Villa dei Gordiani and the Villa dei Quintili.187 

 

Certain elements in the villa may be associated with other tetrarchic residences, notably 

the association of circus and villa.188 The villa is characterized by a very large apsidal 

hall of representation (33.10 x 19.45 m.), and a full-size circus, oriented from north-

west to south-east, which may be compared with the apsidal hall and circus at Trier, a 

similar arrangement at Thessalonica (where the hall is, however, parallel with the 

circus), and the great Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita at Constantinople, which would 

appear to have been parallel to the Hippodrome.189 The Sessorian Palace in Rome also 

                                                
183 It could be argued that such temples were merely the reproduction of house shrines 
in Roman houses on a grand scale, however the architectural expression of the Emperor 
Cult in the palaces of the tetrarchs would appear to be an innovation. 
184 On the ‘Palace’ of Maxentius, see A. Frazer, ‘The iconography of the Emperor 
Maxentius’ buildings in Via Appia,’ AB 48 (1966); G. Pisani Sartorio and R. Calza, La 
villa di Massenzio sulla Via Appia (Rome, 1976); R. De Angelis Bertolotti, G. Ioppolo 
and G. Pisani Sartorio, La residenza imperiale di Massenzio. Villa, mausoleo e circo 
(Rome, 1988). 
185 Pisani Sartorio and Calza, La villa di Massenzio (1976) 144-45. 
186 Op. cit. 146. Maxentius was also the last emperor to embellish the Domus Flavia on 
the Palatine Hill, constructing a thermal baths complex there. 
187 Frazer, ‘The iconography of the Emperor Maxentius’ buildings in Via Appia,’ 
(1966) 385. 
188 Pisani Sertorio and Calza, La villa di Massenzio (1976) 149-150. 
189 Op. cit. Pisani Sertorio gives the relation as Hippodrome: Magnaura, but the latter 
was almost certainly apart from the Hippodrome. References to the Great Triklinos 
adjacent to the Hippodrome almost certainly refer to the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita. 
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had a fourth-century apsidal basilica built adjacent to the Circus Varianus, while the 

complexes at Aquileia and Milan were built adjacent to preexisting circuses (as indeed 

had the Great Palace). However, the correspondences are not consistent. As Brenk 

notes, both the retirement palaces of Salona and Romuliana lack a circus.190 This may 

perhaps be explained by their non-urban location. Maxentius’ residence may be 

interpreted within the context of his desire to legitimize his rule through elements and 

regalia that were derived from the imperial precedents. Certainly, his inclusion of a vast 

dynastic mausoleum, possibly in emulation of the Pantheon, a structure that was 

enclosed within a rectangular, walled enclosure, facing onto Via Appia, seems to allude 

to his dynastic pretensions.191 This latter was a centralized, polygonal structure; it 

possessed a spiral stair within its walls that communicated with an upper level gallery, 

similar to the twin spiral staircases of the centralized triclinium at Thessalonica. Again, 

this is an element which was not common to all the palaces – the adjacency of 

mausoleum and palace is only found at Spalato, Thessalonica and Romuliana, and apart 

from Maxentius’ residence, it is only at Thessalonica that the combination of circus-

villa-tomb is found.192 The comparison by André Grabar between the residence of 

Maxentius and its ‘Heroon’ and the Great Palace and the Church of the Holy Apostles 

seems forced, given the wide separation of these sites across Constantinople.193 

 

Pisani Sertorio fails to mention a remarkable element of the residence of Maxentius, a 

vast promenade/arcade or xystus (porticoed garden walk), over 100 m. in length. Baldini 

Lippolis has noted this element as forming an integral relationship with the apsidal hall 

of representation, and being typologically similar to ambulatories in other palatial 

residences.194 In addition to the vast apsidal hall and xystus, or ambulatory, there is a 

                                                
190 Brenk, ‘Innovation im Residenzbau der Spätantike,’ (1996) 100. 
191 Frazer, ‘The iconography of the Emperor Maxentius’ buildings in Via Appia,’ 
(1966); Pisani Sartorio and Calza, La villa di Massenzio (1976) 154. 
192 Pisani Sertorio and Calza, La villa di Massenzio (1976) 151-4. Pisani Sertorio, while 
following Duval in assessing Dyggve’s ‘Architecture of Power’ thesis as unproven, 
does attribute to the specific arrangement of Maxentius’ palatial villa complex a 
probable precise meaning, in the attempt to form a legitimizing representation for this 
usurping ruler. Furthermore, she suggests that the decision to build the residence on Via 
Appia may relate to Maxentius’ illegitimate rule. This seems improbable, as the recent 
discovery of imperial sceptres, apparently hidden after his defeat and death at the 
Milvian Bridge, suggest that he was presenting himself with the full regalia of emperor. 
193 A. Grabar, Martyrium (Paris, 1946) 227 ff. 
194 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 36. Baldini Lippolis compares it to a 
similar feature in the villa to duas lauros of the beginning of the fourth century, and 
describes its function as similar to the corridor portico of Spalato. 
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second very large north-south hall at its western end,195 to the north of which are the 

remains of another monumental rectangular hall. To either side of the great aula are 

fragmentary remains of smaller rooms, perhaps the imperial apartments. Ruins of a 

second passage, leading north-north-west, and of the apse of a hall have been found to 

the north of the great room of representation.196 Within the cryptoporticus of the xystus 

are the remains of a second century villa, apparently consisting of a pair of projecting 

wings (risalti) framing a south-facing portico; like Diocletian’s Palace at Split, this 

complex does not appear to have been structured around the unit of the peristyle 

courtyard. 

 

 (vi) The Palace of Antioch (fig. 74) 

The Palace of Antioch197 was built by Diocletian ‘on foundations laid by Gallienus.’198 

While a number of important examples of luxury villas have been excavated in Antioch, 

the Palace of Diocletian at Antioch, chiefly known through the description by Libanius, 

remains unlocated.199 This has not prevented Frazer and others, on the basis of textual 

descriptions, to link the topography of the palace to other Tetrarchic palaces.200 Thus, 

for example, both Downey and Ćurčić – on the basis of Libanius’ description – hold it 

to have been similar in overall layout to Diocletian’s retirement palace at Split. 

Libanius’ ekphrasis describes a walled complex, the ‘new city,’ divided quadratically by 

‘…four pairs of stoas,’ one of which, the shorter arm, leads to the new palace, the main 

façade of which replaces a portion of the city wall, looking out to the Orontes river.201 

Within the area adjacent to the approach road, Ćurčić argues, was the octagonal Great 

Church founded by Constantine in 327. The seat at Antioch was inhabited by both 

Constans II and Julian the Apostate, however this could equally be explained by the 

need for the emperor to be close to his army on the border with Persia. 

                                                
195 Xyst (?), Xys”tus (?), n. [L. xystus, Gr., from: to scrape, polish; so called from its 
smooth and polished floor.] (Anc. Arch.) A long and open portico, for athletic exercises, 
as wrestling, running, etc., for use in winter or in stormy weather. [Webster’s Dict., 
1913] 
196 Pisani Sartorio and Calza, La villa di Massenzio (1976) plate 46; de Angelis et al., 
La residenza imperiale di Massenzio (1988).  
197 On the palace of Antioch, see Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica, Ch. 5: 
Antioch (2001); Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces’ (1993) 67-78. 
198 G. Downey, ‘Libanius’ Oration in Praise of Antioch (Oration XI)’, Proceedings of 
the American Philosophical Society 103/5 (1959) 652-686 and fn. 205 
199 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica. (2001) Ch. V: Antioch. 
200 Frazer, ‘The Iconography of the Emperor Maxentius’ Buildings in Via Appia,’ 
(1966) 385-392, figs. 3-9. 
201 Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces’ (1993) 67-78. 
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The elements of the Palace at Antioch identified by Ćurčić are highly relevant to the 

Palace at Constantinople: the Palace was built within a new sector of the city, enclosed 

within its own walls, within which the Palace proper comprised one quarter of the land 

area. Secondly, as at Split, according to Ćurčić’s interpretation, the Palace was preceded 

by a quadrifons, from which three roads led to three city gates and the fourth, the Regia, 

led to the palace gate. Finally, again as at Split, the side of the walls looking out onto 

the water (the River Orontes) was replaced by a Palace façade.202 Thus, Ćurčić returns 

to a modified version of Dyggve’s analysis of the architecture of this Palace. As in the 

description of the Palace at Antioch, there is at Split a cross-roads, or abutment of four 

pairs of stoas; the fourth, shorter street leads to what Ćurčić interprets as the palace gate, 

and the long façade facing away from this axial approach has a maritime aspect. He 

uses this similarity to propose an interpretation of Split as a small city, of which the 

Palace forms the ‘head’.203 

 

Baldini Lippolis,204 Brenk205 and Duval206 all emphasize the experimental nature of the 

Late Antique palace, and the inadequacy of a consistent typological model of the sort 

implied by this comparison. For example, Brenk has noted the incommensurability of 

the solutions devised at Split and at Gamzigrad (see below). On this basis, caution must 

be exercised in seeing in Antioch the model for Diocletian’s retirement palace. 

 

 (vii) Other tetrarchic palaces 

Other Tetrarchic palaces for which archaeological and philological evidence can be 

furnished include Trier,207 Milan208 and Aquileia.  

                                                
202 Loc. cit. 
203 Op. cit. 69. 
204 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001). 
205 Brenk, ‘Innovation im Residenzbau der Spätantike’ (1996). 
206 Duval, ‘Hommage a Ejnar et Ingrid Dyggve‘ (2003) 273-300; idem, ‘Existe-T-Il Une 
“Structure Palatiale,”’ (1987); idem, ‘Les Residences Impériales (1997) 127-153. 
207 On the Trier Palace see E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Der kaiserliche Bezirk in 
Trier und die vergleichenden Aspekte mit dem Kaiserpalast in Konstantinopel’, in M. 
Konig, E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and E. Riemer (eds.), Palatia. Kaiserpaläste 
in Konstantinopel, Ravenna und Trier (Trier, 2003) 123-29; T. H. M. Fontaine, ‘Ein 
letzter Abglanz vergangener kaiserlicher Pracht. Zu ausgewahlten archaologischen 
Befunden aus dem Areal der romischen Kaiserresidenz in Trier’, in op. cit., 130-61; H.-
P. Kuhnen, ‘Kaiserresidenz Trier. Der spätantike Palast und seine Ausstrahlung auf die 
Denkmalpflege’, in op. cit.,162-73. 
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- The Trier Palace (figs. 75-6) 

Substantial remains of Roman civic buildings have been documented at Trier, the 

Roman city of Augusta Treverorum. Excavations have revealed the foundations of a 

large palace complex, which appears to have contained public and private sectors. The 

private sector lay to the north, not far from the walls, while the public representative 

complex was located further south, and included a very large and lofty representational 

basilican hall 71.50 long by 32.60 m. wide, with galleries on an upper level accessed by 

spiral staircases located at either side of the apse. It was preceded by a transverse heated 

atrium, and an entry vestibule (prothyron) overlooking an open area.209 The vestibule 

was asymmetrical, with an apse on its western end, while the eastern end may have 

given access to a peristyle courtyard building on the eastern flank of the forecourt to the 

hall. While the building typologies of the Trier Palace are familiar, the layout is too 

fragmentary to give more than an approximate indication. As at Constantinople, 

however, there appear to have been a number of representational halls, several of them 

apsidal. The Trier Palace, however, does not appear to have had the immediate relation 

to a circus found at Milan, Rome (Palatine and villa of Maxentius), Thessalonica, 

Constantinople and probably Antioch. The function of the great basilica is uncertain, 

but it would probably have served as the location for court cases and receptions. In this 

regard, it may perhaps be compared with the Magnaura in Constantinople, which was 

situated apart from the residential quarters. 

 

- The Palace at Mediolanum/Milan (figs. 77-8) 

Ruins at via Brisa have recently been asociated with an imperial palace, possibly that of 

the tetrarch Maximian. Corlàita locates the area of the Milan Palace on the basis of the 

presence of the foundations of apsidal aulae in this location which she interprets as part 

of a monumental complex that was placed in relationship with the forum, the Baths of 

Hercules and the episcopal complex, constituted by the Basilica Nova and by the 

baptistry of S. Giovanni ad fontes.210  

 

                                                                                                                                          
208 On the Milan Palace, see N. Duval, ‘Le palais de Milan parmi le résidences 
impériales du Bas-Empire,’ and S. Lusuardi Siena, ‘Milano (Mediolanum): il palazzo 
imperiale,’ in G. Sena Chiesa (ed.), Milano capitale dell’Impero romano (286-402 d.C) 
(Atti) (Milan, 1990); S. Lusuardi Siena, ‘Il recinto di San Vittore al Corpo’ in op. cit., 
99, with bibliography; Scagliarini Corlàita, ‘Domus-villae-palatia,’ (2003). 
209 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 35. 
210 Scagliarini Corlàita, ‘Domus-villae-palatia,’ (2003) 154. 
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Corlàita describes the Milan Palace in similar terms to Ćurčić’s hypothesis on the layout 

of the palace of Antioch. Thus, again, the Palace is said to occupy one quadrant of the 

entire city, as divided by Cardo and Decumanus. It was guarded by the city walls, and 

by the barrier of the circus, which ran alongside it, and became, she argues, an 

‘appurtenance’ of the Palace, serving as a venue and frame for the emperor’s 

appearance to the people.211 The Palace was also located close to a group of aristocratic 

villas, forming a distinct quarter. In the second urban quadrant was located the 

monumental Herculean Baths, paralleling the placement of the Baths of Zeuxippus in 

juxtaposition to the palace in Constantinople. Like Baldini Lippolis, Corlàita seeks an 

eastern model for the inventive radial disposition of reception halls.212 This does appear 

anachronistic – the only known examples at Constantinople are fifth century – unless, 

and without supporting evidence, one proposes Constantine’s Palace to have had such a 

layout. Again, it is worth emphasizing that it was not until the late fourth century, and 

the reign of Theodosius I, that Constantinople became the permanent seat of the 

emperors. 

 

- The Palace at Aquileia 

The Palace at Aquileia has yet to be located. Baldini Lippolis, on the basis of 

comparative typology, and thus against the skeptical approach of Duval towards such 

methodology, suggests that the Palace should be located to the north-west of Aquileia, 

on the basis of the presence of the circus there, and an assumed relation of the Palace to 

the circus.213 It is significant for a discussion of the early Constantinopolitan palace 

because of the early presence there of Constantine I before his inauguration, on the basis 

of a textual source describing wall frescoes depicting the future emperor with Fausta as 

a youth.214 This location would again possibly place the Palace facing to the south-west, 

towards the river and gulf beyond. 

 

                                                
211 Op. cit., 156. 
212 Op. cit., 166. 
213 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 36. 
214 Op. cit., 36, 144. 
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 (viii) Sessorian Palace, Rome (figs. 58-60, 79-80) 

The Sessorian Palace in Rome was commenced during the Severan period, and 

restructured and renovated in 329, including several buildings built by Constantine’s 

mother Helena, including a large apsidal basilica dedicated to the Holy Cross and 

several other religious buildings.215 It presumably comprised both a public and a private 

section. Excavations have revealed that its structures included what may have been a 

room for official receptions that was preceded by a colonnaded portico, another apsidal 

room heated by a hypocaust (a winter reception hall?), nymphaea, and a bathing 

complex that Baldini Lippolis notes corresponds to the area of the domus of Aufidia 

Valentilla.216 A number of statues were also found in the area in the sixteenth century. 

The so-called ‘Temple of Minerva Medica’ in the area of the Horti Liciniani has 

recently been hypothesized as being a subsidiary reception room of the Palace, fronting 

onto its own walled garden.217 Baldini Lippolis notes that it was a nymphaeum or a 

diaeta (a pleasure pavilion, often used for dining or sleeping), equipped with a system of 
                                                
215 On the Sessorian Palace, see M. Barbera, ‘Dagli Horti Spei Veteris al Palatium 
Sessorianum’, in S. Ensoli and E. La Rocca (eds.), Aurea Roma. Dalla città pagana alla 
città cristiana (Rome, 2000) 104-112; E. Borgia and D. Colli, ‘Horti Spei 
Veteris/Palatium sessorianum (Municipio I)’, in M. A. Tomei (ed.), Roma. Memorie dal 
sottosuolo. Ritrovamenti archeologici 1980/2006, (Rome, 2006) 141-142; A. M. Colini, 
‘Horti Spei Veteris. Palatium Sessorianum,’ Memorie della Pontificia Accademia 7 
(1955) 137-177; D. Colli, S. Palladino and C. Paterna, ‘Il Palazzo Sessoriano nell’area 
archeologica di S. Croce in Gerusalemme. Ultima sede imperiale a Roma’, Ant. 108 
(1996) 771-815; F. Guidobaldi, ‘Il tempio di ‘Minerva Medica’ e le strutture adiacenti: 
settore private del Sessorium costantiniano’, RAC 74/2 (1998) 485-518; idem, 
‘Sessorium,’ in Lexicon topographicum urbis Romae 4 (1999) 304-8; S. Palladino, ‘Le 
terme Eleniane a Roma’, Ant. 108 (1996) 855-71; C. Paterna, ‘Il arco Variano a Roma’, 
Ant. 108 (1996) 817-53. 
216 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 37. 
217 For Horti Liciniani, see Rev. J. Donovan, Rome, Ancient and Modern, and Its 
Environs, four vols. (Rome, 1844) Vol. IV, 637. For the so-called ‘Temple of Minerva 
Medica’ in the vicinity of the Horti Liciniani in Rome, see A. M. Colini, ‘Horti Spei 
Veteris. Palatium Sessorianum,’ in Memorie della Pontificia Accademia 7 (1955) 137-
177; D. Colli, S. Palladino and C. Paterna, ‘Il Palazzo Sessoriano nell’area archeologica 
di S. Croce in Gerusalemme. Ultima sede imperiale a Roma,’ Ant. 108 (1996) 771-815; 
S. Palladino, ‘Le terme Eleniane a Roma,’ Ant. 108 (1996) 855-71; C. Paterna, ‘Il arco 
Variano a Roma’, Ant. 108 (1996) 817-53; F. Guidobaldi, ‘Il tempio di ‘Minerva 
Medica’ e le strutture adiacenti: settore private del Sessorium costantiniano’, RAC 74/2 
(1998) 485-518; idem, ‘Sessorium,’ in Lexicon topographicum urbis Romae 4 (1999) 
304-8; idem, ‘Le residenze imperiali di Roma’ in C. Balmelle et al. (eds.), Melanges 
d’antiquite tardive. Studiola in honorem Noël Duval (Turnhout, 2004). M. Barbera, 
‘Dagli Horti Spei Veteris al Palatium Sessorianum’, in S. Ensoli and E. La Rocca (eds.), 
Aurea Roma. Dalla città pagana alla città cristiana, exhibition catalogue, (Rome, 
2000) 104-112; E. Borgia and D. Colli, ‘Horti Spei Veteris / Palatium sessorianum 
(Municipio I)’, in M. A. Tomei (ed.), Roma. Memorie dal sottosuolo. Ritrovamenti 
archeologici 1980/2006 (Rome, 2006) 141-142. 
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heating with hypocaust and with a hydraulic system. 218 If the association with the 

Sessorian Palace can be confirmed, this structure, with its ornamental basin and bi-

apsidal narthex, might be compared with similar palatine reception structures in 

Constantinople, notably the polygonal triclinium with basin and sigma-shaped, 

colonnaded forecourt in the Gülhane region to the west of the Mangana Palace, and 

perhaps more closely with an ekphrasis of the Baths of Leo, which mentions an entrance 

hall leading to a polygonal fountain/basin, presumably at the centre of a similarly 

polygonal hall of central plan.219 

 

 (viii) The Late Antique Villa at Casale, Piazza Armerina (fig. 28) 

The vast, early fourth–century aristocratic villa at Casale, Piazza Armerina in Sicily, 

was thought by Kähler to have been an imperial villa. 220 Although generally considered 

by recent scholars to have been the residence of an extremely wealthy (non-imperial) 

aristocratic landowner, possibly a member of the senatorial class, this serves as a good 

example to illustrate both the various room functions of the luxury Late Antique domus, 

and as an illustrative model for analogous room types in the Great Palace. 

 

There are several crucially important typological elements in the architecture of this 

villa which may be compared with analogous spaces in the Great Palace mentioned in 

the Book of Ceremonies. Entrance to the villa was gained from a rectangular forecourt 

through a monumental gateway. In this respect, the villa at Piazza Armerina resembles 

the ‘Palace of the Giants’ in Athens. The gate possesses niches, which were possibly to 
                                                
218 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 37.  
219 Mango, ‘The Palace of Marina’ (1991-2) 321-30; Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo the 
Wise and the “Macedonian Renaissance” revisited: topography, iconography, 
ceremonial, ideology’, DOP 42 (1988) 97-118. 
220 For the villa at Piazza Armerina interpreted as an imperial residence, see Kähler, Die 
Villa des Maxentius (1973). For an interpretation as an aristocratic villa, see A 
Carandini, M. de Vos and A. Ricci, Filosofiana: la villa di Piazza Armerina (Palermo 
1982). For further interpretations see N. Duval, ‘Comment reconnaitre un palais 
imperial ou royal? Ravenne et Piazza Armerina,’ FR, 45/1 (1978) 27-64; idem, 
‘Pourquoi une identification? La place de Piazza Armerina dans 1’architecture de 
1’antiquite tardive apres la recente publication’, Opus 2.2 (1983) 559-71; S. Settis, 
‘Neue Forschungen und Untersuchungen zur villa von Piazza Armerina’, in D. von 
Papenfuss and V M. Strocka (eds.), Palast und Hütte. Beitrage zum Bauen und Wohnen 
im Altertum von Archäologen, Vor- und Frühgeschichtern (Berlin 25-30 November 
1979), (Mainz, 1982) 515-34; R. J. A. Wilson, Piazza Armerina (London-New York, 
1983). Baldini Lippolis provides a useful analysis. Baldini Lippolis, La domus 
tardoantica. (2001); idem, l’Architettura residentiale nelle cittá tardoantiche (Rome, 
2005). On the mosaics at Piazza Armerina, see A. Carandini Filosofiana (above) and K. 
M. D. Dunbabin, Mosaics of the Greek and Roman World, (Cambridge, 1999) 131-142. 
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house statues of the owner’s family, and leads into a roughly semi-circular colonnaded 

forecourt, to the north of which is a baths complex, including an octagonal room with 

bi-apsidal narthex, broadly resembling Magdalino’s interpretation of the Baths of Leo 

(Part Two, 3.3). On the eastern side of the forecourt, a square entrance vestibule leads 

into a great peristyle courtyard, at the centre of which is a nymphaeum. This court led to 

an entrance vestibule connecting with the main peristyle courtyard, within which was 

located a nymphaeum, and around which rooms were aggregated.  

 

On the far side of the courtyard, raised up and connected by three staircases, is an 

ambulatory or xystus, 200 Roman feet (59.27 m.) long, with apses at each end. The 

ambulatory, lying to the north of the covered walk of the peristyle, and raised above it, 

is thus conceived as independent of the peristyle courtyard. It is typologically similar to 

the open portico facing the sea in Diocletian’s villa at Split and the vast ambulatory of 

Maxentius’ palatial villa on via Appia outside Rome. Three clusters of rooms open off 

it. At the centre is a monumental apsidal hall 100 Roman feet (29.64 m.) long, the floor 

of the rear apse, the possible location of the throne of the dominus, being raised up 

above the hall by a step. Baldini Lippolis notes the traces of a ciborium separating the 

place of the dominus from the hall.221 A niche at the end of the apse is associated with a 

colossal statue of Hercules, the head of which was found nearby. At the northern end of 

the ambulatory is a group associated with the private apartments of the domina, while to 

the south is another group thought to be the private apartments of the dominus. To the 

south-west of the court is a dining complex consisting of a triconchal hall to the west, 

facing a curving forecourt ended at the east by an elaborate nymphaeum. It was 

apparently accessed from the southern end of the ambulatory. The triconchal form of 

the triclinium, and the semi-circular forecourt have been compared with the Triconch 

and Sigma of the Great Palace.222 

 

                                                
221 This feature is particularly relevant for imagining the relation of the space of the 
emperor in relation to the reception halls of the Great Palace. The imperial akkoubiton 
was, for example, separated from the rest of the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita by curtains. 
Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 22 ff., I, 9, 61 ff.; I, 37, 187. 
222 The comparison between the triconchal triclinium and curved forecourt at Piazza 
Armerina and the Triconch and Sigma in the Great Palace was made by I. Lavin, ‘The 
House of the Lord: Aspects of the Rôle of Palace Triclinia in the Architecture of Late 
Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages’, AB 44/1 (1962) 1-27. It remains accepted by 
current scholars, for example Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and Dark. See Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 197-242, and Dark, 
‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-105. 
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The peristyle court may well have been used for ceremonial occasions, as was the 

Tribunal in the Great Palace. Large villas and palaces like Piazza Armerina and Domus 

Flavia comprised several courtyards to house the various functional zones. The main 

reception rooms were either axially aligned with the peristyle, or opened onto a covered 

ambulatory, or xystus. The ambulatory at Piazza Armerina is raised up from the 

peristyle by three staircases. It is apparent from the planimetry of this complex, that 

both the architectural composition and the decoration was intended to make a powerful 

impression upon the visitor, emphasizing the great wealth and position of the dominus. 

The spatial sequence, from the forecourt, through the monumental gate to the entry 

court, then proceeding through to the great court, and then ascending to the ambulatory, 

and either the great apsidal hall or the triconch, prolongs the experience of arrival in the 

presence of the dominus. Such spatial ordering appears to have had an important role in 

the ceremonial of the Great Palace.  

 

 (ix) Sasanid Palaces 

The palaces of the Sasanid King of Kings (Shahanshah) in Iran formed a symbolic 

counterpoint to the Great Palace of the Early Byzantine emperors. The two centres were 

aware of each other through long-standing diplomacy and military encounters. Nielsen 

has argued that Roman palaces and horti may have been derived from the example of 

the palace and gardens at Alexandria, itself derived from the Persian paradeisoi.223 

Recently, Matthew Canepa has proposed a modified version of the ‘eastern origin’ 

argument, according to which there was, from the period of Šāpūr I (r. 240/2-270/2) 

until the Arab invasions of the seventh century, a two-way exchange of ritual and 

artistic motifs between Rome and Iran.224 He focuses on visual culture, rather than 

architecture, and cultural exchange between Iran and early Byzantium in architecture 

remains largely unexplored in recent scholarship.225 The earlier palace of the founding 

Sasanid King of Kings, Ardašir I (d. 242) at Firuzābād, Qalʿa-ye Doḵtar, comprised a 

domed audience hall symmetrically aligned with a west-facing iwan (fig. 90a). His 

second palace at Firuzābād of Ātaškada (after 224) was more elaborate, with three 

iwans on each side of the entrance courtyard, and three domical audience chambers 
                                                
223 I. Nielsen, Hellenistic Palaces (Arhuus, 1994) 170. 
224 M. P. Canepa, The Two Eyes of the Earth. Art and Ritual of Kingship between Rome 
and Sasanian Iran (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 2008). See also infra, Chapter I.1. 
225 Canepa, The Two Eyes of the Earth, (2008) 211-16. Canepa associates the decorative 
motifs in the surviving fragments of the church of Hagia Polyeuktos with Sasanid 
influence, suggesting that their use was motivated by an assertion of her family’s claim 
to the Byzantine throne. 
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symmetrically arranged in relation to the axis of entry (fig. 90b). What would appear to 

be a domestic wing was arranged around a courtyard with two iwans, again aligned with 

the axis of entry. The building works of Šāpūr I, notably his palace at Bišāpūr may have 

been aided by Roman engineers and craftsmen, known to have been captured by that 

ruler (fig. 90c).226 Although certain details, such as a Greek decorative stucco frieze in 

the main ‘hall’ (probably unroofed despite earlier reconstructions depicting it as 

domed227), demonstrate a western influence, the overall layout, and the relation to the 

nearby water temple, are local in derivation.228 In particular, the central ‘hall’ possesses 

four iwans lined with niches for statuary that connect to passages and domestic rooms. 

Later Sasanid palaces, while perpetuating the iwan structure, are more recognisably 

related to western examples. Thus, Palace II, possibly built by Šāpūr II in the late fourth 

century, possesses an apsidal, ‘basilican’ hall opening onto an axially-aligned courtyard. 

The palace at Ctesiphon, possibly constructed by Khosrow I (531-579), has a 

monumental iwan the Tāq-e Kesrā, axially facing what would have been the entrance 

courtyard, behind which was probably located the audience hall, (fig. 90d). In the sixth- 

to seventh-century palace of Khosrow II at Qasr-i-Shirin, despite uncertainties regarding 

the definitive plan, a cruciform central hall aligns axially with a rectangular entrance 

courtyard and inner courtyard (fig. 90e). The emphasis upon monumental enclosing 

walls, iwan-type entrance vestibule, courtyard and monumental reception halls was to 

be continued into the Islamic period in examples of Umayyad palace architecture such 

as Khirbat al-Mafjar (figs. 91a and b), Qasr Mshatta (fig. 91c), and the early Abbasid 

palace of Al-Ukhaidir (fig. 91d).229 

                                                
226 Op. cit. 56. 
227 The supporting walls appear insufficiently buttressed to support a dome of the scale 
suggested in the reconstruction by Ghirshman. For the reconstruction with dome, see R. 
Ghirshman, Bichâpour II: Les mosaïques sassanides (Paris, 1956) Plan II. For 
interpretation as square court with four iwans, see E. J. Keall, ‘Bīšāpūr,’ Encyclopaedia 
Iranica, Vol. IV, Fasc. 3, 287-289. 
228 Note for example the sunken Anahita temple adjacent to the central hall. See L. Bier, 
‘The Sassanian Palaces and their Influence in Early Islam,’ in Gülru Necipoglu (ed.), 
Ars Orientalis 23 (Ann Arbour, 1993) 57-66 at 58. 
229 For early Islamic palaces, see J. Sauvaget, ‘Observations sur les monuments 
omeyyades,’ Journal Asiatique 231 (1939); K. Cresswell, A Short Account of Early 
Islamic Architecture, revised by James W. Allen (Aldershot, 1989); R. W. Hamilton, 
Khirbat al Mafjar (Oxford, 1957); O. Grabar, ‘The Date and Meaning of Mshatta,’ 
DOP 41 (1987); idem, ‘Umayyad Palaces Reconsidered,’ in Gülru Necipoglu (ed.), Ars 
Orientalis 23 (Ann Arbour, 1993) 93-108; R. Ettinghausen and O. Grabar, Islamic Art 
650-1250 (New Haven, 1994); E. Herzfeld, ‘The Genesis of islamic Art and the 
problem of Mshatta,’ in J. Bloom (ed.), Early Islamic art and Architecture (Burlington, 
VT, 2002). 
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In all these examples, there is a clear hierarchy of entrance and reception established by 

the palace layouts, one which would have created a strong impression of grandeur and 

distantiation of client/ambassador and the ruler and his courtiers. The axial sequence of 

entrance gate, courtyard and high reception hall does have similarities to descriptions of 

parts of the Great Palace. On the basis of records of diplomatic exchanges between 

Byzantium and Sasanid Iran, these palaces were used as competitive settings for 

emulative spectacle. Despite obvious differences – the hot climate in Iran led to the 

development of the iwan, or outdoor room, and to domestic quarters being arranged on 

an upper floor – nonetheless, the elaboration of ceremonial passage into the palaces 

does bear comparison.230 It is uncertain to what example the exchanges between Rome 

and Sasanid Iran impacted on forms of Roman palace architecture. Certainly, 

comparisons can be made between the fourth-century garden pavilion in the Sessorian 

Palace in Rome and Sasanid domed reception halls. Furthermore, the elaborate 

architecture of the Chrysotriklinos, with its centralized plan, domed roof and vaulted 

external vestibule confronting an entrance courtyard also suggests parallels with such 

halls. Further connection would necessitate detailed analysis of the translation of motifs 

between Byzantium and Sasanid Persia. 

 

 (x) Early Byzantine palaces: Palace of Antiochus (fig. 41) Elaiussa Sebaste 

 (fig. 42), and Rhegion (fig. 81) 

A direct comparison with the form of the Great Palace can be made in relation to the 

Early Byzantine palaces of Antiochus north-west of the Hippodrome, the early fifth-

century palace complex with rotunda at the Myrelaion in Constantinople, the probable 

governor’s palace, or praetorium, at Elaiussa Sebaste, and the ‘palace’ at Rhegion.  

 

The building that has been identified as probably the Palace of Antiochus was excavated 

in 1942 by Schneider on behalf of the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, and in 1950-

51 by Duyuran, on behalf of the Istanbul Archaeological Museums on the site 

                                                
230 Canepa, The Two Eyes of the Earth (2008) 135-6. In drawing comparisons between 
the Sasanid palaces and the Great Palace, Canepa follows Bardill, I believe erroneously, 
in identifying the Apsed Hall of the second St. Andrews excavation with the crown hall 
of Augusteous. See infra, Part Two, II.3. It is, however, significant that the complex of 
the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall were probably completed under Heraclius, as the 
Iranian envoys may well have been received in this complex in the period after his 
defeat of Khosrow II. 



 87 

designated for the new Palace of Justice (Adelet Sarayı).231 Further observations were 

made by Ernst Mamboury as the excavations proceeded. Excavations revealed an 

elaborate series of centrally-planned rooms arranged around a hemicyclical, colonnaded 

portico and forecourt. The large, hexagonal central hall was found to have been 

converted into a church, associated by Schneider with that of St. Euphemia. Given its 

five apses and central plan, it may have had a domical roof. To either side of the 

entrance to the hall were located spiral staircases, suggesting the existence of a gallery 

at an upper level. At a radial angle of about 40o from the central axis were located 

flanking circular-plan halls, each with lateral chambers, suggesting a possible domestic 

function. A bath complex was identified to the north-east of the hemicycle, facing the 

western stands of the Hippodrome. The hemicycle was closed to the south-west by what 

would appear to be a gate-house. Between these features and the Bin Bir Direk cistern, 

foundations of massive walls of an unknown structure had earlier been discovered 

during trenching work for the municipal sewer system.232  

 

Further north, a circular structure fronted by a semicircular forecourt had been found to 

lead into a monumental, seven-apsed reception hall, 52.5 m. long by 12.4 m. wide, of 

which only the foundations were found to remain. Mamboury associated this complex 

with the adjacent baths complex which, he hypothesized, may have been built for the 

Hippodrome workers. It was later associated by Mango and others with the Palace of 

Lausos, and has been recently reinterpreted by Bardill as a reception hall of the Palace 

of Antiochus. Its form has been further associated by Luchterhand with the Hall of 

                                                
231 For the Palace of Antiochus, see A. M. Schneider, ‘Das Martyrion der Hl. Euphemia 
beim Hippodrom zu Konstantinopel,’ BZ 42 (1943) 178-185; idem, ‘Grabung im 
Bereich des Euphemia-Martyrions zu Konstantinopel,’ Arch. Anz., 58, 1943, 255-289; 
R. Duyuran, ‘Adalet Sarayı İnşat Yerinde Yapılan Kazılar Hakkında İlk Rapor,’ İAMY 5 
(1952) 23-38; idem, ‘Second Report on Excavations on the Site of the New Palace of 
Justice at Istanbul,’ İAMY 6 (1953) 74-80; Ö. Koyunoğlu, ‘Adalet Sarayı İnşat Yerinde 
Bulunan Bizans Keramiği,’ İAMY 5 (1952) 39-41; E. Mamboury, ‘Les fouilles 
Byzantine à Istanbul et ses environs et les trouvailles archéologiques faites au cours de 
constructions au de travaux officials et privés depuis 1936,’ Byzantion 21 (1951) 425-
459; R. Naumann and N. Dolunay, ‘Untersuchungen zwischen Divan Yolu und Adalet 
Sarayi 1954,’ İAMY 11-12 (1964) 136-140; C. Mango, M. Vickers, and E. D. Francis, 
‘The Palace of Lausus at Constantinople and Its Collection of Ancient Statues,’ JHC 
(1992) 89-98; J. Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausus’,  AJA 101/1 (1997) 67-95; idem and R. 
Greatrex, ‘Antiochus the Praepositus: A Persian Eunuch at the Court of Theodosius II,’ 
DOP 50 (1997) 171-197. 
232 For discoveries east of Bin Bir Direk cistern, see Mamboury archive, Deutsches 
Archäologisches Institut, Istanbul: ‘Palace of Justice’. 
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Nineteen Akkoubita, and the eleven-apsed reception hall in the Lateran Palace.233 The 

circular vestibule leading into this structure has been interpreted by Bardill as a rotunda. 

Its diameter of about 22 m. would, if roofed, have necessitated a huge dome. The 

remaining features of this structure do not seem to have evidenced such a roof structure, 

and it may be questioned whether it existed.234 An alternative reconstruction might be 

that it was a circular colonnaded court preceding the hall, its niches possibly having 

housed statuary.  

 

Circular forecourts have been found at the fourth-century ‘palace’ in Mediolanum / 

Milan (overall diameter 20m., figs. 77-8), and the fifth-century Byzantine residence, 

possibly a governor’s palace, at Elaiussa Sebaste, present-day Ayaş, Turkey (overall 

diameter 23.4m., internal courtyard 15m. diameter, fig. 42).235 The latter complex, 

possessed a 22m. by 11m. apsed hall, possibly for reception functions, that was 

accessed off the circular court, the latter which opened onto what appears to have been 

in its fifth-century phase a curved colonnaded portico, that had formed part of a Roman 

portico facing onto a harbour to the north.236 Furthermore, the circular courtyard phase 

of the fifth-century palace at Elaiussa Sebaste, destroyed in the mid-sixth century, is of 

similar date to the Palace of Antiochus.237 

 

The rotunda at the Myrelaion, present-day Bodrum Camii in Istanbul, appears to have 

belonged to an Early Byzantine palace.238 It has recently been re-proposed by 

                                                
233 M. Luchterhandt, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo III.,’ 
(1999) 109-122; idem, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil. Der Westen und die byzantinische 
Hofkultur im Frühmittelalter,’ (2006) 171-211. 
234 The remaining floor and foundations of the seven-apsed structured steps down into a 
central circular area. It is possible that the structure served as a circular entrance court 
for the polylobate reception hall to its west. 
235 For the Early Byzantine palace at Ayaş, see E. Equini Schneider, articles on Elaiussa 
Sebaste, KST 1995-2007, in particular ‘Excavation and Research at Elaiussa Sebaste. 
The 2002 Campaign,’ KST 25 (2003) 303-16 and figs. 9-10, and ‘Archaeological 
Research at Elaiussa Sebaste: The 2004 Campaign,’ KST 27 (2005) 195-204; idem, 
Elaiussa Sebaste, a Port City between East and West, an Archaeological Guide 
(Istanbul, 2008). 
236 Equini Schneider, ‘Elaiussa Sebaste 2004,’ (2005) 196. 
237 Equini Schneider, ‘Excavation and Research at Elaiussa Sebaste: The 2003 
Campaign,’ KST 26 (2004) 181-92 at 183.
238 For the archaeology of the palace at the Myrelaion, see R. Naumann, ‘Der antike 
Rundbau beim Myrelaion und der Palast Romanos I. Lekapenos,’ Istanbuler 
Mitteilungen 16 (1966) 199-216; P. Niewöhner, ‘Der frühbyzantinische Rundbau beim 
Myrelaion in Konstantinopel: Kapitelle, Mosaiken und Ziegelstempel,’ Ist. Mitt. 60 
(2010) 412-459. 
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Niewöhner as the residence of the early fifth-century princess Arcadia, the daughter of 

Arcadius, and sister of the emperor Theodosius II. The remains comprise a small 

central-plan building to the south-west, and a large rotunda base to the north east, which 

appears to have possessed a portico entrance facing the street of Mese and the Capitol 

and Philadelphion further to the north-east. Built over the large rotunda are the 

foundations of the tenth-century palace of the emperor Romanus I Lecapenus (r. 920-

944), with the church of Myrelaion to the east. Niewöhner follows Naumann’s 

interpretation of walls flanking the north-east entry in reconstructing the palace with a 

40 m. diameter semi-circular courtyard opening onto the Mese, which he identifies with 

the toponyms ‘Horeion/Horologion, Modion/Molion and Ta Amastrianou, thus similar 

in type to the centralized halls and semi-circular courtyards of the Palace of Antiochus, 

and the structure, in all probability part of a palatial domus, found in the present-day 

Gülhane Gardens.239 Significantly, the palace at the Myrelaion possessed figurative 

mosaics that have been interpreted as depicting scenes from classical mythology.240 

 

The ‘palace’ overlooking the sea at Kuçûk Çekmece, a site usually identified as 

Byzantine Rhegion, is located 18 km. west of Istanbul. The excavators, Ogan and 

Mansel, dated the complex to the fifth to sixth centuries, on the basis of its construction 

and the architectural ornament of capitals found on site. Despite the lack of detail 

provided by the excavators, the complex provides an analogous example of what 

appears to be the residence either of a wealthy Byzantine aristocrat, or even an imperial 

‘palace of retreat’. The elements recall the rooms and buildings mentioned in the Book 

of Ceremonies: a great terrace, probably a colonnaded portico, runs north-south, 

overlooking Kuçûk Çekmece lake and the Sea of Marmara; a basilican hall (9.6 x 

18.8m.), which probably possessed a timber roof, is centred on a walled courtyard – to 

either side of the hall are vaulted, symmetrical ancillary rooms, perhaps the equivalent 

of the koitones mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies, and a larger apsidal hall (12 x 20 

m.), surely mistakenly interpreted by Mansel as having been originally built as a church, 

faces the terrace and the sea, and appears to have the remnants of an emphasized bay, or 

dikionion. This hall has three openings onto a portico facing north towards an enclosed 

court; to the north of the hall, across the courtyard, are three vaulted halls, the central 

one an octagon, which partially mirror three similarly vaulted halls, two cruciform, and 

the central one octagonal, which form the southern boundary of the hall. This latter hall 

                                                
239 Niewöhner, ‘Rundbau’ (2010) 414. 
240 Op. cit., 425-31 and figs. 10-17. 
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recalls descriptions of the Consistorium in the Great Palace, with its three doors on its 

principal façade, and lateral doors opening onto the court of Delphax, while the smaller 

hall recalls, in its disposition, the later Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall of the Great 

Palace.  

 

Adjacent to both halls are bathing complexes. While the halls do not comprise a 

geometrically cohesive group, they are nevertheless structured around two monumental 

passages, the 6 m. wide western terrace, which was roofed for at least part of its length, 

and paved in mosaic, and an east-west porticoed passage, framed in part by columns 

and decorated with a geometric mosaic floor. It is clear from the layout that the exterior 

of the monumental passages formed the most significant façade of the complex, again 

recalling the frequent emphasis on the passages (diabatika) of the Great Palace in the 

Book of Ceremonies. In this complex, still not adequately surveyed or documented, one 

has a chronologically-close comparative example for the Great Palace.241 

 

The three fifth-century Byzantine palational complexes described here have in common 

certain characteristics:  

1. Large-scale halls, of basilican plan (Elaiussa Sebaste and Rhegion), polylobate 
and polygonal plan (Antiochus), that were probably used for audience and 
reception purposes; 

2. Monumental colonnaded forecourts, of circular plan (Elaiussa Sebaste and 
possibly Palace of Antoichus) and hemicyclic plan (Antiochus);242 

3. Subsidiary chambers opening off the large halls (Antiochus, Rhegion, Elaiussa 
Sebaste) 

 

                                                
241 A. M. Mansel, ‘Les fouilles de Rhegion près d’Istanbul,’ Actes du VI. Congrès 
International des Études Byzantines, II (1951) 255-260; N. Fırat, ‘Rhegion Excavation,’ 
in O. Bello (ed.), Istanbul University’s Contributions to Archaeology in Turkey (1932-
2000) (Istanbul, 2001) 237-238. 
242 An additional example, for which no archaeological evidence has yet been found, is 
the semi-circular portico structure and central-plan hall, of Late Antique appearance,  
depicted in the Panorama of Constantinople of Melchior Lorck. The structure has been 
associated recently by the author, together with Dark and Van Meeuwen, with the site 
of the present-day School of Botany above Hayriye Hanim Sokağı and Kepenekçi 
Sabunhanesi Sokağı south-east of the Sülemaniye Mosque. See Westbrook, Dark and 
Van Meeuwen, ‘Constructing Melchior Lorichs’ Panorama of Constantinople,’ JSAH 
69/1 (2010) 62-87. On early Byzantine palaces in this area, see P. Magdalino, ‘Medieval 
Constantinople,’ in idem, Studies on the History and Topography of Byzantine 
Constantinople (Aldershot, 2007) I, 1-107, at 47-53; idem, ‘Aristocratic Oikoi in the 
Tenth and Eleventh Regions of Constantinople, in N. Necipoğlu (ed.) Byzantine 
Constantinople: Monuments, Topography and Everyday Life (Leiden, 2001) 53-69. 
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The Book of Ceremonies refers to ceremonies that take place in a hemicyclic courtyard 

(the Sigma) and polylobate halls (the Triconch, the Justinianos and Hall of Nineteen 

Akkoubita) and apsed hall (the Magnaura). The Augusteous was probably also basilican 

in plan, as may have been the Consistorium. In addition, the unidentified Apsed Hall 

excavated in the St. Andrews second campaign, possesses a comparable layout to halls 

at Elaiussa Sebaste and Rhegion. 

 

 (xi) The Palace of Theoderic at Ravenna (figs. 82-5)  

The Palace of Theoderic is associated with the Late Antique complex excavated 

between 1908-1914 by Ghirardini, who found evidence of a peristyle courtyard.243 The 

courtyard had a north-south dimension of about 35 m., and was fronted by a 

monumental apsed hall, 27 m. deep by 11 m. wide on its northern side, that was flanked 

by side rooms. A triconchal hall, possibly a triclinium, was located on the north-eastern 

corner of the peristyle.244 The Palace of Theoderic is also associated with the palatium 

mosaic in the Ravenna church of Sant’Apollinare Nuovo, interpreted by Swoboda as 

representing its entrance as a symmetrical, three-bayed portico.245 Dyggve argued 

instead that the Ravenna palatium mosaic represented an enclosed, but unroofed, room, 

an ‘hypaethral basilica’ (‘basilica ipetrale’), the lost palace façade fronting the Platea 

Maior. The flattening of the image was explained as a convention of artistic 

                                                
243 On the Palace of Theoderic at Ravenna, see A. Augenti, ‘The Palace of Theoderic at 
Ravenna: a new analysis of the complex’, in L. Lavan, L. Özgenel and A. Sarantis 
(eds.), Housing in Late Antiquity (Leiden, 2007) 425-453; I. Baldini Lippolis, 
‘Articolazione e decorazione del palazzo imperiale di Ravenna’, Corsi di cultura 
sull’arte ravennate e bizantina 43 (1997) 1-31; E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, 
‘Ravenna und Byzanz. Parallelen in der Nomenklatur der Paläste,’ in M. König, E. 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and E. Riemer (eds.), Palatia. Kaiserpaläste in 
Konstantinopel, Ravenna und Trier (2003) 114-20; N. Duval, ‘Que savons-nous du 
palais de Theodoric à Ravenne?,’ Ant. 72 (1960) 337-71; E. Dyggve, Ravennatum 
Palatium Sacrum (Copenhagen, 1941); R. Farioli Campanati, ‘Ravenna, Costantinopoli: 
aspetti topografico-monumentali e iconografici,’ in A. Carile (ed.) Storia di Ravenna 
II.2. Dall'eta bizantina all'eta ottoniana: ecclesiologia, cultura e arte (Ravenna, 1992) 
127-57; G. Ghirardini, ‘Gli Scavi del Palazzo di Teodorico a Ravenna,’ Monumenti 
Antichi dei Lincei 24 (1917) 737-838; M. J. Johnson, ‘The Palace of Theoderic at 
Ravenna: A Reevaluation,’ Eighth Annual Byzantine Studies Conference. Abstracts of 
Papers (Chicago, 1982), 8-9; idem, ‘Towards a History of Theoderic’s Building 
Programme’, DOP 42 (1988) 73-96; P. Porta, ‘Il centro del potere: il palazzo 
dell’Esarco’, in A. Carile (ed.), Storia di Ravenna II.I. Dall'età bizantina all'eta 
ottoniana: territorio, economia, società (Ravenna, 1991) 269-83; E. Russo, ‘II palazzo 
imperiale di Ravenna’, Libro Aperto 20 (2000) 39-49; G. Savini, Gli scavi del palazzo 
di Teodorico. Avanzi scoperti negli anni 1908-12 (Ravenna, 1998). 
244 Ghirardini, ‘Gli Scavi del Palazzo di Teodorico a Ravenna’ (1917) 786. 
245 Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (1919) 195 ff. 
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representation of the time.246 For Dyggve, the fronton or frontal portion of the façade 

served a glorificatory function, as fastigium (fig. 68).247 This element, from Dyggve’s 

study of the entrance court of Diocletian’s Palace, formed the basis for his theory of an 

‘Architecture of Power’. Dyggve claimed to find an analogy between such 

‘glorificatory’ complexes, and the layout of the Great Palace in Constantinople, notably 

the sequence of ‘Tribunalion, Triklinion, and Consistorium’, citing, as evidence of the 

influence of the Great Palace upon such complexes as the Ravenna Palace, the mention 

by the chronicler Agnellus of elements of the latter complex: Chalkê, Tribunalium and 

Triclinium. According to this thesis, the Tribunal of the Great Palace had a similar form 

to the ‘hypaethral basilica’ of Diocletian’s residence, the term ‘royal court’ supposedly 

deriving from the symbolic centrality of this space. A further conjecture, unsupported 

by archaeological evidence, was that the Christian basilica derived its form from the 

imperial basilical crown hall.  

 

Recent re–evaluation of the archaeological evidence for the Ravenna Palace has 

identified a series of phases in the development of the site. Thus, the first phase has 

been dated to the Early Imperial period, a second phase of a smaller basilica and 

peristyle courtyard has been dated to the fourth century, the third phase, consisting of 

the great basilica and peristyle courtyard, has been attributed by Guidobaldi to the 

period of Honorius (r. emperor 393-95; western emperor 395-423), and the fourth 

phase, that of the Triconch, has been ascribed to the fifth to sixth centuries. Further 

phases occurred between the sixth and tenth centuries.248 Thus, none of these phases can 

be securely associated with the reign of Theoderic, although Augenti argues that textual 

sources support it as having been his Palace.249 Duval is less sure of its identity – he 

notes that the texts refer to Theoderic’s Palace being built ex nihilo, and he considers 

the residence excavated by Ghirardini to be small for a palace, and definitely not 

directly connected to the Platea Maior.250 It is clear from the evidence that the complex 

remained in use as a peristyle domus until at least the sixth century. On the basis of 

textual sources, it is apparent that the Palace, if this is indeed what this structure was, 

remained in use until the mid-eighth century. It cannot be assumed, however, contrary 

                                                
246 Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (1941) 16-17. 
247 Dyggve, Op. cit., 27 (translation by author):  
248 Augenti, ‘The Palace of Theoderic at Ravenna: a new analysis of the complex’ 
(2007) 429-446. 
249 Op. cit., 449-50. 
250 Duval, ‘Les Residences Impériales’ (1997) 127-153. 
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to Dyggve’s thesis, that the so-called ‘Palace of the Exarchs’ located to the south-west – 

possibly the façade of an early mediaeval church – necessarily formed a functioning 

part of this complex.  

 

(xii) The Lateran Palace as Analogue of the Great Palace and its emulations 

in the Carolingian palaces at Aachen and Ingelheim (figs. 43-4, 86-9)  

The early papal complex at the Lateran has been suggested by Krautheimer and 

Luchterhand as having been based in part on the forms and layout of the Great Palace, 

and therefore as assisting in imagining that complex.251 The Lateran complex was built 

in stages over a long period of time. Its foundation was a palatial villa, the Domus 

Faustae, owned by Constantine I and subsequently donated to the Bishop of Rome as 

his residence. Baldini Lippolis notes that it possessed a 60 m. long corridor, faced on 

one side by an open portico, and interrupted by a semicircular exedra.252 The element of 

the long passage was also found in the later stages of the Lateran Palace, forming a 

passage called the Makron, and has been associated by Luchterhand as an element with 

imperial connotations that was linked to an elaborated ceremonial.253 

 

Polci has characterized the Lateran Palace as an example of the shift towards the early 

mediaeval defensible residence.254 The implication that the Lateran layout may have 

become multi-level because of security requirements is problematic. On the one hand, 

Swoboda has provided evidence of such multi-level villas from the Middle-Roman 

period, for example the villa at Fliessem, and the upper storey ‘lightening’ of the façade 

through the arcading is described by him as a Late Antique motif that is evidenced by 

North African mosaics.255 On the other hand, as noted above, the Lateran is known to 

have developed from a Roman villa.256  

 
                                                
251 On the Lateran Palace, see Krautheimer and Ćurčić, Early Christian and Byzantine 
Architecture (1986) 39-59; idem, Rome. Profile of a City: 312-1308 (Princeton, 1980); 
P. Lauer, ‘Les fouilles du Sancta Sanctorum au Latran,’ MEFR 20 (1900) 251-87. For 
comparisons with Carolingian palaces and the Great Palace, see Luchterhandt, 
‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo III.,’ (1999) 109-122; idem, 
‘Stolz und Vorurteil. Der Westen und die byzantinische Hofkultur im Frühmittelalter,’ 
(2006) 171-211. 
252 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 37. 
253 Luchterhandt, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau’(1999) 109-122. 
254 Polci, ‘Some Aspects of the Transformation of the Roman Domus’ (2003), 79-109, 
at 97-98. 
255 Swoboda, Römisch und Romanische Paläste (1917) Ch. 5, 133-84. 
256 Luchterhand, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau’ (1999) 109-122, at 112. 
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Luchterhand has established that this seat of the popes had a clear relation to the 

building forms of the Byzantine Great Palace which, on the basis of the 

chronologically-earliest sections of the Book of Ceremonies, was on at least two levels, 

and possessed an elevated passage, the Anabasion, on the entrance façade adjacent to 

the Chalkê gate. In the Lateran Palace, there was a set of stairs which led into a long 

processional passage which, according to Luchterhand, was named in the Liber 

Pontificalis after the Makrona, the Anti-Consistorium of the Great Palace, suggesting 

knowledge in the eighth-century papal court of that complex, presumably from papal 

prelates attending audiences or synods in Constantinople.257 Again reflecting spatial 

practice in the Great Palace, from the Makrona, visitors would enter the reception hall, 

or triclinium, through a triple portal, from where they would ascend stairs to a proaula, 

where they would await permission to enter, probably through curtained screens 

(suspensoria) hanging from rods affixed to columns.258 Luchterhand interprets the 

entire architectural promenade as a setting for a papal introitus, reflecting the older 

imperial ceremonial. To summarize, the passages constructed to accommodate these 

processions, and which linked the entrance, the main triclinia, and the church, were 

raised a storey above the level of the plaza (Campus Lateranensis) in front of the 

palace, and were reached by a monumental staircase.259 

 

A similar layout of elevated connective passages reached by staircases also existed in 

the Carolingian palaces at Aachen and Ingelheim, possibly in emulation of the Lateran 

and the Great Palace. The Book of Ceremonies makes clear that there were several 

levels of the Great Palace. These were structured by elevated passages and porticoes 

connected by staircases – there are numerous references to spiral, or hidden staircases 

connecting levels. Additionally, there would appear to have been a consistent 

arrangement of levels to ensure that when the emperor made ceremonial appearances, 

he was elevated above his audience. For example, the Apsed Hall (fig. 191-5) had an 

upper level at the eastern end, connected to the lower level by a flight of steps. The 

Golden Hand (and court of Onopodion), by which one entered the crown hall, the 

Augusteous, was elevated above the state hall, or Consistorium. 260 Similarly, the 

                                                
257 Luchterhand, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil’ (2006) 171-211, at 181-182. 
258 Loc. cit. 
259 M. Luchterhand, ‘Papstlicher Palastbau’, (1999) 116. 
260 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 207= Vogt, Cér., II, 50 (41), 16: 

When the rulers give the command, the patricians and the rest of the court go up 
to the Vestibule of the Golden Hand.  



 95 

emperor descended from the Onopodion by a flight of steps to reach the state hall, the 

Consistorium, within which he was again raised up on a higher level from the 

audience.261 At receptions in the Tribunal, the emperor and empress appeared at the 

Dikionion - a space framed by two columns, and probably surmounted by a vault or 

pediment - elevated above the assembly of nobles gathered below. 262 Similarly, when 

the emperor or empress emerged from the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita for a reception, 

they stood on the raised terrace (hliakøn). 263  

 

In summary, therefore, this elevation of the figure of the emperor or empress would 

appear to be a consistent arrangement within the Palace, through which the Palace 

layout reinforced the hierarchy of the ceremonies. Such an arrangement is less readily 

discernable in the layout of the Late Antique Roman villa (except it should be noted, the 

raised ambulatory at Piazza Armerina, and the usual one-step raising of the place of the 

dominus within the apsed halls of representation) and may indeed constitute a 

characteristic of the Palatium, one that Luchterhand has identified as having been 

influential upon the layouts of papal and Carolingian palaces – the need for the monarch 

to occupy a level above that of his subjects.  

 

II.1.6. Conclusion 

This study of examples of Late Antique palaces suggests that, although most 

contemporary scholars concur that there is no clear differentiation between the 

                                                                                                                                          
Moffatt, BOC, Addendum 1= Vogt, Cér., II, 63 (56), 77: Acclamation of the demes at 
the appointment of a demarch: 
 Then the silentary goes away and summons the faction, for the faction is waiting  

in the Consistory, and they all go up to the Onopodion… 
261 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 232= Vogt, Cér., II, 55 (46), 43: 

…the patricians… escort the rulers as far as the Large Consistory where the 
consuls and the rest of the senators stand assembled. While the rulers stand at 
the baldachin above the porphyry steps, all the senators fall down in obeisance. 

262 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 210= Vogt, Cér., II, 50 (41), 18:  
The senate moves away and goes out through the central door of the Tribunal 
[court] [and stands] to either side at the top of the steps, forming an escort, while 
the rest of the archons of the regiments go down in the said Tribunal to where 
the Cross is standing… 

263 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 211= Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 19:  
…the curtain is raised by two silentaries and the augousta stands in turn at the 
Diokionion… The augousta moves away across the middle of the terrace 
[hliakøn], and when she has gone away to the middle of the barrier she stands 
there, and the ostiarios hands her a pair of candles… The senate goes to the 
portico of the Hall of the Nineteen Couches, and they stand assembled as far as 
the Dikionion and Onopodion… 
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architectural typology of villas and palaces, that is to say, although there is no definite 

evidence for a distinct ‘Architecture of Power,’ there do appear to be certain elements, 

such as the staircases and raised passages, which have not been clearly evidenced in 

villas. Certainly governors’ palaces, which Lavan has described as sharing the typical 

forms of villas, but differing through their greater scale, accommodated other functions 

related to administration of justice and keeping of public records. This division between 

civic and domestic functions was also characteristic of the Great Palace. Additionally, 

most, but not all, palaces, were associated with circuses, and possessed apsidal 

reception halls of a much larger scale than normally found among luxury villas.  

 

The characteristic elements of Late Antique palaces may be summarized as follows: 

Element Find Location 

Association with hippodrome Thessalonica; Milan; Palace of Maxentius, 
Flavian Palace, and Sessorian Palace, Rome; 
Ravenna unknown (circus south-west of ‘Palace 
of Theoderic’). 

Basilica with side cells  Thessalonica, Rhegion (?), Split. 

Use of ambulatory/xystus Palace of Maxentius, Rome; Piazza Armerina; 
Rhegion; possibly Thessalonica; Split; Elaiussa 
Sebaste. 

Emphasis on ritualized processions Carolingian Palaces of Aachen and Ingelheim; 
Lateran Palace. 

 
Also, the following elements found in luxury Late Antique villas are shared by palaces: 

Element Find Location 

Basilica all 

Triconch Piazza Armerina; Ravenna; Milan 

Polylobate triclinium Carolingian Palaces at Aachen and Ingelheim; 
Lateran; Palace of Antiochus in Constantinople; 
Milan; Ravenna. 

Basilica with lateral connection 
with courtyard 

Rhegion 

Peristyle Piazza Armerina; Thessalonica; Rhegion; 
Ravenna; Flavian palace, Rome. 

 

On this basis, although the individual halls bear a resemblance to those in grand villas, 

the topography of the palaces appears to be specific. Brenk has argued that Tetrarchic 

palaces were innovative in precisely these new topographical arrangements of known 
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building types into new complexes. Finally, there does appear to be, in a number of 

cases, a particular relationship between the palace and certain elements of the city, 

suggesting that, as Ćurčić has argued, the palace must be considered in relation to its 

urban context, within which it appears as a city in miniature, an imperial 

refoundation.264  

 

Most, but not all, Late Antique and Byzantine palaces have been associated with urban 

settings, the ninth-century Bryas Palace of Theophilus being one of a number of 

suburban palaces serving as retreats from the city (fig. 46). However, later Umayyad 

(figs. 47a and b, 90-1) and Carolingian palaces appear to have been often constructed in 

isolated settings, raising the question whether they should be considered as villa-like 

palaces – like the Sessorian Palace265 – hunting lodges, or even as palatial fortresses. 

Similarly, do the locations of Diocletian’s Palace, situated at some distance from the 

Roman town of Salona (modern day Split), and Galerius’ Palace in Romuliana, suggest 

that they should be defined as large, fortified and palatial villas, rather than as true 

palaces? Or might their function as residences of tetrarchic emperors and their 

retinueautomatically define them as palaces? That is to say, is a residence within which 

the imperial ritual takes place constituted, even if temporarily, as the seat of the empire, 

and thus as a palace? Imperial ritual appears to have taken place within specific rooms, 

courtyards and passages, and as discussed by Luchterhand, was influential upon other 

seats of power. In Chapter III, the function of emulation will be further discussed as a 

contributory factor in the design of the great palace complexes such as the Lateran, 

Ravenna, and the Gothic, Carolingian and Langobard courts. In the following section, 

the court ceremonial described in the Book of Ceremonies will be discussed in relation 

                                                
264 Palaces with close relationships to urban structures demonstrated by surviving 
remains include in Rome, the Flavian and Sessorian Palaces, Milan, Constantinople, and 
Thessalonica. In addition, the ‘Palace’ of Maximian, although outside the walls of 
Rome, was laid out in definite relationship with a circus – a public event space – 
suggesting a political significance to this juxtaposition. Insufficient remains exist in 
Ravenna to discuss this palace's relation to the city, however the account of Agnellus, 
referring to the elements of Chalkê, Tribunalium and Triclinium, and the relation of 
palace and plateia maior suggest that here, too, there was a strong relation to the urban 
structure. On the relationship of the Palace at Antioch, see infra (‘Antioch’) and Ćurčić, 
‘Late-antique palaces:' (1993) 67-90. 
265 The Sessorian Palace, although located within the walls of Rome, appears to have 
served as a luxurious retreat, rather than possessing a close relationship to urban spaces. 
Similarly,  in Constantinople, luxurious urban oikoi like the House of Marina would 
appear to have been villa-like complexes, situated within their own grounds, and to have 
possessed luxury elements like lavish baths, common to both luxury villas and palaces. 
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to named buildings and sites in order to explicate the functions of the various elements 

of the Great Palace. 
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II.2. Interpreting the Great Palace through the Book of Ceremonies 
 

II.2.1. Introduction 

The Byzantine Great Palace is primarily discernable through textual descriptions such as 

the rare ekphrases, descriptive asides included within chronicles of historical events and, 

primarily in the Byzantine manuscript, the Book of Ceremonies.266 In the following 

section, the interpretative potentials, and limitations, of attempting to discern the 

architectural nature of the Great Palace, and its relation to other Late Antique palaces, 

will be discussed through the analysis of particular chapters of this text. It will be argued 

that, while the layout of the building complex will remain elusive without the discovery 

of future material evidence, something of the symbolic nature of the architecture – that is 

to say, its iconicity, the relation between form and meaning – can be revealed. 267 

Stripped of the usual props of architectural history – materials, construction, 

composition – we are left with descriptions of surfaces ornamenting the buildings, 

spatial itineraries, and experiential accounts of rituals unfolding in space. Within the text 

then, the Palace becomes a milieu, rather than an object or arrangement of objects. 

Further, it will be argued that the text is of value in relation to the understanding of the 

architecture of Late Antique palaces, specifically in relation to the issue of symbolic 

meaning. 

 

The purpose of the tenth-century Book of Ceremonies appears to have been to draw 

together the various court protocols for civil and religious ceremonies. In addition, it 

contains, along with other ephemera, an extensive section on diplomacy with foreign 

governments. Archaeological and eye-witness accounts aside, the book constitutes the 

largest body of evidence for the elements of the now-vanished Great Palace.268 The 

                                                
266 The translation used for this section is A. Moffatt (transl.), The Book of Ceremonies 
(Canberra, 2012). 
267 I have used the term ‘iconicity’ here, rather than ‘symbolism,’ in order to denote the 
conceived similarity or analogy between the form of a sign (in this case, an architectural 
motif) and its meaning. A motif might be symbolic without its form having any 
similarity to the thing, idea or quality it denotes. An icon on a computer screen usually 
‘looks like’ the thing or operation it stands for. 
268 C. Mango and I. Sevçenko, ‘A New Manuscript of the De Ceremoniis’, DOP 14 
(1960) 247-249. Mango and Sevçenko note that the first manuscript of De Ceremoniis 
is the so-called Lipsiensis. Two other manuscripts contain small fragments of the text, 
while a more recently discovered manuscript contains, beneath another text, 116 folios 
of De Ceremoniis as palimpsest. While the non-palimpsest portions date to at least the 
twelfth century, the palimpsest portions have been dated, on the basis of their script and 
language, to the eleventh century, and so the century after the period of Constantine VII. 
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chapters describe ceremonies to be performed on days of religious festivals, imperial 

marriages and funerals, and official events to be held during the performance of chariot 

races in the Hippodrome, listing the major urban monuments which the imperial 

procession will visit, and where certain ceremonies will take place.  

 

The book has generally been considered as evidence of the Byzantine cultural revival 

under the rule of Constantine VII’s family, a period known as the ‘Macedonian 

Renaissance’. that witnessed a cultural and political revival following the period of 

collapse of political and economic power, culture and literacy following the Arab 

invasions of the seventh century, and the ensuing period of Iconoclasm. Despite the 

institutional continuity with Imperial Rome, by this period the identification with the 

emperors of the Early Empire was in large part an act of imagination, imprinted upon a 

culture that was in many respects mediaeval in its outlook (Part One, I.1). Within the 

Book of Ceremonies therefore, a particular narrative connects objects – buildings and 

monuments – and spaces, recording ceremonial through which, it is here argued, the 

regime attempted to reinforce its legitimacy through conscious acts of cultural memory, 

according to which the virtue of the past was ascribed to the present.269 

 

As noted above (Introduction), the text, of which several partial copies exist, has, since 

the mid-nineteenth century, been used by scholars in an attempt to reconstruct the 

appearance and nature of the Palace and the civic monuments.270 Although early 

reconstructions were refuted after several significant archaeological excavations 

revealed elements of Palace foundations, contemporary scholars have nonetheless, in 

                                                                                                                                          
This recently discovered manuscript contains sections of Chapter 41 missing from the 
Lipsiensis manuscript, and three folios from Chapter 42 which is completely missing 
from Lipsiensis.  
269 N. Westbrook, ‘Spoliation and Imitation: Continuity and Radical Disjunction in 
Byzantine Palatine Architecture’, BA 16 (2006) 444-61. 
270 For recent studies of the Book of Ceremonies, see G. Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le 
Déroulement des Courses d’après le Livre des Cérémonies,’ TM 13 (2000) 113; J. M. 
Featherstone, ‘Preliminary Remarks on the Leipzig Manuscript of De Ceremoniis,’ BZ 
(2002) 457-79; idem with E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the 
Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13,’ TM 14, (2002) 36-47; idem, ‘Further Remarks on the De 
Ceremoniis’, BZ 97 (2004) 113-121; idem, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De 
Ceremoniis’, in F. A. Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft: Frühmittel-
alterliche Residenzen – Gestalt und Zeremoniell. Internationales Kolloquium (Istanbul 
3-4 juni 2004) Byzas 5 (2006) 47-61; idem, Di j e[ndeixin: Display in Court 
Ceremonial,’ in A. Cutler and A. Papaconstantinou (eds.), The Material and the Ideal : 
Essays in Mediaeval Art and Archaeology in Honour of Jean-Michel Spieser, (Leiden, 
2007) 75-112. 
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the absence of definitive concrete evidence, attempted to reconcile the manuscript with 

the archaeological finds, for the most part without satisfactory resolution.271 In this 

section, the relationship between the text and the topography it implies will be 

discussed. Given the lack of archaeological and textual evidence, the Book of 

Ceremonies is topographically elusive – there is no blueprint to navigate through the 

spaces mentioned in the itineraries. A primary problem is that this tenth-century 

compilation refers to sites that were constructed in various periods between the fourth 

and tenth centuries, and is itself an amalgam of sections first written in the fifth, to tenth 

centuries, including several entries written after the death of Constantine VII in 959 

(reign of Nikephoros Phokas 963-9) and added to the ‘dossier.’ Compounding the 

difficulty, a single structure, or a site that has been accreted with a succession of 

additions and renovations, might be referred to by several different names (for example, 

the Daphne Palace forecourt is variously named Delphax, Tribunal, Tribunal of 

Nineteen Akkoubita, Hypaethral Hall (unless the Onopodion were intended) and 

Stepsimon). How then might a historically nuanced narrative of this site be constructed?  

 

As noted, selected itineraries of the Book of Ceremonies have been used to situate the 

Palace’s structures in relation to its ritual life. What did the ‘stations’ of the ceremonial 

processions signify, and what were the roles of these spaces and structures within the 

symbolic geography and social space of the Palace? While the precise appearance of the 

Great Palace may never be discerned, but perhaps only conjectured, the text of the Book 

of Ceremonies does, however, ‘capture’ the palace as a succession of spaces that was 

transformed through the performance of rituals. I will argue here that it is precisely 

through the performative aspect of the narrative that a useful perspective may be gained 

in relation to the polarized debate over the architecture of Late Antique and Early 

Byzantine palaces.272 However, the study of the Book of Ceremonies, and its use as a 

                                                
271 For recent reconstructions of the Palace see Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran 
Palazzo’, , Bizantinistica II (2000), 220-222; J. Kostenec, ‘Studies on the Great Palace 
in Constantinople- I The Palace of Constantine the Great,’ in Byzantinoslavica 59, 
(1998) 279-96; idem, ‘The Magnaura’, Byzantinoslavica  60 (1999); idem, ‘The Heart of 
the Empire’ (2004), 4-36; J. Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Palace of the Byzantine Emperors 
at Constantinople’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-
45. 
272 See infra Part One, I.2. One reason for the openness of the historiography of Late 
Antique architecture to the accusation of ideological distortions lies in its dependence 
on sparse and fragmentary evidence, both textual and archaeological. The relatively few 
substantially preserved monuments have been used to construct major historiographical 
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source for the architecture of the Great Palace, is limited by certain factors. The text 

lacks clear, coherent descriptions of what buildings looked like, or of their ordonnance, 

except for passing references to shape and ornamentation – the significance of the 

representation of doves on a curtain – and so on. The modern reader is, then, free to 

imagine what the complex looked like.273 

 

In the following section, I will analyze the lengthy first chapter of the Book of 

Ceremonies, for the information it provides on the topography of the tenth-century 

Great Palace, and will examine the probable dating of the chapters of Books I and II for 

what they may reveal about the development of the Great Palace from the period of the 

early chapters, to those of the tenth century. For simplicity, I will use the chapter 

numbers of the Reiske Bonn translation, preserved in the 2012 translation into English 

by Ann Moffatt.274 

 

II.2.2. An interpretation of the Book of Ceremonies I, 1. 

The first chapter of Book I of the Book of Ceremonies entitled ‘What it is necessary to 

observe when there is a procession to the Great Church, that is, the ceremonial and 

ritual for the notable and illustrious processions in which the emperors go away to the 

Great Church,’275 contains one of the most spatially descriptive passages in the 

manuscript. According to Bury, the first chapter was probably composed during 

Emperor Constantine VII’s reign in the tenth century (913-59, but probably after 945, 

when he became sole ruler).276 In the following sequence, the elements of the itinerary 

will be summarized, and where necessary, the narrative will be supplemented with 

information gleaned from other sources. 

 

                                                                                                                                          
edifices. In this regard, the scarce existing ancient sources serve to convey something of 
the atmosphere of the life of the palace. 
273 Of course, for the intended readers of the Book of Ceremonies, detailed descriptions 
were unnecessary, since these readers would have known what they looked like, and 
would recognize the spatial sequences implied by references to, for example, ‘entering 
at the Lord.’ 
274 A. Moffatt, Constantine Porphyrogennitos. The Book of Ceremonies, Byzantina 
Australiensis 18, 2 Vols. (Canberra, 2012). 
275 Op. cit., I, 1, 5-35 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 3-28. 
276 Bury, ‘The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogennitos II,’ ( 1907) 419. 
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The chapter begins with a description of the senior palatine official, the Praepositus, or 

Praepositus Sacri Cubiculi, the Chief Chamberlain of the Sacred Room,277 entering the 

crown hall called the Chrysotriklinos, a late sixth-century octagonal structure built by 

Justin II, to discuss the ‘solemnities’ for the coming procession with the Sovereigns. 

The Praepositus then departs to instruct the dignitaries who will accompany the 

Sovereigns. The next day, the Praepositus enters the Kaballarios, either a Palace 

entrance vestibule, or a courtyard leading to a gate, where the chamberlains are 

gathered.278 The Papias (gatekeeper) of the Sacred Palace opens the gates of the Sacred 

[Lower] Palace to them, and the dignitaries enter and sit within the gate of the Pantheon, 

an outer chamber of the Chrysotriklinos.279  

 

The vestitories (dressers) take an object, the ‘Rod of Moses’, from the oratory or chapel 

of St. Theodore which is within the Chrysotriklinos, and probably one of the vaults. The 

chamberlains bring the imperial clothing from the Sacred Palace to the imperial 

apartment of the Octagon, within the Upper Palace of Daphne, facing the palace chapel 

of St. Stephen,280 and Spatharocandidati, a body of armed imperial body-guards, stand 

armed at the Onopodion, an open reception court of the Daphne Palace. Meanwhile, the 

Sovereigns emerge from the sacred bedchamber dressed in skaramangia, and pray at the 

eastern vaulted apse of the Chrysotriklinos where, it is stated, ‘…the holy and divine 

image of God is portrayed,’281 then depart into the ‘sacred apartment,’ the domestic 

quarters or koiton adjacent to the Chrysotriklinos. The Praepositi enter through the 

curtain screening the room of the Pantheon (to the north) and bow to the Sovereigns 
                                                
277 W. Smith (ed.), A Dictionary of Greek and Roman Antiquities, (Boston: C. Little, 
and J. Brown, 1870) (Digital version: Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan 
Library 2005), http://name.umdl.umich.edu/ACL4256.0001.001 (accessed February 23, 
2008 4:37 pm). 
278 Kaballarios: ‘mounted knight,’ (from Late Vulgar Latin word for horse). The name 
suggests an early date for this site. Guilland believed the name to stem from some 
representation of mounted riders there, whereas Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini argue that it is another, later name for the Covered Hippodrome, where 
riders could enter. See Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The 
Boundaries of the Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13’ (2002) 37-46 at 45. 
279 The Pantheon is a room, or ‘vault,’ of the Chrysotriklinos. See Featherstone, ‘The 
Great Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’ (2006) 47-61. 
280 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 8 = Vogt Cér., I, 1, 5. 
281 Loc. cit. The Crown Hall of Justin II thus comprises and contains both sacred and 
secular spaces and ceremonies. The question is raised here as to how much of a shift 
this consists of in relation to Late Antique palaces. It is conceivable that several of the 
smaller basilica-form rooms giving on to the great east-west passage in the villa at 
Piazza Armerina were shrines - was the quotidian ritual necessarily very different to that 
in the Great Palace? 
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who leave by the Phylax (literally the ‘guard,’ or ‘watcher’ – the emperor’s treasury) 

They proceed to the Sigma, a semi-circular colonnaded court giving access to the 

Upper, or Daphne Palace (fig. 28, Piazza Armerina, for comparison) and associated by 

Theophanes Continuatus with the ninth-century emperor Theophilus, where they are 

again received. This is the first of the so-called glorificatory receptions, where the 

sovereigns, enthroned beneath a baldachin, are framed by the architectural setting. From 

what one can understand from the text, the Sovereigns are stationed on an upper level, 

while the court is assembled on a lower level. From the Sigma, they make offerings at 

the church of the Theotokos ‘first founded’, the adjoining chapel of the Holy Trinity, 

and the Baptistery, before proceeding to the hall of Augusteous [within the Daphne 

palace] where they are received. 282 They then enter the apartment of the Octagon, and 

pray at the chapel of St. Stephen where they venerate the great cross of Constantine I. 283 

From the first period of the Palace, such shrines had an important role within Palace 

ritual - the reliquary chapel of St. Stephen, for example, was used in ceremonies 

pertaining to the True Cross, and to imperial marriages, the latter prior to construction 

of the Pharos church.284 There is a silence in this section on the path taken from the 

Chrysotriklinos – perhaps, as in other chapters, the Passage of the 40 Martyrs – by 

which they reach the complex of the Sigma and Triconch.285 They wait in the 

bedchamber (koiton) of the Octagon until the appointed time, when they are robed in 

Chlamyses and reenter the hall of Augusteous.286 Within the great (entrance) gate of the 

Augusteous, the chamberlains stand holding golden basins and a ewer. The Sovereigns 

pass under a portico, or exonarthex, called the stenon (narrow passage) of the ‘Golden 

Hand’ in front of the great doors of the Augusteous where they stand.287 The name of 

the portico would seem to derive from a symbolic representation of God as a 

disembodied hand in the gesture of blessing. It is consistently described as a stenon or 

‘narrow passage’ within which the sovereigns may stand or be seated to receive 

acclamations of the court.288 Its form may well have been that of a Tetrapylon with 

                                                
282 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 8 = Vogt Cér., I, 1, 5. 
283 Loc. cit. 
284 H. Klein, ‘Sacred Relics and Imperial Ceremonies at the Great Palace of 
Constantinople,’ in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft (2006) 79-99. 
285 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 112. 
286 The reference to this robing and disrobing in the Octagon is repeated several times in 
the book, but the Octagon is no mere ‘changing room’. On the contrary, it would seem 
to be a significant ceremonial chamber (Part Two: ‘Octagon’). 
287 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 9 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 6. 
288 In another passage there is described ‘…the portico of the Augusteous where there is 
a suspended door.’ This may refer to the stenon of the Golden Hand. (Moffatt, BOC, I, 
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pediment, as was the Palace entrance at Split. Within the Augusteous, the Ostiary, or 

Keeper of the Portals, introduces the magistrates. The dignitaries and the sovereigns 

leave the Augusteous and enter the Onopodion, which appears to have been a forecourt 

to the Augusteous.289 Its position in front of the Augusteous seems to have analogies 

with the Palace court (or ‘hypaethral hall’) of Diocletian, discussed by Dyggve (fig. 68). 

This is the site of the second great reception of the Sovereigns by the Court. It thus 

takes place in an enclosed courtyard, and again frames the Sovereigns in an 

architectural space, the members of the court forming two opposing flanks. If the 

analogy with the similar court at Split is made (fig. 69), the portico of the Golden Hand 

could be imagined as a three-bayed pedimented façade, framing the sovereigns, who 

receive the acclamations of the Court. Behind the ritual is the intention to emphasize the 

sacred position of the emperor. 

 

After homages, the Sovereigns and their retinue proceed to the Great Consistorium, a 

state hall for receiving officials which communicates with the Onopodion by three gates 

and a flight of steps leading down to the level of the hall; here various holy relics have 

been brought for the ceremony. The Sovereigns stand at the top of the steps in front of 

the Kamelaukion, a type of baldachin. The description suggests that the interior of the 

hall is on two levels, emphasizing the elevation of the Sovereigns, who stand framed by 

the baldachin. After this ceremony, the Sovereigns pass by the Triklinos of the 

Candidati, where they wait for the clergy of the Church of the Lord. From here there are 

a series of ‘stations’ where the Sovereigns bless a precious cross and are acclaimed by 

the court: at the ‘Old Treasury’ or First Schola, a domed rotunda or octagon with eight 

columns,290 at the Triklinos of the Excubitores, the guards at the courtyard of the Lychni 

                                                                                                                                          
41= Vogt Cer., II, 50). Another chapter refers to the emperor leaving the Augusteous 
and arriving at the Golden Hand ‘…in front of the door decorated with partidges.’ The 
door is described as being placed at the marble threshold that leads to the Onopodion. 
Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 231-2 = Vogt Cér., II, 55, 40-41). 
289 Kostenec, ‘Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004), 
after Berger, has suggested that its name might suggest a horseshoe shape (onopodion = 
foot of an ass) but in the absence of supporting evidence, this interpretation remains 
speculative. It will be argued below (‘Daphne’) that the spatial configuration is more 
likely to have been a peristyle courtyard. There are other similar Late Antique semi-
circular forecourts, such as the Palace of Antiochus in Istanbul. See Kostenec, ‘The 
Heart of the Empire (2004) 4-36; idem, ‘Observations on the Great Palace at 
Constantinople. The Sanctuaries of the Archangel Michael, the Daphne Palace, and the 
Magnaura’, RMS 31 (2005) 27-56. Against Kostenec's interpretation of the horseshoe 
shape, see Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Palace’, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-45. 
290 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 27-29. 
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Gate, where they stand under a cupola or vault (kamåra); at the Triklinos of Scholae, 

where they are received at the propylaeum (entrance porch) of (the chapel of?) the Holy 

Apostles, at the bronze gate of the Chalkê Gate, under its vault, outside the chancel of 

the Chalkê,291 and in front of the great gate leading to the Augusteion.292 Then the 

Sovereigns enter Hagia Sophia by the ‘Beautiful Gate’ (Vraºaq P¥lhq ). The prayers 

and ceremonies at the Great Church being complete, they return to the Palace, where 

five successive receptions take place, before they finally arrive at the Augusteous of the 

Early Byzantine Daphne Palace, are disrobed at the Octagon, then proceed to the 

Chrysotriklinos for a last reception, before retiring to their apartments. The duration of 

the ceremony is uncertain, but clearly takes a substantial period. 

 

The narrative in this chapter evokes the elaborate and multi-layered ceremonial of the 

Palace, linking together ceremonies in a spatial description – the sovereigns pass from 

one site to another, through gates between districts, and descend or ascend flights of 

stairs. They perform their roles aided both by other officials and by sacred objects. 

What the narrative does not provide is any detailed description of what the buildings 

and spaces were actually like. Unlike other ancient monuments, where we have the 

structures, but lack a sense of the ritual that was performed within them, here we have a 

nearly complete text of the performance of space – social space, in Lefebvre’s 

terminology (applied in a Late Antique context for example by Lavan), through which 

the transcendence of the emperor was effected.293 However, we remain ignorant of the 

exact nature of the architecture. Returning to the issue of the iconicity of the Great 

Palace, that is to say, the similarity or analogy between the building forms and their 

meaning, we are provided in this chapter with evidence concerning the symbolic 

significance of particular spaces and structures. This significance exceeds the function 

that these spaces serve. Particular buildings, such as the Augusteous, the Octagon and 

the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita are associated with the first Christian emperor 

Constantine, considered a saint within the Eastern Church.294 The later emperors, 

                                                
291 Moffatt, BOC I, 1, 13-14 = Vogt, Cer., I, 9-10. The reference ‘καγκέλλου τής χαλκῆς’ 
indicates a barrier or railing that was placed  in front of, thus to the west of, the Bronze 
Gate. 
292 Loc. cit. This is possibly the ‘…great gate of Melete.’ 
293 See Lavan, ‘Late Antique Urban Topography’ (2003) 171-195; H. Lefebvre, The 
Production of Space (Oxford: Blackwell, 1991). 
294 With regard to the form of the Octagon, the number eight was associated with 
baptism and the resurrection: the resurrection as the eighth day of Creation, hence its 
use in early baptisteries and notably in the Church of the Nativity in Bethehem, and the 
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walking in his footsteps, aspired to be ‘New Constantines,’295 and continued to use 

these buildings, long after they had apparently lost their original purpose. Constantine 

VII himself is recorded as having restored the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita. 

 

We know the approximate form of these buildings: the Augusteous was an apsidal 

basilica, the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, a triclinium possessing a great apse at its end 

and nine apses on each side, and the Octagon an eight-sided, monumental centralized 

hall. There are many Late Antique analogues for these buildings, but their symbolic 

significance is derived from their origin and foundational associations. It is this 

intangible significance which is surely celebrated in the Palace ceremonies, embellished 

by the emblematic silk tapestries which, as the book records, draped the buildings on 

state occasions and reinforced their meanings.296 

 

There is a second complication to the spatial narrative of the book’s text- it contains 

within itself a layering of history. The cited ceremonial traverses buildings which are 

known from other sources to belong to both the original Upper Palace, containing at its 

core the Daphne Palace, and to its north the guards quarters and offices, to the Sacred, 

or Lower, Palace that occupied the lower terraces to the south, and the Great Church, or 

Hagia Sophia. 

 

The chapter begins, as noted before, in the crown hall of the Lower Palace, the 

Chrysotriklinos. This reference to the Chrysotriklinos as ‘the Palace’ identifies the 

chapter as having a terminus post quem of the reign of Justin II (r. 565-578), the builder 

of the Chrysotriklinos.297 Bury included the chapter among those written during the 

                                                                                                                                          
golden octagon church at Antioch, both built by Constantine I. See T. Morrison, ‘The 
Art of Early Medieval Number Symbolism,’ JAEMA 2 (2006) 169-81. 
295 C. M. Odahl, Constantine and the Christian Empire (London, New York, 2004) 281.  
296 It could be argued that what the participants saw during processions associated with 
the chief holidays was, to a large extent, the ornamental ‘dressing’, expressed best by 
the German bekleidung, of the buildings, rather than their tectonic form. 
297 A. Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II’, in idem, Continuity and Change in 
Sixth-Century Byzantium (London, 1981) XII, 62-84, at 76. Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini has suggested that the Chrysotriklinos could have been a renovated hall of 
the old Hormizdas palace. This theory would necessitate placing the hall to the west of 
the Sea Gate, which, it will be argued below, is topographically unlikely. Nonetheless, it 
is in the reign of Justin II that the hall becomes used as the most important palace hall. 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 197-242. 
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reign of Constantine VII (r. co-emperor 908-945, sole emperor 945-959)298 in 

contradistinction to chapters 84-95, identified by Bury as being of the sixth century and 

written by Peter the Patrician, the Master of Offices (Magister Officiorum) of Justinian I 

(r. 527-65), in which the Palace proper is the complex on the upper terrace, entered 

directly from the Regia, a gate connecting to a passage leading to the Chalkê Gate (and 

feasibly also an early title given to the entire processional space, just as the portion of 

the urban street giving onto the Chalkê Gate was entitled the Regia). In the later period, 

the identified spaces and monuments would in some cases be serving purposes different 

from their original ones. For example, the church of the Pharos, built by Basil I (r. 867-

886) and mentioned in numerous chapters, took over some of the Palace functions 

formerly served by the fifth-century sanctuary of St. Stephen, notably housing of relics 

and ceremonies for imperial marriages.299 Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini have argued that the descriptions in the Book of Ceremonies reflect the 

Great Palace in its larger extent of the tenth century, but that in reality, the older part of 

the Palace, then a building complex six hundred years old, did not consist of any more 

than a type of museum that the processions crossed, but which was hardly of use 

anymore in everyday life.300 This claim needs consideration. The naming of elements of 

the Daphne Palace in chapters of the Book of Ceremonies does not, in itself, mean that 

they were still used for ceremonies in the tenth century. However, if they were still 

used, then logically it must be said that they were active parts of Palace life, rather than 

museum-like reminders of its past (see below for dating of the chapters). 

 

A third complication presented by the Book of Ceremonies lies in its reflection of an 

ideal, immaterial space, performed through the processions and ceremonies. In this 

respect, the eye-witness account of Liutprand of Cremona is a useful balance to the 

book’s abstract account of Palace ceremonial. Liutprand, the Lombard bishop of 

Cremona, had led a delegation on behalf of Berengar, the king of Italy, to the Byzantine 

                                                
298 While the question of the date of this chapter is outside the scope of this thesis, it is 
noted that ceremony I,1 is a particularly pronounced example of antiquarian interest, 
suggesting a conscious revival of ancient rituals. Thus, for example, the ceremonial 
robes are brought up from the Chrysotriklinos (the Phylax?) and deposited within the 
Octagon, for the ensuing ceremony. It is possible that the core of this ceremony was 
based on a much older protocol, and adapted for use in the later period. 
299 On relics and ceremonial see H. Maguire (ed.) Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 
1204 (Washington, D.C., 1997).55-57; Klein, ‘Sacred Relics and Imperial Ceremonies 
at the Great Palace of Constantinople’ (2006) 79-99. 
300 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and M. Featherstone, ‘The Boundaries of the 
Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13’ TM 14 (2002) 37-46 at 38. 
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court of Constantine VII in 949. In 968, Liutprand led a second delegation on behalf of 

the German emperor Otto I, to the succeeding Byzantine emperor Nikephoros Phokas. 

In his second account, Liutprand describes a ceremony which parallels the festival 

described above from the Book of Ceremonies. However, in his description the 

costumes and buildings were all too real, showing the ravages of time. Unlike his earlier 

visit, he now emphasized the poverty of the spectacle, the ceremonial guard wielding 

what he calls ‘…thin little shields and wretched spears.’301 Liutprand appears to attempt 

to cast the Byzantine court in as poor a light as possible. However his account does 

emphasize the complexity and all-encompassing nature in Court life of the imperial 

ceremonies. In this regard, Buc has argued that all mediaeval written accounts of 

ceremonies must be considered to be nuanced by power relations, and thus either 

supportive or hostile.302 

 

On the basis of Chapter I, 1, several observations may be made. Firstly, various sacred 

objects and relics play an important part in the ceremony: three crosses, including the 

cross of Constantine; the physical remains of St. Stephen the Protomartyr, and the Rod 

of Moses. Other relics are located in the chapels and oratories mentioned in the text. 

The sovereigns, then, venerate these relics in a prescribed succession. These relics 

constituted perhaps the greatest treasures for the conquering knights of the Fourth 

Crusade when they sacked the city in 1204.303 In collecting these relics, the emperors 

were modelling themselves upon the first emperor Constantine the Great, who had 

brought the True Cross to Constantinople.304 The housing of the relics contributed to the 

symbolic topography of the Palace and its consequent spatial itineraries. 

 

Secondly, as noted, the text evokes, rather than describes, the nature of the various halls 

mentioned in it. The first hall mentioned, the Chrysotriklinos, or Golden Hall, is the 

most extensively described in the book – there are references to it having possessed 

eight arches, each with a vault, an apse on the eastern face, a great cornice, and a dome 

                                                
301 Liutprand of Cremona, Relatio de legatione Constantinopolitana ad Nicephorum 
Phocam, in P. Squatriti, The Complete Works of Liudprand of Cremona (Washington, 
D. C., 2007) 238-282. 
302 See P. Buc, ‘Ritual and Interpretation: The Early Medieval Case,’ Early Medieval 
Europe 9 (2000), 1-28. 
303 H. Klein, ‘Sacred Relics and Imperial Ceremonies at the Great Palace of 
Constantinople,’ in F. A. Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 
79-96. 
304 Op. cit., 96 
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with sixteen windows. The entrance space, the Kaballarios (see above), is mentioned, 

but not described. The name has been interpreted as referring to the emperor’s 

equestrian entrance gate, which may have been hung with tapestries depicting 

equestrian figures.305 Such equestrian tapestries are mentioned elsewhere in the book.306 

These images may be supposed to refer to the emperor’s role as commander-in-chief of 

the Byzantine army. Alternatively, they may refer to scenes of the hunt, a depiction of 

the emperor’s realm as an image of Paradise on earth. Similarly, the eastern apse, or 

conch, of the Chrysotriklinos is described as possessing a depiction of Christ – probably 

in mosaic – most likely in the form of God as Divine Ruler of All, or Pantokrator.307 

This mosaic symbolically establishes the position of the emperor as God’s vicegerent,308 

or earthly representative. Significantly, it is known from other references in the Book of 

Ceremonies that the emperor’s gold-covered throne was positioned under this image, 

further reinforcing the association between emperor, God, and 'brightness'.309 Above the 

hall, the surface of the domed ceiling was, as is known from other passages, covered 

with gold mosaic. Thus far, it is evident that the decorative programme exceeds mere 

ornamentation, and instead symbolizes and reinforces the meaning of what it is to be 

emperor.310  

 

Warner has argued that behind such elaborate ceremonial is the perceived need to 

preserve cultural memory. 311 Similarly, Luchterhand argues that the preservation or 

                                                
305 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 102-3; Featherstone and Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13’, (2002) 36-
47. 
306 Moffatt, BOC, II 15, 581; Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 102-3. 
307 Featherstone, ‘The Great Palace as reflected in the De Ceremoniis,’ (2006) 51. 
Featherstone cites De. cer., II 15, 519-520. It should read II, 1, 519-520. 
308 Vicegerent: from mediaeval Latin: the term is used here in the sense of the rôle of 
rulers and magistrates as representatives of the Deity. 
309 M. Carile and E. Jeffreys, ‘Constantinople and the Heavenly Jerusalem?: Through 
the Imperial Palace’ (abstract of paper), in E. Jeffreys and F. K. Haarer (eds.), 
Proceedings of the 21st International Congress of Byzantine Studies, London, 2006) 
239-240. 
310 Some of these decorations were executed in the reign of Tiberius (r. 578-82), while 
others, possibly including the Pantokrator, were executed under Michael III (r. 842-67), 
that is, after the period of iconoclasm. See Leo Grammaticus, Chronographia and 
Anthologia Graeca, I, 106, in Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 
128. 
311 D. A. Warner, ‘Ritual and Memory in the Ottonian Reich: The Ceremony of 
Adventus,’ Speculum 76/ 2 (2001), 255-283, at 258: 

In general, memory plays a crucial role in the historical process, 
establishing that the past existed and serving as an impulse to reconstruct 
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revival of such rituals can be ‘…a reactionary attempt to adapt or even invent [rituals 

and ceremonies] even in times of the rapid change of traditions in existence.’ 312 

Clearly, a major reason for the elaborate ceremonial and indeed for the succession of 

apparently vast Palace buildings was to impress foreigners.313 Featherstone notes that 

the intention of Constantine VII in writing the Book of Ceremonies was to restore 

imperial ceremonial, and thus, in that emperors’s words, to ‘…render the imperial 

power yet more imperial and awesome, and to afford imperial officials as well as the 

whole body of subjects a way of life and comportment in good order…,’ for by this 

latter, he continues, ‘…they themselves may become more venerable and seemly and 

pleasing to the emperors, as well as respectful to one another and admirable and 

illustrious to every nation.’314 

 

It is unclear how much of the ceremonial the visitors, or perhaps also the participants, 

would understand. The majority of the acclamations were, by the tenth century, in 

Greek, but leavened with archaic terms in corrupted Latin. But the spatial performance 

was clear enough, enhancing and distanciating the figure of the emperor before both his 

people and the foreign emissaries. The setting for these ceremonies was also clearly 

intended both to impress and to distanciate the figure of the emperor. For example, 

Bauer describes how visiting embassies saw the Great Palace as a veritable paradise on 

earth. The sensations engendered both by the ornamented building interiors, and by the 

performance of space through aestheticized ritual within these spaces, was literally 

overwhelming – an effect which Bauer holds to be intentional, through the elevation of 

the status of the emperor, and the diminution of the status of the visitor.315 

 

It is argued here that the building form constituted part of this display, and of the 

construction of the meanings of its spatial narrative, both through the opulent spectacle 

and through the formal associations of the structures – basilicas and centralized halls – 

with Roman imperial architecture, and the framing function of successive gates and 
                                                                                                                                          

it. At the same time, the need to organize and endow memories with 
meaning provides a potentially contradictory temptation to revise or 
transform the past. It is here that memory intersects with myth and the past 
acquires a functional quality as the source of legitimacy for activity in the 
present. 

312 Luchterhandt, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil’ (2006) 171. 
313 Cameron, ‘The Construction of Court Ritual’ (1987) 119. 
314 Featherstone, ‘Di j e[ndeixin: Display in Court Ceremonial,’ (2007) 75. 
315 F. A. Bauer, ‘Potentieller Besitz: Geschenke im Rahmen des byzantinischen Kaiser- 
zeremoniells’, in idem (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft Byzas 5 (2006) 135-170. 
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porticoes, forming thresholds and extending the narrative. The iterative forms, it is here 

argued, cannot be reduced to the perpetuation of building techniques, but may be better 

explained through consideration of their intended iconicity. Similarly, the use of 

‘classical’ fourth- to fifth-century iconography in the late sixth-century Palace mosaics 

cannot be explained as merely the use of conventional technique.316  

 

However, such iconicity is intertwined with the performance of spatial practices that 

took place within and through these structures: through thresholds such as curtained 

screens and gates, passages designed for processions, and halls which situated the ruler 

in relation to both his people and to his God. The architecture of the Great Palace may 

be sought more through a consideration of these spatial itineraries than through a 

traditional art-historical typological classification. That is to say, the buildings and 

spaces of the Great Palace form a whole not through their formal congruity, but through 

their performative relations. There is a parallel here to the way in which the ancient city 

of Rome was ordered by its annual processions, through similar thresholds, passages 

and halls, during festivals such as the Lupercalia, but also to the more recent Papal 

possession of his city. Indeed, it is argued here that something of the intended visual 

effect and symbolic identification with the old Empire survives in the Book of 

Ceremonies.  

 

II.2.3. The Elements of the Palace revealed through the Book of Ceremonies 

The Book of Ceremonies constitutes, as discussed above, the primary source for the 

identification of the elements of the Great Palace. In the following section, these 

elements will be discussed historically, in other words, in relation to the probable date 

of writing of the itineraries in which they are cited. By this means, the elements in use at 

particular periods can be more closely identified. The limits of this approach lie in the 

unresolved date of several crucial and informative chapters, and the limited amount of 

topographical information in the older chapters. The chapters dating from the reign of 

Constantine VII (notably Ch. I, 1) are, contrastingly, full of detail.317  

                                                
316 I refer to the difference in chronology for the Palace mosaics when interpreted 
through iconography and style (earlier), as opposed to archaeological method (later 
dating). For a recent study, see J. Bardill and J. W. Hayes, ‘Excavations beneath the 
peristyle mosaic in the Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors: the pottery from site D, 
1936,’ CA 50 (2002) 27-40. 
317 On the other hand, Cyril Mango has characterized the entire work as antiquarian, 
rather than practical, in character. In other words, even the later chapters were intended 
to preserve practices from the past. Thus, he suggests that the detailed accounts of the 
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J. B. Bury analyzed the chapters of the ‘book,’ in reality a manuscript or dossier, the 

most intact version of which is the tenth-century manuscript in the University Library in 

Leipzig,318 in attempting to date them to particular reigns. Thus, he claimed to find in 

the introduction and chapters 1 to 83 a consistency of tone and layout, leading him to 

identify them as having been written during the reign of Constantine VII 

Porphyrogennitus (r. 913-59). He noted that nine chapters in Book I were missing, and 

that there were originally 92 chapters in this section. Chapters 84 to 95 were determined 

by Bury to date from the sixth century, and were associated with the reign of Justinian I 

(r. 527-65), and thought to have been included for antiquarian interest. Of these, 

chapters 84 and 85 were written, according to Bury’s interpretation, under the direction 

of Peter the Patrician, the magister officiorum (‘®k t©n to† magºstory P™troy’). The 

remaining chapters from 86 to 95 may also have been written by or for him. Chapters 96 

and 97 were associated with a later reign – during or after that of Nikephoros Phokas (r. 

963-69).319  

                                                                                                                                          
games in the Hippodrome may derive from the seventh century, rather than ninth or 
tenth. ‘(The chapters) cannot be regarded as providing a faithful description of the 
games in the 10th century.’ See C. Mango, ‘Daily Life in Byzantium’, in idem, 
Byzantium and its Image: History and Culture of the Byzantine Empire and its Heritage 
(London, 1984) IV, 346. This argument depends on an interpretation of Byzantine 
culture that emphasizes the break between Roman and Byzantine culture. 
318 Lipsiensi Univ., Rep. I, 17. University Library, Leipzig. On the surviving 
manuscripts, see Moffatt, BOC, xiii-xxiv. 
319 Bury, ‘The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogennitus’, (Apr. 1907) 209-
227; idem, ‘The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogennitus (Continued)’ 
(1907) 417-439. The following attributions were given by Bury (the chapter numbers 
relate to the Reiske edition): 
Book I, Chapters: 
1-9a, 38, 40, 42, 62-63, 65, : reign of Constantine VII (r. 908-945, 945-959); 
10-37, 50-61: no original dating given; 
39: reign of Basil I (r. 867-886) or Leo VI (r. 886-912): 
41: reign of Leo IV (r. 775-780), ceremonial revised under Romanos II (r. 959-960); 
43-44: reign of Constantine V (r. 741-775); 
46-49: probably eighth century; 
64, 66-67, 69, 71-73: probably reign of Michael III (r. 842-867) (69 modified by 
Constantine VII); 
68, 70: reign of Justinian II (r. 685-695; 705-711) or Leo III (r. 717-741); 
74-83: ‘early’; 
84-95: Justinian I (r. 527-565); 
96-97: after the reign of Constantine VII – possibly early in the reign of Nikephoros 
Phokas. 
Book II Chapters: 
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Book II was, in contrast to the consistent tone of Book I, found by Bury to comprise a 

‘miscellany’ of ceremonies and prescriptions. Chapters II, 1-25 were thought to consist 

of ceremonies that ‘had not been already committed to writing’ by the completion of 

Book I.320 Chapters II, 26-40a, mostly from the time of Michael III (r. 842-67) and 

Heraclius (r. 610-641), and Chapter II, 51 (Theophilus?) were considered by Bury to 

have been intended to be incorporated into De Ceremoniis for antiquarian reasons.321 

Other chapters from Book II were also considered to derive from earlier periods.  

 

Chapter II, 15, containing the ceremonial for the visit of the princess Olga and the 

receptions for Saracen ambassadors, is particularly useful for information on the 

furnishing of the Palace. The remaining chapters II, 40-57, and the two missing chapters 

58 to 59, have little relevance to this study, and were thought by Bury to have no 

organic connection to the other chapters of Books I and II. Of these chapters, II, 51, 

describing the ceremonial for a procession to the granaries at the Strategion, has been 

dated by Mango and Haldon to the sixth century.322 

 

Knowledge of the reigns in which the chapters of the Book of Ceremonies were written, 

if this could be determined, would be a useful tool in dating the buildings of the Palace. 

The chapters written in or close to the time of Constantine VII (r. 905-59) indicate a 

Palace that may have undergone substantial physical change. Starting with the chapters 

attributed to an early date,  I, 74-83, there is a reference in chapter 84 to acclamations 
                                                                                                                                          
1-25: considered by Bury to have been intended for incorporation into the Book of 
Ceremonies. Chapters 26-40a, and 51 were thought to have been included for 
antiquarian reasons (Ch. 51 is considered by Bury to be a sixth century document). 
10 to 15, 16 (?), 23: reign of Michael III (note: Featherstone attributes Ch. 15 to reign of 
Constantine VII, including material from reign of Leo VI); 
19-21: drafted in reign of Basil I, and refashioned in reign of Leo VI; 
24: reign of Basil I – marked off under Constantine VII; 
38: earlier than Constantine VII; 
40-57: reign of Constantine VII (Chs. 47-48 are thought by Bury to be modifications in 
time of Constantine VII and Romanus of older ceremonies; Ch. 55 (56) is based upon 
text from the reign of Nikephoros Phokas). 
320 Bury, ‘The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogennitus,’ (1907) 213. 
321 The following chapters in Book II were, according to Bury, included for their 
antiquarian interest: Ch. 26: refers to the reign of Theodosius I (r. 379-95) in the past 
tense, so perhaps is based upon an earlier text; Ch. 27 to 30 and 39: these pertain to the 
reign of Heraclius (r. 610-641); 31 to 37: these pertain to the reign of Michael III (r. 
842-67); 38: pertains to the reign of Romanus I Lecapenus (r. 920-944). 
322 Mango, Développement Urbain (1985) 40; J. R. Haldon, ‘Comes horreorum – 
Komes tes Lamias’, BMGS, 10 (1986) 203. 
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‘at the Table of the Nineteen Beds.’ As Bury argues that all chapters 1 to 83 relate to 

actual court ceremonial of the tenth century, this is evidence that the Hall of the 

Nineteen Akkoubita was still in use in that century – indeed, in another source there is a 

reference to Constantine VII having renovated the building,323 and Liutprand also 

provides a description of a banquet held there by that emperor.324 In Chapter I, 92, there 

is a description of the Gothic Dances, held by the factions in the Hall of Nineteen 

Akkoubita. These early chapters also provide evidence of buildings outside the palace. 

Thus, in Chapter I, 88, there is a reference to the faction of the Greens receiving the 

emperor at the Church of St. John the Theologian (St. John of the Diippion, since the 

next location is the Praetorium, in the same vicinity).  

 

Chapters 43 to 49, attributed to the mid-eighth century, may provide a window into the 

Palace 200 years before Constantine VII. In Chapter I, 43, ‘What it is necessary to 

observe at the investiture of a caesar,’ and Chapter I, 44, ‘What it is necessary to 

observe at the investiture of a nobelesimos’, there are references to the Court of the 

Palace (thus, the Tribunal) outside the Hall (Triklinos) of Nineteen Akkoubita, the Hall 

itself, the Church of St. Stephen, and the Portico (of Nineteen Akkoubita). In Chapter I, 

45, ‘On what it is necessary to observe at the promotion of a curopalate,’ the ceremony 

appears to commence in the Court of Nineteen Akkoubita; the procession to the Holy 

Well proceeds by way of the Scholae and the narrow passage of Chalkê, the emperor 

being accompanied until the Church of the Lord. There is then a reference to the Gate of 

‘Regia,’ possibly the ‘Royal Gate’ communicating between the Palace and the district of 

the guards, according to Vogt.325 This implies that there was an enceinte separating the 

inner palatine complex from the outer districts.326 

                                                
323 Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais (1910) 59. 
324 Luitprand, Antapodosis VI, 8-9, = P. Squatriti (transl.), The Complete Works of 
Liudprand of Cremona (Washington D. C.,2007) 199-200. 
325 Moffatt, BOC, 229-31 = Vogt, Cer., II, 54 (45), 38-9 and fn. 2. Vogt supposes the 
Regia gate to have been the gate of the Excubitores. 
326 This argument is based upon papers presented by the author to a conference of the 
Australian Early Medieval Association, Perth 2010, and SAHANZ, Brisbane 2011. See 
N. Westbrook, ‘An Emperor cowering behind protective walls: the destruction of 
buildings in the Great Palace precinct during the Nika Riots and their subsequent 
rebuilding’ in A. Moulis and D. Van der Plaat (eds.) Audience: Proceedings of the 
XXVIIIth International Conference of the Society of Architectural Historians, Australia 
and New Zealand (Brisbane, 2011); idem, ‘The Accounts of the Nika Riots as Evidence 
for sixth-century Constantinopolitan Topography,’ Journal of the Australian Early 
Medieval Association 7, 2011. 
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In Chapter I, 46, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the appointment of a magistros, if 

the emperor wishes to create one on a procession to the Great Church’, the emperor 

departs from the Augusteous and places himself at the Golden Hand, in front of a screen 

or door decorated with the image of a partridge. The retinue depart through the 

Onopodion, then the emperor passes through to the Great Consistorium, where he 

stands in front of the baldachin at the top of the porphyry steps, overlooking the interior 

of the hall. The promoted magistrate is led to the Winter Consistorium, evidently a 

vestibule or side-hall of the Great Consistorium. The ceremonial in the same chapter on 

the promotion on an ordinary Sunday is more specific – the three ivory gates of the 

Consistorium are closed, as well as the ones giving onto the Makron of the Candidati. 

The triple gate of Onopodion and the gates of Delphax are also closed, to allow the 

ceremony to take place within the Consistorium. The members of the Senate are robed 

in the Makron of the Candidati, and the patricians in the room named the ‘Indian’ 

(indoi).327 The emperors leave the Augusteous and are enthroned in the Consistorium, 

after which the dignitaries make their entrance from the Makron.  

 

In Chapter I, 47, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the promotion of a patrician who is 

a senator, and of a patrician who is a serving strategos,’ the Senate is robed at the 

(Covered) Hippodrome,328 is admitted into the Palace and enters the Justinianos. The 

intervening route is not given – presumably the stair of Lausiakos and the Lausiakos, 

leading to the Tripeton, the entrance to the Chrysotriklinos. The retinue proceeds to the 

‘Church of the Hippodrome’ (probably St. Stephen), then depart for the Consistorium 

and the Church of the Lord, then enter into the Makron of the Candidati where some 

wait, while the patricians proceed as far as the Bronze Gates of the Curtains (kortinai) 

where they are admitted in sequence. The patricians depart by way of Scholae and the 

stenon (or portico) of Chalkê to the Holy Well. 

 

In Chapter I, 48, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the promotion of Patricians’, the 

emperor is enthroned within the Chrysotriklinos. The persons to be promoted make 

                                                
327 This room is thought by Vogt to have been a space belonging to a body of palace 
guards. See Vogt, Cer., 55 (46), 42, fn. 1 = Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 231-36. 
328 In this chapter, reference is only made to the ‘Hippodrome,’ however it is strongly 
indicated that it is the space that forms an entrance court into the Palace, thus it is likely 
to have referred to the Covered Hippodrome, rather than the Golden or Great 
Hippodrome. 



 117 

their entrance through the Tripeton. The magistrates to be promoted enter the 

Chrysotriklinos. The promoted person departs by Skyla into the (Covered) 

Hippodrome.329 He lights a candle in the sanctuary of St. Stephen. He passes by the 

Covered Hippodrome and the Thermastra to the Consistorium. From there, he departs 

by way of the Excubitores and the Scholae. At the ‘great gates,’ he is received by the 

faction of the Blues. In relation to the acclamation of the factions, the chapter instructs 

that the newly appointed patrician departs to the ‘Church of the Hippodrome,’ that is to 

say St. Stephen; he then departs to the Consistorium and lights candles at the Church of 

the Lord. He is then met by dignitaries waiting in the Makron of the Candidati, who 

escort him until the bronze gates of the Curtains (kortinai). He departs by way of 

Scholae.330 This passage, therefore, distinguishes the bronze gates of Kortinai from 

those of the Chalkê (bronze) vestibule. It is probable that the gate to the south of the 

courtyard of Chalkê, also known as that of Scholae, is referred to. So it would appear 

that ‘the Kortinai’ denotes the northern entry into the Makron. 

 

Chapters 68 and 70, as noted above, were attributed by Bury to the reign of Justinian II 

(r. 685-695; 705-711) or Leo III (r. 717-741), thus perhaps 250 years prior to the 

compilation of the Book of Ceremonies. They concern ceremonies that took place in 

relation to the horse races in the Hippodrome. Chapter I, 70 mentions the Gate of 

Thermastra giving onto the (courtyard of) Lausiakos.331 The horses with their regalia are 

led in by the Protothyron and the Diippion, implying two gates into the Hippodrome. 

The following day, the emperor departs from the Chrysotriklinos, in the ‘Sacred 

Palace,’ by the passages of the Triconch, the Apse and Daphne, and ascends by a 

staircase – probably the spiral staircase, or Kochlias, mentioned in numerous chapters – 

to the apartment, or koiton, of the Kathisma. If Bury’s dating is correct, then this 

contradicts the statement in Theophanes Continuatus that Theophilus built the Triconch, 

so either the latter account is an exaggeration, or the dating of the chapter must be 

placed later. Within the Kathisma, there is mention of large and narrow dining rooms, or 

triklinoi. The emperor departs from the Kathisma by way of the (passages of) the 

                                                
329 As above, the Covered Hippodrome. 
330 In Chapter I, 49, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the appointment of proconsuls’, 
the ceremony begins with the emperor receiving the praepositus within the 
Chrysotriklinos. The rest follows as above. 
331 It is not certain whether the text is meant to denote passage from the gate into a 
building or a courtyard. Comparison with, for example, the Chalkê Gate would suggest 
that passage through to a courtyard is more likely. 
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Augusteous, the Apse and the Triconch, the monothyros and the passage of the Forty 

Saints and enters the Chrysotriklinos.332 

 

Of the remaining chapters of Book I, Chapter 41, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the 

coronation and nuptial crowning of an augousta,’ was, as noted above, considered by 

Bury to originate in the reign of Leo IV (r. 751-775 co-emperor; 775-780 sole emperor) 

and to derive from the ceremonial for the marriage of Leo to the Athenian Eirine in 769, 

and to have been revised under Romanus II. 333  However, the reference to the Eros 

places this passage in or after the reign of Theophilus, so the chapter would appear to be 

a palimpsest of early and later passages.334 Similarly, a note states that the marriages 

were now held in the Church of Hodegetria of the Pharos, rather than in the Chapel of 

St. Stephen. The reference to the Kastrisiakon in this chapter is unique within the Book 

of Ceremonies, as is that to the vault of St. Christine.335 The chapter may, then, be 

understood as providing an Early Byzantine account of ceremonial in relation to the 

Daphne complex. It is perhaps significant that no mention is made of the Lower Palace. 

Although arguments from silence are risky, it may be the case that the chapter pre-dates 

the establishment of the Lower Palace, centred on the Chrysotriklinos. 

 

The ceremonial for the crowning and marriage of the augousta begins within the old 

Crown Hall of Augusteous, with the dignitaries entering from the Golden Hand after 

having waited in the Consistorium. The description makes plain that the Augusteous 

possessed an apse at its end. In the ceremony, the augousta waits in the apartment 

within the Octagon before entering the Augusteous. After the crowning of the augousta, 

the patricians go to wait in the Onopodion, and the Consuls in the portico of the 

Nineteen Akkoubita – that is to say, within the portico in front of the Great Triklinos. 

The wives of senators await the augousta within the Stenon of the Golden Hand. The 

counts, domestikoi and others appear to have left the Palace and have stationed 

themselves in front of insignia within the Tribune. The patricians are described as 

forming a consistory around the central door opening from the Onopodion onto the 

Dikionion, presumably a single bay projecting forward, supported by two columns.  
                                                
332 It is argued here that the context of the narrative suggests that these toponyms refer 
to route stations, rather than buildings, and are thus probably references to particular 
passages used to traverse the palace. 
333 Chapter I, 41. 
334 Theophanes Continuatus 139 ff. = Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire 
(Toronto, 1986) 161-5. 
335 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 319. 
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The augousta emerges through the Dikionion, and the senators follow her in a 

consistory, and are placed at either side, above the stairs. The augousta is then described 

as standing in the middle of the terrace, at the balustrade. It is not clear whether this is a 

balustrade at the Dikionion, or at the Heliakon which is possibly in front of the Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita, but the reference to the retinue proceeding as far as the balustrade, 

where the augousta stands flanked by the senators, suggests that it is indeed the 

balustrade of the Heliakon. In the following passage, the senators are described as 

forming a consistory, presumably flanking the augousta, ‘…until/as far as the 

Dikionion and Onopodion’,336 and the wives of the senators are described as passing to 

‘the other side’ and waiting at the ivory gates of Kastresiakion for the augousta and 

Augusteous.337 This might be interpreted as implying that the Heliakon was more-or-

less centrally located, with arcades on either side, in which the senators occupied the 

eastern arcade, and the wives of  senators the western arcade. 

 

Following this reception, the augousta returns to the Onopodion, Golden Hand and 

Augusteous. The bride is crowned, and then the couple depart via Onopodion, to the 

Secreton of the Consuls, which may be associated with part of the administrative offices 

north of the Upper Palace, from where they are escorted to the Bridal Room or Paston. 

Along the way they are received at the Triklinos of the Candidati, and at the steps of 

Magnaura, suggesting that the route is a continuation of the Makron of the Candidati, 

leading to the courtyard of Scholae/Chalkê, and via the narrow northern gate to the 

courtyard of the Magnaura. The bridal room, therefore, seems to be associated with the 

Magnaura complex – probably a separate room, since there is reference to the bed lying 

in the ‘conch of the Paston’. Having deposited their crowns there, they depart for the 

Triklinos of the Nineteen Akkoubita by the passages in the direction of Eros (to the 

                                                
336 Ann Moffatt suggests that the word in the passage concerned, m™xrh, should be 
interpreted as ‘as far as.’ In other words, the senators stand in a flanking consistory as 
far as the Dikionion and Onopodion (written correspondence with author, 5 October 
2009). 
337 Vogt associates this site with the Hall (‘triclinos’) of the Nineteen Akkoubita. 
However Moffatt suggests that the Kastresiakion may have been a term for the offices 
of the household staff of the Palace, noting comparable terms: Apokrisarikion: the 
offices of the emissaries (apokrisiarioi); Diaitarikion; Kouratorikion; Ostiarikion; 
Spatharikion, and Stratorikion, interpreting them as buildings or parts of buildings 
which are the head- quarters of these palace functionaries. The Ivory Gate would then 
be the gate leading to the offices of the household staff, at the western end of the Portico 
of the Nineteen Beds (written correspondence with author 5 October 2009). 
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extreme east of the Upper Palace?).338 On the third day, the augousta departs from the 

Magnaura, framed by the factions; she is accompanied by the patricians as far as the 

‘descent of the bridge’ on the side of the Oaton. The consuls accompany her as far as 

the ‘descent of St. Christine.’339 The augousta enters the Bath.340 She returns and enters 

the bridal room, which possesses a conch. Her women in waiting depart behind the 

Oaton.  

 

The ceremonial itinerary of Chapter I, 41 can thus be summarized as follows: 

 

augousta/augoustos     Members of Court 

Emperor 
Augusteous 
Church of St. Stephen 
 
 
Emperor enter Augusteous and receives 
Patriarch 
Robe stand behind imperial thrones 
 

Dignitaries proceed to: 
- Consistorium 
- Staircase 
- Golden Hand 
- Augusteous 

Patriarch enters Augusteous 
 
Patriarch stands in front of Robe stand 
Bishops and clergy enter Augusteous and 

                                                
338 The Eros was the armoury room built by Theophilus. This detail appears 
anachronistic within an early chapter, unless the name derived from a piece of statuary 
which was metonymically transferred to a later hall, or Theophilus restored rather than 
built the structure. In the direction of Eros might suggest that the party returned south 
along the same passage (the Makron) in the direction the Sigma, alongside of which was 
the Eros. 
339 While it is tempting to associate this descent with Mamboury and Wiegand’s ‘Große 
Rampenhaus B: a,’ as Kostenec does, this calls for a long and arduous passage from the 
Magnaura, which is here associated with the ruins at MW ‘A: c.’ See Mamboury and 
Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 26-7 and figs. 53-65; Kostenec, ‘The Heart of 
the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 4-36. Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini associates the Baths with the cistern found to the east of ‘A: c.’ See 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’, AST 26/3 (2009) 197-
210, fig. 4 (cf. cistern feature c6). 
340 Guilland admits to not being sure which bath is meant here. He suggests the 
Oikonomion, built by Constantine I, located near to Tzykanisterion, rather than the 
baths of Basil I. Another possibility however are the Baths of Leo VI, which in their 
apparently antique configuration, may indeed be either the Baths of the Theodosian 
House of Marina, or indeed the Oikonomion itself, under another name, since they lie to 
the east of the New Tzykanisterion (polo field) and were, therefore, close to the old 
Tzykanisterion. See Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 319. Moffatt 
suggests that the sequence of locations might indicate that the Baths of Christine were 
close to the Magnaura and the Oaton (written correspondence with author 5 October 
2009). A cistern, possibly associated with a bath-complex, was found to the west of 
Akbıyık Caddesi adjacent to the Ishak Paşa Hamam. See Mamboury and Wiegand, 
Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 35; Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace 
Itineraries’ (2009) 197-8 and fig. 5. 
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Empress enters from the passage of St. 
Stephen 
Emperor enters from apartment within the 
Octagon 
Crowning 
 
 
 
 
 
Empress enters Golden Hand (in direction 
of Onopodion) 
Empress enters Onopodion  
 
 
Empress stands at the Dikionion in front 
of doorway into Augusteous. 
 
 
 
 
 
Empress goes to the centre (probably of 
the Terrace of Heliakon). 
Empress goes to centre of balustrade 
 
Empress greets factions (from Heliakon?) 
 
Empress enters through the Portico of the 
Golden Hand to the Augusteous. 
 
Empress enters Augusteous. 
 
Empress enters Octagon.  
 
Empress enters Church of St. Stephen. 
 
 
Emperor and empress proceed to (the 
Portico of the) Golden Hand. They are 
acclaimed by patricians in Onopodion. 
 
They go to the sekreton of the consuls. 
 
They proceed towards the Paston 
 
They are acclaimed at the Triklinos of the 
Candidati. 
 

stand behind the imperial party on the 
side(s) of the apse (of the Augusteous) 
 
Patriarch and clergy go to St. Stephen 
Retinue enters Portico of 19 Couches 
Retinue forms a consistory in relation to 
central door opening onto Portico. 
Guards go to Tribunal Court and stand in 
front of insignia. 
Senators move from Golden Hand and 
stand on inside of doorway 
 
Senators form consistory on either side of 
Onopodion. 
Senators leave by large central door leading 
toward the Tribunal (is this the door 
reached by the Passage of the Golden 
Hand?) 
 
Factions go down to Tribunal. 
 
Senate enters Portico of Nineteen  
Akkoubita 
Senate forms a consistory ‘until’ the 
Dikionion and the Onopodion 
Women arrive and wait at Ivory Gate of 
Kastresiakon. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Patriarch enters church and conducts 
wedding ceremony. 
 
 
 
 
 
Factions acclaim sovereigns 
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They go to the steps of Magnaura 
 
Sovereigns go to conch of bridal room 
and deposit their crowns. 
 
Sovereigns go through the passage called 
‘Erota’ towards Hall of Nineteen  
Akkoubita. 
Sovereigns enter Hall of Nineteen 
 Akkoubita 
 
Sovereigns enter inside the Paston. 
 

 
 
Factions acclaim sovereigns at Magnaura 
 
 
 
 
Women of the senators enter by the Hall of 
Nineteen Akkoubita to the portico of the 
Augusteous. The dignitaries go towards the 
bridge (?). The women invited to the 
banquet go via the staircase of St. Christine. 
 
Invited patricians enter Augusteous via 
Octagon to witness wedding, then return to 
their place among the other patricians. 
 

 
 
3rd day Sequence: 
 
 
 
 
 
Empress leaves Paston. 
 
Empress descends via the bridge, on the  
side of the Oaton. 
 
Empress descends via staircase of St. 
 Christine. 
 
Empress goes to middle of trellised  
vineyard. 
 
Empress enters pool - also called spring. 
 
Empress is taken back in escort by 
Consuls to Paston 
 
Empress enters the conch 
 

Blues and Greens on right (Curia) and left 
(door to Augusteon near the pillar) 
porticoes of Magnaura. 
 
Patricians accompany Empress. 
 
 
 
 
Consuls accompany Empress 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consuls accompany Empress 
 
 
Factions acclaim Empress. 
Invited ladies go behind the Oaton. (Is the 
bridal room the Oaton?) 

 

In summary, Chapter 41 is extremely valuable as a text originating in the eighth century 

or even earlier, that includes most areas of the Upper Palace. However, it is frustratingly 

vague with respect to the topography of the Palace.  

 



 123 

Chapters I, 84-95 provide limited topographical information. Nevertheless, it is clear 

that in this period, possibly the reign of Justinian I (r. 527-565), the Consistorium 

functioned as the place for the promotion of officials.341 The Augusteous and the Great 

Triklinos are mentioned in Chapters I, 91-92 in relation to the elevations to emperor of 

Leo I (457) and Anastasius (491). In the latter chapter, the forecourt of the Upper Palace 

is named the Delphax (d™lfakoq). Anastasius proceeds to the middle of the Portico of 

the Great Triklinos (probably synonymous with the building later termed the Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita), then ascends to the triclinium (Kathisma) of the Hippodrome.342 

These last two chapters appear to have been written before the reign of Justinian I, and 

may reflect the Palace in the late-fifth and early-sixth centuries. It would appear that the 

Augusteous and Great Triklinos were the primary ceremonial halls at this time. The 

portico, known later as the Portico of the Nineteen Akkoubita, was also in existence.343 

Two gates are named: the Regia (rigºaq) and the Ivory Gate. Both gave entry into the 

Upper Palace – the Regia to the north, and the Ivory Gate from the south. There is no 

mention of the Consistorium.344 It is possible that the Consistorium was constructed 

after this time – it was certainly in existence during the reign of Justinian I.345 

 

Chapters II, 1-26 seem to generally reflect the Palace as it existed at the time of 

Constantine VII (r. 913-59), and mention the Chrysotriklinos; the Oratory of St. 

Theodore within the Chrysotriklinos;346 the Horologion, or clock, of Chrysotriklinos; 

the phiales of the factions;347 the Lausiakos, Justinianos, Skyla and Covered 

Hippodrome; the Daphne Palace;348 the Koiton of Daphne;349 the Church of St. 

Stephen;350 the Kathisma at the Hippodrome;351 the Great Consistorium;352 the Church 

                                                
341 Moffatt, BOC, I, 84, 387; I, 86, 391; I, 88, 397 and 398; I, 89, 404.  
342 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 417-425.. 
343 Loc. cit.  
344 There are two references to ‘Consistorium’ in Chapter I 91, but both refer to the 
formation adopted by the palace officials or guards flanking the emperor. 
345 Logically, if the Consistorium were in existence at this time, then either it served a 
different function, or the early ceremonies taking place in it did not survive to the tenth 
century, and were not recorded in the Book of Ceremonies. 
346 Moffatt, BOC, II, 23-24. 
347 Moffatt, BOC,  II, 21. 
348 Moffatt, BOC,  II, 8. 
349 Moffatt, BOC,  II, 19. 
350 Moffatt, BOC,  II, 11. 
351 Moffatt, BOC,  II, 20. 
352 Moffatt, BOC, II, 19. 
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of the Lord;353 the Magnaura and court (‘heliakon’) of Magnaura, possibly  the curved 

terrace built by Maurice,354 and the districts of Excubitores, Scholae, and Chalkê. This 

accords with Bury’s interpretation of these chapters having been intended to be 

incorporated into Constantine VII’s book. In Chapter II, 13, five entries to the Palace 

are given: Kaballarios (Skyla?), Church of the Lord, Hippodrome, Tzykanisterion and 

Daphne,355 and the Anadendradion of Magnaura is mentioned. Chapter II, 15 gives 

extensive references to localities where furnishings for a reception have been brought 

from, and appears to centre upon the Magnaura as the principal hall for such functions 

at this time. Part of Chapter II, 18 refers to a ceremony from the reign of Michael III (r. 

842-867) when, because of inclement weather, the court could not descend into the 

fountain-court of the Triconch, and the festival of Broumalion was held instead in the 

Hall of Lausiakos. Under the usual arrangements, described in Chapter I, 66, the 

demarchs wait in the Justinianos Hall until summoned by the praepositus, upon which 

time they proceed (via the Apse?) through the single-leaved door of the Eidikon into the 

Hemicycle of the enclosed fountain court of the Triconch, after which the emperor 

proceeds through the Passages of the 40 Martyrs, the single-leaved door of the 

Hemicycle and enters the Triconch. From both chapters, it would appear that the route 

taken by the demarchs led to a level beneath that taken by the emperor – the level of the 

Passages of the 40 Martyrs – and that the (Gate of) Thermastra, mentioned in Chapter 

II, 18, was a level below that of the Daphne Palace.356  

 

The chapters II, 27 to 40a – identified by Bury as older – are also vague in their lack of 

topographical references. In Chapter II, 27, which describes a ceremony from the reign 

of Heraclius (it refers to the promotion of Heraclius’ son to junior emperor in 638), 

there is a service in the Chapel of St. Stephen (the latter was probably also the location 

for the ceremony of Stepsimon and Stephanoma in Chapter II, 33). In Chapter II, 29, the 

emperor Heraclius ascends to his tribune in the Hippodrome. Chapter II, 51, possibly 

from the sixth century, is revealing for the relation of the Covered Hippodrome to the 

Daphne and the gate of the Hippodrome. From the middle of the Great Triklinos,357 by 

                                                
353 Moffatt, BOC, II, 13. 
354 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15. 
355 Moffatt, BOC, II, 13, 557. The Kaballarios is also mentioned in Chapter II, 21. 
See Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace: 
De Ceremoniis II, 13’ (2002) 37-46, for an interpretation of these entries. 
356 Moffatt, BOC, I, 66, 296-301= Vogt, II, 75, 105-109; Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 599-607 
at 605.  
357 megåloy triklºnoy = Great Triklinos 
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which is probably meant the Hall of the Nineteen Akkoubita, the emperor proceeds by 

way of the Thermastra (baths) and enters the (Covered) Hippodrome.358 He mounts and 

ascends by a four-wheeled coach (œxhma), accompanied by his retinue, to proceed to the 

Horrea of the Strategion.359 This description means that there must have been some 

ascent that would enable passage by either horse or coach – clearly a major ramp system 

– from the level of the Covered Hippodrome – perhaps 26 m. – and the level of 32 m., 

that of the Hippodrome. 

 

II.2.4. Stages of the Great Palace as reflected in the Book of Ceremonies. 

Despite the difficulties caused by lack of more specific topographical information, and 

the likelihood that older ceremonies have been up-dated within the later compendia, 

certain conclusions can be cautiously suggested.  

 

 (i) The fifth-century Palace 

From the above analysis, there are indications that prior to the reconstructions by 

Justinian I (r. 527-65), the Palace was substantially different in its layout. The 

relationship to the Hippodrome appears to have been the same, with an imperial tribunal 

overlooking the stadium, and there was a staircase, presumably in the same location as 

the one mentioned in the later chapters, leading to the Triklinos of the Hippodrome. The 

mention of the Augusteous, Great Triclinium and Delphax confirms that the core of the 

Daphne Palace existed at this stage. Thus in the chapter, ‘Proclamation of Anastasios (I) 

of divine memory as emperor’ which may be sourced to Peter the Patrician in the sixth 

century, the senate and the clergy stand within the Portico that is in front of the Great 

Triclinium.360 There was also a palace bath complex, or a place with a toponym derived 

from it. The procession proceeds, according to the custom, by way of the bath (Ô 

balneåriaq).361 In the chapters from the fifth century, the Consistorium is not 

mentioned.  

 

  

  
                                                
358 As previously, it appears that here the Covered Hippodrome is meant, rather than the 
Great Hippodrome. 
359 Moffatt, BOC, II, 51, 699. 
360 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 417-25 [R417-25; cod. Chapter 101]. The reference to ‘Great 
Triclinium’ in all probability denotes the building later named the Hall of Nineteen 
Akkoubita, since the Augusteous is separately named in Ch. 92. 
361 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 422. 
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(ii) The sixth-century Palace 

The Palace of the period after Justinian I’s rebuilding consisted of a complex still 

centred upon the Upper Palace. The ceremonial described by Peter the Patrician appears 

to relate strongly to the Great Consistorium, which also possessed a private room – 

perhaps the Winter Consistorium of later chapters – and the Anti-consistorium, its 

forecourt.362 There was a northern gate called the Regia (rigºaq) and another, the Ivory 

Gate, gave access from the south.363 Connection from the Upper Palace to the Kathisma 

was achieved by the Cochlias.364 Communication with the annexed palace of Hormizdas 

was presumably achieved by means of the aerial passages of Marcian – not mentioned 

in the attested fifth-century chapters – that presumably linked with the Ivory Gate. After 

the construction of the Chrysotriklinos, there must have been a system of 

communication with the Upper Palace prior to construction of the Lausiakos and 

Justinianos, which have both been attributed to Justinian II (r. 685-95 and 705-11).365  

 

The Skyla Gate, to which the Justinianos connected, appears to have possessed a sigma-

shaped forecourt, and may have been an older structure. The earlier route between the 

Lower and Upper Palaces may well have occupied the same sites as the later structures, 

since the underlying contours would suggest that this was the easiest route. If Chapter I, 

41 could be identified as having been originally written before the construction of the 

Chrysotriklinos, probably by Justin II and Tiberius in the late sixth century, then it 

would be possible to identify still further the Palace topography of this period. It is 

certainly informative about the rooms of the Upper Palace. Here, the Great 

Consistorium served as a waiting room for dignitaries before they were admitted into 

the Palace. A staircase led up to the Onopodion, or a portico metonymically associated 

with it. The Onopodion, clearly a courtyard, was entered through a gate, from where 

one proceeded south to the Stenon of the Golden Hand, the portico in front of the crown 

hall of Augusteous.  

 

                                                
362 Moffatt, BOC, I, 84; I, 89. Chapter I, 88 has the emperor ascending porphyry steps 
within the Consistorium for the ceremony. 
363 Moffatt, BOC, I, 93: Inauguration of Justin II. 
364 Moffatt, BOC, I, 86. 
365 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 154. Kostenec also attributes the 
structure to Justinian II. See Kostenec, 'Heart of the Empire', in Dark (ed.) Secular 
Buildings (2004) 27. Given the probability that the earlier passage between the Lower 
and Upper Palaces followed a similar route, it is conceivable that the Lausiakos was 
first constructed earlier, and was refurbished by Justinian II. 
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This sequence seems to confirm the orientation of the Augusteous as north-south, and 

renders it more difficult to identify with the archaeologically-identified Apsed Hall 

associated by Bardill with the Augusteous.366 The same gate of the Onopodion 

communicated with the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, which fronted the eponymous 

Triklinos, which must therefore be placed further to the west, towards the Hippodrome. 

Outside the gate was the Dikionion, probably a pedimented aedicule, set forward from 

the multicoloured Delphic columns of the portico. To the north of the portico was the 

Tribunal, which may be understood as the court of the Tribunal, and synonymous with 

the earlier Delphax. At the south of the Palace was the Chapel and Passage of St. 

Stephen, and the Octagon with its private room, or koiton, which also communicated 

with the Augusteous.  

 

The chapter, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the coronation and nuptial crowning of 

an augousta’367 describes the Empress leaving the Onopodion for the Sekreton of the 

Consuls, perhaps in the vicinity of the Scholae, by way of the Triklinos of the 

Candidati, part of the guards district, and the Magnaura, at the northern limit of the 

Palace. The Paston, an apsidal bridal room, appears to have been near to the Magnaura, 

and was adjacent to the Oaton, perhaps so-named because of the shape of its dome. This 

raises interesting implications. Given the conservatism of Byzantine ceremonial, it is 

possible that this room was part of an original Palace complex near the Chalkê Gate, 

and retained its function as a maintenance of tradition.368 

 

 (iii) The eighth-century Palace 

As noted above, the chapters of the eighth century indicate that the Chrysotriklinos was 

the crown hall of the Palace, replacing the function of the Augusteous. Promotion 

ceremonies still took place in the Upper Palace, in the Great or Winter Consistorium. 

The Upper Palace was, thus, still used for ceremonial purposes, as it appears to have 

been at the time of Constantine VII. The Daphne complex, notably the Triklinos of 

Nineteen Akkoubita, its eponymous portico, and the Tribunal in front of it, the 

Augusteous, Stenon of the Golden Hand and Onopodion, and the chapel of St. Stephen 

                                                
366 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230. 
367 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 207-14 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 16-23. 
368 In an early article, Kostenec associates the Oaton with a ‘Palace of Magnaura’. 
According to my interpretation, the latter could have been part of the first, ‘official’ 
palace facing the Chalkê Gate, and connected to the Magnaura. See Kostenec, 
‘Magnaura’, Byzantinoslavica 60 (1999) 161-82. 
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were all used for the ceremonial. Communication between the Lower Palace was by the 

Lausiakos and Justinianos to reach the Skyla Gate, or by the passages of the Forty 

Saints, the monothyros at the Eidikon and the passages of Triconch, Apse and Daphne 

to reach the Daphne Palace and the Kathisma. In the chapter, ‘On May 11th, the chariot-

racing for the anniversary of this God-guarded and imperial City is conducted as 

follows’, the Covered Hippodrome seems to be meant by the reference to the 

‘Courtyard of Lausiakos’, onto which opens the Gate of Thermastra, given the name 

possibly the old Palace baths.369  

 

The route from the Upper Palace to Hagia Sophia is by way of the (courtyard of) the 

Church of the Lord, and the gate located there – possibly the Regia mentioned in the 

chapter, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the appointment of a kouropalates’.370 There 

appear to have been gates at the Candidati and the Scholae (‘the great gates’). The first 

may have been the gate of the Daphne Palace, just north of the ‘inlet’  that has been 

identified by Dark, in the vicinity of the Church of the Lord.371 The Consistorium and, 

probably, the courtyard of the Church of the Lord communicated with the Makron of 

the Candidati – which would appear to be a long corridor through the guards district – 

leading to the bronze gates of the Curtains (kortinai) that opened onto the courtyard 

separating the Chalkê Gate and outer wall from the offices of the Scholae. This 

courtyard can be identified as probably the rectangular enclosure with gates to the south 

and north and monumental vestibule to the west identified by Girgin as the Court of 

Chalkê (see Chapter 4, ‘Chalkê’ below).372 This gate, with its bronze doors, may be 

identified with the Gate of the Scholae. Finally, from Theophanes it is known that in 

this period there were two large courts with fountains, the phiales of the factions of the 

Greens and Blues, built by Justinian II. That of the Greens lay below the Justinianos, 

and that of the Blues lay to the east of the Terrace of the Pharos373 

 

                                                
369 Moffatt, BOC, I, 70, 340-49 = Vogt, Cér., II, 79, 143-50. Note that Moffatt (p. 340, 
note 2) attributes a date to this chapter of after 840 and before 886, on the basis of 
references to the Triconch, and to the two fountain-courts of the factions, destroyed by 
Basil I. 
370 Moffatt, BOC, I, 45, 230 = Vogt, Cér., II, 54, 38. 
371 The ‘inlet’ was first identified by Ken Dark in a lecture on recent advances in the 
archaeology of Byzantine Constantinople at Kings College London Byzantine Seminar, 
London in 2002.  
372 Girgin, ‘La Porte monumentale’ (2008) 250-90. 
373 Theophanes, Chronographia A. M. 6186, 367-68, in Mango (transl.), The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (1986) 131. 
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 (iv) The tenth-century Palace374 

For the purposes of this study, the tenth-century chapters are useful only where it is 

apparent that they are describing the same structures and places that were mentioned in 

the early chapters. Thus, the first chapter of Book I of the Book of Ceremonies, ‘’What 

it is necessary to observe when there is a procession to the Great Church, that is, the 

ceremonial and ritual for the notable and illustrious processions in which the emperors 

go away to the Great Church’,375 describes a large number of sites known to have 

existed in the early period of the Palace: Chrysotriklinos; the Daphne Palace, including 

the oratories of Theotokos, Holy Trinity and Baptistery, the Augusteous, the Stenon of 

the Golden Hand, the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita and its portico and court, the 

Octagon, the sanctuary of St. Stephen and the Onopodion; the Great Consistorium and 

the Chalkê Gate. Other elements are not mentioned in the older chapters, but may have 

existed then: Triklinos of Candidati, and the complexes of the Scholae (including the 

octagonal domed ‘Old Treasury’) and Excubitores. Reference is made to a Gate of 

Lychni (‘the Gate of Light’) that is not named in the early chapters. This appears to be 

north of the Tribunal court, and may possibly be the same as the earlier Gate of Regia. 

The reference to the Sigma is interesting, as it does not refer to the Triconch. If the 

chapter is based on an earlier ceremony, this raises the possibility that the Sigma was an 

old structure, renovated – rather than built anew – by Theophilus (r. 829-42). 

 

II.2.5. Conclusion 

Analysis of these chapters may suggest a hypothesis for how the Palace might have 

developed up to the tenth century. What is striking about the later chapters is that the 

early structures were still used for ceremonial.376 Thus, for example, while the sanctuary 

of St. Stephen was superseded in some respects by the Theotokos of the Pharos, it was 

still apparently used in the tenth century (Ch. I, 1). The later structures, such as the 

                                                
374 For the palace at the time of Constantine VII: see Moffatt, BOC, I, 1. and analysis 
above.  
375 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 5-35 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 3-28. 
376 It is unknown what state these old structures were in. As noted above, Featherstone 
and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini characterize the old palace as a kind of museum. 
See Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace: 
De Ceremoniis II, 13’ (2002) 36-47. On the other hand, in his first embassy to 
Constantinople, Liutprand does not report the desuetude with which he characterizes the 
Palace in his second report, but rather remarks on the grandeur of the building and 
ceremonial of the Great Triklinos. See Liutprand, Anapodosis VI, 5, 8, where reference 
is made to ceremonies held at the Magnaura, and the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita during  
his embassy to the Court of Constantine VII (209-10). 



 130 

pavilions of Theophilus known from Theophanes Continuatus, do not feature 

prominently in the itineraries – for example, only the Hemicycle and Triconch were 

used for ceremonies – suggesting that the old structures were used because of their 

associations with the first Christian emperors, symbolizing the continuity of the 

empire.377 Thus, Late Antique building forms were both used for ceremonies, and 

emulated in later buildings, as evidenced by the example of the Triconch. This places 

the example of the Great Palace in a unique position with regard to the transformation 

of architecture and urban form from the sixth century onwards.378 

 

In Chapter III, the question of the symbolism of the sites and building forms of the early 

palace will be addressed in relation to the thesis by Mango that by the Middle Byzantine 

period, the culture had changed from Roman to one that reflected the Orthodox 

Christian state and was more ‘Eastern’ in character.  

                                                
377 However, note that only structures that were relevant to the described ceremonies 
were cited. Thus, there are minimal references to the private rooms of the emperor- the 
koiton of the Octagon is mentioned, but not the presumably sizable domestic quarters, 
and there are very few references to service quarters, other than by the use of a word to 
denote the complex, such as references to the Gates of Diatarikion (Moffatt, BOC, I, 64, 
289 = Vogt, Cér., II, 73, 98) and Kastresiakon (Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 211 = Vogt, Cér., 
II, 50, 19). 
378 Relevant to this comparison is the thesis of Ellis on the disappearance of the Roman 
peristyle courtyard house by the end of the sixth century, and Dark’s argument that such 
practices survived within the palace until at least the early seventh century, and possibly 
into the ninth century. See Ellis, ‘The End of the Roman House,’ (1988) 565-576; Dark, 
‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-105. 
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III. The Architecture of the Great Palace. 

 

III.1. Meaning and Symbolism in the Great Palace. 

 

III.1.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, the degree to which there was intentionality underlying the use of 

particular building forms and motifs in the Great Palace will be investigated. Regardless 

of their veracity or degradation, were such forms intended to identify with the Imperial 

Roman past?379 In other words, do they fall under the rubric of tradition?  

 

An example of such possible intentionality is, I would argue, the Chrysotriklinos, an 

imperial throne room that has been attributed to Justin II (r. 565-78),380 but that 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini has suggested may have been a restoration or 

refurbishment of an existing centralized triclinium belonging to the Late Antique Palace 

of Hormisdas, named after the fourth-century Sasanid prince Hormizd who resided 

there in exile, to the south of the sphendone of the Hippodrome. This suggestion by 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini is highly speculative. Certainly the building form of the 

Chrysotriklinos does seem similar, on the basis of references in the Book of 

Ceremonies, to Late Antique reception halls like the so-called ‘Temple of Minerva 

Medica’ in Rome, not a temple but rather a similarly central-plan dining hall of the 

fourth century. It is not necessary to assume by the implied ‘Roman’ typology of the 

hall that it was a refurbished Late Antique structure. A supposed break in the continuity 

of building is belied by, for example, the church of San Vitale, constructed only a few 

decades earlier than the reign of Justin II. Furthermore, there were other Early 

Byzantine buildings of similar form.381  Even if the imperial state hall were a new 

                                                
379 A comparison could be made here with the Mediaeval Florentine belief that the 
Baptistery was a Roman structure. The building served as an ostensible classical model 
for early renaissance architects and artists. 
380 Av. Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II,’ in idem, Continuity and Change 
in Sixth-Century Byzantium (London, 1981) 76 and fn. 70. 
381 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica: Rivista di Studi 
Bizantini e Slavi, Serie Seconda Anno II (2000) 197-242 at 220-222. See also J. 
Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 4-
36 at 26. In an article on their survey of the Patriarchate complex, Kostenec and Dark 
suggest that Justin II or a near-contemporary Patriarch built the so-called ‘baptistery’, 
immediately south-west of Hagia Sophia, as another centralised reception room. See K. 
R. Dark and J. Kostenec, ‘The Byzantine Patriarchate in Constantinople and the 
Baptistery of the Church of Hagia Sophia’, Architectura 2 (2006) 115-130. 
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construction, we can, following Lavin,382 certainly understand it as a further 

development of the Late Antique central-plan triclinium typology. The Chrysotriklinos 

appears to have been used for functions previously carried out in the Daphne complex, 

notably promotion ceremonies.383 In its form and reception function, the building 

appears to have followed the precedents of the so-called ‘Temple of Minerva Medica’ in 

Rome, in all probability an imperial reception hall (figs. 58-60),384 and the Pantheon, an 

imperial monument reconstructed by Hadrian (r. 117-138) as a domical image of the 

cosmos, in which he would hold public audiences, much as Justin II and later emperors 

would do beneath the dome of the Chrysotriklinos, another cosmological allegory.385 

 

The recorded image of Christ above the imperial throne in the Chrysotriklinos may be 

compared with the famous icon installed above the emperor’s porphyry pavement at the 

entrance to the Chalkê Gate, and to the image of the Golden Hand or chrysocheir, above 

the central portal at the entrance to the Augusteous. The Chalkê icon was put in place a 

short time after the reign of Justinian I (r. 527-65), and possibly during or before the 

reign of Maurice (r. 582-602).386 Prior to this time, the interior of the Chalkê vestibule 

had been decorated with mosaics representing the theme of the victorious emperor – the 

conquests of Justinian – as had the encaustic painting above the entrance to 

Constantine’s Palace. This is not to say that Christian imagery was not present. 

Eusebius states:  

                                                
382 I. Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord: Aspects of the Role of Palace Triclinia in the 
Architecture of Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages’, Art Bulletin 44 (1962) 1-27 
and fig. 1-26. 
383 L. Neville, comparison between an excerpt from the Kleterologion of Philotheos, N. 
Oikonomides (ed.) Treatise of Philotheos, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IXe et 
Xe siècles (Paris: Éditions du Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1972) 85-87, 
and Reiske, Book II, Chapter 3, pp. 525-27, reproduced by P. Stephenson, 
http://www.paulstephenson.info/trans/promotionceremonies.html (accessed 22.01.13) 
384 F. Guidobaldi, ‘Il tempio di ‘Minerva Medica’e le strutture adiacenti: settore private 
del Sessorium costantiniano’, Rivista di archeologia cristiana 74 (1998) 485-518. This 
structure, a polygonally-planned pavilion in Rome, has been associated with the 
Licinian gardens and is thought to be a Late Antique aristocratic or imperial reception 
hall. Guidobaldi has associated it with the Sessorian palace of Constantine and Helena, 
that is thought to have been previously occupied by the emperor Heliogabalus (r. 218-
22).  
385 Dio Cassius 69.7.1, cited by W. L. MacDonald, The Architecture of the Roman 
Empire, 2 Vols. (New Haven, Connecticut, 1965) vol. I, 118. 
386 Mango, The Brazen House. (1959), 109-10. Mango cites Theophanes, 285, for the 
connection with Maurice, but later suggests that is may have been erected during the 
late sixth or early seventh centuries, which would place it around the time of 
construction of the Chrysotriklinos.  
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…he [Constantine I] caused to be painted on a lofty tablet, and set up in 
the front of the portico of his palace, so as to be visible to all, a 
representation of the salutary sign placed above his head, and below it that 
hateful and savage adversary of mankind, who by means of the tyranny of 
the ungodly had wasted the Church of God, falling headlong, under the 
form of a dragon, to the abyss of destruction.387  
 

Later writers, significantly, thought that an icon of Christ above the bronze gates 

had existed from the time of Constantine.388 

 

All three of the aforementioned religious images project the idea of the emperor as the 

image and representative of Christ on earth. This raises the question as to whether such 

strategically located images should be understood as a transformation of the former 

Emperor Cult, or as an innovative response to the religious climate.389 In either case, 

there is an apparently direct iconographic connection between these early icons and an 

even earlier tradition, in which the ruler was associated iconographically with the 

imperial ancestors, and the appropriate pagan gods.390 In its first centuries, the Christian 

city of Constantinople was peopled with many spoliated pagan statues and the carved 

images of imperial ancestors. The forum of the first ‘Christian’ Emperor, Constantine, 

for example, was guarded by Athena and a cluster of Gorgons, while Gorgons appeared 

in front of, and to the left of, the arch of Justinian’s Chalkê Gate.391 The actual location 

of the Gorgon statues is unknown, but the reference to them being ‘to the left of the 

Gate’ suggests they may have formed part of the Melete Gate leading into the 

Augusteion, which was ‘to the left of (that is, to the north of) the street of Regia and the 

Chalkê Gate. The Melete Gate would thus have been positioned along the rear wall of 
                                                
387 Op. cit., 108. On the fresco painting above the palace entrance of Constantine I, see 
Eusebius of Caesarea The Life of the Blessed Emperor Constantine III, 3, in P. Schaff 
and H. Wace (eds.), Volume I, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, 2nd Series, (Edinburgh: 
repr. Grand Rapids MI, 1955). 
388 I. Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propilei e Chalké, ingresso principale del Palazzo di 
Costantinopoli’, in C. Barsanti et al. (eds.) Bisanzio e l'Occidente: arte, archeologia, 
storia. Studi in onore di Fernanda de’ Maffei (Rome,, 1996) 42-43. For the argument 
that no icon of Christ existed above the gate, see M.-F. Auzépy, ‘La destruction de 
l’icône du Christ de la Chalcé par Leon III: propagande ou réalité?’, Byzantion 60 
(1990) 445–92, and infra: Book I, Part One, II.1.1 Chalkê Gate. 
389 Av. Cameron, ‘Artistic Patronage’ XII, (1981) 76-77. 
390 This returns to the debate over the issue of the ‘Kaiserkult’. See infra. 
391 Mango, The Brazen House (Copenhagen, 1959) 109 and fn. 7. For a reference to the 
use of Medusa head imagery in Constantinople, see M. Mundell Mango, ‘The Porticoed 
Street at Constantinople’, in N. Necipoglu (ed.), Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments, 
Topography and Everyday Life, (Leiden, 2001) 35 and fn. 28-9. See also F. A. Bauer, 
Stadt, Platz und Denkmal in der Spätantike (Mainz, 1996) 167-87, 414-6, fig. 59, and 
Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos,’ AJA 101 (1997) 71, fn. 20, and fig. 3. 
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the northern portico of the Regia street. Indeed, Cyril Mango has noted the lack of 

evidence for identifiably Christian monuments erected during the reign of Constantine. 

Were these spoliated statues meaningless urban ornament, a form of humiliation of 

pagan gods, or a conscious emulation of past architectural forms? 

 

Secondly, what can be discerned of the symbolic significance of the architectural form 

of Palace buildings such as the Chrysotriklinos? As noted above, authors such as 

Mango, Ousterhout, and Ward-Perkins have argued for the absence or minor role of the 

architect in Byzantine building. The evidence cited by Outserhout is almost entirely 

Middle to Late Byzantine. With the exception of references to the architects of Hagia 

Sophia, few Byzantine architects are named in surviving records.392 The implication is 

that buildings were constructed through multiple agencies, or that architects were 

simply not regarded as worthy of reference. Wharton and Ousterhout argue that in the 

Byzantine period, architectural forms were created through the use of functionally 

appropriate, ‘conventional’ building techniques.393  

 

Featherstone has similarly supposed that the octagonal form of the Chrysotriklinos was 

used because of the utility of this conventional form in allowing for multiple entries. 

While it does appear to have been used in this way, this is arguably an overly 

functionalist reading of this crown hall.394 The functional and associational linkage back 

to earlier symmetrical centralized halls, such as Nero’s octagonal triclinium, or crown 

hall, in Nero’s Golden House in Rome (figs. 92-3), and the ‘Minerva Medica’ structure 

(figs. 58-60), and also the relation to comparable structures, such as Charlemagne’s 

octagonal palatine chapel in Aachen (figs. 42-4), or imperial tombs imitating forms of 

                                                
392 Rufinos is named as the architect of the second Church of Holy Wisdom, built under 
Theodosius II and inaugurated on 10 October 415. Isidorus the Younger, the nephew of 
Isidore of Miletus, repaired the dome of Hagia Sophia which was rededicated on 23 
December 562. The Armenian architect Trdat repaired the church again (it was 
reopened on 13 May 994). Finally, the architects Astras and Peralta repaired the 
building in the mid-fourteenth century. Significantly, these architects are all mentioned 
in connection with the ‘miraculous’ church of Holy Wisdom. See R. J. Mainstone, 
Hagia Sophia. Architecture, structure and liturgy of Justinian’s great church (London, 
1988); J. D. Alchermes: ‘Art and Architecture in the Age of Justinian,’ in M. Maas 
(ed.), The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Justinian (Cambridge, 2005) 343–375. 
393 See A. J. Wharton, Refiguring the Post-Classical city: Dura Europos, Jerash, 
Jerusalem and Ravenna (New York : Cambridge University Press, 1995) cf. Ch. 4; 
Ousterhout, Master Builders of Byzantium, (1999) 39-57. 
394 Featherstone, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’, in Bauer (ed.), 
Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 47-61. 
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martyria (see sepulchral chapels in Old St. Peter’s Basilica, Rome, fig. 94) does suggest 

a traditional association of this form with imperial status.395 In Thessalonica, there are 

two such structures associated with the fourth-century Palace of Galerius – a 

monumental structure, possibly a mausoleum, which was, soon after its construction, 

converted into the Church of St. George, and a second, octagonal structure which 

probably served as a crown hall (figs. 26-7). Similar structures exist in Diocletian’s 

fourth-century Palace at Salona, now Split, in Croatia (fig. 24). To take the first 

example of Nero’s Golden House, the symbolic significance of the crown hall is clear. 

A dome, presumably constructed with a timber frame within the concrete domical roof, 

was illustrated with a painting of the heavens.396 The emperor was enshrined as a ruler 

of both heaven and earth, further confirmed by his monumental statue which depicted 

him as the personification of Apollo.397  

 

The golden ceiling of the Chrysotriklinos, (literally, the ‘Golden Room’) like the ceiling 

of Hagia Sophia, may reasonably be interpreted as possessing similar cosmic 

symbolism, without necessarily supposing a direct iconographic transference. 

Significantly, the form is also repeated at the Octagon Church in Antioch, and the 

Rotunda of the Anastasis in Jerusalem, both buildings being associated with the 

emperor Constantine.398 In the Book of Ceremonies, Chapter I, 1, there are references to 

three centralized and domed halls: the Chrysotriklinos, the Old Treasury or First Schola 

(which held precious artifacts, possibly the processional crosses), and the Chalkê Gate. 

In a chapter in Book II, ‘What it is necessary to observe when a reception is held in the 

great Hall of the Magnaura’, there is a reference to the Oaton, an oval-domed chamber 

in or near the adjoining Magnaura Palace.399 This hall was earlier mentioned Book I, in 

the chapter ‘What it is necessary to observe at the coronation and nuptial crowning of an 

augousta’.400 Its precise function is unknown. 

                                                
395 N. Westbrook, ‘Spoliation and Imitation: Continuity and Radical Disjunction in 
Byzantine Palatine Architecture’, BA 16 (2006) 444-61at 456. 
396 For an  interpretation of the cosmic symbolism of the dome, see K. Lehmann, ‘The 
Dome of Heaven,’ AB 27:1 (1945) 1-27. 
397 W. L. Macdonald, The Pantheon: design, meaning, and progeny (Harvard Mass., 
2002) 76-93. Macdonald holds the octagonal atrium of the Domus Aurea to have been 
influential upon the design of many later centralized buildings.  
398 R. Krautheimer, Review of Andre Grabar, Martyrium, in idem, Studies in Early 
Christian, Medieval, and Renaissance Art, (London, New York, 1971) 151-160. 
399 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 593: ‘…they withdrew and went to sit in the Hall of the Dome, 
which is wrongly called by many the Oval Hall [Ὀάτον].’. 
400 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 207-16 at 215-16 = Vogt, Cér., 16-23 at 22-23. 
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Krautheimer notes in relation to the use of such centralized forms that ‘…form and 

content in late antique and early mediaeval architecture are but two facets of the same 

phenomenon.’401 He argues that within the early Byzantine period, the use of the 

centralized plan and dome was derived both from imperial precedents – thus from the 

Emperor Cult – and from its use for martyria. There was a palimpsest of symbolic 

meanings – for Krautheimer, the form thus could not be reduced to a question of 

constructional technique or functional planning.  

 

A symbolic reading of palace architecture is contested in Duval’s critique of Dyggve’s 

theory of an ‘Architecture of Power’ (see infra, Chapter I. 2). In disputing the existence 

of a clear typological difference between palace and villa in the Late Antique period, 

Duval constructed a functionalist interpretation of Diocletian’s Palace at Split, 

proposing that, rather than Dyggve’s interpretation of an hypaethral hall of acclamation, 

leading into a circular hall of appearance and crown hall beyond, the archaeological 

evidence suggested that these spaces were, instead, transitional, serving the function of 

communication between the public and private functions of the complex. Duval’s 

argument attributes a secondary, utilitarian function to a gigantic domed vestibule 12 m. 

in diameter and 17 m. high, with corner staircases connecting to upper and lower levels, 

and which leads into a 31 by 12 m. vaulted hall, communicating with the private 

apartments, much as the Consistorium connected between the Makron or 

Anticonsistorium and the Daphne Palace (figs. 22-3). Rather than serving purely for 

circulation, the axial sequence, use of the domed tholos shape, great hall and scale 

suggest a ceremonial, representational function. In the absence of archaeological or 

historical evidence, it is impossible to be certain about the use of these spaces, however 

the circular domed chamber does suggest a space for receptions, accessed from the 

rectangular forecourt, and the long hall seems appropriate for a consistory. By 

comparison, both Diocletian’s ‘transition’ hall and the Consistorium of the Great Palace 

were long spaces with entrances at either end.402 

 

While the role of these spaces in Diocletian’s palace at Split cannot be securely 

established either way, a study of the spatial itineraries contained in the Book of 

                                                
401 Krautheimer, review of Andre Grabar, Martyrium, 153. 
402 The axial approach, and sequence of domed vestibule and great hall suggest 
comparisons with Sasanid palace architecture. See Part One, II.1, (ix) Sasanid Palaces. 
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Ceremonies may inform this disagreement between the functionalist and symbolic 

models. These make abundantly clear that the most symbolically important spaces were 

precisely the spaces of threshold and transition, where the emperor would stand to be 

acclaimed, and they were often designated by the use of the imperial red porphyry stone 

as a pavement. Such transitoria include the hall of the Octagon within the Daphne 

Palace, the triple portico linking the Onopodion with the imperial reception hall of the 

Consistorium, the Regia Gate, the Gate of the Scholae, or Kortinai, and most 

significantly, the Chalkê Gate itself. Recent archaeological excavations have supported 

Mango’s thesis regarding the alignment of the Chalkê Gate with the Regia street, 

leading into the central street of Mesê.403 Such sites were evidently external spaces of 

appearance and can be differentiated from the various enclosed basilicas and triclinia in 

which the emperor and his court would meet. Therefore, one could reasonably 

hypothesize by analogy that the grandiose ‘transitional’ spaces in Diocletian’s Palace 

were also spaces of ritual appearance. Furthermore, there is evidence that, within the 

Great Palace, certain buildings, notably the Justinianos and Lausiakos, were used both 

as transitional spaces and as halls of reception. 

 

This reference to spaces of appearance may also provide an alternative explanation of 

the Ravenna palatium mosaic’s meaning, according to which there is the representation 

of what is perhaps the city’s Golden Gate on the right, and the Palace façade facing the 

plateia maiore in the centre, the latter designated by a triple portico façade (associated 

by Johnson with a similar form used for the first Chalkê Gate in Constantinople) (fig. 

84).404 The now-missing representation of the ruler, removed and replaced by gold 

mosaic tesserae after the reconquest of Ravenna under Justinian I in 540, would have, 

on the balance of probabilities, shown the monarch framed by the central arch, with his 

family or senior courtiers on either side, reflecting the scene described in the Book of 

Ceremonies of the Empress framed by the dikionion, with high court officials forming a 

consistory on either side (fig. 85).405 Against Johnson’s interpretation of the image as 

showing the Chalkê Gate, I would argue that the scene bears the closest resemblance to 

accounts in the Book of Ceremonies of receptions where members of the court would 

                                                
403 See infra, Part Two, II, 1: ‘Chalkê.’ 
404 M. Johnson, ‘Towards a History of Theoderic’s Building Programme’, DOP 42 
(1988) 73-96 at 91 and fig. 18. Johnson’s analysis of the palace of Theoderic is of great 
relevance to the early Great Palace.  
405 Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (1941) 32 ff.; Johnson, ‘Towards a History 
of Theoderic’s Building Program,’ (1988) 85-92; De cer., I, 41. 
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similarly appear in consistory on either side of the emperor; they are framed by the 

central bay and flanking porticoes of the Palace façade facing the Tribunal courtyard as 

they receive the acclamations of the generals, magistrates and other officials 

representing the empire.406 The ceremonial for the coronation of an augousta may be 

summarised thus: the emperor proceeds to the Augusteous (entry, and reception of 

various ranks of Court). The Patriarch comes via Daphne to the Chapel of St. Stephen. 

He is introduced to the augusteous, crowns the augousta, and leaves via the ’Apartment 

of the Octagon’ while the Sovereigns are seated  ‘…on the right side of St. Stephen.’ At 

the reception of the Court, the heads of the factions and the Noumeri remain in the 

Court of the Nineteen Couches (the Tribunal). The Patricians wait at the Onopodion, 

and the Senate wait in the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita. The augousta departs to the 

Golden Hand, and enters the Onopodion where she is received by members of the 

Patriciate and the Senate. The augousta is accompanied to the terrace of the court, (the 

Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita overlooking the Tribunal?) The Reception of the Court 

and Factions takes place, then the augousta re-enters the palace, accompanied by the 

Augustus. They enter the [Triklinos of] Augusteous where the crowning ceremony takes 

place. The augousta departs from the Augusteous accompanied by members of the 

Court. The members of the Senate depart through the ‘Great Gate of the Court’ [it is not 

clear whether the gate of Onopodion is meant here, or a gate leading out of the Court]. 

The augousta proceeds to the terrace (under the Dikionion?) where there is a reception 

ceremony conducted by the Blue and Green circus factions. The two factions are placed 

together opposite the sceptres, the insignia and the banners. The central meaning of the 

ceremonial described in the Book of Ceremonies, the restatement of the relationship of 

the emperor and his people, and the reinscription of both urban and palatial sites with 

symbolic meaning, is surely the message to which the mosaic alludes. 

 

The divergent interpretations of Diocletian’s retirement palace recall a key divide in the 

scholarship on the period discussed in Part One, I.2. There seem to be two, mutually 

exclusive, interpretations of Late Antique and Early Byzantine architecture: on the one 

hand a symbological or iconological approach, investigating what buildings are 

intended to signify, and what associations they are meant to engender, and on the other, 

a treatment of the buildings both as embodiments of certain artisanal masonry 

                                                
406 See for example: Moffatt, I, 9, 63-64 = Vogt, Cer., I, 9, 57-58; Moffat, BOC, I, 23 = 
Vogt, Cér., I, 32; Moffatt, BOC, I, 40 = Vogt, Cer., II, 49. 
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techniques, and as a mute backdrop, waiting for the enlightening surface of fresco or 

mosaic.407 Clearly the iconography of the ornamentation was significant, as reflected in 

references in the Book of Ceremonies (for example the Kaballarios, the 40 Martyrs, and 

the Golden Hand), however this sceptical approach seems to ignore a fundamental 

aspect of architecture, the incommensurability of the ‘necessities of fabrication’ and the 

‘intended expression of the building,’ between what Tehrani has termed, following 

Semper, the ‘inner structure’ and the ‘artistic schema.’408 In this regard, it is important, I 

believe, to consider the artistic schema of such halls in the Great Palace as the Octagon, 

the Chrysotriklinos, the Sigma and Triconch, the latter which served as a vestibule 

between the Lower and Upper Palace. What, beyond the banal expression of luxury, did 

these structures signify? What meaning did they construct, or supplement? To deny 

these aspects seems to risk succumbing to the same ideological distortion of which the 

proponents of architectural symbolism have been accused.409  

 

III.1.2. Palace and City 

The question of meaning in the Great Palace may be examined in detail in relation to its 

chief vestibule, the Chalkê Gate. This structure, which will be discussed in detail in 

Chapter 5, was – together with the Kathisma – the quintessential site where the Palace 

and the City were ritually united. As noted in Chapter 2, Ćurčić has argued that through 

the Tetrarchic reforms and the increasing mobility of the emperors, the symbolic aspects 

of the palatine complex were established in the new, often temporary capitals, in which 

a particular relation of palace and city was established: 

The major binding factor in their design, it would seem, was in their 
topographical layout. Various symbolic elements appear to have been used 
in standardized sequences, relating palaces to, and at the same time setting 
them apart from, their urban settings. Such relationships could and did 
exist, regardless of the scale or any particular abstract qualities, such as 

                                                
407 The artisanal basis of Byzantine architecture is emphasized in Ousterhout R., Master 
Builders of Byzantium. (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1999; Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2007). 
408 N. Tehrani, Foreword, in M. Cadwell, Strange Details, (Cambridge Mass.: MIT 
Press, 2007) viii. 
409 As noted above in Chapter 1, there is an implication in the comments of Duval, 
Mango and Vickers that the proponents of the thesis of an ‘Architecture of Power’ are 
implicated in the ethnocentric distortions of the earlier ‘Rom oder Orient’ debate. See 
for example, Vickers’ scathing review of a book by Thordemann, a proponent of 
Dyggve’s central thesis of Theoderic’s palace as the embodiment of an ‘Architecture of 
Power’: M. Vickers, review of B. Thordeman, ‘Il cosidetto Palazzo di Theodorico a 
Ravenna- un palazzo reale langobardo’? Opuscula Romana, 10/2 (Lund,1974) in The 
Classical Review, New Series, 27/1, (1977) 141-142. 
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axiality or symmetry, of the layout. 410 
 

The situation of the Great Palace in relation to the city of Constantinople is, like that of 

Antioch and Thessalonica, that of a palace appended to a pre-existing city. The 

symbolic topography of the city was necessarily transformed and a new hierarchy was 

established in which the public centre shifted from the region of the Acropolis to the 

vicinity of Hagia Sophia, the forum of Augusteion and the Palace threshold.411 In a later 

section, the archaeological and textual evidence for this threshold will be discussed; it 

remains here to examine its meaning.  

 

The sequence from the Golden Gate,412 the primary ceremonial entrance into the city, to 

the Chalkê Gate of the Palace, is one that immediately recalls the urban elements of the 

tetrarchic cities, as Ćurčić has noted, and may be traced back to the tradition of the 

Roman triumph, as recorded at Constantinople in 380 for Theodosius I after his 

suppression of the invading Goths. In Constantinople, the ritual of the triumph, or the 

related Adventus ceremony,413 usually followed a prescribed route that, unlike the route 

followed through the congested topography of Rome, was conducted along the main 
                                                
410 Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces (1993) 67-90 at 71-72. 
411 For a general history of the topography of Constantinople, see H-G. Beck (ed.), 
Studien zur Frühgeschichte Konstantinopels (Munich: Institut für Byzantinistik und 
Neu-griechische Philologie, University of Munich, 1974) cf. H.-G. Beck, ‘Großstadt 
Probleme: Konstantinopel vom 4. – 6. Jahrhundert,’ 1-26; G. Dagron, Naissance d’un 
Capitale. Constantinople et ses Institutions de 330 a 451, Bibliothéque Byzantine. 
Études 7 (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1974); C. Mango, Le Developpement 
Urbain de Constantinople: (IVe-VIIe siècles) TM 2 (1985). 
412 C. Mango, ‘The Triumphal Way of Constantinople and the Golden Gate’, DOP 54 
(2000) 173-188, at 176 and fn. 15-19. The first, Constantinian Golden Gate, located on 
the line of the inner city wall, appears to have been of the castellated city type: a lofty 
gate was surmounted by a portico, and adorned with statues of real and mythical 
founders. This form might perhaps be connected to a typical representational form of 
the palace, conflated with the form of the gate. The connection between castellated gate 
and palace façade has been made by Baldwin Smith, Architectural Symbolism of 
Imperial Rome and the Middle Ages, (1956) cf. 52-73. Mango suggests, with caution, 
that the form of the first Golden Gate, which lasted until 1509, may have been that of a 
Tetrapylon, possibly with a chamber above. It was adjacent to a small chapel, on which 
an icon of the Crucified Christ was later placed. After the Ottoman conquest, the 
building became the Isakapi mescidı).  
413 The Adventus was a ritual of ceremonial entry of an important person into the city. 
The subject of an Adventus could be the Emperor, or one of his representatives, such as 
a regional governor. The triumph was usually a ceremony to commemorate a real or 
imagined military triumph. On the Adventus, see S. MacCormack, ‘Change and 
Continuity in Late Antiquity: the Ceremony of Adventus,’ Historia 21 (1972) 721-52; 
M. McCormick, Eternal Victory: Triumphal Rulership in Late Antiquity, Byzantium, 
and the Early Mediaeval West, (Paris: Cambridge University Press, 1987) 64. 
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ceremonial road, known as the Mesê, or ‘Middle Way’.414 This road was defined along 

much of its length by one- or two-storied colonnades,415 punctuated by the thresholds of 

triumphal arches and elaborate gates. Along it were located the major fora of the city: 

the Forum of Theodosius II, or Forum Tauros; the Forum of Constantine, a circular 

space focused on Constantine’s votive column, and finally, the Augusteion, the forum 

linking Hagia Sophia to the north, with the Great Palace to the south. These sites are 

described in several of the itineraries of the Book of Ceremonies, in which the emperor 

would proceed through the city along a prescribed route, receiving a series of 

acclamations and praying at specified churches. Through these processions, the Palace 

was ritually connected to the greater city. The Chalkê Gate was integrally connected to 

this ‘triumphal geography,’ as reflected in the decorative programme described by 

Procopius in which the victory of Belisarius over the Vandals in North Africa was 

commemmorated, presumably connected to his triumph of 534.416  

 

Mango hypothesizes that the original Palace gate of Constantine was located at about 

the same place as the Chalkê Gate reconstructed by Justinian I after the Nika Riots of 

532, and suggests that it may have had comparable dimensions to the vestibule of 

Galerius’ Palace in Thessalonica.417 Kostenec, following Berger, has a different 

reconstruction of the first Palace gate of Constantine. In contrast to Duval, he suggests 

that the façade of the Palace of Theoderic represented in the mosaic in S. Apollinare 

Nuovo in Ravenna was mimetic of the Constantinian palace gate of the late-fifth 

century, which he places further to the south than the Chalkê Gate, facing north on the 

southern flank of the Tribunal, that had become an enclosed court by the time of 

Justinian I.418 In the reconstructions of both Duval and Kostenec, there is the attempt to 

                                                
414 The Mesê was the main east-west street of Constantinople. It was lined for a 
considerable length with arcaded porticoes, interspersed with most of the major civic 
spaces and monuments: Golden Gate, Capitol, Forums of Tauros and Constantine, and 
at the eastern extremity, the Milion, Augusteion and Column of Justinian, and the 
Chalkê Gate. See W. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls (Tübingen: 
Wasmuth, 1977). 
415 Mango, ‘Golden Gate’ (2000). At least in part of the length of the colonnades, 
columns of Troadensian stone were erected. Some of these columns have been observed 
in situ.  
416 McCormick, Eternal Victory (1987) 29. 
417 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 22 and fn. 12, where an estimated dimension of 40 x 
17 m. is given for the vestibule. He gives no evidence for his statement that the original 
Chalkê was in the same location.  
418 Kostenec, ‘The Palace of Constantine the Great’, Byzantinoslavica 59 (1998) 279-96 
at 281-2. 
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picture the original gate using the forms of the Late Antique city. Against this 

interpretation, which accords with that of Johnson,419 it is argued in this thesis that the 

open portico shown in the mosaic is more likely to represent the palace façade fronting 

the internal court of appearance, analogous to the Court of Nineteen Akkoubita in the 

Great Palace, in which the monarch and his family are framed by the column bays, and 

that the gate to the far right probably represents the City gate. The Chalkê Gate, on the 

other hand, and as suggested by the evidence of the I.A.M. excavation (infra: Chalkê 

Gate) was much more likely, even in its first construction, to have been more closed and 

defensible. 

 

Thus, the question arises as to the nature and symbolic function of the main 

Constantinian entrance gate to the Palace, for which there are several pieces of 

evidence. 420 In the Basilica Cistern, there is a statue of the late Imperial period – the 

colossal head of a grotesque figure. It could be a giant, or perhaps a mythical figure 

such as a Gorgon, which may have functioned as an ornamental impost-block. Gorgon 

images are associated by the sources with the Palace gate – four gorgon heads from the 

Temple of Artemis at Ephesus are stated by the Parastaseis syntomai chronikai to have 

been placed on the left of the Chalkê Gate.421 There are other examples of similar 

statuary being placed at the entrance to a palace. The fifth-century palace within the 

Agora in Athens shows a similar placement of grotesque mer-men, or atlantes, 

positioned in caryatid form in front of each pier of the entrance portico leading into a 

great court faced on the other three sides by colonnades (fig. 53).  

 

                                                
419 Johnson, ‘Towards a History of Theoderic’s Building Programme’ (1988) 91. 
420 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 98-102. Mango supplies this list: image of Christ over 
bronze door, surmounted by statues of emperor Maurice (r. 582-602) and his wife and 
children; two ‘philosophers’; a statue of the Emperor Maximian; statues of relatives of 
Theodosius; a statue of the Empress Pulcheria; statues of Emperor Zeno and wife, and 
four gilded masks of Gorgons from the Temple of Artemis at Ephesus (above which 
Justinian I placed a cross). Mango compares these with the ‘circular marble medallion 
of the head of Medusa’ said to have been found either in the neighbourhood of St. 
Sophia or at Constantine’s Forum’ two statues of horses ‘with magical powers’; a 
gilded statue of a man; a statue of Tiberius II, and statues of Justin I and his relatives. 
Mango notes that the latest of these statues dates to the end of the sixth century, and 
suggests a parallel in the placement to the Porta Aurea at Salona (Split, Croatia) – thus 
somewhat like a mediaeval cathedral façade peopled by statues.  
421 Parastaseis syntomai chronikai 44a, 12-21 = A. Cameron and J. Herrin (transl.), 
Constantinople in the early eighth century: the Parastaseis syntomai chronikai (Leiden: 
Brill, 1984) 120-3. See also infra, Part Two, II.1, ‘Chalkê Gate.’ 
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The question arises as to whether, in the fifth century, images of monsters meant 

anything to the public. It is tentatively suggested that in Athens, and in the early Great 

Palace, they may have served as intermediaries between the city and the outside world, 

and between man and the magical world of nature – certainly in later periods, there are a 

number of stories about the magical or maleficent powers of ancient statues within 

Constantinople.422 In the first Palace gate, the Gorgons may thus have served 

symbolically as ‘guardians’, as they presumably had at Ephesus, their apotropaic power 

being spoliated and re-deployed. The postulation of a combination of pagan or 

allegorical figures and the statues of Imperial ancestors on the first palace gate is 

consistent with the constructions in Constantinople prior to the Nika Riots, an event that 

in this context takes on an echo of the later iconoclastic destruction of images.  

 

This Late Antique portal iconography was, finally, transformed into an identifiably 

Christian form with the inclusion of the Pantokrator icon above the portal of the Chalkê 

Gate, a major site for contestation between iconodules and iconoclasts in the eighth to 

ninth century (see infra: Book I, Part 2, II.1.1).423 The first iconoclast emperor, Leo III 

the Isaurian (r. 717-741) replaced it with a great cross – an abstract symbol. The 

putative first icon, claimed by later writers to have been torn down by the first 

iconoclast emperor, Leo III the Isaurian (r. 717-741), was replaced by a painted icon by 

the empress regent Eirine in c. 787, was again removed by the emperor Leo V the 

Armenian, before being finally reinstated as a mosaic icon after the abolition of 

Iconoclasm. The significance of the icon is only partly explained by its location above 

the ceremonial portal into the Great Palace. Its function must also be considered. This 

may be hypothesized to be a a demonstrative one, conferring divine protection on both 

Palace and City, in similar manner to, much later, the Mandylion icon, which was 

carried around the walls of the city during a siege to protect Constantinople.424 The 

icon’s Pantokrator image is thought to have served as a model for subsequent icons, 

both church frescoes and portable images.425 

                                                
422 Parastaseis syntomai chronikai, 31-4;  
423 On the Chalke icon, see infra: Book I, Part 2, II.1.1.  
424 Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, Narratio de Imagine Edessena, Patrologia Graeca 
113, col. 421-454; Av. Cameron, ‘The History of the Image of Edessa: The Telling of a 
Story,’ in Okeanos. Essays presented to I. Ševčenko, Harvard Ukrainian Studies 7 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1983). 
425 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 131. Mango argues that the image came to be 
associated with imperial legitimacy: ‘The icon whose destruction heralded both the first 
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III.1.3. The issue of continuity in the architecture of the Great Palace:  

spoliation, imitation and inscription. 

In the evolution of the Great Palace, there was a complex and on-going process of 

spoliation, imitation, ascription and inscription, by which the traditions of imperium 

were transmitted and transferred, both within the Great Palace, and between that 

complex and the other centres of power, the Papacy, the Western kingdoms, and the 

Arab and Persian kingdoms. 

 

In the Flavian Palace on the Palatine there had been a similar interlinking but functional 

separation between the state and domestic complexes of the Palace. The Flavian Palace 

continued to be utilised for a period as the Byzantine imperial administrative centre in 

the West, before the Exarchate shifted to Ravenna, and that city subsequently fell to the 

Goths.426 It may be conjectured that the Ravenna Palace, a complex of Imperial Roman, 

Byzantine, and later Ostrogothic structures which influenced later palatine architecture, 

preserved elements common to both the Flavian and Constantinopolitan palace layouts 

– in the excavated remains of the Palace there are the foundations of a triconchal hall, 

probably a triclinium for banquets built in the sixth century, and a central apsidal hall of 

state aligned with the central peristyle courtyard, recently dated to the early fifth 

century.427  

 

The Ravenna Palace has been associated with the Byzantine Great Palace – Dyggve, for 

example, argued that the Ravenna entrance façade represented in the mosaic in S. 

Apollinare Nuovo resembles that of the Great Palace (figs. 84-5 and Part One, I, 2).428 

Theoderic, who rebuilt the Ravenna Palace, had spent a decade in Constantinople, circa 

460-70, and may be presumed to have had some knowledge of the Great Palace. Several 

                                                                                                                                          
and the second outbreak of iconoclasm, and which had become the visual manifestation 
of the emperor’s religion, was naturally the first one to have been restored after 843.’  
426 This period left its mark on the Great Palace with a series of monuments 
commemorating the victory of the Roman Empire of the East against the Goths. See 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Winter in the Palace: The Persistence of Pagan 
Festivals in Christian Byzantium’, BF 21 (1995) 117-132, for ritual commemoration of 
the period of the Gothic Wars in the Palace.  
427 A. Augenti, ‘The Palace of Theoderic at Ravenna: a new analysis of the complex’, in 
Lavan, Özgenel and Sarantis (eds.), Housing in Late Antiquity: From Palaces to Shops, 
(2007) 425-453 at 435-440. 
428 See for example Kostenec, ‘The Palace of Constantine the Great’, Byzantinoslavica 
59 (1998) 279-96 at 281-282. 
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Western European examples of palatine architecture, notably the Papal Lateran Palace 

in Rome, and the palaces of Charlemagne in Ingelheim and Aachen (figs. 54, 95-6), 

were probably conceived with direct knowledge of the Great Palace as it existed in the 

eighth to ninth centuries, and may serve to illuminate something of its character. The 

eleven-apsed triclinium of Pope Leo III (r. 795-816) is thought, for example, to have 

been modelled on the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita in the Great Palace (fig. 55). The 

raised audience balcony, visible in early Renaissance representations and incorporated 

in the later audience balcony of St. Peter’s Basilica, also corresponds with 

contemporary written accounts and recent reconstructions of the Hall of Nineteen 

Akkoubita. Krautheimer has noted that, within the triconchal triclinium built in 798 or 

799 by Pope Leo III in the Lateran Palace, there was depicted a mosaic representation 

of the following: 

Saint Peter enthroned handed the pallium to Pope Leo and a banner to 
Charles – still king, not emperor. On the left, Christ hands the labarum to 
Constantine, the pallium to Saint Peter (fig. 97-8).429 
 

This triclinium, an imitation of a building of the Great Palace, is used to depict and 

assert the Donation of Constantine and the position of the Pope and the Holy Roman 

emperor as successor to the Roman emperors, thus directly challenging the Byzantine 

claim to suzerainty.430  

 
Lavin has traced both the Lateran and Carolingian Palaces to the mediating influence of 

Theoderic’s Palace in Ravenna.431 Luchterhand goes further in identifying the ultimate 

source for emulation as the Great Palace itself.432 The structures in the Great Palace 

likely to have been emulated would have been those buildings accessible to foreign 

emissaries: the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, or banqueting hall, the Consistorium, the 

Chrysotriklinos and the Magnaura, which in the ninth century was a reconstruction, 

possibly by Basil I, of a reception hall built by Constantine or his immediate successors. 

With the exception of the Magnaura, these structures dated to between the fourth and 

seventh centuries, and thus to the period prior to the cultural rupture described by 

Mango. The argument here is that the Palace, itself, served as a vehicle for the 

                                                
429 R. Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City, 312-1308 (Princeton, N. J., 1980).115. 
430 Op. cit. 115-121, Ill. 88, 93, 260. See also: Kostenec, ‘Magnaura’, Byzantinoslavica 
60 (1999) 161-82. 
431 Lavin, ‘House of the Lord’ (1962) 12-15. 
432 M. Luchterhand, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo III.,’ in 
C. Stiegemann and M. Wemhoff, (eds.) 799 - Kunst und Kultur der Karolingerzeit 
(Mainz, 1999) 109-122 at 119. 
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translation and dispersion of building forms that were Tetrarchic in origin to the West 

and elsewhere.  

 
The Round Church at Preslav, in Bulgaria, the cathedral of King Simeon (r. 893-927), 

has also been associated with the Great Palace (figs. 99-100). Simeon, who had been 

educated in Constantinople in the late ninth century, styled himself as ‘King of the 

Romans’, a title he unsuccessfully attempted to legitimize through conquest. The Round 

Church is considered by Mango to have been built by masons from Constantinople, and 

to be based upon the Church of St. Elias in the Great Palace, built by Basil I in the ninth 

century in the vicinity of the Chrysotriklinos. The form of this latter, vanished church 

was anachronistic – it appears to have been constructed in the style of the palace 

architecture of the fourth to sixth centuries.433 Similarly the triconch, originally a palace 

triclinium, had by the tenth century become adopted in Balkan ecclesiastical 

architecture, as is evident in the Katholikon of the Lavra Monastery, the refectory of the 

Vatopedi Monastery in Mount Athos, of circa 963 (figs. 101-2),434 and the late 

Byzantine church of St. Elias in Thessalonica, of about 1360 (figs. 103-4).435 But apart 

from a generalized association, it is improbable that any symbolic continuity could 

survive these successive emulations and translations. 

 

III.1.4. The Papal Palace as Mimesis of the Great Palace. 

Krautheimer has noted that in the eighth and ninth centuries, the Popes sought to rebuild 

the grandeur of the city of Rome by constructing buildings that recalled and rivalled 

those of the Great Palace. Pope Zacharias (r. 741-52), a Byzantine Greek,436 erected an 

entrance gate at the Lateran Palace with bronze gates surmounted by an icon of Christ, 

echoing the appearance of the Chalkê Gate. Later, Pope Leo III (r. 795-816) erected a 

triconchal triclinium in the Lateran Palace whch was declared, erroneously, to be ‘larger 

than all other triclinia.’437 This was the previously mentioned triconchal triclinium 

decorated with the mosaic of the Donation of Constantine. 

                                                
433 Mango, Byzantine Architecture (New York: Abrams, 1974) 301-6 and 325-8. 
434 Op. cit., 216, 236-7. 
435 Op. cit., 277, 305. 
436 J. P. Kirsch, ‘Pope Zachary,’ in C. G. Herbermann et al. (eds.), Catholic 
Encyclopedia (London: Caxton, 1913) 743-5. 
437 Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City (1980) 115-116, 120-121. See also: B. Ward-
Perkins, From Classical Antiquity to the Middle Ages: Urban Public Building in 
Northern and Central Italy AD 300-850 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984) 174-
176. Ward-Perkins notes that the Lateran Palace was itself built on the core of an 
antique imperial palace.  
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The second, larger polylobate triclinium built by Pope Leo III at the Lateran Palace, of 

approximately 68 m. in length, and possessing five conches on either side,438 contained 

a porphyry fountain (porphyry being associated with rulership in Constantinople), and a 

balcony in the entrance façade overlooking the Palace forecourt (fig. 87). This balcony 

served as the location for the Papal blessing to crowds of pilgrims. As noted above, this 

layout has been directly linked to the fourth- or fifth-century Hall of Nineteen 

Akkoubita in the Great Palace, which appears to have had nine lateral apses to each 

side, and a main central apse, giving it a probable overall length of 110 to 130 m.439 

Given this degree of apparent similarity, one might reasonably suppose that the 

Byzantine hall also possessed a balcony of acclamation, and that, like the Lateran 

Palace, it gave onto a raised arcaded passage – in this case, to either side. This 

connection would appear to correspond with the literary evidence.440  

 

The similarity between the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita and the Lateran reception halls 

probably had a political significance.441 Ward-Perkins notes that the text of the 

Donation of Constantine asserts the status of the Lateran as the Palace ‘…which 

surpasses and takes precedence over all other palaces in the world.’442 In this text there 

is expressed the Papal ambition for hegemony. The Lateran halls, sites for the ritualized 

appearance of the Pontiff, corresponded to the plan-type of Late Roman and early 

                                                
438 Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City (1980) 121-121.  
439 If the Lateran example were increased pro rata from 13 to 19 apses, its length would 
increase to as much as 110 metres. A similar estimate based upon the bay dimensions of 
the seven-apsed hall north of the Palace of Antiochus yields the higher figure. By 
comparison, the central nave of the Basilica built by Maxentius in Rome, and modified 
by Constantine I, while admittedly a public building, was 80 metres long by 25 metres 
wide. Irving Lavin noted that the triclinium type, in origin a ceremonial dining hall and 
frequently found in a centralized domical form, could also be a triconchal hall, or even a 
series of symmetrical conches and groin vaults, leading to the apsidal place of the Lord. 
This latter type was the plan of the Lateran triclinium, as well as the large triclinium of 
a fifth-century palace complex adjacent to the Hippodrome, the so-called Palaces of 
Lausos and Antiochus. See Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord’ (1962); Bardill, ‘Palace of 
Lausus’, AJA 101 (1997) 67-95. 
440 Kostenec, The Palace of  Constantine the Great’, Byzantinoslavica 59 (1998) 279-96 
at 282 ff. 
441 Krautheimer suggests that guests would recline on couches, in the antique fashion. 
Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City (1980) 122. John Melville-Jones has noted that the 
Greek word akko¥biton, in the title Nineteen Akkoubita may refer to one dining couch, 
or an apse of couches arranged in the shape of a lunate sigma (conversation with 
author).  
442 Ward-Perkins, From Classical Antiquity to the Middle Ages (1984) 176 and fn. 78. 
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Byzantine imperial triclinia. It is significant that this papal building emulates the form 

of the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, a building erected half a millennium earlier in an 

early building phase of the Great Palace. There can be no question of ‘current building 

fashions’. 

 

The Roman Pope, in his role as mediaeval ruler of the principality of central Italy, the 

‘Patrimony of St. Peter’, appeared in the panoply of a Lord – as he still does. The 

setting of the Lateran Palace, founded on the remains of a Roman domus, and recalling 

the examples of the Great Palace, and the imperial palaces of Ravenna and Rome, 

powerfully linked the papacy back to Imperial Rome. Even the Pontiff’s title, as 

Christ’s first vicar on earth, recalls an earlier title given to the Byzantine emperor as 

Christ’s vicegerent. A final, distant echo of the Great Palace could perhaps be seen in 

the late fifteenth-century Beldevere Court of the Vatican Palace designed by Bramante, 

notably in the relationship between exedra, fountain and covered walks (and the 

spoliated pina443), that recalls the circus-garden of the Flavian Palace in Rome, and by 

extension the Covered Hippodrome,444 and the former sacral nature of the Palace 

fountains, notably the phiale of the Hemicycle, or Sigma. In its present form, St. Peter’s 

Square, defined by Bernini’s embracing colonnade, a baroque re-interpretation of the 

Late Roman Sigma, is again distantly evocative of the ritual spaces of appearance of the 

Great Palace. The balcony of the papal appearance, where the Pontiff blesses the city, as 

centre of the world, recalls another imperial ritual, the Imperial presence at the 

Hippodrome, but also his appearance under the baldachins of the various imperial 

triclinia, and upon the raised terrace of the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita: the presence of 

the Emperor’s body before his people. 

                                                
443 Baldwin-Smith cites Huelsen’s opinion that the Vatican Pina probably came from an 
imperial lavacrum of the Field of Mars. This would perhaps suggest the function of the 
Phiale Mysticum in the Court of the Triconchos of the Great Palace as that of 
ceremonial ablution. Baldwin-Smith, Architectural Symbolism (1956) 28. On the 
significance of the sacred phiales, see C. Mango, ‘Byzantine Writers on the Fabric of 
Hagia Sophia’, in R. Mark and A. S. Çakmak (eds.), Hagia Sophia, From the Age of 
Justinian to the Present (Cambridge: C.U.P., 1992) 48; Matthews, ‘Architecture and 
Liturgy’ (1995). 
444 D. R. Coffin, The Villa in the Life of Renaissance Rome (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1979); A. Bruschi, Bramante (London: Thames and Hudson, 1973, 
1977). There is, of course, no direct historical evidence connecting the two complexes. 
The argument here is that such early Renaissance revivals as the Belvedere court and 
Villa Giulia were referencing the same Roman palatine type-forms that were used in the 
Great Palace. The question remains as to the imperial associations of such forms. Did 
they possess more than purely antiquarian interest?  
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III.2. Typology of the early Great Palace. 

 

III.2.1. The typology of the early Great Palace: unified or dispersed?  

As discussed in Chapter II.1, there has been substantial debate over whether there was a 

discernable Roman Palace typology in the Late Antique period, one that could be 

studied in order to understand the palatine architecture of the early mediaeval period. 

This has not dissuaded recent Byzantine scholars from surmising such a connection.445 

Indeed, research on late Imperial typologies and practices, as evidenced in the Palace of 

Diocletian at Salona, and the Flavian Palace on the Palatine hill in Rome, continues to 

constitute one of the lines of current research into the architecture of the Great Palace. 

Recent topographical studies into the layout of the Great Palace have, like the earlier 

studies of Ebersolt and Mango, disagreed on which Roman layout is more applicable – 

the unified palace complex, typified by the ‘Castrum’ type of Diocletian’s Palace at 

Split, or the palace as rus in urbe, a loose dispersion of pavilions and courtyards across 

the levels of the site (the latter characterization is clearly more applicable to the later 

stages of the palace).446 The second form has its origins in the enormous urban garden 

villa of Nero’s Golden House- an arcadian setting at the heart of Rome (figs. 92-3) and 

the vast sprawling complex of Hadrian’s Villa at Tivoli (fig. 105). 

 

Ebersolt’s comparison between the layout of the Great Palace and that of Diocletian’s 

Palace has been revived by Kostenec, who proposed in an early study that the Palace of 

Constantine I and his immediate successors was of the Late Antique type of fortified 

villa. In this reconstruction, which is based on the hypothetical city grid proposed by 

Berger, but also recalls the earlier studies of Henri Prost, the first palace would be 

situated within a block of four grid subdivisions (see below).447  

                                                
445 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230.  
446 Kostenec interprets Ebersolt’s reconstruction as corresponding, at least in the portion 
that reconstructs the Constantinian palace, to the ‘unified villa’ type, while linking the 
second, or ‘dispersed villa’ group to Müller-Wiener’s reconstruction. See Kostenec, 
‘Palace of Constantine’ (1998) 279-96; idem, ‘Magnaura’ (1999) 161-82; idem, ‘The 
Heart of the Empire’ (2004) 4-36. For a proposal of the dispersed model, see Müller-
Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 229-37 and fig. 263. 
447 Kostenec, ‘The Palace of Constantine the Great’, Byzantinoslavica 59 (1998) 279-
96; A. Berger, ‘Die Altstadt von Byzanz in der vorjustinianischen Zeit’, in: Varia II 
(Bonn 1987) (Poikila Byzantina 6) 10-11; idem, ‘Regionen und Straβen’ Ist. Mitt. 47 
(1997) 349-414. Aspects of his topographical scheme have been contested as archaeo-
logically untenable by Dark. See K. R. Dark, ‘Houses, streets and shops in Byzantine 
Constantinople from the fifth to the twelfth centuries’, JMH 30/2 (2004) 83-107. 
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Kostenec’s suggestions for the first stage of the Great Palace are supported by the 

determination of its terrace levels by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, who locates the 

early palace, including what became known as the Daphne Palace, on the upper-most 

terrace, adjacent to the Hippodrome, the street of Regia, the Augustaion and Hagia 

Sophia.448 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini follows Guilland in attempting a detailed 

spatial itinerary of the Palace, associating the itineraries of the Book of Ceremonies with 

particular rooms, spaces, and datum levels, in the Palace.449 Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini holds, significantly, to Jobst’s dating of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed 

Hall excavated by the St. Andrews team as belonging to the period during or 

immediately after the reign of Justinian I (r. 527-65). Despite its later date, this complex 

shares the formal characteristics of the Late Roman period.450 The Jobst team argues 

that the mosaic, masterful in technique, is backward-looking in its style and 

iconography, recalling in part the style of Hellenistic Asia Minor (figs. 106-7).451 

Indeed, the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall would appear to perpetuate the plan-type 

of a Late Antique house.452 

                                                
448 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini has surveyed the levels of the terraced site of the 
Great Palace, attempting to reconcile these platforms with both the evidence of primary 
texts, in particular the Book of Ceremonies, and the Palace archaeological surveys by 
Mamboury and Wiegand Kaiserpaläste (1934), Brett and others Great Palace I (1947) 
and Talbot Price Great Palace II (1958). Her surveys provide a useful basis for future 
studies, but in the published surveys she has not attempted a topographical 
reconstruction. See Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of 
Constantinople. An introduction to the main areas of activity, ground levels and phases 
of development,’ in W. Jobst et al. (eds.), Neue Forschungen und Restaurierungen im 
byzantinischen kaiserpalast von Istanbul (Vienna, 1999), and the series of conference 
papers published in Arastirma Sonuçlan Toplantisi (see Bibliography). 
449 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000); idem, 
‘The Great Palace’ (1999) 9-20. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini locates the early levels 
of the Palace at 31 and 26 metres above sea level, with further levels at 21, 16, 11 and 6 
metres. 
450 The ‘Roman’ character of this complex has more recently been emphasized by Dark. 
See Dark, ‘Roman Architecture in the Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors at 
Constantinople during the Sixth to Ninth Centuries,’ Byzantion 77 (2007) 87-105. 
451 Berzobohaty, a member of the Austrian restoration team, claimed to identify two 
mosaic workshops participating on the floor, one Syriac and one belonging to the 
Hellenistic tradition. Cited by Kostonec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’ (2004) 15-16. See, 
however, Trilling, ‘The Soul of the Empire’ (1989) 27-72, and Dark, ‘Roman 
Architecture,’ (2007) 87-105. Dark, as did Trilling, associates the mosaics with North 
African Late Antique mosaic iconography, but identifies further ‘African’ scenes. 
Regardless, the argument here, of the association of the Palace with Late Antique 
motifs, remains valid. 
452 K. R. Dark, ‘Roman Architecture in the Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors at 
Constantinople during the Sixth to Ninth Centuries,’ Byzantion 77 (2007) 87-105 at 88. 
Dark argues that the plan of the Peristyle and Apsed Hall corresponds to Simon Ellis’ 
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A second structure recalling the style of the Tetrarchic period was the Chrysotriklinos, 

probably commissioned by Justin II. As noted above, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini 

has suggested it may have been a restored, or reconstructed heptaconch triclinium of the 

Late Antique Palace of Hormisdas and that it may have been given the new function of 

crown hall following Justinian I’s extension of the Great Palace to the south to 

incorporate the grounds of the Hormisdas Palace.453 It will be argued below that this 

hypothesis is unlikely, however even if it were correct, it would be significant if a Late 

Antique central-plan triclinium type should have been thought appropriate for the new 

Throne Room. If newly built, The Chrysotriklinos may be interpreted as a continuation 

of this typology. The Chrysotriklinos was still in use at the time of Constantine 

Porphyrogennitus, and while replaced as crown and reception hall in the reign of 

Alexius Comnenus (r. 1081-1118), it is recorded as having been revived as an imperial 

reception hall by Manuel I Comnenus (r. 1143-1180).454 The question of whether the 

formal continuity of such reception halls conceals the transformation of their use and 

symbolism is, however, a matter for further research. 

 

Whereas the studies of Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and Kostenec emphasize the 

connections between Early Byzantine and Late Roman palaces, the reconstruction of the 

Great Palace layout by Bardill follows the cautious approach taken by Müller-Wiener 

and Mango, in proposing a layout that is in accordance with textual evidence, but does 

not attempt to associate the layout with Late Antique and Early Byzantine unified-plan 

palaces such as Diocletian’s Palace (fig. 20).455 Bardill’s reconstruction suggests a 

relatively dispersed, sprawling layout of pavilions and courtyards – the Palace as 

imperial villa, drawing parallels with the vast villa at Casale, Piazza Armerina discussed 

in Part One, II.1.456 As a product of the early fourth century, the construction of the first 

phase of that villa only slightly predates the first imperial palace at Constantinople. As 

discussed above, it contains building types, such as apsidal hall, ambulatory and 

triconchal hall with semi-circular forecourt, that are known to have existed in the Great 

Palace. The peristyle courts group the various rooms around them – there is thus local 

                                                                                                                                          
‘Type 1 house.’  
453 Op. cit. 221-3. 
454 M. Carrier, Contribution to BYZANZ-L web forum, 18/4/05. 
455 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’ JRA 12 (1999) 216-230 at 220, fig. 2. 
456 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica: forme e rappresentazioni dello spazio 
domestico nelle città del Mediterraneo (Imola, Bologna University Press 2001). Baldini 
Lippolis argues that Hadrian’s Villa at Tivoli formed the model for such Late Antique 
palatial villa layouts.  
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symmetry, but no overall order.457 In arguing for a dispersed model for the Great Palace, 

Bardill follows the interpretation of Krautheimer in rejecting the influence of Roman-

derived Eastern (Umayyad and Abbasid) ‘castrum’ type upon the Great Palace, and 

locates its origin in the Imperial Roman villa. Krautheimer notes: 

Umayyad and Byzantine palaces both go back to the building traditions of 
Late Antiquity, but they follow different lines. The designers of the 
Umayyad palaces take up the plans of Roman castra palaces such as that 
at Spalato. Rigidly laid out along an axial system, the main axis culminates 
in an audience hall; subordinate quarters line the inside of the square 
fortified wall. Byzantine palace design, on the other hand, continues the 
tradition of Roman Imperial villas, such as the Villa of Hadrian at Tivoli 
and the Imperial villa at Piazza Armerina.458 

 

Unfortunately, this comparative analysis fails to take into account the difference 

between the isolated Tetrarchic retirement complexes at Salona and Romuliana, and 

urban palaces. Ćurčić has persuasively argued that imperial palaces of the Tetrarchic 

period must be understood in relation to their urban context.459 As discussed above, 

such urban palaces were connected by a ‘triumphal’ route extending from the Palace to 

an urban ‘golden gate’, the formal entrance into the city, to ceremonial fora, to a 

quadrifons marking the intersection of Cardo and Decumanus, and to public institutions 

such as public baths and sometimes a circus, near the entry to the Palace. All these 

elements were part of the Constantinopolitan topography, and symbolically structured 

the Great Palace through the associated processions and ceremonies. 

 

As will be discussed below, Bardill’s ‘dispersed’ palace model centres on the 

identification of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall excavated by St. Andrews 

University, as the Augusteous, or first Crown Hall. He dates the mosaic to the late sixth 

century, thus after the reign of Justinian I.460 If the later dating is correct (and Kostenec 

                                                
457 B. Polci, ‘Some Aspects of the Transformation of the Roman Domus between Late 
Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages’, in Lavan and Bowden (eds.), Theory and 
Practice in Late Antique Archaeology (Leiden: Brill, 2003) 79-109. This lack of an 
overall order may be partially explained by the difficulty of the hilly terrain. Other 
contemporary examples, such as the ‘Governor’s Palace’ at Aphrodisias, or the ‘House 
of Bacchus’ at Djemila, are more orthogonal.  
458 R. Krautheimer, and S. Ćurčić, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture 
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1986) 348 ff. 
459 Ćurčić, ‘Late-Antique Palaces’ (1993) 67-90. 
460 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230 at 217 and fn. 3. The Austrian team 
under Jobst dated the mosaics of the peristyle courtyard mosaic revealed by the Walker 
Trust excavations to between 485 and the middle of the sixth century. For a discussion 
of their argument, see P. Turnovsky, ‘Typologie und chronologie des fundstoffes unter 
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and Cyril Mango date the mosaic to around the reign of Heraclius (r. 611-12), and 

Tiberius (r. 578-582) respectively) then this would further strengthen the argument for 

an architectural continuity persisting as late as the early seventh century. This is 

suggested by the Late Antique layout of the peristyle and apsidal hall complex, and the 

Hellenistic style of the mosaics.461 

 

Bardill’s postulation of the Flavian Palace complex on the Palatine Hill in Rome as the 

possible model for the Great Palace layout does not take into account the transformation 

of the latter complex throughout its history – surely an attempt to reconstruct it on the 

basis of the Roman precedent would more likely have happened in the fourth century 

under Constantine or his immediate successors, rather than in the late-sixth or early-

seventh century period of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall.462 The early Palace was 

almost certainly much more compact than at the time of the Book of Ceremonies and 

probably planned around a formal demarcation between domestic functions (the Daphne 

Palace), and official, ceremonial functions (Nineteen Akkoubita, Consistorium, 

Magnaura, Senate), with the district of the guards and palatine officials lying between 

the Palace and the forum of the Augustaion. There may, furthermore, have been two 

identifiable nucleii, centred around the Daphne Palace on the one hand, and the Chalkê 

and Magnaura on the other. 

 

Bardill characterizes the layout of the Great Palace as consisting of dispersed groupings 

of pavilions surrounded by open space, however the Flavian Palace itself is far from 

‘dispersed’, but rather a tightly planned, if vast, succession of increments in close 

physical relation to both the Forum and the Circus Maximus.463 It is far more ‘ordered’ 

than the ‘dispersed’ villa of Hadrian. Thus, the reference to the Flavian Palace in 

support of an attribution of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall site as the location of 

the Augusteous, the central hall of state, appears flawed. Kostenec’s postulation that the 

Augusteous should be placed symmetrically at the centre of the old Daphne Palace 

facing the Tribunal, or ceremonial parade ground, and his later reconstructions, are 

                                                                                                                                          
dem Palastmosaik,’ in W. Jobst, R. Kaster and V. Scheibelreiter (eds.), Neue 
Forschungen und Restaurierungen im Byzantinischen Kaiserpalast von Istanbul 
Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Klasse 273 
(Vienna: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1999) 55-62. 
461 Opinion of the restorer Berzobohaty, cited by Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, 
in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 15-16. 
462 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 230.  
463 Loc cit. 
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generally in accordance with other Late Roman urban examples and, while certain of 

their details are contested below, are more plausible than Bardill’s proposal.464 Kostenec 

seeks to place the Great Palace in the context of tetrarchic palaces, which were no 

longer of necessity based in Rome, but rather in the city or cities within which an 

increasingly transient imperial court based itself.465 This historical contextualization is, I 

would argue, appropriate for the general cultural milieu of the Early Byzantine Great 

Palace, and its rulers, who considered themselves Romans. Nonetheless, the question 

remains as to the specific debt that the early Great Palace had to the Tetrarchic palaces 

of Split, Thessalonica, Trier and elsewhere.  

 

In Kostenec’s first proposed reconstruction of 1998, based upon a porticoed villa with 

flanking risalti of the type represented by the villa at Fliessem (fig. 48) and Diocletian’s 

Palace at Salona, the Augusteous would have been entered via the Onopodion, or inner 

court of the Constantinian Palace, from the east-west running portico of the Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita facing the Tribunal court. At either end of this portico would be 

located the two main ceremonial triclinia, the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, a vast dining 

hall to the west, and the Consistorium, or reception hall, to the east.466 The location of 

the Daphne Court was probably to the south-west of this complex, bounded by the 

private apartments that connected to the Octagon, although their formal configuration in 

Kostenec’s reconstruction is unclear. As is clearly stated in the Book of Ceremonies, a 

spiral staircase connected the Palace to the Kathisma, the imperial pavilion abutting and 

overlooking the Hippodrome.467  

 

  
                                                
464 M. Kleijwegt, review of J. T. Smith, Roman Villas: A Study in Social Structure 
(London and New York: Routledge, 1997) in Bryn Mawr Classical Review 20th March, 
1999. http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/bmcr/1999/1999-03-20.html (accessed 23/2/2005). 
 Kleijwegt notes in relation to the plan of late Roman provincial villas that: 

The middle room, as can be demonstrated for instance in the case of the 
villa at Newton on the Isle of Wight, is usually representational and 
designed for the shared celebration of religious ceremonies.  

It would appear possible that the function of the Augusteous in the private section of the 
Palace may have been a Christianized derivation of this cultic room, possibly originally 
devoted to ancestor worship. See also Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark 
(ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004); idem, ‘Palace of Constantine’ (1998). 
465 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004)  
5. 
466 For evolution of the Triclinium see Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord’ (1962) 1-27.  
467 Kostenec, ‘The Palace of Constantine the Great’, Byzantinoslavica 59 (1998) 279-
96; Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 304: κοχλιός. 



 155 

III.2.2. Typology of the ‘sigma’-shaped forecourt 

Mulvin’s analysis of Balkan villas is valuable in establishing an empirical measure of 

the preponderence of certain morphemic types.468 In this regard, it is significant that 

despite the fifth-century fashion in Constantinople for hemicyclical or ‘Sigma’ 

courtyards, suggested by Kostanec in his more recent reconstruction (2005) as the likely 

form of the Onopodion fronting the Upper Palace, not a single example is noted by 

Mulvin within the Danube and Balkan region in the Late Antique period. While it may 

be the case that a fashion for elaborate, ‘baroque’ palace assemblages later developed in 

the fifth century, perhaps emulating styles emanating from Western Europe or North 

Africa, in the fourth century the form is known in relation to public fora, such as a semi-

circular portico at the Harbour of Julian (r. 361-363). A somewhat similar form existed 

in the Forum of Constantine, in which a circular portico led on the north side to the 

façade of the first Senate building built by Constantine. It may be argued however that 

this latter example related more to the tradition of Late Antique fora.469  

 

The plan-type of a forecourt with two curving arms, as evidenced by the high-status 

villa at Piazza Armerina (fig. 41), the Roman villa at Montmaurin (fig. 37a), the Villa 

dei Quintili in Rome (fig. 37b), the hemicyclical courtyard in the Palace of Antiochus 

(fig. 41) and a contemporary description of Theophilus’ halls470 is, in contrast, 

essentially enclosed, forming a walled interior courtyard, and is a development beyond 

the villas with curved porticoes shown in Roman frescoes, which were presumably 

intended to embrace the view of their estates, or to establish a visual hierarchy between 

the ‘palace’ and the subordinate buildings, as at Cercadilla and Anthée.471 This 

distinction is relevant to the layout of the Great Palace because the Onopodion, 

hypothesized by Kostenec as having possessed a ‘sigma’ form, is an enclosed courtyard 

                                                
468 L. Mulvin, Late Roman Villas in the Danube-Balkan Region, BAR International 
Series 1064 (Oxford: Archaeopress, 2002); idem, ‘Late Roman Villa Plans: The 
Danube-Balkan Region’, in W. Bowden et. al. (eds.), Recent Research on the Late 
Antique Countryside (Leiden: Brill, 2004) 377-410  
469 W. L. MacDonald, The Architecture of the Roman Empire Volume 2. An Urban 
Appraisal (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986). 
470 Theophanes Continuatus Chronographia, in C. Mango (transl.), The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire 312-1453: Sources and Documents (Prentice Hall, New York, 1972, 
2nd edition: Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press, 1986).161-163. 
471 Lavin, ’House of the Lord’ (1962) figs. 4, 10; K. M. Swoboda, Römische und 
Romanische Paläste. Eine architekturgeschichtliche Untersuchung (1919) 103-4 and 
figs. 3, 26-28, 32 and 50 (Anthée (Namur) Belgium).  
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accessed by a gate. A late example of the semi-circular courtyard is found in the 

unfinished Carolingian Palace of Ingelheim. 

 

The fourth-century villa at Cercadilla, now Cordoba, (figs. 39-40) which has been 

interpreted as either a Tetrarchic palace (Hidalgo), or as a Praetorium (Arce), is cited by 

Kostenec as evidence of the continuation within Early Byzantine architecture of 

Tetrarchic building forms – he postulates that the ‘Sigma’ form was brought from Spain 

to Constantinople by the Theodosian dynasty, and uses the example of Cercadilla to 

interpret the Onopodion of the Upper Palace as a sigma-shaped arcaded forecourt 

leading to the Octagon on the axis of the courtyard, with the Nineteen Akkoubita to the 

west, and Augusteous to the east. However this hypothesis is problematic in that in 

known hemicyclical examples, such as Villa dei Quintili, and the palaces of Antiochus 

and Cercadilla,a primary room of representation aligns with the hemicyclical court. This 

was certainly not the function of the Octagon. This error is corrected in Kostenec’s 2005 

reconstruction, where the Onopodion is modelled on the Cercadilla example. The 

hemicyclic forecourt in Kostenec’s reconstruction is however, much smaller than that of 

the nearby Palace of Antiochus – which is implausible, not least because of the 

appearance of lèse majesté.472 As will be argued below, it may have been the Great 

Triklinos, the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, which may have occupied the central 

position in relation to the primary representational space of the Tribunal/Delphax. The 

                                                
472 For two versions of ‘Sigma’ plan, see Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark 
(ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 4-36 and figs. 1.1 and 1.2; idem, ‘Observations 
on the Great Palace at Constantinople’, RMS 31 (2005) 27-56. Kostenec follows Berger 
in associating the name Onopodion (‘foot of the ass’), with the form of the structure in 
the Book of Ceremonies named the Sigma. Against Kostenec’s interpretation, Bardill 
notes that there is no mention in the Book of Ceremonies that the Onopodion was a 
‘sigma’ form. He criticizes Kostenec’s 2004 plan for its perceived inconsistencies in 
relation to passages in the Book of Ceremonies, noting two issues in particular: the Book 
of Ceremonies provides descriptions of passing directly from the Hall of Nineteen 
Akkoubita to the Tribunal via the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, whereas this is not 
possible in the 2004 plan, and there is an absence of references to the Octagon being 
directly entered from the Onopodion, as shown on the 2004 plan. See J. Bardill, 
‘Visualizing the Great Palace’ in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft Byzas 5 
(2006) 5-45, at 8. There remain serious inconsistencies in the 2005 layout in relation to 
passages in the Book of Ceremonies. In the 2005 plan new problems are created – it is 
impossible to walk directly from the Onopodion through the bronze gates and descend 
steps to reach the Consistorium. On this sequence, see Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 10-11. 
Secondly, it is impossible to stand within the Octagon and view the blessing of water in 
the church of St. Stephen, as described in Chapter I, 25, 139-143. See also T. F. 
Mathews, Art and Architecture in Byzantium and Armenia (Brookfield, Vermont, 1995) 
II, 6 and fn. 19: ceremony of the Blessing of the Water. 
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Crown Hall of Augusteous appears to have been parallel to the Great Triklinos. It 

appears therefore very unlikely that there was a simple symmetry of the Cercadilla type 

(see below for estimates of the size of the reception halls).  

 

The issue of whether the first Great Palace derived its form from Late Antique sigma-

shaped villas is informed by Lavin’s discussion of the development of the triconchal 

and multi-conchal triclinium in the East.473 It would appear here too that the 

development of the sigma form in association with a triconchal hall appeared later than 

in the West, the form not having appeared in earlier Hellenistic palace architecture in 

the East. While Lavin’s suggestion that the form came to be associated with the 

Imperial Cult, and later with imperial glorification, may well be the case, it might 

equally well be explained as a fashion, associated with the Roman tradition, and which 

may well have originated in North Africa as the provincialization of Western imperial 

practices, from where it spread to Spain, Sicily and elsewhere in the Late Antique 

period. Despite its (possible) use in the ninth-century Great Palace under Theophilus, 

the absence of the triconch form in early Byzantine domestic architecture is striking.474 

It is also worth noting that there is no other archaeological or textual evidence of sigma-

shaped porticoes associated with reception halls from the period during and after the 

reign of Theophilus. If the Sigma and Triconch were entirely the work of Emperor 

Theophilus, which is by no means certain, then it appears to have been an anachronistic 

aberration. 

 

                                                
473 Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord’ (1962) 1-27. 
474 Op. cit. 4-6. Lavin notes that there have been no examples of the triconch form found 
in the Eastern Mediterranean from the period up to the second quarter of the fifth 
century, whereas there were thirteen attested examples in the West for the same period. 



 158 

IV. Conclusion 

 

IV.1. Understanding the historical context and architectural symbolism of the 

Great Palace. 

In Chapter I, theorizations of Late Antique palatine architecture that argued for the 

existence of imperial motifs, notably those by Dyggve and Bandmann, were examined 

in relation to subsequent critiques of their idealist basis by Duval, de Francovich and 

others. It was argued that these critiques were disproportionate, at their most extreme 

perhaps having more to do with mid-twentieth century ideological disputation than to 

historical reality. In contrast, I argue that the symbolic function of the Great Palace was 

highly significant and probably ensured its survival into the mediaeval period. 

 

In Chapter II, two possible frameworks were posited for the interpretation of the layout 

and architecture of the Great Palace. First, the constituent elements of Late Antique 

villas, domūs and palaces were analyzed as analogues for, and precedents of the Great 

Palace. It was determined that, contrary to Duval’s dismissal of a distinction between 

villa, domus and palace, the latter may be distinguished by the elaboration of its 

constituent structures, great scale, relation to other urban elements, and exaggeration of 

the elements related to public ceremonial. All of these criteria are applicable to the 

Great Palace. Furthermore, the comparison with ‘emulative’ palaces, notably those of 

Aachen and the Lateran, suggests that the image of the Great Palace was created not so 

much by its overall form, which was probably largely hidden from the city, as by the 

sequential appearance of its great portals, raised passages surmounting fortified external 

walls, and the elaborate sequence of interconnected courts, grand passages and 

spectacular ceremonial halls. In this latter aspect the Great Palace constituted a 

magnification in scale of the increased ceremonial elaboration of the great aristocratic 

Late Antique villas and domūs.  

 

Secondly, the text of the Book of Ceremonies was studied in order to provide 

information on the elements and topographical layout of the Great Palace and a clearer 

understanding of its historical development. One can perceive a gradual shift of the 

palace towards the south from the sixth century onwards, and concomitantly, a reduced 

engagement of the Palace with the city, now largely focusing on the Kathisma, with its 

Karea Gate, facing the Hippodrome. Nonetheless, the early halls of the Great Palace 

appear to have retained a considerable symbolic and ceremonial significance long after 
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they had lost their original functions, and their forms and spatial sequences had been 

transferred to the Palace’s newer quarters. Arguably, evident in this translation (or 

motival spoliation) is a concern retained by the emperors and their court for the 

symbolic significance of these older, ‘Roman,’ forms. 

 

In Chapter III, this evidence was considered, in questioning the extent to which the 

building forms and spatial layouts of the Great Palace possessed an ascribed 

significance that, within the Early Byzantine cultural milieu, tied them back to a Roman 

past. It was argued that there was a greater cultural continuity in this respect than 

allowed for within Cyril Mango’s characterization of a radical disjunction between the 

Late Antique Roman world and the emergent Byzantine culture. It was proposed that 

such cultural continuities can be found, both in the individual building forms, and in the 

relation of the Great Palace to the city of Constantinople, as exemplified by the 

Justinianic Chalkê vestibule, and the great icon over its bronze gates, which Berger has 

argued, recalls the dynastic symbolism of Diocletian’s Golden Gate and the spatial 

sequence of the Roman triumph, a tradition transformed over time into an entirely 

Christian ceremony. 475 Furthermore, as Luchterhand has argued, certain Late Antique 

architectural forms, such as the polylobate triclinium, the central-plan hall, the raised 

terrace (ὴλιακόν) or balcony for acclamations, and the covered promenade, acquired 

imperial connotations that were then emulated both within the Great Palace, and in the 

palaces of the rivals of Byzantium. It is argued here that this emulation comprises an 

ascription of significance to these forms that, within the specific contexts, comprise a 

symbolic meaning. 

 

IV.2. Architectural character of the Great Palace: ‘Roman’ or orientalized? 

The archaeological and textual evidence, together with the knowledge of other palace 

layouts that emulated the Great Palace, suggests that many, if not all, of the buildings of 

the early Great Palace can be understood in relation to their derivation from classical 

precedent. That is to say, they represent a form of continuity that, arguably,  extended as 

late as the ninth century. This has been discussed in relation to the spoliation and 

symbolism of architectural motifs. However it is probably not the case that the complex 

as a whole had a similar character to the elaborate Flavian Palace on the Palatine hill. 

                                                
475 A. Berger, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Patria Konstantinupoleos’ (PhD Thesis), Poikila 
Byzantina 8 (Bonn : R. Habelt, 1988) 242-255. 
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An unresolved issue is the degree of mutual influence between Late Antique Roman and 

Sasanid Persian architecture. 

 

What appears to have evolved within the Great Palace, as was common also for high-

status villas and praetoria, was an elaboration of ritual, which led to the exaggeration of 

certain elements, such as the thresholds and passages, and a concomitant elaboration of 

the plan-type and decoration of the Roman courtyard villa. The seeds of this evolution 

have been discussed in relation to the Late Antique Villa and Palace (Part One, II, 1). 

High status villas and palaces of this period featured an exaggeration of certain 

elements, such as the aula regia or halls of reception and representation of the 

proprietor of the residence, and an increased emphasis upon the ceremony of entrance 

and procession towards the patronus as the source of power. The enormous Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita in the Upper, Daphne Palace – a single space perhaps 130 m. long, 

and thus almost twice as long as the Hall of Mirrors in Versailles –  may be understood 

as the culmination of this evolution, whereby representatives of the entire ruling elite of 

the empire would enter in order and be accommodated according to their office and 

rank.476 The origins of this tendency for a heightened ritual and hierarchy of space must 

remain conjectural, however a useful area for future research would be the analysis of 

the influence of similarly hierarchical and sequential Sasanid palace architecture upon 

Byzantine palace layouts.477  

 

IV.3. Evidence for cultural continuity in the Great Palace. 

If the Sigma and Triconch could, as suggested by the tenth-century account of 

Theophanes Continuatus, be attributed to the emperor Theophilus (r. 829-42) either as a 

new construction, or as a renovation or reconstruction of an existing building, then it 

would seem that a Late Antique building typology that had became widespread in the 

                                                
476 The ritual of sequential entrance is highlighted in a number of chapters in the Book 
of Ceremonies, notably Chapter I,1, which is discussed in Part One, II.2. A modern-day 
(anachronistic) equivalent might be the processions of the nobility in royal wedding 
ceremonies held in Westminster Abbey. 
477 M. P. Canepa, The Two Eyes of the Eart. Art and Ritual of Kingship between Rome 
and Sasanian Iran, The Transformation of the Classical Heritage 45 (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 2009). A comparison of Sasanid palace forms with 
Byzantine regional governors’ palaces, particularly in the Eastern provinces in most 
direct contact with the Persian empire, would help to determine the extent of such 
cultural transfers.  
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fifth century was utilized much later than was previously thought (see Part One, II.1).478 

An interval of a century, by which time the Iconoclastic controversy had played itself 

out, then exists before the period of Constantine VII Porphyrogennitus (r. 913-59, sole 

rule 945-59), and the Book of Ceremonies. Building works under the Macedonian 

dynasty, beginning with the constructions of Basil I (r. 867-886), in particular the Nea 

Ekklesia complex, and works in the Palace under Constantine VII, which included the 

renovation of the fourth-century Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita in the Upper Palace, seem 

to indicate a deliberate policy of renascence, through restoration and mimesis, of 

traditional forms and iconography.479  

 

The difficulty here lies in ascertaining the extent of cultural continuity by the period of 

the compilation of the Book of Ceremonies. Ousterhout has noted that the role, training 

and social standing of ‘architects’ had changed by the tenth century from the classically-

educated mechanikos of the period of St. Sophia and its designers, Anthemius and 

Isidorus, a professional well-versed in the arts and sciences who possessed social 

standing and respect, to the master mason of a building workshop, an anonymous figure 

possessed of practical knowledge acquired through apprenticeship. This master mason 

would lay out buildings according to past practice and tradition, largely transmitted by 

example, or possibly masons’ copy-books. Ousterhout argues that geometry would 

seem to have been used in this period as a practical compositional tool, rather than for 

its underlying symbolism. He thus proposes a discontinuity in Byzantine building 

theory and practice.480 The study of building practices and the organization of the 

building site lies outside the scope of this thesis, however it is here argued that 

Ousterhout’s argument, focusing on the presence or absence of the architect, requires 

nuancing. In particular, it does not account for the various other agencies responsible for 

producing the programme and layout of these later buildings. In particular, one can 

                                                
478 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2008) 87-105; S. P. Ellis, ‘The end of the Roman 
house’, AJA 92 (1988) 565-76. Dark uses the example of the Mosaic Peristyle and 
Apsed Hall to question the argument of Ellis that the building of the Roman peristyle 
house ended in the sixth century.  
479 Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture (1986) 349. See also 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Survey: the Fourth Season,’ AST 
14/2 (1997) 15-30. While artisanal practices may well have been maintained into this 
period, the building works of the Macedonian dynasty appear to have been born out of a 
conscious policy of renewal. Alternatively, the building practices may indeed have 
borne little resemblance in modern terms to the Late Antique constructions, but may 
still have been perceived as ‘reconstructions’.  
480 Ousterhout, Master Builders of Byzantium (1999) Chs. 2-3. 
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envisage the role of the senior, classically-educated palatine officials, notably the Civic 

Prefect and Master of Offices, in transmitting to master masons the necessity for the 

employment of certain forms in new constructions and the renovation of older 

structures, possibly through the compilation of building manuals, none of which, 

however, have survived. The comparison with the building programme of Abbot Suger 

is relevant here, where the educated cleric was responsible for both programme and 

innovations in layout, aspects that would be embraced by the architect in a modern 

context. A famous example of the codification of the layout of a building complex is the 

ninth-century St. Gall manuscript, which appears to be a ‘blueprint’ for an ideal 

monastery. It is just as likely that in Constantinople, with its tradition of scholarship, 

such plans formed part of the archive that contributed to the decision-making by palace 

officials on the forms and typologies of palace buildings. On the other hand, it is 

indisputable that, as Ousterhout argues, the loss of scientific and liberal arts training 

among the ‘architects’ of Middle and Late Byzantine buildings resulted in a technically 

and iconographically more limited practice. The perpetuation of symbolic form might, 

as argued here, persist, but as Krautheimer has argued, emulation might occur in a form 

that was highly imprecise, but nonetheless meaningful for contemporaries.481   

 

A related issue, which can only be touched upon here, is the relation between different 

forms of classical continuity or revival in the other arts, in particular literature and 

sculpture. Cameron, in relation to Agathias and Procopius, and Maas in relation to John 

Lydus, have discussed the sixth-century literary fashion of the use of Latin and Greek 

archaisms, and the usual exclusion by these writers of references to Christianity. 

However, both Cameron and Maas argue that here there was no imperial attempt to 

revive classical culture, but rather that these archaisms reflect the classical education of 

senior administrative officials, who usually came from aristocratic, land-owning 

families.482 By the sixth century, their cultural forms would appear to be an amalgam of 

                                                
481 E. Panofsky, Abbot Suger on the Abbey Church of Saint-Denis and its Art Treasures, 
second edn. (Princeton, N.J., 1979). Ousterhout, Master Builders of Byzantium 
(Princeton, 1999) Chs. 2-3. Krautheimer, ‘Introduction to an “Iconography of 
Mediaeval Architecture,”’ (1942) in idem, Studies in Early Christian, Medieval, and 
Renaissance Art, (London, N. Y., 1971) 115-150. 
482 Av. Cameron, Agathias (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970) cf. 75-88; idem, Procopius 
and the Sixth Century (London: Duckworth, 1985) cf. 56-58. Cameron does, however, 
disagree with the notion that the use of classicizing literary forms signifies a general 
classical revival under Justinian, who she characterizes as an autocratic innovator, rather 
than a patron of the classical arts. See also op. cit., 20-4; M. Maas, John Lydus and the 
Roman past: antiquarianism and politics in the age of Justinian (London; New York : 
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classical and ‘Byzantine’ elements. Bassett, in her analysis of classical and Late 

Antique sculpture in Constantinople, notes that there was a conscious appreciation and 

literate use of, such sculpture in the late fourth and early fifth centuries under the 

Theodosian dynasty, but that under Justinian there was a far less systematic use of such 

surviving works, while Cameron notes ‘…the mixture of Roman and “Byzantine” 

motifs in the art of Justin II’s reign.’483 Notably, the Chalkê Gate was adorned by 

Justinian with a combination of spoliated classical and later dynastic sculptures. Bassett 

argues that the figures of Justinian and his adoptive father Justin I flanked a central 

figure which she identifies as that of Constantine the Great, placed below the figure of 

Christ in a lunette. Here, the legitimacy of Justinian’s rule, in the context of his 

contestation with the traditional senatorial aristocracy and the heirs of the Theodosian 

line, was asserted by his asserted connection to the founder of the city.484 The same 

emperor, however, is also known for his persecution of classical (‘Hellene’) scholars 

and philosophers, thus contributing to the decline in classical learning. Despite these 

late purges, the succeeding emperor, Justin II, appears to have again utilized a Late 

Antique typology in his construction of the Chrysotriklinos,485 and in his construction of 

a monumental column near the Zeuxippus baths in the tradition of Imperial Rome.486 

Early Byzantine rulers followed the example set by the forum and column of 

Constantine I. Thus, fora and honorific columns with imperial statues were set up by 

Theodosius I, Arcadius, Marcian, Leo I and Justinian I.487 The usurping emperor Phokas 

(r. 602-610) received a similar dedicatory column in Rome – he was the last emperor to 

be honoured in this way. Thus, it is evident that, despite campaigns of suppression of 

                                                                                                                                          
Routledge, 1992) 1-7; A. Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium: the Transformation of 
Greek Identity and the Reception of the Classical Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2007). Kaldellis discusses the survival into the Christian era and 
transformation of the classical ideal of paideai, but does not discuss this in relation to 
attitudes to art, or to architecture. 
483 Av. Cameron, ‘Corippus’ Poem on Justin II: a Terminus of Antique Art?,’ in idem 
Continuity and Change in Sixth-Century Byzantium (London,1981) VI, 131. 
484 S. Bassett, The Urban Image of Late Antique Constantinople (Cambridge, 2004) 
121-136. 
485 Av. Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II’, in idem, Continuity and Change 
in Sixth-Century Byzantium (London, 1981) XII, 62-84. 
486 John of Ephesus, Ecclesiastical History III, in C. Mango, The Art of the Byzantine 
Empire 312-1453 ((Toronto,1986) 125. 
487 F. A. Bauer, Stadt, Platz und Denkmal in der Spätantike. Untersuchungen zur 
Ausstattung des öffentlichen Raums in den spätantiken Städten Rom, Konstantinopel 
und Ephesos (Mainz am Rhein, 1996) 263. A second, possible Christian reading of 
these monumental columns is their resemblance to the columns of the early Christian 
Stylites. 
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classical culture, there was a continued use of Late Antique architectural and 

monumental forms into the seventh century, albeit often interwoven, as at the 

Chrysotriklinos, with Christian symbolism. 

 

This problematic relationship of the Early Byzantine emperors to their classical heritage 

has not been discussed in relation to architecture.488 As noted above, Dark has discussed 

the persistence in the Great Palace of the Roman building types of the peristyle 

courtyard and basilican apsed hall, and the triconchal pavilion and hemicyclic forecourt, 

after their apparent disappearance elsewhere in the Roman world, however the 

significance of this continuity in relation to the broader Byzantine culture has not been 

established.489 The example of the Justinianic representational programme of the Chalkê 

Gate suggests a complex and ambivalent relation to the Roman past in the sixth century, 

one that is reflected in the similarly complex relationship between the Church and the 

imperial office and ceremonial. It would appear that the emperors drew upon the 

heritage and example of the past in order to assert their legitimacy. Certainly, the 

evidence of the persistence of Late Antique architectural and monumental forms in 

Constantinople into the seventh century at the earliest, a continuity probably maintained 

by an educated administrative elite, might indicate that reference to the past continued 

to serve an important ideological function. 

 

IV.4. The function and meaning of spoliation and imitation within the Great 

Palace. 

Notwithstanding the question of agency in the prologation of Roman architectural types 

in the Great Palace, it can still be argued that there was another form of continuity, 

maintained through imitatio, or deliberate emulation, whereby ancient forms were 

recollected and ‘renewed,’ irrespective of whether the meaning of the original symbolic 

structure had changed partially or completely.490 This is the function of tradition, 

                                                
488 Averil Cameron, for example, merely refers to the central-plan Chrysotriklinos as 
‘…a new setting for imperial ceremonial whose closest architectural relations were with 
ecclesiastical buildings…’ See Av. Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II,’ in 
idem, Continuity and Change (1981) XII, 76. Lavin, on the other hand, relates it to the 
tradition of the Roman central plan triclinium. See Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord’ 
(1962) 1-27. 
489 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007); Ellis, ‘The end of the Roman house,’ (1988). 
490 Imitatio is here defined as deliberate resemblance of forms, or rituals to which are 
ascribed connotations of legitimacy. Imitation of a precedent, on the basis of its 
identification with an essence or type, goes beyond mere reproduction of the semblance 
of the precedent, and is rooted in Platonist notions of form and model. On ‘similitude’ 
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whether real or invented, within which a mythical origin is posited, and its symbolic 

representation continued.491 Such imitatio has the aspect of spoliation: both forms and 

artefacts were appropriated and incorporated into new structures for both practical and 

‘magical’ (symbolic) purposes.492 While it is true that the disuse of many ancient 

quarries necessitated the practical spoliation of such elements as columns and marble 

revetment, it may also be argued that the use of fragments, artefacts and forms of the 

antique world were often intended to link their possessor with ‘the glorious traditions of 

the antique past.’493 This linkage operated through the sympathetic function of imitatio, 

which is characteristic both of Justinian’s rule, and the later period of Theophilus and 

the Macedonian dynasty.494 

 

The emulation of the building configurations and spaces of ritual of the Great Palace by 

the eighth- and ninth-century Popes and Western monarchs can be interpreted as an 

instrument in that period of the expressed rivalry between West and East. The mimetic 

appropriation of these configurations, themselves Late Antique, or spoliated from 

classical types, was crucial for the projection of prestige, even if, as Luchterhand notes, 

the forms and rituals were culturally alien.495 Papal Rome, Lombard Ravenna, the 

                                                                                                                                          
in mediaeval architecture, see R. Krautheimer, ‘Introduction to an “Iconography of 
Medieval Architecture” (1942) in idem, Studies in Early Christian, Medieval and 
Renaissance Art (London: University of London Press, 1971) 115-150. The distinction 
between imitatio/mimesis and semblance was later articulated in the Renaissance in 
relation to Michelangelo’s idealization of thie statues of the Capitani in the Medici 
Chapel. See D. Summers, Michelangelo and the Language of Art (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1981) 279-282. 
491 E. J. Hobsbawm, Introduction: Inventing Traditions, in E. J. Hobsbawm and T. O. 
Ranger, The Invention of tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983). 
492 On the use of spolia in the Late Antique and Early Byzantine periods, see in 
particular B. Brenk, ‘Spolia from Constantine to Charlemagne: Aesthetics versus 
Ideology,’ DOP 41 (1987), 103-09; D. Kinney, ‘Spolia. “Damnatio” and “Renovatio 
Memoriae,” MAAR 42 (1997) 117-148; J. Elsner, ‘From the Culture of Spolia to the 
Cult of Relics: The Arch of Constantine and the Genesis of Late Antique Forms,’ 
Papers of the British School at Rome 68 (2000): 149-84. For the use of spolia in the 
Great Palace, see C. Mango, ‘Ancient Spolia in the Great Palace of Constantinople,’ in 
C. F. Moss and K. Kiefer (eds.), Byzantine East, Latin West: Art-Historical Studies in 
Honor of Kurt Weitzmann (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995) 645–649. 
493 M. Greenhalgh, ‘Christian re-use of antiquities in mediaeval Italy and knowledge of 
the pagan past’: http://rubens.anu.edu.au/new/spolia/database/paper.html, (accessed 
01/06/05). 
494 C. Mango, ‘Ancient Spolia,’ (1995) 645, 649. 
495 M. Luchterhandt, ‘Stolz und Vorurteil: Der Westen und die byzantinische Hofkultur 
im Frühmittelalter,’ in F. A. Bauer (ed.), Visuulisierungen von Herrschaft, BYZAS 5 
(2006) 171-211 at 184. The apse dimensions of the triconch hall at Aachen, modelled 
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capitals of the Carolingian emperors at Ingelheim and Aachen, and later, Norman 

Palermo, were competing with Constantinople for the role of imperial capital, and 

projected their aspirations in forms that recalled the Great Palace. Thus, they indirectly 

recalled Late Antique precedents.496 

 

In summary, a mimetic process of spoliation of architectural elements of the Great 

Palace of the Early Byzantine period occurred within its later phases, and was also used 

in Western palatine structures to give legitimacy to competing religious and secular 

powers. Both the preservation of ceremonial, and the performance of such ceremonial in 

structures that recalled the imperial past may be understood within the context of 

tradition.497 Mimetic appropriation, or imitatio,498 a practice that may be dated back to 

the Roman period, provided a spatial and iconographical setting for its maintenance 

through the ascription of significance to forms and rituals.499 The later, Middle 

Byzantine forms of the Great Palace, and the palaces of Byzantium’s imitating rivals in 

the West could thus both be interpreted as backward looking, recalling the symbolic 

structures of a disintegrated world at a time when the mediaeval West and East were 
                                                                                                                                          
on the Triconch hall in the Lateran Palace, were too wide for the hall to be used for the 
original building’s function as a hall for formal receptions. 
496 Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture (1986) 254 ff. It is 
suggested here that these buildings functioned as displaced representations of other 
buildings, and as such, were demonstrations of legitimated power. Note, for example, 
the great sigma-shaped courtyard and triple-entrance aula regia in the unfinished palace 
layout at Ingelheim, with their clear classical derivation. 
497 I am referring here to structures such as the ceremonial halls of the Augusteous and 
Nineteen Akkoubita, both probably fourth-century foundations of Constantine I or 
Constantius, through to the structures of the fifth and sixth centuries, with Heraclius as a 
terminus point. By the periodization of ‘Early Byzantine,’ reference is made to 
Guilland’s term la haute époque, characterizing the Palace from Constantine the Great 
to Justinian I, and pertaining to the descriptions of ceremonies in the Book of 
Ceremonies by Peter the Patrician. See Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 
70.  
498 The Latin is used here because it is argued that imitatio cannot be directly congruent 
with the modern English meaning of imitation. Imitatio entailed the creation of a 
resemblance through which some virtues of the original could be sympathetically 
transferred. The meaning of the word is perhaps best expressed in the term imitatio dei, 
through which is expressed the imperative that men should emulate the virtues of God. 
Similarly, it is arued above that through imitatio, rival rulers sought to possess the virtus 
and legitimacy of the Byzantine emperors. 
499 E. K. Gazda, ‘Roman Sculpture and the Ethos of Emulation: Reconsidering 
Repetition,’ Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 97, Greece in Rome: Influence, 
Integration, Resistance (1995) 121-156, at 144. While Gazda’s article focuses on 
emulation in relation to sculpture, it is highly plausible to extend her argument of the 
cultural process of emulation and repetition to the other forms of ritual, music and 
architecture. 
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moving inexorably away from it. Their typology and iconography imitated Tetrarchic 

and Early Byzantine palatine forms. Through this imitation, the ritual of the 

bureaucratic states was clothed in the mantle of tradition. 

 

IV.5. Meaning, significance and intentionality  

in the architecture of the Great Palace.  

Thus, finally, we return to the issue of the meaning of architectural motifs within the 

palace, an issue which is, perhaps, at the heart of this thesis. The Great Palace lies, 

somewhat awkwardly, between the scholarly frameworks of classical and mediaeval 

studies. In its early phase, from the fourth to the mid-seventh century, it appears to have 

had elements common to both the Late Antique and early mediaeval worlds. It also 

reused Late Antique building forms in new contexts, and serving modified functions. 

The spatial experience of this architecture, arguably, was different to that of Classical 

architecture, in that it was more hierarchical, sequential, closed and introverted. The 

accounts of rituals and processions, both in the Great Palace and other emulative 

complexes such as the Lateran Palace, make clear the synaesthetic quality of the spatial 

‘performance’ of the palace: in the framing of the figure, antiphonal choral singing and 

chanting, organ playing, use of massed courtiers to construct space, and in the emphasis 

upon ornamental surfaces, both constructed and ephemeral, such as curtains, tapestries, 

objects and trophies. Together with the more closed, directed spatial quality, this would 

have lent a quality of dramatic theatre to the experience of the Palace. In this thesis, it is 

argued that specific architectural typologies and motifs that became associated with 

palatine architecture, and hence with imperial legitimacy, were incorporated within the 

Great Palace. Such typologies and motifs include the following: 

1. The raised covered promenade, portico or Xystus – this form can be 

observed in the Tetrarchic Palaces of Diocletian at Split, and of Maxentius, 

outside Rome; the form of the colonnades passage or promenade, raised up 

above the level of the Court, reappears in the Portico of the Delphax (or of 

Nineteen Akkoubita); 

2. The portico with Fronton or pedimented façade, framing the figure of the 

ruler – this form, theorized by Dyggve, and visualized in the Palatium 

mosaic, would appear to have existed in several locations in the Great 

Palace, notably the portico of the Golden Hand, and the Chalkê Gate (first in 

the Anastasian gate, but also in the structure of Justinian); 
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3. The axial basilica: placing the ruler at the apex of a social hierarchy – 

Liutprand’s account in Anapodosis of the reception in the Great Triclinium 

makes clear the purpose of the Great Triclinium as a representation of the 

Court hierarchy; it reappears, according to Luchterhand’s analysis, in the 

great halls of the Popes and Carolingian monarchs; 

4. The deliberate distancing and cloaking of the ruler through screens, curtains 

and gates – the majesty of the monarch was magnified both through ritual 

and building elements which distanced him from the people: his akkoubiton 

within the Great Triclinium was screened off from the rest of the hall; the 

Apsed Hall shows evidence, identified in this thesis, that the rear of the hall 

was raised up above the front of the hall, as was the Consistorium, 

emphasizing the position of the emperor; 

5. The use of gold to emphasize the solar character of the ruler (also 

symbolized through the Hippodrome/Kathisma arrangement) – Dark has 

noted the emphasis in the building works of Theophilus upon light and 

lustre; a similar intention would seem to lie behind the use of lustrous 

surfaces in the Chrysotriklinos (a hall of apparently Late Antique 

appearance), as indeed with the original decoration of the interior of the 

Great Church – the emphasis on reflected light may accord with Dagron’s 

thesis of the solar symbolism of the fifth-century decorative motifs in the 

Hippodrome, which he has traced back to the Roman Imperial cult;500 

6. The use of the polygonal reception hall, as evidenced in the Octagon and 

Chrysotriklinos – this may also, with caution, be associated with the 

traditions deriving from the imperial cult, whereby the symbolism was 

transformed from the emperor presented as sol invictus to the position of 

God’s vicegerent on earth; the association of the imperial throne beneath the 

mosaic icon of Christ (presumably as universal ruler, Pantokrator),501 and 

bathed in the light reflecting off lustrous surfaces, possibly gold mosaic (the 
                                                
500 Dark, lecture on Great Palace, Kings College London Byzantine Seminar, London 
(2002). For a discussion of the Christian understanding of the symbolism of light, see E. 
James, Light and Colour in Byzantine Art, Clarendon studies in the history of art 
(Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1996). On the imperial symbolism of the 
rising sun, see E. H. Kantorowicz, ‘Oriens Augusti. Lever du Roi’, DOP 17 (1963) 117-
177. 
501 On the relation between the framing of the emperor, and the rôle of icons, see J. A. 
Francis, ‘Living Icons: Tracing a Motif in Verbal and Visual Representation from the 
Second to Fourth Centuries C. E.,’ The American Journal of Philology 124/4 (Winter, 
2003) 575-600, at 590. 
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origin for the title?), from a ring of lunette windows beneath the dome 

reinforces the connotation with this solar symbolism.  

 

It is thus argued in this thesis that the architecture of the Early Byzantine palace, and 

indeed of Byzantine architecture as a whole in the period covered here, cannot be 

discussed solely in relation to the development, or decline, of building practices, or in 

terms of the decline of the position of the architect, but is most fruitfully discussed in 

relation to what these buildings meant to the people who designed them, and performed 

both significant and everyday rituals within and around them: what did these people 

think the buildings signified or resembled? What associations or sympathies were 

formed in relation to them? Such an approach to the subject has, it is argued, a rich 

potential to open up research into Byzantine architecture to connections with cognate 

fields and into the fertile interplay between site, ritual and ascription. 

 

Finally, the question remains as to the probable layout of the Great Palace, in the light 

of its concrete evidence, precedents and analogues. This will be examined in Part Two, 

where the archaeological and other evidence for palace structures will be considered in 

detail. Although supportive evidence is very limited, it will be argued that the general 

character of the Great Palace may be discerned and the layout of certain specific areas 

determined with some confidence. As it will be reconstructed here, similarly to the later 

Topkapı Palace, it consisted of a succession of gates and courtyards, thresholds that 

corresponded to the gradient of proximity to the symbolic centre of power, the original 

Daphne Palace. 
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Part Two 

Interpretation of archaeological and textual evidence 

for the buildings and topography of the early Great Palace 
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I. Introduction: description of the main sections and elements of the Great Palace. 

 

In this second part, the various forms of evidence for the Great Palace will be evaluated 

for their potential to provide evidence for the form and layout of the structures cited in 

the Book of Ceremonies (infra, Chapter II, 1). Types of evidence will include eye-

witness accounts, pictorial representations, and archaeological surveys. As noted in the 

Introduction, the various areas of the Great Palace site will be referred to by the titles 

given to them by Mamboury and Wiegand in their publication of the German 

excavations, and by the two St. Andrews University excavation reports (figs. 19, 108-

9). 

 

While the focus is upon the early phases of the Great Palace, specific areas that were 

developed later, such as the Boukoleon complex will be investigated in order to provide 

locational evidence for the early Great Palace, which is here defined as the complex up 

to and including the reign of Heraclius (r. 610-641). For reasons of necessary brevity, 

key areas and buildings adjoining the Great Palace, such as the Hippodrome,  Baths of 

Zeuxippus, street of Regia, Church of Diippion and Milion to the west, the Augusteion 

and Senate to the north, and the Nea Ekklesia, polo field or Tzykanisterion, and House 

of Marina to the east will be analyzed in Appendix I, and the relevant conclusions 

affecting the topographical reconstruction of the Great Palace will be referenced wiithin 

the following section. Finally, the elements of the Great Palace to this stage will be 

assembled into a proposed topographical layout, and will be positioned in relation to the 

adjacent public buildings, palaces and districts of the city (see: ‘Constantinople 

Topography'  and ‘Archaeology' maps and Appendix II).  

 

A number of key conclusions will be made. As argued in Appendix I, to the north-west 

of the Great Palace, the carceres, the starting gate structure for the racing chariots, and 

the eastern, Diippion Gate to the Hippodrome, the Church of St. John Diippion, and the 

Milion, here interpreted as a covered passage leading to the steps of Athyr and the 

western side of the western peristyle courtyard of Hagia Sophia, formed a cohesive 

assemblage of buildings that defined a formal entrance to the Regia and Chalkê Gate. 

The location of the Church of St. John Diippion is here proposed here as having been 

located to the north of the carceres, and most probably, to the north of the street of Mesê 

[See Appendix I.1). 
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By the time of compilation of Chapter II, 13, a later inclusion in the dossier of the Book 

of Ceremonies datable to the reign of Nikephorus Phokas (r. 963-9), the Great Palace 

was contained within a defensive perimeter, and accessed through the five gates of the 

Church of the Lord, the Hippodrome, Daphne, Tzykanisterion and Kaballarios: 

Early in the morning they all go along in skaramangia, and the praipositoi go in 
with the kouboukleion either from the Kavallarios, or from the Church of the 
Lord, or from the Hippodrome, or from the polo-ground, or from the Palace of 
Daphne, for the rulers are accustomed to go on horseback always from these 
entrances.502  
 

This was a contraction of the Palace as it had existed at its fullest extent. Featherstone 

and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini propose the following identification of these five 

gates. The first, the Church of the Lord, was located in the proximity of that church. It is 

proposed here that it corresponds to the location of the early Regia Gate (see Part One, 

Chapter II.2). The Hippodrome is interpreted by the authors as not the gate under the 

Kathisma, but rather the Skyla Gate, which was separated from the outer wall of the 

Great Hippodrome and connected with the Covered Hippodrome (Appendix I.1). The 

Daphne is interpreted as the Ivory Gate of the early Palace, giving access to the Upper 

Palace. The Tzykanisterion would appear to be the gate for which archaeological 

evidence still remains south-east of the Kapı Agası Mosque, and which was largely 

demolished to make way for the railway in the nineteenth century, and was described by 

Paspates. It would have allowed access from the Palace to the Church of the Nea 

Ekklesia to the east (see Appendix I.3).  

 

However, the list of gates mentioned in Chapter II,13 of the Book of Ceremonies does 

not include other gates known to have existed, notably the gate, discussed by Mango, 

that was located under a tower called Kentenarion, through which Mesarites passed 

from the Sphendone in order to head for the Pharos Church during the palace coup of 

John Comnenos ‘the Fat’ in 1200. The usurper had forced his passage through another 

gate, the Karea Gate under the Kathisma which, Mango argues, must have formed part 

of the fortified enceinte at this stage.503 Also excluded from this list was the main Gate 

of Chalkê, which had ceased to function as a Palace entrance by the time of Nikephorus, 

                                                
502 Moffatt, BOC, II, 13, 557; J. Featherstone and E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, 
‘The Boundaries of the Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13,” Traveaux et Memoires 14, 
(2002) 36-47. 
503 C. Mango, ‘The Palace of the Boukoleon’, Cah. Arch. 45 (1997) 41-50 at 44, citing 
Nikephorus Gregoras, Bonn, II, 737. 
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being converted into, or associated with, a prison as early as the seventh century.504 

Nonetheless, it features extensively in the Book of Ceremonies as the portal through 

which Imperial processions would often leave to reach Hagia Sophia or other 

destinations. By the reign of Constantine VII Porphyrogennitus, the Chalkê had been 

renovated by Basil I (r. 867-86), and was used, according to Theophanes Continuatus, 

as a court of justice.505 

 

To the north of the Chalkê, and on the basis of Stichel’s analysis of the available 

archaeological evidence and historical accounts, several representational structures – the 

Augusteion, Senate, Anadendradion and Magnaura – are here proposed to have formed 

a cohesive architectural ensemble, probably on the same level (of about 31 m.), 

communicating with the Chalkê entrance courtyard through the small northern gate 

which, it is proposed here after Girgin, has been identified by the current I.A.M. 

excavation (infra, Part Two, II.1 and Appendix I.2). The Chalkê Gate, itself, has also 

been demonstrated by the same excavation to largely accord with both Mango’s 

argument, and the textual account of Procopius. It has been reconstructed here as a 

bronze gate standing in advance of the historiated Palace wall, and which led through a 

single opening (the Gate of the Scholae or Monothyros of Late Byzantine accounts) into 

a domed vestibule and on to a second, smaller gate, that in turn opened onto a large 

walled courtyard, the temenos of Chalkê or Scholae, which lay before the complex of 

Scholae that may well have occupied the site of a first palace of official reception.  

 

Inside the gates lay a vast complex of about fifteen hectares, built upon a series of 

terraces raised up on vaulting above the often steeply sloping terrain, at Byzantine-

period levels of approximately 6 to 32m., and which was added to and replaced in a 

series of building phases from the fourth to the tenth centuries.506 The explication of the 

Great Palace topography within the boundary walls is most clearly articulated in 

relation to the attested archaeological sites. The archaeological evidence is mostly 

                                                
504 C. Mango, The Brazen House. A study of the vestibule of the imperial palace of 
Constantinople, Arkaeologisk-kunsthistoriske Meddelelser af det Kongelige Danske 
Videnskabernes Selskab, 4,4  (Copenhagen, 1959) 34. 
505 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, ed. I. Bekker (Bonn, 1838) 259-60. 
506 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople. An 
introduction to the main areas of activity, ground levels and phases of development,’ 
and ‘The Great Palace Survey: the First Season’, in W. Jobst (ed.), Neue Forschungen 
und Restaurierungen im byzantinischen Kaiserpalast von Istanbul Denkschriften phil. 
hist. Klasse 273 (Vienna: Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1999) 9-16. 
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limited to the reports of Mamboury and Wiegand for the Deutsches Archäologisches 

Institut (D.A.I.) Istanbul, the University of St. Andrews reports for the Walker Trust, 

and the recent, ongoing Istanbul Archaeological Museums (I.A.M.) excavations. Thus, 

the areas identified by Mamboury and Wiegand, Areas B, C, D and F, will form the 

basis for the following analysis, in concert with the area of the Mosaic Peristyle and 

Apsed Hall, excavated by the University of St. Andrews teams, and the area of the Old 

Prison (now the Four Seasons Hotel) excavated by the I.A.M. 

 

Ernest Mamboury and Theodor Wiegand undertook archaeological surveys of the areas 

of the Sultanahmet district burnt by the fire of 1912 on behalf of the D.A.I. They 

labelled areas of the Upper Palace group Area ‘B’ – this area comprised the structure 

which they described as the ‘Rampenhaus’ and related structures, east of Torun Sokağı, 

north of Mimar Mehmet Ağa Sokağı, and largely west of Akbıyık Caddesi. They 

associated the rooms in the upper levels as probably belonging to service rooms 

quarters, rather than to a high-status dwelling. Recently, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini 

has associated this area with the Consistorium, an imperial audience room of the early 

Palace.507 Against this interpretation, it will be proposed that the Consistorium could not 

have been located in this location, but must have been located further to the south-west, 

and that Area ‘B’ is most likely to be the location of the palace guards of the Candidati, 

including their hall which, it is suggested, may be associated with the apsidal ruins 

comprising an eastern-oriented arch, previously associated with the Church of the Lord 

(Part Two: II.2).508 The district of the Candidati was bordered on the west by the 

Makron of the Candidati, which (if similar to the Lateran Makron) was a long covered 

passage, forming the main route between the Chalkê and the Daphne Palace. This 

attribution is in accordance with Dark’s postulated location of the quarters of the guards 

north of the inlet now marked by Mimar Mehmet Ağa Caddesi.509 

 

Mamboury and Wiegand identified an Area ‘D’ (Part Two: II.3), comprised of the sites 

of the former Veterinary College, the garden of Arif Vefik Paşa and the garden of the 

Mevlevi Sheik on Bol Sokağı. The area of the former Veterinary School on Bol (now 

                                                
507 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries,’ AST 26/3 (2009) 
197-210, fig. 6. 
508 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’ in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (Oxford: 2004) 
4-36, fig. 1.1 no. 16. 
509 K. R. Dark, lecture presented on recent advances in the archaeology of Byzantine 
Constantinople at Kings College London Byzantine Seminar, London, 2002. 
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Turun) Sokağı was excavated by the University of St. Andrews from 1935 to 1938, and 

again in 1952 to 1954, and named as the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall, Areas A to G 

and K. The site of the Mosaic Peristyle is here proposed as part of the complex that in 

the ninth century appears to have been known overall as the Apse, and associated with 

the sites of the Passage of the 40 Saints and its continuation in the direction of the Eros, 

the polished gate of Monothyros and the Eidikon.510 Originally, the Mosaic Peristyle 

and Apsed Hall may have been built to house reception ceremonies for the circus 

factions, but it appears to have been renovated in the ‘marble floor phase,’511 probably 

by Theophilus, to form part of his palace complex. Areas B.1 and B.2, to the north of 

the Mosaic Peristyle, are specifically associated with the Eros and the complex of the 

Sigma and Triconch, fronting onto the continuation of the Makron. The Sigma and 

Triconch complex is argued here to have originated, at least in part, in the Late Antique 

period (probably fifth or sixth century) rather than the period of Theophilus (who may 

have renovated or rebuilt it). This attribution is significant in defining the whole 

complex in the vicinity of the Daphne Palace as belonging to this earlier period, and 

forming a cohesive unit. 

 

Mamboury and Wiegand identified the so-called ‘House of Justinian,’ the still standing 

façade and vaults in Ak Bıyık district, as the ‘Östliches Palastgruppe,’ Area ‘F.’ It was 

subsequently identified as the Boukoleon Palace by Talbot Price in the University of St. 

Andrews Second Report of 1958. In infra, Part Two: III.4, an argument for a revised 

location of the continuation of the stairs of Boukoleon is advanced. While the original 

Early Byzantine route from the harbour to the Terrace of Pharos and the Chrysotriklinos 

remains uncertain, the locations of the Terrace, largely the work of the sixth century, 

and the Chrysotriklinos, are here tentatively proposed as being in the vicinity of MW 

area ‘F: g’ and the Kapı Ağasi Mosque, to the north-west of the eastern ‘Tzykanisterion’ 

Gate in the walls of Nikephoros Phokas. To the west of the Chrysotriklinos, it is 

proposed that the hall of Lausiakos, mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies as a 

connection between the Lower and Upper Palaces, ran north to a staircase that led up to 

the Justinianos, which ran along the southern flank of the Covered Hippodrome 

probably at a level of about 26 m. 

 
                                                
510 It will be argued below (Part Two, III.3, III.5) that the name ‘Apse’ probably derived 
from the form of the Hemicycle itself, and became toponymically associated with the 
adjacent passages and the immediate area. 
511 Dark, King’s College London lecture (2002).  
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Finally, in relation to the unexcavated site occupied by the Sultan Ahmet Mosque 

(infra, Part Two: II.5), it will be confirmed that the site of the Daphne Palace complex 

may be located in the Mosque grounds. The layout of the Daphne Palace is proposed, on 

the basis of the available textual and archaeological evidence, as being centred upon the 

courtyard of Delphax, rather than that of Daphne, which is here proposed to be the 

entrance courtyard from the Kathisma and Karea Gate. The major buildings of the 

Daphne Palace are here demonstrated to be much larger than allowed for in previous 

reconstructions. The Octagon is further proposed to have been a key building in this 

complex, although its original function is not recorded, and it is suggested that it may 

have been the original source for the layout of the Chrysotriklinos.  

 

The Daphne Palace is proposed to have formed a cohesive core, fronting onto the 

courtyard of Delphax, and surrounded by passages on the outside, to the south, west, 

east and north. The Daphne Palace communicated with the lower Covered Hippodrome 

(or Kaballarios) to the south, the Thermastra to the south-east, the Apse and Sigma to 

the east, the Delphax to the north, and the Consistorium to the north-east. The Sigma is 

proposed here to have formed a link between the lower and upper levels of the Daphne 

complex, and an entry into the Palace. To the north-east, a courtyard is proposed here as 

the nexus of the Consistorium, or Crown Hall, the Church of the Lord, and the Makron 

of the Candidati, permitting communication between these halls, and with the Delphax. 

It is argued that the gate in this location is identical to that named the Regia in an early 

chapter of the Book of Ceremonies. Significantly, it would appear that most of the 

Daphne Palace complex was in some form of use as late as the tenth century. Thus, it 

would appear that a Late Antique palace complex had survived relatively intact into the 

mediaeval period when such structures had fallen into ruin in other centres, such as 

Rome and Ravenna.512 This suggests a conscious policy by the court of maintaining 

continuity in both ritual and building forms, as is evidenced by the recorded renovations 

and new buildings of the Emperors Theophilus, Basil I and Constantine VII 

Porphyrogennitus. 

                                                
512 Clearly, many imperial buildings did survive in Rome, through their conversion into 
ecclesiastical buildings. Thus, the Pantheon, built and possibly designed by Hadrian, 
which served as both a cosmic temple and a hall for exercising justice was effectively 
preserved by the Emperor Phocas donating it to Pope Boniface IV in 609. See C. L. 
Joost-Gaugier, ‘The Iconography of Sacred Space: A Suggested Reading of the 
Meaning of the Roman Pantheon,’ Artibus et Historiae 19/38 (1998), 21-42, at 27. 
However, the point remains that Roman or Late Roman palaces do not appear to have 
remained in habitation past the seventh century in either Rome or Ravenna. 
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The picture emerges of an early Great Palace complex comprising two main nuclei from 

the period of Constantine I or his immediate successors. The first complex comprised 

the Chalkê Gate, its vestibule and courtyard; the ‘House of Anastasius,’ which may well 

have stood on the site later occupied by the offices and barracks of the Scholae; the 

courtyard of Anadendradion, and a reception hall, the Magnaura. The second complex 

comprised the halls of the Daphne Palace: the Court of Delphax; the Hall of Nineteen 

Akkoubita; the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita; the Onopodion; the Hall of Augusteous; 

the Octagon; the Chapel of St. Stephen; the Court of Daphne, and the Kathisma. 

Significantly, these two nuclei were connected together by what appears to have been a 

passage, possibly raised, that formed an edge to the western side of the Palace, facing 

the city. A second raised passage, the Aerial Passages of Marcian, led south from the 

Kathisma as far as the Palace of Hormisdas. In order to establish the extent of the Palace 

enclosure, it is necessary to locate this palace, incorporated into the Great Palace by 

Justinian I on his accession. Croke has recently demonstrated that the Church of Sts. 

Sergius and Bacchus was constructed in the 520’s within the estate of the Palace of 

Hormisdas by Justinian I prior to his accession to the imperial title, as a palace chapel, 

and he associates it with the rivalry for imperial succession between Justinian and 

Anicia Juliana.513 It was built side by side with a probably-basilican plan church of Sts. 

Peter and Paul, which was located to its south. According to Croke’s interpretation, and 

against the earlier interpretations of Mango and Bardill, the church was a palace chapel, 

and may thus be expected to be located close to the most significant palace halls. 

However, the Chrysotriklinos, associated by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini with the 

Palace of Hormisdas, would have been about 300 m. from the curch, if we can locate it 

approximately between the great sea-gate and Mamboury and Wiegand’s ‘Leuchtturm’. 

The impracticality of communicating regularly between these two buildings  alone rules 

the Chrysotriklinos out as part of the core of the Hormisdas Palace. It is much more 

likely that the Hormisdas Palace formed a much more compact, if still monumental, 

complex, to the east of and overlooking the Theodosian Harbour. This establishes the 

south-western district of the Great Palace, formed by the former Palace of Hormisdas, 

as having been located close to that harbour, and having possibly extended to the north 

                                                
513 B. Croke, ‘Justinian, Theodora, and the Church of Saints Sergius and Bacchus,’ 
DOP 60 (2006) 25-63. Procopius locates the church within the Hormisdas Palace. 
Procopius, Buildings, I, 4, 1-8, trans. H. B. Dewing and G. Downey, Procopius, vol. 7 
(London, 1940). 
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as far as feature ‘F: m’, a western-leading branch of the projected western palace 

boundary wall shown on Mamboury’s Gesamtplan derKaiserpaläste.514 

 

Thus, the appearance of the Palace to the city was constituted by the great gates and the 

walled passages. The hypothesis advanced here differs from previous reconstructions, 

which characterized the Great Palace either as pavilions in a park, surrounded by a 

fortified wall, or as an organically unified architectural assemblage. Nonetheless, the 

hypothesis presented here owes a debt to the detailed studies of Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini, the crucial deductions of Ken Dark, and in particular the valuable studies 

of Jan Kostenec, which have demonstrated the value of spatial reconstructions in testing 

hypotheses. 

 

One can imagine the appearance of the palace to the city as being further created by the 

monumental halls rising above the ramparts, similar to the image depicted in the famous 

Palatium mosaic in Ravenna. For the visitor to the Palace, the appearance would be 

created by the sequence of portals, thresholds and passages of increasing exclusivity, 

leading to the heart of the Palace, the great Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita and its portico 

and courtyard. At no stage in this sequence would there appear to have been the 

perception of an organic architectural whole, Swoboda’s baukristall, but rather a 

sequence of nuclei centred upon rectangular or sigma-shaped peristyle courtyards, in 

which the thresholds constituted the most significant representational sites. As such, the 

Great Palace appears to have a problematic relation to the transition in formal typology 

from the Late Antique to mediaeval palace proposed by Swoboda.515  

                                                
514 This feature was not published in Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934), 
but was shown on the archaeological map drawn by Mamboury and included in A. M. 
Schneider, Byzans: Vorarbeiten zur Topographie und Archäologie der Stadt (Berlin, 
1936). This later book also does not mention the survey at ‘F: m’, which was either a 
D.A.I. survey, or one conducted by Mamboury himself- one of many such rescue 
surveys he conducted. The title refers to the dates 1918-32- presumably the period 
during when Mamboury compiled the diverse data into the map. 
515 Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (1919). cf. Ch. 1, ‘Peristyle Paläste 
und Villen’, 5-28. 
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II. Areas of the Great Palace subject to archaeological survey  

 

II.1. Mamboury and Wiegand Area A: Chalkê, Magnaura and Scholae. 

 

II.1.1. Chalkê Gate  

(figs. 110-22, Daphne Palace map, D3-4, E3-4, and Archaeology map, E3-4) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

Only this I will write that the works of the emperor [Justinian] 
include the propylaea of the imperial residence and the so-called 
Chalkê until the so-called house of Ares and beyond the imperial 
residence the baths of Zeuxippus and the great porticoes and all from 
one and the other side until the Forum of Constantine…516  

 

In this section, I will propose a new topographical interpretation for this 

significant site in the Great Palace. The Chalkê, or Bronze Gate also referred to as 

the ‘Palace of Chalkê’, and to which the terms propylaia (prop¥laia) and 

protemenisma (protem™nisma) are applied by Procopius, was the site through 

which the emperor communicated with his city, through carefully staged rituals, 

reflected in the Book of Ceremonies. It was through this gate that ambassadors 

were ushered, to be subjected to the intentionally awe-inspiring splendour of the 

court ceremonial in its great reception halls. It was the route taken by the 

emperors when they visited Hagia Sophia in procession through the great bronze 

doors, and in private, through the elevated passages of the Anabasion and 

Diabatika leading to the Holy Well, and the imperial gallery of the Great Church. 

It was also a site which was emulated by other rulers, the Popes and the Lombard 

and Carolingian rulers, as a sign of rulership. In each of these emulations, a 

monumental two-storied gate house stood in the middle of a great wall with upper 

level gallery. 

 

The building complex does not appear with any certainty in any visual 

representation, despite claims by some scholars that the Trier Ivory, and a drawing 

of carvings on the Column of Arcadius depict versions of it517 but the history and 

                                                
516 H. B. Dewing, G. Downey (transl.), Procopius, Buildings, The Loeb Classical 
Library, 343 (London: Cambridge, 1971). 82. 
517 It has been argued by several scholars that the Trier Ivory represents the 
Chalke Gate, and the interior of the Palace. However there is no definite proof that 
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appearance of the site is partially known through early sources. A gate and palace 

structures, including the Senate building, and possibly the original great hall, are 

recorded as having been destroyed by fire during public riots by the Isaurian 

faction in their uprising against the newly crowned Emperor Anastasius I in 491, 

in which a structure named the Xalki tou Ippikou (‘Bronze [house] of the Horses’) 

was set on fire.518 It is possible that this structure existed on the same site as the 

later Chalkê Gate.519 The peribolos, presumably the Augusteion, was burnt ‘until 

                                                                                                                                 
this is the case. Spain proposed that the ivory represents the translation of the 
Fragment of the True Cross into Jerusalem, whereas Holum and Vikan, and more 
recently Haldon and Ward-Perkins, have supported the interpretation as the 
Chalke and Palace. Even if it does depict the Great Palace, there is not a 
consensus on the date of the ivory, Spain arguing for the seventh century, Holum 
and Vikan arguing that a dating is not possible, Haldon and Ward-Perkins and 
Brubaker proposing a post-Iconoclasm dating. The palace was substantially 
different in the post-Iconoclasm period, so if the later date for its execution were 
correct, the ivory would not supply reliable evidence for the appearance of the 
Early Byzantine palace. See S. Spain ‘The Translation of Relics Ivory, Trier’, 
Dumbarton Oaks Papers  31 (1977) 279-304; K. G. Holum and G. Vikan, ‘The 
Trier Ivory, "Adventus" Ceremonial, and the Relics of St. Stephen’, Dumbarton 
Oaks Papers  33 (1979) 113+115-133; J. Haldon and B. Ward-Perkins, ‘Evidence 
from Rome for the Image of Christ in the Chalke Gate in Constantinople’, BMGS 
23 (1999) 286-296; L. Brubaker, ‘The Chalke Gate, the Construction of the Past 
and the Trier Ivory’, BMGS 23 (1999) 258-285. For an interpretation of a 
structure depicted on the Column of Arcadius as a pre-Justinianic Chalkè, see M. 
J. Johnson, ‘Towards a History of Theoderic’s Building Programme’, Dumbarton 
Oaks Papers 42 (1988) 91; On the translation of the relic of St. Stephen the Proto-
martyr into the eponymous palace chapel, and the role of relics within the Palace, 
see Ioli Kalavrezou, ‘Helping Hands for the Empire: Imperial Ceremonies and the 
Cult of Relics at the Byzantine Court’, in H. Maguire, (ed.) Byzantine Court 
Culture, from 829 to 1204, (Washington D. C.: Dumbarton Oaks, 1997) 57-61.  
518 Malalas, Chronographia, 394, 22-23 and 395, 1-2 = E. Jeffreys, M. Jeffreys 
and R. Scott (transl.) The Chronicle of John Malalas (Melbourne: A.A.B.S., 
1986). 221-22; Chronicon Paschale, 608, 12-16. Translations: E. and M. Jeffreys 
and R. Scott, John Malalas BA 4 (Melbourne, 1986); M. and M. Whitby, 
Chronicon Paschale 284-628 AD (Liverpool, 1989). On the riots against the 
Isaurians, see B. Croke (transl. and commentary), The Chronicles of Marcellinus 
(Sydney: AABS, 1995); idem, Count Marcellinus and His Chronicle, (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2001) 137-138. 
519 Zervou Tognazzi and Bogdanović, have both argued that the Chalkê of 
Anastasius was the first structure of that name to be constructed on the site to the 
east of the Regia. See J. Bogdanović, ‘Chalkê Gate (Entrance of Great Palace)’ 
(2008) Encyclopaedia of the Hellenic World, Constantinople: 
URL: <http://www.ehw.gr/l.aspx?id=12432> (accessed 04/01/10); I. Zervou 
Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké, ingresso principale del Palazzo di Costantinopoli,’ 
in M. Bonfilio, R. F. Campanatia and A. Garzya, (eds.), Bisanzio e I’Occidente: 
arte, archeoogia, storia (Rome, 1996), 33-59. There is no evidence, however, that 
this should have been the case, and the reference in Malalas to the Xalki tou 
Ippikou suggests to the contrary that a prior structure existed there. The Chalkê of 
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the imperial loggia.’ In addition, the public porticoes were burnt to the east as far 

as the Exaippion (site of Diippion?) and to the west until the Forum of 

Constantine.520 These descriptions are vague, but might suggest that the 

topography was similar to that reconstructed by Anastasius, and after the Nika 

Riots of 532 by Justinian I. After all, the Xalki tou Ippikou would seem to refer to 

a ‘Bronze House’ in the location of the Exaippion, which may refer to the later 

site of Diippion.521 Indeed, the area of Exaippion may have referred to the entire 

area from the Hippodrome to the Palace gates. 

 

In commemoration of his victory over the Isaurians, Anastasius I (r. 491-518) is 

recorded as having constructed a ‘Bronze House’ (oikos Xalki) which was 

described as having brazen covering – presumably roof tiles, possibly gilt.522 The 

Chalkê of Anastasius was the subject of an anonymous poem that names the 

architect as Aetherius: 

On the House called Chalkê in the Palace built by Anastasius 
I am the house of Anastasius, the emperor, slayer of tyrants, and I alone 
excel all cities of the earth. I am a cause of wonder to all, since the 
architects, seeing my height, length, and vast breadth, were minded to 
leave the huge pile unroofed; but skilled Aetherius, the most eminent 
master of that laborious art, devised my shape, laying the first fruits of his 
labour before our stainless emperor. Therefore, stretching on all sides my 
vast bulk, I surpass the celebrated wonders of the Italian land. Beauty of 
the Capitolian hall, give place to thy betters, even though thy golden roof 
dazzles the eye. Hide, Pergamus, thy splendid ornament, the grove of 
Rufinus, narrow now beside the halls of this limitless palace; and thou 
Cyzicus, no longer sing of thy noble temple of Hadrian standing fast on the 
long cliff. The pyramids are not capable of vying with me, or the colossus, 
or the Pharus; I alone surpass a great legion of buildings. My prince 
himself, after his victory over the Isaurians, completed me, the house of 

                                                                                                                                 
Anastasius is recorded as having been constructed by the architect Aetherius. See 
A. H. M. Jones, J. R. Martindale, and J. Morris (eds.), Prosopography of the Later 
Roman Empire, II, ‘Aetherius’ II (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980) 
19. 
520 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké’ (1996), 39. Zervou Tognazzi cites 
Malalas, Chronographia, 394, 22-23 and 395, 1-2; Chronicon Paschale, 608, 12-
16; 
521 Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausus, AJA 101 (1997) 67-95 at 92 and fn. 115. Bardill 
notes the opinions of Berger and Guilland that, contrary to the explanation of the 
name ‘Diippion’ in the Patria, both names referred to the same site. 
522 Malalas, Chronographia 394-95; Chronicon Paschale, 608; Zervou Tognazzi, 
‘Propylaea e Chalké’ 33-4, 39.  
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the Dawn, shining with gold, on all sides exposed to the breezes of the four 
winds.523 
 

This raises the question, discussed below, of whether reference to the Anastasian 

Chalké denoted a palace complex, or a gate that led to it.  A description in a poem 

in the Anthologia Graeca (see below) refers to the ‘House of Anastasius’ being 

exposed to the breezes on all four sides. It thus appears to be free-standing, indeed 

suggesting more a residence than a gate. Dark has noted the apparent preference 

for the early Constantinople elite to site their houses high up on the ridges to 

provide sea views. The reference, then, to the Bronze House as the ‘House of the 

Dawn,’ reflecting the first rays of the sun, and ‘on all sides exposed to the breezes 

of the four winds’ does seem to fit into a literary convention of the ideal villa. 524 

Reference in the poem to the ‘House called Chalkê’ could just as well be a 

toponymic, the whole taking its name from the part, the gate rebuilt by 

Anastasius. Again, the reference to the building ‘exposed to the breezes of the 

four winds could equally refer to palace or gate. The Chalkè Gate rebuilt by 

Justinian is known from Procopius’ ekphraseis to have been a tall structure with a 

central dome, which would, indeed, be seen as a figure in the round. 

 

In the description of the Nika Riots, the term ‘Chalkê’ certainly refers to a gate.525  

During the riots, a fire destroyed the area from the gate to the ‘House of Ares’ by 

which is denoted the area of the palace guards, in distinction to the praetoria of 

the Urban Prefect and the Praetorian Prefect,526 after which Justinian I rebuilt the 

complex to the form described in Procopius, Buildings,: 

                                                
523 W. R. Paton, The Greek Anthology III, 656, The Loeb Classical Library 
(London, N. Y., 1917) 362-5. 
524 Paulus Silentarius (651) describes the view from a house situated high upon 
the hills of Constantinople, facing north or east, which reveals the ‘pleasant 
expanse of the sea, struck by the sunlight from all quarters’ such that the house 
meets the ‘saffron-mantled Dawn.’ Agathias Scholasticus (653) describes the hard 
slog required to reach a house in Constantinople, which is, however, compensated 
for by the ‘fine view of the sea.’ In another verse, (677) he describes a house 
‘large and imposing,’ exposed to the north wind’s blasts. W. R. Paton, The Greek 
Anthology III. These sentiments are echoed in the description in Theophanes 
Continuatus of the hall of Karianos built by Theophilus that received the south 
winds. See Theophanes Continuatus, III (Bonn, 1838) 144, 8-10. 
525 Malalas, Chronographia 474 = E. & M. Jeffreys & R. Scott, Malalas, 276. 
526 Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos,’ AJA 101 (1997) 71, fn. 20, and fig. 3: topography 
of the Nike Riots. 
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Four straight walls stand in a quadrangle (tetragonos) rising heaven-high, 
equal to each other in all respects except that those which face south and 
north, respectively, are both slightly shorter than the others. At each corner 
there projects a sort of structure (anastasis) of very carefully worked 
stones, ascending with the wall from the ground to its very top, having 
four sides, to be sure, but joined to the wall on one side, not detracting 
from the beauty of the structure, but actually adding a sort of grace to it by 
the harmony of the similar proportions. Above them rise eight arches, four 
of which support the roof which curves over the centre of the whole 
structure in the form of a suspended dome (sphairoeidês), while the others, 
two toward the south and two toward the north, rest upon the adjoining 
walls and lift on high the vaulted (tholos) roof which is balanced between 
them.527  

 

The Buildings and Parastaseis provide considerable information on the 

appearance of the vestibule, but are vague with regard to its topography. Mango, 

in his 1959 dissertation on the Chalkê, argued that the vestibule of Justinian faced 

west towards the Regia, and the Milion beyond, distinguishing between a large 

bronze gate, and a small iron gate.528 Against his argument, Zervou Tognazzi has 

more recently argued, as noted above, that the references to the Chalkê in the 

Book of Ceremonies refer to a palace, rather than to a gate and vestibule. Zervou 

Tognazzi argues that the Propylaea and the Protemenisma of Chalkê were separate 

structures. She interprets the Propylaea as the Chalkê Gate, and the Protemenisma 

(‘vestibule’) as the ‘palace’ of Chalkê. According to her interpretation, the ‘Palace 

of Chalkê’ was located on the site of the domus of Anastasius, which was, in turn, 

possibly the location of a Constantinian foundation: 

In the first phase the Chalké is only a “domus”, one of the many 
palaces erected in the immense imperial residence, built up by 
Anastasius in 491 in the immediate vicinity of the propylaeia [built 
by] Constantine and consumed by flames in 532. 
 

The Palace of Anastasius is interpreted by Zervou Tognazzi as the structure that, 

together with the gate, was destroyed during the Nika Riots of 532. Zervou 

Tognazzi argues that the cladding of the building in bronze, presumably gilt 

bronze roof tiles, contributed to the name of the Chalkê, And that henceforth, the 

various structures which formed part of this complex were identified 

toponymically as the ‘Chalkê.’ 529  Her interpretation is significant and contributes 

to an understanding of the topography, on the basis of the recent archaeological 
                                                
527 H. B. Dewing, G. Downey (transl.) The Buildings of Procopius, The Loeb 
Classical Library, 343 (London: Cambridge, 1971) 85. 
528 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 85-6. 
529 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké (1996) 33-4.  



 186 

excavations of the area east of Hagia Sophia, which have revealed what appears to 

be the area of the gate, and its internal courtyard, (see below). It appears certain 

that there was a vestibule known as the Chalkê that was the principal gatehouse of 

the Palace but this does not preclude the possibility that the building to the east of 

the temenos of Chalkê was, in its Anastasian phase, a reception complex for the 

Palace, prior to the area becoming the complex of the Scholae, housing guards and 

administrators.  

 

  (ii) Interpretation of the Topography of the Chalkê Gate. 

The topography of the immediate environs of the Chalkê Gate, and in particular 

the relationship between this large structure and the documented Palace gates in 

the vicinity – the large and small gates and the Monothyros – remains 

problematic, as does its relationship to the spaces immediately inside the gate. If 

the Monothyros is simply an alternative name for the great gate of Chalkê, then 

one could reconstruct the vestibule as possessing a single portal (although 

probably with two gate leaves).530 This does not help in reconstructing the original 

gate, which could, conceivably, have resembled more the ‘triumphal’ form with 

three openings, confronting arcades on either side of the Regia.531 While the latter 

arrangement might have been consistent with Late Antique porticoed streets, it is 

not supported by the archaeological evidence (see below). There appears to have 

also been another gate on the eastern façade of the vestibule – the Book of 

Ceremonies refers to a Gate of Scholae that leads into the dome (or vault) of the 

Chalkê.532 In a chapter of the Book of Ceremonies for the Feast of Easter Sunday, 

the emperor ‘…passes through the Excubita and the Scholae, and goes out the big 

door.’533 Neither description is clear enough to form a picture of the actual spatial 

configuration. Mango did not propose a topographical framework for the relation 

of the Scholae and the Chalkê Gate. It is proposed here, on the basis of the I.A.M. 

excavations, that the most likely explanation for the topography is that the 

                                                
530 The Monothyros referred to in relation to the fight between soldiers of the 
Caesarissa and the Emperor (see Appendix I.1) is likely to be a late reference to 
the ‘single gate’ facing the Regia, and thus close to the Church of St. John 
Diippion, reached by soldiers issuing from the Palace. 
531 Johnson, ‘Towards a History of Theoderic’s Building Programme,’ (1988) 73-
96. Johnson argues that the first Chalkê Gate was a tetrapylon, on the basis of the 
drawing of the Column of Arcadius in the Freshfield Folio.  
532 Mango, Brazen House, (1959) 74, citing De cer., I, 1, 13-14. 
533 Moffatt, BOC, I, 9, 63 = Vogt, Cér, I, 9, 58. 
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Protemenisma, the vestibule of the Chalkê Gate, led into an enclosed open space 

(temenos), that was bordered on its eastern side by the Scholae complex.534  

 

In Book I, Chapter 10 of the Book of Ceremonies for Easter Monday, there is a 

reference to the emperor, from Chalkê, crossing through a location called ‘the 

Curtains’ (Kortinai) on horseback in order to reach the great Gate of Excubitores: 

[The emperor] goes through the curtains as far as the inner great door 
of the Exkoubita where the appointment of the skribones takes place, 
and he dismounts there and goes through the Exkoubita in front of 
the three doors of the Consistory. 535  

 

Other passages suggest that there was another connection from the Chalkê to the 

courtyard, or Anadendradion of the Magnaura, to the north. Thus, for example, in 

the chapter in the Book of Ceremonies for a ‘Reception in the Magnaura for the 

Tarsiotes,’ the Saracens pass through the Anadendradion before reaching the 

Triklinos of the Candidati. There is no mention of leaving and entering the palace 

through the Chalkê. 536 In the chapter in the Book of Ceremonies for ‘the 

Coronation and Nuptial Crowning of an augousta’, there is reference made to a 

gate ‘on the right side’ that leads to the Augusteion.537 If the Magnaura can be 

placed north of the Chalkê, thus on the site of MW ‘A: c,’ then one can interpret a 

street-like feature to the south of MW ‘A: c’ as leading from this latter gate. 

Furthermore, the feature in compartment ‘I’ of the recent I.A.M. excavation 

indicates what appears to be a gate that leads onto this passage, and continues to 

the north with a matching gate that would access the Anadendradion (see 

below).538  

 

When the emperor was to leave by Chalkê, he rode a horse through a place called 

Kortinai (Curtains) in front of the Gate of Excubitores. Similarly, when the 

emperor returned by Chalkê, he dismounted from his horse at the Curtains and 

crossed the Church of the Lord, to regain the Great Palace.539 The space of Chalkê 

                                                
534 Ç. Girgin, ‘La porte monumentale trouvée dans les fouilles près de l’ancienne 
prison de Sultanahmet,’ AA 16 (2008) 259-290 at 271 and fig. 32. 
535 Moffatt, BOC, I, 10, 84 = Vogt, Cér, I, 10, 75-6.  
536 Moffatt, BOC, Book II, 15, 583-4. 
537 Moffatt, BOC, Book I, 41, 215. 
538 Girgin, ‘La porte monumentale’, AA 16 (2008) 259-290 fig. 32. 
539 This gate is associated here with the opening on the southern return wall of 
MW feature ‘A: a’. See Vogt, Cér. I, 92-93. 
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through which one could cross from north to south will be interpreted here as an 

atrium, connecting the gates with the complex of Scholae to the east.540 Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini locates the Scholae and the Master of Offices (Magister 

Officiorum) directly to the east, of the Chalkê temenos, the rooms of the Master of 

Offices lying at a level below that of the Chalkê at 26 m.541 The question arises 

from this as to the historical transformation of this region of the Palace, lying 

immediately behind the entrance: when was the Scholae established in this 

location, and what existed in that location prior to the existence of the Scholae 

quarter that is mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies? Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini interprets the function of the Scholae by the tenth century as 

consisting of a combination of detachments of palace guards and civil 

administrators – scribes, translators and interpreters, and foreign agents. Could the 

tenth-century Scholae have occupied the site of Constantine I’s official reception 

palace, and the ‘House of Anastasius’?542 

 

 (iii) Evidence of the excavations in the grounds of the Four Seasons 

 Hotel (Old Prison) (1997 to present). 

Since 1997, excavations have taken place at the site of the former grounds of the 

Ottoman era prison, now the Four Seasons Hotel, south of the site of the former 

Law Courts, by archaeologists of the Istanbul Archaeological Museum, initially 

directed by Alpay Pasinli.543 The excavations, to date only partially published, 

have substantially advanced knowledge of palatine topography. In the first 

reports, Pasinli reported on Late Byzantine and Ottoman structures on the site.544 

                                                
540 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 188. Prior to the recent 
archaeological discoveries, Guilland had referred to the Chalkê as ‘un vaste 
atrium,’ a reasonable assessment.  
541

 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople’ (1999) 
12-13. It is conceivable that the large structures at this level were those associated 
later with the ‘Prison of Chalkê,’ since no basement structures were found 
associated with the vestibule. See also Mango, Brazen House (1959) 34. 
542 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké’ (1996) 39. Mango interpreted the 
references to the ‘House of Anastasius’ as referring to the vestibule. Mango, 
Brazen House (1959) 26-30. 
543 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008), 259-290. 
544 A. Pasinli, ‘Büyük Saray Bölgesinde Sultanahmet Eski Cezaevi Bahçesindeki 
1997-1998 kazı Çalişmaları Ait Rapor.’ 10 Müze Kurtama Kazıları Semineri 1999 
(2000) 95-114; ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo: Interventi di Scavo il 
Giardino della Vecchia Prigione di Sultanahmet’, in E. Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini (ed.) Il Gran Palazzo degli Imperatori di Bisanzio (Istanbul: 
Associazione Palatina Istanbul, 2000) 37-45; idem, ‘“Pittakia” ve Magnum 
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More recently, Girgin has documented the discovery of what appear to be 

foundations of a wall and monumental entrance. Despite several attributional 

problems in Girgin’s publication (see below), the I.A.M. excavation appears to 

have definitively located the site of the main entrance into the Great Palace up to 

the eighth century, the Chalkê Gate (figs. 110-120). 

 

Cyril Mango proposed the general location of the gate, documenting the various 

Byzantine-period descriptions of it, and the references to its contiguous chapel.545 

Against earlier reconstructions of the site by Ebersolt, and Vogt, who had 

positioned the gate facing north, in the direction of the Augusteion and Hagia 

Sophia (a more apparently obvious architectural resolution), Mango argued on 

topographical grounds, making use of panoramic drawings by Loos and a view 

drawn for Worsley, and the Kauffer-le Chevalier map of Istanbul, that the Chalkê 

Gate was directly aligned with the Regia, the continuation of the Mesê, the central 

street of Constantinople that led west to the Forum of Constantine (fig. 12; 

Istanbul Topography map). According to Mango’s interpretation, the Chalkê Gate 

would, therefore, have faced towards the Milion which, he argued, stood at the 

junction of the Mesê and the Regia, and would have led into an entrance 

courtyard, with other side entrances  – the ‘small iron gate’ leading north to the 

Holy Well from the Chytos of the Chalkê, the latter probably being identifiable 

with the gate structure on the northern side of the Chalkê courtyard.  

 

The excavations have taken place in relation to three broad sectors: Sector I, the 

site of the Old Law Courts, east of Hagia Sophia; Sector II, further to the north, 

which was partially excavated on its western side by Lemerle in the 1930’s and 

fully excavated by the current I.A.M. project, and Sector III, north of the Ottoman 

prison (fig. 110). Sector I contains the remains identified as those of the Chalkê 

                                                                                                                                 
Palatium- Büyük Saray Bölgesinde 1999 Yılı Kazı Çalişmaları (Eski Sultanahmet 
Cezaevi Bahçesi),’ MÇKKS 11 (2001) 41-63; ‘“Pittakia” ve Magnum Palatium- 
Büyük Saray Bölgesinde 1999 Yılı Kazı Çalişmaları (Eski Sultanahmet Cezaevi 
Bahçesi),’ 11. Müze Çalişmaları ve Kurtama Kazıları Sempozyumu 2000 (2001) 
41-63;‘“Pittakia” ve “Magnum Palatium-Büyük Saray” Bölgesinde 2000 yılı kazı 
Çalişmaları (Sultanahmet Eski Cezaevi Bahçesi),’ 12 Müze Çalişmaları ve 
Kurtama Kazıları Sempozyumu 2001 (2002) 1-22;‘“Pittakia” ve “Magnum 
Palatium-Büyük Saray” Bölgesinde yapılan 2001 yılı kazı Çalişmaları (Sultan- 
-ahmet Eski Cezaevi Bahçesi),’ 13. Müze Çalişmaları ve Kurtama Kazıları 
Sempozyumu 2002 (2003) 1-16. 
545 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 92-98. 



 190 

Gate and its surroundings. Sector II was found to contain 7 m. of deposits from 

the period of construction of the university, and later law courts in the nineteenth 

century. Beneath these deposits were sixteenth-century Ottoman buildings, with 

an ‘incoherent’ layout.  This sector is also associated by Girgin, almost certainly 

erroneously, with the Church of Christ Chalkites.546 The structures to the east of 

Sector II would appear to be too far removed from Hagia Sophia to correspond to 

that Byzantine church located by Mango.547 A street was found in Sector III, 

south-east of ‘Wall C,’ running east-west, and bordered by building structures on 

both sides, including those noted by Mamboury and Wiegand as area ‘A: c.’548  

 

Based on the evidence of the excavations, Girgin proposes that the Chalkê Gate 

was a structure that stood in advance of a stoutly-walled entrance courtyard (fig. 

111). She notes the evidence for a marble plinth that faced to the west, at the 

centre of which, three marble steps extended from a 6.20 m. wide opening in the 

wall on the axis of the Milion located to the west of the Augusteion. These steps 

led down to a ground surface faced with marble flagstones.549 Study of the stone 

blocks and cramping revealed that the opening was a gate, within a vestibule that, 

according to Girgin’s interpretation, was about 17.5 m. wide, and somewhat less 

in depth, standing in advance of a quadrangular walled court. Significantly, Girgin 

relates the wall and fragments of a vestibule to the wall feature ‘A: a’, recorded by 

Mamboury and Wiegand. The two features are aligned with each other on their 

southern flanks, suggesting that they comprise the eastern and western walls of a 

large hypaethral courtyard that is, however, rather smaller than some descriptions 

had made it appear.550 The space formed by the walls (M36 to the west, M24 to 

the north, M6 and M7 to the south) and ‘A: a’ to the east constitutes a rectangular 

                                                
546 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008), 259-290. 
On the basis of an apparent resemblance of this grouping to structures shown in 
the drawing of the Hippodrome in the Freshfield Folio held in the King’s College 
library, Cambridge University (fig. 167-69), Girgin speculates that the 
Arslanhane, a former Byzantine church thought by Mango to be that of Christ 
Chalkites, may have been located here, prior to its destruction by fire. However, 
as has been argued here, and as Bardill has argued on the basis of primary sources, 
the building depicted is almost certainly that of St. John Diippion, not Christ 
Chalkites. 
547 Mango, Brazen House (1959) figs. 28-9. 
548 E. Mamboury and T. Wiegand, Die Kaiserpaläste von Konstantinopel (Berlin, 
1934) pl. 111. 
549 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2007) 268. 
550 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 26. 
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area 33 m. east-west by 55 m. north-south.551 Structures that might have supported 

a roof were not found although the narrow area of the excavations renders this 

absence inconclusive. Despite differences in the recorded thicknesses of walls, 

this congruence between the features does support Girgin’s interpretation.552  

 

At its southern end, the prolongation of the western wall (‘M36’) to the east turns 

into two contiguous walls. This difference could be explained by the two walls 

being built at different periods, the later builder incorporating an older wall into 

the structure. The southern most of these two continguous walls appears to align 

with the wall directed 16 m. to the west from the southern end of MW wall feature 

‘A: a,’ suggesting that they are related, although no detailed information is given 

as to brick sizes, or stamps. It may be the case that the western section of 2.5 m. 

thick marble wall derives either from an original structure of Constantine I or his 

immediate successors, or from a structure erected by Anastasius I at the end of the 

fifth or the beginning of the sixth century. 

 

Procopius’ description of the finishes of the new Chalkê, rebuilt by Justinian after 

the Nika Riots of 532, appears consistent with the structure excavated by Girgin’s 

team: 

…and the whole interior of the building, as far as the mosaics above, 
is clothed with handsome marbles, not only the upright surfaces, but 
the whole of the pavement as well. Some of these marbles are of 
Spartan stone which rivals the emerald, while some simulate the 
flame of fire; but the most of them are white in colour, yet the white 
is not plain, but is set off with wavy lines of blue which mingle with 
the white.553 

                                                
551 It should be noted that Mamboury and Wiegand give the length of the wall ‘A: 
a’ as approximately 73.5 m. See Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 
1934) 35 and figs. 90 ff. 
552 One complication to this otherwise convincing interpretation is that the wall 
‘A: a,’ which Girgin has assumed to be the eastern boundary of the entrance 
courtyard of the Chalkê, is described by Mamboury and Wiegand as being only 
1.25 m. wide, and constructed in its lower portion of limestone blocks 40 cm high 
by 60 cm. long. See Mamboury and Wiegand Kaiserpaläste  (1934) 35. The wall, 
excavated by Girgin on behalf of the I.A.M., is described as having a base of 
cramped blocks of marble, on which rises a brick wall laid in mortar and tiles of 
an average thickness of 2.50 m. See Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) 267. 
The cramped marble block on the south-west inside corner of wall M36 is 1.7 m. 
long by about 0.95 m. wide. Those on the northern abutment of the central gate 
(Compartment E) are 1.7 m. by 1.3 m. This discrepency may merely reflect that 
fact that the southern wall is within the enceinte, and had less of a defensive rôle. 
553 H. B. Dewing et al. (transl.), The Buildings of Procopius (1971) 87. 
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Girgin refers to ‘…un dallage bichrome en marbre bleu et blanc qui semble 

s’étendre à l’ensemble de l’espace rectangulaire.’554 This certainly resembles the 

white marble ‘set off with wavy lines of blue’ described by Procopius. The 

interior of the vestibule was, according to the description of Procopius, indeed 

lavishly decorated. In addition to the marble floor and revetment, he refers to 

mosaic pictures on the walls of the Chalké, which depicted battle scenes, 

celebrating the emperor’s victories in Italy and Libya, with the captive kings of 

the Vandals and the Goths led as prisoners of war. The scenes might have been of 

a triumph, with narrative depictions of the wars to the sides. The imperial couple 

are standing in the centre, with the Senators ‘around them,’ a description which 

recalls the mosaic representations of the imperial court in the Ravenna Church of 

San Vitale, also constructed under Justinian I.555  

 

 (iv) The Raised Passage, (Anabasion, Diabatika). 

A passage from Theophanes describes the Empress Irene, at the coronation of 

Constantine VI in 776, ascending via the Anabasion of the Chalkê to the gallery 

of the Church (Hagia Sophia) ‘…without going out into the midst of the 

Embolos.’556 The Anabasion of the Chalkê was thus a raised passage that 

provided a private route to the gallery of Hagia Sophia. From the Chytos, which 

according to Mango could be understood as an annexe or porch with a singly-

pitched roof, it connected to the Diabasion of Magnaura, which ended above the 

Embolos or entrance, to the Holy Well, presumably bridging over the street on the 

eastern side of Hagia Sophia.557 Zervou Tognazzi interprets it as a passage, 

possibly fortified, leading to the Iron Gate. According to this explanation, and on 

the basis of the I.A.M. finds, it appears possible that references to ‘…the Chytos 

of the Small Gate of the Chalkê’ 558 may refer to a portico leading to the Iron 

Gate, with a singly-pitched roof attached not to the Chalkê Gate itself, but rather 

to the large courtyard to which it gave access, and to which its name may have 

                                                
554 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2007) 271: [‘a bichromatic pavement made 
of blue and white marble which seems to extend to the rectangular space’ 
(author’s translation).]  
555 H. B. Dewing et al. (transl.), The Buildings of Procopius (1971) 86-87. 
556 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 88. 
557 This may be concluded based upon the evidence of the western boundary wall 
of the Palace revealed by the I.A.M. excavations. 
558 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 86. 
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been lent, and to the arched entrance (probably the Iron Gate) located at the north-

western corner of that courtyard where, presumably, a raised walkway 

(Anabasion) connected across to a similar structure in the forecourt of the 

Magnaura (Diabatika). This raised walkway, in turn, may have connected to the 

gallery of Hagia Sophia. It remains unclear where the staircase was located by 

which the emperor and empress ascended to the Anabasion. It is proposed here 

that this passage probably extended across the entire 55 m. frontage- probably 

with windows opening towards the Regia, (fig. 120). No mention of anything 

corresponding to the foundation of a raised passage is made by Girgin. However, 

several elements may support an inference of the Raised Passage’s location. In 

Compartment B, Girgin refers to drystone walls M41, M42 and M43. These are 

discussed as ‘Byzantine additions’ to the original gate structure. These appear to 

be parallel with the outer walls M36 and M6. The inner face of M43 is 

approximately 4.4 m. to the east of M36. A massive wall, M48, also parallel with 

M6, is described as lying beneath the paving, and therefore predating the date of 

the paving. However, the paving in this level is extremely disturbed, and any 

inference from one small area of paving overlaying M42 seems inconclusive – it 

may have been dislodged from elsewhere if the material of M42 were robbed. 

Alternatively, the paving could have been laid after the construction of the wall 

M36 and the Chalkê itself. Further confusing the picture is a small, possibly Late 

Byzantine, cistern located in the south-western corner of compartment B. It should 

be noted that the latter compartment is the only one extending as far to the east, so 

it is not impossible that the feature M41, assumed by Girgin to be a later addition, 

may have been part of the Anabasion connecting the Palace with Hagia Sophia559 

If a raised passage ran from the south to the north, then the general configuration 

of the elements would correspond closely with the known examples of gate, wall, 

passage and forecourt at the Lateran, Aachen (fig. 42-44, 122), Ingelheim (fig. 95-

96) and the Kievan castle-palace of Bogolyubovo, near Vladimir (fig. 121).560 

These buildings share the characteristics of a monumental lower storey, and an 

arcade at the level of the raised walkway (see below). 

 

The greatest limitation in interpreting the excavations reported by Girgin is the 

lack of published stratigraphical data, portable artefacts, mosaic tesserae, or brick-

                                                
559 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008), 259-290.  
560 Mango, Brazen House, (1959) 87-92. 
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stamp analysis that might assist in dating and interpreting the various structures – 

the only stratigraphical observation regarding soil deposits is a reference to the 

very disturbed ground in Sector II. This makes problematical the references to the 

relative date of construction of brick or stone walls. There is also no attempt to 

relate the method of construction of the area excavated by the I.A.M. team to the 

construction of the area of the MW ‘north-west boundary wall’ ‘A: a’ (fig. 124); 

Mamboury and Wiegand did attempt to establish the earlier and later phases of 

this area, and recorded the brick stamps they found there. This lack of 

documentation may hopefully be supplemented by further publications of the 

evidence by the I.A.M. team. 

 

 (v) Architectural interpretation of the raised passage and Chalkê. 

Manfred Luchterhand has associated the long, raised passage of the mediaeval 

Lateran Palace in Rome, the Makrona, directly with the raised passages of the 

Great Palace.561 The external appearance of the Makrona which, Luchterhand 

argues, was named in emulation of a similar passage in the Great Palace, may be 

partially deduced from the view of the Lateran Palace from the north-west in 

1534/35 by Martin van Heemskerck (fig. 87), and in the evidently less accurate 

view of the Lateran Palace and Church in a fresco in the Vatican, of before 1588. 

In both drawings, a raised passage is depicted on the upper level of a wall. In van 

Heemskerk’s drawing, the older portico of the sixth to seventh century is seen on 

the left, accessed from the square by a vaulted staircase. Significantly, the 

Makrona forms an integral part of the façade of the Palace, together with the gate, 

confronting the square opposite.  

 

The I.A.M. excavations have partially enabled the comparisons by Mango and 

Luchterhand between these examples and the Chalkê to be confirmed (figs. 110-

11). As noted above, they reveal the existence of a monumental vestibule leading 

into a large walled courtyard. The outer face of the western wall had an engaged 

order and was capable of supporting an upper storey.562 It is proposed that this 

                                                
561 M. Luchterhandt, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo 
III.,’ in C. Stiegemann and M. Wemhoff, (eds.) 799 - Kunst und Kultur der 
Karolingerzeit  (Mainz,1999) 109-122. 
562 Girgin, La Porte Monumentale (2008) 267-73. The Chalkê vestibule is 
identified by Girgin with wall features M9 and M1, as no structures were found 
which would suggest that the courtyard formed by walls ‘A: a’ to the east, M36 to 
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second storey was indeed the Anabasion, which would connect from the Palace 

north to both the Chalkê itself, and the Diabatika of the Magnaura. Niches found 

on the outer face enable one to suggest that the façade of the Chalkê Gate would 

have been adorned with statues, as was described in the Parastaseis, which 

mentions statues of the Emperor Maurice, his wife and children, positioned above 

the image of Christ.563 Various others statues of members of the Imperial families 

are referred to in the sources,564 as well as four Gorgon heads mounted on the left 

(northern) side of the façade of the Chalkê Gate,565 and two horses, ‘above the 

Gorgons, on an arch.’566 The latter two references may, however, be to statuary at 

the Melete Gate, which was to the ‘left’ of the Chalkê Gate. There is also a 

reference to statues of the family of Theodosius I in the area of the Chalkê.567 This 

may refer to the space either in front of the façade, or within the courtyard east of 

the vestibule. Regardless of the accuracy of the texts, it appears highly likely, 

particularly given the discovery of the marble pilasters with niches, that statuary 

served an important function, and was incorporated into the ornamentation of both 

the vestibule and courtyard wall of the Chalkê (fig. 116).568  

                                                                                                                                 
the west, the continuation of walls M6 and M7 to the south, and that of M24 to the 
north, was roofed. If wall feature M9, which was partially destroyed by the 
construction of the University building, later the Old Law Courts, is assumed to 
be the same width as M1 to its north, then the overall north-south dimension of 
the supposed gate would be about 17.7 m. According to this interpretation, M9 
and M1 would be the south-east and north-east piers of the vestibule of the Chalkê 
Gate, projecting forward from the monumental 2.5 m. wall M36, which, as 
evidenced by the remains, was ornamented with a colonnade and pilasters with 
niches. Girgin suggests that the great size of the wall could have supported a 
second storey.  
563 Parastaseis 5b = A. Cameron and J. Herrin (eds. and transl.), Parastaseis 
Syntomoi Chronikai (Leiden, 1984) 63. 
564 Parastaseis 33 = Op. cit., 95. A statue of Pulcheria is stated to be located on 
the Chalkê Gate, similar to the one located in the peripatos in front of the palace. 
The reference to a peripatos here could either refer to the peristyle within the 
Augusteion, or to the Delphax within the palace complex. Less probably, the 
reference could denote the arcades flanking the Chalkê Gate. 
565 Parastaseis 44a, 78 = Op. cit., 121-2, 159. These Gorgons may perhaps be 
associated with the massive, two-headed Gorgon impost block still to be seen in 
the grounds of the Istanbul Archaeological Museum, and the similar Gorgon head 
re-used as a column base in the Yerebatan (Basilica) Cistern. 
566 Parastaseis 44a = Op. cit., 121-2. 
567 Parastaseis 77 = Op. cit., 159. 
568 On the function of statuary in early Constantinople, see S. Bassatt, The Urban 
Image of Late Antique Constantinople (Cambridge, 2004). Note that Guberti 
Bassatt does not mention any statues within the Palace. However, the existence of 
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Given the references to its height, to the Anabasion, and the evidence provided by 

comparisons with analogous palace structures, it seems likely that the vestibule 

was the equivalent of two storeys in height. Given its width of about 17.5 m., its 

height may be estimated as, perhaps, being in the vicinity of 12 m., given 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s hypothesis of the Palace levels being about 5 m. 

per floor, and allowing for a pediment and base.569 Above the façade, the roof was 

supported by four vaults in cruciform formation, and covered in gilt bronze 

tiles.570 From the description of Procopius, it would appear that the Chalkê gate 

house was surmounted by a central dome, possibly pierced by lunettes as in Hagia 

Sophia (see below). Such a dome would have, given its height of perhaps 20 m. to 

its apex, stood out clearly as a significant landmark as seen from the direction of 

the Milion, and would have served as an effective visual termination of that 

passage, as did the monumental columns erected in the fora of Constantinople 

(fig. 119).571 

 

However, a difficulty persists in interrelating the archaeological evidence and 

Procopius’ description. The excavation area did not extend far enough to the west 

to establish the plan of the vestibule, whether an east-west directed passage, or a 

structure of cruciform plan, as is assumed to be the meaning of Procopius’ 

description given above. It is argued here, against Zervou Tognazzi’s thesis, that 

this description may be reconciled with both the archaeological evidence, and 

references in the Book of Ceremonies, in which it is clear that the Emperor passes 

through several gates, such as that of the Exkoubites or Kourtinai, presumably 

separating peristyle courtyards. There seems no reason that the Emperor should 

have entered a building, the postulated ‘Palace’ of Chalkê, in order to reach the 

‘Gate’ of Chalkê, where the two are separated by a courtyard.572 The Chalkê of 

Anastasius I is interpreted by Zervou Tognazzi as the structure which, together 

with the gate, was destroyed during the Nika riots of 532. It was characterized by 

bronze cladding, presumably gilt bronze roof tiles which, she argues, gave rise to 
                                                                                                                                 
statues appears to have been proved by the discovery by the I.A.M. team of 
marble niches north and south of the site of the Chalkê Gate. 
569 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople’ (1999) 
9-16. 
570 Mango, The Brazen House (Copenhagen, 1959) 21-26. 
571 F. A. Bauer, Stadt, Platz und Denkmal in der Spätantike (Mainz, 1996) 365-66. 
572 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalkê’, (1996) 41 and fn. 48.  
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the name of the Chalkê. Henceforth, the various structures which formed part of 

this complex were identified toponymically as the ‘Chalkê.’ Between the 

‘Propylaea’ and the ‘Palace,’ Zervou Tognazzi locates a courtyard, which she 

identifies with the ‘Proaulia’ mentioned in a passage connected to Leo the Wise. 

However, Zervou Tognazzi does not acknowledge the multiple possible 

interpretations of the text by Clement Alenadrinus cited in her argument: 

In order to explain that the men do not have to only embellish their 
face, the external aspect, but also the deepest part, their soul, used in 
the same phrase to these two architectural terms to show different 
structures ‘… ois kai propylaia par’ aftois kai protemenismata 
exiskitai… 573 

 

While Zervou Tognazzi interprets this to mean two separate buildings, it could 

just as plausibly be interpreted as referring to the outside (the ‘face’) and the 

inside (the ‘soul’) symbolized by the same structure. Zervou Tognazzi also 

questions the findings of the Casson team regarding the location of the Baths of 

Zeuxippus, and locates the Palace gate close to the ‘piazza of the Milion’.574 This 

would appear to have been disproved by the evidence from the I.A.M. 

excavations, which places a boundary wall and vestibule on the location predicted 

by Mango. In particular, the structure revealed appears to be a wall with central, 

advanced vestibule, behind which appears to have been a paved courtyard. The 

latter could be identified with the proaulia (literally the space that lies before the 

hall), but the vestibule is not accounted for by Zervou Tognazzi, while being 

consistent with Mango’s account. No evidence has been revealed of the propylaia, 

the western boundary of the excavation not extending far enough to resolve 

whether it existed. The location of the Chalkê façade is, on the basis of the 

excavations, unlikely to have been further east of the I.A.M. excavations, as 

proposed by Zervou Tognazzi, a thesis that also requires the relocation of the 

Baths of Zeuxippus from the position proposed by the Casson team, and 

supported by the work of Mamboury.  

 

The two terms mentioned by Procopius, propylaia (prop¥laia): ‘…the 

[propylaia] …of the Palace and the so-called Chalkê as far as what is called the 

House of Ares…’,575 and protemenisma (protem™nisma): ‘…this protememenisma 

                                                
573 Author’s translation of Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalkê’, (1996) 35. 
574 Op. cit., 54-55) 
575 Propylaia: 
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[vestibule] which they call Chalkê...’576 may be interpreted thus: propylaia as a 

columnar structure preceding an entrance, or alternatively, a reference to the 

colonnades of the Regia street, or simply ‘gate,’ and protemenisma as ‘before or 

in front of the temenos’ – which might connote a vestibule leading into a 

courtyard, as was common among high-status Late Antique courtyard houses.577 

This raises the question of what would be understood as a propylaia in the sixth 

century. The propylaia of the Palace of the Giants in Athens consisted of a 

pedimented exastyle façade leading to a covered colonnaded space bracketed by 

the rectangular stone masses of rooms, possibly for reception, on either side (fig. 

53). The mention of a propylaia by Procopius may have either referred to the gate 

itself, or to a structure in front of the gate, like a porch. However, Zervou 

Tognazzi raises the point that in Procopius’ description, the propylaia and the 

Chalkê are distinguished. Thus the two terms may simply connote ‘gate’ and 

‘vestibule’. Procopius’ description might imply a cruciform internal layout, 

defined by a tetrapylon structure, with emphasis to the north-south axis. The 

reference to the Anastasis (literally ‘the rising’- a pier?) meeting the wall on only 

one face is confusing. The wall features M9 and M1 may be said to meet M36 on 

one face, but the description is of four walls. The latter cannot refer to the walls of 

the courtyard, as no evidence of a buttress-like ‘Anastasis’ was found by Girgin 

on these walls.  

 

A second difficulty is raised by Procopius’ reference to eight arches, of which 

four support a dome (sphairoeidês) while the other four support the vaulted roof 

to north and south. The width of the two excavated piers is about 5 m., too small a 

dimension for a vault to require three arches from the springing of the dome to the 

north and south walls. An alternative explanation might be that the two side 

arches refer to a pair of arches in the north and south walls themselves, in a 

similar arrangement to the paired arched windows in the southern façade of the 

Church of St. Irene in Constantinople forming the shape of an ‘m.’ The vaults, 

almost certainly of ceramic tile and cement, would have been essentially self-
                                                                                                                                 
Dewing et al. (transl.), The Buildings of Procopius (1971) 81 (I, 9, 10): ‘… tå te 
prop¥laia kaÁ Ô kaloym™nh Xalk∂ m™xri ®q tØn =Areoq kalo¥menon oμkon…’ 
Here I have substituted propylaia for gate to reflect a different interpretation 
of its meaning. 
576 Protemenisma: 
Op. cit., 85 (I, 9, 10): ‘…tØ protem™nismå ®stin d kalo†si Xalk∂n…’ 
577 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké,’(1996) 34. 
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supporting, spanning between the corner piers. This would appear to partially 

reflect the reference to them ‘…rest(ing) on the adjoining walls.’ It should be 

noted here that Procopius was not writing as an architect, but within an ekphrasis 

convention, within which descriptions of buildings included stories praising the 

patron of the building, and which emphasized the appearance of the structures – 

their ornamentation and effect upon the beholder. So for a layman, two arches 

sitting under a vaulted end wall could be said to ‘support’ it. If the latter 

interpretation is correct, then in contrast, the western entrance façade of the 

vestibule might be imagined to possess a vault that extends beyond the plane of 

the gates themselves, providing protection to the latter, as well as to the icon 

above – this would, in general terms, accord with the appearance of the structure 

to the left of the Trier Ivory, interpreted by Zervou Tognazzi as the Chalkê 

Gate.578 

 

 (vi) The Chalke Icon 

The façade of the Chalkê Gate, as noted above, possessed bronze doors and – 

certainly after the Iconoclast period – an image of Christ in a lunette above, 

flanked by statues. Mango, citing post-Iconoclasm texts, argued that an icon 

existed prior to Iconoclasm and was destroyed under the orders of the emperor 

Leo III in 726.579 Zervou Tognazzi argues that the first representation of Christ 

above the Palace gate took the form of a bronze statue, the ‘bronze saint’, and 

associates it with a reference by Stephen, a deacon of Hagia Sophia to τῆς χαλκῆς 

στῆλης that was destroyed by Leo III.580 In contradiction to this thesis, Auzépy has 

argued that it was an ideological invention of the period of the early ninth century 

and the regency of Irene.581 The earliest account of the removal of an icon by Leo 

                                                
578 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké’ (1996) 43. 
579 Mango (1958) 103, 108–112: Parastaseis. 
580 I. Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propilei e Chalké, ingresso principale del Palazzo di 
Costantinopoli’, in C. Barsanti et al. (eds.) Bisanzio e l'Occidente: arte, 
archeologia, storia. Studi in onore di Fernanda de’ Maffei (Rome, 1996) 42-43. 
Berger similarly argues that the first representation was a bronze statue. He cites 
the passage in Patria 13/ig' = P III 20. PerÁ t∂q xalk∂q st∂lhq t∂q Ástam™nhq eÁq 
tÓn p¥lhn: Berger interprets the statue mentioned in this passage as a bust of 
Christ. See A. Berger, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Patria Konstantinupoleos,’ Poikila 
Byzantina 8 (Bonn, 1988,) 252-255. 
581 See Marie-France Auzépy in ‘La destruction de l’icône du Christ de la Chalcé 
par Leon III: propagande ou réalité?’, Byzantion, 60 (1990) 445–92; R. Cormack, 
‘Women and Icons, and Women in Icons’, in Women, Men, and Eunuchs: Gender 
in Byzantium, ed. Liz James (New York: Routledge, 1997) 41; C. Antonova, 
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III, ‘the image which had existed since the foundation of the City’ dates to the 

ninth century, according to Antonova, who argues that the Chalke icon ‘took [the] 

place of  the portrait of the emperor Constantine.’ This raises the question of 

whether this image represented Christ, or indeed Constantine I. The latter image, 

according to Eusebius, Vita Constantiniis, Ch. 3, depicted, in encaustic – that is, 

in fresco painting – the image of the victorious emperor, with a cross above his 

head, and a serpent  pierced by a spear (‘dart’), and trampled under the feet of 

himself and his children. The historicity of the famous Chalke Gate episode has 

been called into question by recent scholars, as, for example, by Marie-France 

Auzépy, supported by Cormack, who sees it as a fiction of the early ninth century. 

Auzépy argues that the icon of Christ on the Chalke Gate did not exist before the 

empress Eirene, who installed the image, asserting that she was replacing an 

image that had been removed in 726 by the iconoclasts. In other words, the first 

icon was an iconophile invention of the post-iconoclastic period, when the Chalke 

Gate was installed with an icon of Christ over its bronze gate. There remains the 

possibility that the original representation of the victorious emperor Constantine 

were confused with a ‘remembered’ icon of Christ. Another interpretation might 

be that the encaustic representation of Constantine I and his sons triumphing over 

evil in the form of a serpent might have been conflated with passage of time into 

an icon of Christ.582  

 

 (vii) Architectural Ornament of the Chalke Gate 

To either side of the entrance gate, there may have been other niches, similar to 

those found by Girgin’s team. Framing the façade were the rectangular piers 

mentioned by Procopius. Behind the vestibule, to either side, and in front of the 

wall M36, were colonnades, framing at least two statue niches set within marble 

                                                                                                                                 
Space, Time, and Presence in the Icon Seeing the World with the Eyes of God 
(Farnham: Ashgate, 2010) 66 and fn. 15; H. A. Dean, ‘Icons of the Iconodule: 
Gender, Politics, and Orthodoxy in the Palaiologan Imagery of Saint Theodosia’, 
MA thesis, University of Oregon, 2009; E. Kountoura-Galake, ‘Constantine V 
Kopronymos or Michael VIII Paleologos the New Constantine? The Anonymous 
Encomium of Saint Theodosia’, Byzantina Symmeitka 15 (2002); J. Haldon and B. 
Ward-Perkins, ‘Evidence from Rome for the Image of Christ on the Chalke Gate’, 
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 23 (1999) 296. Cyril Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire 312-1453: Sources and Documents (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972) 157; idem, Brazen House, 111-112. 
582 On the representation of Constantine and his sons: Eusebius of Caesarea, Vita 
Constantinii III, 72. 
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pilasters, rising from an edge profiled marble plinth. No evidence was found by 

Girgin’s team of stone revetment facing the external brick masonry of wall M36. 

If it existed (by comparison, the structure, possibly part of the Patriarchal Palace, 

adjacent to Hagia Sophia in the Freshfield drawing, probably of the early seventh 

century, appears to show such revetment on its façade) this is not recorded by 

Procopius. This interpretation, deriving both from the archaeological evidence and 

the comparison of analogous buildings, such as the Golden Gate façade at Split, 

differs both from Dyggve’s attempt to identify a type of palace forecourt, the so-

called ‘Hypaethral Basilica’: 

The testimony of this Byzantine Chalkê has preeminent importance for our 
problems concerning Ravenna, a city for which the imperial residence on 
the Bosphorus was the model. That this infuence was felt in Ravenna and 
in particular a part of the aforementioned palace called “Chalkê,” is 
documented by the fact that in the palace of Theodoric, this term is found 
conserved in the lines of Agnellus. With the aid of these words, five names 
of locality in the Palace of Theoderic can be had: Chalkê; prima porta 
Palatii; Tribunalium; Porta Regia; Triclinium (quod vocatur ad mare). 
The agreement between the said names Chalkê, Tribunalium and 
Triclinium with the names handed down from the model of Constantinople 
is manifest. 583 

 

Johnson has more recently attempted to connect the Palatium Mosaic at Ravenna 

with the model of the Chalkê Gate. He argues that the tetrapylon structure 

depicted on the Column of Arcadius, which he identifies as the Chalkê built by 

Constantine I, bears a marked resemblance to the central structure shown in the 

mosaic. While it is argued above that the Palatium Mosaic depicts the façade of a 

palace, not the palace gate,584 the representation on the Column of Arcadius may 

well depict the propylaia of the Chalkê (figs. 117-18). The argument presented 

here does not exclude the possibility of the interpretation by Zervou Tognazzi, 

that the appelation ‘Chalkê’ was two-fold and toponymic, referring both to the 

Gate (propylaia) and to the Anastasian palace of Chalkê, which may possibly have 

existed on the site of a previous, Constantinian foundation.585 The question of 

where Constantine’s Palace gate was located is an entirely different matter. 

Certainly, Bardill’s analysis of the topographical context of the Nika Riots in 532 

                                                
583 E. Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum: La Basilica Ipetrale Per Cerimonie 
(Copenhagen, 1941) 45-46 (author’s translation from original Italian). 
584 Johnson, ‘Towards a history of Theoderic’s Building Programme’ (1988) 91. 
However the image of a tetrapylon on the column of Arcadius may well represent 
the propylaea of the Chalkê. 
585 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké’ (1996) 40, 45.  
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suggests that the Chalkê, which was damaged along with the guards’ quarters 

(‘House of Ares’) and other structures, was in more or less the same location as 

the gate rebuilt by Justinian I.586 Given the lack of information on datable 

structures in Girgin’s report, it is impossible to determine which features of the 

excavation could be related to the earlier Chalkê. Certainly, no evidence is 

presented supporting a tripartite frontal façade (fronton) of the kind discussed by 

Dyggve and Johnson, but the trenches did not extend far enough to the west to the 

area where this would be expected to have been located. Given their fine 

workmanship, the carefully cut marble plinth and niches may well date to the 

earlier structure. 

 

Zervou Tognazzi rejects the assumption by Mango that the Prison of Chalkê lay 

underneath the vestibule. This is borne out by the archaeological evidence that 

rules out a basement level underneath the vestibule, although there were other 

vaulted basement structures within the area of the gardens of the Four Seasons 

Hotel, further to the north.587 It is also possible that the prison, mentioned by 

several sources, may have consisted of the substructures of the buildings to the 

east, proposed by Zervou Tognazzi as the ‘Palace of Chalkê’, and by Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini as the complex of Scholae. As well as denoting the gate and 

vestibule, the term ‘Chalkê’ was probably also used as a toponym, associated with 

adjacent structures. The question arises whether, if indeed such a structure as the 

‘Palace of the Chalkê’ had ever existed, it could then be associated with the 

‘Palace of the Magnaura.’ If this were the case, then the Magnaura, a grand 

                                                
586 Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos’, AJA 101 (1997) 83-86. Bardill cites Chronicon 
Paschale (621-622), noting that the old Hagia Sophia, the portico of the scholarii, 
protectores and candidati, the Augusteion and the Senate house were burnt on the 
same day, 15 January, suggesting a spatial proximity. If the old Chalkê had been 
associated with the Daphne Palace, for example, one would have expected the 
latter complex to be burnt also, which did not happen, suggesting that they were 
separated. He further cites the statement in Theophanes Chronographia (A. M. 
6024 184, 14-17 = Mango and Scott, Theophanes (1997) 276-85) that ‘…the 
porticoes from the arch of the forum (of Constantine) to the Chalkê were burnt …’ 
further confirming the topographical relation of the old Chalkê to the Regia and 
its continuation, the Mesê. 
587 Zervou Tognazzi, ‘Propylaea e Chalké’ (1996), 47-48 and fn. 78-81. There is 
another possibility, that the cells lay above ground. The evidence of the vestibule 
itself is limited, but does not suggest that this could have housed cells. The 
courtyard is much more likely, particularly if there were structures supporting an 
aerial walkway. The courtyard walls would have formed a useful enclosure for the 
prison. 
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reception hall, and the Anadendradion, a garden with vine-covered walks fronting 

it, would acquire a new significance, as possibly connected to the main complex 

of reception of the Constantinian and Anastasian palaces. 

 

A final possibility deriving from the excavation is that the Chapel of Christ 

Chalkites, a two-storey structure, may be identified with the evidence for an 

annexed building attached to the south-west corner of the enclosing wall. An apse 

was discovered set into the southern face of this wall – this supports the 

interpretation of a basement chapel, with the imperial chapel above, accessed from 

the Anabasion. If this were the case, then the chapel would not sit on top of the 

gate, but be appended to it, and would be accessed from the Anabasion. 

 

In conclusion, therefore, the recent excavations have enabled a much clearer 

picture to emerge of the likely appearance of the Chalkê Gate, which appears to 

have served as a model for several Western palace entrances. The evidence 

supports the contention that the Chalkê complex comprised bronze gates, probably 

with columnar porch (propylaia) and a domed vestibule (protemenisma) leading 

into a large walled court, from which other gates led to the north, east and south, 

and which gave access to the raised passages that, by the time of the Book of 

Ceremonies, connected the Palace to Hagia Sophia. The gate of Anastasius I may 

have been built on the same location. However, there is no evidence for the 

location of the first Palace gate. Comparison with analogous structures, such as 

the façade depicted on the Column of Arcadius (r. 395-408), and the façade 

analyzed by Dyggve at Split, suggests that it may have had a similar appearance to 

the pediment of the entrance to the Theodosian Hagia Sophia.588 From Procopius’ 

description, the vestibule of Justinian I’s Chalkê, located by the recent 

excavations, was roofed by a central dome and vaulted flanks. To either side of 

the vestibule, the wall was relieved by a detached double colonnade (the extent 

unknown), framing marble niches for statuary. On an upper level, it is proposed 

that a row of window openings, similar to the Ravenna Palatium mosaic, may 

have formed a frieze, as at the Lateran, Ravenna, and most probably Aachen and 

Ingelheim (figs. 117-20). If Luchterhand’s thesis of emulation is correct, then it is 

very possible that such a distinctive element was derived from the Great Palace 

(Archaeology map, E 3-4; Daphne Palace map, E 3-4). 
                                                
588 Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) fig. 68, DAI 6225. 
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II.1.2 Magnaura and Scholae 

(fig. 123-5, Daphne Palace map, E3-4, Archaeology map, E3-4) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

The Magnaura was a monumental reception hall that in the tenth century was used 

to house receptions of international dignitaries such as the Tarsiot ambassadors.589 

It communicated with the Chalkê vestibule by the northern (‘Iron’) gate of the 

courtyard, and presumably also possessed an entrance to the west.590 The structure 

referred to as the Magnaura in the Book of Ceremonies and the Patria was at least 

the second on the site, following the destruction of what was possibly the first 

building in the Nike riots. It is possible, following Johnson, that the original 

reception hall formed the core of the official, as distinct from the domestic, 

private, sector of the palace. Johnson argues that the model for the Chalkê, chapel 

and peristyle of the palace complex of Theoderic in Ravenna was the Magnaura 

complex built by Constantine, which possessed a palace chapel dedicated to 

Christ.591  

 

The Magnaura, the name of which has been suggested to be a corruption of 

Magna Aula (L.‘Great Hall’),592 was reconstructed after the Nika Riots by 

Justinian I, and renovated by Heraclius, as is evidenced by an anonymous poem: 

 On the banqueting Hall of Magnaura 
This house was diligently completed by the emperors, on whom the Cross 
bestowed a beneficient power, Heraclius and his son Constantine.593 

                                                
589 See, for example, the accounts of receptions for foreign dignitaries at the 
Magnaura in the Book of Ceremonies (Moffatt, BOC, II, 15): J. M. Featherstone, 
‘Di j e[ndeixin: Display in Court Ceremonial,’ in A. Cutler and A. 
Papaconstantinou (eds.), The Material and the Ideal : Essays in Mediaeval Art 
and Archaeology in Honour of Jean-Michel Spieser, (Leiden: Brill, 2007) 75-112. 
590 Such an arrangement is proposed by Kostenec in his topographical scheme for 
the complex. See Kostenec, ‘Magnaura,’ Byzantinoslavica 60 (1999) 161-182; 
idem, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’ RMS 31 (2005) 27-56.  
591 See M. J. Johnson, ‘Towards a history of Theoderic’s Building Programme,’ 
DOP 42 (1988) 85. Johnson does not, however, supply detailed evidence for his 
association, and his argument seems to preempt the archaeological evidence of the 
Chalkê, which does, admittedly, fit with his thesis. 
592 Berger gives alternative origins of Magna Aula and Magna Aurea. He argues 
(against the argument presented here) that these names were renamings of the 
Senate building. A. Berger, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Patria Konstantinupoleos’ 
(Bonn,1988) 268. 
593 W. R. Paton, The Greek Anthology III (1917): 655 Anonymous. 
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The Magnaura was substantially rebuilt by Basil I (r. 867-86), possibly in the 

form of a cross-in-square plan with central dome.594 Furthermore, the adjacency of 

the Magnaura to the Chalkê Gate, and to the oikos Xalki of Anastasius suggest 

that, in its earliest phases, this complex was linked to the other structures, forming 

a complex for official purposes, much as the great Constantinian basilica at Trier 

appears to have served a similar function, removed from the domestic Palace. This 

would follow the precedent of the Flavian Palace on the palatine in Rome, which 

possessed a similar separation of official and domestic functions.  

 

The original structures built on the site of the Magnaura and its walled garden 

forecourt, the Anadendradion, could be interpreted as belonging to a complex of 

the type of the Late Antique peristyle courtyard house, and may have included 

part of the area that became the Scholae, east of the Chalkê.595 The Sakellos and 

Oatos, rooms named in the Book of Ceremonies, and the narrow ascending 

passage leading to the terrace of the Magnaura, may have formed part of this 

complex.596 This interpretation is broadly in accordance with Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini’s interpretation of the area at the time of the Book of Ceremonies 

being the site of the praetorium of the Master of Offices (magister officiorum), 

who was responsible, among other duties, for receiving foreign ambassadors, 

however this was not necessarily its original function, given the historical 

transformation of the site, as the site of the Palace proper gradually shifted to the 

south.597 

 

                                                
594 Berger, Untersuchungen (1988) 268. 
595 Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’, RMS 31 (2005) 34. 
According to the interpretation, suggested here, the structures east of the courtyard 
of Chalkê would have originally formed part of the palace, and at a later time, 
possibly after the rebuilding by Justinian I, became reused to house the expanding 
imperial guard and civil service, as may have also happened to the domestic 
complex of the Great Palace, the Daphne, after residential functions were removed 
to the Lower Palace. 
596 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 567. 
597 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Scholae of the Master of the Offices 
as the Palace Praetorium,’ AA 16 (2008) 231-257 at 256. It should be noted that 
the three porticoes at the gates of the palace, cited by Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini from Chronicon Paschale, have not been found in the archaeological 
excavation, which raises the question as to whether the porticoes are on the 
outside (west) of the gate, rather than within the entrance courtyard. 
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(ii) Archaeological Evidence for the Location of the Scholae and 

Magnaura: the Eastern Building Group, MW Area ‘A: a, b, c.’ 

Mamboury and Wiegand, in their report on behalf of the D.A.I., described an area 

‘A,’ ‘Die Östliche Gebäudegruppe, südlich des Justiz-Palastes,’ covering about 

150,000 m2, and delimited to the south, east and north.598 Some of the areas which 

they were not able to thoroughly survey – the yard of the remand centre, the 

garden southeast of the central building of the Old Law Courts and the 

southernmost portion of the site – were investigated by the recent excavations by 

the I.A.M.599 This group of ruins was, Mamboury and Wiegand noted, 

traditionally associated with the historically-attested buildings of the Senate and 

the Magnaura (figs. 123-24). However, on the basis of Stichel’s analysis (see 

Appendix I.2), it is to be disputed that the area corresponds with the site of the 

Senate. 

 

The area to the east of the Chalkê Gate, MW ‘A: a,’ would appear to date back to 

the first phases of the Palace. Indeed Mamboury and Wiegand noted the early date 

of the structures of limestone blocks in this vicinity.600 The upper level of the 

ruins, consisting of brick walls, was identified as a later stage.601 The adduced 

levels would appear to relate to those of the Upper Palace and the adjacent portion 

of the ancient street of Mesê.602 They mistakenly proposed that the upper arch 

formed an entrance to the Augusteion. This arch was originally reached by a 

staircase that ascended from a level of 26 m., to the south-east of the boundary 

wall.603 Significantly, Mamboury and Wiegand recorded two massive walls 

                                                
598 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 35-8. 
599 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) 259-290. 
600 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 35. 
601 J. Bardill, Brickstamps of Constantinople 2 vols. (Oxford / N. Y., 2004) 147-
50. Bardill examined the material dating evidence for the wall ‘A: a’, noting that 
the the stone lower storey of the retaining wall is earlier than the upper storey. A 
crudely executed arched opening inserted into the stone wall appears to have been 
of a similar date to the brick upper storey. 
602 The base of the upper arch was recorded as being at a datum level of about 
31.2 m. 
603 This is inconsistent with both Mango, Brazen House (1959) 60-72, 80-1, 88-9, 
R. H. W. Stichel, ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen nahe der Hagia Sophia und die Curia 
Justinians am Augusteion in Constantinople,’ Architectura 30 (2000) 1-25, and 
Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/N. Y., 2004) 148, fn. 350.  
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running towards the west.604 Approximately 14.5 m. along from the corner of the 

northernmost wall, a gate was detected, leading south.605 This gate becomes of 

increased importance with the discovery of the Chalkê Gate to the west (see 

‘Chalkê’). 

 

There are important pieces of evidence that may be used to hypothesize the 

identity of the complex in Area ‘A.’ As will be discussed below, the recent I.A.M. 

excavations have established that the Chalkê Gate lay further to the west. Between 

the site of the Chalkê and the location of the wall ‘A: a’, there appears to have 

been an open courtyard. The wall ‘A: a’ was found to exist on two levels. The 

lower level, was constructed of ‘schöne’ limestone blocks and possessed an 

arched opening of two soldier courses of 40 cm. long bricks, later blocked by 

stones, that presumably led into a basement area.606 The upper wall, which 

possessed a second arched opening situated above the lower one, was constructed 

of brick masonry.607 The level implied by the upper arched opening of about 31 

m. is thus close to the approximately 30.3 m. level established by the I.A.M. 

excavation for the Chalkê courtyard to its west (fig. 124).608 The existence of 

well-cut and laid limestone masonry suggests that this phase may have 

corresponded either to a part of the Palace that predates the Nika Riots, either an 

official part of the Constantinian Palace, or the complex known to have been built 

by Anastasius I (r. 491-518). The later brick masonry walls on the upper level are 

estimated by Bardill to date to between the eighth and tenth centuries, when the 

complex would seem to have served as offices for the imperial administration.609 

To the east of the retaining wall ‘A: a’, Mamboury and Wiegand noted some 

                                                
604 Mango, Brazen House (1959). The excavators noted that a further wall ran at 
right angles to the western boundary wall, towards the west. Parallel to it, further 
to the south, were the remains of a massive 2 m. wide wall, suggesting at first a 
building adjacent to the Forum Augustaeum, perhaps the Chalkê.  
605 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 35 and fig. 90. 
606 The basement area cannot presently be verified. If a substructure existed in this 
location, then it may have corresponded to the prison of the Chalkê mentioned by 
Chalke and Choniates. See Patria 218 = Berger, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Patria,’ 
(1988) 257-58. See also infra, Volume Two, Appendix I: ‘Noumera’ 37. 
607 Loc. cit. 
608 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) fig. 19. 
609 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N.Y., 2004) 147-9. Bardill places the 
construction ‘…between the end of the so-called Dark Ages and the introduction 
of recessed brickwork in the eleventh century.’ Two major builders within the 
palace during this time-span were Theophilus and Basil I. 



 208 

structures of large marble blocks, and an area, possibly a courtyard, with 

Proconnesian marble paving. The staircase connecting between the 32 and 26 m. 

levels led down to a confined area of marble paving.610 Finally, there were two 

water channels found to cut across the alignment of the wall ‘A: a.’ The 

northernmost channel fed into rectangular cistern. The function of this hydraulic 

system is unknown, however it will be argued below that the northern area 

contained both the garden of Anadendradion, which presumably contained water-

courses, and nearby, the bathing complex accessed by the Stairs of St. Christina. 

 

The area to the east of the prison yard (now the site of the Four Seasons Hotel 

grounds), MW ‘A: b2-5,’ (fig. 123) revealed six large, vaulted rooms which, on the 

basis of brick stamps, Mamboury and Wiegand were inclined to date to a pre-

Justinianic period, however Bardill disputes this dating, arguing that the marks 

‘…can hardly have been in use before 500…,’ and so possibly also dating from 

Justinian I’s rebuilding.611 To the south-east of these rooms was a great 9.90 m. 

wide gallery that was divided by supporting columns into two aisles (figs. 123-

25).612 This gallery appeared to continue to the south, and to extend to what they 

termed the ‘east corner’ of the Palace, meaning presumably the north-east corner 

of this building group.613  

 

                                                
610 Op. cit., 36 and fig. 91. Beneath, and to the south-east of the large retaining 
wall ‘A: a’ Mamboury and Wiegand recorded a 3 m. square pier of large marble 
blocks on a larger marble base, with surviving brick courses above, to the south-
east of which was a portion of surviving Proconnesian marble floor.: ‘…(the wall) 
was on both sides surrounded by a still excellently preserved tile floor of 
Proconnesian marble. The rectangular tiles are about 60-80 cm in size.’ This may 
be compared with the Proconnesian marble paving slabs found by the first St. 
Andrews team on the second floor of the Peristyle of 1-1.5m. broad and 2-2.5m. 
long. See G. Brett et al., The Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 8. 
However the D.A.I. team was unable to uncover a sufficient area to derive an 
understanding of the layout in this area. The staircase described above, descended 
from the upper archway towards the north, where it was apparently blocked by a 
wall at right angles to ‘A: a,’ not apparently connecting with the ‘Pittakia’ area, 
but rather with the area of the marble paving. This area would appear, then, not to 
have belonged to an open public space, but rather to a confined courtyard. 
611 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 148. 
612 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 36 and fig. 92. The 
authors suggested that the floor level, concealed by earth, might be at the same 
level as ‘A: c2’.  
613 Op. cit., 36. 
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East of the gallery which, on the basis of the surviving fragments of walls oriented 

north-south, should be considered a cryptoporticus to an upper gallery, were a 

series of walls at right angles, which ran out for a distance of about 15 m. to an 

outer wall. This building area, ‘b5,’ was thought to be a later extension. Small 

arched openings pierced the cross-walls. The floor level of this section was noted 

as being 2.5 m. below that of ‘A: b2’. This level change poses problems, because 

otherwise the building area, ‘b5’ could be considered as forming an outer terrace 

to the gallery. It must be noted that this height appears to be an estimate, rather 

than a measurement. Within this area, further to the south, there was a portion of 

an apse of 6 m. diameter, which suggested to Mamboury and Wiegand the 

location of a small chapel, and several remains of an upper floor.614 The 

construction of ‘A: b2’ has recently been revised by Bardill from the fifth to 

between the eighth and tenth centuries.615 This may well have been during the 

reign of Basil I, who may have reconstructed the Magnaura Palace when he 

established law courts there.616 As will be argued below, the building structures in 

area ‘A: c’ are probably those of the Magnaura complex, lying north of the area 

proposed by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini as the headquarters of the Master of 

Offices, or Scholae (see below: ‘Chalkê’; Archaeology map E 3-4; Daphne Palace 

map E 3-4).617 

 

The evidence of the current I.A.M. excavations strongly suggests the likelihood 

that the site immediately to the north of the Chalkê Gate and its entrance 

courtyard was the Anadendradion, and the Magnaura would thus have been 

situated immediately to its east, raised up on a platform, as reference is made to 

the stairs and terrace of the Magnaura. There would also appear to be a garden to 

                                                
614 Op. cit., 37 and fig. 92. Above the rooms at ‘A: b2’, as noted above, the 
excavators found remains to suggest that four walls ran north-south dividing these 
spaces into three, while the area over the gallery ‘b4’ was thought to consist of one 
large hall as no fragments of east-west or north-south dividing walls were found, 
whereas the east and west walls were preserved above the adjacent vaulting. 
615 Loc. cit. and Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 148. The contruction 
of the walls at ‘A: b2’: 5 br. + 3 st. + 5 br. + 7 st., with vaulting bricks of 37 cm. 
square. However, given the paucity of available eighth- to tenth-century structures 
in Istanbul, this dating by Bardill must be questioned. 
616 I. Bekker (ed.), Georgii Cedreni Historiarum compendium II (Bonn 1838-
1839) 204, cited by Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’, RMS 31, 
(2005) fn. 44. 
617 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Scholae of the Master of the Offices 
as the Palace Praetorium’, AA 16 (20082) 231-257. 
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the east of the Magnaura, implied by a passage in the Book of Ceremonies which 

refers to a descent to baths by the Stairs of St. Christine, by way of a garden: 

It should be recognised that, on the third day, that of the bath, when 
the ritual must take place, the faction of the blues stands in the right-
hand colonnade [ἒμβολον] of the Magnaura, where the door of the 
Augoustaion is, the likes of a block of masonry [notably that of the 
pillar?]. Likewise the Greens stand on the opposite side near the 
stable. One organ is at the pergola [Andendradion] and and a second 
a short distance away at the entrance to the stable, and another organ 
is on the far side of the landing on the way down to the bath.  
… When the Augousta has gone out from the bridal chamber, the 
patricians move away escorting her to the way down to the bridge at 
the side of the Oval Hall, and the consuls move away escorting her 
as far as the [descent] …of St. Christina…618  

 

This passage names structures known to be adjacent to the Magnaura: the 

Augusteion, the descent of St. Christina, and the Baths. It also refers to horse 

stables. It is confusing, however, in relation to the location of the gardens and the 

baths. The ground slopes to the east, and one would expect that the Empress 

would descend to the east to reach the baths – perhaps in the location now 

occupied by the ruined baths of Ishak Paşa Hamamı – suggesting the possibility of 

gardens on this side perhaps occupying part of the terrace. However, as discussed 

above, the I.A.M. excavations have revealed a Byzantine bath complex within the 

Four Seasons site, south of the east-west street. To summarise the preceding 

discussion, it is argued here, on the basis of Stichel’s careful analysis of both 

topography and processional routes, that the Senate and the Magnaura were in all 

likelihood separate building complexes. 

 

The survey by Mamboury and Wiegand established the site to the east of the Old 

Law Courts (destroyed in 1933) as an important part of the Palace topography and 

evidently related to Palace structures further south. Substantial basement 

structures were discovered in MW Area ‘A: c,’ including a large north-south wall, 

the lower part of which was constructed of regular, finely worked limestone 

blocks of large size, thus possibly of Late Antique or Early Byzantine 

                                                
618 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 41, 214-15 = Vogt II, 50, 22. 
See Sudenker et al., Survey of excavations at Sultanahmet by the Istanbul 
Archaeological Museum, in A. Karamani Pekin and S. Kangal (eds.), Istanbul: 
8000 years. Brought to daylight: Marmaray, Metro, Sultanahmet excavations 
(Istanbul, 2007). 
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construction.619 Bricks found at the site appear to indicate an early date, possibly 

Justinianic, while material from an earlier period, possibly the fifth century, 

indicates re-use of older material.620 

 

My reference here to ‘Early Byzantine’ construction is based upon other datable 

Early Byzantine examples of ashlar construction: 

Inner wall at Boukoleon in vicinity of small gate- C6?  

Lower wall at feature A: at south-east corner of Chalkê court- C5?  

Base wall of ‘Euphemia’ hexagon- C5  

Base of circular vestibule north of Euphemia- C5?  

                                                
619 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 37: 

The walls have the following structure: masonry of small squared 
blocks forms the lowest section up to 1.25 m height, then follow 
sandstone blocks of [well-laid] horizontal coursing of up of 90 cm in 
height, of 1,40 m breadth and 0.80-2.00 depth… Over them, brick 
courses follow with bricks of 37-38 cm. square to a height of 1.10 
m., hereupon a stone course of 40 cm. height, then again 1.10 m. 
high brick courses and again a stone course of 40 cm height (author’s 
translation of the original German). 

With regard to the observations of the D.A.I. team, the area ‘A: c’ was observed 
by Mamboury and Wiegand to be of different construction to ‘A: b.’. It formed a 
series of cross-walls, which were originally vaulted. To the north was a massive 
wall, 1.40 m. wide, which appeared to form the boundary to the group, and 
appears to align with the feature at the northern end of wall ‘A: a’. The area A: c2 
was found to be 5 m., or the equivalent of one floor, below ‘A: c1.’ As above, the 
excavators surmised that it might be at the same level as the cryptoporticus gallery 
‘b4.’ The excavators noted that the Area ‘A: b, c’ seems to have had on the whole 
the same level, which lay 3.10 m. deeper than the Mesê, while the area ‘b5’ lay a 
further 2.5 m. deeper. See Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 
38. There is an inconsistency here, as in the Section AB on Table XC, the level 
difference between the marble paving and the level of the old Mesê is shown as 5 
m. This suggests, if the 3.10 m. level is correct, that Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini’s assumption of a general increment of 5 m. for floor levels will 
need local revisions. Of the Areas ‘A: b and c’, Bardill notes that it would appear 
that much of the building material with brick stamps appears to have the same 
indiction, indicating that they came from structures of similar date. He suggests 
that this period was possibly that of the fifth century, citing Dagron’s opinion that 
this period was the most important for the building of the Great Palace. There is 
however very little material evidence in the palace of building from this period. 
Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 149 and fn. 362).  
620 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004), 148 and fns. 358-9. In this area, 
Bardill agrees with Mamboury’s ascription of a Justinianic date, the observed 
construction technique being characteristic of the early sixth century. He notes, 
however, the re-use in both areas ‘A: b and c’ of much material from the fifth 
century. This seems historically consistent with the rebuilding of this area by 
Justinian I after the Nika Riots of 532. 
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One wall of Casson Building 1- date unknown- Constantinian or Late 

Antique?  

Theodosian stage and base of Hagia Sophia- C5-6  

Base Greenstone walls of Apsed Hall- C6-7?  

Fragment and base wall of Milion- C4?  

Base course of so-called Lausos palace- C5  

Chalkê Gate- base and revetment- C6 

The Myrelaion rotunda (and baths) - C5 

Theodosian walls with possibly later ashlar sections - C5 

 St John Studios base of façade- C5 

Aqueduct bridges outside the City built under direction of the imperial 

authorities in the capital)- C4-C6 with probable C8 reconstructions (advice 

of K. R. Dark November 2011) 

Base of structure identified by Ken Dark as Church of Holy Apostles- C6 

 

Although it is possible that such construction techniques may have been 

used in a later period, as for example during the revival of the empire 

under Basil I (r. 867-86) it is argued that the closure of quarries led to the 

decline of the construction of ashlar masonry and led to the necessity to 

use building spolia in new buildings.621 

 

Mamboury’s drawings (fig. 123-24) are useful in evaluating the topographical 

elements of the Magnaura and Anadendradion. When overlaid on a digital map, 

the 1.2 m thick retaining wall ‘A: a,’622 approximately 73 m. long and aligned 

towards the west, is located 58-60 m. east of Stichel’s proposed eastern boundary 

of the Augusteion (see Archaeology and Constantinople Topography maps). 

Theoretically, this dimension would accommodate the north-south road from 

Hagia Sophia to the Chalkê Gate that Stichel mentions to the east of the 

Augustaion, together with the courtyard garden of the Magnaura, the 

Anadendradion.623 As a comparison, the monumental peristyle courtyard of the 

Apsed Hall excavated by the St. Andrews team was approximately 33 m. to its 

                                                
621 M. Greenhalgh, Marble Past, Monumental Present: Building with Antiquities 
in the Mediaeval Mediterranean (Leiden, 2008) 92-3. 
622 Area ‘A: a’ in Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste pl. 91-2. 
623 Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’, RMS 31 (2005) 39, citing De 
cer. I, 41, 215. 
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shorter, north-south sides, and 45 m. to its longer east-west sides, plus an arcade 

width of 9.38 m. (6.88 m. to the eastern arcade).624 Two east-west aligned streets 

have also been found in the current I.A.M. excavations that would have opened 

onto the north-south aligned street at their western ends. The southernmost street 

is about 4 m. wide and the northern street about 4.2 m. The area of ‘A: c’ was re-

excavated by the I.A.M. team, who have proposed the possibility of a street 

running east-west to the north of the wall of the proposed ‘Chalkê’. It is not 

determined that this street continues down to the boundary of the site with 

Kutlügan Sokağı, however this remains at least a possibility. A second street, with 

underlying drain, was identified by the I.A.M. team further north, at the northern 

boundary of Sector III. This street was found to run east in a straight alignment 

from Bab-I Humayan Caddesi to Kutlugün Sokak. The latter street cuts across the 

remains found by Mamboury and Wiegand (here fig. 124). This northernmost 

street is of significance to the palace layout, because it establishes a furthest 

terminus for the Palace grounds, as the street appears to extend past the Palace to 

the east and west – to the west it will have met the north-south street to the east of 

Hagia Sophia. Since the Magnaura was mentioned as being to the north of the 

Chalkê, it must be found between that structure and the northern street.625  

 

In locating the Chalkê, the I.A.M. excavations have established that the Magnaura 

could not have been located to the east of the wall ‘A: a’, as Mamboury and 

Wiegand surmised. as the area to the west of wall ‘A: a’ is the enclosure of the 

entrance courtyard of the Chalkê Gate. This changes the relative topography of the 

area, as the Chalkê connected to the Anadendradion to its north. The area to the 

east of the wall was, by the time of the Book of Ceremonies, most probably the 

offices of Scholae.626 The rooms of the Magister Officiorum in the Scholae were 

known to have been located a level below the Mesê, so the staircase discovered by 

Mamboury and Wiegand at the southern end of the wall ‘A: a’ may have been the 

means of communication between these levels.627 The argument for the Scholae is 

further suggested, according to Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, by the close 

                                                
624 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report ( 1947), Plan 60. 
625 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) fig. 3.  
626 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Scholae,’ 256-257. 
627 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) pl. 90. 
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proximity of the Senate building, which drew upon the services of the clerks of 

the Scholae, as did the Consistorium.628  

 

As discussed above (‘Chalkê’), the raised passage, or Anabasion of the Chalkê, 

ran north to connect with the Diabatika of the Magnaura, en route to the Holy 

Well of Hagia Sophia. This demonstrates clearly that, on the basis of the location 

of the Chalkê proposed by Girgin, the complex of the Magnaura must be found to 

the north-east of the Chalkê in I.A.M. Sector III.629 The enclosed forecourt of the 

Magnaura, the Andendradion, should be located in I.A.M. Sector I, to the west, 

where an entrance structure incorporating an upper storey was probably located, 

and from where a bridge connected across to Hagia Sophia (fig. 120). The 

Anadendradion is thought to have contained an arbour of vines supported by a 

pergola, leading to the staircase of the Magnaura, and appears to have been related 

both to the structures east of Area ‘A: a’ and to the I.A.M. Sector III to the 

north.630 Mamboury and Wiegand noted the lowest sections as built of small stone 

blocks up to 1.25 m. in height, followed by well-coursed large sandstone blocks, 

above which was brickwork, and another stone course.631 The I.A.M. excavation 

has revealed cramped stone blocks, again suggesting an early date for these 

structures.632 The remaining substructures of the area in area ‘A: c’ do not permit 

the identification of building forms, however it is likely, on the basis of precedent, 

that the original great hall was of basilican type, opening, possibly with a 

                                                
628 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Scholae,’ 256-257. 
629 Girgin (2007) fig. 3, which equates with the northern section of MW Area ‘A: 
c,’ fig. 124. 
630 A. R. Littlewood, ‘Gardens of the Palaces,’ in H. Maguire (ed.), Byzantine 
Court Culture from 829 to 1204 (Washington, D.C.,1997). 22. 
631 Mamboury and Wiegand interpreted the structures in Area ‘A: c’ as part of a 
cohesive unit. On pl. 91 (here fig. 124), the structure is shown as consisting of a 
grid of intersecting walls, while ‘c2,’ the western wall of the unit, aligns with a 
wall of the southern group of ruins at ‘A: c.’ See Mamboury and Wiegand, 
Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 37-38. Girgin (2008), on the site plan (her fig. 3) 
does not appear to indicate this relationship. Excavations south of the Ottoman 
retaining wall on the southern boundary of Area ‘A: c’ have revealed instead a 
street running east-west. See Sudenker et al., ‘Former Sultanahmet Prison,’ in A. 
Karamani Pekin and S. Kangal (eds.), İstanbul: 8000 years. (Istanbul, 2007) 138, 
pl. 13. 
632 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) 263, figs. 11-12. 
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pedimented façade and flight of steps, onto a peristyle courtyard.633 There may 

well have been several transformations of the structure, given the riots of the fifth 

and sixth centuries, before the rebuilding by Basil I (r. 867-86).  

 

                                                
633 For a recent reconstruction of the Magnaura, see F. A. Bauer, ‘Potentieller 
Besitz: Geschenke im Rahmen des byzantinischen Kaiserzeremoniells’, in idem 
(ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 135-170, fig. 6. 
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II.2. Mamboury and Wiegand Area ‘B’ 

(figs. 127-34, Daphne Palace map, D4, E4, and Archaeology map, D4, E4-5) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

Numerous passages in the Book of Ceremonies make clear that the Consistorium 

was an important state room of the Great Palace.634 The Consistorium is known, 

through Byzantine texts, to have been an early hall of the Palace, existing already 

by the late fifth century at the latest. It was still in use at the time of compilation 

of the Book of Ceremonies. 635 Its name (from the Latin consistere ‘stand firm’) 

refers to a council chamber or state hall. By the tenth century, the building appears 

to have possessed a purely ceremonial function, as the structure within which 

magistrates were promoted. In a chapter of the Book of Ceremonies, ‘On what it is 

necessary to observe with the promotion of a magistros when the emperor wishes 

to elevate him at the time of a solemn departure to the Great Church’, the 

following protocol concerning the Consistorium is followed:  

The emperor goes out from the Hall of the Augousteus crowned and 
wearing the chlamys and stands at the Vestibule of the Gold Hand [M232] 
opposite the partridge curtain. The praipositos signals to the ostiarios who 
is holding the  marble dais’s curtain leading out to the Onopodion. When 
he has received the sign he leads in the patricians, as custom requires for 
festivals. The one about to be made a magistros goes in with them and 
they fall down in obeisance in the Vestibule of the Gold Hand where the 
rulers stand. When they stand up the rulers signal to the praipositos and he 
says, “If you please,” and they go out escorting the rulers as far as the 
Onopodion. The master of ceremonies stands there and the [imperial] arms 
and the spatharioi carrying their weapons, and the said patricians fall 
down in obeisance as is customary. The praipositos signals to the master 
of ceremonies, and he says, “If you please,” and the patricians pray and 
escort the rulers as far as the Large Consistory where the consuls and the 
rest of the senators stand assembled. While the rulers stand at the 
baldachin above the porphyry steps, all the senators fall down in 
obeisance. Then the rulers signal to the praipositos and he leads in to the 
feet of the rulers the one who is to be appointed magistros, and the one 
being appointed falls down in obeisance at the first step. He brings him up 

                                                
634 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1; I, 9-10, I, 16-17; I, 22-23; I, 25-26; I, 28-30; I, 35; I, 38-39; 
I, 41; I, 43; I, 46-48; I, 52; I, 54-55; I, 88-89; I, 91-92 = Vogt, Cér,  I, 1; I, 9; I, 10; 
I, 25 (16); I, 26 (17); I, 31 (22); I, 32 (23); I, 34 (25); I, 35 (26); I, 37 (28); I, 38 
(29); I, 39 (30); I, 44 (35); II, 47 (38); II, 48 (39); II, 50 (41); II, 52 (43); II, 55 
(46); II, 56 (47); II, 57 (48); II, 61 (52); II, 63 (54); II, 64 (55). See also Moffatt, 
BOC, I, 85, 87-89, 92; II, 15. In Chapter II, 15, the Consistorium is simply 
referred to as ‘the triklinos where the baldachin is hung and the magistroi are 
promoted.’ See Featherstone, ‘Di j e[ndeixin: Display in Court Ceremonial (2007) 
47-62 at 54. 
635 Op. cit. 56. 
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to the third step, and making obeisance he kisses the feet of the rulers, 
while they stand and are not seated because he is being appointed on a 
feast-day on a procession to the church.636 

 

Similarly, in a second ceremony for promotion of a magistros, ‘On what it is 

necessary to observe with the promotion of a magistros when the emperor wishes 

to elevate him on an ordinary Sunday’, the following protocol was followed:  

…on the said evening, the three ivory doors of the Consistory are closed, 
namely those which go out to the Long Gallery of the Kandidatoi, and 
curtains hang at the three doors. Also the triple door of the Onopodion is 
closed, and likewise the doors of the Delphax. The throne stands at the 
baldachin of the Consistory, and in the evening it is guarded by silentiaries 
and chosbaitai and no one goes through in the Consistory on that evening 
with the throne in place. 
Early in the evening the whole senate is told to go along in procession and 
in the morning the senate changes into ceremonial dress in the Long 
Gallery of the Kandidatoi and the patricians change at the Indians, not 
having permission to enter the Consistory with the throne in place. When 
the rulers wish to sit on the throne they go out from the Hall of the 
Augousteus crowned and wearing chlamyses, and escorted privately by the 
kouboukleion, they sit on the throne. The master of ceremonies prepares 
the groups from the magistroi, patricians and the rest of the senators 
outside the ivory doors to the Long Gallery of the Kandidatoi where the 
procession is.637 

 

The topographical relation of the Consistorium to other Palace sites can be 

partially deduced – it would appear to have been situated at a lower level to the 

Onopodion and the Passage of the Nineteen Akkoubita, and thus below the main 

level of the Daphne Palace complex and at the same level as the Tribunal (Court 

of Nineteen Akkoubita, or Delphax) Within the hall, steps descended from the 

rostrum to a main hall that appears to have been at a similar level to the Makron of 

the Candidati.  

 

The Consistorium communicated through triple bronze doors and a flight of stairs 

with the Onopodion Gate, which was probably located to the south,638 and to the 

                                                
636 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 231-32 = Vogt, Cér., II, 55, 40-1.  
637 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 234 = Vogt, Cér., II, 55, 42. 
638 The relation of the Bronze Doors, staircase and entrances into the Consistorium 
is confusing, and difficult to relate to known architectural types. It is probable that 
the stairs were internal to the Consistorium.  See Moffatt, BOC, I, 9, 62-64 = Vogt 
Cér. I, 9, 57-58: 
The spatharocandidati and the spathars descend the steps of the 
Consistorium, the first by the right-hand door, the second by the left door. 
The patricians and the strategoi enter by the middle door… 
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north it communicated through triple ivory-clad doors with the Makron of the 

Candidati, a long covered passage, evidently adjacent to the quarters of the palace 

guards, the Candidati. The Consistorium communicated to the east with the 

Church of the Lord, and apparently to the west with the Tribunal, or Delphax, the 

ceremonial court of the Palace, by means of the ‘Doors of Delphax.’ Within the 

Consistorium, the emperor was enthroned on a rostrum raised above the hall by 

three porphyry steps. Above the throne was the Kamelaukion, a baldachin.639 The 

purpose of the three doors at each end appears to relate to the processional entry, 

according to which the members of the court would enter through the side doors, 

to form a consistory along the eastern and western walls, flanking the emperor and 

his bodyguard, who would enter through the central door. Guilland surmises from 

this that the hall was in the form of a basilica, but evidently there was no apse, as 

both ends possessed three doors – there is thus a formal similarity to the 

monumental vestibule or hall leading from the hypaethral hall and rotunda into the 

Palace of Diocletian.640 There appears to have been an ancillary room, where 

dressing took place, and where promotions took place in winter (the ‘Winter 

Consistorium’). Guilland plausibly suggests that this second room may have 

communicated directly with the Makron.641 It would thus appear to have 

constituted a vestibule, to the north of the Large Consistorium, communicating 

with the Makron of the Candidati, which Guilland associates with the 

Anticonsistorium of the early period of the Palace.642 It will be argued below that 

the Consistorium, Winter Consistorium, Makron and Church of the Lord may 

have opened onto a courtyard that permitted communication between them, and 

audiences to be held in front of the Regia Gate. 

 

(ii) Archaeological evidence in MW Area ‘B’ 

MW Area ‘B’ (figs. 127-34) has been associated by Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini with the location of the Consistorium, although there is no material 

                                                                                                                                 
The emperor, preceded by the personnel of the room, arrives at the steps and 
stands at the baldachin, on the porphyry stone and there the patricians and 
strategoi receive him with the senate.  
639 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 235 = Vogt, Cér. II, 55 (46), 43. 
640 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 57. 
641 Op. cit. 57-58. 
642 Op. cit., 60. 
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evidence to confirm this to be the case.643 This area occupies the upper terrace of 

the Palace site, due east of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque complex and north-east of 

Mimar Mehmed ağa Sokaği, and was characterized by the D.A.I. team as 

consisting of extensive and massive retaining walls and basement structures.644 

The structures were found to extend to the north-east as far as Seyit Hasan Sokağı, 

but probably extended further in that direction. Furthermore, the excavators 

concluded that MW Area ‘B’ was separated from the western complex, on the 

basis of the substantial level difference between the south-west side of Area ‘B’ 

and the Mimar Mehmed ağa Sokaği leading past. The most intact structure was a 

massive, multi-level structure, still visible above ground level, which had been 

sketched by Mary Walker in 1884 (figs. 133-34).645 This was the tall structure 

misidentified by Paspates as the Pharos, or Palace light-house.646 However, 

Mamboury and Wiegand established that the structure was a ramp-house, (‘das 

große Rampenhaus’) that connected the upper and lower terraces at this location, 

between 17.25 and 25.25 m. above sea level. Furthermore, they established that 

the remains were of different construction phases.647 

 

The Ramp-house had been added to an earlier Palace structure to the north-west, 

consisting of the understorey, or cryptoporticus, of a 3.65 m. wide barrel-vaulted 

passage that had, originally, been illuminated by a series of arched windows. At 

the sixth turning of the ramp, the excavators discovered the oldest portion of the 

north-eastern wall, consisting of ‘splendid’ large blocks, with a window or door 

visible.648 The earlier stage must wait on precise dating based on brick stamps or 

                                                
643 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’, AST 26 
(2009) 198 and fig. 6. In an earlier article, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II 
(2000), she locates the Consistorium at a 26 m. level. Müller-Wiener placed the 
Consistorium further south, to the west of the sloping inlet between areas D and 
B. 
644 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 26-32. 
645 C. G. Curtis and M. A. Walker Broken Bits of Byzantium, Part I (n.d.) Part II 
(1891) here fig. 26 a and b. 
646 Paspates, The Great Palace (1893) 163-9. 
647 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 26. The authors note 
that the building feature B: a was a ramp-house, added to the preexisting palace 
structure of B: b, and was itself built in several stages. This structure, has recently 
been ‘restored’ (1998) by the Turkish authorities and labelled, erroneously, as the 
Magnaura. 
648 Op. cit. 28. This north-eastern wall appears to have been formerly the outer 
wall of an earlier structure. If the outer structures may be associated with the 
eighth century, and the reigns of Basil I and Theophilus, then the inner masonry 
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other evidence, but could conceivably have dated back to Justinian I’s 

reconstruction works after 532.649 The mention of large blocks, although not 

definitive, might suggest an Early Byzantine stage. Mamboury and Wiegand 

associated the ‘splendid large blocks’ of Area ‘B: b6’ with a Palace phase prior to 

the works of Theophilus and Basil I. Evidence of an older structure was again 

found at the southern wall of Room 2. There would thus appear to have been an 

earlier palace stage in this area, although the evidence cannot allo a more precise 

attribution. One may note the significant palace building works in this area by 

Justinian I, Tiberias and Heraclius..650 

 

What appears to have occurred in the course of the alterations and additions to 

Building Group B is a gradual increase in the platform towards the east, upon 

which Upper Palace structures could be located. The confirmation of the dating 

for the earlier phases will depend on archaeological evidence, however it is known 

that substantial works to the Palace were carried out by Justinian I after the Nika 

Riots, and by the later emperors, Tiberius and Heraclius. The presence of large 

blocks, also found under the late sixth- or early seventh-century Apsed Hall, does 

                                                                                                                                 
structures must be earlier. In their description of this area of Building Group B: b, 
Mamboury and Wiegand noted the possible evidence for engaged coloumns, and 
that the masonry below the abutment of an arch was built of ‘splendid large 
blocks’ (prachtvollen großen Quadern), whereas the masonry above the arch was 
of ‘quarried stones’ (Bruchsteine), and concluded that this location possessed the 
foundations of an older palace later built over by the present structure.  
649 Loc. cit. The D.A.I. team identified at least four periods of construction. The 
wall between rooms 2 and 6 on table 53 was the earliest, followed by the vaulted 
passage (long walls at 6) and the second passage east of it (at 1 and 8). The Ramp-
house itself forms a third period, followed by rebuildings of it in a fourth period. 
There would thus appear to have been at least two stages of construction in this 
area. One of the last two phases may be attributed to the construction works of 
Basil I, who built passages and a staircase connecting the palace to his western 
terrace, Nea church and Mésokèpion (see also infra, Appendix I.3). The minor 
construction differences between the first phase (walls: five small stone block 
layers with five brick courses) and second phase (walls: four to five small stone 
block layers likewise with five brick courses) suggest a small time interval 
between them, or indeed of different construction teams working in the same 
period. I thank Ken Dark for this observation.  
650 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 27-30. In this location, 
the spacing of structural elements enabled the excavators to interpolate certain 
missing piers and to make conclusions about the original subdivision of rooms in 
this complex. Furthermore, there was evidence of a timber floor having further 
subdivided the space of the long passage at ‘b6’. Significantly, the ending of this 
passage to the north revealed that the southern wall of Room 2 was an older 
structure. 
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not in itself establish a date for the earliest stage of Area ‘B,’ however no 

structures constructed of large dressed stone blocks of a later Byzantine period 

have been found in the Palace area. Furthermore, there are no records of 

substantial works in the Palace between the improvements of Heraclius in the 

seventh century, and the early ninth-century works of Theophilus.651 Mamboury 

and Wiegand noted that in the earliest construction phase in Area ‘B,’ five stone 

courses with five brick courses regularly alternate in the walls. The courses of the 

brick arches (doubles) radiate over five horizontal layers. However, there is not a 

great difference in the construction between the earlier and later phases, and the 

scholars concluded that these phases were not chronologically distant,652 although 

there was evidence that the south-west wall encased an earler wall.653 The remains 

suggested that the ‘completely closed long wall’ (‘B: f’) to the west formed a 

boundary to the platform.654 The levels noted by Mamboury and Wiegand appear 

to broadly fit in with Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s Palace levels of 26 and 31 

                                                
651 M. Greenhalgh, Marble Past, Monumental Present (Leiden, 2008) 92-3. 
Greenhalgh notes the decline in quarrying production in the Middle- and Late-
Byzantine period, with most stone used being spoliated from older structures:  
‘By the 8th or 9th century, and as the population fell, it is likely that most marble 
in newly-constructed churches was old, sometimes possibly from distant ruins, but 
the majority from structures within the city.’ (239). Against this, he notes a 
reference by Leo of Synnadus to Synnada marble being used in the Sacred Palace 
of Theophilus (this could of course be re-used marble originating from structures 
at Synnada). It is thus possible that marble working itself was still being practiced 
in the ninth century, for example in paving and wall revetment, athough it should 
be noted that the marble paving above the mosaics in the excavated peristyle was 
of substantially varying thickness, suggesting reuse.  
652 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 27-30. Both MW Areas 
‘B: c and d’ were observed to have the same structure, which they shared with 
Building Group ‘C’: alternating courses of five stone blocks and five brick 
courses. 
653 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 29. The area 7 of this 
sector was identified as having been built in two stages, but with a short time 
separating the stages. This area is significant, in the light of the excavators’ 
assessment that its extremely thick walls were in part the result of its fenestrated 
south-west wall being encased in an external shell. This original stage was located 
at a spur of the hillside, projecting forward from what appears to be a retaining 
wall at ‘f’, the orientation of which corresponds to structure ‘d.’ It forms a discrete 
formation, oriented to the south-east. This point does appear to be contradictory to 
the scholars’ conclusion that the passage ‘b6’ ran a considerable distance to the 
south-west. 
654 Loc. cit. At area ‘B: f,’ they found a wall extending for about 70 m., which 
they concluded to be the western boundary of this building group – its 
construction accorded with that of the western and northern walls. 
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m., although a lower level at 17.2 m. was noted.655 Thus, there appeared to have 

been a building structure on part of the platform at the upper level, at about 31 m., 

while the upper landing of the ramp lay at 25.25 m.656 Finally, at Area ‘B: g’, the 

excavators identified what they declared to be a hagiasma, or holy well. Such sites 

were often revered as sacred sites. The lower part of the structure was in stone, 

and the upper part in brick. The scholars thought that this structure, which was 

located in the south-western sector of Area ‘B,’ may have formed a boundary to it 

in that region, because of the massive 3 m. outer wall. The location of this 

hagiasma cannot have been very far from the complex of the Consistorium and to 

its east, the Church of the Lord, on the basis of an assumption that the Daphne 

was located in the vicinity of the Blue Mosque, the Tribunal lay to its north, and 

the Consistorium was on the eastern flank of the Tribunal. Mamboury and 

Wiegand noted however that the extent of the destruction prevented them 

establishing whether a church had existed above the hagiasma. However, in the 

foundations of the ruined Kaba Sakal Mescid, which had been built over the ruins 

of the hagiasma, they found a section of a ‘large stone block wall of the oldest 

Byzantine epoch.’657 This implication that this part of the complex belonged to the 

early Palace might suggest an association with the Church of the Lord. In the 

reconstruction ‘Daphne Palace Topography’ (see map) the hagiasma is located at 

the eastern end of the hypothesized location of the Church of the Lord.  

 

A second possibility has been raised by Kostenec, who notes the fragment of an 

apse located at MW area ‘B: c.’658 Mamboury and Wiegand found the remains of 

a hexagonal outer wall and apsidal interior, but no evidence confirming it as part 

                                                
655 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 27-30. The original 
palace complex at the level of Area ‘B7’ of its first period would appear to have 
correspnded to Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s levels. The levels at ‘B: e’. were 
estimated to be 17.20 m. at the lower level, and about 25.2 m. at the upper level. 
There was originally at least one upper level, at approximately 32 m.  
656 Loc. cit. The MW Area ‘B: d’ appears to have possessed at least one storey 
above the ruins. Its rooms were arranged in a row running east-west, serviced by a 
passage on the southern side. At area ‘B: e’ the excavators noted that the original 
palace structure seemed to have been overlaid with later reinforcements, 
describing arched windows, located in the lower storey, which had been later 
filled in. Construction was described as alternating brick and stone courses (5 b, 
4-5 st., 5 b. etc.). 
657 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 32. 
658 Kostenec, ‘The Palace of Constantine the Great’, Byzantinoslavica 59 (1998) 
279-96 at 290. 
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of a church. A 1.8 m. length of a 1 m. diameter white marble column was found in 

the excavation. While the presence of the apse, and the nearby location of a 

hagiasma might suggest the location of a church complex in this area, it is equally 

plausible that the apse, and associated parallel structures, belonged to a basilican 

hall, oriented east-west, and thus normal to and facing towards the alignment of 

the north-south passage from the Chalkê. There would appear to be several clear 

levels in this area, the top landing of the steps and the long north-south passage as 

noted was recorded as 25.25 m. with, possibly, an upper storey in certain areas 

above this level. The apse is recorded by Mamboury and Wiegand as lying at the 

bottom floor level, its base level not recorded, but is indicated on MW fig. 66, 

area ‘B: c’, at perhaps 26 m. The apse fragment is associated with substructures, 

comprising barrel vaults and two domical rooms.  

 

South of the apse in area ‘B: b,’ the room 7 is described as possessing extremely 

thick walls. This might suggest the presence originally of a storey above it at 

about 31 m. A level of 31-2 m. is also suggested by the wall fragment at area ‘B: 

f.’ (section DC, fig. 129)659 An hypothetical upper level of the apsidal structure 

would thus have been about 31-2 m., the upper level of the Daphne Palace, 

however no material evidence was found. It would appear that the structures at 

Area ‘B’ comprised, together with the stair-house and passages, a coherent 

grouping of central hall and associated multi-celled buildings – more appropriate 

for a guards headquarters (Candidati?) than for a church, or what is known of the 

Consistorium from the Book of Ceremonies.660 This opinion is supported by 

Mamboury and Wiegand’s observations – the plain brick floor led them to 

hypothesize that rooms for the imperial palace guards were situated here.661 

Regarding the apsidal feature, they failed to find any evidence that it was part of a 

church.662 

 

                                                
659 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) pl. 53. 
660 Additionally, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s reference to the Consistorium 
being at 26 m. is impossible if associated with area ‘B.’ It must be placed at the 
level of the Tribune/Delphax (at about 31 m.?), and therefore a level above 
the.highest level noted by Mamboury and Wiegand. 
661 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 29. 
662 Op. cit., 30. 
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(iii) Interpretation of the Topography of MW Area ‘B.’ 

The building complex that existed at MW Area ‘B’ was established over an 

artificial terrace supported by massive retaining walls and vaulting, that grew over 

time with additions to the eastern structures. The structural features of Area ‘B’ 

have given rise to several attempts to impart an architecturally plausible layout, 

but Mamboury and Wiegand themselves did not speculate on the identity and 

form of the buildings. Nevertheless, their survey revealed several significant 

features.  

- There was clearly a passage, or gallery that ran along the south-eastern 

façade over at least two levels, and which appears to have aligned with a 

similar gallery in MW Area ‘A.’663  

- The building group was delimited to the north-west and north-east, and 

may well have been substantially delimited to the south – where there 

appears to have been a hagiasma or holy well which, the excavators 

thought, may have formed a boundary to it in that region, and which is 

here associated with the Church of the Lord.664  

- There is evidence of there having been a large hall, and an adjacent 

courtyard.665 

- The main level of the complex was at about 26 m., essentially the same 

level as the mosaic floor of the Peristyle Courtyard, with possibly an upper 

level at 31-2 m.666  

 

The upper level of the Candidati thus may have lain on the upper level at around 

31 m., and connected, probably to the south, with the Church of the Lord, which 

was probably also at the same level, since the sources do not describe descending 

                                                
663 Structural feature ‘B: c’ suggests that there was a range of structures forming a 
complex to the east of the terrace, and probably running north-south. 
664 Loc. cit. 
665 Area ‘B: b’, which was identified as the core of the complex, and the oldest 
feature, may well have been grouped around a basilica-plan triclinium, forming 
the ‘head’ of this range of structures. Structural features ‘B: d’, ‘f’ and ‘g’, 
although inconclusive, may be interpreted as surrounding a courtyard or garden. 
666 The feature ‘B: d’, which appears to have had at least one storey above the 
level 26 m., appears to have had rooms arranged enfilade, and was serviced by a 
passage, or portico, on the southern side, while the long wall at ‘B: f’ was a 
retaining wall for the upper terrace to the west. The likelihood is that this 
basement complex was connected to the rest of the palace by a staircase 
descending from the 31 m. level, and by a gallery that ran at both 26 m. and 31 m. 
levels along the eastern façade. 
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from the church. The topography of this area is suggested by a passage in the 

Book of Ceremonies:  

The rulers stand at the top of the steps… From there, the rulers go 
through as far as the Hall of the Kandidatoi – the clergy of the 
Church of the Lord stand there – and the rulers kiss the Cross of the 
Church of the Lord …when it is brought to the rulers by the sacristan 
of the said church, The rulers, going away from there, go through 
into the eight-columned tholos [rotunda] that is, into the First Schole 
which they call the Old Mint, where there is set up a very beautiful 
cross made of silver… [prayers] Again from there, they go through 
the Hall of the Exkoubitoi… From there, the sovereigns go to the 
Lamps [Lychni]where there is set up another cross made of silver, 
and with triple obeisance with candles they give thanks to God, and 
the first reception takes place there at the Tribunal, that is, at the 
Lamps, that is to say, with the emperors standing in the vault.667 

 

The ceremony continues at the Hall of Scholae, where they worship at the Church 

of the Holy Apostles, then within the vestibule of the Chalkê, then at the Chalkê 

Gate, then outside the barrier of the Chalkê Gate, then at the Horologion and 

Beautiful Door of Hagia Sophia. 

 

In this sequence, the emperors clearly pass from the Consistorium to the Triklinos 

of the Candidati which is adjacent to the Church of the Lord, then to the First 

Schola, or Old Treasury, where they leave the Palace to visit the Triklinos of the 

Excubitores, then return to the Lychni Gate, which may be associated with the 

Regia Gate of the early Palace, which gives access to the Tribunal courtyard. The 

procession has thus done a circuit through the district of the guards, south of the 

Gate of Kourtinai.  

 

It would thus appear that the Triklinos of the Candidati, the Consistorium, and the 

Church of the Lord were adjacent to one another, and thus to the Makron of the 

Candidati. Evidence of vaulting associated with the long wall at ‘B: f’ suggests 

the presence of a passage raised on substructures at about 31 m., running north-

south (see Daphne and Archaeology maps).  

 

                                                
667 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 10-13. 
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II.3. Western Building Group, Area MW ‘D. a, b, c’ and University of St. 

Andrews Mosaic Peristyle, Apsed Hall and associated areas  

(figs. 135-48, Daphne Palace map, C5, D5, and Archaeology map, C5, D5) 

 

II.3.1. Introduction 

The Palace area best known as the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall is one of the 

few extensively excavated parts of the Great Palace (figs. 135-43). Whereas for 

most Palace areas, we have textual descriptions but no confirmed site, in this case, 

the reverse is true – the complex is evidently a representative example of the Late 

Antique peristyle domus, and yet there is no definitive evidence tying it to any 

known Palace structures. The complex is known through the initial survey by 

Mamboury and Wiegand, who referred to it as the Western Building Group, Area 

‘D: a, b, c,’668 and through the subsequent two excavations by teams associated 

with the University of St. Andrews, which resulted in the discovery of a peristyle 

courtyard, an important mosaic pavement, and the remains of a large apsed hall.669 

 

The complex, situated at the south-western end of the Upper Palace, was built on 

an artificial terrace, at approximately 26 m. The site may be defined as largely 

lying over the streets Arasta Sokağı (‘sunken street’), and Torun Sokağı, both 

running north-south, and further to the south, Tavukhane Sokağı. The area of the 

terrace upon which it sits has been increased in a succession of Byzantine and 

Ottoman extensions. Thus, the existing retaining wall was built later than the 

excavation sites under discussion. Immediately to the south is a Ottoman retaining 

wall, and a Byzantine wall, MW ‘F: i.’ To the west is the eastern boundary of the 

Sultan Ahmet Mosque, that forms a practical limit to the twentieth-century 

excavations, and marks the approximate change of level from 26 m. to 32 m. To 

the north, the site is demarcated by massive substructural vaults, MW ‘D: a,’ 

which define an eastern corner, their northern and eastern frontages having being 

visible to Mamboury and Wiegand.  

                                                
668 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 32 ff. 
669 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (1947); D. Talbot Rice (ed.), (ed.), 
The Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958). 
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II.3.2. Survey by Mamboury and Wiegand of Areas ‘A’ and ‘D’ (fig. 135). 

Mamboury and Wiegand estimated the separation of the two upper Palace Areas 

‘D’ and ‘A’ as about 40 m. On the basis of differences in building construction, 

they placed them at different building periods.670 The separation suggested to 

them the possibility of elevated walkways connecting the terraces.671 In Area ‘D,’ 

they noted the following features: 

1. ‘D: a’: ‘Building with Long Corridors’ in the Arif Vefik Paça Garden, 

which comprised a series of parallel basement vaults, with an upper storey 

suggested by the existence of several filled-in arches;  

2. ‘D: b’: ‘Cruciform building in the Garden of the Sheikh of the Mevlevis’ 

on Bol Sokağı;672 

3. ‘D: c’: a complex of structures of different periods to the south of the site, 

located under the former veterinary school at Bol Sokağı.673 

                                                
670 The difference may not, however, be the result of different periods. Thus, it 
could be explained by different structural function, or different work teams (I am 
grateful for this suggestion by Ken Dark). 
671 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 32 ff. The authors 
assumed that these separate complexes were connected by battlement walks 
(diadromºdeq). It is also possible that masonry or wooden aerial walkways linked 
parts of the palace together (as did the walkway from the Palace to the south-
eastern corner of Hagia Sophia). 
672 Op. cit., 33-34. The ruins in this area were observed to consist of the sub-
structures of a cruciform building, possibly a church, with a rectangular space to 
its northern face (narthex?). The structure was, according to the excavators, built 
in several phases, and contained spoliated material, notably a dark-green column 
shaft built into the west wall. This structure, which may have been a chapel, is 
immediately adjacent to the basilican hall excavated by the second St. Andrews 
team. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini has recently established that the structure 
‘D: b’ was an earlier stage than the Apsed Hall, as a large arched entrance and a 
small window in the south wall of Mamboury D: b were blocked during the 
construction of the substructures of the Apsed Hall. See E. Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini, ‘The Third Season of the Great Palace Survey (1994),’ AST 13/2 
(1997) 127-142, at 135. 
673 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 34. This structure was 
thought by Mamboury and Wiegand to have consisted of structures of perhaps 
three periods, the oldest consisting of vaults used at one time as a cistern. These 
were observed as being out of square, their southern side walls being out of 
alignment with the later centralized structure to the south-west. This would appear 
to be an assumption based on insufficient excavation, as the second St. Andrews 
report recorded only one vault that was out of alignment, that being a later 
addition to the complex. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini identifies a later, 
Ottoman, and an earlier, ‘probably late Byzantine’ stage at Mamboury Area ‘D: c’, 
where she proposes ‘a tower, marking the southern borders of the Upper Palace.’  
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II.3.3. The first University of St. Andrews excavation campaign (figs. 135-38). 

 

 (i) Introduction 

A second major excavation, perhaps the most significant yet for understanding the 

Great Palace, was carried out by two teams from the University of St. Andrews in 

Scotland over two campaigns, 1935-38 (published 1947) and 1952-54 (published 

1958).674 The first campaign unearthed the so-called Great Palace Mosaic, one of 

the finest, and largest, Late Antique mosaics to be found.675 In his chapter on the 

buildings in the First Report, the German archaeologist Günter Martiny noted that 

there were two areas on which the team concentrated: 

1. A peristyle, or peribolos, transformed into a closed courtyard at a later 

stage, that Martiny thought to be the Heliakon of the Pharos;676 

2. A second site B (B1 and B2), which he associated with the Church of 

the Theotokos, and the imperial mint. 

 

  

 

                                                                                                                                 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Third Season of the Great Palace Survey 
(1994)’ (1997) 136. The function of the ‘tower’ in the Late Byzantine period is 
questionable, given the desuetude of the area by the thirteenth century at the latest. 
674 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (1947); Talbot Rice (ed.), Great 
Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958). In excavating this site, they followed in 
part the directions of one of the financiers of the campaign, who declared himself 
to have had a vision of treasures. 
675 For interpretations and dating of the Great Palace mosaic: Brett et al. (eds.), 
Great Palace First Report (London, 1947); Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace 
Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958); C. Mango and I. Lavin, Review of Rice (ed.), 
The Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) AB 42 (1960) 67-73.; G. 
Helenkemper Salies, ‘Die Datieren der Mosaiken im Grossen Palast zu 
Konstantinopel’, iBJRL 187 (1987) 273-308; J. Trilling, ‘The soul of the empire: 
style and meaning in the mosaic pavement of the Byzantine Imperial Palace in 
Constantinople,’ DOP 43 (1989) 27-72; H. Vetters and W. Jobst (eds.) Mosaiken-
forschung im Kaiserpalast von Konstantinopel  (Vienna 1992) 9-42; Y. Ötuken, 
‘Opus Sectile-Fußboden in der Turkei’, in W. Jobst, et al. (eds.), Neue 
Forschungen und Restaurierungen im byzantinischen Kaiserpalast von Istanbul. 
(Vienna, 1999) 41-45; K. R. Dark, ‘Roman Architecture,’ Byzantion 77 (2007) 
87-105. On the basis of the archaeology (and in Dark’s case also the 
iconography), Dark, Bardill and Kostenec all place the mosaic between the late 
sixth century and the end of the reign of Heraclius (r. 610-41). 
676 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report, (London, 1947) 2. This feature 
included a 4 m. wide corridor along the western flank, and a ‘Hall G’, about 8 m. 
wide, to the south-west. In comparison, the colonnade is almost 10 m. wide, from 
the outer walls to the inside of the columns. 
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(ii) Mosaic Peristyle Courtyard (fig. 136) 

The major feature discovered in this campaign was the Mosaic Peristyle, which 

they estimated (including columns) as 33.80 m. to its western side (including 

stylobate), and 55.50 m. to its northern side.677 There is an un-noticed discrepency 

between the First and Second Reports in their reconstructions of the Peristyle.678 

Given that the Second Report has reconciled the location of the courtyard with 

existing Ottoman structures, this makes it a more reliable source, nevertheless the 

site remains inaccurately described. More recently, Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini has re-surveyed these areas, noting the disappearance of some of the 

features earlier recorded. Digital analysis of the survey drawings demonstrates 

that there was a clear relationship between the alignment of walls belonging to the 

Byzantine structures underlying the Turkish phase of Mamboury and Wiegand 

Area ‘D: c’, and the angled buttress at the southern external corner of the Apsed 

Hall. This perhaps indicates the location of the terracing at this stage of the site’s 

development. The First Report calculated the total length of the courtyard, 

including passages, as 66.50 metres, that it was almost square, aligned 53o west of 

north, and that the peristyle had a timber roof structure.679 

Behind the northern boundary wall, the remains of a street, or open passage, were 

discovered, proving that rooms did not immediately adjoin the peribolos wall on 

this side. Traces of rooms were found to the south, with vaulted basement 

                                                
677 Op. cit., 6-7.  
678 In order to describe a composite plan of all feature discoveries on the site, I 
superimposed figures 1 and 9 from the Second Report onto Plan 60 from the First 
Report. This yielded a surprising result: the drawings from the First Report 
describe a courtyard with 13 columns on the two long sides (south and north) and 
with 10 columns on the short sides (west and east). The drawings from the Second 
Report show 12 columns on the long sides, and 10 on the short sides. The scale 
dimensions are: First Report: approximately 45 m. on the long sides (internal); 
Second Report: approximately 42 m. on the long sides. Thus, there are 42 
columns proposed in the First Report, and 40 in the second. The two sites MW 
‘D: b and c’ are also located in markedly different locations. This has not been 
noted in either of the Reports, or in Mango and Lavin’s review. 
679 Op. cit. 8-10:  

The marble pavement was in many places blackened by fire and 
cracked, and was covered by a layer, up to 0.40 m. in thickness, in 
which were remains of burnt beams, rafters and roof-tiles. Above 
this came the debris of Byzantine walls. The burnt material shows 
that the building was not vaulted, but had a wooden roof. 

The excavators argued that because the first, mosaic floor was in good condition, 
the roof over it must have also been timber, rather than a masonry vault ‘…in 
accordance with the traditional practice of the Hellenic and Hellenistic periods.’  
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structures beneath (Area ‘G’).680 The drawing of this area in the First Report 

shows a series of north-south oriented vaulted passages of small span, suggesting 

structures supporting the floor level of Area ‘G.’681 Thus, the construction of Area 

‘G’ conforms with the floor of the Mosaic Peristyle, and is in all likelihood 

similarly dated to the two main periods. The ‘room’ in Area ‘G’ was not fully 

investigated, and the south-western boundary was not established (the provable 

limits were the walls to the west and north). 

  

The evidence of the excavations in the courtyard indicated that in its first phase, it 

was probably unpaved, and possibly a courtyard garden. At a later period, hard-

packed sand was laid over the courtyard and paved over. A viaduct, the ‘Paved 

Way,’ consisted of an upper and lower line of brick vaults that were superimposed 

on each other and crossed through the middle of this court on an east-west 

alignment. The two layers of this feature appeared to correspond to successive 

stages of development, in which the ground level was raised. The upper level, 

which relates to the level of the mosaics, corresponds to the first phase of the 

peristyle courtyard. A second phase of building saw the colonnade being radically 

altered – replaced by a wall on the northern side and removed on the western side 

to create a longer court – these works being possibly the work of Theophilus (r. 

813-842).682 During this phase, the courtyard was paved with spoliated grey-white 

Proconnesian marble slabs. 

                                                
680 There were traces of a room found here, of which only the western and 
northern boundaries were possible to discover because of existing structures. The 
area excavated was.over 7 x 20 m. It showed traces of marble slabs of similar size 
and proportion to those of the second period in the courtyard. Under the room 
were found three cellars of parallel vaulting. The hall is thought to have 
communicated with the western corridor through a doorway, now destroyed. 
Under the corridor, was found a vaulted cellar which, the excavators surmised, 
may have led in a southern direction to the lower garden. It is thus a sort of 
cryptoporticus, part of the first stage of building.  
681 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 13 and plate 5.3. 
See also St. Andrews Archives, Baxter Papers no. 36966 July-August 1937. 
Martiny, the co-excavator in his 1937 report notes:  

To the south-west behind the hall the adjacent buildings of the palace 
were found. The ground level demonstrated the existence of a single 
large room with marble floor like that of the Heliakon of the second 
period. The first (mosaic) period is also present in this room. The 
cellars of this room consist of a row of parallel corridors, all of about 
the same size. They are connected by a cross passage. 

682 This attribution of the marble floor phase to Theophilus is argued by Ken Dark 
in a forthcoming article. 
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 (iii) Area B (B1 and B2) (fig. 137-38) 

The second area of investigation was a feature north of the paved street outside 

the north wall of the courtyard. This feature consists of features designated B1 and 

B2. Substructures in this area were observed to consist of massive piers, 

supporting arches built of bricks and ashlar.683 The evidence of the ruins was 

fragmentary and inconclusive, although the team noted that it appeared to 

represent two distinct, chronologically separated phases.684 The row of piers to the 

north-west of B1 showed remains of barrel-vaulting, running north-south.685 The 

excavators found many fragments of wall painting.686 Sections of marble floor and 

evidence of a chapel were also found.687 ‘(M)any fragments of copper, apparently 

                                                
683 1.3-2.55 m in an east-west direction by 2.25 m. across, with intervals of 1.55-
2.15 m. 
684 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 1, 26: 

Between the north-west building and the buildings beside the street 
near the peristyle there must have been an open area about 7 m. 
across. All that remains to connect the two is a prolongation of the 
south-eastern wall of the north-west building, running north-east to 
south-west. 

In the field notes (Russell Collection, University of St. Andrews Archives, ms. 
38515/12/-4/1, copy of site notes- 1935-36) the author, possibly Baxter, writes on 
Saturday 9.5.36: 

Trench A: It was ascertained by the cleaning of the Byzantine wall 
found last year in the north-east side of the mosaic, that it belongs to 
two different periods. The part next (sic) the mosaic is of late Roman 
construction and consists of large limestone blocks with swallow-tail 
clamps: on the top of the foundation are the remains of a brick wall, 
apparently of the same period. The bricks are 35 x 35 x 5; 12 courses 
to the metre. The other part consists on its outer surface of small, 
badly cut limestone blocks, below which is a stone filling. 

685 Russell Collection, University of St. Andrews archives, ms. 38515/13/1/24, 
Photograph no. 29.  
686 Russell Collection, University of St. Andrews archives, ms. 38515/12/4/1, 
copy of site notes- 1935-36. See, for example, Monday 16.6.36, Site B: 

Behind wall with niche a great quantity of continuous fragments of 
wall painting were found (in) the north corner. Among these were 
bits of 3 heads, remains of robes, feet and hands and writing. Among 
the pieces, a coin of Theodora (1055) No. 118. 

687 Op. Cit. cf.: Report entries:.Friday 5.6.36, Site B: 
The condition of the debris between walls III and IV allows the 
following deduction. The Turkish burials took place when the 
substructures were not buried, and a part of the superstructure – the 
ground floor – still stood with wall painting and mar(ble) floor. The 
floor and walls collapsed on the Turkish level gave the layer of 
Byzantine debris in which so much has been (…). 

Thursday 11.6.36, Site B: 
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by-products of minting’ were found on the ‘north-west side’ of (pier) III (3).688 

Fragments of marble flooring were found in area B1, with opus sectile flooring at 

a lower level, and mostly white marble at an upper level.689 Notable artifacts 

found included lamellar armour in the charcoal debris above the paved street,690 

and nine iron masks were found at the western end of the same street.691 

 

II.3.4. The Second St. Andrews excavation campaign (figs. 139-43). 

 

 (i) Introduction 

The St. Andrews Excavation campaign was interrupted by the outbreak of 

hostilities in the Second World War, and the First Report was not published until 

1947. The second campaign, of 1952-54, continued the excavation of the Peristyle 

area, although not of Area ‘G,’ and also made a detailed examination of the area 

of the Boukoleon.692  The Second Report documented excavations in the areas of 

the Mosaic Peristyle, the Paved Way, and a monumental Apsed Hall, discovered 

behind the eastern portico of the Peristyle. On the basis of their new excavations, 

the team proposed the following construction sequence:  

- Paved Way; 

- First stage of the Courtyard; 

- Second and final stage of the latter. 

- Marble pavement stage. 693 

  

                                                                                                                                 
in the middle of wall IVa (in between IV and V) at a depth of circa -
3.30m. (bottom) was a niche below the wooden roof. It is floored 
with a marble slab whose edge is rubbed smooth by handling, and in 
the middle a black smudge indicates the former presence of a lamp. 
Above the niche and around it the architectural scheme (?) of bricks 
is scratched in the plaster. The inside is similarly scratched, by (?) 
the wall at either side are scratched crosses and other ornaments… 

688 Op. cit. Site journal entry, Tuesday 16.6.36 Site B. 
689 Op. cit. Site Journal entry, Thurs 25/26.6.36, Site B: 

In the room SE of IVa it was observed that the pavement of small 
coloured marble opus sectile belonged to the lower wall debris, 
while the larger, mostly white, pavement blocks belonged to the 
upper. 

690 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) plan 60). 
691 Op. cit., plan 61, location Dc 44. 
692 Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958).  
693 Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 22-23.  
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The observed sequences were: 

(i) Marble-surfaced Paved Way. This ran from from west to east, roughly 

central to the axis of the later courtyard. From found evidence, the 

excavators considered that it went out of use when the portico was laid 

out, but however suggested that the Paved Way may still have been 

used as a pathway during the first phase of the portico. 

(ii) The portico first phase replaced the function of the Paved Way, which 

then became no more than a pathway across the courtyard. 

(iii) In the second phase, the function of the paved way changed, and a 

staircase descended axially onto the Paved Way, in the direction of the 

Apsed Hall. In this phase, the western and northern porticoes were 

removed, and a wall was built on the former line of the northern 

portico to enclose a room. In the Second Report, the excavators noted 

the discovery of substantial amounts of preserved mosaic, and 

portions of the Greenstone footing of the inner colonnade. They also 

proposed, on the basis of their partial results, that the trench-built 

stone arch that continues the line of the northern portico beneath the 

mosaic, and the north-east arch, are of corresponding dates – 

presumably the date of construction of the second phase of the 

courtyard, where the western colonnade was removed, and the 

northern colonnade was replaced by a wall that stretched from the 

western outer wall to the eastern outer wall of the Peristyle. The 

excavators criticized the method of the earlier St. Andrews excavators 

in their dating of features on the basis of sherds and coins, noting that 

at the northern end of the western portico, they had failed to notice an 

intrusive trench, and that consequently the two seventh-century coins 

found could belong to the period of the trench, rather than to the 

building works of the original structure. 

  

(ii) The Mosaic Peristyle and the Paved Way (fig. 139) 

The excavators revealed the sub-structure of the Paved Way – a series of vaulted 

chambers on its axis – noting that the brickwork and masonry was crude, and the 

appearance of the latter suggested that it was not intended to be seen.694 The St. 

                                                
694 Op. cit., 15. The excavators noted that: 
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Andrews team were unable to make a definitive dating of this structure. However, 

Bardill notes that the bricks of the upper arches of the Paved Way accord with 

those made in the fifth and sixth centuries – those in the lower arches may have 

been older – perhaps of the fourth century (he compares them to those in the 

Hippodrome).695 There is thus the possibility that the latter may belong to the 

period of Constantine I or his immediate successors, while the former may date to 

renovations and rebuilding work on the Palace by Justinian I, or one of the other 

emperors of the later sixth century to Heraclius at the start of the seventh century.  

 

At 1.5 m. beneath the mosaic of the southern portico, the remains of an earlier 

cistern structure were discovered. On the basis of comparisons of the bricks with 

other early Byzantine buildings, the excavators concluded that the peristyle could 

not have been built earlier than the end of the fifth century, substantially revising 

the dating of the earlier report. On the basis of the brick stamps, Bardill has 

recently argued that the terminus post quem for the cistern, and hence for the later 

foundation walls of the Peristyle, is 518.696 The form of the Peristyle was 

established to have consisted in the first phase of a stone stylobate supporting a 

colonnade on four sides, and a mosaic pavement was found to have extended on 

all four sides.697 In the later phase, arched foundations were built to the east and 

west of the north and south alignments, to support new walls replacing the north 

                                                                                                                                 
….the surrounding ground, when the Paved Way was in use, was at 
least as high as the top of the lower arches, and possibly at the level 
of the pavement; in short …. at this point the nucleus of the upper 
terrace of the Great Palace goes back at least to the time of 
construction of the Paved Way, and that the function of the latter was 
to provide access to some building on the outer edge of the terrace. 

695 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 136. 
696 Op. cit.,137-38. The excavators noted that some of the bricks bear the 
brickstamp GAIOY, (Bardill corrects this to GAIv) which the excavators noted 
was also found on bricks in the vicinity of the ‘Magnaura,’ St. Eirine and Hagia 
Sophia, and capitals were estimated to date to between 500 and 600. Their find 
location under the mosaic pavement establishes a terminus ante quem for the 
latter. It is possible that the cistern was associated with a palace bath complex. 
Early chapters in the Book of Ceremonies refer to a ‘Balnearius.’ Later chapters 
refer to the Thermastra which, as is argued below (‘Thermastra’) was probably 
located nearby, and is mentioned in a text from the fifth century. 
697 Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 22. 
The excavators stated, on the evidence of tesserae found in the filling of the 
disturbed areas of the south-east peristyle, that the mosaic, on balance of 
probability, did extend around to cover it, and thus extended to all four sides. 
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and south colonnades. The plan of the Peristyle was established to be effectively 

rectangular.  

 

In the middle of the area to the east of the eastern portico a structure was found 

that had been built of ‘good limestone masonry’, although much disrupted through 

robbing of stone and later rebuilding.698 The foundation of the Peristyle in the area 

where the Paved Way abuts to the east was found to be massive. The excavators 

noted the traces of two openings in this wall, one of which appeared to be aligned 

with the Paved Way, but was blocked by it, and a second, to the south-west of 

it.699 The possibility of a third opening, framing the central one, was not explored 

in the dig. The excavators explain the openings in terms of bridging over a buried 

feature, but it is also possible, given the narrowness of the two openings (c. 1.58 

m. wide) that the wall might pre-date the construction of the Paved Way, or 

perhaps the construction of its upper tier of arches. Certainly, the stone wall was 

standing before the construction of the brick arches of the Paved Way, thus 

suggesting a very early date.700  

 

The Second Report identified the cistern as being the earliest structure in the 

Peristyle area, followed by the Paved Way, and later the first stage of the Peristyle 

Courtyard, which blocked the entrance from the west. Finally, came the stage with 

the marble floor, and blocking up of the arcades to the north and south. Outside 

the western wall of the Peristyle Courtyard was found a 4 m. wide corridor, which 

continued to the south past the Peristyle, where it communicated with a marble-

paved room in Area ‘G’. Beneath the corridor, a cellar of equivalent width was 

found with a groin-vaulted roof as evidenced in Area ‘A5’. This cellar was found 

to belong to the earliest period of the Peristyle structure, as vaults were seen to 

bond into the flanking walls.701 

 

                                                
698 Op. cit., 20. 
699 Op. cit., 21. The wall was recorded as being 2.35 m. thick, and up to 5 m. high, 
resting on a footing course 45 cm. high at a depth of 7.5 m. below the site datum 
and projecting 15 cm. from the south-east face. 
700 Loc. cit. 
701 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 13-14. In the area 
west (NW) of Area ‘G’, the excavators noted that the cellar sloped down to the 
south-west, suggesting that it ‘…may have led to the garden on the lower terrace.’ 
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A room was found west of the western wall of the corridor accessed from Area 

‘G,’ and 0.5 m. below it, accessed by 2.70 m. wide marble steps,. The floor of this 

room was paved with marble slabs, and was thus of similar finish to the ‘marble 

paving’ second phase of the courtyard.702 In the latter phase, the corridor would 

appear to have directly communicated with the courtyard by a doorway, and a 

flight of shallow steps.703 The existence of the cellar beneath the corridor, and the 

western apartment is of particular significance for the location of the Palace 

bathing complex of the Thermastra, (see below: ‘Thermastra’) and the connection 

of this complex with the Lower Palace. 

  

                                                
702 In this area two graves were found, apparently of late date. Construction of the 
surviving portion of the south-west wall was described as 29 cm square by 3.5 
cm., 10 courses = 90 cm. ‘In the debris of these apartments the brick stamps nos. 
69, 73, 74 , 75, were found.’ Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report 
(London, 1947) 13. 
703 Talbot Price (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1957) 12. In the 
first period, the corridor was two steps higher than the peristyle. Vaulting of first 
period began 1 m. above, second period 2 m. above, the floor level. In the second 
period, the western colonnade was removed, and steps were inserted leading from 
the corridor down to the courtyard. The excavators noted that the top-most step 
lay about 70 cm. above the mosaic (the pavement in the northern corridor 
replacing the northern colonnade) was about 25 cm. above the mosaic. The steps 
were noted as implying the existence of a doorway, perhaps 3 m. wide, into the 
corridor, although no trace of the latter was found.  
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The Peristyle: Summary of Excavated Evidence: 
(i) The earliest structure, a cistern found under the southern portico, was 

dated by the excavators to a terminus post quem of the fourth century 
at the earliest; they noted that it may not belong to the Palace. 

(ii) The second structural group consists of the paved way, and the 
eastern building it led to, evidenced by an outer wall and Greenstone 
foundations. These are clearly earlier than the mosaic phase. The 
south-western stone outer wall may be earlier than the paved way, 
which abuts it. The Paved Way is aligned with the site of the later 
Apsed Hall. It may thus have led to either a building or garden 
structure – the crude construction of the vaulting of the paved way 
suggests that it was never intended to be seen, suggesting either that 
the ground level was brought up to the level of the path, or that the 
sides of the structures were originally sheathed in dressed stone. 

(iii) The first phase of the Mosaic Peristyle removed the axial entrance 
from the west. Now there were buildings facing the courtyard on the 
western, southern and eastern porticos. The main access is difficult to 
establish. If there were no central door, which might have been 
expected, then access would be provided either through a door at the 
north-eastern end of the north-western peristyle wall, or perhaps 
through the room or rooms at Area ‘G’ of the 1935-38 excavation, 
where the mosaic floor was also found to exist. 

(iv) The complex was rebuilt in a second phase, in which the northern 
peristyle was enclosed to form a room or rooms rather than a 
corridor, given its great width of almost 10 m. The mosaic in this 
area was covered over with marble paving of about 40 cm. thickness. 
Talbot Price’s team rejected the opinion of the earlier St. Andrews 
excavators that the re-building was carried out during the reign of 
Justinian I. They noted that the corridor was later narrowed, before 
the complex fell into ruins, after a fire or earthquake (charring and 
scorching is evident) after which the complex was abandoned, prior 
to becoming a site for hovels, and later for Ottoman building in the 
neighbourhood of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque. 

  

(iii) The Apsed Hall (figs. 140-43) 

Largest among the building structures east of the Peristyle are the foundations of 

an Apsed Hall that was 32 m. long by 16.5 m. wide, with an eastern end apse 

diameter of 10.9 m.704 It was founded on well-cut limestone foundations and brick 

supporting arches. A transverse wall was found to subdivide the substructures of 

the hall into two unequal portions of 11.5 and 17 m. long respectively. The 

excavators interpreted the smaller space on the hall level as an antechamber and 
                                                
704 The external projection from the eastern wall was c. 7.5 m. The existence of an 
apse was established by an excavation of a section of the internal curvature 
(southern end), and a portion of the external curvature (north-east corner of 
junction between apse and possible buttress wall). 
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the larger space to be the ‘Hall’ itself. This seems to be a strange and improbable 

arrangement. Comparison with earlier palace basilican halls, such as the large 

reception hall at Piazza Armerina, a similar hall at Cordoba, and the great hall at 

Trier, might suggest that the entire space formed a single hall, and that the cross 

wall in the basement, the ‘triple arch,’ was either the remains of an earlier 

structure, or was used to found support arches for the floor above.  

 

It should be noted that, while the floor of the hall had itself disappeared except for 

a small area of bricks at the western end, the sub-structural vaulting clearly 

demonstrates that the ‘hall’ area was raised up from the ‘antechamber’ by 

approximately 1 m., according to the excavators’ estimates (fig. 142).705 An 

alternative reconstruction is that steps led up from the entrance area to an elevated 

rostrum – visitors would thus need to look up as they approached the apsidal 

space at the end of the room. In the latter arrangement, the ceiling and space of the 

Apsed Hall would be continuous (see hypothetical reconstruction of hall, fig. 

143). Steps raising the dais of the throne also existed in the Consistorium, and a 

raised platform in front of the apse has also been found in the apsed, basilica-plan 

hall of the Late Antique villa at Piazza Armerina (see infra, Part One, II.1: Late 

Antique Villa and Palace). However the ruinous state of the Apsed Hall did not 

evidence any remains of such a staircase. 

 

To the north of the Apsed Hall was MW area ‘D: b’ (fig. 135) and to the south, 

MW area ‘D: c’. The St. Andrews excavators managed to dig a trench down to 

bedrock, establishing the foundations at 13 m. below the surface at that location. 

Three vaulted chambers were found to abut the south flank of the Apsed Hall. The 

square, vaulted chamber adjoining the Apsed Hall to the south, MW area ‘D: c,’ 

was determined to be Ottoman, although it overlaid remains of Byzantine cisterns 

that were aligned obliquely to the later structures – these may have possibly run 

parallel to an early retaining wall. Recently, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini re-

examined this site, and interpreted area ‘D: c’ as having several stages, a later 

stage judged to be Ottoman, and an earlier stage that is ‘probably Late 

                                                
705 Talbot Price (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1957) 42. 
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Byzantine.’706 She concludes that Areas ‘D: b and c’ were probably connected to 

further structures to the north and south. Notably, she interprets structures at the 

southern end of the terrace as the remains of a tower which she identifies as the 

Aetos.707 This association does seem to fit the topography, but remains somewhat 

conjectural, and the difficulty is compounded by her interpretation of the 

Hemicycle and Triconch as lying on the 16 m. terrace (see below, ‘Sigma and 

Triconch’). 

 

The cruciform structure in Area ‘D: b,’ north of the Apsed Hall, may have been 

contemporary with one of the earlier stages. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini 

established that ‘D: b,’ ainterpreted by the first St. Andrew’s team as the Chapel 

of St. Demetrius, was built earlier than the Apsed Hall: 

A big arched antrance and a small window in the south wall of 
Mamboury D.b were in fact blocked by the construction of the 
foundations of the Apsed Hall.708 
 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini attributes Area ‘D: b’ to the Church of of St. Mary 

of Daphne, ‘…the first to be built,’ which may have been identical to the Church 

                                                
706 A question arises from this dating, as to how this structure was related to the 
adjacent Peristyle and Apsed Hall, given that they were no longer occupied by the 
Late Byzantine period. I am grateful to Ken Dark for this observation. 
707 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Third Season of the Great Palace Survey 
(1994)’ (1997) 127-142 at 136: 

Mamboury D: c ends southwards against a high wall with windows 
and a door today suspended in the air. At a lower level, the 
existence of a small opening in the wall, wider inside than outside, 
i.e. facing Mamboury D: c confirms here the existence of a 
previous external wall facing north. The building to which this wall 
pertains has not been noticed before, but it is still identifiably a 
tower, marking the southern borders of the Upper Palace.’ 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini cites its location above the Church of St. John the 
Theologian, which she locates at the site of the Kapı Ağasi Mahmut Ağa Camii, 
on Akbıyık Değirmeni Sokağı, both buildings having been constructed by Basil I. 
The structure is indicated by a basement structure ‘in grey ashlars.’ The level of 
the founding of this basement is not indicated, but would appear to be at 16 m. as 
she states that at its base, a path provides the easiest route to reach the Lower 
Palace. Hopefully, further publications will describe the construction of the ashlar 
wall, which may have belonged to a gate tower (my thanks to Ken Dark for this 
observation). Whether it consists of regular courses of original well-cut masonry 
(ashlar), or of spoliated stonework, will be crucial in dating the structure.  
708 See E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ AST 
(2009) 197-210, at 199; idem, ‘The Third Season of the Great Palace Survey 
(1994)’ (1997) 135. 
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of the Virgin, in existence at the start of the reign of Justin II (r. 565-78).709 Its 

bricks, stated by Mamboury and Wiegand as 380-390 mm to a side by 5-6 mm 

thick, would appear to indicate a pre-Justinianic date, which might imply an 

earlier stage than the Greenstone phase.710 Nonetheless, it is difficult to associate 

this structure with the Daphne Palace, given that it would have been situated at a 

level below the main level of the latter complex. 

 

The Second Report identifies the following stages for the Apsed Hall site: 

 (i) ‘Greenstone’ Building: this building, itself apparently of two phases, formed 
the destination of the Paved Way. The existence of the latter suggests a building 
of some importance.  

(ii) Building to which pier and vaulting belong: this building was constructed up 
against the stage 1 ‘Greenstone’ building, on the basis of visible features. During 
this phase the complex was increased to the south-east, and the stepped floor level 
was raised to a terrace. 

(iii) Apsed Hall: in this phase, a great hall was constructed, entailing demolition 
or re-use of existing building structures. The excavators, although admitting the 
lack of definitive proof, conclude that this building was constructed as a grouping 
with the Peristyle Courtyard and mosaic floor. One could also add that the 
structures underlying the Turkish building south of the Apsed Hall (MW Area ‘D: 
c’) also formed part of this group, on the basis of its orientation (see above). The 
excavators did not establish a formal relationship between the Apsed Hall and the 
cruciform building (MW Area ‘D: b’), but concluded that it may well have 
preceded the construction of the Apsed Hall – this has since been supported by 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s surveys.  

 

                                                
709 Op. cit. 136-37. However Kostenec interprets the structure ‘D: b’ as the 
Church of the Archangel Michael. See Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great 
Palace’, RMS 31  (2005) 27-31. 
710 See Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 34; J. Ward-
Perkins, ‘Building Methods in Early Byzantine Architecture’ in Talbot Rice (ed.), 
Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 52-104; Bardill, Brickstamps 
(Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 143-45.  



 242 

II.3.5. Dating and Attribution of the Mosaic Peristyle, Apsed Hall  

and related structures. 

 

 (i) St. Andrews First Report 

The St. Andrews team dated the first phase of the Peristyle to the early fifth 

century,711 and the second, marble phase to the mid-sixth century. This dating has 

been generally disputed by later scholars (see below).712 On the basis of 

comparisons of brick stamps with those found in buildings such as Hagia Sophia, 

they dated the base of the ‘North-West Building’ in area ‘B1’ to about 500.713 No 

dating was given for the structures at ‘B2.’ Unfortunately, Bardill does not make 

reference to the dating of areas B1 and B2 (fig. 137-38).714 Comparison of brick 

sizes and construction technique with other palace structures, and the 

comparatively closely-packed courses permits the possibility for a date of the end 

of the sixth century at the latest, and possibly as early as the fifth century. Any 

confirmation would require further expert analysis – unfortunately, the first St. 

Andrews excavation did not provide a detailed stratigraphical record.715 The 

                                                
711 An excavated column capital was declared to be ‘exactly similar’ to one found 
by Schneider in his excavation of the second church of Hagia Sophia (built by 
Theodosius II). 
712 On the spurious basis of a coin of Justinian I found above the mosaic, the first 
St. Andrews team dated the peristyle as pre-Justinianic. On comparison of some 
of the stage 1 fragments with those of the second church of Hagia Sophia, they 
placed the first stage of building to the reign of Theodosius II, dating it to about 
404-415. Similarly, they dated the mosaic to the first quarter of the fifth century, 
although noting that on stylistic, rather than archaeological grounds, it could have 
been placed as early as the fourth century and Theodosius II. They estimated the 
date of the second phase of the peristyle courtyard construction, where the north-
eastern passage was walled in, as being circa 550. These datings were dismissed 
by later writers (see below). 
713 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 27. 
714 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 134-5. 
715 The lack of detailed analysis of datable evidence is a problem with the first 
report, and it must be conceded that such comparison of brick sizes and 
construction techniques may not be used to derive an exact, or even approximate 
dating. Martiny’s dating of the construction of the structures is very general. On 
the basis of its alternation of brick and stone, and in comparison with ‘…City 
walls, Martyrion of Karpos and Papylos, St. John Stoudios, St. Eirine etc.’ he 
arrives at a date of c. 500. A photograph (Russell Collection, University of St. 
Andrews Archives, ms. 38515/13/1/22) shows wall 3 of area B1. Its construction 
is 5 courses of brick and four courses of stone. In the Field Journal, 1935-36, ms 
38515/12/4/1, there is a reference to ‘Trench A’:  

It was ascertained by the cleaning of the Byzantine wall found last 
year in the NE side of the mosaic, that it belongs to two different 
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excavators in their attempted attribution of these structural features, tried to 

reconcile the finds with the structures noted in MW Area ‘D: a, b, c’ to the east of 

the courtyard. Martiny suggested that features ‘D: b and c’ may both be Byzantine 

church structures. As previously noted, evidence was found of rooms (Area ‘G’) 

on the southern side of the courtyard which, Martiny speculated, continued for the 

full length of this side, forming the rooms overlooking the lower terrace and 

bounding the upper terrace.716 Opposite the latter,717 Martiny argued, may be a 

church, ‘…that of Theotokos Proseuche (St Mary the Intercessor),’718 a church (or 

Palace Chapel) that was stated to belong to the Aetos, a lofty structure located to 

                                                                                                                                 
periods. The part next (sic) the mosaic is of late Roman 
construction and consists of large limestone blocks with swallow-
tail clamps: on the top of the foundation are the remains of a brick 
wall, apparently of the same period. The bricks are 35 x 35 x 5; 12 
courses to the metre. The other part consists on its outer surface of 
small badly cut limestone blocks, below which is a stone filling.  

By comparison, Bardill notes that bricks of 330-350 x 330-350 mm. with 5 
courses to 0.47 m. were found in the substructural piers of the Apsed Hall, which 
were possibly Justinianic in date, and very probably sixth century, and bricks of 
average 340 square by 40mm thick (5 courses to 0.42 m.) were found in the 
remaining upper walls of the Apsed Hall, recently dated to the end of the sixth or 
early seventh century (see below). Finally, a single brick, 350 x ? x 45mm was 
dated, on the basis of its brick-stamp, to the reign of Maurice (r. 582-602), 
indiction either 583/4 or 598/9. See Bardill, Brickstamps I (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 
134-5. 
716 Op. cit. 17. In the field notes (University of St. Andrews, Baxter Papers- ms. 
36966A. Report by Günther Martiny July-August 1937) Martiny notes on Area G: 

The Investigations in F and G are now almost finished. They have 
borne out the conjecture that the mosaic found in 1935 and 1936 
lay in the north-east wing of the heliakon, because the south-west 
wing was found in F at the spot as expected (see report winter 
1936). To the south-west behind the hall the adjacent buildings of 
the palace were found. The ground level demonstrated the 
existence of a single large room with marble floor like that of the 
Heliakon of the second period. The first (mosaic) period is also 
present in this room. The cellars of this room consist of a row of 
parallel corridors, all of about the same size. They are connected by 
a cross passage.  

717 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (1947), DVIII on plate 60. 
718 Martiny, Ch. 1, ‘The Buildings,’ in Brett (ed.), Great Palace First Report 
(London, 1947) 28 and fn. 2. The identification of the cruciform structure as a 
church is confirmed, they argue, because of the clustering of graves around it. 
Presumably its function changed from Palace chapel to a local neighbourhood 
chapel in the mediaeval period when the area was abandoned and then taken over 
by squatters.  
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the east of the Chrysotriklinos, and attributed to Basil I.719 The term ‘aetos’ 

literally translates as ‘eagle,’ and this has led scholars to associate the name with 

the building’s great height when viewed from the lower terraces, but the name can 

also be interpreted as referring to a temple-like pediment.720 Recently, the Aetos 

has been associated by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini with structures located at 

the base of the south-eastern area of the retaining wall of the Mosaic Peristyle and 

Apsed Hall.721  

 
In the First Report Martiny noted:  

The Aetos lay also to the east of [the] heliakon of the Pharos, and the 
procession of the emperor had to pass through this building in order 
to reach the Nea from the Heliakon.722 

 

By process of association, the excavators proposed that the site was that of the 

Treasury, which was related to the Aetos. They interpreted the elements to the 

north-east of the courtyard as follows: The Church of St. Mary the Intercessor, 

(associated with MW area ‘D: b’) was argued to lie north of the Peristyle or 

Heliakon, beside the Treasury (‘B1’), and on the way to the Nea, which they 

argued to be the adjacent ruin to the east (‘D: a’). Such a definite conclusion is at 

variance with the relatively inconclusive nature of the archaeological evidence 

obtained from the excvavations in Area ‘B’.723 Indeed, the excavators’ attribution 

                                                
719 The Aetos is mentioned in Theophanes Continuatus, Book 5, Vita Basilii 90, in 
Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire 312-1453: Sources and Documents 
(Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press, 1986) 199. Martiny notes the 
statement in Theophanes Continuatus that the Imperial Treasury was built against 
the ‘Aetos’ complex, a part of which was the Church of St. Mary the Intercessor 
(ï Ueotøkoq proseyxí). The Aetos lay ‘…to the east’ of the Heliakon (by which 
is presumably meant the terrace of the Pharos, on which the Chrysotriklinos was 
located. See Brett (ed.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947), 27. Ken Dark 
suggests the name could, alternatively, have referred to an imperial Roman eagle 
prominently displayed on the building (personal correspondence). 
720 ‘Temple-roofs, unlike those of private houses, which were flat, ended in 
triangular pediments known as aetoi or aetomata, presumably as resembling the 
shape of an eagle [aetos] with spread wings.’ N. Dunbar, Aristophanes: Birds 
(Oxford 1995) 592. From Suda on Line, http://www.stoa.org/sol/, (accessed 29 
Dec. 06) 
721 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Survey: Second Season,’ 
AST 13/2 (1996) 127-142 at 137; ‘The Great Palace 1999: the End of the Survey 
of the Boukoleon Harbour and the Beginning of the Survey of the Külliye Kapį 
Agasi Mahmut Aga,’ AST 19/1, (2002) 160 and fig. 13. 
722 Martiny, Ch. 1, ‘The Buildings’, in Brett (ed.), Great Palace First Report 
(London, 1947) 28. 
723 In the annual report of 1936, Martiny wrote on Site ‘B’: 
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of names to the various found spaces follows earlier writers, notably Vogt and 

Ebersolt, both of whom had published plans of the Palace on the basis of textual 

interpretation. Thus, they identified the courtyard – almost certainly incorrectly – 

as the Heliakon of the Pharos. In consequence, all the subsequent attributions 

were also, in likelihood, incorrect.724 

                                                                                                                                 
The substructures… found in Site B allow of a division into at least 
two periods [nb. Period I and II of site B do not correspond to 
period I and II of the peristyle.] 
Period I consists of a row of piers running SW – NE, which are 
built of courses of brick and limestone. They have all had arches in 
the NE, whose radius has not been ascertained. SE of these piers 
ran a corridor 1.30 m. broad, whose SE side consisted of a wall 80 
cm. thick. This wall is built against an apparently older building. 
This building was a room 5 m. long inside, witth a rectangular 
niche at either end. NE and SW from the room are passages 2.70 m. 
broad. The floors of the substructure of this period I are, as far as 
they have been excavated, paved. Below the floors were drains. 
The walls of the already mentioned Period II seem to have been 
built in the 9th century. The buildings used in this period were as 
follows. The piers were reused and the interval between them 
closed by badly built walls. The passage SE of the pier was 
widened by 90 cm. and bounded on the SW by a wall. The 
resulting 9.0 m. long room had in its SW side wall a small 
semicircular niche. This niche was 1.20 m. above the floor, which 
lay 2.0 m. above the floor level of period I. The room had a roof 
resting on wooden beams. Its height was 3.20 m. In this crypt-like 
room were found very numerous burials not only below the floor 
level but also filling the room up to 1 m. below the level of the 
ceiling. The lower skeletons must have been buried from the floor 
level. (Outside the room many skeletons have been found above its 
ceiling level.) In the debris above this room were found a late 
Byzantine capital with the column belonging to it, a fragment of 
marble bearing an inscription, and many pieces of wall painting.  
The pottery found belongs to a fairly homogenous group and may 
be said to belong to the 9th – 11th C. inclusive. 
After the 11th C, the site was in Byzantine times completely 
deserted. 
Istanbul 18.7.36 
Dr. Guenther Martini (Translated by R. B. K. Stevenson) 

724 The unexcavated site west of the Peristyle was thought to be the 
Chrysotriklinos, and the spaces to the south were labelled as the Arist(et)irion, a 
banqueting hall associated with the Justinianos, the Porphyra, the sleeping 
chamber of the empress, and the Koiton, the emperor’s sleeping chamber. The 
structures to the east were labelled as St. Elias, Pharos, the Theotokos and St. 
Dimitrios, while the structures to the north-west were identified as the 
Thiseirofilakion and the Aetos. The latter attributions were based upon those 
buildings’ association in the texts with the Heliakon of the Pharos, which they 
stated to also be identical to the Heliakon of the Chrysotriklinos. The Theotokos 
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 (ii) Identifications in the St. Andrews Second Report  

The excavators in the Second Report turned to the historical record to attempt an 

identification. Thus, they argued, one of the emperors recorded as a builder in the 

Palace must have been responsible for such a monumental construction.725 

Crucially, they dismissed the dating of 410 of the earlier report, noting the ‘neo-

attic’ secular iconography of the mosaic,726 while noting that the historical dating 

of certain attributed buildings was incompatible with the archaeological 

evidence.727 The Second Report also rejects the suggestion by Vogt that the site 

may be identified as the Phiale of the Greens which Basil I demolished and 

replaced with a church, as no later structure appears to have been built upon the 

Mosaic Peristyle or the Apsed Hall until the fifteenth century. Following Mango, 

                                                                                                                                 
of the Pharos was known to be linked with the Heliakon of the Pharos. Hence they 
placed it at the south-eastern end of the long axis of the courtyard. This was 
however before the second campaign of the St. Andrews excavation revealed the 
foundations of the Apsed Hall. Textual linking of the Pharos, the Theotokos and 
St. Demetrius led the excavators to place the Pharos, or light tower, above the 
heavy vaulted structures south-east of the courtyard. 
725 Op. cit. 162: 

Between the time of Constantine the Great and that of Justinian 
practically the only large scale additions to the Great Palace that 
are recorded in the texts are those done under Theodosius II, who 
built the Bucoleon Palace (sic), and under Marcian, who adds what 
are usually termed his ‘galleries’. In view of the very considerable 
extent of the building complex that has been excavated, there is a 
prima facie probability that one of the major phases of the 
buildings unearthed by us should be associated with one or other of 
these rulers rather than with some emperor who left no reputation 
as a builder behind him. 

726 Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 121-60. 
Noting that Martiny and Brett gave an attribution of the Peristyle Courtyard to the 
reign of Theodosius II (408-450), Talbot Rice gave a later estimate, on the basis 
of comparison with other mosaic pavements, of between 450 and 550. The Second 
Report also questions the attribution of the complex to the Heliakon of the Pharos, 
with adjoining churches of St. Demetrius (MW Area ‘D: b’), the Theotokos of the 
Pharos, and St. Elias (MW area ‘D: c’), as well as the Pharos, noting that they had 
proven that the structure in Area ‘D: c’ was Turkish, although overlaying a 
Byzantine substructure. Similarly, they reject the attribution of the vaults south-
west of the Apsed Hall as being structurally incapable of supporting a large tower, 
and argue that the plan of the Apsed Hall was more suggestive of a great throne 
room than a palace church (a position endorsed by Lavin in his review of the 
Second Report: see Mango and Lavin, Review of Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace 
Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958), in AB 42/1 (Mar., 1960) 67-73.  
727 Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 162-3. The 
second St. Andrews team notes that the Theotokos was not erected until after 740, 
and that the collection of buildings attributed by the first report did not exist 
together until c. 880, by which date the Peristyle did not exist in its original form.  
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they suggest that on textual evidence one of the building phases on this site could 

be attributed to the Emperor Marcian (r. 451-457).728  

The Peristyle Mosaic posed particular problems of dating. Its archaicizing and 

secular subject matter seemed inconsistent with a dating later than the Late 

Antique or Early Byzantine period. Thus, on stylistic grounds, they dated the 

mosaic to no later than the fifth century, although this early dating is not 

supported by later scholars. The Second Report notes the apparent contradiction 

between the stylistic and archaeological evidence: the capitals found under the 

mosaic adjacent to the cistern structure under the southern portico, were dated as 

later than this period. If Marcian was responsible for the first phase of building on 

the site, then the excavators admitted that the emperor responsible for the second 

main stage could be anyone down to Justinian or beyond, with Justin II (565-578), 

the builder of the Chrysotriklinos, being a very possible candidate.729 

 

 (iii) Subsequent theories on dating and identification 

In a review of the Second Report by Cyril Mango and Irving Lavin,730 Mango 

revised his previous fifth-century dating. On the basis of the brick stamps found in 

the vaults to the south of the Apsed Hall, he concluded that the Mosaic Peristyle 

cannot be earlier than the time of Justinian I, and would probably date to the later 

sixth century although ‘…the style of the mosaic as well as historical factors 

would appear to preclude a date after the beginning of the seventh century.’731 On 

the basis of a text by John of Ephesus, he suggested that the emperor responsible 

may be Tiberius II (r. 578-582), who undertook a substantial building campaign in 

                                                
728 Op. cit. 165 and fn. 1. 
729 A. Schneider, Appendix: Review of the First Report’, in Talbot Rice (ed.), 
Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 194-8. Schneider made a series of 
criticisms of the First Report, similar to those by Talbot Rice. Specifically, he 
dismissed the possibility, on both topographical and dating grounds, that the 
courtyard is the Heliakon of the Pharos, and that the adjacent structures are palace 
churches, and was unconvinced that the cruciform structure to the north could be 
identified as the church of St. Mary of the Aetos, suggesting that it was perhaps 
used as a prison. He offered instead the, now equally implausible, counter-
proposal that the Mosaic Peristyle was one of the smaller palaces of the period of 
Theodosius I (late fourth century), and that the rebuilding occurred in the Isaurian 
period (Schneider suggested that the mosaic could have been completed in the 
second half of the fourth century, differing from Brett’s dating of the fifth 
century).  
730 Mango and Lavin, Review, Great Palace Second Report (1960) 67-73. 
731 Op. cit. 69. 
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the area of the Middle Palace, as the old Upper Palace was occupied by Sophia, 

the widow of the previous emperor, Justin II.  

 

Jonathan Bardill, in his study of brick stamps in Constantinople,732 judges the 

remaining bricks of the Apsed Hall, above the main level, to be of a typical size 

for the fifth and early sixth centuries and, with Mango, dates the substructures, to 

which the Paved Way leads, to the early sixth century.733 He concludes that, on 

the basis of both the brick sizes and stamps, they are likely to date to the end of 

the sixth century – possibly in the reign of Maurice (r. 582-602) or even as early 

as Justin II (r. 565-78) – and determines a terminus post quem for the Peristyle 

mosaic of c. 520.734 This estimate revises other datings of fourth century 

(Miranda), fifth century (Hellenkemper Salies) and early sixth century (Talbot 

Rice, Jobst and others), and places the construction of the Apsed Hall and Mosaic 

Peristyle in the reigns of Maurice (r. 582-602), Phokas (r. 602-610) or Heraclius 

(r. 610-41), later than the suggestions by Averil Cameron of Justin II and Mango 

of Tiberius II. As to the date of the mosaic, Bardill concurs with Trilling that a 

date of around 630 ‘is not unlikely.’735 For the later, marble-paved phase, Bardill 

suggests a terminus post quem of around 600, and concludes that ‘…the marble 
                                                
732 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004). 
733 Mango and Lavin, Review, The Great Palace Second Report (1960) 67-73; 
Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 143. Under the Apsed Hall, Bardill 
dates the structures of phase I to the early sixth century, on the basis of building 
technique and brick sizes, which also correspond to those on the upper tier of the 
paved way. A brick stamp from one of the piers suggests a dating of not earlier 
than the beginning of the sixth century and not later than c. 565. 
734 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 139. Based on potsherd finds, 
Bardill gives a terminus post quem for the peristyle of 475. Hayes gave an 
estimated date for the potsherds in building fill under the mosaics of from late 
fifth to early sixth century ‘…with a probable terminal date of c. 520-540.’ Other 
finds suggest a terminus post quem of c. 500. The brickstamps on the bricks in the 
cistern beneath the mosaic floor suggest a terminus post quem of c. 518-33. 
735 Trilling, ‘The Soul of the Empire’ (1989), 27-72, at 63. Trilling argues for a 
date around the victorious return of Heraclius to Constantinople in 628: 

…the Palace mosaic was conceived as a counterpart to the 
Georgics in occasion as well as theme, and created to honor 
Heraclius on his return to Constantinople in 628. The lines just 
quoted would thus have functioned as a kind of invisible colophon 
to the Palace mosaic, understood perhaps by only a small 
proportion of the emperor’s court. To this elite group, however, 
they would have conveyed a deeper significance, not only likening 
Heraclius to Augustus but equating his victory and triumphant 
return with the establishment of just rule in the East by the first 
Roman emperor. 
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pavement phase is unlikely to be later than c. 700.’736 Against this assessment, 

Dark argues that the marble pavement phase is substantially later, dating to the 

reign of the iconoclast emperor Theophilus (r. 822-829 joint emperor; 829-842, 

sole emperor).737 A further intriguing possibility is raised by the reference in the 

Logothete Chronicle cited by Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, to 

the apartments built by the Logothete Theoctistus in the Apse in the mid-ninth 

century.738  

 

Dark concurs with Bardill’s argument for a terminus post quem for the Mosaic of 

518, on the basis of the evidence of brickstamps from the cistern before the Phase 

I peristyle, while suggesting that a post-Justinianic dating is possible, but notes 

that there is no secure terminus ante quem.739 On the basis of iconographical 

details linking the mosaic to North Africa, a connection which he sees to be 

significant, Dark dates the mosaic to between 532 (recapture of North Africa) and 

697 (loss of North Africa).740 Therefore, the commissioning emperor was more 

                                                
736 Bardill, Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004) 146. The building work also 
included a massive terracing that raised the ground level by at least 5 m. Bardill 
argues that the cistern under the southern peristyle is post-Justinianic, on the basis 
of its brick size, and that Ward Perkins in the Second Report misunderstood the 
relationship between brick sizes and dating, in arguing that bricks of 340 mm to a 
side were Justinianic in date. Bardill notes a brick that probably fell from the 
vaulting underneath the antechamber as bearing a brickstamp datable to the 
Emperor Maurice, and the period 583/4 or 598/9. However, not existing in an 
undisturbed layer, it cannot be used to securely date the Apsed Hall.  
737 K. R. Dark, lecture on recent advances in the archaeology of Byzantine 
Constantinople at Kings College London Byzantine Seminar, London 2002. The 
relevant part of this lecture, with additional material, will be published as: K. R. 
Dark and N. Westbrook ‘‟Splendid Halls”: an Iconoclast re-styling of the Great 
Palace of the Byzantine Emperors.’ 
738 J. Featherstone and E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the 
Palace: De Ceremoniis II, 13,” TM 14, (2002) 36-47. If the Mosaic Peristyle can 
be identified as the Apse, as Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini 
suggest, then some phase of the excavated ruins should correspond to Theoctistus’ 
renovations. It seems appropriate that this complex would have formed part of his 
residence, as it was, according to Dark, only renovated a few decades before. 
However, as will be argued below, the Apse may be more identifiable with the 
Sigma, which may have, by the ninth century, lent its name (Sigma=Apse) to the 
whole area on the level below the Daphne complex. 
739. Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-105.  
740 Op. cit., 97-98: 

…the Phase 2 Peristyle has a terminus post quem of 518, but may 
be more convincingly assigned to after c. 565 on the basis of brick 
sizes. It was floored with mosaics probably laid before 697 and so 
probably dates between c. 565-697. 
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likely to be Heraclius than Justin II. While the latter had motivation in being the 

nephew of Justinian, Dark argues that the mosaic design may reflect imagery 

more referential to Heraclius’ reign and African background, suggesting that the 

first phase of the Peristyle could be dated back to a predecessor of Heraclius, 

possibly, but not securely, Tiberius II.741 A conclusion which can be drawn from 

the dating debate is that most stylistically-based hypotheses, other than that of 

Trilling, have dated the mosaic as considerably earlier than hypotheses based on 

archaeological evidence. This suggests a need for caution in making assumptions 

about the evolution of stylistic motifs in Early Byzantine art and architecture.742 

 

The actual function of the Apsed Hall has provoked various interpretations. 

Bardill has proposed that the structure could be identified as the Constantinian 

crown hall, the Augusteous,743 while Kostenec and Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini reject this attribution, proposing it instead to be the Karianos 

(Kostenec) and the Apse (Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini).744 Dark argues that the 

Peristyle Courtyard and Apsed Hall served as a reception complex for guests, 

possibly faction members, rather than as a dining hall.745 This attribution should 

be distinguished from Vogt’s attribution of it as the Phiale of the Greens, which 

had been rejected in the Second Report.746  Vogt’s identification of the site as the 

                                                
741 Op. cit. 100. 
While dating on the basis of brick sizes might suggest phase 1 having commenced 
under Tiberius, Dark argues that ‘…on stricter archaeological reasoning, Phase 1 
might be attributed to Justin II or any subsequent emperor up to Heraclius, 
assuming that he built Phase 2 [the mosaic phase].’ 
742 Email correspondence with Ken Dark May 2011. 
743 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’ JRA 12 (1999) 217-230. 
744 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 
2004) 17-18; Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II 
(2000) 219. 
745 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 100-101. Dark argues that it was possibly 
for the reception of the Green Faction, although this would not identify it as the 
Phiale of the Greens, destroyed by Heraclius, which was overlooked by the Pharos 
terrace. Dark argues that the iconographical inclusion of green patches on the 
clothing of several of the figures in the Peristyle mosaic might suggest a reception 
place for the Greens, a space which may have disappeared by the time(s) of the 
Book of Ceremonies. According to this interpretation, it may have been the hall 
where the faction leaders of the Greens acclaimed the emperor, or were invested 
by him. It should be noted that the mosaic figures also bear red – note the patch 
worn by the left-hand spearman (fig. 107a). However by this stage the Reds were 
paired with the Greens. 
746 Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) 164 and fn. 
2.  



 251

Phiale of the Greens which Basil I demolished and replaced with a church was 

rejected, as no later structure was observed to have been built upon the peristyle or 

the hall structure until the sixteenth century, and the construction of the arcades of 

Arasta Sokağı Another problem is raised here, regarding what constituted the 

Phiale of the Greens. It is clear from the Book of Ceremonies that the Phiales, or 

fountain-courts of the Blues and Greens were complexes that provided for the 

reception of the factions by the emperor within a confined space, and that may 

well have derived from the Late Roman nymphaeum, and may be exampled by 

both the triconch and sigma complexes at Piazza Armerina and the Great Palace 

itself. If the Mosaic Peristyle were part of the Phiale of the Greens, then one 

would have expected to find some evidence of hydraulic pipes or of fountain 

structures. No such elements were found by the excavators, although a cistern that 

predates the peristyle mosaic floor was discovered. It is also possible, however, 

that the complex was a reception complex for the Green faction, but this cannot, 

on the available evidence, be determined. An elaborate fountain with astrological 

representations of animals was re-used for the atrium of the Nea Ekklesia and may 

well have originated in one of the fountain-courts (see infra, Book II, Appendix 1: 

Nea) 

 

As noted above, the main volume of the hall would appear, on the basis of the 

Second Report, to have been divided into two levels, the ‘antechamber’ being 

about two thirds of the length of the upper hall (fig. 143). The boundary in the 

foundations between the two levels is marked by a massive 4.45 m. thick ashlar 

triple-arched wall. The existence of this wall led the excavators to assume that 

there were two chambers separated by this wall. There is, however, no 

archaeological evidence that this wall extended above floor level in the hall. On 

the contrary, the Second Report ‘Folder C’ shows clearly that the ashlar wall was 

only fragmentary, and was used as the base for brick walling and vaulting. In 

other words, the ashlar wall belonged to an earlier structure, and was appropriated 

in the later building phase.  

 

If, instead of two separate chambers, one interprets the hall as having two levels 

interconnected by steps, then the function of the structure becomes clearer. It 

could not have served as a dining hall, as the upper platform, presumably for the 

emperor, is larger than the lower level. Instead the arrangement would have been 
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appropriate for the ceremonial reception of high officials, who would presumably 

wait within the mosaic arcades, for their summons to enter, and subsequently to 

ascend the steps in order to approach the throne of the emperor, while the guards 

and high court officials would have probably formed a consistory about the 

throne, as they did in the ceremonies in the Consistorium (Part One, II, 2).747 

Therefore, Dark’s suggestion that the hall and its peristyle may have served for 

the reception of the leaders of the Green faction has merit, as the Book of 

Ceremonies reveals the formulaic and ceremonial nature of such receptions. The 

discovery of several iron masks above the paved way to the north of the Peristyle, 

probably used for the Gothic Dances that are known to have been performed by 

faction members, might further reinforce the attribution of such a function.748 

 

Irrespective of its attribution, the complex provides evidence, as noted by Dark, 

for the later survival of the Late Roman peristyle villa type that, Ellis has argued, 

ceased to be constructed after the sixth century. Dark, on the basis of 

archaeological and textual evidence, places the last examples several centuries 

later.749 According to his chronological interpretation, this type of house was 

constructed within the Palace in the seventh century. The late survival of these 

types within the Palace is further evidence of the emulative reference back to Late 

Antique models discussed in Part One, I, 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
747 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 11 = Vogt, Cer., I, 1, 7; Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 235-36 = 
Vogt, Cer.,II, 55, 43. 
748 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Winter in the Great Palace’ (1995) 117-132. 
749 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 101:  

The Phase 1 Peristyle and Apsed Hall were probably built in the 
late sixth century, apparently replacing an earlier sixth-century 
building served by the Paved Way. This places the Phase 1 
complex just within the known chronology of Type 1 houses. Phase 
2 extends this chronology into the early seventh century and is the 
latest example of a Type 1 house known from the Roman Empire. 
It may also have the latest datable domestic floor mosaic known 
from the Roman world.  
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II.3.6. Sigma and Triconch (Hemicycle) – Site of the Apse?  

(figs. 144-48, Sigma and Triconch drawings 1 and 2, Daphne Palace map, D4-5 

and Sigma and Triconch map). 

 

  

 (i) Introduction 

Connected to the question of the identification of the Mosaic Peristyle is the 

location and configuration of the Triconch and Sigma. This complex formed a 

pivotal connecting role between the Lower and Upper Palaces, as evidenced by 

numerous descriptions in the Book of Ceremonies. It has not, however, been 

located by archaeological excavations. The evidence for this complex has, as 

noted above, been restricted to two kinds: comparative typological studies, (infra, 

Part One, II.1), and textual descriptions, (infra, Part One, II.2).750 While this lack 

of firm evidence has resulted in a diversity of theories for its location, there is an 

absence of architectural interpretations. 

 

On the basis of passages in the Book of Ceremonies, Guilland argued that the 

Sigma connected with the Apse, and formed a connection between the Upper and 

Lower Palaces by means of a gate, the Monothyros of the Eidikon from which one 

could gain access to the rooms of the Lower Palace.751 In one particularly 

confusing passage, apparently dependent upon Ebersolt’s plan, Guilland argues 

that the Apse was a semi-circular room located on the northern side of the 

Hemicycle, but does not address the issue of relative levels for the Sigma and 

Triconch, and furthermore, we have no conclusive evidence for what the Apse 

was.752 It is argued here that there are two plausible candidates: the Mosaic 

Peristyle and Apsed Hall, and the Sigma-Triconch complex. 

 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini identifies the Apse with the Mosaic Peristyle and 

Apsed Hall. According to passages in the Book of Ceremonies, one could proceed 

from the Chrysotriklinos and the Heliakon of the Pharos via the Lausiakos, the 

Staircase of Lausiakos and the Passages of Forty Saints to the Monothyros (single 

                                                
750 I. Lavin, ‘The House of the Lord – Aspects of the Rôle of Palace Triclinia in 
the Architecture of Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages,’ AB 44/1 (1962), 1-
27  Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (Imola, 2001). 
751 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 96. 
752 Op. cit. 97. 
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gate) of the Eidikon (treasury), from where one could enter the Triconch (or the 

Hemicycle of the Triconch): 

The non-eunuch archons go through the single-leaved door which is to the 
Eidikon and go out to the Hemicycle of the private fountain-court of the 
Triconch. The emperor, escorted by the members of the kouboukleion, 
goes out from the Chrysotriklinos and goes through the passageways of 
the Holy Forty Martyrs wearing a sagion, and goes out to the Hemicycle of 
the private fountain-court of the Triconch. Then, escorted by everyone, he 
goes through the Apse and the Palace of Daphne lighting candles in the 
chapels which are there, and goes into the bedchamber (κοιτώνι) of the 
Hall of the Augousteus.753  

 

From the Apse, one would need to ascend a staircase to reach the Daphne Palace. 

If this interpretation were correct, the Sigma and Triconch would be to the south 

of the Mosaic Peristyle, in the location proposed by Kostenec (fig. 15).754 

However Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, while interpreting the Mosaic Peristyle 

as the Apse, and noting its functional relationship with the Sigma and Triconch, 

places the latter complex 10 m. below the terrace of the Mosaic Peristyle at 16 m. 

(fig. 147), identifying it with Byzantine ruins located to the east of Kapı Ağası 

Mahmut Ağa and below the 26 m. retaining wall.755 This interpretation is hard to 

                                                
753 Moffatt, BOC, I, 180 = Vogt Cér., I, 44, 169. See also Moffatt, BOC, I, 14, 91-
92  = Vogt Cér., I, 23, 84; Moffatt, BOC, I, 35, 180-81 = Vogt Cér., I, 44, 169; 
Moffatt, BOC, I, 52, 263 = Vogt Cér., II, 61, 69; Moffatt, BOC, I, 55, 269-70 = 
Vogt Cér., II, 63, 75; Moffatt, BOC, I, 66, 297-98 = Vogt Cér., II, 75, 106.:  

 
754 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004) 
20 and fig. 1.1. 
755 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Eleventh Survey of the Great Palace: 
The Crossing of the Itineraries,’ AST 20/1 (Ankara, 2003) 113-126, at 119: 

Sondages in this area might help to clarify the plan of these ruins, 
which I would hypothesize in the shape of a sigma, as it is 
otherwise suggested also by the pattern of the streets and the shape 
of the single properties. If we can then identify in this area the 
complex of Sigma and Triconch, I would propose to identify the 
strong parallel walls [running in an] east-west direction as the 
substructures of the Triconch corridors, climbing up from the 
Lower to the Upper Palace. 

The problem remains as to the identity of the Byzantine structures north of 
Akbıyık Değırmenı Sokağı that were discussed above by Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini. Kostenec (correspondence with author June 2008) notes that the 
structure on the left appears to be polygonal in plan and of pure brick 
construction. The Ottoman walls above appear to be bearing upon its rear wall. 
These retaining walls are south of the wall of the period of the Peristyle courtyard, 
and there may well be further remains of this early Byzantine structure behind 
them. The published remains are too fragmentary to permit an idea of their 
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justify on the available archaeological evidence – the description of the Sigma and 

Triconch in Theophanes Continuatus refers to the upper level of the Triconch and 

balcony, and a lower, courtyard level with phiale, but does not permit an 

assumption of levels.756 Dark and Kostenec have both concluded that the Sigma 

and Triconch were located at the same 26 m. level as the Mosaic Peristyle.757 Nor 

does the Book of Ceremonies provide conclusive evidence. The chapter (Vogt I, 

44) ‘On what is necessary to observe on the Holy and Great Saturday’ makes clear 

that the emperor proceeds by the Passages of Forty Saints to the Hemicycle of the 

secret phiale of Triconch, then leaves by way of the Apse and the Daphne.758 

Reference here to ‘Apse’ and ‘Daphne’ seems to refer to toponymic passages. 

Ascent to the Daphne Palace is not mentioned, but would seem to have been 

required.759  

 

In the passages mentioning the Sigma/Hemicycle and Triconch, the only 

staircases mentioned are the spiral staircase connecting the Triconch with the 

Secret Phiale, and the one connecting the Lausiakos and the ‘Monothyros of the 

Eidikon’ – the latter presumably a single-arched gate within a loggia or propylon 

adjacent to the treasury or Eidikon.760 The gate would appear to have given close 

access to the Hemicycle, as the latter is mentioned after the Eidikon in several 

itineraries. Connection with the Church of the Lord (presumably on the upper 

terrace) is made by way of the Passages of the Lord, and the Chrysotriklinos is 

reached by the Passages of Forty Saints,761 although another passage states that 

the emperor arrived at the Chrysotriklinos from the Hemicycle via the 

Monothyros and the Passages of Forty Saints.762 The latter reference must 

                                                                                                                                 
original form. See E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace 
Itineraries,’ AST 26, Vol. 3 (2009) 197-210. 
756 Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 161-5. 
757 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007); Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in 
Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004). 
758 Moffatt, BOC, I, 35, 180-81 = Vogt, Cér. I, 44 169. 
759 The structures referred to by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini are illustrated in J. 
Kostenec and E. Tayfur Öner, Walking Thru (sic) Byzantium: Great Palace 
Region (Istanbul, 2007) no. 12, 68-9. 
760 Moffatt, BOC, I, 14, 91; I, 30, 167-70; I, 32, 173; I, 66, 297-98; I, 68, 308-09  
= Vogt, Cér., I, 23, 84; I, 39, 156-7; I, 41, 162; II, 75, 106; II, 77, 116. 
761 Moffatt, BOC, I, 10, 84-85; I, 23, 128-29; I, 35, 180-81; I, 66, 297-98, 299-
300; I, 68, 308-09; I, 70, 347-48 = Vogt, Cér. I, 10, 76; I, 32, 119; I, 44, 169; II, 
75, 106, 108; II, 77, 116; II, 79, 149. 
762 Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 309-10 = Vogt, Cér.. II, 77 (68) 117;  
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therefore describe a route, rather than a singular space. Communication with the 

Daphne Palace was by way of the passages of the Apse and Daphne, where the 

oratories were located. As noted above, a chapter of the Book of Ceremonies 

makes reference to reaching the Augusteous by the passages of the Apse and 

Daphne, but without mentioning a staircase. It would appear, therefore, that the 

vertical connections are assumed as common knowledge by the writer. 

 

 (ii) The Problem of the Dating of the Sigma and Triconch 

While the form of the Sigma and Triconch, as described by Theophanes 

Continuatus appears Late Antique in type, Dark follows Mango in accepting that 

author’s ascription of the structures to the reign of Theophilus (r. 829-842).763 

However it is argued here, in agreement with Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, that 

it is by no means certain that parts of the complex are not considerably earlier, and 

comprised part of the early Great Palace.764 Certainly, from the evidence of the 

Book of Ceremonies, the Sigma and Triconch had a close connection to the 

Daphne Palace in the Middle Byzantine period. Dark suggests that the buildings 

needed to be new structures, because they were built upon a newly constructed 

terrace.765 However, while the description in Theophanes Continuatus makes 

reference to a terrace built by Theophilus to the north of the Triconch, it does not 

state that the Triconch was built upon it. Thus, an equally plausible explanation 

might be that the new terracing was constructed to accommodate the northern 

halls (Karianos and bed-chamber, or Koiton), and the Heliakon. There is no 

mention that it related to the eastern halls (Margarites and bed-chamber). The 

description in Theophanes Continuatus suggests that the lower level, the 

Mysterion, was at a similar level to the enclosed court, and lower colonnade, of 

the Sigma. The upper level may be understood as being at the level of the hall and 

passage of Eros, on its ‘left side.’ The passage clearly states that the Margarites 

                                                
763 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 102, fn. 33. The basis for the date of the 
terrace on which Dark proposes the buildings stood, has been revised in a 
forthcoming article. 
764 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Der byzantinische Kaiserpalast im 8. 
Jahrhundert. Die Topographie nach den Schriftquellen’, in: C. Stiegemann et al. 
(eds.) 799. Kunst und Kultur der Karolingerzeit (1999) 123-129 here 127. 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini notes that the source of Theophanes Continuatus 
cannot be used to definitively ascribe the Triconch to Theopilus, while the sigma 
courtyard can definitely be dated back to at least the reign of the empress Eirene 
(797-802). 
765 Loc. cit. 
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and its domed bed-chamber were to the east of the Triconch, however there is no 

mention that they were at the same level as the upper level of that building, or 

how they communicated with it.  

 

Mamboury’s sectional drawings through Area ‘D: a,’ the ‘Building with Long 

Corridors’ that is likely to have formed part of Theophilus’ terrace, indicate that 

the terrace level over the corridors suggested by remaining remnant structures was 

about 28.5m., thus higher than the Mosaic Peristyle (about 26m.) and only 2.5m. 

below Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s proposed upper level of the Palace. It is 

likely that the eastern group of Theophilus’ buildings was founded at this level. 

There is, however, no evidence that either level of the Triconch – closely 

associated with the other structures of Apse and Eros – shared this level, or was 

constructed on the terrace of Theophilus, and therefore the assumption that the 

complex is all from the ninth century cannot be securely maintained.  

 

It appears stylistically anachronistic that a complex that, on the basis of the 

description in Theophanes Continuatus, apparently possessed an architectural 

form comparable to the large fourth-century triconchal hall at Piazza Armerina, 

and a wealth of decorative marble columns,766 should have been constructed in the 

ninth century. Thus, it is possible that Theophilus merely renovated an older 

structure in constructing his northern complex. If the latter is the case, then could 

the original complex be of comparable age to the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed 

Hall? There is no evidence for this, and only further archaeological discoveries 

could decide the case.767 It should be noted here that the First Report attributed the 

oldest stage of the ruins in Areas ‘B1’ and ‘B2’ to the beginning of the sixth 

century. Thus, if one accepts Dark’s proposed location north of the Mosaic 

Peristyle and the east-west-directed road to its north, then the attribution of the 

Hemicycle and Triconch to Theophilus and the ninth century is complicated, 

although it does not preclude Theophilus having rebuilt or renovated them,768 or 

the possibility that the Sigma-Triconch complex was further north than Areas B1 

and B2. However, the recently discovered substructures associated by Bolognesi 

                                                
766 Against this, it is certainly the case that there is no archaeological evidence for 
the form and motifs of the Sigma and Triconch.  
767 Determination through archaeological excavation is now an unlikely scenario, 
given the disruption to the site by recent building works. 
768 Brett, Great Palace 1 (1947) 27. 
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Recchi-Franceschini with the Karianos, would make this unlikely.769 

 

A further note of caution on the dating of the complex should be made. As has 

been noted by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, the statements by chroniclers of the 

building works of emperors in the Middle Byzantine period cannot be used as 

conclusive proof that the emperors in question actually constructed the buildings 

described.770 Just to restore and redecorate an antique building in the ninth century 

would have been a major technical feat and financial commitment, worthy of 

recording for posterity. A little embellishment by the chroniclers of the extent of 

the works might be considered understandable, given the reduced circumstances 

of the later emperors, and the reduction of the number of working quarries that led 

to the necessity for the stockpiling and utilization of building spolia.771  

 

More significantly, irrespective of the originality or otherwise of such building 

works, their description as ‘new’ works, and their documented inclusion in 

ceremonies of the tenth century suggest, against Mango’s depiction of Byzantine 

culture after the Arab invasions as having been isolated from its classical origins, 

that there was a measure of understanding and appreciation of Late Antique 

palace forms, and a desire to identify with forms of the past, regardless of actual 

understanding, as evidenced by the commitment of Theophilus to ‘construct’ 

spatial orders which correspond closely with fourth century aristocratic and 

imperial domestic typologies.772 A similar intent to return to classical forms and 

iconography would seem, on the basis of Magdalino’s analysis, to also 

characterize the bath-house of Leo VI.773 

 

 (iii) Position of the Sigma and Triconch 

A second question is raised by Dark’s positioning of the Triconch and Sigma to 

the north of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall, in contradistinction to 
                                                
769 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ (2009) 198, figs. 
8-9.  
770 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Der byzantinische Kaiserpalast’ (1999) 127.  
771 Greenhalgh, Marble Past, Monumental Present (2008). 
772 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-105. 
773 P. Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise’, in A. Moffatt (ed.), Maistor, 
Classical Byzantine and Renaissance Studies for Robert Browning, BA 5, (1984) 
225-240; idem, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise and the “Macedonian Renaissance”’ 
Revisited: Topography, Iconography, Ceremonial and Ideology,’ DOP 42, (1988) 
97-118. 
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Kostenec’s proposed location south of the Mosaic Peristyle, and Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini’s proposed location to the east of Kapı Ağası Mahmut Ağa 

and below the 26 m. retaining wall.774 It will be argued below that, on the basis of 

the availability of land for the known structures, Dark’s thesis is plausible, but it 

remains to establish the order of magnitude of the structures (fig. 147).775 

 

A comparison with the dimensions of the ‘sigma’-shaped hall and triconchal 

forecourt in the so-called Villa of Maxentius at Piazza Armerina may be 

instructive (fig. 28). A building of comparable size to the latter complex could be 

accommodated on either of the sites north or south of the Mosaic Peristyle.776 

However, the references in Theophanes Continuatus to the adjacent structures to 

the east of this complex makes it unlikely that all structures could be housed on 

the southern site.777 The possible northern location for the Sigma and Triconch 

                                                
774 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 103. For Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s 
counter-theory, see E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Survey: 
Second Season’ (1997) 127-142; idem, ‘The Third Season of the Great Palace 
Survey (1994)’ (1997) 127-142; idem, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 
203-4, 229 (where she locates the Triconch on the 11m. terrace), and idem, ‘The 
Eleventh Survey of the Great Palace: the Crossing of the Itineraries’, AST 20/1 
(2003) 119. 
775 One possible objection might be based upon Guilland’s reference to the 
ceremony of the Broumalion, where a civil servant throws purses from the Terrace 
of the Pharos. The civil servant had to take some steps from the Triconch. This 
passage might imply that the latter building was not far from the Terrace. 
However assuming a direct connection between the level of the Terrace of the 
Triconch and the Terrace of the Pharos, this does not in itself invalidate Dark’s 
thesis. See Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 279. Note also a passage 
in the Book of Ceremonies, in which the emperor leaves the hemicycle of the 
Triconch, then passes by way of the [passages of the] Apse and Daphne to reach 
the oratories before entering the hall of Augusteous. This would appear to suggest 
a sequence from south to north of Hemicycle (Sigma), Apse, then Daphne. 
Moffatt, BOC, I, 35, 180 = Vogt, Cér., I, 44, 169. 
776 H. Kähler, Die Villa des Maxentius bei Piazza Armerina Artis Romanae 12 
(Berlin: Gebr. Mann Verlag, 1973) plan and axonometric drawings. 
The triconch building is approximately 26.7 m. wide and 20.7 m. deep. Its curving 
forecourt is 22 m. wide and 25.6 m. deep. If dependent structures are included, the 
Piazza Armerina courtyard complex has a width of 33.3 m. In comparison, the 
terrace area south of the Mosaic Peristyle, identified by the retaining wall of the 
old government stables, is approximately 43 m. from the south-western wall of the 
peristyle courtyard to the outer face of the retaining wall.  
777 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 103. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s 
location below the terrace of the Mosaic Peristyle at 16 m. is argued here – in 
agreement with Dark – to be implausible given the apparently direct access 
between the Sigma and the Passages of Daphne (at perhaps 31 m.). A passage in 
Theophanes Continuatus states that Theophilus built ’on the southern side’ [of the 
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would correspond to the area north of MW ‘D: b’ (fig. 147-48). The distance from 

the retaining wall of the Mosaic Peristyle to the northern boundary of this set of 

retaining structures is about 84 m., surely a large enough distance to locate ranges 

of rooms on both the east and north sides of a terrace, with the Triconch and 

Sigma to the west of these buildings and further west, the Pyxites hall and priests’ 

quarters, and to the east, the Margarites and koiton of Theophilus. The Triconch 

would be approximately in line with and to the east of the present Blue Mosque, 

and thus possibly in line with the original Upper Palace complex described in the 

Book of Ceremonies. This would lead one to reevaluate the Areas ‘B1’ and ‘B2’ 

excavated by the First St. Andrews team (fig. 136-38) and associated with the 

Treasury and Theotokos. Like the Mosaic Peristyle, they lie at or above the 26 m. 

level determined by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini (the mosaic pavement is at a 

level of approximately 25.5 m.), and may thus belong to part of the Triconch and 

Sigma complex.778 Definitive dating of these areas has not been made although, as 

noted above, the earliest remains would appear to be contemporaneous with the 

first stage of the Mosaic Peristyle (fig. 138).779  

                                                                                                                                 
Triconch, or the palace site?- the text does not specify] a garden and three 
chambers: the Kamilas, a second, decorated chamber, with eunuchs’ quarters 
underneath it, and a third chamber used for the empress’s wardrobe, underneath 
which was the Mousikos. Of course ‘south’ might, as Bardill has recently argued, 
have referred to the area immediately north of the ‘Palace of Justinian’ on the 
Marmara sea walls, possibly in the region of MW Area ‘F,’ north-west of the 
monumental stair-hall. See Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.), 
Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-45. See also: Mango, Art of 
the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 163. The second, southern possible location 
for the Sigma and Triconch has been proposed by Kostenec, in the wedge-shaped 
area to the south of Area ‘D: c’ (fig. 147). While such a location would most 
easily accommodate the spatial sequence from Chrysotriklinos to the Apse and 
Daphne as described above, it has been queried by Dark, on the basis of the small 
area of terrace to accommodate the buildings of Theophilus. However, as noted 
above, the terrace is about 43 m. wide in its north-south direction. Additionally, as 
Bardill’s plan of the site make clear, the contours south of the Mosaic Peristyle, 
and west of the terrace, would accommodate themselves to a structure with its 
lower level (Mysterion and floor of the Hemicycle) at 21 m., and its upper level at 
26 m. However, this does not seem to fit with the rôle of the complex as a 
connection between the Daphne Palace and the Lower (Sacred) Palace. The other 
buildings associated with the complex are less easy to accommodate, as evidenced 
by Kostenec’s 2004 plan. See Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), 
Secular Buildings (2004) 20 and fig. 1.1. 
778 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) fig. 
10. 
779 In the University of St. Andrews First Report (1947) Brett notes that the dating 
must be conjectural, but goes on to state that the later stages (when the area 



 261

 

The second issue is raised by the reference in Theophanes Continuatus to the 

Karianos as neighbouring the Triconch, (see infra: Book I, Part Two: II.5) – they 

would thus appear to have existed on the same platform – further calling into 

question the southern location, unless, as Kostenec argues, the Karianos was 

synonymous with the Mosaic Peristyle in its second, marble-paved phase. This 

latter phase was characterized by a staircase entering the courtyard from the west 

and aligned with the entrance to the Apsed Hall. Indeed, Theophanes Continuatus 

refers to the Karianos ‘…which is so named because it has in its staircase a broad 

stream, so to speak, of Carian marble.’780 Bardill rejects this association, doubting 

that a large audience chamber like the Apsed Hall would have been converted into 

‘…a vestiarium for storing away silken vestments.’781 It should be noted, 

however, that the area of the Mosaic Peristyle, and district to the north were 

excluded from Nikephoros Phokas’ enclosure in the tenth century, suggesting the 

decline in importance of this area by that time.782 

 

A third problem with Kostenec’s southern site is that one would need to interpret 

one of the chambers adjoining the Apsed Hall as the bed-chamber, or Koiton, of 

Theophilus. While this location might accord with the statement in Theophanus 

Continuatus that the bed-chamber was ‘…built by him with a view to being 
                                                                                                                                 
around what by this stage was a chapel had become a cemetery) were from the 
Isaurian and Comnene periods, and the piers of B1 were from the sixth century, 
possibly Justinian’s reign, while the ‘church’ was older still. Brett et al. (eds.), 
Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 27-8. The sites B1 and B2 are not 
examined by Bardill in Brickstamps (Oxford/ N. Y., 2004). A review of the 
archaeological material may enable more definitive dating. Jan Kostenec 
associates the cruciform structure with the Church of the Archangel Michael. See 
Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’, RMS 31 (2005) 27-56. 
780 Theophanes Continuatus: buildings of Theophilus in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 161. 
781 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft (2006) 5-45 at 15. 
782 Given that the adjoining bed-chamber to the Karianos had become lodgings for 
the chief janitor, it is clear that the entire area had declined in importance by the 
time of writing of Theophanes Continuatus. Indeed, the discovery of the iron 
masks above the marble level of the Mosaic Peristyle in Area ‘A3’ would suggest 
that at least some sections of this complex were used for storage at the time of its 
destruction. Additionally, the first sections of Theophanes Continuatus are 
thought to have been written during the reign of Constantine VII Porphyro-
gennitus, thus only a few years before that of Nikephoros Phokas (r. 963-9), who 
excluded the Mosaic Peristyle complex from his walled enclosure, again 
suggesting its decline, and possible desuetude by this time. 
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exposed to the strong gusts of the south wind,’783 it would leave the area north of 

the Mosaic Peristyle without attributed buildings other than the Theotokos 

Church, as is clearly shown by the blank area on Kostenec’s 2004 plan,784 whereas 

the areas B1 and B2 demonstrate that structures did in fact exist in this location, 

and the passage refers to the Karianos being the first building encountered when 

entering the Palace at the Church of the Lord which, as will be argued below (see 

‘Daphne’), was further to the north.785  

 

The fourth issue is raised by the reference in Theophanes Continuatus to ‘…the 

terrace that was set up there [near the Karianos] in a northerly direction, from 

which terrace one could see the former polo grounds…’ on which Basil’s New 

Ekklesia was, by then, built.786 Kostenec’s topography does not appear to 

accommodate this – he places the Nea Ekklesia south-east of the Apsed Hall. If, 

however, the terrace, or Heliakon, were placed north of that structure and its 

Peristyle, then it would indeed overlook the site on which, it is argued above, the 

Nea Ekklesia was built. There is, however, a variation to Kostenec’s scheme. 

With regard to the reference in the passage in Theophanes Continuatus to the 

Karianos ‘neighbouring’ the Triconch, it is still possible that this simply meant 

that it was in the same general area of the Palace. If the Karianos were placed 

north of MW Area ‘D: a,’ adjoining Theophilus’ terrace, then it would indeed be 

the first building encountered on entering the Palace at the Church of the Lord. As 

noted above, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini has associated the Karianos with 

substructures surveyed in this location.787 

 

 (iv) Architectural Interpretation of the Sigma and Triconch  

Despite the differences of opinion regarding the location of the Sigma and 

Triconch, recent scholars are unanimous in drawing comparisons, on the basis of 

the description provided in Theophanes Continuatus, with the triconchal hall of 

                                                
783 Theophanes Continuatus: buildings of Theophilus in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 163. 
784 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 
2004) fig. 1.1. 
785 Theophanes Continuatus: buildings of Theophilus in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986), 161. 
786 Loc. cit.  
787 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ (2009) 198 and 
fig. 8 
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the Late Antique villa at Piazza Armerina.788 Indeed this structure has been used 

above to establish an approximate scale (fig. 28).789 In addition, the semi-circular 

forecourt of the fifth-century Palace of Antiochus appears to closely resemble the 

description of the Great Palace Sigma. There are, however, difficulties posed by 

the description which have not been examined in previous analyses. The Triconch 

is described as having two levels. The upper level has three conches, facing north, 

south and west (‘built towards the east’). The eastern conch is described as being 

supported on four columns, which probably refers to windows with interstitial 

columns.790 The lower level of the Triconch, however, has three conches facing 

east, west and south. The hemicycle is described as possessing fifteen columns, 

while a basement level lying underneath and possessing the same shape, possesses 

nineteen columns. The difference in column numbers is explained by the upper 

level possessing a structure that interrupted the colonnade. In Theophanus 

Continuatus, a structure described as ‘opposite the silver door’ is stated to have 

four columns of green Thessalian marble – this was probably a loggia standing in 

front of the entrance, beneath which the emperor would make his appearance. The 

total of the four columns opposite the Silver Door and the fifteen columns of the 

hemicycle accounts for the nineteen columns stated for the basement.791  

                                                
788 Theophanes Continuatus: buildings of Theophilus, in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 139 ff. 
789 Thus, the triconchal form and roughly oval forecourt of the reception room at 
Piazza Armerina is raised as an analogous example by both Dark, ‘Roman 
Architecture’ (2007) and Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2000). 
790 An alternative interpretation is that the half cupola is supported by columns 
with capitals, and a wall lies outside them, as at the cathedral of Helena at Aleppo 
(now Madrasa Halawiya). It is, however, most likely to refer to either three, or 
five windows, supported by four columns, set into the masonry wall of the eastern 
conch, as found in several later Byzantine churches: Constantine Lips, Chora and 
Hosios Loukas (three openings and two columns), and St. George of Mangana 
(reconstructed by Mamboury as possessing four columns and five openings in its 
central apse). This detail might suggest a later date, but we have an absence of 
comparative data on secular structures. See R. Demangel and E. Mamboury, Le 
quartier des Manganes et la premiere region de Constantinople (Paris, 1939) pl. 
5. For a recent compilation of evidence for Byzantine houses in Constantinople, 
see K. R. Dark, ‘Houses Streets and Shops in Byzantine Constantinople from the 
Fifth to the Twelfth Centuries’, JMH 30/2 (June 2004) 83-107. 
791 See Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 99; Ebersolt, Le Grand 
Palais, 112, fn. 3. However, there still remains a problem with the number of 
columns. If the columns were arranged in a manner similar to either the palace of 
Antiochus or of Piazza Armerina, there would be an even number of columns, as 
there would if the four green columns formed a three-bayed vestibule between 
two curving arms, as at Piazza Armerina. One must conclude that either the 
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The columns probably formed the inner façade of the hemicycle, as at Piazza 

Armerina, with a bounding wall on the outside – this is the customary form of a 

hemicycle, as is also evidenced in the Palace of Antiochus and at Cercadilla 

(Cordoba). The reference to columns in the basement suggests that they opened 

onto a sunken space, of a configuration analogous to the hemicycle and sunken 

nymphaeum in the High Renaissance Villa Giulia outside Rome (fig. 144-45).792 

The upper structure, as described in the passage on Theophilus’ buildings in 

Theophanes Continuatus, appears to correspond to a known type, with outer wall 

and inner colonnade. The lower level is described as possessing the same shape as 

the upper level. It probably had, therefore, the same span from the outer wall to 

the inner colonnade. Logically, the vaulting supporting the upper ambulatory 

(probably brick) could span the distance without any intermediary support. 793 

 

If the basement of the hemicycle-shaped Sigma were configured in an analogous 

manner to that of the Villa Giulia, then the description in Theophanes Continuatus 

of two lions’ heads from which water spouted into a central pool that filled the 

central space of the Hemicycle would make sense; the heads would thus project as 

                                                                                                                                 
number is mis-stated, that the hemicycle was asymmetrical, or the last column 
served a different purpose, such as supporting an end opening of the hemicycle. 
This dilemma must remain unanswered. 
792 D. R. Coffin, The Villa in the Life of Renaissance Rome (Princeton N. J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1979) 150 ff. The villa, built for Pope Julius III (r. 
1550-1555), was clearly based upon antique models. The architects were Jacopo 
Sansovino (the main villa building and entrance court) and Vasari, Vignola and 
Ammannati (completion of villa and sunken nymphaeum). The nymphaeum, and 
square courtyard with fountain beyond, are strongly reminiscent of the account of 
the hemicycle and phiale in Theophanes Continuatus. The chief model for mid-
sixteenth-century architects in Rome was Hadrian’s villa at Tivoli, studied by 
antiquarians like Pirro Ligorio. Hadrian’s Villa possesses several examples of 
apsidal nymphaea (notably the sunken Canopus, with its apsidal grotto, or 
Serapeum) that could well be the model for Villa Giulia. As noted above, Baldini 
Lippolis also sees it to have been a major source for such features in Late Antique 
villas. For Hadrian’s Villa, see W. L. Macdonald, with J. A. Pinto, Hadrian’s 
Villa and its Legacy (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1995). For 
Ligorio, see David R. Coffin, Pirro Ligorio: The Renaissance Artist, Architect 
and Antiquarian, with a checklist of drawings (Philadelphia: Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 2004).  
793 One could compare, for example, the spans in the Basilica Cistern (4.9m.), or 
the sigma ambulatory of the Palace of Antiochus (> 6 m.– probably double storey 
on the basis of the spiral stairs on either side of the main central hall). The brick-
vaulted cryptoportici of the Flavian Palace are approximately 5 m. 
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water-spouting gargoyles from the straight backing wall facing the Triconch. The 

Mystic Phiale of the Triconch would, in this scenario, be an enclosed courtyard, 

with central fountain framed by the arch and two columns, and separated from the 

Triconch by the Hemicycle and nymphaeum. A passage in Theophanes 

Continuatus describes the court thus:  

The peristyle [of the Sigma] gives onto an open terrace. In the 
middle is a bronze fountain having a rim crowned with silver and a 
gilded cone. This is called the Mystic Fountain of the Triconch on 
account of the adjoining buildings, namely the Mysterion and the 
Triconch… .794  
 

The passage seems to imply that the interior of the Hemicycle was only 

flooded on special occasions. Presumably it could be used on other 

occasions for ceremonies as described in the Book of Ceremonies, with the 

heads of the factions standing on steps on either side of the fountain, 

facing the emperor enthroned under a baldachin before the Triconch.795 

Such an arrangement would appear to accord with an itinerary in the Book 

of Ceremonies in which, after ceremonies in the Triconch, the emperor is 

acclaimed and sung to by the factions gathered outside there.796 Reference 

is made to the Koubikoularios signalling from the balustrade, and to the 

Praepositus descending with the emperor’s gifts to the leaders of the Blue 

and Green factions. Both references would suggest that from the Triconch, 

one descended to reach the interior of the Hemicycle.  

 

There is a second major interpretational difficulty in the passage in Theophanes 

Continuatus, namely the apparent clash in the lower level between the location of 
                                                
794 Theophanes Continuatus on the buildings of Theophilus in Mango, The Art of 
the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 139 ff.  
The gilded cone immediately raises comparison with the antique bronze pina in 
the forecourt of the Lateran cathedral and palace. Given the degree of emulation 
of the Great Palace in this complex, as demonstrated by Krautheimer and 
Luchterhand (see above), it is a strong possibility that the use of this element was 
another emulation by the papacy. I am grateful to Ken Dark for alerting me to the 
use of pine cone finials in Middle Byzantine fountains (email correspondence 
with Ken Dark 26 May 2010). See also J. Strzygowski, ‘Der Pinienzapfen als 
Wasserspeier’ Mitteilungen des Kaiserlich deutschen archäologischen Instituts, 
Römische Abteilung 18, 3-4, (1903) 185-206. 
795 Moffatt, BOC, I, 62, 278-80 = Vogt, Cér. II, 71, 88-89. 
796 Moffatt, BOC, I, 66, 296 ff. = Vogt, Cér. II, 75, 105 ff. ‘On what it is necessary 
to observe for a reception in the place of the Secret Phiale of the Triconch because 
it is in winter and there are the violent winds which do not allow that the reception 
takes place in the usual phiales.’ 
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the western conch and the Hemicycle. The chronicler describes the Hemicycle and 

its basement as having the same form – thus it would appear that one sat above the 

other. The Hemicycle is also described as being connected to the Triconch: ‘This 

building [the Triconch] adjoins the peristyle of the Sigma…so that the two form a 

kind of unit.’797 The triclinium at Piazza Armerina possesses a ‘sigma’ that meets 

a triconch in this way with no intermediary vestibule – an entrance of two 

columns opens onto a parallel loggia, also supported by two columns, off which 

spring two curving colonnades.798 Both the hemicyclical forecourt of the Palace of 

Antiochus, and the structure on Gülhane Park, form complete semi-circles, 

springing off a polylobate central hall (fig. 146). However, in both of these 

examples, the outer wall of the hemicycle is set off the hall by a distance 

equivalent to one of the internal apses. This must have also been the case with the 

Palace Sigma and Triconch, as otherwise the western basement conch would 

conflict structurally with the outer wall of the hemicycle.  

 

Thus, the outer, hemicyclic wall of the Sigma must have sat off the western 

(entrance) wall of the Triconch by a distance at least equivalent to the radius of 

the western basement conch. Logically, also, the western conch must have 

possessed a door that communicated with the lower hemicycle (unless the 

connection was via a staircase), although neither possibilities are mentioned by 

the chronicler. The location of the staircase(s) communicating between the upper 

and lower levels is not stated, but again the example of the Villa Giulia might be 

analogously cited, where they are positioned on either side of the intersection of 

pavilion and hemicycle, as they do in the Palace of Antiochus.799 

 

The issue of the relation of the Triconch to the other buildings associated with it 

in Theophanes Continuatus remains to be resolved. The reference to the hall 

                                                
797 Loc. cit. 
798 Theophanes Continuatus: buildings of Theophilus in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 162. 
799 It is not implied here that there was any causal connection between Villa Giulia 
and the Sigma and Triconch, but that the later structure forms a good analogy with 
the earlier one, given the detail of the description in Theophanes Continuatus 
(although, given the extensive contacts between Constantinople and the Italian 
city-states, it is conceivable that the buildings of the palace were known). With 
regard to the difficulties caused by the difference between the configurations of 
the upper and lower storeys, a second, simpler explanation might be that the 
Continuator got it wrong, and that the apses faced east, north and south!  
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called the Eros being located ‘to the left’ of the Sigma is interpreted by Guilland 

as meaning that it was immediately to the north of the latter, abutting the Passages 

of the Lord that ran north to the eponymous church.800 It is argued here, however, 

that it might be better interpreted as corresponding to the area of St. Andrews 

‘B2,’ thus south of the Sigma. The location of the Margarites, or Pearl, and its 

adjacent bed-chamber is rather more complicated. In either scenario, one might 

imagine the Margarites to align axially with the Triconch, the eastern apse of 

which was supported on four columns, and may thus have provided access to the 

east. Reference is made in the passage to the roof of the hall being supported on 

eight marble columns. Given the Middle Byzantine date of the building (unlike 

the Hemicycle and Triconch, it is clearly stated by Theophanes to be built by 

Theophilus), this may imply that there were triple- or quadruple-arched openings 

in the eastern and western walls, framed by the mentioned columns, and that the 

hall was aligned north-south. The reference to the domed bed-chamber possessing 

porches to the east and south, and being exposed to the southern winds suggests 

that it was located at the southern end of the Margarites.  

 

Finally, it remains to theorize the relative levels at which the two floors of the 

complex were situated. From the Book of Ceremonies, it is established that one 

could pass from the Covered Hippodrome through the area of Thermastra 

(building or passage?) to reach the lower level of the Hemicycle, or to reach the 

Consistorium.801 This implies that the Hemicycle was the means by which the 

upper level was reached. The Thermastra possessed a gate (with its own 

gatekeepers), through which access from the Covered Hippodrome was gained. It 

would appear that the two levels of the Hemicycle were congruent with, at the 

lower level, the levels of the Covered Hippodrome (and thus of the Thermastra 

and the Apse), and at the upper level, with that of the Daphne Palace. From the 

Daphne Palace, one could descend via the Hemicycle, then pass from the Mystical 

                                                
800 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 63. 
801 Routes by way of the Thermastra in the Book of Ceremonies:  
Moffatt, BOC, I, 48, 250 = Vogt, Cér., II, 57, 56: Covered Hippodrome–
Thermastra– Consistorium;  
Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 303-04 = Vogt, Cér., II, : Thermastra and Apse – Passages of 
the Forty Saints – Hemicycle of the Triconch;  
Moffatt, BOC, I, 70, 340 = Vogt, Cér., II, 79, 143: Thermastra–Gate–Lausiakos; 
Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 601-2: [outside the palace]–Thermastra–Private Fountain 
Court [Mystical Phiale] of the Sigma.. 
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Phiale of the Sigma to reach the Thermastra, from where one could leave the 

Palace.802 In relation to the terrace levels postulated by Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini, there are two possible arrangements: the first with levels at 

approximately 26 and 31+ m., and the second with levels at approximately 21 and 

26 m.803 (For a hypothetical reconstruction of the complex, see Daphne Palace 

map D4-5; see also Sigma and Triconch reconstruction maps 1 and 2). 

 

To conclude this analysis of the Hemicycle and Triconch, it should be noted that 

although there was undoubtedly a typological similarity between the triconchal 

hall and curved (but not hemicyclical) courtyard of Piazza Armerina and the 

Sigma and Triconch complex attributed to Theophilus, it is unknown whether it 

served the same function. The Book of Ceremonies only refers to the Sigma and 

Triconch in relation to ceremonies that took place there. The description of 

Theophilus’ building works in Theophanes Continuatus states that Theophilus 

‘…took such pleasure in (the ceremonial) that he performed at the Triconch both 

the conduct of his normal affairs and the daily processions.’804 Here we are not 

told what constituted ‘normal affairs.’ The complex may have fulfilled a similar 

function to that served centuries later by Villa Giulia, one of both reception hall, 

and pleasure pavilion.805 As discussed above however, this does not preclude the 

likelihood that the function of the complex changed over the centuries prior to the 

Book of Ceremonies. It is also implied, by passages in the Book of Ceremonies, 

that the Hemicycle also served as a means of accessing the upper level of the 

Daphne Palace. 

 

                                                
802 Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 600-1: Members of Hetaireia enter (‘go up’) through 
Ivory Gate [from Covered Hippodrome]–ascend to enter the [Upper/ Daphne] 
Palace–descend to enter Private Fountain Court [Mystical Phiale] of the Sigma– 
the magistroi and members of the kouboukleion depart by way of the Thermastra. 
803 This raises problems however, in relation to the positioning of the apses on the 
lower level of the Triconch in the description in Theophanes Continuatus (see 
above). If the lower level were at 26 m., then it would be free-standing, and not a 
basement. What would be supporting the southern apse of the upper level? 
804 Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 162. 
805 The Book of Ceremonies only lists the uses of the Sigma and Triconch 
complex for ceremonies, but the fact that it also comprised several domestic halls, 
including the bed-chamber of Theophilus, and the inclusion of a fountain within 
the courtyard suggests that it also served for everyday uses – as a pleasure 
pavilion perhaps? 
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II.4. MW Areas ‘F: a-g’ and ‘G: a’, the Lower, or Sea Palace: the Western 

Palace Group; Imperial Landing Place, and the Eastern Palace Group, or 

Boukoleon; the Terrace of the Pharos and associated buildings, and the 

Covered Hippodrome. 

(figs. 149-58, Daphne Palace map, B6, C6 and Archaeology map, B6, C6) 

 

II.4.1. Introduction 

The complex of buildings constituting the Lower Palace, consisting of the 

building group facing the Propontis, Mamboury and Wiegand’s Western and 

Eastern Sea Palace groups, and the complex, also known as the Sacred Palace, 

grouped around the Terrace of the Pharos and the Chrysotriklinos is, for the most 

part, of a later date than, and therefore lies outside the focus period of this thesis 

(fig. 149). It is also one of the few complexes of the Palace with substantial 

structures preserved above ground level. Archaeological surveys have been 

conducted by Mamboury and Wiegand from 1913,806 the second St. Andrews 

team in 1951-54, and more recently by Eugenia Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini on 

behalf of the Associazione Palatina Istanbul from 1992 to the present, and by M. 

Metin Gökçay and others at the site of the Eresin Crown hotel between 1994 and 

1997.807 The location of the various Palace halls in the Boukoleon area is 

significant in that it contributes to the determination of the location of the Terrace, 

or heliakon, of the Pharos, and thus of the various palatine halls adjacent to it, and 

the relation between the Lower and Upper Palaces. 

 

Significant studies of the area to the south and south-east of the Great Palace – the 

Boukoleon Palace and Nea Ekklesia, have been made by Guilland,808 Mango,809 

and Magdalino.810 More recently, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, Bardill, and 

                                                
806 The full range of sites recorded by Mamboury are represented on the site map 
by Mamboury in A. M. Schneider, Byzanz: Vorarbeiten zur Topographie und 
Archaeologie der Stadt (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1967). 
807 M. Metin Gökçay and R. Asal, ‘Excavations in Küçük Ayasofya Street, 
Eminönü, Istanbul,’ Anatolia Antiqua 16 (2008), 207-230; idem, Eresin Crown 
Hotel Istanbul Kasısı. A Foundation Excavation at Küçükayasofya Street 
(Istanbul: Eresin Crown Hotel, 2009). 
808 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969): ‘Boucoléon’. 249 ff. 
809 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 41-50. 
810 P. Magdalino, ‘Observations on the Nea Ekklesia of Basil I” , JÖB 37 (1987) 
51-64. 
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Kostenec have contributed interpretations.811 Crucial to this study, Mango has 

revised Guilland’s dating of the Palaces and sea-walls.812 Guilland had ascribed 

the Eastern and Western Sea Palaces to Theodosius II on the basis of the Patria 

(c. 995).813 However, Mango discounts the attribution given by this source on the 

basis of its historical unreliability, instead concluding that the area of the Palace 

enclosed by the enceinte of Nikephoros Phokas (apparently completed 969, 

shortly before that emperor’s murder) excluded the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed 

Hall and the Upper Palace.814 Secondly, Mango argues that the sector of the 

Palace facing the Propontis was built in the Middle Byzantine period, and that 

before Justinian II, the western area, or the district of present-day Çatladlikapı, 

towards the Tower of Belisarius, was outside the enclosure of the Palace. He thus 

posits a southern limit for the area of the early Palace.815 To summarize Mango’s 

argument, the Palace complex of the Bouukoleon was commenced under Justinian 

II in the late-seventh century – possibly adding to walls of the sixth century as 

brick stamps of that period were found in the masonry – but was substantially 

enlarged during the ninth-century reign of Theophilus, whose ‘kiosks’ were 

constructed adjacent to the sea wall, overlooking the Propontis.816 Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini, in her study of the levels of the Palace, locates levels in the 

                                                
811 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Western Boundaries of the Great 
Palace Area: Some Observations about Küçük Aya Sofya Camii and Çardaklı 
Hamam,’ AST 21/2 (2004) 225-234; idem, ‘The Monumental Itinerary of the 
Palatine Harbour of the Boukoleon’, AST 22/1 (2005) 53-64; idem, ‘The 
Chronological Phases of the Landing Staircase Structures in the Boukoleon Area’, 
AST 23/2. (2006) 409-416.  
812 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 41-50. 
813 Preger (transl.) Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum (1901) 256, 4, 
cited by Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 262. 
814 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 41. Mango does note that the Patria text does 
communicate that in the mid-tenth century, but after the time of writing of the 
Book of Ceremonies, there was a palace complex that included the Chrysotriklinos 
called t· pal·tia to† Boykol„ontoq, thus appearing to contradict his assertion 
that the name was ‘never applied to the Imperial Palace in whole or in part.’ The 
Patria was, however, a late text. 
815 Op. cit., 43. 
816 Bardill has, more recently, attempted a topographical determination of these 
‘kiosks.’ His argument regarding their relation to the Staircase of the Pharos is 
disputed here (see below). See Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer 
(ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-45. 
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vicinity of the Boukoleon at 6, 11 (Eastern Sea Palace) and 16 m. (Pharos 

Terrace).817 

 

II.4.2. Topography of the Boukoleon based on Textual Sources 

The area of the Great Palace known as Boukoleon was documented in the 

archaeological survey of Mamboury and Wiegand and the University of St. 

Andrews Second Report.818 Several textual references supplement this evidence, 

notably the report by the Arab visitor Harûn ibn Yahya, of around 880. This 

description of an official entrance from the Boukoleon Harbour narrates a 

procession through several of the buildings from the Sea Gate and stair hall on the 

Propontis up to the Palace: 

…into the sea-gate [of the Palace] one enters into a red brick paved 
corridor 300 paces long and 50 paces wide. In this are, to the right 
and to the left, divans with decorated cushions, on which 
Turkomans with bows and shields are situated. One continues to 
walk then through the passage, until one arrives at an anteroom 300 
paces long by measurement. Then one comes to the curtain, which 
is drawn across (a pair of) gates leading to the residence. To the 
left, by the entrance, is the imperial church, which possesses 10 
gates, comprising four golden and six silver (ones)…The remaining 
halls (naves) of the church are all placed here with colonnades clad 
in gold and silver.819  

 

The text, which would appear to describe the landing place and the way up to the 

Pharos Church and Terrace, and the Chrysotriklinos, was used by Schneider in his 

                                                
817 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) figs. 
13-15. 
818 On the name, see Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 250-3. The 
origin of the name has been the subject of some dispute. Guilland argues that the 
origin might be traced back to a monumental sculptural group at the western end 
of the stretch of shore-line that became known as Boukoleon. To the south of the 
Sphendone, on its axis, was a gate, (porta leone, Ottoman Çatladikapı, or split 
gate- also known in the Ottoman period as the gate of the Bears) in front of which 
was a Greek statue group of a lion attacking a bull. This is confirmed by eye-
witness accounts: Leunclavius, Pietro Zen, Pietro Gyllius (1544-50). Gyllius 
places the Boukoleon to the east of Ss. Sergius and Bacchus, and near to a group 
of statues of lions placed on corbels below (spoliated) antique windows. The 
Ottoman name possibly derives from one or more statues of ‘bears’ placed there, 
possibly by Constantine VII. The bears may in fact have been the lion statues. The 
monumental group of Lion and Bull is thought by Guilland to have been placed 
there in an early Byzantine period. See also Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 41-50. 
819 Author’s translation of German translation in P. Schreiner, ‘Zu Gast in den 
Kaiserpalästen Konstantinopels’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft 
(2006) 101-134, at 109-111, 119-21, and fig. 2.  
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analysis of the Boukoleon complex, which he attributed to the emperor 

Theophilus (r. 813-842). According to Schneider’s dating of the construction 

phases, Michael II commenced the renovation of the sea-walls, and Theophilus 

completed the project.820 Schneider, I believe correctly, interpreted the church 

mentioned by ibn Yahya as the Church of Our Lady of the Pharos, in contrast to 

earlier identifications as the Nea Ekklesia of Basil I: ‘Südlich der Kirche stand der 

Leuchtturm, daher der name ∂ ueotœkoq to{ F”roy.’821  

 

In contrast to Schneider’s thesis, Guilland, on the basis of the Patria reference 

noted above, proposed that Theodosius II (r. 408-50) built the Palaces of 

Boukoleon above the wall. These, he argued, corresponded with the Palaces later 

known as the ‘Palace of Leo Makellos’, the Western Sea Palace, and the Eastern 

Sea Palace which became known as the ‘House of Justinian’ (figs. 149, 51-52).822 

To their east, Guilland proposed the site of the Old Tzykanisterion, south-east of 

the terrace of Pharos. However, Mango argues on the basis of archaeological 

evidence that there were two, and possibly in places three, distinct construction 

phases for the Lower Palace,823 the first of which may have been built under 

Justinian II (r. 685-95, 705-711) while Theophilus (r. 813-842) undertook later 

works, thickening the sea-walls to increase the area for gardens and terraces 

‘…from which the emperor could enjoy a view of the Bosphorus.’824  

 

Of relevance to the location of the staircase to the Terrace of the Pharos, Mango 

concludes that the ‘Palace of Justinian’ was built in two stages. The first, which he 

dates to the reign of Theophilus, comprised two wings with triple bayed porticoes 

facing the sea, flanking a courtyard, with their façades built upon the thickening of 

the sea-walls. The second phase, which Mango tentatively ascribes to the reign of 

                                                
820 A. M. Schneider, Byzanz (Berlin, 1936; Amsterdam, 1967) 29. 
821 Loc. cit. The alternative thesis, that the description refers to the Nea Ekklesia, 
depends on this church being located south-east of the Terrace of Pharos, thus 
near the sea. This would appear unlikely, considering the archaeological evidence 
(see infra, Book I, Part Two, II.3: ‘Nea,’). 
822 Guilland, Études (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 262 (citing Preger 256). 
823 C. Mango, ‘The Palace of the Boukoleon’, CA 45 (1997) 41-50 at 41, 47. 
824 Op. cit. 48. On the basis of a reference to the demolition by Justinian II of a 
‘city’ church, the Theotokos tou Metropolitou, to make way for the phiale of the 
Blues, Mango concludes that up to the time of Justinian II, the palace did not 
extend west of the Staircase Tower, and that Justinian II extended the sea walls, 
possibly as far as the Tower of Belisarius, which was possibly also built by him.  
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Constantine Porphyrogennitus (r. 913-959), the construction of which was entirely 

in brick, was of five piers containing unequal bays. Both stages could be 

accommodated to the idea of the staircase of Boukoleon leading up to an open 

courtyard that was later covered, from where one could proceed on to the staircase 

leading to the Terrace of Pharos.825 The ninth-century works in this sector of the 

Palace include, in particular, the extended structures supporting the sea pavilions 

and terrace, and the northern-directed staircase and terrace which extended north 

of the current railway line. Its trapezoidal northern extension seems to have been 

assumed by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, Bardill and others to have been a 

second flight of stairs up to the level of the Pharos Terrace. However, on the basis 

of the Mamboury drawings, this appears instead to be a terrace structure (see 

below).  

 

The southernmost group of Theophilus’ buildings – the Kamilas (adjacent to 

which was a mezzanine level beneath a chapel, which was converted into a library 

by Constantine VII), the Mousikos, the Porphyra (the imperial birthing chamber), 

the wardrobe and chamber (koiton) of the Empress and other associated structures 

– are associated by Mango with the Palace of the Boukoleon, and correspond with 

the phase of redevelopment of the sea-walls under that emperor. Significantly, the 

above-mentioned mezzanine possessed a window offering a view of the 

Chrysotriklinos (and was thus probably located to its south-west).826  

 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini associates the structures of the Boukoleon and the 

Terrace of the Pharos with the continuation of the trapezoidal staircase (MW ‘F: 

d: Treppenhaus’) which, she argues, connected with the Terrace at 16 m. (fig. 

149, 151).827 She also argues that the terrace communicated with the lighthouse 

(Pharos) by an aerial walkway. This may be the structure described in Theophanes 

Continuatus, where there is a reference to a promenade: ‘Below these, at the very 

gate called Monothyros, is the very pleasing chapel of John the Evangelist which 

the same Emperor built along with the sun-bathed walk that is paved with marble 

                                                
825 C. Mango, ‘Ancient Spolia in the Great Palace of Constantinople,’ in C. F. 
Moss and K. Kiefer (eds.), Byzantine East, Latin West (Princeton, 1995) 645–649, 
at 647-649; idem, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 48.. 
826 Theophanes Continuatus: Buildings of Theophilus, in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 164-5. 
827 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 242. 
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and extends as far as the Pharos.’828 This suggests the raised walk that is known to 

have run south to the sea-tower labeled by Mamboury and Wiegand ‘Leuchtturm’. 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini notes that, in the report by Mesarites of the Palace 

Revolt of Ioannes Komnenos (‘the Fat’) in 1203, there is a reference to a window 

in the apse of the Pharos Church through which one could view, towards the 

south, the lantern of the Pharos,829 which she associates with the above structure 

documented by Mamboury and Wiegand.830 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, with 

Mango, locates the Pharos at the continuation of the eastern ramparts of 

Nikephoros Phokas south to the ‘Leuchtturm’.831 Bardill argues against this 

location, maintaining that the ‘Leuchturm,’ which stood at the southern end of the 

alignment of the walls of Nikephoros Phokas, cannot be identified with the Pharos 

of the Book of Ceremonies. Bardill’s text-based argument proposes a direct 

connection between the Terrace of the Pharos and the Boukoleon Harbour832 – he 

thus distinguishes this ascent, which he assumes to be the continuation of the 

monumental staircase in the angle to the east of Çatladikapı (see below), from that 

of Basil I’s passageway and Monothyros which descended in the direction of the 

Nea Ekklesia, concluding that the Pharos existed at the end of the harbour stair (at 

16 m.?). However, it will be argued below that the archaeological evidence does 

not support the contention that there was a further flight of stairs that continued 

from the 11.15 m. level to the level of the Terrace of the Pharos, at perhaps 16 m. 

The Book of Ceremonies instead refers to the staircase of the Boukoleon to the 

east of the Terrace.833 Thus, it is argued that there is, instead, a strong possibility 

that the harbour staircase led to the loggia overlooking the Propontis, from where 

a second flight ascended to the Terrace – it is probable that the Pharos was one of 

the towers on the sea-wall, most likely the ‘Leuchtturm,’ from where the light 

could be easily seen, without being obscured by the sea-walls, and where it would 
                                                
828 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia Book 5, 90 in Mango, Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 199. 
829 Op. cit. fn. 141. 
830 Op. cit. 239 and fn. 130. 
831 Op. cit. 243-44. 
832 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 35 and fn. 131. 
833 Moffatt, BOC, I, 19, 116-17 = Vogt, Cér., I, 28, 108, sequence:  
Chrysotriklinos – Long gallery of the Bedchamber – Church of Theotokos of the 
Pharos – Chapel of St. Elijah – Theotokos–Terrace of Pharos–narrow passage of 
single-leaved door – descent [staircase] to the Boukoleon.  
Note that they do not reenter Chrysotriklinos to descend, so it is clear that the 
descent takes place on the eastern side of the complex. 
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be directly visible from the Pharos Church to the north.834 Bardill’s postulation 

that the Pharos was located at the top of the staircase is improbable on the 

practical grounds of navigability – it would be set too far back, and would be 

partially obscured by the high sea-walls. 

 

II.4.3. A topographical interpretation of the Boukoleon Staircase. 

The problem remains to reconcile the archaeological evidence with the account of 

Harûn ibn Yahya. Presumably, the Maritime Gate accords with the landing and 

staircase documented by Mamboury and Wiegand.835 However the archaeological 

evidence does not accord with the account of a ‘…red brick paved corridor 300 

paces long and 50 paces wide’ accessed directly from the harbour. The steps of 

the staircase hall (‘Treppenhaus’) documented by Mamboury and Wiegand (MW 

Area ‘F: d’) start close to the southern entrance into the enclosure, where there 

was presumably a convenient landing.836 The staircase ascends in a long 

succession of nine flights rising 8.15 m. above the harbour landing at 11.15 m., 

arriving at a level terrace corresponding to the lower level of the Eastern Sea 

Palace. The sectional drawing of the Boukoleon by Mamboury shows a western-

directed stair, but no evidence is presented for this.837 This flight is presumably 

included to make up for the difference in level between the upper landing of the 

staircase, and that of the halls (for guards?) above the staircase hall, estimated at 

over 14 m. above sea level. 

 

Further north, thus to the north of the present day railway line, Mamboury and 

Wiegand recorded a trapezoidal-plan structure (see above). This bore a 

constructional resemblance to the staircase hall – they noted similarity in the 

capitals found at both sites: ‘Die noch aufrecht stehende Säule des nördlichstens 

Teils stimmt in Kapitell überein mit den Kapitellen untersten’ (MW fig. 21, Area 

‘F: d’, here fig. 157).838 The extant structure was covered by an earth bank, and 

had been penetrated by Ottoman wells, indicating its use as a cistern in that 

period. The portion of the structure connecting this second structure to the 

                                                
834 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006). 35-6. 
835 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) pl. 23 and 27.  
836 Op. cit. pl. 21. 
837 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste, (1934) fig. 21. 
838 Op. cit., 11.  
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staircase hall had, the surveyors concluded, been demolished to construct the 

railway. As MW fig. 21 shows, it was not possible at the time to determine the 

upper limit of the structure above this vaulted cistern, but the D.A.I. team 

appeared to assume it to be also 11.15 m. It is noteworthy that Mamboury 

established that the Boukoleon remains to the west of the railway were also at 

about 11 m., thus indicating a Palace complex extending back to the 16 m. terrace, 

with a storey above that would accord with the 16 m. level.839 As noted above, it 

has been assumed by Bardill and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini that the wedge-

shaped substructure at MW ‘F: d’ was a continuation of the Boukoleon staircase 

up to the level of the Terrace of the Pharos at about 16 m. However, whereas the 

lower vaulting was stepped up to accommodate the staircase, the vaulting of the 

northern part is not stepped but level at its apex, indicating that the original floor 

surface above was probably level rather than stepped, and that the structure was 

not a staircase.840 If this is the case, then the structure shown on MW figs. 21-2 

will have probably corresponded in level to that of the Eastern Sea Palace (at 

around 11 m.). 

 

The problem then remains as to how one communicated between the Eastern Sea 

Palace, at 11 m. and the Terrace of the Pharos at 16 m. Was the attested staircase 

at the eastern end of the Pharos Terrace the means of communication from the 

Boukoleon? This staircase, referred to as the Boukoleon Staircase in a passage in 

the Book of Ceremonies, enabled descent from the Terrace to a path that led to the 

atrium of the Nea Ekklesia, thus on a lower terrace to the east or north-east.841 If 

in fact the terrace was located close to the sea-walls, then the staircase may have 

been reached via the loggia of the Eastern Sea Palace. According to this 

hypothesis, descent from the Terrace would entail passing by way of the former 

site of the Phiale of the Blues of Justinian II, replaced by Basil I with a baths 

complex,842 in order to reach the Sea Palace, from which level one could descend 

to the harbour. The loggia of the Eastern Sea Palace – and the courtyard that 

existed prior to its construction– could therefore have been the means of 
                                                
839 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934), plate 28, section CD. 
840 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 242; 
Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 307. See also Mamboury and 
Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) plate 21, section AB, and 22, section DC. 
841 Moffatt, BOC, I, 20, 119-20 = Vogt, Cér., I, 29, 111.  
842 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia Book 5, 90 in Mango, Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 199. 
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communication between the sea-gate and the Boukoleon staircase. This route, 

described by Guilland, is distinct from the second route, by which the imperial 

entourage proceeded by an elevated passage: 

-Terrace of the Pharos 
-Passage of the opening door (Monothyros). 
-Opening door (Monothyros). 
-Upper level of the staircase pavilion. 
-Elevated passage (∏ aºu„roq perºpatoq). 
-Northern extremity of the upper terrace of the western narthex of Nea. 
-Internal staircase of the terrace descending to the narthex.843 

 

From the terrace of the Pharos, one would descend by a staircase in order to 

proceed to the entrance terrace, with two fountains to the west of the Nea 

Ekklesia. Thus, the terrace of the Pharos was on a higher level than the entrance to 

the Nea Ekklesia. Similarly, to proceed north from the terrace of Pharos to St. 

Lazarus (north-east of the terrace) the emperors would take the following route: 

- Terrace of the Pharos  
- Narrow passage of the Monothyros 
- Staircase of Boukoleon 
- Staircase of Tzykanisterion 
- Atrium of the Nea 
- Descent east via Mesokopeion and/or side galleries of Nea 
- Tzykanisterion 
- Mount horse and ride north to St. Lazarus844 

 

If the ‘Staircase of Boukoleon’ may be identified as the staircase connecting to the 

Pharos Terrace to the east (or north-east) of the Chrysotriklinos, then these textual 

passages might be interpreted to suggest that the upper level of this staircase, 

perhaps an enclosed structure similar to MW ‘B: a’, connected to an elevated 

passage leading to the atrium of the Nea Ekklesia. The Boukoleon Staircase also 

descended to the level of the Phiale of the Blues, from where, according to this 

hypothesis, a passage communicated with the loggia of the Eastern Sea Palace, 

through which the Staircase Hall and Sea Gate (MW ‘F: d’) could be reached.  

 

To conclude this analysis of the Boukoleon topography, it is argued here that the 

assumption that the Staircase Hall connected with the Terrace of the Pharos by a 

continuing flight in the same direction is not supported by the archaeological 

                                                
843 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 307, citing Reiske, De cer., I, 
19, 118 and I, 20, 121. 
844 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 324. 
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evidence. Mamboury and Wiegand did not declare it to be a further flight to the 

north, but rather stated it to have possessed a similar construction to the Staircase 

Hall, and concluded that it was part of the same building complex. An alternative 

interpretation of this structure is that it was part of the necessary terracing, 

probably built by Theophilus, that connected the Staircase Hall to the lower 

terrace of the Eastern Sea Palace. The currently understood structures of the 

Lower Palace, notably the monumental vaulted loggia, thought by Mango to have 

been built in the tenth century, possibly by Constantine VII Porphyrogennitus, 

over the terrace constructed by Theophilus, may consequently be interpreted as 

forming part of the passage from the harbour and Eastern Sea Palace to the 

Terrace of the Pharos.845 The references in the sources to the Staircase of the 

Boukoleon may therefore be understood as referring to the staircase at the eastern 

end of the terrace, rather than a north-south staircase. A consequence of this 

hypothesis is that the Church and Terrace of the Pharos could indeed be placed 

close to the sea wall of the Eastern Sea Palace. Accordingly, the buildings in this 

section of the Great Palace may have been much more integrated than previously 

supposed. That is to say, the building structures of the Pharos Church, Terrace and 

Chrysotriklinos halls may well have have formed a much more cohesive 

assemblage than previous reconstructions have suggested (see Daphne Palace 

map).846 

 

A final question, important for this thesis, is raised by this problem: what was the 

route from the Sea Gate to the Great Palace in the Early Byzantine period? 

Mango, building upon Corbett’s survey,847 has noted the existence of an original 

sea wall, datable by him to no earlier than the sixth century, inside the later wall 

of Theophilos.848 Given that the Terrace of the Pharos and the Chrysotriklinos 

                                                
845 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’, CA 45 (1997) 41-50. 
846 See, for example, Bardill’s isometric diagram of the Palace halls facing the Sea 
of Marmara:  Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Palace’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen 
von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-45 figs. 7, 10. It is, of course, the case that these 
buildings were constructed in different periods, However, the massive parallel 
retaining walls aligned north-south that are here associated with the Church of the 
Lord, are adjacent, and at right angles to, the Boukoleon sea-wall. 
847 Mango, ‘Spolia’ (1995) 648; Talbot Rice (ed.) Great Palace Second Report 
(Edinburgh, 1958) 168 ff. 
848 Mango, ‘Ancient Spolia in the Great Palace of Constantinople,’ in Moss and 
Kiefer (eds.), Byzantine East, Latin West  (Princeton, 1995) 645–649, at 649. 
Mango refers to one brickstamp (Corbett, ‘The Buildings to the North of the 
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were constructed in the late sixth century, how then did one pass from the Terrace 

down to the harbour? Presumably an earlier staircase must have existed to enable 

easy passage up the slope. The construction of the earlier phase of the wall was 

noted by Corbett as possessing ‘large limestone blocks’ in the lower courses, with 

apparently alternating bands of brick and small squared blocks, enclosing ‘a core 

of rubble stone.’ Corbett notes the existence of a chemin-de-ronde and 

crenellations, beneath which was a vaulted passage. A small, 1.6 m. wide 

doorway, later blocked up, pierced this wall (fig, 153). The modest size of the gate 

suggests that it served a far less public role than the later Staircase Hall, perhaps 

as a private access for the emperors or their officials to the harbour, rather than for 

the ceremonial, diplomatic use on which Ibn Yahya reported. The earlier staircase 

was presumably replaced by the foundations supporting the later terracing.849 A 

route from the Terrace of Pharos (via the Tripeton?) may have connected to this 

earlier gate onto the Boukoleon Harbour. It is also possible that prior to the 

contruction of the Lausiakos by Justinian II, the earlier gate led north to a western 

courtyard of the Chrysotriklinos, then proceeded north to reach the staircase that 

connected to the terrace of the Covered Hippodrome. Such a route would appear 

to be accommodated by the topography of this area.  

 

II.4.4. The Chrysotriklinos and the Terrace of the Pharos.  

(Daphne Palace map, C5-6, Archaeology map, C5-6, D5-6) 

From the sources above which discuss the passage from the Eastern Sea Palace, or 

Boukoleon Palace, up to the Terrace of the Pharos, it is evident that this central 

open space of the Palace was very close to the sea-walls facing the Propontis. The 

Terrace of the Pharos, named for the Chapel of the Hodegetria of the Pharos – a 

toponym based on its adjacency to the lighthouse of the palatine port of 

Boukoleon – has received considerable textually-based topographical analysis.850 

                                                                                                                                 
Bucoleon Harbour called the ‘House of Justinian,’ in Talbot Rice (ed.), Great 
Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958) fig. 36.1 and 178) which was apparently 
no earlier than the sixth century. Corbett dated the earlier wall to the fifth century. 
849 J. U. S. Corbett, ‘Bucoleon,’ in Talbot Rice (ed.), Great Palace Second Report 
(Edinburgh, 1958) fig. 35 and Folder E. 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini identifies the first staircase with the parallel walls 
(MW ‘F: b’) to the west of the ‘Treppenhaus.’ E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, 
‘The Monumental Itinerary of the Palatine Harbour of the Boukoleon,’ AST 22/1, 
(2005) 54. 
850 Recent discussions of the topography of the Terrace of the Pharos: Mango, 
‘Boukoleon’, CA 45 (1999), Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, 
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Archaeological evidence for this complex is sparse, consisting of the few ruins 

recorded by Mamboury and Wiegand south and south-east of the Sphendone, such 

as the cistern north of the Nakilbend mosque,851 and fragmentary features in the 

Isak Paşa district.852 An opus-sectile floor was discovered in 1983 next to the rail-

line, north of MW ‘F: d,’ the Staircase Hall – while this floor has been associated 

by Mango with the Chrysotriklinos, it could, if part of the Chrysotriklinos/Pharos 

church complex, only be a basement structure.853 The style, a pattern of 

intersecting circles and lozenges, seems Middle Byzantine on the basis of 

comparanda.854 It seems, therefore, more likely to be part of the Boukoleon Palace 

at Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s 11 m. level. The Chrysotriklinos, raised on an 

elevated terrace, would probably have been situated at a level close to Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini’s 16 m. level, thus up to a level above the natural ground 

level beneath the terrace on its southern (south-western) edge. The support 

structures beneath the terrace may thus have corresponded to Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini’s level of 11 m.  

 

                                                                                                                                 
Bizantinistica II (2000) 197-242 (thesis of possible extension of Palace of 
Hormizdas to the Terrace, and Chrysotriklinos as a renovated seven lobed hall of 
that palace); Featherstone, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’, 
in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, (2004) (2006) 47-61; Bardill 
‘Visualizing the Palace’, , in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 
5 (2006), and Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular 
Buildings (2004). 
851 This structure has been associated with the vicinity of the Justinianos by 
Mango, ‘Ancient Spolia,’ in Moss and Kiefer (eds.), Byzantine East, Latin West 
(Princeton, 1995) 645–649, and Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-30. A 
direct identification is, however unlikely; a passage in the Book of Ceremonies. 
refers to an ‘eastern end of the Justinianos (the end toward the Mesokepi(o)n)’ See 
Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 585-86; Featherstone, ‘Di j e[ndeixin: Display in Court 
Ceremonial (De Cerimoniis II,15)’,  (2007) 47- 62. 
852 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934). See fig. V, sites l, m, f, g. But 
see also the recent report on a mosaic floor and other archaeological material in 
the area: M. M. Gökçay and R. Asal, ‘Excavations in Küçük Ayasofya Street, 
Eminönü, Istanbul,’ AA 16, 207-230 (2008). 
853 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) citing N. Asgari, ‘Istanbul Temel Kazılarından 
Haberler- 1983,’ AST 2 (1984) 45-6. Mango associates the location of the 
Chrysotriklinos with a mosaic ‘…discovered in 1983 next to the railway line.’  
854 H. Maguire, ‘The Medieval Floors of the Great Palace,’ in N. Necipoglu, 
Byzantine Constantinople: Monuments, Topography and Everyday Life, (Leiden: 
Brill, 2001) 153-174, cf. figs. 4-6; Vita Basilii 88: ‘…circular marble slabs 
bordered with silver…’, in Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 
1986) 196. 
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The Chrysotriklinos was the core of the building group associated with the 

Terrace of Pharos. Its architectural character has been interpreted largely on the 

basis of its centrality to much of the ceremonial of the Book of Ceremonies. 

Ioannis Zonaras ascribes it to the emperor Justin II (r. 565-578), thus placing it 

within the scope of this thesis.855 The Chrysotriklinos is a rare attested example of 

a palatine hall of this period that retains a Late Antique architectural typology.  

 

The Book of Ceremonies provides sufficient information for us to be able to 

reconstruct the Chrysotriklinos in its general, schematic form (figs. 10a and b). 

The building is known to have possessed eight vaults, or apses (καμάραι) 

surrounding a central octagonal chamber around which a great cornice ran and 

above which the tambour was pierced by sixteen lantern windows, presumably 

between the springing piers supporting the domical roof. Thus, it would appear 

that an octagonal base supported a dome with sixteen segments, probably with 

expressed scalloping of the ‘pumpkin dome’ type, as was used in Sts. Sergius and 

Bacchus, which had a similar division of segments. Of the eight radiating vaults, 

the eastern-oriented vault housed the imperial throne and on its apsidal end was 

depicted an icon of Christ, located above the throne.856 It is likely that these vaults 

were further subdivided at their entrances from the central space by columns, as 

there is mention of the vaults being screened off by curtains. To the west, outside 

the building and probably facing an entrance courtyard, was an entrance vault, the 

Tripeton which may have possessed a similar appearance to a Sasanian iwan, and 

is associated in the itineraries with a clock (horologion).  

 

From the accounts in the Book of Ceremonies, it is apparent that the Tripeton was 

a space where the emperor could be received prior to entering the building. In the 

chapter ‘What it is necessary to observe on the Thursday of Renewal Week, when 

the kiss is performed in the Chrysotriklinos’, the ceremonial is as follows: 
                                                
855 Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II’ (1981): Leo Gamm. 132, 137-8; 
Zonaras, XIV. 10; Suda: ‘Ioustinos.’ Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace,’ TM 14 (2002) 37-46; Featherstone, 
‘Di j e[ndeixin’, in Cutler et al. (eds.), The material and the Ideal (Leiden, 2006) 
75-112. 
856 For the textual sources for the Chrysotriklinos, see J. M. Featherstone, ‘The 
Chrysotriklinos seen through De ceremoniis’, in L. M. Hoffmann (ed.), Zwischen 
Polis, Provinz und Peripherie (Wiesbaden, 2005) 845-852, and idem, ‘The Great 
Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft,  Byzas 5 (2006) 47-61. 
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After the patriarch has arrived he goes in through the Apse, and having 
gone through the passageways of the Triconch, he goes in through the  
single-leaved door of the Eidikon and goes down the little steps. As he is 
about to go down the staircase of the Lausiakos Hall, all the members of 
the kouboukleion receive him. When they have gone through the middle of 
the Lausiakos Hall, the members of the kouboukleion lead him into the 
Tripeton, and he stands in front of the Horologion. A bench stands there 
and a covering is spread on it, [M 92] and he goes in and sits on it. … 
…When the praipositos receives a sign from the emperor, he goes out and 
summons the patriarch, and the patriarch, resting on the arm of the 
praipositos, goes into the Chrysotriklinos…857 

 
The Tripeton probably faced an entrance courtyard, as the Gates of the Lausiakos 

hall were reached from the Tripeton, and in the early thirteenth century, a semi-

circular flight of steps in this area led up to the entrance to the Mouchroutas hall, 

possibly a successor, or renovation, of the Lausiakos. To the north or north-east of 

the Chrysotriklinos were the offices of imperial servants, the Diatarikion, and the 

Phylax, a treasury, thus forming a range of rooms flanking the hall.858 This could 

be reached by a staircase, presumably rising up to the complex from the east, as 

the Book of Ceremonies describes members of the court ascending by a staircase 

in order to reach the north of the Chrysotriklinos, where they proceed east to the 

terrace to await the emperor. In the protocol for ‘What it is necessary to observe 

for the reception for the Gold Hippodrome Festival on the Monday after 

Antipascha [Easter Sunday]: 

The patricians and strategoi, with the senators and consulars, go [through] 
the Thermastra and, having gone up the stairs, they go in through the door 
of the Diaitarikion and go through the vault in front of the Pantheon. They 
go out through the single-leaved door to the terrace and all those 
previously mentioned stand on the terrace [M 290] to either side of the 
door of the Chrysotriklinos which leads out to the aforementioned terrace, 
as far as the baldachin, where, indeed, the throne stands. The emperor, 
going in in front of the said curtain, puts on his chlamys with the help of 
the vestetores, and when the vestetores have gone out the praipositos 
crowns the emperor.859  

 

Thus, they do not enter the Chrysotriklinos, but pass by a passage to its side, by 

means of the vault in front of the Pantheon.  

 

                                                
857 Moffatt, BOC, I, 14, 91-92 = Vogt, Cér., I, 23 
858 J. M. Featherstone, ‘De Cerimoniis And The Great Palace’, in Paul Stephenson 
(ed.), The Byzantine World (New York: Routledge, 2010) 162-74. 
859 Moffatt, BOC, I, 64, 289-90 = Vogt, cér., 73, 98-99. 
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To the south-west, a vault led through to the emperor and empress’ private 

quarters, from where they could communicate directly with the narthex of the 

(later) Hodegetria church of the Pharos. There was thus also a range of rooms on 

the  south-west flank. This configuration, combined with the iconographical 

programme, and although superficially similar to earlier Roman pavilions such as 

the so-called Temple of ‘Temple of Minerva Medica’, a centralized reception hall 

in the vicinity of the Licinian Gardens in Rome (infra Book I, Part One, 2.1.6: 

(viii) Sessorian Palace, Rome, and figs. 58-60),860 may more closely resemble 

Sasanian palaces, where a central reception room, axially aligned with a forecourt, 

is flanked by ancillary halls, then leads through to a further, more private 

courtyard.861 

 

To the east of the Chrysotriklinos, a door near to the eastern apse, led out onto the 

Pharos terrace which was also abutted by the Church of the Mother of God, or 

Theotokos, of about the eighth century and probably located to the south of the 

terrace. From the terrace, a ‘stenon’ (narrow passage or loggia) led to a gate, the 

Monothyros, or single gate, and a descent, probably by staircase (‘of Boukoleon’). 

Below the terrace, to the east, was the Phiale of the Blues, built by Justinian II (r. 

685-695, 705-711), and replaced with a bath-complex by Basil I (r. 867-886): 

He too it was that elegantly built that very beautiful, large and well-
illuminated bath of the palace which is above the so-called Phialê 
[Fountain]- a name left over [from] the stone fountain of the Blue faction 
that formerly stood there…862 
  

In the following section, the passage from the Chrysotriklinos to the Upper Palace 

will be discussed. 

 

 
                                                
860 Other nearby examples of apaprently anachronistic building types are the 
Peristyle and Apsed Hall of the Palace discussed above (of the sixth to seventh 
centuries), and the ‘baptistery’ recently analyzed by Dark and Kostenec (sixth 
century). See K. R. Dark and J. Kostenec, ‘The Byzantine Patriarchate in 
Constantinople and the Baptistery of the Church of Hagia Sophia’, Architectura 
(2/2006) 115-130, and  idem, ‘The Hagia Sophia Project, Istanbul,’ BBBS 37 
(2011). Nevertheless, the number of such halls is small, especially outside 
Constantinople. 
861 For the so-called ‘Temple of Minerva Medica’, see infra, Book I,  Part One, 
II.1.6: (viii) Sessorian Palace, Rome.  
862 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, Book 5, 90, in Mango, Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 199. 
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II.4.5. Lausiakos. 

Communicating with the Tripeton at a similar level of about 16 m., the Lausiakos 

was a hall that served as a vestibule leading to the Upper Palace. It led north, by 

means of a staircase, to an upper terrace and the Justinianos, a triklinos used for 

formal receptions. Both halls were built at the end of the seventh century by 

Justinian II.863 Given the restrictions of the topography, and the date of 

construction of the Chrysotriklinos in the late sixth century, the Lausiakos 

probably replaced an earlier route to the Upper Palace, and may have replaced an 

earlier connective structure.  

 

The spiral staircase that linked the level of the Lausiakos to the Upper Palace may 

well have been a separate and prior structure: 

After the conclusion of the morning service the hetaireiarches goes down 
with the archons of the hetaireia and the members of the hetaireia rostered 
for the week, and likewise the papias with the palace-stewards rostered for 
the week and their primikerios, and they open the ivory door. The 
members of the hetaireia who are rostered as assistants for the week go in 
and go up through the spiral ramp and down the spiral ramp which leads 
down to the tinned door leading into the Lausiakos Hall, and they go into 
the Lausiakos Hall through this door.864 

 

While these halls were built later than the period covered in this thesis, their 

connective role (evidenced in the Book of Ceremonies) necessitates their 

consideration in order to understand the communication between the Lower and 

Upper Palaces. As with other areas of the Palace, it is necessary to work back 

from the structures in existence at the time of the Book of Ceremonies in order to 

trace, where possible, the layout of the early Great Palace. The difficulty here is 

the almost complete lack of reference points that would permit a probable 

topographical framework. The end-points of the sequences relating to this 

building group are the Chrysotriklinos and the Skyla Gate, yet neither building 

can be definitively located.  

 

                                                
863 The Lausiakos is attributed to Justinian II in the Patria. See Berger, 
Untersuchungen zu dem Patria (1988) 263-4 = P III 129-30; Janin, 
Constantinople Byzantine (1964) 115 f., 119 f. 
864 Moffatt, BOC, II, 1, 518. 



 285

The Justinianos, also known as the ‘Hall of Procession’,865 was aligned east-west, 

and  connected to the Skyla by a door at its west end, near where were benches for 

visitors. The Skyla was, like the Chalke, a vestibule as well as a gate, and opened 

onto the Covered Hippodrome through a hemicycle, presumably colonnaded: 

The praipositos goes out escorted by koubikoularioi and silentiaries, and 
they look for the eparch in the Hemicycle of the Skyla and they present the 
symponos to him and they pray for the rulers and go out.866 

 

The Justinianos at its eastern end faced a garden, and possibly opened onto it by 

means of a door and staircase: 

The said guests went out and sat in the Hall of Justinian on the eastern 
side, which is towards the courtyard garden [μεσοκήπιον], on ... the 
benches there, and the emperor sent them, through one of the staff of the 
bedchamber, vine-flower scent and rose-water, fragrant essences and other 
perfumes.867 

 

This passage does not clarify two questions: whether the garden is a replacement 

for part of the area of the former fountain-court of the Greens, and at what relative 

level it lay- either at the level of the Justinianos, or at a level below. This issue of 

levels would determine the typology of the building as a garden would suggest a 

means of entry at the eastern end. 

 

The Lausiakos was a hall connecting the Tripeton of the Chrysotriklinos in the 

Lower Palace to the Upper Palace by means of the spiral ramp at its northern end. 

In a passage in the Book of Ceremonies on the promotion of an Eparch (civic 

prefect),  

The praipositos goes out with the eparch through the Lausiakos Hall and 
via the staircase and goes out through the single-leaved door which is at 
the Eidikon, and escorted from there he passes through the passageways 
and the Apse and goes in as far as the Hall of the Augousteus, and they 
both sit there waiting until the City administration arrives. 
... The eparch remains inside the door which leads out to the 
Onopodion...868 

 

In this passage, the spatial sequence is supplied as follows: 

                                                
865 Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 599. 
866 Moffatt, BOC, I, 57, 273 = Vogt, Cér., II, 66, 81. Moffatt interprets the 
reference to a hemicycle in another passage where officials would meet refers to 
to the Hemicycle of the Skyla: I, 55, 269 = Vogt, Cér., II, 63, 75. 
867 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 585-86. 
868 Moffatt, BOC, I, 52, 263-65 = Vogt, Cér. II, 61, 69-70. 
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- Chrysotriklinos 

- Lausiakos 

- Stairs [are these the same as the spiral ramp?] (of Lausiakos) 

- Monothyros ‘of the Eidikon’ 

- Galleries and Apse 

- Augusteous.  

 

In the above passage, the promoted Eparch, or Urban Prefect, ‘leaves… by the 

Lausiakos and the stairs.’869 Bardill interprets the elements as follows: the 

Lausiakos connected between the Chrysotriklinos and a staircase that ascended to 

the level of the Apse, to which a single gate (μονοθύρος) gave access.870 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini has described the remains of a tall building 

structure located at the south-east corner of the 26 m. terrace, which she associates 

with a staircase.871 Such a possibility is not in conflict with Bardill’s 

topographical reconstructions, however Kostenec associates the structure, equally 

plausibly, with the Aetos, a lofty building constructed by Basil I (r. 867-886), and 

which was described as rising to the west and above the Nea Ekklesia.872  

 

Earlier reconstructions of the topography of the Chrysotriklinos, Lausiakos and 

Justinianos by Ebersolt, Vogt and Guilland are weakened by not considerering, or 

not being in a position to consider, the textual descriptions in relation to 

archaeological evidence. Guilland made extensive analyses of the related 

structures based upon the Byzantine texts, yet his topographical framework 

                                                
869 Loc. cit. 
870 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 22-23 and fn. 74. Bardill associates this with a spiral 
staircase of the Lausiakos. 
871 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace 1999: the End of the Survey 
of The Boukoleon Harbour and the Beginning of the Survey of the Külliye Kapı 
Ağasi Mahmut Ağa’, AST 19/1 (2002) 160 and fig. 13. In the area of the Mosaic 
Peristyle and Apsed Hall, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini refers to ‘…a square 
construction ending against the small base of a tall building at the edges of the 
terrace.’ The square building was formerly considered to be an Ottoman structure, 
whereas the ‘base of a tall building’ has not been noted before. The eastern wall of 
this structure descends to the 16m. level. See also, idem, ’The Great Palace 
Itineraries’, AST 26, Vol. 3 (2009) 197-210 at 201. 
872 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 
2004) fig. 1.1, no. 31. Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia, Book 5, 90, in 
Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto 1986) 198. 
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remains confusing, particular with regard to vertical movement and levels. 

According to Guilland, the Justinianos was positioned east-west, and the 

Lausiakos north-south. However, he has the latter connecting at its southern end 

to the Justinianos by a door: 

The Lausiakos… built by Justinian II, was a long and splendid 
room, oriented north-south; it was perpendicular to the triclinium of 
Justinian, to which it was connected by its southern end and with 
which it communicated by a gate.873  
 

Guilland thus follows the layouts of Ebersolt and Vogt, who had the Skyla Gate 

entering the Hippodrome near the Sphendone (both layouts were substantially 

invalidated by the excavation and documentation of the Mosaic Peristyle and 

Apsed Hall).874 Their topographies have more recently been disproved in a crucial 

respect by Mango’s generally accepted analysis of the defensive walls of 

Nikephoros Phokas, which establishes that the Chrysotriklinos could not have 

been located where Guilland and Vogt and Ebersolt proposed, but must have been 

further south-west, within the eastern boundary wall.875  

 

One source for Guilland’s topograpgical reconstruction is the passage in the Book 

of Ceremonies describing the route taken by the zôstè, the patrician companion of 

the empress, ‘the one who has received the girdle’, who proceeds north through 

the Lausiakos, to the end of the Tropike (ὴ τροπική), an arch supported by two 

columns, which he interprets as the small porch of a gate: 

The senate prays and goes out. The one who has received the girdle goes 
out with them and a silentiary takes her tablets, and she goes out to the 
Lausiakos Hall... 
...She goes away to the arcade [τροπική]of the Lausiakos Hall and does not 
go out where the procession [that is, the Justinianos] is, but up to the Hall 
of Eros, and proceeds out to the side of the Magnaura and up to the Long 
Gallery of the Kandidatoi to the Exkoubita and through the Scholai.876  

 

The sequence is thus as follows: 

- Chrysotriklinos 

- Lausiakos 

                                                
873 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 154 (author’s translation from 
the French). 
874 Op. cit.,  154-60.  
875 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 41-50. 
876 Moffatt, BOC, I, 50, 260-61 = Vogt, Cér., II, 60, 65-66; .Guilland, Études I 
(Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 163, fn. 84. 
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- Arch of Lausiakos 

- The side of Eros (proceeds to the east rather than west where the 

procession is held) 

- Makron of Candidati 

- Excubitores 

- Scholae.877  

 

Thus, if the Lausiakos were directed approximately north-south, then a reasonable 

interpretation would be that the location to the west, ‘…where the procession is 

held,’ refers to the Justinianos, and the side of Eros is to the east, leading to the 

great north-south passages connecting to the quarters of the guards and civil 

servants, the court of Scholae, and the Magnaura.  

 

Several passages in the Book of Ceremonies refer to doors at the eastern end of the 

Justinianos, by means of which the emperor could reach a balcony there, or leave 

to enter the Lausiakos. Kostenec argues for there being a door to the north 

opening onto the Lausiakos, which poses difficulties as the Lausiakos is clearly on 

the southern side.878 The passage he cites from the Book of Ceremonies is also 

non-specific as to the location of the door: 

As they are about to go out the door leading out from the Hall of Justinian 
to the terrace [ἡλιακὸν πύλιν] the koubikoularios who is the herald 
immediately spreads the hanging for the public appearance in front... of 
the throne, over the rail of the barrier.879 
 

Kostenec interprets this passage to refer to a balcony overlooking the fountain-

court of the Greens, but a barrier is also cited in front of the circular porphyry 

stone before the Chalke Gate. The reference to a terrace does suggest however, as 

at the Delphax, that there is a raised platform overlooking a courtyard below, that 

it might have descended to by steps. Note that this passage does not refer to a 

direction, east or south. It could, conceivably, be the ‘garden’ at the east of the 

                                                
877 Moffatt, BOC, I, 50, 260-61 = Vogt, Cér., II, 60, 65-66. 
878 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 
2004) 13-14 and fig. 1.1. However Kostenec’s diagram (fig. 1.1) seems to 
contradict his argument – thus the northern and of the Lausiakos is shown as 
connecting with the southern side of the Justinianos. 
879 Moffatt, BOC, I, 64, 286-87 = Vogt, Cér., II, 73, 95-6. 
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Justinianos cited above.880 This interpretation, which is not reflected in my 

topographical reconstruction,881 would have the fountain-court to the east of the 

hall of Justinianos, and might reconcile a troubling passage in Theophanes 

Continuatus that the fountain-court of the Greens formerly stood ‘...in the eastern 

court of the palace, but was moved when the holy church that is there was 

built.’882 

 

There was, however, a second door which definitely was located on the side of the 

Justinianos, but, I would argue, on the southern side, as is evidenced in the 

following passage:  

...the archons of the kouboukleion, patricians and strategoi stand to either 
side in front of the emperor as far as the door leading from the side into the 
Hall of Justinian. 
... Likewise the [imperial] arms stand to the left of the door leading out 
from the Hall of Justinian to the Lausiakos Hall where the bench of the 
kouropalates also stands.883 

 

Kostenec’s proposed reconstruction is not necessarily incorrect, but is thus not 

supported by the sources. While placing the fountain-court of the Greens south of 

the Justinianos appears to better suit the topography, it may have been located to 

the east.884 In his reconstruction of this topography, Bardill indicates the 

Lausiakos as running north-south, and the Justinianos approximately east-west.885 

This differs from Featherstone’s interpretation of the same sources as indicating 

that the Lausiakos ran east-west, and the Justinianos ran north-south.886 The latter 

arrangement seems to be at odds with the spatial sequence taken by Mesarites in 

his account of his entry into the Palace during the above-mentioned Palace Revolt 

                                                
880 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 585-86. 
881 The Daphne Palace reconstruction preceded the final version of this thesis. 
882 Vita basilii 87 = Mango, Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 196. 
883 Moffatt, I, 64, 288 = Vogt, Cér., II, 73, 97. 
884 There is a second problem in Kostenec’s reconstruction of the Justinianos. 
Kostenec advances an interesting hypothesis that the late seventh-century 
Justinianos possessed a triconchal eastern end, where performances were held 
from a passage in the Book of Ceremonies stating that in a reception for the 
ambassadors from Tarsus, they were entertained by two groups of singers in 
opposing vaults. However, the reference in the text to ‘imperial bedchamber’ and 
Pantheon’ makes clear that the hall referred to here is the Chrysotriklinos.  
885 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) fig. 1. 
886 Featherstone, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’, in Bauer 
(ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 47-62. 
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of Ioannes Komnenos ‘the Fat’, in order to defend the treasures of the Church of 

the Pharos: 

- Sphendone (archives?) 

- Low gate under tower of Kentenarion 

- Bronze doors of Skyla (enters) 

- Passes through hall of Justinianos 

- Enters church of Pharos, near chapel of Elijah and private chamber of 

Nikephoros Phokas887 

 

While the orientation cannot be definitively established, the passages in the Book 

of Ceremonies cited by Featherstone do not confirm his topographical 

assumptions.888 Featherstone argues that in a chapter in the Book of Ceremonies, 

‘What it is necessary to observe on the Thursday of Renewal Week, when the kiss 

is performed in the Chrysotriklinos’, the Patriarch and Emperor, in returning to 

the Chrysotriklinos in procession, leave the Upper Palace by way of the corridors 

of the Triconch, then enter the Eidikon [could Eidikon be another name for a 

building adjoining the south-west corner of the Mosaic Peristyle?] pass through a 

gate, descend stairs to enter the Lausiakos, then traverse this hall from east to west 

to enter the Chrysotriklinos by the Tripeton at the western end. Featherstone uses 

this sequence to argue that the Lausiakos was to the north of the Chrysotriklinos. 

In the chapter cited by Featherstone, the sequence is as follows: 

... the procession goes into the Hall of Justinian... 
After the patriarch has arrived he goes in through the Apse, and having 
gone through the passageways of the Triconch, he goes in through the  
single-leaved door of the Eidikon and goes down the little steps. As he is 
about to go down the staircase of the Lausiakos Hall, all the members of 
the kouboukleion receive him. When they have gone through the middle of 
the Lausiakos Hall, the members of the kouboukleion lead him into the 
Tripeton, and he stands in front of the Horologion. A bench stands there 
and a covering is spread on it, [M 92] and he goes in and sits on it... 
...When the praipositos receives a sign from the emperor, he goes out and 
summons the patriarch, and the patriarch, resting on the arm of the 
praipositos, goes into the Chrysotriklinos.889 

 

                                                
887 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’, CA 45 (1997) 41-50 at 44. 
888 Featherstone, ‘The Chrysotriklinos seen through De ceremoniis’, in Hoffmann 
(ed.), Zwischen Polis, Provinz und Peripherie (Wiesbaden, 2005) 850. See also 
idem, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’, in Bauer (ed.), 
Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 47-61, fig. 3.  
889 Moffatt, BOC, I, 14, 91-92 = Vogt, Cér., I, 23, 84-85. 



 291

In another chapter in the Book of Ceremonies, ‘What it is necessary to observe for 

the feast and procession for Palm Sunday’, the itinerary is as follows: 

Then, escorted... the emperor goes through... the single-leaved door which 
is at the Eidikon and goes down the little steps of the Lausiakos Hall. The 
members of the senate, spatharo-kandidatoi and the members of the 
manglabion and the rest of the household wait in the Lausiakos Hall to 
either side, praying for the emperor. The emperor, escorted from there, 
goes into the Tripeton, and the protospatharioi wait there praying for the 
emperor. Then the emperor goes into the Chrysotriklinos with the 
kouboukleion and patricians, and the emperor goes away and stands on the 
right-hand side of the Chrysotriklinos, nearby, in the direction of the vault 
which leads into the bedchamber.890 

 
In these descriptions, it is not stated that the emperor proceeds east to west 

through the Lausiakos. Indeed, it could equally be taken that he proceeds from 

north to south, and that the Lausiakos is placed to the west of the Chrysotriklinos. 

Accordingly, the emperor would leave the Lausiakos east towards the Tripeton of 

the Chrysotriklinos. As noted above, it is conceivable that the Lausiakos was a 

monumentalization of a pre-existing route leading to the old Upper Palace, 

probably constructed at the time of the Chrysotriklinos and its terrace to facilitate 

movement between the Lower and Upper Palace. 

 

Bardill builds upon Mango’s argument for a northerly location of the Justinianos 

within Nikephoros Phokas’ enclosure in proposing that the Justinianos ran east-

west at the edge of the 26 m. terrace, opening onto the Skyla Gate at its western 

end.891 This arrangement seems plausible, as it would have allowed a balcony 

projecting from the hall to overlook the Phiale of the Greens on a lower terrace to 

its south. Bardill’s arrangement would also be compatible with Guilland’s 

proposal that the Thermastra (the site of the original Palace baths?) lay on the 

northern flank of, and level with, the Covered Hippodrome. The problem of 

communication between levels remains however. Bardill admits that ‘…our texts 
                                                
890 Moffatt, BOC, I, 32, 174-75 = Vogt, Cér., I, 41, 163. 
891 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230; idem, ‘Visualizing the Great 
Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-45. The 
question arises as to the orientation of the Skyla Gate. The Mesarites account of 
the palace coup of Ioannes Komnenos refers to the bronze gates of Skyla facing 
Mesarites when he passes through the gate under the Kentenarion tower 
(presumably a guard tower of the western boundary wall of the palace, facing the 
Sphendone). This might suggest that the gate faced west. This would be 
appropriate if the Justinianos hall were oriented towards the west. However, this 
produces another unresolved issue: the relation between the Skyla gate and the 
Covered Hippodrome. 
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are unclear as to how the descent from the [treasury and passages of] Erōs to the 

Chrysotriklinos was achieved’.892 He proposes that the Covered Hippodrome, and 

therefore the Skyla Gate on its southern flank, was ‘…located at the boundary 

between the Upper and Lower Palace(s), somewhat further south than the 

Kathisma’.893  

 

In Appendix I, Volume Two, I analyze the topography of the Hippodrome, and 

conclude that the Kathisma was probably located opposite the Serpent Column, 

thus near to the south-western gate of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque enclosure. Even 

allowing for the Kathisma to be somewhat further south, this locates the Covered 

Hippodrome, and therefore the Skyla Gate and the Justinianos, in the general area 

to the east of where Tavukhane and Nakilbent Sk. today converge (fig. 198). This 

location accords with Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s proposed site of the 

Covered Hippodrome at 26 m., which she associates with building remains in that 

area.894 Following Bardill,  the Justinianos would be located running east-west on 

the south side of the Covered Hippodrome, connecting between the 26 and 16 m. 

levels.895 The Lausiakos, located on, or close to, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s 

proposed 16 m. level, would run from north to south.896 Passages in the Book of 

Ceremonies describe access being given from the Lausiakos to the Chrysotriklinos 

by means of a bronze gate giving onto the Tripeton, from where a silver-clad gate 

led into the throne room.897 At its northern end, it possessed a gate with a canopy 

                                                
892 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft, Byzas 5  (2006) 23 and fn. 74-76. 
893 Op. cit., 21. 
894 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Eleventh Survey of the Great Palace: the 
Crossing of the Itineraries’, AST 20/1 (2003) 113-126, fig. 6. See also Kostenec, 
‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 11-14. 
Kostenec broadly agrees with Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s placement of the 
Covered Hippodrome.  
895 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Der byzantinische Kaiserpalast im 8. 
Jahrhundert. Die Topographie nach den Schriftquellen,’ in C. Stiegemann and M. 
Wemhoff, 799 – Kunst und Kultur der Karolingerzeit (Mainz, 19993) 123-129 at 
127. 
896 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 
2004) 19. 
897 For communication with the Tripeton: Moffatt, BOC,  I, 11, 86-7; I, 14, 93-4; 
I, 32, 172-3; I, 21, 122-23; I, 47, 237; I, 48, 245-48; I, 50, 258; I, 51, 262 = Vogt, 
Cér,  I, 20, 78-79; I, 21, 113-114; I, 32, 160-62; II, 47, 44-50; II, 57, 51-60; II, 59,  
63-66; II, 60, 67-68.  
For communication with Horologion: Moffatt, BOC, II, 3, 526-7; II, 15, 580; II, 
18, 605; II, 23, 622. 
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supported by columns (tropike) which communicated with a staircase by which 

the Justinianos was reached,898 and to its north connected with a courtyard or 

garden at the upper level that was overlooked by the Daphne Palace, although 

there is disagreement as to whether the name ‘Covered Hippodrome’ refers to the 

area, or to the edging structure.899 It is clear, then, that the Lausiakos was a hall 

that communicated with the Chrysotriklinos and the Upper Palace and, at the 

period of compilation of the Book of Ceremonies, formed the principal ceremonial 

passage between the Lower and Upper Palaces. At a location either south or east 

of the Justinianos (see above)was the fountain-court (ῆ φιάλη) of the Greens, a 

probably-enclosed courtyard with a large fountain, that was used for ceremonies 

of that faction. This court lay at a level below the Justinianos, and was probably in 

direct relation to it (it may have been established at the same time as the fountain 

court of the Blues, which is known to have been established by Justinian II), and it 

was overlooked by an imperial terrace at the eastern end of the Justinianos.900 It 

was perhaps this fountain courtyard that was transformed into a garden by 

Heraclius, as a late chapter in the Book of Ceremoniesrefers to guests at an 

                                                
898 The door into the Justinianos was apparently on the north side of its eastern 
end, meaning that the two buildings must have been separated from each other. 
See Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings 
(Oxford, 2004) 14. 
899 Op. cit. 12; Bardill, ‘Great Palace’ JRA 12 (1999) fig. 2., Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 197-242 at 207. 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini argues that the name Covered Hippodrome 
(Σκεπαστός Ἢιππόδρομος) to a crypto-porticus, rather than to this open space, 
whereas both Bardill and Kostenec associate the name with the open space itself, 
as a sort of garden in the tradition of the hippodromus palatii of the Domus 
Augustana in Rome. In the treatise on imperial expeditions (Moffatt, BOC, 
Appendix to Book I, 507 = Reiske, De cer., 507), there is a clear distinction made 
between the open and covered hippodromes, suggesting that the redactor was 
referring in both cases to comparable structures- perhaps the Covered 
Hippodrome was a space through which mounted riders could proceed that was 
enclosed by covered walks? Kostenec’s argument that a garden lay north of the 
Lausiakos is not convincing. Guilland cites the reception of the Arab ambassadors 
to establish that the garden must have been that space to the south of the eastern 
end of the Justinianos, thus in the vicinity of the former Phiale of the Greens. It is 
argued here that the area north of the Lausiakos was a terrace connecting with the 
Monothyros and Eidikon. See Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 191 
and fn. 172: Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 585. 
900 Moffatt, BOC, I, 64, 286-87 = Vogt, Cér., II, 73, 96-97 ; Kostenec, ‘The Heart 
of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 14. See also 
discussion in Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 191. 
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imperial reception sitting in the  eastern part of the Justinianos near to a garden, 

the μεσοκήπιον. 901  

 

II.4.6. Relation of the Chrysotriklinos to the Pharos Church and Terrace. 

The general area of the Chrysotriklinos and the Pharos Church and Terrace may 

reasonably be sought close to the Boukoleon, thus in MW Area ‘F.’902 A number 

of substructures were recorded in this area. Although these are poorly 

documented, they indicate at least two terrace alignments, either side of the 

continuation of the alignment of the Sea Gate. The area between this alignment, 

and the north-running wall of Nikephoros Phokas was suggested by Cyril Mango 

to be a likely location for the Chrysotriklinos – the area north of the Eastern Sea-

Palace would appear to have been occupied by a major structure, proposed here to 

be the Pharos terrace complex. 

 

Featherstone’s recent, textually-based analyses of the area of the Chrysotriklinos 

raise the further problem of reconciling the ibn Yahya description with passages 

in the Book of Ceremonies.903 Featherstone cites a passage in the Book of 

Ceremonies in arguing that the Phylax (treasury) was located in the north-east 

corner of the Chrysotriklinos.904 However this passage would require that the 

Pharos Church be in the approximate location of the Kapi Agasi Mosque. If this is 

the case, then the account by Harûn ibn Yahya must be wrong, since he mentions 

                                                
901 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 585:  ‘What it is necessary to observe when a reception is 
held in the great Hall of the Magnaura, when the rulers sit on the throne of 
Solomon’. Featherstone places the events in this chapter in the reign of 
Constantine VII.  
902 Substructures recorded in this area: ‘F: f and g,’ and further west, ‘F: k, l and 
m.’ Further north, a ‘c’ shaped structure, ‘F: j’ was recorded. ‘F: g’ appears to 
have formed part of a substructure. Its northern section formed a wall running to 
the east. Apparently approximately parallel to this wall was a second wall to the 
north, ‘F: i,’ which appears to have also aligned with the retaining wall at the 
south-east corner of the terrace of the Mosaic Peristyle. The ruin structure ‘F: k’ 
appears to have been approximately at right angles to the alignment of ‘F: f.’ 
Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (Berlin, 1934) 13-21, and E. Mamboury 
Gesamtplan der Kaiserpaläste zwischen Hagia Sophia, Hippodrom und 
Marmarameer in Konstantinopel (1932) in A. M. Schneider, Byzanz (Berlin, 
1936; Amsterdam, 1967).  
903 M. J. Featherstone, ‘The Chrysotriklinos seen through De ceremoniis’ in L. M. 
Hoffmann (ed.), Zwischen Polis, Provinz und Peripherie (Wiesbaden, 2005) 845-
852; idem, ‘The Great Palace as Reflected in the De Ceremoniis’ (2006) 47-61. 
citing De Cer. (Moffatt, BOC, I, 20, 119).  
904 De Cer. (Moffatt, BOC, I, 20, 119 = Vogt, Cér. I, 29, 110-12. 
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the church as having four courtyards, the eastern one of which possesses a 

fountain. Now this would presuppose that the entry into the church was from the 

east. He also mentions that the central door of the church is opposite the entrance 

into the Phylax (treasury). If the church occupied the site of the aforementioned 

mosque, then this would be impossible, as the western façade would face the 

Phylax. In addition, if the apartment is on the southern side, facing the ocean, then 

the gallery of the apartments, by which the emperor directly accessed the church, 

must also be on the same side. If the Pharos was in the north-eastern corner, then 

how could the apartment, located to the south of the Chrysotriklinos, directly 

connect by the gallery of the apartment? Therefore, the church must have been 

accessed via the gallery of the apartments on the southern side of the Pharos 

Terrace. This would suggest that the location of the mosque is not the site of the 

church, unless the Chrysotriklinos is in an entirely different location from that 

assumed by Mango. Schreiner has interpreted the ibn Yahya passage as 

suggesting that he ascended the maritime stair, and continued north, with the 

Pharos Church to the left, and Chrysotriklinos to the right. His interpretation does 

not fit this passage in the Book of Ceremonies:  

All the chamberlains pass by the clock [at Tripeton], Chryso-
triklinos, the vault of the Pantheon and Phylax [treasury] and 
before crossing through the monothyros arrive at the church of 
Hodegetria of the Pharos. The sovereigns, having risen, enter, 
without retinue, with the patriarch into the church of Hodegetria of 
the Pharos by means of the gallery of the apartment. 905 

 

This passage seems to suggest that the chamberlains enter through the Tripeton, 

where the clock is located, enter the hall of Chrysotriklinos, pass out through a 

vault named the Pantheon, beyond which is the Phylax, a treasury, after which 

they encounter the Pharos Church. This sequence might imply that the church is 

north or north-east of the Chrysotriklinos (if one accepts, after Featherstone, that 

the Pantheon is on the northern side) but certainly implies that the church and 

terrace are east of the Chrysotriklinos, as the Tripeton was on the western façade. 

The object of the procession was to visit the Nea Ekklesia, certainly north-east of 

the Pharos terrace. Now, from another passage, it is clear that it was possible to 

leave the terrace east of the Chrysotriklinos to descend and travel to the north-

east: 

                                                
905 Moffatt, BOC, I, 20, 119 = Vogt, Cér,  I, 29, 111. 
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They went again via the Lausiakos Hall and the Horologion and the 
Chrysotriklinos, out the eastern doors of the Chrysotriklinos, and having 
gone out along the terrace of the Church of the Theotokos of the Pharos 
they went down via the terrace of the New Church and the great hall906 to 
the polo-ground. Mounting horses there, they went away to their lodgings, 
that is, to the Chrysion.…907 

 

How did the delegates descend? Was it by the same narrow passage (stenon) and 

staircase that was used in the procession mentioned in the following passage?: 

  The emperor, conducted by the patriarch, goes out from the 
church, and when the rulers go out the door which leads out to the 
terrace they take processional candles from the praipositoi and go 
in a religious procession through the middle of the terrace and the 
corridor with the single-leaved door and go down the descent to the 
Boukoleon. Turning right, they go down to the narthex of the New 
Church. 908 

 

The only way for the ‘single-leaved door’ to be the same in each case would be if 

the Pharos terrace existed to the east of the Chrysotriklinos. It is manifestly a 

different gate to that of the Eidikon that was associated with the Apse, and the 

Passages of Forty Martyrs. Location of the terrace to the east of the 

Chrysotriklinos would perhaps explain the name of the terrace and church, if the 

lighthouse could be identified with the tall tower east of the Boukoleon, as the 

walkway on top of the Palace walls north from this tower would have led to the 

terrace and the building existing on the site of the Kapi Agasi Mosque. A pre-

existing church on this site, indicated by Byzantine substructures, has been 

proposed by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and Kostenec to be the Church of St. 

John the Theologian, built by Basil I.909 However a passage in the Book of 

Ceremonies seems to suggest that it is the Church of St. Demetrius that is in the 

location now occupied by the Mosque: 

                                                
906 It is not apparent which great hall is referred to here: Guilland, “Études sur le 
Grand Palais,” JOBG, 11/12 (1962/3), 88.
907 Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 586; Featherstone, ‘The Chrysotriklinos seen through De 
ceremoniis’ (2005) 15.2C. 
908 Moffatt, BOC, I, 20, 119 = Vogt, Cér,  I, 29, 111. 
909 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini proposes this attribution on the basis of its 
construction by Basil I ‘…at the feet of the Eagle, and before the hemicycle of the 
Sigma.’ No evidence is presented for this. Elsewhere in this thesis, I question her 
location of the Sigma. See Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) 
Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 19 and fn. 108; Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, 
‘The Great Palace Survey: Second Season,’ AST 13/2 (1996) 127-142, at 136-37. 
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  [The emperor], going [back] by the route by which he had gone 
there,910 goes through the middle of the Chrysotriklinos and goes 
out with the religious procession through the eastern doors. The 
magistroi and proconsuls and patricians and holders of high office 
stand opposite the Church of St Demetrios, that is, on the left-hand 
side, and the members of the kouboukleion towards the eastern 
[side] of the terrace, while the rulers with the patriarch are in the 
porch at the entrance to the church.911 

 

That is to say, the emperor and his retinue pass through the eastern doors of the 

Chrysotriklinos onto the terrace. To the left (north, north-west) of the terrace in 

the tenth century was the Church of St. Demetrius. Beyond the terrace were the 

eastern gates, perhaps in the same position that they occupied after the building of 

Nikephoros Phokas’ wall. The narthex of St. Demetrius would have faced west, or 

north-west, thus in a similar orientation to the alignment of the mosque. It is thus 

unlikely that the Pharos Church can be identified with the structure in this 

location. By process of elimination, therefore, the chapels of St. Mary and Elias, 

constituting the Pharos Church, should be placed north of the lighthouse, and 

south of the Pharos Terrace. Such a location would accord with the reference in 

Mesarites to a window of the apse of the Church of Pharos through which, 

looking toward the south, one could view the lantern of the Pharos.912 This would 

imply that Schreiner’s interpretation of the ibn Yahya passage – if indeed the text 

can be given any credence – needs to be revised. It would only make sense if the 

route were by way of the Boukoleon stair as proposed above.913 Regarding the 

issue of the topography described by this passage, another observation may be 

made. Ibn Yahya’s description of the fountain in the eastern courtyard of the 

Pharos church does not sound like an ecclesiastical lustral basin at all – the 

description of it being filled with wine at festival times sounds far more like the 

fountain of a faction courtyard – perhaps, given its location, the Phiale of the 

Blues: 

This church has four courtyards, each of which measures 200 steps 
long and 100 steps in breadth. In the eastern yard is a basin hewn 
from marble, measuring 10 x 10 ells. This basin is set up atop a 
marble column, whose height from the ground amounts to four ells. 
Over it curves a lead dome, over it a silver dome. This dome carries 

                                                
910 This would seem to refer to the Chapel of St Peter the Apostle. 
911 Moffatt, BOC, I, 21, 124 = Vogt, Cér., I, 30 (21) 115. 
912 Mesarites, in Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini ‘Der byzantinische Kaiserpalast 
im 8. Jahrhundert’ (1999) 124. 
913 Moffatt, BOC, I, 20, 120 = Vogt, Cér,  I, 29, 111.. 
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twelve columns, each of four ells in height. On each column are 
animal statues. The first carries at its apex the picture of a falcon, 
the second a lamb, third a bull, fourth a cock, the fifth that of a lion, 
the sixth that of a lioness, the seventh that of a wolf, the eighth that 
of a horse, the ninth that of a peacock, the tenth that of a horse, the 
eleventh that of an elephant, the twelfth that of an angel. In the 
proximity of this dome one finds in this courtyard at a distance of 
200 steps a Cistern, by which the water was led to those statues on 
the apexes of the columns. Each time on festivals the cistern is 
filled with 10,000 jugs of wine and 1000 jugs of white honey, 
whereby on this drink hyacinths, spice carnations and cinnamon in 
the amount of a camel load are presented and it is made so pleasant. 
Then that Cistern is covered, so that it is not seen. If now the 
emperor departs from his palace and enters the church, his eye falls 
on these statues and that drink, which bubbles from their mouths 
and ears and collect themselves in the basin, until it fills. There all 
of his attendants scoop [a quantity of wine], that they take off to the 
celebrations, so that everyone may drink.914  

 

This reference to the fountain dispensing wine may be compared with the 

description in Theophanes Continuatus of the transformation of the fountain in the 

Sigma courtyard into flowing wine during a festival.915 Perhaps it was the 

continuation of customs pertaining to the old Roman festival of Brumalia. If the 

fountain were the Phiale of the Blues, this might accord with the reference by ibn 

Yahya to the eastern courtyard (that is, east of the Pharos Church and Terrace). 

Finally, the description of the decorative programme of the fountain appears more 

astrological than ecclesiastical. The identity of the other three courtyards, and the 

reception hall mentioned by ibn Yahya, are obscure – Schreiner supposes that the 

mention of a dining hall refers to the Hall of 19 Akkoubita.916 It is also possible, 

given the period (circa 900) that the hall of Justinianos, not far from the Pharos 

Terrace, was meant.917 A second, and perhaps more plausible explanation is that 

the church that Ibn Yahya referred to was not the Pharos church, but the Nea 

Ekklesia. Theophanes Continuatus refers to one of two fountains erected in the 

western atrium of  the latter church by Basil I:  
                                                
914 P. Schreiner, ‘Zu Gast in der kaiserpalästen Konstantinopels’ in F. A. Bauer 
(ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft: Frühmittelalterliche Residenzen- Gestalt 
und Zeremoniell. Internationales Kolloquium (Istanbul 3-4 juni 2004) Byzas 5 
(2006) 101-34, at 120-1. Aauthor’s translation of Schreiner’s German rendering of 
ibn Yahya’s description.  
915 Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 161-163: 
Theophanes Continuatus on works of Theophilus. 
916 Schreiner, ‘Zu Gast in den Kaiserpalästen Konstantinopels’ (2006) 121, fn. 53. 
917 It was here that the delegation from Tarsus was received by Constantine VII at 
a banquet in 946. See Moffatt, BOC,  II, 15, 592. 
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The fountain to the north is made of so-called Sagarian stone (which 
resembles the stone called Ostrites) and it, too, has a perforated pine-cone 
of white stone projecting from the centre of its base, while all round the 
upper rim of the fountain the artist has fashioned cocks, goats and rams of 
bronze, and these, by means of pipes, vomit forth jets of water onto the 
underlying floor. Also to be seen there are cups, next to which wine used 
to spout up from below to quench the thirst of passers by.918 
 

The reference to bronze animals recalls the astrological animals in ibn Yahya’s 

account. This ‘miraculous’, wine-spouting fountain may indeed have derived from 

one of the fountains of the factions, removed by Basil I.919 Given the similar 

performance enacted at the enclosed hemicyclical fountain court of the Triconch 

(see above) it is likely that this other bountiful fountain derives from factional 

celebrations. Regarding the earlier suggestion of a connection to the Brumalia  

festival,  the animals wreathing the rim of the fountain might pertain to an 

astrological calendar, appropriate to a festival of pagan origin dedicated to 

Chronos.920 

 

II.4.7. Chronological Development of the area between  

the Chrysotriklinos and Skyla Gate. 

A final issue in relation to this area of the Palace is the sequence of its 

development, and the period in which the buildings and courts were created. 

Textual evidence supports the identification of Justin II (r. 565-578) with the 

commissioner of the Chrysotriklinos.921 The open space of the Covered 

Hippodrome, in its earliest form, was apparently already in existence by the sixth 

century, when there was an entrance from the Palace (Covered) Hippodrome, 

leading up to the Upper Palace by means of a large spiral staircase or ramp-house. 

Two gates up to the Upper Palace are mentioned: the Ivory Gate connecting to the 

                                                
918 Theophanes Continuatus, Chronographia Book 5, 85, in Mango, Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 195. 
919 I am indebted for this suggestion, and the passage in Theophanes Continuatus, 
to Professor Paul Magdalino. 
920 On the Broumalion in Palace ceremonial, see Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 600-01. 
921 Av. Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II’ in idem, Continuity and 
Change in Sixth-Century Byzantium (London, 1981) XII, 62-84, at 74-76. 
Kostenec notes however that not all texts support this attribution. See Kostenec, 
‘Chrystriklinos,’ 2008, Encyclopaedia of the Hellenic World, Constantinople, 
stable URL: <http://www.ehw.gr/l.aspx?id=12440> (accessed 05/09/10 5pm). 
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upper gallery of Daphne, and the Gate of Thermastra (the bath).922 As noted 

above, there must have been a different route connecting the Chrysotriklinos with 

the Covered Hippodrome prior to the construction of the Lausiakos and 

Justinianos by Justinian II (r. 685-95, 705-711).923  

 

In the case of the hall of Lausiakos that was built, as noted, by Justinian II, there is 

the additional issue of whether it was a distinctly separate building from two 

other, later structures noted in the vicinity, the Manuelites, and the Mouchroutas. 

Manuel I Comnenus (r. 1143-1180) built a large hall with a gilded ceiling, the 

Manuelites. Guilland identifies this hall with the Mouchroutas, (named by the 

sources Manouilitin triklinon (Pachymeros), and I Persiki skini, and thought by 

Mango to date to the mid-twelfth century, and argues that this building 

corresponds with the old Lausiakos of the Book of Ceremonies. Both buildings 

had a large staircase within them, by which one could pass from a lower to a 

higher level of the palace complex. Thus, there was a spiral stair that 

communicated between the Lausiakos and the passages of Eros. Similarly, both 

the Mouchroutas and the Lausiakos communicated directly with the Justinianos. 

Consequently, he argues that the Lausiakos was not rebuilt, but rather renovated 

in a ‘Persian’ style. This argument is in part rejected by Mango, who, after 

Magdalino, argues that the Manuelites was a separate structure to the 

Mouchroutas, the latter which he argues was also built by Manuel I. The 

Mouchroutas, however, is not necessarily by this argument a separate structure 

from the Lausiakos of the Book of Ceremonies. The function of communication of 

the Mouchroutas and Justinianos is described in the account of the attempted 

palace revolution of John Komnenos (1200). The sequence of Mesarites’ passage 

into the Lower Palace in the account is as follows: 

Sphendone (archives?) - Low gate under Kentenarion tower - Bronze 

Gates of Skyla - Justinianos Hall - Pharos Chapel. 

                                                
922 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 168 ff. Guilland refers to 
Reiske, De. cer. I, 51 (Moffatt, BOC, I, 51, 261-63), which he interprets as an 
itinerary of the Early Byzantine period (late fifth to early sixth century) to 
establish the early date of these elements. 
923 On Mouchroutas: Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 
228-9.. Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 351-2. On palace revolution 
of John Komnenos (1200). Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) fn. 22, citing A. 
Heisenberg (ed.), Die Palastrevolution des Johannes Komnenos (Würzburg, 
1907).  
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The fight and attempted flight of the usurper is as follows:  

Varangian Guard pass through Justinianos towards Chrysotriklinos. 

John’s troops defend themselves in the Mouchroutas- battle ensues there. 

John attempts to flee down a passage leading up to imperial stable by the 

Skyla Gate, but is blocked off. 

John is killed in the Justinianos. 

 

The immediate connection between Skyla Gate, Justinianos, Mouchroutas and the 

Chrysotriklinos is evident here. Mango adduces the topography of the narrative as 

follows: At the ‘top’ of the palace enclosure is the Kentenarion Tower and gate, 

with adjacent stable- so presumably the emperor would ascend to theis point 

before mounting a horse. Next is the Skyla Gate and Justinianos, which connects 

with the Mouchroutas, to the west of and leading to the Chrysotriklinos. To the 

east of the Chrysotriklinos is the Terrace of Pharos. Further to the east is, as 

discussed above, the staircase that leads down to a lower terrace, with Nea and 

Mesokepion to the north-east, and Boukoleon to the south. There are, however, no 

records or archaeological evidence suggesting the location or nature of the 

Lausiakos.  

 

A second uncertainty lies in the architectural character of the open courts and 

gardens – it is documented that Justinian II constructed the fountain-court of the 

Greens, which lay beneath the hall of Justinianos, also built by him.924 It would 

therefore be reasonable to suppose a spatial relationship between the two 

constructions, especially as a terrace and rail from the Justinianos overlooked the 

fountain court. The question remains as to when the Phiale of the Greens below 

the Justinianos was originally constructed – whether Justinian’s construction was 

a renovation of a previous fountain-court. If, as discussed above, its fountain was 

related to the pool, or cistern, filled in with soil by Heraclius to form a new 

garden, the Mesokepeion of the Lausiakos, then a garden in this area would have 

comprised part of the early Palace, an element that was later incorporated in the 

buildings of Justinian II.925 The fountain-court was replaced by Basil I, who 

                                                
924 Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto 1986) 131: Theophanes 
367-68. 
925 The later cronicler Kedrenos refers to a ‘cistern’ (kinst™rnan) filled in by 
Heraclius to make a ‘paradeisos’ or walled garden, the Mesokepion of the 
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constructed a palace baths in its place.926 It is evident from the above that we are 

still far from fully understanding the topographical relationship of the Justinianos 

and the Lausiakos with the other major buildings of the Lower and Upper Palace. 

A further unresolved question is the transformation of the fountain-court of the 

Blues, which may have been built or renovated by Justinian II, ‘…but was moved 

when the holy church that is there was built…’. This passage could be taken as 

evidence that the Nea Church was located to the east of the Pharos Terrace, unless 

another church is meant.927 

 

II.4.8 The building areas MW ‘F: m, l, k, j’ (Archaeology Map) 

Brief mention should be made here of the Byzantine structures recently 

documented on the site of the Eresin Crown hotel, south-west and south of the 

cistern MW ‘G: a.’928 Among the finds here were several large columns shafts, a 

Middle or Late Byzantine cistern, and a mosaic floor, consisting of lozenges and a 

framing rope motif, with the figure of a fish framed by one of the lozenges. The 

archaeologists place this mosaic, which was cut by the cistern, and therefore 

predated it, in the fifth or sixth century, and associate it with a brick and stone 

wall and arch which they place in a similar period.929 There are, however, several 

problems with this attribution – firstly, the wall consists of a lower section built 

entirely of brick, which could match the dating, however the upper section, within 

which was found the springing of what appears to be a double soldier course brick 

arch, consists of single alternating courses of brick and stone, a construction that 

would seem to be implausible for the Early Byzantine period. Secondly, the 

mosaic is of crude workmanship, and while its dating is uncertain, may have been 

created in the eighth to tenth centuries or later.930 It is conceivable that the 

                                                                                                                                 
Lausiakos. Guilland interprets this to denote ‘une vaste bassin.’ See Kedrenos 
Compendium historiarum II, 241 cited by Guilland, Études I, 158 and fn. 120. 
926 Vita Basilii 321 ff.: Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986) 
199. 
927 Loc. cit. and infra Book II, Appendix I.3 
928 Metin Gökçay and Asal, ‘Excavations in Küçük Ayasofya Street’ (2008), 207-
230; idem, Eresin Crown Hotel Istanbul Kasısı. (2009). 
929 The dating by Gökçay and Asal is based upon comparison with the mosaic 
found south of the Governor’s house (Bab-ı-Ali), and described by Müller-
Wiener. See Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 46 and figs. 22 and 23. 
930 The Eresin Crown mosaic is similar, if less complex, in its use of a lozenge 
structure to the mosaics revealed in the recent I.A.M. excavation on the Four 
Seasons hotel site. See A. Denker, G. Yağcı, and A. Başak Akay, ‘Büyük Saray 
kazısı,’ in K. Kızıltan (ed.) Istanbul: 8000 Years brought to Daylight (Istanbul: 
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structure associated with the mosaics belongs to the domestic complex built by 

Basil I (r. 867-86) in the vicinity of the ‘Portico of Marcian’ (presumably identical 

with the Aerial Passages of Marcian).931 His buildings are known to have 

contained mosaic representations on both floors and walls. 932A third, minor 

problem is that the excavation has been placed incorrectly with respect to the 

street layout prior to the replanning of the area in the twentieth century. An 

overlay of the German 1912 map upon the present day layout reveals that part of 

the excavation site corresponding with the area MW ‘F: l,’ is immediately north-

east of SE-running walls at MW ‘F: m’, and is immediately north-west of features 

at MW ‘F: k.’ The identification of the excavation with MW ‘F: l’ would appear 

to confirm the alignment of the north-western rampart of Nikephorus Phokas as 

proposed by Mamboury and endorsed by Mango, and may further be associated 

with the Aerial Passages of Marcian.933 The adjacency of all these finds suggests 

that they belong to a substantial building complex of the Palace, but of unknown 

period.934 

 

                                                                                                                                 
Vehbi Koç Foundation, 2007). The authors date these mosaics to the fifth to sixth 
centuries. A geometric mosaic was found in what may have been basement 
structures on the site attributed here as that of the Nea Ekklesia built between 876 
and 880 (see Book Two, Appendix I.3, 63-73). Henry Maguire, who does not cite 
this latter mosaic, associates the Middle Byzantine period with opus sectile marble 
flooring, rather than mosaic floors, although he notes the mosaic representations 
of birds set within the ‘tesselated inserts.’  See H. Maguire, ‘The Medieval Floors 
of the Great Palace,’ in N. Necipoğlu, Byzantine Constantinople (Leiden, 2001) 
153-174. See also Vita basilii, 321 ff. in C. Mango, The Art of the Byzantine 
Empire, 312-1453 (Toronto, 1986) 192-99 at 197-99. 
931 On the ‘Portico of Marcian,’ see R. Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 
1969) Part I, Ch. 8, 130-140. 
932 Loc. cit. 
933 Ernst Mamboury, Gesamtplan, in Schneider, Byzans (1967); Mango, 
‘Boukoleon’ (1997) 41-50. 
934 Mention is made of several buildings on the western side of the Palace, notably 
the Oratory of St. Peter, the Pentakoublikon, the chapels of St. Paul and of St. 
Barbara, the Manuelites and the Mouchroutas. See Theophanes Continuatus, 
Chronographia, Book 5, in Mango, Art of the Byzantine Empire (1986) 195-99, 
and idem, ‘Boukoleon’ (1997) for discussion of the topography of these Middle 
Byzantine buildings. 
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II.5. Area of the precinct of Sultan Ahmet Mosque: probable site of Daphne Palace 

(Daphne Palace map C4-5, D4-5, Archaeology map, C4-5, D4-5) 

 

II.5.1. Introduction 

In this concluding section, having set out the probable layout, and limits, of the 

surrounding districts, the topographical layout of the Daphne Palace, the core of the 

Upper Palace will, finally, be examined and theorized. 

 

The Daphne Palace complex contained a similar range of elements to the palatial 

residences of Piazza Armerina and Split, including several major ceremonial halls, as 

evidenced by their use within the recorded rituals in the tenth-century Book of 

Ceremonies. The elements of the Daphne Palace included to the north, the ceremonial 

forecourt, variously named in the Book of Ceremonies as the Exaeron, Araia, Delphax, 

and Tribunal.935 On a level raised above the Delphax were found the Palace atrium, the 

Onopodion;936 and a crown hall, the Augusteous, which was probably a basilical hall 

with a central apse. Note, for example, the passeg from the chapter, ‘What it is 

necessary to observe at the coronation and nuptial crowning of an augousta’: 

The praipositos summons the patriarch and he goes out to the Hall of the 

Augousteus, and after the patriarch goes out the rulers rise and receive him. 

Behind the imperial chairs stands a portable altar where the imperial chlamys 

lies. When the patriarch is standing at the portable altar the emperor signals to 

the praipositos, and the bishops and the clergy of the bureau of the patriarch go 

in and stand behind the imperial court at the side of the apse.937  

 

Adjacent to the Augousteus were a ceremonial dining hall, the Great Triklinos or Hall 

of Nineteen Akkoubita,938 a ceremonial robing and disrobing hall, the Octagon939 (which 

                                                
935 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 1, 20 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 15-16 : tØ |Exa™ron; Moffatt, BOC, I, 43, 
218 = Vogt, Cér., II, 52, 26-27: Ô|Araºa; Moffatt, BOC,  I, 86, 391: Delfåx; op. cit., I, 
43, 218: tØ triboynålion; op. cit., I, 40, 204: tØ triboynålion t©n iu´ Åkoybºtvn. 
Labarte interpreted the Exaeron and Araia in relation to the Atrium of the Triklinos of 
Nineteen Akkoubita. See J. Labarte, Les Palais imperial de Constantinople et ses 
abords (Paris, 1861). 
128 and fns. 1-3. 
936 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 1, 7 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 4: tˆ |Onopødºˆ,; Moffatt, BOC,  I, 35, 181 
= Vogt, Cér., I, 44, 170: toῦ |Onøpodoq. 
937 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 208 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 16. 
938 Moffatt, BOC, I, 95, 432-3: The ailing Justin I crowns Justinian I as Emperor within 
the Great Triklinos: ®v tˆ megålÛ triklºnÛ. Moffatt, BOC, I, 43, 218-9 = Vogt, Cér., 
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may conceivably have served other functions when first constructed), and imperial 

domestic quarters.940 There are references in the Book of Ceremonies to other areas: the 

private chamber (koiton) of the Octagon, of Daphne and of the Augusteous;941 a Palace 

bathing complex, which was possibly located in the area named the Thermastra,942 and 

an imperial chapel dedicated to St. Stephen943 that was commissioned in 428 by 

Pulcheria, sister of Theodosius II, to receive the relic of his right hand, and was 

therefore not organically related to the earlier structures.944 The Book of Ceremonies 

also refers to other churches and chapels – the Church of the Lord, at the location of 

which was an entrance into the Upper Palace, a Chapel of the Archangel Michael,945 the 

Church of the Holy Apostles,946 and three chapels, apparently accessed from the 

Passage of Daphne: the Baptistery, and the oratories of the Holy Trinity, and the 

Theotokos.947 The Book of Ceremonies mentions a number of passages: of the Forty 

Martyrs, of the Apse, of St. Stephen and of Daphne, and the portico of the Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita,948 which was probably located on the northern façade fronting the 

courtyard of Delphax, and within which was the Dikionion, an aedicule framed by two 

columns, that has also been assumed to face the Delphax.949 

 

In the almost complete absence of archaeological evidence, the layout of the Daphne 

Palace is the most difficult to construct of the overall Great Palace precinct. The 

preceding analysis of the various districts of the Great Palace has relied, to varying 

                                                                                                                                          
II, 52, 26: The Emperor designates the new Caesar in the Great Triklinos: ∏ megålÛ 
triklºnÛ t©n iu´ Åkoybºtvn. 
939 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 9 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1 6: tπ |Okt·gvnon koyboykleºon. 
940 Moffatt, BOC, I, 35, 180 = Vogt, Cér., I, 44, 169: ∏ koºtvn tÎq Dåfnhq, ∏ koºtvn to† 
Aªgoyst™vq;  Moffatt, BOC, I, 40, 203 = Vogt, Cér., II, 49, 12: to† |Oktag√noy 
koit√neq. 
941 There would probably have existed an entire suite of domestic rooms, as in other 
Late Antique palaces, notably the women’s quarters. 
942 Moffatt, BOC, I, 48, 250 = Vogt, Cér., II, 57, 56. The Emperor proceeds by way of 
the (covered) Hippodrome and the Thermastra to arrive at the Consistorium: διέρχεται 
διά τοῦ Ὶπποδρόμου καί τῆς Θερμάστρας καὶ ὰπέρχεται ὲν τῶ κονσιστωρίω. 
943 Moffatt, BOC, I, 35, 183 = Vogt, Cér., I, 44, 171: τοῦ άγίου πρωτομάρτυπος 
Στεφάνου; and Moffatt, BOC, I, 23, 129 = Vogt, Cér., I, 32, 119: τὸν ἄγιον Στέφανον. 
944 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 189. 
945 Theophanes Chronographia 154 (de Boor), cited by Kostenec, ‘Observations on the 
Great Palace’, RMS 31 (2005) cf. fn. 2. 
946 Janin, Constantinople Byzantine (1964) 112. 
947 Op. cit. 113. It is not known whether these three chapels were built in the early phase 
of the palace. 
948 Moffatt, BOC, I, 43, 218 = Vogt, Cér., II, 52, 26: τὸω πόρτικα τῶν ιθ´ὰκουβίτων. 
949 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 210: εὶς τό δικιόωιον. 
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extents, upon archaeological and textual evidence. This has, however, only indirectly 

informed the question of the nature of the first, Constantinian Palace, which was only 

mentioned in passing by Constantine’s chronicler, Eusebius, or the Palace after 

modifications by his successors, notably Theodosius I and Anastasius I.950 Even the 

Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall complex, the only area in the close vicinity of the 

Daphne Palace to receive archaeological excavations, has remained a matter of 

considerable conjecture. The evidential difficulties are, perhaps, insurmountable, given 

the erasure that has taken place on the sites. The most likely location for the Daphne 

Palace is likely to remain inaccessible, as it is occupied by one of the most valuable of 

Istanbul sites, both in relation to its cultural, religious and heritage significance – the 

Sultan Ahmet Mosque. Other sites that may be associated with the Daphne Palace have 

been destroyed by building development in the twentieth century. Thus, for what 

appears to have functioned for a period as the central, and originary site for the Great 

Palace, one is again forced to resort to, on the one hand, the purely textual evidence of 

the Book of Ceremonies, and on the other, the known limits of what did not constitute 

the Daphne Palace, older survey records, the evidence supplied by the alignment of old 

roads and retaining walls, and the study of analogous examples of contemporary or 

preceding palatine architecture as was attempted in Part One. Inevitably, this central 

core of the Palace must remain subject to considerable uncertainty. 

 

II.5.2. Dating of the Daphne Palace – Palace of Constantine? 

The Daphne Palace was the core of the Great Palace during the sixth century, as 

evidenced by early sources.951 As suggested above (infra, Part Two, I.2.1), it also had a 

                                                
950 Necessarily, the first palace can only be intuited from the few locations that can be 
established with some probability. Bardill has pointed out that textual sources alone 
cannot lead to a definitive picture of the Palace topography. To go further, and identify 
a particular period of the Palace – in this case the early period during which the Daphne 
Palace was constructed – is still more difficult. See Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great 
Palace’, Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 12. Bardill argues 
that reconstructions cannot be made on the basis of preconceived ideas of what the 
Palace looked like, and that instead a combination of archaeological evidence and 
textual analysis is required, and that arguments from silence must be considered. Thus if 
there is no mention of a particular building in an itinerary, we cannot assume on the 
basis of comparisons that it existed.  
951 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 7 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 4:  τῶ παλατίω τῆς Δάφνις. For the Daphne 
palace see, for example, the itineraries written by Peter the Patrician, or the description 
of the Accession of Anastasius I in the Book of Ceremonies. Specific references to the 
Daphne are given in the following chapters of the  Book of Ceremonies: Moffatt, BOC, 
I, 1 (V I, 1); I, 25 (V, I, 34); I, 32 (V, I, 41); I, 35 (V, I, 44); I, 37 (V, I, 46); I, 39 (V, II, 
48); I, 55 (V, II, 63); I, 68 (V, II, 77); II, 8; II, 11; II, 19. See also Kostenec, ‘The Heart 
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close relation by means of the imperial pavilion, or Kathisma, overlooking the 

Hippodrome. Given that Constantine I apparently completed the Hippodrome, it might 

therefore be supposed that the original Kathisma was also completed under him, and 

that, therefore, there was some section of the Palace in the vicinity of the Kathisma in 

the first period. The building of the Daphne by Constantine I is generally assumed. It 

was certainly of very early date, however there are no early sources or archaeological 

evidence confirming its original builder,952 while the attribution to Constantine I in the 

Patria is too late to be reliable.953 The Patria attributes its name to a statue of the 

nymph, Daphne, brought from Rome by Constantine I because of its oracular 

properties, but also notes that consuls received wreaths made of laurel (δάφνη) in the 

month of January.954 

 

By the period of Theodosius II (r. 408-450) at the latest, it appears to have served as the 

domestic wing of a larger complex that also possessed a public ceremonial wing, given 

the location of the Magnaura, the Chalkê, the Senate and the Church of Hagia Sophia 

near the street of Regia. This would be consistent with the separation of private and 

governmental and court ceremonial functions in the earlier Flavian Palace. Indeed it was 

suggested by Paul Speck that the first building on the site of Hagia Sophia may itself 

have been a palace hall.955  

                                                                                                                                          
of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) fn. 11, 26: Notitia Urbis 
Constantinopolitanae; Theophilact Simocatta. 
952 Guilland notes, for example, that the chapel of St. Stephen was added to the palace 
by Pulcheria, the sister of Theodosius II in 428.  
953 Preger, Script. Orig. Const., Patria I, 59-60. 
954 Preger, Script. Orig. Const., Patria III, 128 in Berger, Untersuchungen (1988) 263. 
Berger attributes the Daphne to the time of Constantine, because the Stepsimon (a later 
name for the Augusteous), and the Dekanneakkoubita are mentioned in the foundation 
story of Constantinople by the sixth-century writer Hesychius of Miletus as redacted in 
the Patria. He considers the naming of the palace after the statue to be more historically 
probable. 
955 It is conceivable that a palace complex may have existed at the time of Constantine 
centred around the first Chalkê Gate, the first Hagia Sophia, and the original structure 
on the site of the Magnaura. See A. Berger, ‘Die Senat von Konstantinopel,’ Boreas 18, 
(1993) 131-142, at 131 and fn. 7. However there is no textual or archaeological 
evidence for this theory, which is based upon comparison with the example of other 
Constantinian centres like Trier. Eusebius does not provide any geographically specific 
information on the Palace in his life of Constantine, other than a reference to the 
‘central building,’ (III, 3), or ‘principal chamber,’ and ‘central apartment’ (III, LXVI) 
which has been interpreted by Guilland, without supporting evidence, to denote the 
Great Triclinium (Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita). There is, however, no clear evidence 
that the latter building was constructed by Constantine, other than references in late 
sources such as Patria. Eusebius also refers (III, 3) to a picture of the emperor, 
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A passage in Eusebius’ Vita Constantini, refers to the Daphne Palace as the site of the 

catafalque of Constantine the Great, laid out in the Great Triclinium, ‘…which 

exceeded all the others by its height and its magnificence.’956 The evidence for this is 

not definite however, as Eusebius does not provide a definite geographical location for 

this Palace triclinium – could it not have been the first magna aula, and therefore at the 

site of the Magnaura? It might also conceivably have been the Great Triclinium, or Hall 

of Nineteen Akkoubita, the largest hall in the Great Palace. 

 

The Augusteous and Delphax are referred to in a chapter of the Book of Ceremonies 

describing the proclamation of Anastasius in 491 as emperor, in which the augousta 

Ariadne re-enters the Augusteous.957 Similarly the chapter refers to Anastasius 

ascending towards the portico and towards the ‘Great Triklinos’,958 – the reference here 

would seem to distinguish it from the Augusteous, and given the contiguity with the 

Kathisma, surely the Great Triclinium, or Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita is meant. It is 

clear, therefore, that in the pre-Justinianic period,, the Daphne Palace complex was 

already in existence, together with the first Kathisma, by which the Palace 

communicated with the Hippodrome.959 

 

                                                                                                                                          
accompanied by his children, with cross above his head and serpent at his feet, ‘…set up 
in the front of the portico of his palace, so as to be visible to all.’ This description 
recalls the image of several figures, perhaps Theoderic and his sons, above the palace 
gate in the palace mosaic in Ravenna, suggesting that the portico Eusebius refers to is 
that of the palace gate, rather than that facing the Delphax. Again, there is no evidence 
that either the palace or the gate of Constantine correspond to the Daphne and the first 
Chalkê. In the absence of clear evidence that the Daphne palace was the original palace, 
one can only reserve judgement. 
956 J. Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais de Constantinople et le Livre des Cérémonies (Paris, 
1910) 49. Ebersolt interprets Eusebius’ reference (IV, 66) to the ‘principal chamber’ of 
Constantine’s palace with the Augusteous, whereas Guilland argues that by this term, 
Eusebius denoted the Triklinos or Hall of Nineteen beds (Dekanneakkoubita). 
957 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 421¨καί ή μέν αὐγούστα εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὀν αὐγουσταίον. 
958 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 418. The dignitaries deliberate in the portico of the Great 
Triklinos: ἐν τὀ πορτίκω τῶ πρό τοῦ μεγάλου τρικλίνου. 
959 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 421-22. Bardill claims that the passage in the Book of 
Ceremonies, De cer., I, 416, provides proof that the Augusteous already existed in 457, 
at the time of accession of Leo I, however Bury identifies this chapter, on the basis of 
its style and contents, as definitely written in the sixth century, and hence it is 
documenting ‘ancient history.’ It cannot therefore be used as definite proof that either 
the Augusteous or the Great Triclinium existed at this time. See Bardill, ‘Visualizing 
the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 13-
14; J. B. Bury, ‘The Ceremonial Book of Constantine Porphyrogennitus’, EHR 22/86 
(Apr. 1907) 209-227 at 212-13. 
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For the Byzantine Court in the period of compilation of the Book of Ceremonies, the 

Daphne Palace evidently possessed a symbolic importance. The Patria, a late source, 

attributes to Constantine I the following buildings: the Exkubita, the Scholae, the 

‘palace of’ Chalke, the Tribunal, the Stepsimon (sτέψιμον: ‘coronation’), a late name 

for the Augusteous; the Church of St. Stephen; the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, the 

Magnaura, the Palace of the Hippodrome (Kathisma), the Church of the Lord, the 

Genikon, the Eidikon, the Bestiarion (Octagon?), the Kaballarios (Covered 

Hippodrome?), the Sigma, the Oaton, two baths, the Katoptron and the Oikonomiou, 

and other halls that are not named in the Book of Ceremonies.960 Presumably, the 

association of the Daphne Palace complex with Constantine the Great lent it a 

foundational prestige that would explain its continued use within the palace ceremonial 

of the tenth century, long after it had ceased to be occupied as the main imperial 

residence.961 However, other than passages in the Book of Ceremonies that are attributed 

to Peter the Patrician in the reign of Justinian I, there is very little textual information on 

how the Daphne Palace was used during earlier Byzantine periods. 

 

II.5.3. The Location and Elements of the Daphne Palace  

based upon Textual Evidence. 

 

 (i) Introduction: layout of the Daphne Palace. 

Both Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and Kostenec hypothesize that the Daphne Palace 

was located on the two upper terraces of the Palace site, at 31 and 26 m.962 However, it 

is not definitely known on which level the various floors were located. Thus for 

example, the Book of Ceremonies refers to the Consistorium, or imperial audience 

chamber, as being located at a lower level than the north portico (Portico of Nineteen 

                                                
960 De Originibus Constantinopolitanis 4, 16, in A. Berger, Untersuchungen zu den 
Patria Konstantinupoleos (Bonn, 1988, 214-18, 261-62. 
961 See, for example, Moffatt, BOC, I, 1 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, where both the Augusteous 
and Octagon are included in the ceremonies, centuries after construction of the Sacred 
Palace. Ebersolt notes, for example, that by the date of the compilation of the texts of 
the Book of Ceremonies, the Palace of the Daphne was partially abandoned, and was 
only used for certain elements of the ceremonial, presumably those which depended on 
the associational importance of certain palace sites. 
962 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople’ (1999); idem, 
‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 226; Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in 
Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 4-36. 
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Akkoubita or of the Great Triclinium), and the Onopodion, or atrium, of the Palace.963 

There are several mentions in the Book of Ceremonies.  In the chapter entitled, ‘What it 

is necessary to observe at the coronation and nuptial crowning of an augousta’,  there is 

clear evidence that the Onopodiopn, and thus the Daphne Palace, lay at a higher level 

than the Consistorium: 

One day before, a directive is given for ceremonial dress, and on the following 
day all the senators go along rather early and change into ceremonial dress in the 
Consistory. When the rulers give the command the patricians and the rest of the 
court go up to the Vestibule of the Gold Hand. They place chairs in the Hall of 
the Augousteus, and the rulers sit wearing crowns and receive the court group by 
group as custom requires [italics mine]. 964 
 

In the chapter entitled, ‘What it is necessary to observe for the feast and procession for 

Epiphany’, a route from the Augousteus to the Conssistorium is indicated, leading to the 

door of, or in front of, the Consistorium, leading to a dais within that hall: 

When the time is near, the master of ceremonies informs the praipositos, 
and the praipositos the emperor, and going out from his bedchamber into 
the Octagon, he puts on his chlamys and, having been crowned, goes 
through the Hall of the Augousteus and the Vestibule [of the Gold Hand] 
and the Onopodion, and the usual retinue performs the reception and 
obeisance in the way we explained for the procession for the Nativity of 
Christ, at the far door in front of the Consistory… [R 144] The praipositos 
then tells it to the master of ceremonies and he, with a silentiary, takes 
[V1, 134] him from his place and stands him below the dais in front of the 
patricians. 965 

 

In the chapter entitled, ‘What it is necessary to observe if the feast of the Annunciation 

to the Most Holy Theotokos occurs on the Sunday of the middle week [of Lent]’, a 

similar route is followed – the route passing from the Augousteus through the 

Onopodion to its bronze door, then descending to reach the Consistorium and the 

baldachin, which presumably is positioned on the dais mentioned above: 

In the middle of the second hour the emperor goes out and goes through 
the Palace of Daphne lighting [R 163] candles in the chapels as is usual for 
him, and he goes into the bedchamber of the Hall of the Augousteus and 
after changing into his divetesion waits for the appointed time. When the 
time comes [V1, 152] the praipositos, having been informed by the master 
of ceremonies, goes in and informs the emperor. The emperor, putting on 
his chlamys as custom requires, goes out and goes through the Hall of the 

                                                
963 Guilland locates the Consistorium as a level lower than the Augusteous and of the 
Onopodion, and at the same level as the districts of the guards, the Court of the 
Nineteen Akkoubita and the Church of the Lord. See Guilland, Études I (Berlin, 
Amsterdam, 1969) 56. 
964 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41,  207-08 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 16. 
965 Moffatt, BOC, I, 26, 143-44 = Vogt, Cér., I, 35, 133-34. 
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Augousteus. Then, escorted by the archons of the kouboukleion, he goes 
through the Vestibule of the Gold Hand and goes up to the Onopodion. 
While he stands at the bronze door, patricians and strategoi receive him 
there. The master of ceremonies stands in the middle of them and when 
they have all made obeisance, at a command, the praipositos signals to the 
master of ceremonies and he says, “If you please.” Then the said patricians 
and strategoi go down into the Consistory and join all the senate. The 
emperor stands under the baldachin on the porphyry slab…966 
 

We are thus able to make some limited conclusions, of a level change between the 

Daphne Palace and the Consistorium, and of gates at the entries to both the Onopodion 

and the Consistorium, and that finally, there was a level change, descending from the 

location of the throne, under a baldachin on the dais, to the hall of the Consistorium. As 

Labarte had first proposed, a cryptoporticus may have raised the main level above the 

level of the Tribunal/Delphax,967 (the latter perhaps lying at Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini’s proposed 31 m. palace level). Guilland places the Consistorium at the 

same level as the Tribunal along with the adjacent Makron of the Candidati, the first 

hall of the guards’ quarters, and to its east, rather than the 26 m. level, which Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini argues for.968 According to Guilland’s interpretation, west-facing 

doors would have opened directly from the Consistorium onto the Tribunal/Delphax.969 

The passage in the Book of Ceremonies upon which Guilland makes his interpretation is 

not absolutely clear, but might support such a conclusion: 

One day before, on the said evening, the three ivory doors of the Consistory are 
closed, namely those which go out to the Long Gallery of the Kandidatoi, and 
curtains hang at the three doors. Also the triple door of the Onopodion is closed, 
and likewise the doors of the Delphax. The throne stands at the baldachin of the 
Consistory, and in the evening it is guarded by silentiaries and chosbaitai and no 
one goes through in the Consistory on that evening with the throne in place.970 
 

Here one might picture the Consistorium as lying at right-angles to the court of the 

Delphax, from where it is entered by the [triple] doors of the Delphax. at its eastern end, 

it would be entered through the triple ivory doors leading to the Makron of the 

Kandidatoi. How one reached the Consistorium from the bronze doors of the 

Onopodion, but comparison with other Late Antique palatial villas might suggest that 

the bronze doors led out onto a raised ambulatory, or xystas, from which one would 

                                                
966 Moffatt, BOC, I, 30, 163 = Vogt, Cér., I, 39, 152. 
967 Labarte, Le Palais Impérial (1861) 128. 
968 For levels: Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II 
(2000) 208 ff.. 
969 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 56, 59. 
970 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 234 = Vogt, Cér., II, 55, 42. 
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descend to proceed north-east along the right flank of the Delphax to reach the doors of 

Delphax leading in to the Consistorium. Kostenec’s suggestion that the change of level 

between the courtyard or Tribunal and the portico was effected by a high socle is 

plausible in this regard. It does however beg the question as to which rooms occupied 

the level of the socle.971  

 

To the south, mention is made of the Thermastra, an area that was apparently the site of 

an early Palace bathing complex, which opened onto the Covered Hippodrome, and 

may therefore have lain at a level beneath the main level of the Daphne Palace 

constituted by the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, Augusteous, domestic chambers 

(koitones), Octagon, oratories and the Chapel of St. Stephen. In this respect, the Palace 

of Diocletian at Split may form a parallel, with its extensive basement layout beneath 

the principal level of the Palace,972 which served, among other functions, as servants’ 

work, storage and circulation spaces.973 The analogy seems close, in that in Diocletian’s 

Palace there were steps leading up to the vestibule entry to the north – opening onto the 

entrance courtyard, while to the south there was a full basement. Certainly a 

considerable area would have been required to accommodate the large population of 

servants, guards and officials, and their offices, kitchens, stores and barracks. While 

serving spaces may have occupied a basement in the Great Palace, it is typologically 

improbable that the Palace baths of the emperor were located there, as Guilland seems 

to imply.974 The topography of the Thermastra will be more extensively covered below. 

 
                                                
971 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004) 4-5. 
Guilland’s argument for levels does not resolve the problem of the Consistorium: there 
was an internal change of level, from the rostrum of the throne, to the hall. The throne 
rostrum was reached from the doors of Onopodium- does that mean that they were on 
the same, elevated level? 
972 Infra: Part One, II.1: (ii) ‘Diocletian’s Palace.’ 
973 Duval’s rejection of Dyggve’s interpretation of a ‘glorification façade’ on the basis 
of a north-south stair-passage communicating from there to the basement of the Palace 
of Diocletian does not take into account that the basement level had no function in the 
ritual of the palace. See E. Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum: La Basilica Ipetrale 
Per Cerimonie (Copenhagen, 1941); N. Duval, ‘Existe-t-il une “structure palatiale” 
propre à l’Antiquité tardive’, in E. Lévy (ed.), Le Système Palatial en Orient, en Grèce 
et à Rome (Strasbourg 1987) 463-490; idem, ‘Les Residences Impériales: leur Rapport 
avec les Problèmes de Légitimité, les Partages de l'empire et la Chronologie des 
Combinaisons dynastiques’ in F. Paschoud und J. Szidat (eds.), Usurpationen in der 
Spätantike (Colloquium Solothurm-Bern März 1996. (Stuttgart, 1997) 127-153. 
974 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) Book I, Ch. 7: ‘La Thermastra’, 120-
129. As discussed below, Late Antique Roman baths were generally single storied, with 
the larger halls generally vaulted, to let in light and provide ventilation. 
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The Consistorium (Daphne Palace map D4) opened onto the Makron of the Candidati 

mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies: 

Early in the evening the whole senate is told to go along in procession and in the 
morning the senate changes into ceremonial dress in the Long Gallery of the 
Kandidatoi and the patricians change at the Indians, not having permission to 
enter the Consistory with the throne in place. 975 
 

Kostenec interprets the Makron as a long corridor flanking the eastern side of the 

Tribunal/Delphax.976 It is argued here that its alignment lay further to the east, for the 

simple reason that the Baths of Zeuxippus lay in the path of a north-south alignment 

extending from the eastern side. Instead, the route from the Consistorium must have 

taken a dog-leg, suggesting that the Consistorium was oriented east-west. At the 

northern end of the Consistorium complex was located the Lychni Gate (probably 

synonymous with the Regia Gate), as is evident in this passage in the Book of 

Ceremonies:  

From there [the Consistorium] they go away to the Lamps where there is set up 
another cross made of silver, and with triple obeisance with the candles they 
give thanks to God, and the first reception takes place there at the Tribunal, that 
is, at the Lamps (lychnoi), that is to say, with the emperors standing in the 
vault.977 

 

The Makron appears to have given access to the District of the Guards, and to have been 

an enclosed passage (Daphne Palace map D4). From the foregoing discussion, there 

appears to have been a nexus between the Consistorium, the Church of the Lord to its 

east, and the Makron. Such a nexus would, in accordance with the typology of Late 

Antique villas and palaces, be normally effected by the provision of a shared courtyard. 

This may have taken on the toponym of Makron, as it connected to it. According to this 

hypothesis, the courtyard would have opened onto the Consistorium by three gates, the 

Church of the Lord by its central gate, and the Delphax/Tribunal by a further gate. The 

Lychni Gate [the ‘Gate of Lights’], it is argued here, may be identified with the Regia 

Gate of the early chapters of the Book of Ceremonies (Part One, II, 2). It is uncertain 

which of the buildings of the guards’ district belonged to the early Palace. Possible 

early structures that, based on their apparent resemblance to Late Antique building 

types, may have been of early date are the Old Treasury, a rotunda with eight columns, 

                                                
975 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 234 = Vogt, Cér., II, 55, 42. 
976 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004) 6. See 
also: Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) ‘Antikonsistorion’ 60-64. 
977 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 12 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 9. 
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also named the First Schola,978 and the oval-vaulted (Oaton) structure adjacent to the 

Magnaura, associated with the Stairs of St. Christina.979 They may be directly compared 

with the fifth-century circular rooms in the Palace of Antiochus (fig. 41). A further 

possibility for the topography of the Makron and the Regia Gate is suggested by the 

alignment of the University of St. Andrews areas B1 and 2, the present-day Arasta 

Sokağı, and the southern gate of the Scholae courtyard, recorded by Mamboury and 

Wiegand in Area ‘A: a’ (see fig. 159) 

 

The Delphax, or Tribunal, appears to have been the major open space of the Daphne 

Palace, onto which the most important ceremonial halls opened (Daphne Palace map, 

C4, D4). As noted above, the names used for the courtyard of Delphax, or Tribunal, 

where the officials would stand with their regalia to greet the monarchs, varied over the 

centuries: Delphax, Tribunal (Tribounalion) of Nineteen Akkoubita, Exaeron, and 

Araia.980 The name ‘Tribunal’ presumably derives from the function of the space which, 

as attested by passages in the Book of Ceremonies, was used for court ceremonial. It 

was overlooked by the projecting tribunal, an open terrace or balcony, from which the 

emperor, or empress would receive the homage of the court. This courtyard was used by 

Justin I to create his nephew Justinian I emperor in 527, and by Justin II to crown 

Tiberius in 578. The open space in front of the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita may 

possibly have been used as a sort of parade ground, given the name, 'Tribunal', and the 

presence of the Strategoi and the insignia in the Book of Ceremonies  during the 

crowning of the augousta.981 Note Evagrios’ account of such a reception: 

For when there were assembled in the open court ἐν τῆ ὐπαίθρω αὐλή], where 
ancient usage enjoins that such proceedings should take place, both the 
archbishop, John… and his clergy, as well as the state dignitaries, and the 
household troops, the emperor, on investing Tiberius with the imperial tunic and 
robe, gave utterance with a loud voice to the following words: ‘Let not the 
grandeur of thy investiture deceive thee, nor the pomp of the present spectacle; 
beguiled by which, I have unwittingly rendered myself obnoxious to the most 

                                                
978 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 1, 9 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 6. 
979 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 41, 215-6 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 22-23.  
980 tØ |Exa™ron, Ô|Araºa. See also infra Part Two, II.5. On the identity of this structure, 
see Labarte, Le Palais Impérial (1861) 128, citing Reiske, De cer., I, 1, 20 and I, 43, 
218; Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais (1910) 62, 66-7 and fn. 3, 5; Guilland, Études I (Berlin, 
Amsterdam, 1969) Ch. 4, 70 ff. See also: Liutprand of Cremona, Anapodosis 6, 18 
(2007). 
981 (Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 207-16 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 16-23). 
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severe penalties. Do thou make reparation for my errors, by administering the 
commonwealth with all gentleness.’982  

 

Regarding the change of nomenclature, Guilland’s explanation of such change as 

resulting from the gradual increase in the size of the Palace, and from changes in the 

function of the earlier sections, is plausible. 

 

Following the preceding argument regarding the topography of the Delphax, or 

Tribunal, the position of the state hall, the Great or Large Consistorium983 can be placed 

in all probability to the east of the courtyard of the Delphax, and at, or near to, 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s proposed 31 m. level, where it would have directly 

communicated with the Onopodion by an ascending staircase and portico, beneath 

which a cryptoporticus may have existed, supporting it and providing service access.984  

 

The location referred to in the Book of Ceremonies as the Thermastra was probably 

located south-east of the Daphne Palace, at the eastern end of the Covered 

Hippodrome.985 The latter court, if similar in form and function to the ‘hippodrome’ in 

the Flavian Palace, would have been an elongated courtyard enclosed by roofed arcades, 

within which the emperors could mount their horses (figs. 61, 64; Daphne Palace map, 

C5).986 The levels of these elements are not known. The approximate site of the 

                                                
982 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 72 and fn. 21 (Evagrios 5, 13). 
Interestingly, Evagrios refers to the crowning thus: ἐν τῆ ὐπαίθρω αὐλή. This passage 
could be used in support of Dyggve’s discussion of the ‘Hypaethral Basilica and 
‘Glorificatory Façade’ as intrinsic elements of the Late Antique palace. 
983 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 41, 207 ; I, 46, 232 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 16; II, 55, 40: tØ m™ga 
Konsist√rion. 
The name ‘Consistorium’ literally means ‘place of standing’, but more generally refers 
to a hall where the law was administered, thus where the emperor held court. 
984 As suggested above, the rostrum may have lain at the same level as the Portico of 
Nineteen Akkoubita. 
985 Moffatt, BOC, Appendix to Book I, 507 = Haldon text C: tØ skepastØn ºppødromon. 
986 See, for example, the discussion of Theophilus’ Triumph in 831 in Featherstone and 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace’ (2002) 40, in which the 
emperor entered the palace beneath the Kathisma and went down through the Daphne 
into the far side of the Covered Hippodrome, the form of which is undocumented. 
Bardill (1999) has associated it with the circus-shaped court of the Flavian Palace, while 
Kostenec (2004) suggests that the reference in the Book of Ceremonies, to the 
‘semicircle [hemicycle] of the Skyla’ might suggest that the hemicycle referred to the 
western end of the court, where the Skyla was located. As noted above, the Skyla may 
have faced west towards the entrance under the Kentenarion tower. The context of the 
chapter suggests ‘gate of Skyla’. See Moffatt, BOC, I, 54, 269 and note 1 = Vogt, II, 63, 
74. 
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Covered Hippodrome was probably that of the area to the south of the Sultan Ahmet 

Mosque, and to the west of the Mosaic Peristyle (Daphne Palace map, C4-5), 

corresponding to the site south of the present-day Tavukhane Sk., where it skirts the 

platform of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque, and to the north of Sifa Hamamı Sk. The ground 

in this region currently slopes from about 27 m. to 35 m., but is thought by Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini to have corresponded to a terrace of 26 m.987 The level of the 

Covered Hippodrome must therefore have been lower than that of the Consistorium. On 

the basis of passages in the Book of Ceremonies, it would appear that on the northern 

side of the Covered Hippodrome was also found the Ivory Gate,988 which led from the 

Covered Hippodrome to the upper level of the Palace by a spiral staircase or ramp.989  

 

 (ii) Courtyard of Daphne 

A subject of recent analysis is the question of whether there was a courtyard of Daphne. 

In this regard, neither of the reconstructions by Ebersolt and Vogt can be treated as 

reliable, as they do not take archaeological evidence regarding structures and levels into 

account.990 Thus, they both appear to have placed the Lausiakos running the wrong way 

in relation to the topography. Guilland, while revising many of the elements of these 

two reconstructions, also appears to have used them as his basis for topographical 

identification, and again placed the Lausiakos running south from the Chrysotriklinos, 

rather than north. Like Vogt, he placed the Covered Hippodrome within the court of 

Daphne which, he postulated, abutted the Great Hippodrome.991 However, despite these 

topographical problems, it will be argued below that his hypothesis regarding the 

relation of the Court of Daphne and the Hippodrome was essentially correct.  

 
                                                
987 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries,’ AST 26/3 (2009) 197-
210 at 200. 
988 Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 600: tΔς ®lefantºnhς  [ivory door]. 
989 For the the Covered Hippodrome, see Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 
165-210. 
990 Ebersolt did not indicate a courtyard of Daphne in his layout, in which the passage of 
Daphne was the means of communication from Daphne to the Skyla Gate via the 
Lausiakos and the Justinianos, and north from the spiral stair to the Kathisma located 
above the carceres (fig. 8). The Daphne is conceived as a compact mass, with only 
small internal light courts. Vogt interpreted the Covered Hippodrome as a building, and 
as noted above (infra, Part Two, 3.5) placed the Lausiakos running south, rather than 
north, and connecting there with the Justinianos, thus enclosing a courtyard. He 
extended the Phiale of the Triconch west to meet up with the Kathisma, and again 
treated the Daphne Palace as a dense mass (implausibly, as he organically related the 
Chapel of St. Stephen, a later addition, to the other rooms in this mass) (fig. 9). 
991 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 199.  
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The foregoing discussion raises the problem of the relation between Guilland’s proposd 

east-west gallery and the hypothesized courtyard of Daphne. Kostenec, in his 2004 and 

2005 reconstructions, proposed that the halls of Daphne lay north of a courtyard. 

Clearly, if the east-west gallery led to the staircase descending to the Ivory Gate, and the 

Covered Hippodrome to the south, then it would need to be on the south side of 

Kostenec’s proposed location for the courtyard. This could not, then, be the same 

gallery connecting directly to the Augusteous, Octagon and St. Stephen, and named in 

the Book of Ceremonies as Daphne, or the Passages of Daphne. The reconstruction by 

Miranda (1968) proposes a court of Daphne west of the Great Triklinos (Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita), to the south of which is the Covered Hippodrome (fig. 10). 

Bardill similarly proposes a court west of the imperial apartments and south of the 

Octagon and St. Stephen, with the Augusteous improbably identified with the Apsed 

Hall. Furthermore, Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini argue, on the basis 

of their interpretation of several passages in the Book of Ceremonies, that the reference 

to Daphne denotes a courtyard, rather than a passage. They cites three passages in the 

Book of Ceremonies. The first is from a chapter entitled, ‘What it is necessary to 

observe on the Eve of holy Epiphany’, states: 

The emperor goes through the passageways of the [Sacred] Palace and the 
Palace of Daphne and the Hall of the Augousteus into the bedchamber of the 
Palace of Daphne, near the Church of St Stephen…992 

 

The second, from a chapter entitled ‘Concerning the Gold [great] Hippodrome Festival 

and what is performed at it, states: 

The emperor, putting on his gold-bordered sagion and escorted by the archons 
of the kouboukleion, goes through the passageways of the Triconch, the Apse 
and the  Palace of Daphne, lighting candles in the chapels as is usual for him. 
Having gone through the Hall of the Augousteus, he goes into the Church of St 
Stephen, and from there he goes up via the private spiral ramp into the 
bedchamber of the Kathisma…993 
 

The third, from a chapter entitled ‘On May 11th, the chariot-racing for the anniversary 

of this God-guarded and imperial City is conducted as follows’, states: 

The following day, that is, on the day of the chariot-racing, the emperor goes out 
from his God-guarded bedchamber and, with the customary escort, [342] goes 
through the passageways of the Triconch and the Apse and the Palace of Daphne 
and goes up via the private spiral ramp to the private boxes of the Kathisma. 

 

                                                
992 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 25, 140 = Vogt, Cér., I, 34, 130-131. 
993 Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 304 = Vogt, Cér., II, 77, 113. 
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The evidence provided by these passages is, however, insufficient for a definitive 

conclusion as to whether the mentions refer to a passage, or courtyard, of Daphne.994 

Kostenec interprets references to entering the Palace by Daphne to mean a courtyard, 

rather than a passage, arguing that, on the basis of Late Antique comparanda, this would 

be a natural layout.995 However, in a high-status Roman villa, the primary courtyard 

would be the final space reached prior to entering the portico and vestibule of the 

primary reception rooms. In the Daphne Palace, this courtyard was the Delphax (figs. 

15-6). A courtyard lined by private dormitory rooms, as proposed in Kostenec’s 

reconstructions, would appear to be an inappropriate space for ceremonial passage. 

Instead, a courtyard similar to the entrance courtyard of the Chalkê would seem more 

likely. There are thus two questions: whether a Court of Daphne existed, and if so, what 

its relation to the Palace was, and which quarters abutted it.996 A variant upon the 

schemes of Guilland and Bardill is proposed here – the Karea Gate under the Kathisma 

opened onto an open court of Daphne, which both connected to the guards quarters of 

the Exkoubites and to the Daphne Palace, accessed by the spiral staircase of Justinian I, 

and the Passages of Daphne (Daphne Palace map, C4).  

 

Further to the north may have been located quarters of other palace officials, gaining 

access to the Palace at the south by this court, and to the north, by the gate of 

Kastresiakon, at the western end of the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita.997 Also linked to 

this court, which may have been of modest size – perhaps 30 m. x 30 m. – were an 

equestrian-accessible ramp connecting down to the Covered Hippodrome, as indicated 

                                                
994 Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Boundaries of the Palace’ (2002) 
41-42. The deduction by the authors that the reference to Daphne is to a courtyard rather 
than a passage or portico seems forced. There is insufficient evidence here to propose 
the existence of a courtyard. Relating the passages to the form of the Late Antique 
luxury villa, movement would, be likely to take place within an arcaded passage, which 
was typically also the site of decorative mosaics and marbles, the latter denoting its 
importance within the ceremonial of the villa or palace. See Baldini Lippolis, La domus 
tardoantica (2001) cf. 29-44. 
995 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 2004) 
4-36. 
996 As does Guilland, Kostenec bases his postulated courtyard upon the appendix to 
Book I of the Book of Ceremonies (Moffatt, BOC, 507). However this passage refers to 
the emperor, from the Kathisma, descending by Daphne to the Covered Hippodrome. 
There is no mention of a Court of Daphne.  
997 Ann Moffatt has suggested that the Kastresiakon may have been the headquarters of 
the household staff of the Upper Palace, comparable to the Apokrisarikion: the offices 
of the emissaries (apokrisiarioi); and similarly to the Diaitarikion, Kouratorikion, 
Ostiarikion, Spatharikion, and Stratorikion (correspondence with author 5/10/09). 
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by the account of Theophilus’ ascent on his chariot, and a vaulted spiral staircase 

(unless the two were the same).998 This more compact courtyard would have lain 

between the eastern flank of the Hippodrome and the Daphne Palace, and connected 

with the passage of Daphne, overlooking the Covered Hippodrome. The ‘Daphne’ was 

thus the court leading to the Palace, not the court within it, as was the court accessed by 

the Chalkê Gate to the north, toponymically named Chalke, temenos of Chalke, or 

Scholae. According to the preceding analysis, it is argued that the reconstructions by 

Kostenec and Bardill of the area of the Octagon, Church of St. Stephen, and Passages of 

Daphne thus need revision. An attempt to reflect the conclusions presented here is given 

in the appended Daphne Palace map. 

 

 (iii) The Passages of Daphne  

 (Daphne Palace map, C4-5, D4, and Archaeology map, D5) 

Off the passages of Daphne, on the eastern flank of the Palace, were located the 

oratories, the ‘first-created’ Theotokos church, the Oratory of the Holy Trinity, and the 

Baptistry which appear to have been contiguous.999 The Book of Ceremonies describes a 

ceremony where the emperor is received in the Hemicycle of the Triconch. This 

achieved, the emperor departs, by Daphne, to the Oratory of the Holy Trinity and there, 

having lit candles, he leaves by the side of the altar and the reliquaries, [to the 

Theotokos] there lighting candles as he also does in the Baptistry, outside, in front of 

the crosses. Crossing the Augusteous, he enters the Chapel of St. Stephen and, having lit 

candles and prayed, leaves and enters his apartment, waiting for the proper time for the 

ensuing ceremony.1000 This passage suggests that the Chapel of St. Stephen was 

separated from the oratories by the Augusteous, and that these oratories were grouped 

closely together. Ebersolt interpreted the references in the Book of Ceremonies to mean 

that the Chapel of St. Stephen was opposite the Octagon, and close to the 

                                                
998 The passage on the triumph of Theophilus, indicates that one could travel, by chariot, 
from the Covered Hippodrome to the Karea Gate. See Featherstone and Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace,’ (2002) 40 and fn. 17. That the 
Cochlias may have been the means of ascent is supported by the existence of a spiral 
horse-ramp at the fifteenth century ducal Palace of Urbino. 
999 Moffatt, BOC, I, 35, 180 = Vogt, Cér., I, 44, 169: O protoktistos naos tis iperagias 
Theotokou en ti Dafni; O ekktirios tis Agias Triada. In this ceremony, the emperor 
proceeds by way of the Passages of Forty Saints, the Hemicycle of the secret phiale of 
the Triconch, and the [passages of] Daphne where he lights candles in the oratories 
which are there, before entering the apartment (koit©n) of the Augusteous. 
1000 Moffatt, BOC,  I, 23, 129 = Vogt, Cér., I, 32, 119-20. 
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Augusteous,1001 while the Octagon was close to, and may indeed have directly 

communicated with the Augusteous. A passage in the chapter entitled ‘What it is 

necessary to observe when there is a procession to the Great Church’, states: 

…the rulers, with the kouboukleion, go into the imperial apartment of the 
Octagon in front of the Church of St Stephen, and there their crowns are 
removed, they take off their chlamyses and they go into the bedchamber of the 
Daphne in divetesia.1002 

 

The apartment (κοιτῶν) of Daphne, or of the Octagon, is interpreted here to have been 

an imperial waiting room used in the ceremonies, rather than the emperor’s domestic 

quarters, which are here proposed to occupy the eastern flank of the Daphne, 

overlooking the Bosphorus and the Sea of Marmara.1003 

 

Guilland supports Labarte’s proposal that the various rooms of the Daphne were 

connected by a gallery, mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies as the Gallery of the 

Augusteous, of the Apse, or simply by the name of the Daphne.1004 He argues that it 

connected to the Ivory Gate at its western end, and to the Apse at its eastern end. In the 

Book of Ceremonies, the processions pass through Daphne to accompany the emperor 

when he is to descend the spiral staircase in order to exit through the Ivory Gate and 

mount a horse in the Covered Hippodrome.1005 On the basis of the argument above, it is 

much more likely however, as Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and Featherstone have 

argued, that this reference to Daphne refers to the courtyard, not a passage. Logically, 

the spiral staircase was on the northern side of the Covered Hippodrome.  

 

To the south of the Covered Hippodrome was the Skyla Gate, which gave access to the 

Justinianos. This raises the question of the orientation of the Skyla Gate - could it have 

                                                
1001 Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais (1910) 53. Ebersolt cites the ceremony in De cer., I, 68, 
304, where the emperor crosses the Augusteous in order to enter St. Stephen, and I, 1, 7-
8, in which the chamberlains take the imperial clothing in order to deposit it in the 
octagonal room which is in the Palace of Daphne, ‘…that is to say in front of the 
sanctuary of the first holy martyr Stephen.’ Ebersolt follows Beliaev in rejecting 
Labarte’s separation of the Octagon and Augusteous from St. Stephen. Labarte came to 
this position by confusing the Chapel of St. Stephen of the Hippodrome with that of the 
Daphne. See Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais (1910) 57 and fn.1. 
1002 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 21 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 16. 
1003 However Moffatt translates κοιτῶν as ‘bed-chamber’. See, for example, Moffatt, 
BOC, I, 1, 7. 
1004 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 127, 170, 174. 
1005 Op. cit., 174-177. 
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been accessed from the Passages of Marcian?1006 The specific relation between it and 

the Covered Hippodrome remains unclear. The latter site is perhaps referred to in the 

account by Mesarites of the attempted coup by John Comnenus in which, after his 

death, his corpse remained ‘…in the imperial court bordering the Hippodrome,’1007 

although the same passage could have referred to the Daphne courtyard, which 

communicated with the Hippodrome through the Karea Gate. In summary, it would 

appear that a courtyard of Daphne served as the entrance court into the Upper Palace 

from the Hippodrome. It lay to the west of the Palace, and from a level of perhaps 31 m. 

communicated by a spiral staircase or ramp with the Covered Hippodrome which was 

situated at a level below, perhaps Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s proposed level of 26 

m. 

 

(iv) Excursus: The Question of the Identity of the Mosaic Peristyle: 

Augusteous or Apse? 

 (Daphne Palace map, C5, D5, and Archaeology map, C5, D5) 

In discussing the topography of the Upper Palace, it is necessary to return to the site of 

the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall. The identity of this structure has been a contested 

issue since its discovery. As noted previously, Bardill argues that the most likely 

function for the Apsed Hall was that of the Augusteous, or Crown Hall, since, he 

concludes, on the basis of a lack of references to eastern connections to it that the 

Augusteous was most likely to be found on the eastern side of the upper terrace of the 

Palace.1008 Bardill refers to the most persistent pattern of ceremonial route pertaining to 

the Augusteous: through the Chalkê Gate, the barracks of the guards and officials, the 

Scholae and Excubitae, through to the Consistorium, through the Onopodion, to the 

Augusteous. Thus, the Augusteous was accessible from the north, by means of a 

succession of rooms and courts to the east of the Hippodrome. It could be accessed by 

the Karea Gate under the Kathisma, and from the south, by means of the Passage of the 

Forty Saints. But, he argues, it could not be accessed from the east. Bardill concludes 

that this was because it was located hard against the supporting ramparts of the upper 

terrace. He further locates it to the south-east of the complex, and immediately to the 

north of the Apse complex, south of which was the Sacred Palace, noting that the break 

between the Old and Sacred Palaces occurs where there is a change of level from upper 
                                                
1006 Moffatt, BOC, I, 11, 89; I, 19, 114; I, 57, 273 = Vogt, Cér., I, 20, 80; I, 28, 106; II, 
66, 81. The latter chapter refers to the ‘Hemicycle of the Skyla’. 
1007 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 193. 
1008 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-230. 
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to lower terraces. Citing Mamboury’s archaeological records as suggesting that a 

recorded terrace wall marked the extent of the upper terrace, and hence formed the 

southern boundary of the Covered Hippodrome, he concludes that the Augusteous must 

have been located immediately to its north-east, where the archaeological remains of the 

Peristyle and Apsed Hall were revealed. In my reconstruction, (see Daphne Palace 

map), I reject the argument for no eastern access. There appears to have been a staircase 

accessing from this side – as suggested by the remains of a staircase at the south-east 

corner of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque terrace.1009 Additionally, as discussed above, there 

was also the entry by means of the Regia, later Lychni Gate (see plan: Daphne Palace). 

 

Bardill’s identification of the Augusteous with this late-sixth- to seventh-century 

addition to the original Palace is not supported by either Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini 

and Kostenec. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini interprets the Peristyle Hall as the Apse, 

a formal assembly point for dignitaries waiting to enter the Inner Palace by way of the 

Sigma, while Kostenec interprets it to be the Karianos, a Vestiarium known to have 

been used by the ninth-century emperor Theophilus.1010 One problem with Bardill’s 

identification is that it places one of the most important rooms, the hall of state used in 

imperial investiture ceremonies, 5 m. lower than the main level of the Daphne Palace. 

This contradicts the typology of the Flavian Palace – Bardill’s suggested model for the 

Great Palace – and also the Roman and Tetrarchic palace layouts of Domitian, Galerius 

and Diocletian, where all the main public reception rooms are located at the same 

level.1011 However it does appear to be the case that original elements of the 

Constantinian Palace were re-interpreted in successive structures. The Palace grew from 

the original nucleus by the addition of new complexes, much as the Palatine had 
                                                
1009 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’, AST 26 Vol. 3, 
(2009) and fig. 12. 
1010 Op. cit., 199; Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings 
(Oxford, 2004) 18. 
1011 On the Apsed Hall as Augousteus, see Bardill, ‘The Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 
216-230; idem, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von 
Herrschaft, Byzas 5 (2006) 5-41, at 12-15. In the earlier article, Bardill argued that the 
Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall constituted the Augusteous mentioned in the Book of 
Ceremonies. These buildings, probably of the late sixth to early seventh century, could 
not have been the Constantinian Augusteous, and certainly not the structure from the 
time of Anastasius I. There is, furthermore, no plausible spatial relation that could 
accord with the sequence, in the Book of Ceremonies Book I, 1, of direct passage from 
Augusteous to the Chrysocheir, to the Onopodion, the Bronze gates, and the stairs 
leading down to the Consistorium. In the later article (2006) Bardill appears less 
definite in his attribution, but does not entirely abandon it. See Bardill, ‘Visualizing the 
Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 5  (2006) 5-45. 
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developed in Rome. Kostenec plausibly interprets the Augusteous, or throne room, as 

an element of the early Palace, and part of a cohesive architectural ensemble.1012 

However, it appears that over the ensuing centuries, ceremonial elements of this palace 

migrated into an extended palace precinct, including that of the area of the Walker Trust 

excavations, datable to the late sixth or early seventh century, but built over earlier 

structures, or possibly transforming them for new functions.1013 

 

The Mosaic Courtyard and Apsed Hall has been discussed in relation to the tradition of 

the Roman peristyle house. But how did its use compare to these precedents? Basilican 

halls of earlier high-status palatial villas, like those of Cercadilla in Cordova, or Piazza 

Armerina, appear to have been used by their owners for a range of functions, including 

public formal and administrative functions, such as receptions for local dignitaries, and 

‘local justice.’1014 As is evident from the Book of Ceremonies, the Augusteous of the 

Great Palace was a hall of state from where the Emperor and Empress would appear, 

facing the courtyard of Onopodion, to be acclaimed by officials, patricians and 

commanders of the Byzantine army. It is argued, however, that this function was 

probably different to that of the Apsed Hall which, as Dark has suggested, was probably 

a reception space where the Emperor received acclamations of the circus factions and 

other groups – in other words, it would have possessed a ceremonial, rather than 

administrative function.  

 

Itineraries of the Book of Ceremonies refer to the ‘Apse of the Daphne’ or the Apse.1015 

As noted above, the Apsed Hall and Mosaic Peristyle have been associated with the 

Apse by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, and with the Karianos by Kostenec, however, 

as discussed above (infra, II.3.5. iii), it is argued that the latter attribution is unlikely, on 

the basis of the reference in Theophanes Continuatus to the Karianos being one of the 

buildings ‘…facing you as you enter [the palace] by the [church of the] Lord’, and that 

                                                
1012 Op. cit., 15. 
1013 Mango has suggested that an earlier palace bath complex had occupied the site of 
the peristyle. See Mango and Lavin, Review, Talbot Rice (ed.) The Great Palace 
Second Report, AB 42 (1960) 67-73, at 69 ff. 
1014 See C. Sfameni, ‘Residential Villas in Late Antique Italy: Continuity and Change,’ 
in W. Bowden et. al. (eds.), Recent Research on the Late Antique Countryside (Leiden: 
Brill, 2004) 335-375 at 336-40; R. Hidalgo, ‘Memoria de las excavaciones 
arqueológicas en el yacimiento de Cercadilla, Campaña de 1994’, AAA (1994) 45-54. 
1015 Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 303-04 = Vogt, Cér., II, 77, 112: Δ ·cºq; Guilland Études 
(1969) 499 and 506 fn. 6. Guilland attests to its function as part of the route between the 
Upper and Lower Palaces. 
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neighbouring the Karianos was the Triconch.1016 As noted above, Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini has associated a recently surveyed rectangular structure located at the 

topographical ‘inlet’ as the Karianos.1017 

 

A passage in the chapter in the Book of Ceremonies entitled ‘Concerning the Gold 

Hippodrome Festival and what is performed at it’ refers to the participants in an evening 

ceremony gathering beforehand both in the Thermastra, and in the Apse (ἒν τῆ ἀψίδι): 

Everyone goes along while it is still dark, having changed into white chlamyses, 
some to the Thermastra and others to the Apse... 
... When the praipositos has received a program from a silentiary he goes in and 
hands it to the emperor, and the emperor gives a command to the praipositos for 
the permit to be issued. The praipositos goes out with all the members of the 
kouboukleion and goes through the passageways of the Holy Forty Martyrs. 
When he has gone into the Hemicycle of the Triconch, the master of ceremonies 
with all the silentiaries receives him there, and the praipositos goes with them 
through the Apse and the Palace of Daphne 1018  

 

The reference in this passage to the Hemicycle of the Triconch makes clear that the 

latter complex was a separate location to the Apse. A possibility here is that the 

reference to the Apse denotes a passage, rather than a building. According to Kostenec, 

the Apse was a discrete structure, adjacent to the Hemicycle (Sigma) and Triconch.1019 

Bardill, similarly, places the Apse to the west of the Sigma and Triconch.1020 Bolognesi 

Recchi-Franceschini, as noted above, identifies the Apse with the Walker Trust site- on 

balance this would seem the most reasonable explanation of the above passage. It would 

also seem that by the ninth and tenth centuries the name had become a toponym for this 

entire section of the Palace at the 26 m. level.  

 
                                                
1016 Theophanes Continuatus: buildings of Theophilus in Mango, The Art of the 
Byzantine Empire (Toronto, 1986), 161. 
1017 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ (2009) 198, figs. 8-9.  
1018 Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 303-04 = Vogt, Cér., II, 77, 112. 
1019 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004) 13: 

…the Apsis might have been an entrance between the older and newer 
(southern) areas of the palace and was probably in the straight wall of the 
Sigma.  

1020 On the basis of his interpretation of Reiske, De cer. I, 9 and 23, and the description 
of the Sigma and Triconch in Theophanes Continuatus, Bardill places the Apse to the 
west of the Sigma. He assumes, contrary to Dark’s thesis, and the topography proposed 
here, that the latter was located south of the Mosaic Peristyle, and proposes the Apse to 
be an open terrace west of the Hemicycle. However it is argued here that this 
interpretation conflicts with the likely location of the passages in this region. See 
Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Palace’, in Bauer (ed.) Visualisierungen von Herrschaft, Byzas 
5  (2006) 5-45. 
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Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini refer to a passage in the Logothete 

Chronicle in which Theoctistus, the Logothete during the regency (r. 842-856) of 

Theodora, Theophilus’ widow, was described as building himself a range of apartments 

with baths and garden in the Apse, while reinforcing the security of the Daphne with an 

iron gate.1021 The Daphne and the Apse would seem, from this passage, to have been 

located close to each other, and to have communicated by a staircase.1022 There would 

appear to have been a north-south raised passage that adjoined the western face of the 

Sigma, and connected to the Daphne Palace. The structures built by Theophilus to the 

west of the Sigma are likely to have flanked the eastern face of the Daphne, and may 

have been adjacent to, or a reconstruction of the old Daphne domestic wing which, 

itself, may have been located to the south-east, in the vicinity of the staircase 

documented by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, and would have afforded a panoramic 

view of the Bosphorus and Sea of Marmara.1023 It is probable that, in this period, the 

Regent still dwelt in the halls built by Theophilus, while the mentioned iron gate may 

have corresponded to either the Ivory Gate or Gate of Thermastra mentioned in the 

Book of Ceremonies. The ‘Theoctistus’ passage confirms the close relation of the Apse 

and Daphne. Furthermore, the passage in the Book of Ceremonies, cited above, in which 

the dignitaries gather in two groups – Apse and Thermastra – indicates an adjacency 

between the Apse and the Thermastra, the names of which may refer to two toponymic 

passages.1024 The reference above to the participants gathering in the Thermastra and the 

Apse may refer to two toponymic passages. A plausible location for the Thermastra is 

the location west of the Peristyle Courtyard.  

 

To summarize the preceding argument, it is argued here that these references to ‘the 

Apse’ may have denoted an entire complex built on the 26 m. terrace. It is possible that 

the marble floor stage of the Peristyle complex could well have been appropriated by 

Theoctistus to serve as his residence, in which case a separate phase may not have been 

evident in the archaeological record.1025  

                                                
1021 Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Boundaries of the Palace’,  TM 
14 (2002) 37-46, at 42, fn. 33. 
1022 Op. cit., 43. 
1023 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ (2009) fig. 13. 
1024 Moffatt, BOC, I, 68, 303-04 = Vogt, Cér., II, 77, 112. 
1025 In a forthcoming paper, Ken Dark and Nigel Westbrook associate the marble floor 
phase of the Mosaic Peristyle with the reign of Theophilus (829-842). If this phase can 
be thus dated, then it could perhaps be associated with Theoctistus’ appropriation of the 
Apse as his residence after Theophilus’ death in 842, and prior to his assassination in 
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 (v) Further topographical problems with respect to the Daphne Palace 

Ebersolt, on the basis of the itineraries of the Book of Ceremonies, established that, in 

order to enter the Daphne, the emperors would cross the Onopodion, then enter into the 

Augusteous.1026 Ebersolt and Guilland interpreted this hall as a ’room of pageantry’ 

where crownings of empresses took place (Daphne Palace map, C4, D4).1027 The 

Augusteous had a central entrance, that was preceded by the Chrysocheir, or Stenon of 

the Golden Hand, itself presumably a portico or exonarthex. From the Augusteous, the 

emperors would proceed to the Golden Hand. When the curtains were drawn, they 

would proceed through the court, or hypaethral hall, of Onopodion, which led to a triple 

gate, then descent to reach the Consistorium. Within the Consistorium, raised up by 

porphyry steps, was a marble dais upon which the emperor’s throne was placed beneath 

a baldachin.1028 There would thus appear to be two levels within the hall. 

 

The topographical difficulty arises from the relationship between the Onopodion and the 

Consistorium. Passages in the Book of Ceremonies suggest that the Onopodion 

communicated directly with both the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, and the 
                                                                                                                                          
856. The University of St. Andrews First Report noted that the marble slabs laid over 
the mosaic floor varied from 2 to 6 cm. thick, suggesting that the material had been 
spoliated, possibly from wall revetment on an unknown structure. The crudity of the 
construction suggests a later Byzantine period. Bardill has noted that the recorded 
material of the potsherds used as packing underneath the slabs does not permit a 
terminus ante quem, and a sixth-century unguentarium may well have been part of re-
used fill. Similarly, as Bardill notes, the remains of marble door frames cannot be 
established as not having been re-used, as occurred in the ‘House of Justinian’ at the 
Boukoleon. Bardill can only give a terminus post quem of c. 600. Furthermore he 
concedes that coins found in a trench in site of the converted north-west portico cannot 
be established as being of the date of the marble floor. It is therefore difficult to 
understand how Bardill can arrive at a date for the marble pavement phase as between c. 
600 and c. 700. For dating see Bardill, Brickstamps 1 (Oxford, 2004) 141-143. 
1026 Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais 50 and fn. 3: Moffatt, BOC, I, 1. 9, 21; I, 9, 69: I, 10, 72; 
I, 16, 97; I, 22, 128; I, 23, 129, 136; I, 26, 143, 146; I, 28, 159; I, 30, 163; I, 32, 176; I, 
35, 181; 1, 38, 192; I, 39, 197; 1, 41, 212; 1, 46, 231, 234; I, 52, 263, 264; 1, 53, 265; I, 
55, 270; II, 15, 585, 595 = these locations accord with the pagination in Reiske, De cer. 
1027 Moffatt, BOC, I, 40, 202-203; I, 41, 207-209 = Vogt, Cér., II, 49, 11; II, 50, 16-18. 
Klein, ‘Sacred Relics and Imperial Ceremonies at the Great Palace of Constantinople’ in 
F. A. Bauer (ed.), Visualis-ierungen von Herrschaft: Frühmittelalterliche Residenzen- 
Gestalt und Zeremoniell. Internationales Kolloquium (Istanbul 3-4 juni 2004) Byzas 5 
(2006) 79-99, at 93. Klein associates this late name with the association of the 
Augusteous with coronation ceremonies, and with the cult of St. Stephen: 

… it is no mere coincidence that the church and relic of Saint ‘Stephanos’, 
which literally means ‘crown’ or ‘wreath’, should become associated with 
two imperial ceremonies that involve coronations, namely the Stepsimon 
and Stephanoma (translation by author).  

1028 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 10; I, 35,181 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 7; I, 44, 170. 
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Consistorium.1029 Similarly, the tripartite bronze gates of the Onopodion led to the 

Consistorium by way of a staircase – it is clear that one descended in order to reach the 

Consistorium from these gates.1030 Furthermore, the terrace (τό ὴλιακόν), which one 

might expect to have had a central position in relation to the Delphax courtyard, as from 

here the Empress stood to be greeted by the court assembled in the courtyard, does not, 

on balance, seem to have been positioned in front of the bronze gates of the Onopodion. 

An extended passage in the chapter entitled, ‘What it is necessary to observe at the 

coronation and nuptial crowning of an augousta’ states: 

…the augousta stands in turn at the Dikionion…The senate moves away and 
goes out through the central door of the Tribunal [and stands] to either side at 
the top of the steps, forming an escort, while the rest of the archons of the 
regiments go down in the said Tribunal to where the cross is standing, and the 
sceptres and labara, together with the rest of the insignia. The two factions ... are 
there together, and all the rest of the people and the archons of the regiments 
stand in their places in front of the insignia. When the senate has gone out 
together with the patricians and they are standing there, the augousta appears 
escorted by the praipositos and primikerios. When she is standing in the middle 
of the terrace [ the factions and others make acclamations.]… The augousta 
moves away across the middle of the terrace and when she has gone away to the 
middle of the barrier she stands there… Immediately the senate goes to the 
portico of the Hall of the Nineteen Couches, and they stand assembled as far as 
the Dikionion and Onopodion, with the senatorial women following. When the 
senate moves away inside, the women depart and go away to the ivory doors of 
the Kastresiakon and wait there until the augousta goes into the Hall of the 
Augousteus.1031 
 

On the basis of this passage, the hall of Augusteous does not seem to have occupied the 

central position in relation to its courtyard, as do, by comparison, the apsidal hall in the 

Palace of Theoderic in Ravenna, the large apsidal hall at Piazza Armerina, or the Apsed 

Hall in relation to the Mosaic Peristyle in the Great Palace. Instead, it would appear that 

the sequence of Augusteous, Chrysocheir (Golden Hand), Onopodion – which also 

communicated to the west with the Great Triklinos (Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita) by a 

gate – and the Consistorium, was apparently located along, or towards, the eastern flank 

of that court. In this respect, it is hard to understand why Guilland thought that the 

                                                
1029 Moffatt, BOC, I, 52, 263-4 = Vogt, Cér., II, 61, 69-70. 
1030 Moffatt, BOC, I, 46, 234 = Vogt, Cér., II, 55, 42: τὸ τρίθυρον τοῦ Ὸνοποδίου. 
1031 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 210-11 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 18-19. 
This passage is ambiguous – if the augousta should have been standing in front of the 
door to the Onopodion (at the Dikionion), why would her escorts stand ‘as far as the 
Dikionion and Onopodion’? An alternative explanation is that the ‘barrier’ was located 
at the centre of the portico, as in Diocletian’s Palace. This way, the augousta would be 
flanked by the courtiers, as depicted in the palatium mosaic in the Basilica of 
Sant’Apollinare Nuovo. 
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Onopodion dominated the court. It would appear that, while reinterpreting the 

Onopodion as a courtyard, he preserved the overall layout projected by Vogt, who had 

placed the Consistorium at the east end, and the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita at the west 

end, of a monumental porticoed passage, the portico of the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita. 

In this layout, Vogt was forced to invent a section of the passage connecting between 

the Onopodion and the steps of the Consistorium. 

 

Guilland argues that one proceeded from the Onopodion to both the Portico of Nineteen 

Akkoubita, and the Consistorium, through the Dikionion (‘the two columns’) between 

which were suspended two curtains, but does not conclude whether it was north of the 

Golden Hand, or to the west, or indeed whether one would pass through the bronze 

doors to reach the Dikionion.1032 This issue is not addressed by Bardill, or by Kostenec, 

who has the Consistorium facing north into a peristyle, the Anti-Consistorium, with, 

presumably, entry from the Onopodion on its western side.1033 It will be argued here 

that Kostenec’s 2005 layout, presumably because of the given location of the Kathisma 

and assumption of a large symmetrically-aligned court of Daphne, is pushed too far 

north, constricting the available space for the court of Delphax. 

 

 (vi) The Octagon and the Chapel of St. Stephen (Daphne Palace map, C5) 

A second problem is posed by the relation of the Chapel of St. Stephen to the Daphne 

Palace. The Book of Ceremonies indicates that, in order to enter the spiral staircase that 

led up to the Palace of Kathisma,1034 the emperors would pass by the Chapel of St. 

Stephen Protomartyrios, which contained, as well as a relic of the saint, a cross of 

Constantine the Great, and other relics. Ebersolt does not think it to have been of large 

size – indeed in the festival of the Epiphany, the emperor stood within the Octagon in 

order to participate in a ceremony performed in the chapel (see Blessing of Water 
                                                
1032 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 88-9: τὸ δικιόνιον. Guilland implies 
that the Dikionion opened directly onto the Portico of Nineteen Askkoubita, and that 
one needed to enter the Onopodion in order to exit through the three gates, and down 
the three staircases, to reach the Consistorium. This does remain a possibility, but it is 
not the only possible interpretation of a passage in the Book of Ceremonies: Moffatt, 
BOC, I, 9. In my reconstruction, the Delphax is a more conventional Late Antique 
peristyle courtyard (see Daphne palace map). 
1033 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.) Secular Buildings (Oxford, 
2004) 4-36; idem, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’ RMS 31 (2005) 27-56. 
1034 For the spiral staircase: Moffatt, BOC, I, 86, 391 = cod. 95. A reference is made in 
another chapter to a ‘private spiral staircase’ (τοῦ μυστικοῦ κοχλιοῦ) connecting the 
palace of Daphne with the ‘bedchamber’ (τῶ κοιτῶνι) of the Kathisma. See Moffatt, 
BOC, I, 68, 304 = Vogt, Cér., II, 77, 113. 
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below).1035 This reference is not reflected in either of Kostenec’s later topographical 

layouts, where the chapel and Octagon are separate. Adjacent to the chapel was the 

private imperial chamber, or koiton, where the monarchs would retire to wait for the 

ceremony to commence.1036 From the preceding, it is apparent that the chapel was 

located close to both the Augusteous and the Octagon. Ebersolt hypothesizes that the 

Octagon and its private chamber may have corresponded to the cubiculum where, in the 

sixth century, certain civil servants were promoted.1037 In the same room, the emperor 

apparently waited for the moment to leave the Palace during processions. 

 

Passages in the Book of Ceremonies refer to the emperors putting on their clothes of 

pageantry and being crowned within the Octagon, which indicates that one of its 

functions was as a sort of vestiary, and a transition space between public and private 

functions.1038 The emperors entered the Octagon from the Hall of Augusteous after their 

procession, indicating a proximity between the halls, as there also appears to have been 

between the Octagon and the Chapel of St. Stephen. The apartment of the Octagon also 

appears to have been, for a time, the room the emperor entered when returning from the 

Hippodrome by means of the spiral staircase.1039 For the nature of the private apartment 

of the Octagon, comparison may be made with the side rooms attached to the principal 

basilican halls in the ‘Palace’ at Rhegion (see above and fig. 81). At Rhegion, the 

‘private’ rooms form part of the nucleus attached to the main hall. Finally, from the 

Octagon, the passages of Daphne and St. Stephen enabled the emperors’ communication 

to the north and west.  

 

The Octagon was clearly a significant hall within the Daphne Palace, participating in 

the rituals for the marriage of monarchs. It would also appear to have elements in 

                                                
1035 Moffatt, BOC, 1, 25, 140-141 = Vogt, Cér., I, 34, 131. The relation between the 
Octagon and the Chapel of St. Stephen is suggested by the following passage: ®n tˆ 
|Oktag√nÛ koyboykleºÛ tú œnti ®n tˆ palatºÛ t∂q Dåfnhq, ˚goyn prø to† nao† to† 
·gºoy Stefånoy. See also Moffatt, BOC,  I, 1, 7-8 = Vogt, Cér., I, 7. 
1036 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 26 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 21: koit◊n to†|Oktag√noy 
1037 Moffatt, BOC, I, 84, 387; I, 91, 416. 
1038 Robing: Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 9, 26, 33; I, 26, 143; I, 32, 176 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 6; 21, 
27; I, 35, 133; I, 41, 164;  
Disrobing: Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 21; I, 9, 69; I, 23, 136; I, 26, 146 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 16; I, 
9, 63; I, 32, 126; I, 35, 135. Ebersolt suggests that the Octagon and koiton may have 
previously served other functions than those of robing room and waiting room described 
in the Book of Ceremonies, and that these previous functions may have been transferred 
when later structures were built. See Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais (1910) 55. 
1039 Loc. cit.  
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common with the later Chrysotriklinos. Both halls were octagonal, with attendant 

rooms. This form continues a palatine tradition going back to at least the octagonal 

crown hall of the Golden House of Nero, a hall that explicitly asserted the role of the 

emperor as sol invictus.– thus the Octagon had the Chapel of St. Stephen, and a private 

apartment, whereas the Chrysotriklinos possessed a chapel in the (north-east) apse of St. 

Theodore, and a series of chambers around it, notably the private apartments of the 

emperor and empress. The functions of the palatine Chapel of St. Stephen were later 

taken over by the Theotokos church of the Pharos that was associated with the 

Chrysotriklinos. It is unknown what decorative programme was used for the Daphne 

Octagon, however the very name of the later Chrysotriklinos, or ‘Golden Triclinium,’ 

suggests a derivation from this tradition. The similarities between the forms and 

functions of the two halls of the Great Palace would suggest a continuity of both ritual 

and motival symbolism. 

 

Mathews has discussed the Chapel of St. Stephen, and the adjacent octagonal chamber 

of the Daphne Palace, in arguing for a tradition of the centralized palatine chapel.1040 He 

                                                
1040 T. F. Mathews, ‘Architecture and Liturgy in the Earliest Palace Churches of 
Constantinople,’ in Art and Architecture in Byzantium and Armenia, (Hampshire, 1995) 
II, 3-8. Mathews’ argument regarding the existence within this chapel of a font linked 
with imperial ritual, and its relationship with the octagonal chamber of the Palace, 
builds on the ‘palace church’ hypothesis of Krautheimer, who proposed the existence of 
a tradition of centrally planned, palatine buildings associated with imperial palace ritual 
that, in turn, influenced later, centrally planned churches. Matthews draws a further 
comparison between the Octagon and St. Stephen, and significant centralized churches, 
notably the sixth-century Church of Ss. Sergius and Bacchus, near the Palace, which he 
holds to be a subsidiary chapel, or parekkleseion, to the vanished Church of Sts. Peter 
and Paul. According to the thesis of the palatine chapel tradition, the form of these 
churches is linked to their supposed rôle as the setting for imperial ceremony, in which 
the emperor, or his representative, participates in the Communion, while maintaining a 
ritual separation both from his subjects and from the clergy. In both St Stephen and San 
Vitale, an octagonal central structure appends a tripartite narthex, and an extended apse 
formed into a chapel. See also: Krautheimer R. and S. Ćurčić, Early Christian and 
Byzantine Architecture (Harmondsworth, 1986) 76-8. Note, however, Krautheimer’s 
caution with regard to the danger of overstating architectural symbolism. The question 
of the symbolic meaning of the central-plan, domed hall in the context of early 
Byzantine imperial representation is, however, an area worthy of further exploration. As 
discussed above (infra, Part One, II.1: (ix) Sasanid Palaces), Canepa has recently 
compared the cultures of Sasanid Persia and early Byzantium, discussing the intense 
rivalry and cultural borrowing between the two centres, both in the Tetrarchic and 
Christian periods. The pivotal late Sasanid imperial building was Ctesiphon, of which 
only the front façade and iwan survives. Some other Sasanid palaces seem to have 
possessed a central-plan, domed crown hall, lit from above, so it is not unreasonable to 
interpret the Chrysotriklinos as both an emulation of Persian examples, and an assertion 
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suggests that this chamber formed a space within which the Emperor could both 

participate in the religious ceremonies conducted in St. Stephen, and in the sacred 

ceremonial of the Palace. In the ceremony of the Blessing of the Water conducted 

within the Chapel of St. Stephen, the emperor, after assisting at a mass for the 

consecration of the water in a holy font while standing within the Octagon, is offered 

water by the patriarch.1041 Matthews notes the distinction between a normal parish 

blessing with the water, which might take place in an atrium font or in a baptistery, and 

what he understands to be an older ritual, the drinking of the blessed water, within the 

confines of the Palace church building. According to Mathews, the Octagon adjacent to 

the Chapel of St. Stephen is both a connective space to the private apartments of the 

Daphne Palace and a kind of narthex to the Chapel of St. Stephen. The latter, for a long 

period the private chapel of the emperor, was also, according to Mathews, the site of a 

‘holy well’, one of several such wells in Constantinople.1042 Furthermore, it is known by 

the date of foundation of the chapel that it was an addition to the original Daphne 

Palace, built by Pulcheria, sister of Theodosius II in ca. 421. It is therefore possible that 

the Octagon had a previous function that was changed with the construction of the 

chapel. An analogy to the Octagon may be found elsewhere in Istanbul. Within Gülhane 

Park, adjacent to the site of the Mangana Palace, were discovered the remains of a 

hexagonal structure whose large central basin is believed by Mathews to have 

possessed, at some period in its existence, some religious function (fig. 146),1043 and is 

                                                                                                                                          
of imperial aspiration. See M. P. Canepa, The Two Eyes of the Earth: Art and Ritual 
Kingship between Rome and Sasanian Iran (Berkeley, L.A., London, 2009). For a 
critique of the thesis of the central-plan palatine church at Constantinople, see C. 
Mango, ‘The Church of Saints Sergius and Bacchus at Constantinople and the alleged 
tradition of octagonal palatine churches,’ JÖB 21 (1972) 189-193; idem, ‘The Church of 
Sts. Sergius and Bacchus Once Again,’ BZ 68 (1975) 385-92. Both articles are reprinted 
in C. Mango, Studies on Constantinople (Aldershot, Hampshire; Brookfield, Vermont: 
Variorum, 1993). See also: J. Bardill, ‘The Church of Sts. Sergius and Bacchus in 
Constantinople and the Monophysite Refugees’, DOP 54 (2000) 1-11. More recently, 
Croke employs textual analysis to demonstrate, against Bardill and Mango’s association 
of the contruction of the complex with the Monophysites, that it is probable that it was 
constructed in the 520’s within the estate of the Palace of Hormisdas that was the 
residence of Justinian and Theodora at that time, and in the political context of the 
rivalries for imperial succession between Justinian and Anicia Juliana. See B. Croke, 
‘Justinian, Theodora, and the Church of Saints Sergius and Bacchus,’ DOP 60 (2006) 
25-63. The palatine chapel thesis is thus not disproven. 
1041 Mathews, ‘Architecture and Liturgy,’ (1995) 6 and fn. 18-19. 
1042 Op. cit. 7. 
1043 Loc. cit. It is argued here, however, that the function of this complex can be more 
surely associated with the triclinium of a luxury oikos, and is consistent with the 
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discussed by him as being analogous to the font of St. Stephen.1044 However, this 

structure may have originally functioned as a centrally-planned pleasure pavilion 

(triklinos), or bath structure, within an aristocratic house, similar to those found at the 

site north-east of the Hippodrome, and identified by Bardill as belonging to the Palace 

of Antiochus (see Archaeology map).1045 Mathews associates such palatial pavilions, 

‘Show Palaces,’ with the display of statuary.1046 

 

As noted above, the Chapel of St. Stephen and the Octagon served as the location for 

significant imperial and religious rituals until supplanted by the Church of the Pharos. 

Such ceremonies were often related to dynastic succession, and included marriage 

ceremonies up to the end of the ninth century. Significantly, St. Stephen, with its 

associated octagon, would have retained this role of palatine chapel during the reign of 

the Frankish emperor Charlemagne, and may have served as a model, directly or 

indirectly, for the chapel in his palace complex at Aachen.1047 The only comparable 

Byzantine building in Italy is San Vitale at Ravenna, which may indeed be associated 

with the chapel at Aachen, given that Charlemagne imported building material from that 

                                                                                                                                          
development of pleasure pavilions within such high status residences, within which 
baths and nymphaea were included as typical elements. 
1044 Mathews, Art and Architecture in Byzantium and Armenia (1995) II, 1-17, at 7:  

St. Stephen…must be related to a group of monuments in ancient 
Constantinople known as holy or miraculous fonts, the most famous of 
which were at the churches of the Mother of God at Blachernes and at 
Pege. Both of these seem to have been central-plan monuments with the 
font in the center… 

Mathews places the Chapel of St. Stephen to the east of the Octagon. This is the 
opposite of the arrangement proposed in this thesis. 
1045 Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 42-3. 
It cannot be conclusively demonstrate that the cited examples (for instance the Mangana 
site) are churches with sacred fonts (as thought by the excavators), rather than, for 
example, garden fountain pavilions – ‘pleasure palaces’ – that might have been later 
converted to ecclesiastical uses. For the excavation at Gülhane Park, see Demangel and 
Mamboury, Le quartier des Manganes (1939) 69-111. For examples of Imperial Roman 
Nymphaea, see J. B. Ward-Perkins, Roman Imperial Architecture, (Harmondsworth, 
UK; N. Y., c. 1981) 212, ill. 129; H. Maguire, ‘Gardens and Parks in Constantinople’, 
DOP 54 (2000) 258-9. 
1046 T. F. Mathews, ‘The “Show Palaces” of Constantinople and Hagia Sophia,’ in E. 
Jeffreys (ed.), Proceedings of the 21st International Congress of Byzantine Studies, 
London 21-26 August 2006 II: Proceedings (Aldershot, 2006) 241-2. 
1047 Mango, Byzantine Architecture (1976) 138. The earlier tomb of Constanza, the 
daughter of Constantine I, is really a continuation of the Late Roman mausoleum 
tradition. Mango himself notes the singularity of San Vitale within Italy, and its relation 
to Constantinopolitan forms. At the time of the Byzantine recapture of Ravenna in 540, 
the chapel of St. Stephen still retained a central ceremonial function within the Palace 
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city for his palace. My point here is that the Chapel of St. Stephen, dating to the fifth 

century, is the oldest Early Byzantine example of this type of Octagon with appended 

chapel, so that San Vitale itself may be seen as a form of continuation of this type. 

While its significance should not be over-stated, the octagonal or circular form would 

already appear at the time of construction of the Daphne Palace to be imbued with 

certain ascribed associations pertaining to kingship. The Pantheon in Rome, with its 

solar symbolism, served as an imperial reception hall, and remained the property of the 

Eastern emperors until gifted to the Papacy by the Emperor Phokas.1048 Furthermore, 

this process of ascription through the formal appropriation, or spoliation, of Byzantine 

palace forms by both the Papacy, and the Bulgarian and Carolingian monarchs, strongly 

suggests an acquired imperial and sacral symbolism. Despite their physical proximity, 

there remains the possibility that the Octagon, although adjacent to St. Stephen, and 

used in certain religious rituals, was indeed primarily a secular structure, functioning as 

part of the domestic palace. However, at the time of the Book of Ceremonies it was a 

centrally planned vestibule that served to connect various quarters of the complex, while 

performing a role in relation to the religious ceremonies taking place in the Chapel of 

St. Stephen.1049  

 

To return to the question as to whether the form of the Octagon was in itself imbued 

with imperial significance, it must be noted that the form was used for a range of 

functions: tomb, chapel, and baptistery, but also secular audience hall, and bath-house. 

Within the Palace, the Old Treasury of the Scholae complex, with its eight columns, 

was probably an octagon.1050 It is also probable that a centralized form was used for the 

Bath of Leo VI ‘the Wise.’ It is, however, undeniable that the form lent itself to an 

emphasis upon the hierarchy of the space, and to the significance of the figure 

occupying it. To conclude, the use of the octagonal form for the Chrysotriklinos of 

Justin II was almost certainly not just a matter of circulatory convenience. The building 

as a whole formed a sort of baldachin, as Krautheimer has described the dome of the 

                                                
1048 W. L. Macdonald, The Pantheon (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1976). See also G. Bandmann, Early Medieval Architecture as Bearer of Meaning (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1998) central-plan buildings: 194-201. 
1049 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 226-227. 
1050 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 8 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 5, scholion 1: Reference is made to ‘…the 
eight-columned tholos [presumably domed structure], i.e. in the first schola (t¸n a’ 
sxol¸n), that which is called the old treasury…’ Vogt translates tú πktakiønÛ uølÛ as 
‘rotunda with eight columns.’ His assumption of a rotunda, rather than an octagonal 
structure, seems unjustified. 
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tomb of Flavia Constantia Augusta in Rome – an enlarged equivalent of the celestial 

canopy under which the emperor would sit in the Magnaura and the Consistorium.1051 

This may not be so much a matter of inherent meaning, but rather of the potential 

meanings that could be ascribed to it through the activities that were performed within 

it. Nero’s centrally-planned reception hall was not necessarily known by later emperors, 

however, as argued throughout this thesis, the emulation of imperial formal motifs both 

in domestic architecture (villas, domūs), and in later royal or papal buildings, suggests a 

legitimizing ascription of prestige to these forms. 

 

(vii) The Triklinos and Court of Nineteen Akkoubita  

(fig. 55-56, Daphne Palace map, C4, D4) 

The Great Triklinos, or Triklinos of Nineteen Akkoubita, was a vast reception hall that 

fronted on to a portico, also named ‘of Nineteen Akkoubita.’1052 From the account of 

Luitprand of Cremona, the Great Triklinos had nineteen curved tables (akkoubita). 

During the 12 feast days (dodekaimeron), of Christmas, the emperor dined at his semi-

circular table with twelve invited guests, standing for the twelve disciples. There were 

eighteen other tables, each with up to twelve guests. The hall could thus accommodate 

229 diners, plus servants and entertainers.1053 

 

Ebersolt argues that there were two ‘rooms’ within this building. During the Festival of 

Easter, invited guests gave the kiss of peace (aspasmos) to the sovereigns within the 

Great Triklinos. When the guests left, the sovereigns ascended by the steps (βάθρα) of 

the large akkoubiton1054 where, behind curtains (βῆλα) suspended on silver columns, 

                                                
1051 Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture (1986) 66-7. In this 
regard, it is argued here that Mango has excessively down-played the symbolism of 
certain Early Byzantine architectural forms and motifs. See C. Mango, ‘Approaches to 
Byzantine Architecture’, in O. Grabar (ed.), Muqarnas 8 (1991) 40-44. 
1052 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 22 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 17 : \o pørtij to† megåloy trrºklinoy t©n 
iu´|akkoybºtvn. The akkoubiton may be roughly translated as ‘bed’ or ‘couch,’ but in 
this context refers to an arrangement of klinai or dining couches disposed around a 
semi-circular table served from the front, that was customarily housed within an apsidal 
enclosure. The term ‘akkoubiton’ may therefore be transferred to the form that 
encompassed the curving couch, the apsidal enclosure, or ‘conch’. 
1053 Moffatt, BOC, II, 52, 741-53. 
1054 Moffatt translates ‘akkoubiτon’ (ὰκκουβιτόν) as ‘couch’, but here there are a 
number of architectural elements in addition: steps, columns, and presumably, an 
apsidal structure to accommodate the semicircular couch, as in the large hall north of 
the Palace of Antiochus, later the church of St. Euphemia. 
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they were robed in the ceremonial dress for Easter.1055 It is argued here that describing 

these locations as ‘rooms’ is misleading – it is most likely that the two areas were 

separated by a change of level, a flight of steps ascending towards the semi-circular 

vaulted apsidal space accommodating the emperor’s large akkoubiton at the head of the 

hall, which was capable of being screened off by curtains that were suspended on rods 

spanning between columns. The first ‘room’ was where the ‘kiss of peace’ took place. 

This space may well have been a narthex, or simply the main space of the hall, 

separated from the imperial akkoubiton by a change of level, as is indicated by the 

archaeological evidence of the Apsed Hall (see above and fig. 143).1056 The Book of 

Ceremonies describes the invited participants entering from the right-hand (eastern?) 

side. Apparently, there was a matching door on the left (western?) side, enabling guests 

from the Blue and Green factions to leave on opposite sides.1057 A central door was, 

according to Ebersolt, reserved for the sovereigns. In front of the doors was a portico 

which framed the emperor when he received the acclamations of the court stationed 

outside in the Delphax or Tribunal (Court of Nineteen Akkoubita).1058 

 

The movement within the interior of the building, according to the above analysis, is as 

follows: the emperor passes from the court to a portico, then enters through a central 

door, with others entering by side doors – these side doors may have faced the Tribunal, 

in the manner of a church. He enters into an open vestibule, from where a staircase 

leads up into the triclinium, which contains nineteen klinai.1059 The central, semi-

circular akkoubiton of the emperor was, most probably, located within an enlarged end 

apse, elevated above the hall of the triclinium by several steps, and axially aligned with 

the great central door facing the Tribunal. Exernally, the portico gave onto an open 

terrace that overlooked the courtyard.1060  

 

There is a second possible interpretation of the layout of the hall: the multi-apsed 

triclinium of the Lateran Palace, thought by Luchterhand to have been an emulation of 

the Great Triclinium of Constantinople, was on an upper level, and possessed an open 

                                                
1055 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 22; I, 9, 62; I, 37, 187 = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 17 ff.; I, 9, 57; I, 46, 
175.  
1056 Talbot Rice, Great Palace Second Report (Edinburgh, 1958): Apsed Hall. 
1057 Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais, 61 fn. 5, citing Reiske, De cer., I, 83, 381. 
1058 Moffatt, BOC, I, 1, 25-26; 1, 9, 62. = Vogt, Cér., I, 1, 20; I, 9, 57. 
1059 Klinai – dining couches, usually curved when positioned within apsidal spaces 
annexed to the dining hall. 
1060 Moffatt, BOC, I, 44, 226 = Vogt, Cér., II, 53, 34. 
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balcony which overlooked the forecourt. It is therefore possible, if unlikely, that the two 

staircases of the Great Triclinium led up to a similar balcony.1061 On the other hand, the 

portico fronting the Palace, the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, was raised up above the 

courtyard, possibly over a basement structure containing service rooms as at 

Diocletian’s palace at Split/Salona, so it could have served as the acclamation space 

overlooking the Court. In this scenario, a terrace (ὴλιακόν) would have projected in 

front of the colonnade. By comparison, in Kostenec’s reconstruction, a semicircular 

Onopodion, with the Dikionion of the Book of Ceremonies integrated with the Stenon of 

the Golden Hand, and a terrace, positioned on the axis of the Augusteous, overlooks the 

Tribunal/Delphax.1062  

 

This discussion, based upon Liutprand’s description, and passages in the Book of 

Ceremonies, concerns only the spaces occupied by the emperor and nobility – the 

‘power spaces’– but as Liutprand makes clear in his description of the gold plates being 

lowered and positioned by ropes manipulated by servants in the ceiling who operate 

some form of hoist – all of which was clearly for show – there must have also been 

substantial spaces needed to accommodate the kitchens and stores, the quarters of the 

entertainers, and the work spaces of the servants –kitchens, larders, store-rooms, and 

fuel stores, most likely in a basement beneath the hall.1063 Adjacent to this hall would 

have also been quarters for the ceremonial guards. Given the large spans needed for the 

Great Triklinos, the roof would appear to have been of timber construction. The ceiling 

above the dining hall was therefore probably constructed of great beams supporting 

cross-beams and coffering (similar perhaps to the existing ceiling of Santa Maria 

Maggiore in Rome) – indeed there is a description in Theophanes Continuatus of a 

coffered ceiling repaired by Constantine VII after its structure had become rotten and in 

danger of collapse.1064 As noted, the stores and food preparation areas were most 

probably located in a basement below the hall – where guests would not encounter 

them. For this, we have the precedent of the basement level of Diocletian’s Palace at 

Split, which mirrors the layout of the main floor above. Between the upper and lower 

service areas and the hall, there must have been numerous service staircases concealed 
                                                
1061 Moffatt, BOC, I, 43, 218-19; I, 44, 226 = Vogt, Cér., II, 52, 26-27; II, 53, 33-34. 
1062 Kostenec, ‘The Heart of the Empire’, in Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings (2004) fig. 
1.1; idem, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’, RMS 31 (2005) fig. 4. 
1063 Squatriti, The Complete Works of Liudprand of Cremona (2007) 199-200 = 
Liutprand, Anapodosis VI, 8-9. 
1064 Theophanes Continuatus, p. 449, trans. Mango, Art of the Byzantine Empire (1986) 
207-8. 
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within the masonry – again, similar staircases have been found in the palaces at Split 

and Trier. Senior attendants to the emperor, the Praepositus Sacri Cubiculi and 

chamberlains, would have been located close to the imperial domestic chambers.  

 

The second recorded site for acclamation adjacent to the courtyard was the Dikionion, a 

rostrum framed by two columns which confronted the courtyard. The sequence of 

elements connecting the old (possibly original) crown hall, the Augusteous, is clear:  

- Augusteous;  

- Stenon of the Golden Hand, or Chrysocheir. This was probably an exonarthex, 

the bays of which were closed by curtains embroidered with the figure of doves, 

and above which the Byzantine iconographic figure of the Hand of God may 

have been depicted against a gold mosaic background;  

- Onopodion, an open court configured to permit the courtiers to form a ‘hedge’ 

or phalanx on either side of the emperor;  

- Great Gate of the Onopodion;  

- Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, and the Dikionion, where a curtain (Kortina) 

was suspended, and raised for the appearance of the emperor or empress.1065  

However it is by no means certain that these elements were axially aligned. 

 

Ebersolt places the Great Triklinos (Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita), and its courtyard, 

close to the Palace of Daphne: from south to north he places the Augusteous, the 

Octagon (thus suggesting an analogy with Diocletian’s Palace at Split), the Onopodion 

and the Consistorium. However it is a moot point whether all these structures were 

considered as part of the Daphne Palace, and if not, of what structures this complex was 

comprised. In its orientation, Ebersolt, following Liutprand, places the Great Triklinos 

adjacent to the eastern flank of the Hippodrome. This position is adopted by all 

subsequent scholars, as is the location of the ceremonial court of the Delphax 

(Tribunal), north of the Great Triklinos, and to the south of, and facing, the Gate of the 

Lights (Lychni), which formed part of the ceremonial route to the north through the 

military and administrative district of the Palace complex.1066 

                                                
1065 Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais, 64, citing Reiske, De cer., I, 40, 204; I, 41, 210. 
1066 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 56-59. As noted above, Guilland 
dismissed Ebersolt’s distinction between the Delphax (τό δέλφακος, τῶ δέλφακι) and the 
Tribunal, interpreting the word ‘Delphax’ as a corruption of ‘Delphix’ (‘of Delphi,’ 
‘Delphic,’ possibly referring to spoliated columns from Delphi that were re-used for the 
portico).  
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Finally, there is the question of the probable size of the Great Triklinos, or Hall of 

Nineteen Akkoubita. If, as proposed above, one reconstructs it as possessing a large, 

central apse at the southern end, and nine side apses on the east and west flanks 

(Liutprand describes the nineteen curved tables used for the reception he attends), then 

on the basis of the size of the apses in the polylobate reception structure north-east of, 

and probably part of, the Palace of Antiochus (fig. 41), one arrives at a apse bay-

dimension of about 10.25 m. and, allowing 10 m. at either end – as with the Antiochus 

example – gives a length, excluding vestibule and end apse, of up to 135 m. (fig. 56, 

Daphne Palace map, C4) The width is unknown, however the Lateran triclinium had an 

internal hall width of about 12 m., and the Aachen triconchal reception hall was slightly 

wider, so one could use these dimensions as a minimum. By comparison, the transept 

span of Old St. Peters in Rome is 24 m., and Constantine’s basilica in Trier possessed a 

cross-span of 28 m. The form of the Great Triklinos, therefore, can be reconstructed as a 

hall with central apse and nine smaller apses on each side, perhaps 135 m. long and 10 

to 15 m. wide, and therefore at least 10 m. high, with a basement extending under part 

or all of the plan. 

 

Significantly, the probable overall dimension of the hall causes significant limitations to 

feasible reconstructions of the Palace layout. Kostenec’s most recent reconstruction, for 

example, indicates a length of only a little more than 50 m. (see appendix 1 for 

comparative analysis). It is argued here that if indeed the Great Triklinos were as large 

as estimated here, and lay east of, and parallel to, the Hippodrome, then previous 

reconstructions of the Palace are, at least with respect to the vicinity of the Great 

Triklinos, untenable. It is argued here that this massive building, the work of 

Constantine I or his immediate successors, was the central hall of the Daphne–Delphax 

complex, and thus of the first stages of the Palace complex. It faced the courtyard of 

Delphax, and was fronted by the eponymous portico (hence the portico that belonged to 

this hall) with the famous Delphic columns. To either side were located, most probably, 

subsidiary buildings and rooms. An analogous example of this layout is the Basilica at 

Trier, which possessed service rooms lining a courtyard on either side (fig. 76). The 

western range would have sat between the eastern flank of the Hippodrome and the 

Great Triklinos, and thus would have communicated with the entrance court of Daphne 

to its south. Effectively, then, the Great Triklinos stretched north-south for the length of 

the Daphne Palace (excluding the porticoes and forecourt). 

 



 340 

 (viii) The Covered Hippodrome (Daphne Palace map, C4-5) 

The Covered Hippodrome has been interpreted by Bardill as a linear garden, within 

which the emperor could ride, similar to the long arena-shaped courtyard in the Flavian 

Palace in Rome.1067 The Patria makes reference to a private hippodrome in the Palace, 

existing from the time of Constantine the Great, where the emperors could exercise on 

their horses.1068 From the description in the Patria, this second hippodrome would 

appear to have been located south of the courtyard of Daphne, and the entrance into the 

Lower Palace, the Skyla Gate, which communicated with the hall of Justinianos. 

Guilland identified this structure mentioned in the Patria with the Covered Hippodrome 

mentioned in Theophanes and the Book of Ceremonies.1069 Labarte interpreted the 

relevant passages in the Book of Ceremonies to mean that from the Daphne Palace, one 

passed into the Hippodrome of the Palace, or Covered Hippodrome,1070 rather than into 

the Large, or Golden Hippodrome of the races, which was open to the sky. He located 

the Covered Hippodrome between the Lower, or Sacred Palace, and the Daphne 

Palace.1071  

 

On its southern flank, the Skyla Gate opened onto the Covered Hippodrome, and gave 

access to the reception hall of Justinianos.1072 On the northern side of the Covered 

Hippodrome, as noted above, Guilland placed the Ivory Gate, a Palace entrance that led 

to a staircase or ramp ascending to the galleries and courtyard of Daphne,1073 and a 

                                                
1067 Bardill, ‘Great Palace’, JRA 12 (1999) 216-30. The Covered Hippodrome 
(σκεπαστός ὶππόδρομος) is explicitly mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies: Moffatt, 
BOC, Appendix to Book 1, 507. 
1068 Preger, Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum (Patria) (Leipzig, 1907) 256, 
cited by Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 166. 
1069 Op. cit., 166-7. 
1070: Preger 2, 256: ∏ | ®n tˆ palatºÛ ºppodromioq.; Moffatt, BOC Appendix to Book I, 
507: ∏ kåtv skepastøq ºppodromoq.  
1071 Labarte, Le Palais Impérial (Paris, 1861) 130 ff.  
1072 See, for example, the following passages in the Book of Ceremonies: Moffatt, BOC, 
I, 48, 249 = Vogt, Cér., II, 57, 55, and I, 97, 441. 
1073 Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 600; R. Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 168. 
Guilland suggests that the Covered Hippodrome ran parallel to the Great Hippodrome, 
rather than at right angles to it, as argued by Bardill, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini and 
Kostenec, and has the Ivory Gate to its north. Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini  (2002) have argued that the Ivory Gate, giving access to the Upper Palace, 
should be located to the east, and close to the Sigma and Triconch, and Apse. See 
Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Boundaries of the Palace’, TM 14 
(2002) 37-46, at 41-43. 
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spiral ramp connecting the two levels.1074 This might imply that, rather than a spiral 

stair, there was something like a spiral ramp, as exists in the Renaissance palace of 

Ferrara, and is to be found in the Ramp house (MW ‘B: a’). It is possible that this ramp 

was the continuation down of the spiral stair leading up to the Kathisma. 

 

 (ix) The Thermastra (Daphne Palace map, C5) 

Also located on the level of the Covered Hippodrome was a structure (perhaps later just 

a toponym) called the Thermastra, which has been variously interpreted as a bath 

complex (Ebersolt), a series of apartments, and a covered passage. It occupied a level 

beneath the main level of Daphne, and appears to have lent its name to an area facing, 

and on the level of, the Covered Hippodrome. While Guilland located it to the north of 

the Covered Hippodrome, Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini place the 

Thermastra to its east.1075 The topographical implications of their thesis suggest that one 

could have passed through the Ivory Gate at 24.5-26 m., and have ascended through a 

spiral staircase to a level of the Daphne at 31 m., which abutted an upper level of the 

Mosaic Peristyle at the same level.1076 It should be noted however that, while a change 

of level occurs between the Mosaic Peristyle and the area to its west, no archaeological 

evidence has been found of an upper level to the peristyle – for example there are no 

spiral stairs on either side of the Apsed Hall, which one would expect if a second storey 

had existed, based on Late Antique precedents for reception halls.1077 The structure 

above the Peristyle was determined by the excavators to have been timber, based on 

charred material found in an upper layer, although this does not preclude the possibility 
                                                
1074 A passage in the Book of Ceremonies, Moffatt, BOC, Appendix to Book 1, 507, 
describes the equestrian arrival of the emperor Theophilos into the (lower) palace, 
through the Karea Gate from the Great Hippodrome into Daphne. From here, without 
dismounting, he descends to the Covered Hippodrome, where he dismounts from his 
horse, and enters the Lower Palace by the Skyla Gate. See Featherstone and Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Boundaries of the Palace’, TM 14 (2002) 40. 
1075 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) Ch. 7 ‘La Thermastra’, 120-129; M. 
J. Featherstone with E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace: 
De Ceremoniis II, 13,” TM 14, (2002) 36-47 at 43. 
1076 Featherstone and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Boundaries of the Palace’, 
(2002) 43: 

We might also note that it is precisely beside the Mosaic Peristyle that the 
north-eastern end of the present-day Gül [Oğül?] Sokak, at 16 m. – the 
probable level of the Lausiakos/Chrysotriklinos – abutts (sic) the retaining 
walls of the higher, 26 m. terrace: the spiral staircase coming down to the 
Polished Gate and the Lausiakos could have been here. 

1077 For example, the central reception hall of the Palace of Antiochus has spiral 
staircases on either side, as does the octagonal reception hall of the Palace of Galerius in 
Thessalonica. 
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of a timber upper gallery.1078 A more likely explanation is that a stair or ramp, west of 

the Peristyle, led up to the passage, of Daphne, which would therefore have overlooked 

the Peristyle Courtyard. Indeed, the remains of what appears to be a staircase were 

recently identified by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini to the west of the Mosaic 

Peristyle.1079 This may also have communicated with the domestic quarters. 

 

As noted above (infra, Part One, II, 1), elaborate baths were a typical feature of Late 

Antique palaces and high-status houses. An example is the villa at Piazza Armerina, 

where a multi-roomed bath complex, centred upon a bi-apsidal entrance hall and a 

hexagonal, polylobate central hall (the Frigiderium, according to Kähler), was accessed 

off both the entrance court, and the main peristyle courtyard.1080 Elaborate hydraulic 

systems were devised to provide adequate water supply, making them available only to 

the very wealthy.1081 Within the enclosure of the Great Palace, there are several 

references to bath complexes. As noted in Appendix I.3, texts refer to a bath complex 

built, or renovated by the Emperor Leo VI, possibly using a preexisting structure from 

the House of Marina.1082 In the Book of Ceremonies, there is a reference to a bath 

reached by the Stairs of St. Christina, probably below the Magnaura.1083 Guilland also 

                                                
1078 If there had been a masonry upper storey, there should, logically, have been found 
evidence of loose masonry contained within the charcoal layer. The first St. Andrews 
team found a layer of ‘…up to 0.40 m. in thickness, in which were remains of burnt 
beams, rafters and roof tiles… Above this came the debris of Byzantine walls.’ The 
absence of masonry below the roof debris led the excavators to conclude that there was 
no masonry vaulting under the roof. See Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report 
(London, 1947) 8-9. 
1079 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ (2009) 200 and fig. 
13 (mislabelled fig. 12 in text). 
1080 Kähler, Die Villa des Maxentius (1973) fig. 3. 
1081 Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica. (2001) 64-66. 
1082 Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise’, (1984) 225-240; idem, ‘The Bath of Leo 
the Wise and the ‘’Macedonian Renaissance’’ Revisited’ (1988) 97-118; Mango, ‘The 
Palace of Marina’ (1991) 321-330. 
1083 Moffatt, BOC, I, 41, 214-15 = Vogt, Cér., II, 50, 21-22. Note that Moffatt translates 
τὸν κοχλιάν τῆς ὰγίας Χριστίνης as ‘the spiral stairway of the Church of St Christina’. 
Vogt merely refers to ‘de l'escalier de Sainte-Christine’ or the stairway of St. Christina. 
On p. 215, there is reference to a ‘descent of  St. Christina’ (καταβασίου τῆς ὰγίας 
Χριστίνης). This is again translated by Moffatt as ‘the way down to the Church of St. 
Christina’, whereas Vogt renders it ‘la descente de Sainte-Christine’. Against the 
reading of Moffatt, the passage might refer to a descent to the bath of St. Christina, as 
there is another reference on the same page to a descent to the bath (τοῦ καταβασίου τοῦ 
λουτροῦ). A bath complex was recently excavated to the south-west of a four metre-
wide east-west ‘street,’ north-east of where I argue the Magnaura was located. See 
Sudenker et al. in A. Karamani, Pekin, S. Kangal (eds.), Istanbul : 8000 years (2007). It 
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notes the existence of a Baths of Ikonomios, adjacent to the Tzykanisterion.1084 There is 

also the bath that the vita Basilii notes was built by Basil I on the former site of the 

fountain-court of the Blues. There are other references to the Thermastra (‘furnace’) and 

the Balnearius (‘bath’). Guilland argues that the latter names refer to the same building, 

however this argument is difficult to sustain, as I will show that there were at least two 

separate sites called ‘Thermastra’.1085 It is not known when the Thermastra adjacent to 

the Covered Hippodrome was constructed – Labarte associates it with the bath 

constructed by Theoctistes near the Apse in the mid-ninth century. A bath is, however, 

attested as early as the late fifth century in the reference to ‘balnearius’ in the Book of 

Ceremonies in relation to the coronation of Anastasius I.1086 

 

The references to the Thermastra in the Book of Ceremonies may be toponymic. 

Guilland associates the Thermastra with an east-west passage or gallery lying under that 

of the Daphne. This does not, in itself, explain where the bath was located that lent its 

name to the passage. There was also apparently a Gate of Thermastra that must be 

distinguished from the Ivory Gate that gave access from the Covered Hippodrome to the 

enclosed spiral staircase leading to the upper level of the Daphne Palace.1087 The Gate 

of Thermastra, Guilland argues, gave access to the lower level of the Daphne Palace, 

and communicated with the Covered Hippodrome.1088 The Thermastra is noted in 

several chapters of the Book of Ceremonies as communicating with the Lausiakos, the 

Consistorium,1089 and with the lower level of the Hemicycle, the Mystic Phiale 

(enclosed fountain courtyard) of the Triconch.1090 

 

The Thermastra was associated in these passages in the Book of Ceremonies with the 

building, or location, named the Apse. Guilland argues that the Thermastra was at the 

level of the Covered Hippodrome and was below the Apse and therefore communicated 

with it by a staircase, however the available archaeological evidence does not support 

this proposal. As noted above, while two plausible candidates for the Apse are, firstly, 
                                                                                                                                          
is plausible that this was the bath complex reached by means of the stairs of St. 
Christina, however no dating evidence is presented in the above account. 
1084 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 201, fn. 53, citing Patria (Preger 2, 
145). Patria also mentions another bath, the ‘Bath of the Mirror.’ 
1085 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 122. 
1086 Moffatt, BOC, I, 92, 422; II, 51, 699-701. 
1087 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 125, citing Kodinos, 112 
1088 Op. cit. 120. 
1089 Moffatt, BOC, I, 48, 250 = Vogt, Cér., II, 57, 56. 
1090 Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 602. 
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the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall, and secondly, the Hemicycle and Triconch, 

references to ‘the Apse’ may refer to either the passage communicating with the 

complex comprising both buildings, or was a toponym for the whole complex. In 

relation to the first possibility, it should be noted that a room was found by the St. 

Andrews teams (1935-38, 1952-54) south west of the Peristyle, and west of the corridor 

communicating with the marble-paved room in Area G, about 1.5 m. below the floor 

level of the corridor, communicating with it by a flight of marble steps 2.70 m. wide. 

The marble paving suggests an apartment of some importance, rather than a service 

room. Its location, east of the probable location of the Covered Hippodrome, might 

suggest some relation to the Thermastra. Its level also suggests the approximate level of 

the area to the west, suggested here to be the Covered Hippodrome. As the datum level 

for the Peristyle Courtyard was determined by the first St. Andrews campaign to be 26.1 

m., this might suggest a level of approximately 24.5 m. for the Covered Hippodrome.  

 

If a floor existed above the western flank of the Peristyle Courtyard, it would exist at a 

level comparable to the passages of the Daphne Palace. This might suggest a location 

for the private quarters of the Palace, running along its south-east flank, and thus 

overlooking the Bosphorus and Sea of Marmara. Such an elevated position, furnished 

with a panoramic sea view, characterized a number of aristocratic houses in 

Constantinople.1091 As noted above (infra, Part Two, II.3: ‘Mosaic Peristyle’), another 

feature of this area of relevance to the topography of the Thermastra and surrounding 

buildings is a cellar, or basement corridor, found beneath the corridor west of the 

Peristyle Courtyard and the apartment at Area G. This was noted by the excavators as 

sloping down towards the lower terrace to the south, and may have had a role in the 

communication by servants and the court between the Lower and Upper Palaces.1092  

 

It is thus argued that the Covered Hippodrome and Thermastra lay at levels close to that 

of the Mosaic Peristyle. From the Thermastra, it would appear that the Mystic Phiale 

(on the interior of the Hemicycle at the lowest level) could be directly accessed, again at 

a similar level (see below).1093 Guilland’s argument, that one descended from Lausiakos 

to Thermastra, does not seem to fit what is known about the levels of the Palace. If the 

                                                
1091 For significance of elevated position of villas overlooking maritime settings in 
Constantinople: K. R. Dark, ‘The Eastern Harbours of early Byzantine Constantinople,’ 
Byzantion 75 (2005) 152-163.  
1092 Brett et al. (eds.), Great Palace First Report (London, 1947) 12-13. 
1093 Moffatt, BOC, II, 18, 601-2. 
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Lausiakos was at the same level as the Chrysotriklinos, at about 16 m., then it was 

below the Thermastra, the gate of which opened onto the Covered Hippodrome, at a 

level below the upper level of the Daphne Palace. The Thermastra may well have 

opened onto the connective staircase of the Lausiakos, at either 21, or 26 m. This would 

seem to be consistent with what is known of the archaeology of the Mosaic Peristyle 

complex- a series of tunnels were noted by the first St. Andrews team below area ‘G.’ 

The problem of the relative levels of the Thermastra and the Lower Palace is 

compounded by a passage in the Book of Ceremonies where members of the court 

depart from the hall of Justinianos by way of the [Gate of] Thermastra, and ascend to 

enter the terrace of Pharos by way of the gate of Diaitarikion, the vault of the Pantheon, 

and a single gate (monothyros) to await the emperor: 

… when the master of ceremonies, at a command, has received a sign from the 
praipositos, he orders a move away in the Lausiakos Hall… 
The patricians and strategoi, with the senators and consulars, go <through> the 
Thermastra and, having gone up the stairs, they go in through the door of the 
Diaitarikion and go through the vault in front of the Pantheon. 1094  

 

This passage raises difficulties. The senators, patricians and generals have stood 

flanking the emperor on either side as he descends from the Justinianos to the 

Chrysotriklinos. Presumably, the members of the Senate, on command from the Master 

of Ceremonies, would leave their position at the gate leading from the Justinianos into 

the Lausiakos. Having passed through the gate, they would be at the level of, and 

adjacent to, the Thermastra, hence they would ‘leave by Thermastra.’ However a 

consideration of the known levels of terraces in the area suggests that they would need 

to descend, rather than ascend, the staircase leading down to the Lausiakos, as the 

difference of level was perhaps as much as 10 m., descending to the south from the 

level of the Covered Hippodrome.1095 The members of the Court enter (the Terrace of 

Pharos) by the Gate of Diaitarikion – what does this mean? Perhaps it is the means by 

which one could enter the terrace, a gate adjacent to the part of the Chrysotriklinos 
                                                
1094 Moffatt, BOC, I, 64, 289-90 = Vogt, Cér., II, 73, 98.. 
1095 The reference to an ascent is used by Bury and Guilland, in the absence of 
archaeological data, to postulate that one ascended from the Thermastra to reach the 
terrace of Pharos. However Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s site investigations suggest 
that the Thermastra and Covered Hippodrome lay at a level of about 26 m., and the 
Chrysotriklinos and Pharos terrace lay at about 16 m. For the terracing see E. Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Survey: The First Season’, AST 11 (1993) 19-
34; for the estimated floor to floor height of 5 m for the palace buildings: ibid., 20 ff.; 
idem, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople. An introduction to the main areas of 
activity, ground levels and phases of development’ and ‘The Great Palace Survey: the 
First Season’ (1999) 9-16; ‘Il Gran Palazzo,’ (2000) 197-242. 
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named the Diaitarikion (stewards’ room), rather than enter the Chrysotriklinos, and pass 

by the Pantheon, which was the northern vault on the latter building. This would enable 

separation of the Emperor and the Senate.1096 A possible explanation for this apparent 

difficulty is that, in this ceremony, the court was assembled to receive the emperor as he 

descended from the Justinianos to the Lausiakos, but after he passed, they left ‘by 

Thermastra’ (the gate of the Bath, also associated by Guilland with the gatekeepers of 

the Covered Hippodrome1097) in order to ascend the staircase that led to the eastern end 

of the Terrace of Pharos, entering by the Gate of Diaitarikion, so that they could 

assemble to receive the emperor when he left the Chrysotriklinos from the eastern 

door.1098 However a simple explanation is that the reference here to ‘thermastra’ refers 

to the baths built by Basil I, which replaced the fountain-court of the Blues, and lay 

immediately below the terrace of the Chrysotriklinos, probably to its east. By taking the 

stair of Boukoleon, the courtiers would ascend from the vicinity of the baths to the 

terrace. 

                                                
1096 Bury, ‘The Great Palace’, BZ 21 (1912) 210-225, at 221. Bury cites a text from De 
cer. I, 64 to argue that the Thermastra was immediately adjacent to the Lausiakos. It is 
argued here that the Thermastra was immediately adjacent to the staircase of Lausiakos, 
since the latter was the means by which the Lausiakos communicated with the 
Justinianos, on an upper terrace.  
1097 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) 120. 
1098 A less plausible explanation is that a lower level of the Thermastra communicated 
with the Mystic Phiale of the Triconch at a level below that of the Mosaic Peristyle. 
Certainly, the basement corridor of the Peristyle lies between the locations for the 
Thermastra and Sigma that have been proposed above. This possibility concurs with 
Bury, who proposed that the Thermastra lay beneath the Eidikon. However the latter 
must have lain at either 21 or 26 m., and therefore a level immediately beneath it would 
place the Thermastra at the same level as the Chrysotriklinos, not below it. See Bury, 
‘The Great Palace,’ (1912) 220-23. It should be noted that there is no definite 
archaeological evidence associated with the Thermastra or the Mystic Phiale, nor of 
basement rooms west of the basement corridor. It seems dubious, therefore, to associate 
the latter with the means of communication between the Covered Hippodrome, 
Thermastra and Mystical Phiale of the Sigma. This has implications for the levels of the 
Hemicycle/Sigma and Triconch: the lower level may well have lain at close to 26 m. It 
should finally be noted that Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini associates the basement 
passages south of the Peristyle Courtyard with a small bath complex. See Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 217:  

A fianco del lato sud, invece, le rovine di una grossa sala si attestavano, io 
credo, al di sopra di un piccolo complesso di bagni. Tutto ciò sempre a 
livello della terrazza a 26 metri sul livello del mare, il secondo livello del 
Palazzo Superiore. 
[Instead, along the flank of the southern side stood the ruins of a large 
room above a small bathing complex. All of this is at the terrace level of 
26 m. above sea level, the lower level of the Upper Palace. (author’s 
translation)] 
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The first Thermastra, that one identified by Guilland with the Balniarias mentioned in a 

passage of the Book of Ceremonies,1099 if the name was originally associated with a Late 

Antique bath complex, can be understood better through reference to the building 

typology of high-status Roman domestic baths such as those of Piazza Armerina and the 

Palace of Antiochus, which consisted of a nucleus of vaulted and centrally planned, 

often polygonal or polylobate domed structures. It is extremely unlikely, in the absence 

of comparanda, that the Thermastra can be reconstructed either as part of the Baths of 

Zeuxippus, an entirely public complex, nor as a basement of the Daphne Palace, as 

proposed by Guilland and Labarte.1100 According to a typical baths typology, the only 

substructures would consist of hypocausts, cisterns and pipework, and other servicing 

structures, typically of a low clearance height. It is relevant that the Book of 

Ceremonies, refers to the kandidatoi standing in the [Covered] Hippodrome beyond the 

door of the ‘toilets of the baths’ – perhaps these were also associated with the complex 

of the Thermastra, at the level of the Covered Hippodrome.1101 

 

 (x) Location of Thermastra 

The location of the Thermastra of the Upper Palace can only be roughly determined. It 

was, as the above discussion suggests, adjacent to the Covered Hippodrome, the 

Lausiakos and the Apse, and was on the route between the Covered Hippodrome and 

the Consistorium, which is considered, on the basis of the sources, to be to the north-

east of the Daphne Palace.1102 The relation of Thermastra and Lausdiakos is suggested 

by a passage in a chapter in the Book of Ceremonies entitled ‘On May 11th, the chariot-

racing for the anniversary of this God-guarded and imperial City is conducted as 

follows: 

Then the master of ceremonies leads in the thessarios and stands him inside the 
door which leads in from the Thermastra to the Lausiakos Hall.1103  
 

This may assist in placing the Thermastra in the area west of the western corridor of 

Area ‘G’ south of the Mosaic Peristyle, together with which it was probably situated 

                                                
1099 Moffatt, BOC, II, 52, 699, 701. 
1100 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) Ch. 7, ‘Le Thermastra,’ 120-129, cf. 
122. Guilland interprets the Thermastra as a long passage, situated under the passage of 
Daphne, that toponymically acquired its name from an adjacent palace bath complex. 
1101 Moffatt, BOC, II, 51, 699 (τῶν χρειῶν τῆς βαλνιαρίας). 
1102 See, for example, Moffatt, BOC, I, 1; I, 46: Vogt, Cér., I, 1; II, 55. 
1103 Moffatt, BOC, I, 70, 340 = Vogt, Cér., II, 79, 143. 
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south-east of the Daphne Palace, and east of the Covered Hippodrome. If the Hemicycle 

were located east of the Daphne Palace, and the Consistorium were located north-east of 

it, then the Thermastra must have been located to the south of these structures. This 

would place the baths close to the Mosaic Peristyle, although a cryptoporticus under the 

Daphne may still have been given the toponym of ‘Thermastra,’ as Guilland 

speculated.1104 Furthermore, the cistern discovered by the St. Andrews excavations to 

underly the south-western arm of the peristyle, and to predate it, suggests the possible 

presence of a baths complex in the vicinity. Finally, if the last stage of the Mosaic 

Peristyle were associated with the transformation of the Apse by Theoctistus in the late 

ninth century under the regent Theodora (the widow of Theophilus), then it is possible 

that part or all of the remaining bath complex was the bath building described as being 

restored by him: 

Now the Logothete records that Theoctistus, secure in his favor with 
Theodora, built himself a palace with a bath and a park in the Apse, a 
place inside the enclosure of the Great Palace.1105  

 
The complex of buildings located at 26 m. to the east of the Daphne Palace (Mosaic 

Peristyle, Hemicycle, and probably Thermastra) would have provided ready access to 

the buildings constructed by Theophilus, which were presumably the living quarters of 

his widow. 

 

A sectional explication of this area, suggested by both the texts, and the archaeological 

evidence, is that the Covered Hippodrome, at perhaps around 24 to 26 m., was adjacent 

to the Thermastra, which lay to its east. The latter in turn communicated with the north-

south corridor to the west of the Mosaic Peristyle, through which the latter was 

accessed, again at about 26 m., and which led to the south to the staircase of Lausiakos 

connecting between the Lower and Upper Palaces, and descending 10 m., according to 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s hypothesized levels. The basement corridor may have 

                                                
1104 Guilland, Études I (Berlin, Amsterdam, 1969) ‘Le Thermastra’: 122. 
1105 W. J. Treadgold, ‘The Chronological Accuracy of the “Chronicle” of Symeon the 
Logothete for the Years 813-845,’ DOP 33 (1979) 157-197 at 192-3. 
Treadgold dates Theoctistus’ building to about 844. The other strong candidate for 
responsibility for the marble pavement phase of the St. Andrews peristyle site is of 
course Theophilus (829-842), the husband of Theodora. The reference to Theoctistus 
may primarily refer to Theodora’s chief minister taking up residence in the complex 
renovated by Theophilus. If (as Dark and Westbrook argue in a forthcoming paper) the 
marble pavement phase of the Mosaic Peristyle site is attributable to Theophilus, then it 
would be understandable that the supposed consort of Theodora should choose her late 
husband’s recently renovated and rebuilt complex as his residence. 
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played a role in this route (see above). To the north of the Covered Hippodrome, the 

Daphne Palace stood on two known levels, the upper level communicating with the 

Daphne Courtyard, and the Kathisma by means of a spiral staircase.1106 As noted above, 

it is likely that the Thermastra was laid out on one level, although there may have been 

substructures to establish terraces, but also to accommodate service functions, such as 

stores and service areas.  

 

As noted above, a route from the Covered Hippodrome by way of the Thermastra led to 

the Mystic Phiale on the lower level of the Sigma, suggesting the possibility that this 

courtyard was possibly located at the same level as the Mosaic Peristyle and the 

Covered Hippodrome, rather than on a level below. This would enable the Sigma to 

effectively serve as one of the means of entry into the Daphne Palace, communicating 

between the two primary levels of the Upper Palace.1107 As shown in the Daphne Palace 

map (D4-E4), it is proposed that a north-south passage, at the level of the upper floor of 

Daphne, thus perhaps 1.2-1.5 m. above the level of the Chalkê courtyard, ran south as 

far as the Hemicycle, giving access to the upper level and to the Daphne Palace. A 

lower level, at approximately 26 m., connected with the ‘street’ running east-west north 

of the north wall of the Mosaic Peristyle and, by means of the area of the Thermastra, 

with the Covered Hippodrome.  

                                                
1106 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’, Bizantinistica II (2000) 221, 223-
4. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, as noted above, has located these levels at 32 and 26 
m. However the mention in the Book of Ceremonies of stairs descending from the 
Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, and further stairs descending from the rostrum of the 
Consistorium to its hall suggest firstly a socle to the Daphne palace, as discussed above, 
and secondly, a level change between the Delphax and the Makrona. A further piece of 
evidence is the determination of a level of 30.35 m. for the surviving pavement of the 
Chalkê courtyard. These pieces of evidence suggest that the the upper level of Daphne 
was a minimum of 32.5 m., and possibly higher. See also Moffatt, BOC, I, 86. 
1107 As discussed above, this sectional understanding is, however, at odds with a 
reference in the Book of Ceremonies (Moffatt, BOC, I, 64) to patricians ascending from 
Thermastra to the Diatarikion of the Chrysotriklinos.  
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III. Conclusion: The topography of the early Great Palace. 

 

In Part Two, the evidence has been considered for the various known districts of the 

Great Palace, in seeking to adduce the topography of the early Great Palace. As was 

noted above (Part One, Introduction), an understanding of the topography of Daphne 

Palace must remain partial, given the lack of textual and archaeological evidence. 

Nevertheless, it has been argued here that it is possible to establish a plausible 

hypothesis for the general disposition of most elements of the Palace, and on the basis 

both of textual and archaeological evidence, and the study of architectural precedents 

and analogues, to identify the probable architectural character and typology of the early 

Great Palace, comprising the Daphne Palace at its core, the late sixth- to early seventh-

century complex of the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall to its east, the identity of 

which is still unconfirmed, the area of the Chalkê Gate and Guards’ District to its north, 

and the Chrysotriklinos and the Pharos Terrace to the south. In Appendix I, an argument 

is set forth for the location of the first Tzykanisterion and House of Marina, based upon 

a proposed position for the Nea Ekklesia. The architectural basis for the reconstruction 

of the early Palace proposed in this thesis is presented in Appendix II. 

 

In Part One, II, 1, reference was made to the precedents and analogues of the Great 

Palace. In several notable examples, certain identifiable building features my be 

identified. Thus, in the retirement palaces at Gamzigrad and Split, external fortified 

walls established the primary character of the Palace. Secondly, in examples as diverse 

as Diocletian’s Palace at Split, the Lateran Palace in Rome, and the Palace of 

Charlemagne in Aachen, one notes the existence of monumental passages raised up 

above ground level to facilitate the movement of processions by emperors, popes and 

their retinues. These raised walkways formed a primary element in the appearance of 

the palace in relation to the city, or in the case of Split, the harbour beyond. In the Great 

Palace, such raised walkways are known to have existed on the western flank – the 

Aerial Passages of Marcian, and to the north – the Anabasion of Chalkê, and the 

Diabatika of the Magnaura. The Passages of the 40 Martyrs were probably located 

above a high wall on the eastern flank. Additionally, a long passage, the Makron, 

formed part of the route from the Chalkê Gate to the Upper Palace. That the Makron 

was indeed a passage, rather than a room, is suggested by the use of the Greek title 

‘Makron’ for the long passage in the Roman Lateran Palace which, according to 

Luchterhand, was built in emulation of the Great Palace. In the following passage from 
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the Book of Ceremonies, the emperor dismounts at the Gate of the Lights or Lychni 

(thus Regia): 

From there, escorted by everyone as previously described, he goes through 
the curtains as far as the inner great door of the Exkoubita, where the 
appointment of the skribones takes place, and he dismounts there and goes 
through the Exkoubita in front of the three doors of the Consistory.1108  

 

Thus, there may have also been an open space, perhaps a long courtyard, between the 

Curtains and the Lychni–Regia. Such a space appears to have existed to the north-west 

of the guards’ quarter (See Daphne Palace map). As the emperor was the only person 

permitted to ride this far into the palace, this action was an expression of his power and 

authority. A second possibility is that the Makrona was brick-paved but roofed and 

secure passage directly connecting to the core of the palace.  

 

The form and typology of other elements of the early Great Palace has here been 

suggested by analogy with other palaces. Thus both the palatial villas of Maxentius on 

via Appia outside Rome, and at Piazza Armerina, combine the elements of peristyle 

courtyard, raised xystus with apsidal ends overlooking the courtyard, and monumental 

apsidal hall forming the focus on the xystus. A similar arrangement appears to have 

existed in the Great Palace, with the portico of the Great Triclinium being raised above 

the courtyard of Delphax, the latter having probably existed as a peristyle configuration. 

Its early name of Delphax (Delphikos) may refer to the columns brought from Delphi 

for its construction. While there is some ambiguity as to whether the title ‘Great 

Triclinium’ refers to the Augusteous or the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita, as argued 

above it is proposed that the name refers to the latter, perhaps the largest hall of Late 

Antiquity. The form of the Sigma and Triconch is suggested by the similarity between 

the textual description of it and the earlier Sigma and Triconch in Piazza Armerina. 

While it appears undeniable that the ninth-century Emperor Theophilus had a major role 

in renovating and reconstructing the complex, it has been argued here that it is probable 

that a similar structure existed prior to Theophilus, as is suggested by the apparently 

Late Antique typology, the relationship of the complex to the north-south passage, and 

the function of the Hemicycle as a means of communication between the two levels, 

possibly at 26 and 31 m., of the Upper Palace.1109  

                                                
1108 Moffatt, BOC, I, 10, 84 = Vogt, Cér., I, 10, 75-6. 
1109 Also, as noted above, a reference in the Book of Ceremonies (Moffatt, BOC, I, 70 =  
Vogt, Cér., II, 79)  mentions the Triconch. De cer. I, 70 was attributed by Bury to the 
reign of Justinian II (685-695; 705-711) or Leo III (717-741), thus prior to the reign of 
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It is clear that the Upper Palace was transformed in certain elements over the course of 

its existence. Thus, notably, the Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall (identified here with 

the Apse), probably built in the late sixth or early seventh century, replaced an earlier 

complex possibly built by Justinian I, and was itself transformed at a later date into a 

structure with enclosed halls, and marble paving. The Sigma and Triconch with 

associated buildings forms a possible late addition or renovation to an Early Byzantine 

complex containing a hemicycle (as noted above, the hemicycle was mentioned prior to 

the reign of Theophilus). The Chapel of St. Stephen was added in the fifth century, 

while the first mention of the Consistorium is in the late fifth century, although this does 

not confirm that it was also an addition. The original core would appear to have been 

the Hall and Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, the Delphax, or Tribunal, the Augusteous 

and associated apartments, the Octagon, passage of St. Stephen, court of Daphne, and 

Kathisma. This core would have remained largely hidden from the city by its western 

flanking walls, but for its domes and the high roof of the Great Triklinos. Along with 

the changes and additions to the fabric of the Daphne Palace, were presumably also 

changes to the functions of the various buildings. 

 

While the reconstruction of the early Great Palace proposed here differs in certain 

respects from that of Kostenec, underlying both our hypotheses is the conclusion that, 

within the Great Palace, there was a continuity in respect of what could be described as 

the tradition of the classical within the period covered in this thesis. This conclusion 

accords with Averil Cameron’s analysis of the persistence of classical elements in elite 

culture within Early Byzantine society.1110 Nonetheless, it contrasts with the evidence 

elsewhere of the disappearance of classical architectural types, such as the peristyle 
                                                                                                                                          
Theophilus. Furthermore, Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini cites the reference in 
Cedrenus to a ‘semi-circle’ in the palace at the time of Empress Eirine (797-802). E. 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Der byzantinische Kaiserpalast im 8. Jahrhundert. Die 
Topographie nach den Schriftquellen’, in: C. Stiegemann et al. (eds.) 799. Kunst und 
Kultur der Karolingerzeit (1999) 123-129 127, citing Cedr., Hist. Comp. 31.14-19:  

…die Schätze, die unter den Marmorwänden im Halbkreis, nun Sigma 
genannt, versteckt waren…  
[…the treasures that were hidden under the marble walls of the semi-
circle, now called Sigma… (author’s translation)] 

1110 Av. and A. Cameron, ‘Christianity and Tradition in the Historiography of the Late 
Empire,’ and Av. Cameron, ‘The Artistic Patronage of Justin II,’ in Av. Cameron, 
Continuity and Change in Sixth-Century Byzantium (London: Variorum, 1981) III, 316-
328 and XII, 62-84. For the late sixth-century emperor Justin II, Cameron cites among 
his works his ‘numerous statues’, his central-plan Chrysotriklinos, a hippodrome, public 
baths and palaces including one with extensive mosaics at the Sophianae harbour. He 
also commenced a great column near the Zeuxippus, which was incomplete at his death. 
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villa, cultural forms, economic structures and patterns of life. Within this thesis, the 

iconicity of the classical forms surviving within the Great Palace has been argued to be 

significant, and probably intentional, the consequence of a desire to associate later 

emperors with the legitimating origin of Rome.  

 

Finally, the suggested appearance of the Great Palace contradicts differs from earlier 

reconstructions (for example, by Ebersolt) in which its layout was depicted as being 

entirely consonant, that is to say as forming an organic, unified whole. This could not 

have been the case, not least because of the successive expansions and rebuildings of 

what was probably always a difficult complex to maintain. Similarly, it differs from 

other characterizations of the Palace as essentially dispersed and park-like. The early 

Great Palace, like its analogues, the Lateran and Aachen Palaces, but also like the 

earlier Palaces of Maxentius on via Appia, of Galerius at Thessalonica and Gamzigrad, 

and to a lesser extent, the Palace of Diocletian at Split, was composed of discrete, 

coherent architectural elements and groups that were assembled together, often in an 

apparently awkward manner, in support of the primary role of the Palace – the framing 

of the emperor and his court in the course of the recurrent rituals that constituted the 

primary purpose and representational medium of the Court. It was, therefore, 

profoundly different in nature to the reconstructions of ancient Roman palaces by 

Renaissance and Baroque architects, in which an formal organicity formed the primary 

focus of the composition. It has been argued here that the focus in the Great Palace was 

instead upon the iconicity of the ‘stations’ that formed the spatial and representational 

setting for the performance of Court ritual – monumental gates, grand passages, 

representational courtyards, porticoes intended to frame the monarchs and their retinue 

(as depicted in the Ravenna Palatium mosaic), lavishly decorated mosaics and frescoes, 

and spatial set-pieces like the Hall of Nineteen Akkoubita. 

 

This thesis does not claim to have solved all the myriad problems of interpretation of 

the Great Palace topography – in many cases, the evidence does not permit a definitive 

resolution. However it is argued that something of the architectural character of the 

Palace, as a development of Late Antique high-status ‘show palaces,’ in Mathews’ 

terminology, and as a model for emulation by European monarchs, has been further 
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established through this study.1111 The long-disappeared Great Palace which, as 

suggested by its fragmentary evidence, formed a vitally important missing link between 

the architectural practices of Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages, warrants on-going, 

and sustained, archaeological investigation and architectural analysis. 

  

                                                
1111 The term is taken from the title of a recent paper by Thomas Mathews: ‘The “Show 
Palaces” of Constantinople and Hagia Sophia,’ in E. Jeffreys (ed.), Proceedings of the 
21st International Congress of Byzantine Studies (London, 2006) 241. 
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Appendix I  Areas adjacent to the Great Palace 

 

I.1 Buildings immediately west and north-west of the Great Palace: Diippion area; 

Regia; Milion; Baths of Zeuxippus, and Hippodrome, and their Relationship to the 

Great Palace (figs.  160-200) 

 

I.1.1. Introduction 

The area to the west of the Chalkê Gate of the Great Palace (fig. 160) has attracted 

considerable topographical interpretation, notably by Labarte, Ebersolt, Guilland, and 

Mango in his seminal dissertation of 1959 on the Chalkê gate. More recently, Bardill1 

and Berger2 have contributed valuable studies of the area. The material evidence for the 

areas west of the Great Palace is more substantial than for other areas within its 

boundaries. Archaeological excavations and surveys have revealed a number of 

significant structures, notably in all probability the Milion, elements of the Augusteion, 

structures that are possibly part of a gate to a pathway leading north (the Steps of 

Athyr?), the remains of the Baths of Zeuxippus (possibly Casson’s Building 1 and 

certainly Building 2) and those of a large palace complex to the west of the 

Hippodrome, probably the Palace of Antiochus. In addition, there are eye-witness 

accounts, most significantly that of Gilles, or Gyllius, and an important view of the 

Church of St. Sophia, in the Freshfield Folio.3 In this chapter, I will discuss these 

elements in relation to the topography of the Great Palace for the purpose of clarifying 

its limits and urban context. 

 

Much of the area in the vicinity of the Chalkê Gate apparently formed a cohesive 

district of administrative buildings and formal public spaces. This included the ‘House 

of Ares,’ argued here to be the the headquarters of the master of the offices (magister 

officiorum) and the quarters of the Scholae Palatinae, the Regia, and the Melete Gate 

leading into the Augusteion. It was bordered on the south by the Baths of Zeuxippus. To 

the west of the Augusteion was the Milion, used as the marker of distances to 

Constantinople, but the original function of which remains unknown.4 Further to the 

                                                
1 Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausus’ (1997) 67-95. 
2 See in Particular: A. Berger, ‘Regionen und Straßen im frühen Konstantinopel’, Ist. 
Mitt. 47 (1997) 349-414; idem, ‘Streets and Public Spaces in Constantinople,’ DOP 54 
(2000) 161-172. 
3 Freshfield Folio, Trinity College Library, Cambridge University. 
4 Mango, The Brazen House (1959) 47-48. 
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west was the the Basilica Stoa, below part of which was the still-extant Basilican cistern 

(Yerebatan Sarayı).5 Perhaps to the south of this complex was the Octagon.6 

 

I.1.2. Early and eye-witness views and accounts of the area. 

 

The area west of the Great Palace was described in an image of ca. 1530-50 by 

Vavassore, and in an image by Panvinio of 1600 (figs. 161-64). These views appear to 

be dependent upon an earlier, fifteenth century view by an unknown artist, possibly 

Gentile Bellini, who was commissioned to work for a period for Sultan Mehmet II in 

post-conquest Constantinople.7 The views by Vavassore and Panvinio show the 

Hippodrome, its monuments, and surrounding buildings, including the carceres, and the 

buildings to its north and west. In 1553, Pieter Coecke van Aelst compiled drawings he 

had made on a visit to Constantinople into a woodcut representation of the Hippodrome 

area entitled ‘Procession of Süleyman the Magnificent through the Hippodrome’ (fig. 

165).8 The accuracy of the latter woodcut is questionable, but it does represent the 

colonnade of the Sphendone prior to its removal under Sultan Ahmet I (r. 1603-17). The 

same area is depicted from a distance, but with apparently greater accuracy, by 

Melchior Lorichs in his great Panorama of Constantinople of 1559 (fig. 166).9 In 

                                                
5 Op. cit. 48-51 
6 Loc. cit. See also: Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos.’ In a recent article, I set out an argument 
for the topography of the city between the Forum of Constantine I, and the Chalkê Gate, 
and locate the two praetoria of the City Prefect and the Praetorian Prefect. See N. 
Westbrook, ‘An Emperor cowering behind Protective Walls: the Destruction of 
Buildings in the Great Palace Precinct and their Subsequent Rebuilding,’ paper 
presented to the Seventh Annual Conference of the Australian Early Medieval 
Association (AEMA): ‘Courage And Cowardice,’ 18-19 November 2010, The 
University of Western Australia (submitted for publication in JAEMA 2012). 
7 On the question of the model for these views, see I. Manners, ‘Constructing the Image 
of a City: The Representation of Constantinople in Christopher Buondelmonti’s Liber 
Insularum Archipelagi’, Annals of the Association of American Geographers 87/1 
(2004) 72-102. 
8 ‘Pieter Coecke van Aelst: Procession of Suleyman the Magnificent through the 
Hippodrome (28.85.7a),’ in Heilbrunn Timeline of Art History. (NY: The Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, 2000–) http://www.metmuseum.org/toah/works-of-art/28.85.7a  
(October 2006); E. J. Grube, et al. ‘Art Treasures of Turkey,’ The Metropolitan Museum 
of Art Bulletin 26/ 5 (January, 1968); S. Boorsch  and N. M. Orenstein. ‘The Print in the 
North: The Age of Albrecht Dürer and Lucas van Leyden,’ The Metropolitan Museum 
of Art Bulletin 54/ 4 (Spring, 1997). 
9 Lorichs Panorama: C. Mango and S. Yerasimos (eds.) Melchior Lorichs’ Panorama of 
Istanbul 1559, (Istanbul: Ertug and Kocabiyik) 1999; E. Fischer, with E. J. Bencard and 
M. B. Rasmussen and a contribution by M. Iuliano, Melchior Lorck, four vols., cf. vol. 
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addition, there is the sixteenth-century view towards the north and east of the 

Hippodrome in the Freshfield Folio (figs. 167-69). Bardill has noted the apparently 

large building which is shown in the latter view, to the left of Hagia Sophia.10 He 

examines various possibilities for its identity, noting that it could not be St. Euphemia, 

as this church, converted from the central reception hall of the Palace of Antiochus was, 

he argues, no longer standing at the time of the Album’s creation,11 and distinguishing it 

from the ‘Palace of Constantine’ (which he suggests may have been an exedra, part of 

the portico of the Mesê on its southern side) shown in various sixteenth century maps, 

such as the bird’s-eye view of Istanbul by Braun and Hogenberg, first printed in 1572.12 

In this chapter, the identity of this building will be argued, in support of Bardill’s 

interpretation, to be that of St. John Diippion.  

 

The structures shown in the view by Braun and Hogenberg are recalled in specific eye-

witness views. Bardill cites the report of John Sanderson of 1594: 

At the end of this place, towards the Sofia, ar also to be seene certayne 

ruins of a great circle of a theator which was ther, where the people satt to 

see the playes and pastims that ther weare shewed. Nowe it is a place 

where in the lions and other animalls of the Great Turke ar kept.13 

Here Sanderson appears to conflate the ruins of the Hippodrome (or of the baths) with 

the building used as a menagerie, unless the ruins of the carceres were also used for that 

                                                                                                                                          
4: ‘The Constantinople prospect,’ P. Spring and D. Marnorstein (transl.) (Copenhagen: 
The Royal Library, Vandkunsten, 2009). 
10 Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos’ (1997) 67-95. For the Freshfield Folio, see: E. H. 
Freshfield, ‘Some Sketches made in Constantinople in 1574,’ BZ (1929/30) 519-522 
and plate II; idem, ‘Notes on a Vellum Album containing some Original Sketches of 
Public Buildings and Monuments Drawn by a German Artist who visited 
Constantinople in 1574,’ Archaeologia (Oxford: Society of Antiquaries, 1922) 87-104 
and plates 15-23; R. H. W. Stichel, ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen nahe der Hagia Sophia und 
die Curia Justinians am Augusteion in Constantinople,’ Architectura 30 (Münich: 
Deutschen Kunstverlag, 2000) 1-25. 
11 Bardill’s opinion may be questioned, as there is a very large, central-plan building 
depicted in the Lorichs Panorama in approximately the location on the skyline that St. 
Euphemia would have occupied. 
12 Braun and Hogenberg, Civitates Orbis Terrarum, 1572 (Hebrew University of 
Jerusalem). 
13 W. Foster (ed.) The Travels of John Sanderson in the Levant 1584-1602 with his 
Auto- biography and Selections from his Correspondence, (The Haklyt Society 67, 
Series 2, London, 1931) in Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos,’ fn. 138. Foster may be referring 
here to the general area of the carceres, still probably partially intact, prior to the 
building works of Sultan Ahmet. The rhinoceros, depicted by the Freshfield artist in two 
sheets, may also have been kept in this area. 
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purpose, if indeed they still existed at the time.14 Other visitors made reference to the 

‘Palace of Constantine.’ Nicolas de Nicolay, in a passage on the antiquities of the city 

refers to ‘…the pallace of Conftantin the great, her firft reftorer, which ioyneth to the 

walles neare vnto the corner which is towards the Weft.’15 However this is an altogether 

different site – its title a late misapprehension. The structure to which de Nicolay refers 

is the so-called Tekfur Saray, a small Late-Byzantine palace to the north-west of the 

city, which was constructed, probably in several stages, between the tenth and 

fourteenth centuries.16 Müller-Wiener associates this palace’s rich brick decoration with 

Byzantine buildings of the thirteenth century, and it is generally interpreted as an 

imperial palace from the final period of Byzantine rule in the city. 

 

Another visitor, Fynes Morrison, also made reference to the ‘Palace of Constantine’: 

This city (as Rome) is said to contain Seven Hills, or mounts, within the 

walls: whereof some to me seemed imaginary; but I will reckon them as 

they do. And first begin with the hill, upon which stands the ruins of 

Constantine’s Palace. The second has the stately Mosque (or Turkish 

Church) built upon the Palace, which of old belonged to the Greek 

Patriarch.17 

 

Despite Morrison having lodged within Constantinople, it is uncertain as to whether he 

actually saw the ruins of the Palace he mentions, although they would certainly have 

been visible in certain areas. Morrison has perhaps followed Pierre Gilles (Gyllius) in 

locating Constantine’s Palace on the first of Constantinople’s supposed seven hills, a 

geographical exaggeration which apparently followed the example of Rome. Finally, 

there is the account of Pierre Gilles himself, who noted various surviving remains in the 

vicinity, posthumously recorded in his study of the topography of Constantinople.18 In 

                                                
14 Mango, Brazen House, (1959), fn. 45, 158. Mango suggests that the description by 
Sanderson may refer to the ruins of the Carceres.  
15 Nicolas de Nicolay, The Nauigations into Turkie, London 1585 (Da Capo Press 
Theatrum Orbis Terrarum Ltd. Amsterdam, New York, 1968). 
16 Personal communication with Ken Dark. Dark will discuss this issue in a forthcoming 
report. 
17 Fynes Morrison, Itinerary, London 1617, in K. Parker (ed.), Early Modern Tales of 
Orient (London 1999) 140. His reference to the mosque of Mehmet being built upon the 
Patriarchal Palace may refer to the brief period in which the Church of the Holy 
Apostles served as the Patriarchal Church, prior to its demolition for the Fatih Mosque. 
18 Pierre Gilles, De topographia Constantinopoleos et de illius antiquitatibus libri 
quatuor Topography of Constantinople and Its Antiquities in Four Books (Lyon, 1561; 
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particular, Gilles described the structures and monuments of the Hippodrome. After the 

building works of Sultan Ahmet I (r. 1603-1617), many of the structures seen by these 

visitors had simply disappeared, removed to make way for new structures, or used for 

their building material. 

 

I.1.3 The church, and area of St. John Diippion  

(Figs. 167-69, Daphne Palace map, D3, and Archaeology mao, D3) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

In this section it will be argued that sixteenth-century drawings may be used, in 

conjunction with archaeological evidence, in order to contribute to the understanding of 

the site of the lost Church of St. John Diippion. This building is known to have been 

located near the entrance gates of the Hippodrome, and the the Chalkê Gate, the 

principal entrance of the Great Palace.19 This church, it will be argued, was located on a 

site north of the present-day Kaiser Wilhelm fountain, north of At Meidan in Istanbul, 

and near the alignment of Divan Yolu Caddesi (see context map). Identifying the site of 

St. John Diippion would assist in the clarification of the topography of the Great Palace. 

 

The Church of St. John the Theologian, or St. John of the Diippion, the latter name 

toponymic,20 , appears in the Book of Ceremonies as one of the churches near to the 

Great Palace which the emperors visited on the saint’s name day. The church would 

appear to have survived for over a century after the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople 

in 1453. The Book of Ceremonies makes clear that the church, and its quarter, were 

important elements in relation to both the Palace and the Hippodrome. However, there 

is no archaeological evidence that may confidently ascribed to the church, and we are 

only left with chronicle and eye-witness accounts, and graphical representations – the 

aerial views of Vavassore, Panvinio and the sixteenth century Ottoman artist, Matrakçı 

Nasuh, which provide vague information, because of their inaccuracy, the view of the 

north side of the Hippodrome and the church of St. Sophia in the Freshfield folio in 

Trinity College Cambridge, by a sixteenth century German artist (see below), and a 
                                                                                                                                          
Leiden, 1661). K. Byrd (transl.), Pierre Gilles’ Constantinople. A Modern English 
Translation (New York: Ithaca Press, 2008).  
19 C. Mango, ‘Le Diippion. Étude Historique et Topographique’, ‘Le Diippion. Étude 
historique et topographique’, Revue des études byzantines 8 (1950) 152-161 at 154 ff. 
20 The name derives from its location to the north of the Carceres of the Hippodrome, 
where a statuary group of two horses may have stood in antiquity.  For explanations of 
the toponym, see Mango, ‘Diippion’, 153-54. 
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distant view of the same area in the Panorama of Constantinople by Melchior Lorck, or 

Lorichs. 

 

 (ii) Topographical Interpretations for St. John Diippion  

Mango and Guilland have both provided textually-based topographical arguments for 

the location of the Church of St. John Diippion (otherwise known as St. John the 

Theologian).. In an early article, Mango located the church on the ‘left side’ of the 

Mese’ and north-east of the Hippodrome, and in two later publications, argued that the 

circular reception room to the north-east of the Palace of Antiochus – which he 

identified as part of the Palace of Lausos – was converted into the Church of St. Phocas, 

later renamed as that of St. John Diippion.,21 Guilland’s proposed location, to the north 

of the Mesê and west of the Hippodrome, rests upon slim literary evidence. Guilland 

identifies the western gate into the Hippodrome as the first gate (Protothyron),22 on the 

basis of a reference in the Book of Ceremonies to the factions entering the arena dia tou 

Diippiou kai tou Protothyrou,23 but interprets this passage to mean that the Diippion 

                                                
21 C. Mango, ‘Le Diippion. (1951) . Mango cites Ottoman documents and an aerial view 
which suggest the presence of a menagerie located between the Palace of Ibrahim Pasha 
and the Firuz Aga Mosque. He associates this with the menagerie on the site of the 
Church of St. John Diippion. This attributed location is further specified in his 
topographical work on Constantinople and a short summarizing article. See C. Mango, 
Le développement urbain de Constantinople, IVe - VIIe siècles. Réimpression conforme 
à l'édition de 1985 augmentée d'addenda de l'auteur, Travaux et mémoires du Centre de 
recherche d'histoire et civilisation de Byzance. Monographies, 2 (Paris: De Boccard, 
1990) 58-59; idem, ‘The development of Constantinople as an urban centre’, 17th 
International Byzantine Congress, Main Papers (New Rochelle, 1986) reprinted in C. 
Mango (ed.), Studies on Constantinople, Variorum Collected Studies Series: CS394, 
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 1993) I, 127-28. 
22 Guilland, Études (1969) 393.  
23 Moffatt, BOC, I, 70, 341 = Vogt, Cer. II, 143: 

Both factions take their horses away to the Hippodrome and lead them in 
through the Diippion and the First Gate and parade them, reciting the customary 
chants as far as the Sphendone (author’s emphasis: the text refers to two gates).  
 

Guilland’s conclusion that the First Gate (Protothyros) and the location of Diippion are 
on the same (western) side of the Hippodrome is thus unsustainable. Additionally, since 
the ceremony was intended as a public spectacle, would it not have greater dramatic 
impact if the opposing factions, with their coloured costumes and horses decorated with 
regalia, entered from both main gates? The eastern gate may well have been referred to 
as Diippion because a well-known church of that name was located next to it. At any 
rate, this passage is inconclusive in establishing the location of the area and Church of 
Diippion. Guilland’s declaration that, in relation to the ceremony for the races of 
Lupercal, the municipal officials entered the Hippodrome from Diippion and proceeded 
down the left flank of the course, the Diippion must be on the western side, must also be 
treated with skepticism. Guilland, Études (1969) 394-5, citing De cer., I, 73, 366-7. 
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was thus on the western side of the carceres of the Hippodrome. However, this passage 

seems to refer to two gates – the Diippion and the Protothyron – the Blues entering from 

one gate and the Greens from another. On the basis of Byzantine sources, Guilland 

notes that a horse relay station was located in the region of the Diippion – presumably 

stabling for replacement horses – and that the original name for this quarter was 

Hexahippion (six horses), perhaps referring to a statue of two horses (Diippion) near the 

entrance into the Hippodrome, and the Quadriga above the carceres (translated after 

1204 to a location above the entrance to St. Mark’s Cathedral in Venice).24 Guilland 

notes that the emperors would visit the church on September 26, the name day of Saint 

John, and interprets another passage in the Book of Ceremonies,, to mean that one 

passed the Diippion Church when proceeding from the Mesê to the Hippodrome, and 

that therefore the church was south of the Mesê.25 However, it is clear that the Gate of 

Diippion is signified here, not the church. Guilland aligns the Church of Diippion with 

the western end of the carceres. This attribution, presumably based upon the reference 

to the factions entering from Protothyros and Diippion, may also be discounted.26 The 

various references cited by Guilland of prisoners entering the Hippodrome from 

Diippion is also inconclusive, as they could have come from either the praetorium on 

the Mese, or from the Prison of Noumera, to the east of the carceres, which was used to 

incarcerate notable people. However, Guilland’s interpretation of the incident described 

by Choniates concerning the battle between the palace troops of the Empress Regent 

Maria and her son the Emperor Alexios II and forces loyal to the Caesarissa Maria and 

her husband, Renier of Montferrat,27 in which he interprets the the Church of St. John 

Diippion as being to the west of the Milion is, as argued below, plausible. 

 

Another chapter of the Book of Ceremonies records a ceremony where the Eparch, the 

City Prefect, is greeted by the faction of the Blues at the Milion, then by the faction of 

the Greens in front of St. John the Theologian, then at the praetorium.28 What is implied 

here is a procession west along the Mesê, possibly starting at Hagia Sophia (although 

this is not mentioned, the ceremony is to mark Palm Sunday) then proceeding to the 

                                                
24 However another source for the name Diippion may be the pair of horses described as 
having been mounted on the Chalkê Gate (see below, ‘Chalkê’). 
25 Moffatt, BOC, I, 70, 341 = Vogt, Cér., II, 79, 143-44. 
26 This argument is more recently supported by Fouquet (see below, Hippodrome). 
27 H. J. Magoulias (ed. and transl.), O City of Byzantium, Annals of Niketas Choniates 
(Detroit: Wayne Stae University Press, 1984) = Nicetas Choniates, (Bonn, 1835) 306-
09. 
28 Moffatt, BOC, I, 79, 376 = Vogt, II, Cér., 177. 
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Milion, the Church of St. John Diippion to its west, then to the praetorium of the City 

Prefect, close to the Forum of Constantine.29 This praetorium is to be distinguished 

from that of the Master of the Offices (magister officiorum), here proposed, after 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, to be located to the east of the Chalkê Gate at the 

‘House of Anastasius,’ and the praetorium of the Praetorian Prefect, located to the north 

near where Dark and Harris have located the Forum of Leo.30  

 

The church was, according to Patria, located near tthe Imperial Treasury, the Arka.31 

The location of the latter building is unknown, however if the latter could be identified 

with the old treasury of Scholae, this reference might denote a second chapel of St. 

John, as the treasury was located in the vicinity of the Regia Gate, some distance from 

the Chalkê Gate. In Theophanes Continuatus, there is a reference to a church of St. 

John:  

…at the very entrance of the gate called Monothyros, is the most beautiful 

chapel of St. John the Divine, which the Emperor Basil himself built. 32  

 

This reference to, presumably, Basil I (r. 867-886) should, however, indicate that the 

Continuator is referring to another chapel within the Palace grounds, and indeed 

possibly adjacent to the Monothyros of the Eidikon, mentioned in the Book of 

Ceremonies. This is to be distinguished from references to the Monothyros to the north 

of the Palace (see below). 

 

A vital piece of evidence for the location of the church is the location of the Milion. In 

September to October 1952, during excavations for a sewerage channel for the new law 

courts, Mamboury recorded two pairs of columns on bases, backed by a Greenstone 

wall, which he thought might form part of a gate leading to the street of Athyr, in a 

location corresponding approximately to the present day Caferiye Sk. (figs. 170-73 and 

Context map). 33 Mamboury associated these with two column bases found in 1925. The 

column bases he described do in fact align with the western arcade of the forecourt to 

Hagia Sophia, to which the Steps of Athyr led. These would have lain on the northern 
                                                
29 Westbrook, ‘An Emperor cowering behind Protective Walls’ (2010); Bardill, ‘Palace 
of Lausos’ at 84-5 and fn. 81. 
30 K. R. Dark and A. L. Harris, ‘The Last Roman Forum: the Forum of Leo in Fifth-
century Constantinople’, GRBS 48 (2008) 57-69. 
31 Guilland, Études (1969) 394. 
32 Paspates, The Great Palace, 123 and fn. 1. 
33 E. Mamboury, in Mango, Brazen House (1959) Appendix 2. 
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side of the Mesê, at its intersection with the Regia. A later excavation of 1967-8 by 

Firatlı-Ergil uncovered a column which was re-erected by the excavators on its 

foundation wall (fig. 172).34 Given its finely carved mouldings, the column is more 

likely to be the pier of a marble gate or arch. Significantly, a Byzantine sewer line was 

found which was aligned with the Mesê, then deviated to the right, thus indicating the 

alignment of the Regia. The relationship of this construction, and the building 

documented by Mamboury, has not been documented, and is not reflected in any of the 

recent topographical reconstructions of the area. However, we can perhaps imagine it as 

a tetrapylon, as has been hypothesized by Mango, with a colonnaded gate to its east, 

aligned with the Steps of Athyr leading up to the western atrium of Hagia Sophia on, 

presumably, a similar alignment to the present-day Caferiye Sk (figs. 173a and b, 

Context map, Archaeology plan D3 and Daphne Palace plan D3).35  

 

Given this approximate topography, the possible sites for the Church of St. John 

Diippion become reduced. The possible locations of the Diippion north, or strictly 

north-east of the carceres, are limited to a comparatively restricted area by the 

continuation of the Hippodrome to an angled intersection with the Mesê. The site of the 

intersection of the polylobate dining hall to the west of the Hippodrome (probably part 

of the Palace of Antiochus) and the Mesê does not permit the presence of a large 

church, unless one entertains Mango’s association of St. John Diippion with the rotunda 

and apsidal hall excavated on the site, an hypothesis which has more recently been 

contested by Bardill.36 Therefore, the possible sites are the land between the carceres 

and the Mesê, the site of Casson’s Building 1, and the land immediately north of the 

Mesê and west of the proposed site of the Milion. All three sites would appear to be 

congruent with the account of the fight between troops of the Empress and the 

caesarissa. As Guilland notes, there could not have been an interstitial building 

separating the two structures.37 Of the three sites, that to the west of the Milion would 

appear to give the Empress’ troops the greatest advantage. 

 

  

                                                
34 Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 216-8 and fig. 245. 
35 Guilland, Études II (1969) 50. 
36 Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos’ (1997) 67-95 at 89-95. 
37 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 94-96; Guilland, Études (1969) 406. 
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(iii) The Freshfield drawing of the Hippodrome and Hagia Sophia 

A key document for the identification of the Church of St. John Diippion is the drawing 

of the Hippodrome in the Freshfield Collection (figs. 167-69),38 which appears to 

indicate an entirely different level of observation from the views of Vavassore and 

Panvinio, and depicts a structure which could not be confused with the shallowly-

curving carceres structure, the latter perhaps similar, as Humphrey argues, to largely 

intact examples, such as the Circus of the Palace of Maxentius (fig. 174 a and b).39 

Stichel has disputed the value of the Freshfield view as a topographic document, 

however I have argued in a recent article that, on the contrary, its synthetic composition 

may be deconstructed, and valuable topographical information gained.40 The Freshfield 

drawing of the Hippodrome and Hagia Sophia does not describe the vicinity of the 

Augusteion, but rather the area corresponding to what would have been the southern 

face of the former carceres, and the adjacent Church of St. John Diippion. Like 

Sanderson’s description, it also makes reference to the structure being used to 

accommodate lions. An inscription above the structure to the left of Hagia Sophia reads: 

‘Pars Aedificii S. Sophiae ubi nunc leones servantur, Hippodromi latus 

septentrionale.41 It is tempting, but erroneous, to associate, as did Bardill, the church of 

Diippion with the ruinous building depicted in the Freshfield drawing. Analysis of the 

viewshed depicted in the drawing indicates a site at the northern end of the Hippodrome 

site, probably north of the Mesê, and facing the street of Regia to its south.42 

Furthermore, it appears to depict a building that lay to the east, not the west, of the 

Milion, the latter aligned with the Steps of Athyr leading to the forecourt of Hagia 

Sophia, if one associates the Milion with the column bases cited above. (fig. 173).43 

 

                                                
38 Freshfield, ‘Some Sketches,’ 519-522 and Plate II. 
39 J. H. Humphrey, Roman Circuses: Arenas for Chariot Racing (London: Batsford. 
1986). 
40 N. Westbrook and R. van Meeuwen, ‘The Freshfield Drawing of the Hippodrome and 
Hagia Sophia and the Church of St. John Diippion’, Proceedings of the 24th 
International Conference of the Society of Architectural Historians Australia and New 
Zealand, Adelaide, South Australia (2007); N. Westbrook, ‘The Freshfield Folio view 
of the Hippodrome in Istanbul and the Church of St. John Diippion’, in G. Nathan and 
M. J. Jeffreys (eds.), Basilea: Essays on Imperium and Culture Byzantina Australiensa 
17 (Brisbane: AABS, 2011) 231-62. 
41 This may be translated as: ‘Part of the buildings of St. Sophia which now shelters 
lions, Hippodrome north side.’ 
42 Bardill, ‘The Palace of Lausos (1997) 67-95. 
43 Westbrook and van Meeuwen, ‘The Freshfield Drawing of the Hippodrome’ (2007). 
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The Freshfield Folio drawing would appear to have been drawn after the demolition of 

the carceres, which would appear to have disappeared at some period in the fifteenth 

century, as a portion of it is reproduced in the early sixteenth-century Vavassore aerial 

view, thought to be a copy of a fifteenth century drawing, possibly by Gentile Bellini. 

Any surviving portions of the carceres would have lain outside (to the left of) the frame 

of the Freshfield drawing. The question arises as to which location these stalls, and the 

ruined walls shown in the drawing, corresponded. Berger has estimated the total length 

of the Hippodrome stadium, from the inside of the Sphendone to the carceres, to be 

approximately 440 m. (see below: ‘Hippodrome’).44 This places the eastern end of the 

carceres immediately north of the northern porch of the tomb of Sultan Ahmet, and, 

significantly, also in alignment with the eastern boundary of the building remains 

thought by Casson to be the Baths of Zeuxippus (fig. 175-77).45 The arched entrance 

into the Hippodrome would, then, align with a street separating the Baths and the 

Palace. Mango has argued that the Diippion was an open space, or a kind of public 

vestibule, at the threshold of the entrance into the Hippodrome, where contestants in the 

games could mount their horses.46 The name of the place clearly refers to horses. The 

Church of St. John of Diippion was, then, located in the vicinity of this location, and 

close to the Milion. 

 

Of relevance here is the observation by Paspates of building remains on the northern 

side of the Hippodrome, in the garden of a café located there – and, therefore, on the 

site that now continues the present day At Meydanı, and probably near to the foundation 

walls noted above, found near an underground toilet. Paspates noted ‘…foundations of 

Byzantine buildings, constructed as usual of large bricks…’ without giving their 

dimensions, and speculated, almost certainly incorrectly, that this might be the location 

of the Kathisma. This location, corresponding to the northern end of the Hippodrome 
                                                
44 A. Berger, ‘Bemerkungen zum Hippodrom von Konstantinopel,’ Boreas 20 (1997) 5-
15, here 5 and fn. 3:  

Durch einige Sondagen und Grabungen wurden der Verlauf der beiden 
ungefähr längsgerichteten Tribünen und das Ende der südöstlichen 
festgestellt, aus der sich eine innere Länge des Hippodroms von etwa 440 
m und eine Breite zwischen 73 und 79 m ergibt. 
[By some sondages and excavations, the course of the two approximately 
parallel grandstands, and the end of the south-east, were noted, from which 
an internal length of the Hippodrome of some 440 m. and a width between 
73 and 79 m. is given (author’s translation).] 

45 The dimension of 440 m. north (north-east) from the inside of the Sphendone reaches 
a point approximately in alignment with the north (north-east) side of Dalbastı Sokağı. 
46 Mango, ‘Diippion’, (1951) 153. 
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may, more plausibly, be related to either the carceres, structures associated with the 

arcades and shops of the Mesê, or the Church of St. John Diippion.47 (see figs. 178-79 

for hypothetical location of church). 

 

 (iv) The Topography North of the Hippodrome  

 and the Location of the ‘Monothyros’ 
At this point, it is necessary to emphasize a problem with topographical analysis of the 

Sultanahmet district relating to the Palace. The streets have undergone substantial re-

routing, erasure and new insertion since the first survey maps of the city, notably 

Kauffer-Le Chevalier 1807 – fig. 180), and have also changed significantly since the 

first accurate survey maps of the early twentieth century (Contag, Berlin, 1913-14). 

Two major changes to the topography of the area were caused by, firstly, the 

construction of the first Ottoman university (later the Law Courts), which was built over 

the site of a road leading north to the eastern flank of Hagia Sophia, and secondly, the 

extension of At Meydani to the north, and the widening and prologation to the east of 

Divan Yolu Caddesi. A comparison of these maps makes evident that, in the eighteenth 

century, At Meydani only extended as far as the approximate alignment of the present 

street of Dalbastı Sokağı to the east of At Meydanı. A road ran to the east, then dog-

legged to the north, before resuming an eastern direction.48 On the basis of the evidence 

of the recent I.A.M. excavations, notably the location of the west wall of the Chalkê (or 

Scholae) courtyard, it is probable that the Church of Christ Chalkites, thought by Bardill 

to be the second Byzantine church used to house lions (the incorrectly labelled ‘Astane 

Hane’ of the Kauffer-Le Chevalier map) was located west of this dog-leg, and thus 

south of, and adjacent to, the Chalkê Gate - now the site of the former Kaba Sakal 

Medrese.49 In this respect it is significant that Girgin notes the presence in the recent 

                                                
47 Paspates, The Great Palace, 45-46. These remains may coincide with the large 
structures noted by Mamboury in the vicinity. See Mamboury archive: ‘Ruinen süden 
von Hagia Sophia’, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Istanbul. Mamboury himself 
placed a structure, Place de Diippion north of the Hippodrome. See above, 
‘Hippodrome’. 
48 See detail, Kauffer-Le Chevalier map, fig. 130. The 1882 Stolpe plan of Istanbul, a 
revision of his 1865 plan, and including the changes brought about by the construction 
of the railroad, reveals in detail the area in question after the Law Courts building, 
originally the University, was constructed. The map shows the area north of the present-
day Dalbastı Sokağı cleared to present an open view of the new building. See C. Stolpe, 
‘Plan von Konstantinopel…’, (Constantinople: Lorentz and Keil, 1882). 
49 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’ (2000) fig. 2 for 1912 map, See 
also 1919 fire map; C. Mango, Brazen House, 1959, Appendix. In his analysis, Mango 
used an 18th century view towards Hagia Sophia by Willey Reveley for Sir Richard 
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I.A.M. excavations of the remains of an apse, which she associates with a chapel, in the 

southern wall of the Chalkê/Scholae enclosure.50 

 

A second consequence of this different configuration of At Meydani in the early 19th 

century is that the street layout also differed from the present street layout. Furthermore, 

viewshed analysis suggests that the sixteenth century area of At Meidani may have 

resembled that of the eighteenth century. The street alignment discernable in the 1807 

Kauffer-Le Chevalier and 1863 Stolpe maps is compatible with the location of extant 

Ottoman buildings that predate the Freshfield view, such as the Firuz Ağa Mosque, of 

1491, and the Haseki Hürrum baths of 1556. A street ran eastwards, south of the Kaba 

Sakal Medrese, which, together with the Kaba Sakal Mosque located further to the 

south, was probably built in the eighteenth century. It is, then, likely that the 

unidentified structure in the Freshfield view was located to the north of the east-west 

road, and to the north of the present-day At Meydani. 51 

 

As noted above, there is a reference in Theophanes Continuatus to a Chapel of St. John 

near the Monothyros. This Monothyros was certainly within the Palace grounds, and 

should not be confused with either the large arched entrance, probably part of the 

remains of the Hippodrome, to the passage leading south on the Vavassore aerial view, 

or the gate by which, in the description by Nicetas Choniates of the battle between 

forces of the caesarissa and those of the emperor Alexius II Comnenus, in which 

                                                                                                                                          
Worseley in 1786 and a panorama of İstanbul by Cornelius Loos (after 1710). Mango’s 
identification of a ruinous Byzantine church depicted in an 18th century engraving by 
Willey Reveley, included in the Museum Morsleyanum, of a view to the north of Hagia 
Sophia, has recently been disproved by Asutay-Effenberger and Effenberger through 
both textual and viewshed analysis. They attribute the picture to an as-yet unidentified 
Byzantine church. See Neslihan Asutay Effenberger and Arne Effenberger, ‘Zur Kirche 
auf einem Kupferstich von Ǧugas Inciciyan und zum Standort der Chalke-Kirche’, 
Byzantine Zeitschrift vol 97, no 1, Part l, 2004, 51-82 and figs 1-14. 
50 Ç. Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale trouvée dans les Fouilles pres de l'Ancienne Prison 
de Sultanahmet,’ AA 16 (2008) 259-290, here 275-6. However, Berger disputes Mango's 
placement of the church of Christ of John Tzimiskes. On the basis of the sources, he 
places it directly above the gate, and thus facing the Regia. Berger, Untersuchungen zu 
den Patria Konstantinupoleos (1988) 269-70. 
51 There are other consequences as well. The reference to ‘tombs’ in the Kauffer-Le 
Chevalier map refers to an area that is not where the royal tombs are located, but rather 
to the area of Ayasofya Meydanı. In this respect, it is worth noting that there is a small 
Ottoman cemetery on the west of Meydanı, and may have been other cemeteries. At the 
time of the Kauffer-Le Chevalier map, it would appear that the cemetery area was much 
more extensive. 
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Alexios’ soldiers left the Palace in order to enter the Church of St. John.52 It is difficult 

to establish which gate is referred to here – the nearest gate to the Diippion would have 

been the Chalkê vestibule, by the twelfth century probably used as part of a prison. 

There was also a smaller gate – the ‘Iron Gate’ – that gave access to the north of the 

Chalkê courtyard (see Part Two, II.1: ‘Chalkê’). Given the proximity, the gate shown in 

the Vavassore and Panvinio views is probably part of the Hippodrome, and possibly the 

gate of Diippion referred to in the Book of Ceremonies.53 If the ‘first gate’ of 

Protothyros were on the west, as is likely, being closer to the centre of the city, the 

Forum of Constantine, then the Diippion gate would lie to the east. It is erroneous to 

associate it, as Paspates did, with the Monothyros of the Palace, references to which 

probably referred to the Chalke Gate itself, thus a gate with one entrance, rather than the 

triple gates found elsewhere in the Palace.54  

 

Paspates also referred to the Monothyros in relation to then existing structures, such as 

the large retaining wall to the east of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque in the area then known 

as Ak Bughiúk Mahalesí. To the east of Kaba Sakal Sokağı, Paspates noted a Byzantine 

wall with alternating bands of brick and stone, extending south as far as Arasta 

Sokağı.55 This site is immediately north of the area of the street of shops excavated by 

the St. Andrews University teams, and abuts the current I.A.M. excavations in the 

grounds of the Four Seasons Hotel. In this area, Paspates also observed various 

‘Byzantine’ remains, including a ‘small arched doorway’ north of the retaining wall. On 

the western side of this gate were found ‘two marble columns with their bases and 

capitals together with many bricks and fragments of marble without ornament or 

                                                
52 Nicetas Choniates account of battle of May 2nd 1182, translation in Mango, Brazen 
House (1959) 94-6. Paspates refers to this gate as Monothyros. Paspates, The Great 
Palace (1893) 123-4. 
53 Moffatt, BOC, I, 70. 
54 Paspates, as noted above, confused the Church of St. John, built by Basil I within the 
palace near to the gate of Monothyros, and the Church of St. John Diippion, located in 
the vicinity of the Chalkê gate. 
55 Paspates, The Great Palace (1893) 150. 
This location is complicated by the substantial change in street layout since the early 
twentieth century fire in the area. As far as can be determined, based on the 1912 survey 
plan of the area, the area Paspates described is immediately to the north of Arasta 
Sokağı, rather than the current lane east of the former Kaba Sakal Medrese, and north of 
Dalbastı Sokağı As the wall reported by Paspates would have been approximately in 
line with Arasta Sokağı, it strengthens the theory that a wall, and possibly passage, ran 
south from Procopius' 'temenos' of Chalkê on an alignment with the present-day Arasta 
Sokağı. 
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inscription.’56 However it is no means certain that Paspates could distinguish between 

Byzantine and Ottoman structures in this area. 

 

The location of this north-south street may also accord with another piece of evidence. 

In the vicinity of what he thought to be the location of the Augustaion, Paspates noted a 

lane called Medresé Sokaği to the south of the building designed by the Fossato brothers 

that then served as the Istanbul University building, and later as the Law Courts, in 

which he found Byzantine walls ‘with little low doorways’, suggesting that their 

original ground level was substantially lower.57 This laneway would have been that 

shown on the 1913-14 Contag survey as immediately to the east of the Kabasakal 

Medrese (fig. 181). 58 Paspates thought this area to be where the Church of St. John had 

been located. This appears to continue the confusion between the location of the 

Churches of St. John and Christ Chalkites, caused by both structures apparently having 

been used as housing for lions. While the walls and lane are almost certainly not those 

shown on the Freshfield drawing, they may be associated with the western boundary of 

the Palace, south of the Chalkê ‘temenos wall’ and the Church of Christ Chalkites.  

 

In summary, it is proposed here, on the basis of descriptions, references and the 

evidence of viewshed analysis based on the Freshfield drawing, that the Church of St. 

                                                
56 Op. cit. 152: 

The length of the pillars was 4.45 m. (about 14 ft. 6 in.), and the 
circumference 1.75 m. (5 ft. 8 in.). The height of an adjacent capital was 
0.55 m. (1 ft. 9 in.), and the breadth 0.77 m. (2 ft. 5 in.). A base, which lay 
in its original position, was about 3.75 m. distant from the wall. In my 
opinion these pillars formed a portion of the Passages of Achilles. From 
the situation of the base, I should suppose that the colonnade was about 
3.75 m. (12 ft. 2 in. ) broad, and 5 m. (16 ft. 3 in.) high. All these remains 
were soon after destroyed, and small Turkish houses were built upon the 
whole of the site. The little door was, I suspect, the gate called 
Monothyros. 

While Paspates was almost certainly wrong, the gate described could have been one of 
the portals described in the Book of Ceremonies encountered when the emperor walked 
from the Consistorium in the direction of Chalkê and Hagia Sophia. 
57 Op. cit., 124. It should be noted however that Paspates thought the Augusteion to run 
from the Patriarchate (south-west of Hagia Sophia) parallel to the Hippodrome, and 
separating it from the Great Palace. Nonetheless, the name Medrese Sokağı locates the 
lane in the vicinity of the Sultan Ahmet Medrese, close to the lane shown in the 
Freshfield Folio drawing. 
58 Map of Istanbul ‘Société Anonyme Ottomane d’Etudes et Enterprise Urbain’, 1919, 
British Library cat. Maps 43990 (26.) (map 3). The Sultanahmet area is is over-stamped 
‘Quartier incendié’. 
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John Dippion should be located north of the Mesê and Carceres, and immediately to the 

west of the Milion. 

 

(v) Evidence for the Church of St. John of Diippion in the Lorck Panorama 

of Constantinople 

In two recent articles, Asutay Affenberger and Effenberger, and Grelois have shed new 

light upon the identity, form and location of the Diippion church. In proposing a new 

location of the Chalke church, Asutay Effenberger and Effenberger have revised 

Mango’s topographical reconstruction, effectively disputing his analysis of the visual 

field in the Reveley drawing. Their paper, despite being accepted by leading scholars as 

conclusive, nevertheless relies upon relatively crude and approximate triangulation 

techniques, which are not transparently demonstrated in the article.59 However, their 

findings, later supported by Grelois’ analysis of a historic textual account, do suggest 

that the Reveley drawing depicts a building other than, and further to the south-west of, 

the Chalke church, and refute Bardill’s thesis that the dilapidated building depicted in 

the Freshfield view was the Church of St. John of Diippion. Grelois uses textual 

evidence to conclude that the latter structure was instead circular in plan, with eight 

internal columns. A fruitful further suggestion is that the building depicted in the 

Freshfield view may, rather, be associated with the area of the Patriarchal palace.60 Our 

own digital analysis of the Reveley drawing in a recent paper demonstrates that it is 

highly improbable that the depicted chapel structure was connected to the Chalke Gate, 

and suggests a location for the depicted structure to the east of the Haseki Hurrem 

Hamamı. Indeed, overlaying the viewshed of what appears to be the same building on 

the Lorck Panorama suggests that, most probably, it had been located in an area that in 

the 1913-14 survey was depicted as an open enclosure immediately north of the 

Kabasakal medrese.  

 

In their analysis of a section of Sheet Six of Lorck’s Panorama, depicting an area to the 

right of Hagia Sophia, Asutay Effenberger and Effenberger identify a structure next to 

                                                
59 N. Asutay Effenberger and A. Effenberger, ‘Zur Kirche auf einem Kupferstich von 
Ǧugas Inciciyan und zum Standort der Chalke-Kirche’, Byzantine Zeitschrift 97/1, 
(2004) Part l 51-82; M. B. Grélois, ‘La disparition de Saint-Jean au Dihippion, 
Constantinople’, Revue des Études Byzantines 64-65, (2006-2007) 369-372. The two 
articles make clear, through analysis of all available textual sources, that the Church of 
St. John at the Diippion was almost certainly of central plan, and therefore not the 
building depicted in the Freshfield Folio view of Hagia Sophia and the Hippodrome. 
60 Asutay Effenberger and Effenberger, ‘Chalke-Kirche’ (2004) 71. 
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Hagia Sophia as the structure in the Freshfield view, and , plausibly, propose it to be 

part of the Patriarchal Palace.61 Furthermore, they propose an identification of a large 

polygonal building further to the right of the sheet as the round church of St. John 

Diippion.62 However, there are problems with this area of the Panorama. The extant 

Firuz Ağa mosque, erected in 1491 during the Sultanate of Beyazit II, does not appear, 

unless one of the small domical structures in front of the polygonal building belongs to 

it. The artist may have omitted it by chance, or for compositional reasons. The 

polygonal building is clearly of very large size, in our viewshed analysis having a size 

of perhaps as much as 35-40 m in diameter, and is not located ‘at the head of the 

Hippodrome’ where Gilles’ seventeenth-century description and Inciciyan’s eighteenth- 

century account placed the Diippion church, but further to the west.63 This dimension, if 

relating to a domed structure surrounded by chapels, would appear to be much too large 

for the Church of St. John Diippion, which the source cited by the Effenbergers states 

had only eight internal columns, presumably supporting a central dome, as did the 

                                                
61 Our own viewshed analysis supports the proposal by Asutay Effenberger and 
Effenberger that the ‘misshapen’ structure just to the right of Hagia Sophia in Lorichs’ 
Panorama may be identified with the unknown structure in the Freshfield Hippodrome 
view. Its close proximity to Hagia Sophia again suggests an association with the 
Patriarchal Palace. 
62 Asutay Effenberger and Effenberger, ‘Zum Standort der Chalke-Kirche’, 2004, 65-
68. The unknown building in the Freshfield view is associated by the authors with a 
large structure with a strangely-formed roof that is depicted with red colouring (also 
used for the adjacent church of Hagia Sophia). To its left, between Hagia Sophia and a 
water tower (Suterasi) is a further structure, also depicted in red. It would appear that 
these structures all derived from the same detailed study of the great church. To the 
right of sheet 6 of the Panorama, a polygonal building with a flattish dome is depicted, 
appearing behind twin domes on its right side, while further to the right appear the 
obelisk of Theodosius I, and the Colona Serpentina or Serpent Column, both of which 
are still extant. Above the polygonal building  is an illegible text: ‘der Leu… / vnnd 
M…’, which could conceivably have originally read: ‘der Leuwen [Löwen] vnnd 
Maler’ (‘the lions and painters’) as the 18th century geographer Gugas İnciciyan (1758-
1833) refers to painters occupying the upper level of the lion house (Arslanhane). 
63 From either of the probable viewpoints –the top of the Galata Tower or the eastern 
end of the middle walls – the polygonal structure depicted in Lorck’s Prospect to the 
right of Hagia Sophia subtends an angle of about 1.4o, compared with that of Hagia 
Sophia at about 4.7o (fig. 10). A comparison with the oblique width of Hagia Sophia 
facing the viewpoint – about 140 m, gives an approximate width of the structure as over 
40 m for the dome alone, assuming its distance from the viewpoint as approximately the 
same as Hagia Sophia. For the cited descriptions of the church of St. John Diippion, see 
Gyllius, De Topographia Constantinopoleos Book II, XXIII: Kimberly Byrd (transl), 
Pierre Gilles’ Constantinople, New York: Italica Press, 2008, 105, and for Inciciyan’s 
description, see Asutay Effenberger and Effenberger, ‘Chalke-Kirche’ (2004) 51. 
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palatine chapel of Charlemagne at Aachen.64 The latter building, which also possessing 

eight columns, has an internal dome diameter of 16.5 m. In short, a basic 

trigonometrical analysis of the visual sources tends to discount the attribution of 

Lorck’s large polygonal structure to the Church of St. John of Diippion.  

 

A second possible representation of the Church of St. John Diippion, not previously 

mentioned by any writers, is shown on sheet 6 of the Panorama. It is a small, circular 

structure, of 20-25 m. in diameter, to the right of Hagia Sophia and apparently at the 

head of the Hippodrome, and is much more feasibly scaled to have been the church of 

St. John (fig. 182). This leaves the larger structure without an attribution, unless the 

fifth-century church of St. Euphemia (about 32-22 m diameter) had survived relatively 

intact into the sixteenth century – it may conceivably be associated with the ruinous 

monumental, circular or semi-circular structure depicted in the Vavassore view, and 

labelled palatio rittondo di Constantino in the later Braun and Hogenberg view of the 

city of the late 1500’s.65  

 

I.1.4. The Regia 

(Figs. 12a, 201, Daphne Palace map, D3, and Archaeology map, D3) 

 

in his dissertation published in 1959, Mango confirmed, through reference to several 

passages of the Book of Ceremonies, that the central east-west road of Constantinople, 

the Mesê, extended as far as the Chalkê Gate (fig. 12a). In the section closest to the 

Chalkê Gate, the road passes between the walls of the Augusteion and the Melete Gate 

on the left (north) and the walls of the Baths of Zeuxippus to the right (south).66 The 

section of the Mesê starting at the Chalkê was colonnaded,67 and was referred to as the 

                                                
64 Asutay Effenberger and Effenberger, ‘Chalke-Kirche’ (2004) 73. They cite a visitor 
to the city in 1587, Reinhold Lubenau, who wrote of ‘eine grose, alte Christenkirche’ 
now used as a menagerie at the head of the Hippodrome which possessed eight internal 
compartments separated by eight columns. 
65 On the Euphemia church, see Rudolf Naumann and Hans Belting, Die Euphemia-
Kirche am Hippodrom zu İstanbul und ihre fresken, İstanbuler Forschungen 25, Berlin: 
Mann, 1966. 
66 De cer., I, 8, 56-57; I, 9, 69; I, 10, 84; I, 17, 106-07; I, 23, 132; I, 26, 145-46. 
See also: Chronicon Paschale: Michael Whitby and Mary Whitby (transl.), Chronicon 
Paschale: 284-628 AD (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1989) 17. 
67 Mango (1959) 78-79, citing T. Preger (ed. and transl.), Scriptores Originum 
Constantinopolitanarum (1901, Leipzig: Teubner,1989). 
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Regia. The Chronicon Paschale provides a narrative of the creation of this street by 

Constantine: 

 [Constantine] built two fine porticoes from the entrance of the Palace as 

far as the Forum, adorned with statues and marbles, and he named the 

place of the porticoes Regia. Nearby he also built a basilica with an apse, 

and set outside great columns and statues; this he named the Senate, and he 

named the place Augustaeum…68 

 

Malalas similarly attributes the Regia to Constantine: 

Constantine built from the entrance of the palace up to his forum two 

splendid colonnades decorated with statues and different kinds of marble, 

and he called the place with the colonades the Regia. Nearby he built a 

basilica with great columns and statues outside; this he called the Senaton. 

Opposite this he set up a statue of his mother Helena as Augusta, on a low 

porphyry column. This place he called the Augusteion.69 

 

This sixth-century account not only confirms the nature of the Regia as a colonnaded 

street of the sort discussed by Mundell Mango, but is evidence against the interpretation 

by Berger of the first Constantinian gate of the Palace being located further south from 

the Chalkê.70 Further evidence is provided by the statement of Victor Tonnonensis that 

in a fire of 513, 94 columns were burnt as far as the Forum of Constantine. Assuming 

an intercolumniation of 6m. (but surely too great),71 Barsanti derives a length of the 

colonnades of about 560m.,  

                                                
68 M. and M. Whitby, Chronicon Paschale: 284-628 AD (1989) 16. 
69 E. and M. Jeffreys and R. Scott (transl.), The Chronicle of John Malalas (Melbourne: 
AABS, 1986). 
70 It should be noted that Malalas was a contemporary of Justinian I and was, therefore, 
familiar with the palace entrance prior to the Nika Riots. Berger’s suggested location 
derives from an assumption that the original Augusteion was substantially larger than 
that reconstructed by Justinian. See Kostenec, ‘Palace of Constantine’ (1998) 279-296, 
here 279-80; Berger, ‘Die Altstadt von Byzanz in der vorjustinianischen Zeit,’ (1988) 8-
30, here 10-11. Against Berger’s interpretation of the streets of Constantinople, and thus 
the boundaries of the first palace, based on the regiones in Notitia Urbis Constantino-
politanae, Dark questions the methodology Berger uses to derive his street layouts. See 
Dark, ‘Houses, Streets and Shops,’ (2004) 83-107, here 101-05. 
71 If the remains of a shop on the south side of the Mesê, north of the Palace of 
Antiochus, may be used as a measure, it would appear that the intercolumniation was a 
little over 4 m. See Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon: St. Euphemia. 
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…una misura che corrisponde esattamente alla distanza, verificabile 
direttamente sul terreno, tra l’area del Foro di Costantino ed i limiti 
dell’Augustéon.72  

 

In other words, the extent of the destruction included the columns of the porticoes 

enclosing the Augusteion. The extension of the damage to this area is to be expected 

since, as Theophanes reported, the Senate building, the Chalkê Gate, and ‘…the portico 

of the scholarii, protectores [excubiti] and candidati…’ were also burnt.73 Like Berger, 

Barsanti argues, in the absence of supportive evidence, that under Justinian I, the 

Augusteion was substantially reduced in size, and its form changed from an open forum 

to an enclosed courtyard. Certainly, by the period of Justinian I, the Regia would appear 

to have been lined on either side by walls and porticoes between the Chalkê Gate and 

the Milion. It will be argued here that this original, larger forum is illusory, and that the 

size of the Augusteion remained relatively constant after Justinian’s rebuilding. Indeed 

such a larger-scale layout is impossible, given what is now known about the location 

and nature of the Chalkê Gate, and the probable size and location of the Baths of 

Zeuxippus, a complex that was commenced prior to Constantine the Great’s reign, and 

only completed by him. 

 

An uncertainty remains as to the relation between the north side of the Regia and the 

Milion. If the latter is conceived of as a free-standing building (as the recorded remains 

noted by Mamboury suggest) then the northern portico may have returned to the north 

to skirt the western side of the Augusteion, and meet up with the forecourt of Hagia 

Sophia. west of the Milion, a portico is cited as lying south of the Octagon,74 and which 

presumably extended to the Forum of Constantine, forming one of two flanking 

                                                
72 Barsanti, ‘Costantinopoli,’ (1993) 126 and fn. 40-41.  

 […a measure that corresponds exactly to the distance, verifiable directly 
on the land, between the area of the Forum of Constantine and the limits of 
the Augustaeon. (authors translation)]  

73 Theophanes Chronographia, cited in E. Jeffreys et al., The Chronicle of John 
Malalas (1986) 277. 
74 From the description of the Nika Riots in Chronicon Paschale: 

And when the crowds saw themselves being hit, they went into the 
Octagon, which is between the Basilica of the Skindressers and the public 
portico of the Regia.  

M. and M. Whitby, Chronicon Paschale: 284-628 AD (1989) 120.This passage infers 
that the epithet ‘Regia’ originally applied to the entire colonnades extending to the 
Forum of Constantine, rather than just the section from the Chalkê to the Milion. 
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porticoes.75 Along the length of the Mesê running toward the Forum of Constantine, the 

sources for the Nika Riots mention a number of buildings including the Palace of 

Lausos and the Praetorium of the City Prefect, both of which were burnt in the Nika 

Riots.76  

 

A further uncertainty concerns the relationship between the eastern end of the Regia, 

and the western façade of the Chalkê Gate. The finds excavated by the I.A.M. team 

described by Girgin do not indicate that the arcades abutted the Chalkê façade. There 

are, therefore, at least three possibilities: first, that the features in question lay outside 

the excavated area, second, that they widened out to form a kind of forecourt in front of 

the façade, and third that the arcades stopped short, or returned to the north to follow the 

street to the east of Hagia Sophia,77 and to the south to run behind the Baths of 

Zeuxippus. While only further excavation will permit a resolution of this problem, the 

latter possibility seems most likely, and certainly possible, given the position of the gate 

(the distance from the outer wall of the Chalkê enclosure wall to the western wall of 

Casson Building 2 is about 145 m. – easily enough distance to accommodate such a 

road as well as an east-west dimension of the baths equivalent to the dimensions of the 

imperial Baths of Hercules in Milan, of about 120 m. x 120 m. (figs. 185-86, Part Two: 

2.1.4, Daphne Palace plan ). 

 

Finally, there is the question of the architectural character of the Chalkê. It appears clear 

that a portico existed on both sides of the Regia, in the manner of other arcaded streets 

in Constantinople. Furthermore, Berger, in his study of the Patria and related sources, 

argues that there were statues arranged within the porticoes. On the basis of references 
                                                
75 The question remains as to whether the porticoes of the Mesê were on one or two 
levels. Mundell Mango notes regulations in the Theodosian Code that wooden partitions 
in the upper porticoes of a street are to be removed for fire safety. It is a moot point 
whether this reference is to two-storied porticoes, or to the upper, storage level of the 
shops lining the portico, as are still found in Istanbul's Grand Bazaar. See Mundell 
Mango, 'The Porticoed Street at Constantinople', 44-51 and figs. 6-7. The Sardis shops 
also provide an example of two-storied structures fronted by a portico. See A. Harris, 
‘Shops, retailing and the local economy in the Early Byzantine world,’ in Dark (ed.) 
Secular Buildings (2004) 82-122. 
76 N. Westbrook, ‘An Emperor cowering behind protective walls: SAHANZ XXVIII: 
‘Audience’ Brisbane 7-10 July 2011(A. Moulis, D. Van der Plaat eds.) (2011); idem, 
‘The Accounts of the Nika Riots as Evidence for sixth-century Constantinopolitan 
Topography,’ Journal of the Australian Early Medieval Association 7 (2011); Bardill, 
‘Palace of Lausos’ (1997). 
77 For the northern-directed street running to the east of the apse of Hagia Sophia see 
Mango, Brazen House (1959) 66-71. 
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in the Patria and Parastaseis, Berger cites the statues of Pulcheria, Zeno and his wife 

Ariadne as being located on the 'peripatos' of the Palace (the southern portico). 

Furthermore, he associates the Gorgon heads and two equestrian statues (hence 

Diippion?) mentioned in the passages with the gate of the Augusteion, tes Meletes. 

Within the same, northern portico he locates statues of Justinian and Theodora. If Patria 

can be relied upon here – and the relevant passages seem to describe then-existing 

structures – then the Regia would appear to have possessed a more monumental 

character than the commercial porticoes of the Mesê, as would befit the southern 

entrance to the Augusteion and Hagia Sophia, and the entrance to the Palace.78 

 

I.1.5. The Milion and related structures  

(figs. 170-73; Daphne Palace map, D2-3); Archaeology map, D3) 

 

The Milion (Miliarum aureum- ‘Golden Milestone’) was an ancient monument located 

to the west of the Augusteion. Mango notes that it functioned as a measuring point for 

roads leading from the city. On the basis Choniates’ description of the internecine battle 

of 1182 discussed above, he locates the Milion outside the Augusteion and overlooking 

it.79 The original form of the Milion is unknown, but in its later form, it appears to have 

been a roofed building, since, in the conflict of 1182, the soldiers of the caesarissa 

Maria Porphyrogennitus climbed on top of the roof of the Milion to fire at the opposing 

soldiers. Mango supposes that, since it marked a sort of crossroads, standing at the 

intersection of the Mesê and a northern route, possibly the steps of Athyr in the 

approximate location of the present-day Caferiye Sok., it fits the typology of Late 

Antique Roman tetrapylons, another of which was located further west at the 

intersection of the Mesê and the Makron Embolos.80 Since the soldiers were able to 

reach the roof, it would appear that at least one of its piers contained a staircase inside 

it, leading up to a parapet (unless a ladder were at hand in all the confusion!).  

 

If the Milion did indeed mark a crossroads, it might be associated with the quadrifons 

type as Mundell Mango has suggested, however this is by no means certain.81 Mango’s 

location of the building as more or less at the intersection of the streets has more 

recently been disputed by Berger, who places it further to the north, in which case it is 
                                                
78 Berger, Untersuchungen zu den Patria (1988) 244-251 and fig. 6. 
79 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 94-6. 
80 Mundell Mango, ‘The Porticoed Street at Constantinople,’ (2001) 29-51. 
81 Op. cit. 39. 
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argued here that it served more as a monumental gateway leading to the stairs of Athyr 

and the western atrium of Hagia Sophia (figs. 170, 173).82 If associated with the 

remains of the colonnaded portal recorded by Mamboury (fig. 171), it could indeed 

have served this purpose. The continuation past the atrium may have skirted the western 

edge of the atrium of St. Irene, before leading to the former acropolis, and possibly the 

Forum of Leo I.83 Rather than a symmetrical quadrifons, the Milion may instead be 

pictured as having an emphasis in the north-south direction. The decoration of the 

building is similarly conjectural – statues of Constantine and Helena were apparently set 

up on the roof, and others were erected in its vicinity, suggesting a basilican, temple-

like building.84 Its vault was decorated by various representations.85 Beyond these vague 

descriptions, it is not possible to say more without archaeological evidence. Of the 

latter, there have been some intriguing finds, resulting from the digging of trenches for 

pipework, but the limited area has made interpretation difficult (fig. 170).86 In 

particular, pairs of column bases sitting on stylobates in front of massive walls running 

approximately north-south were found in 1925 and 1952, the spacing between the 

stylobates being recorded as 6.5 m. Mamboury himself associated them with the Milion, 

and suggested that what would have comprised a great arch formed the entrance to the 

Steps of Athyr, leading north. He deduced that the columns of this structure were 

replaced at the time of Justinian, noting a second phase of construction consistent with 

such a dating.87 The fragment visible today, near the intersection of Divan Yolu and 

Alemdar Cadd., would appear to be a remnant found during the 1925-6 sewer works, 

and later re-erected. If indeed this structure were the Milion, and it is certainly likely 

that it was, given that it sits approximately at the intersection of the two ancient streets, 

then it would indeed appear that it had more of a north-south emphasis, rather than a 

symmetrical form as found, for example, in the Tetrapylon forms at Palmyra, and 

Gerasa (fig. 183). As discussed above, the location of this building is crucial for the 
                                                
82 A. Berger, ‘Das chalkun tetrapylon und Parastaseis Kapitel 57’, BZ 90 (1997) 7-12. 
83 On the proposed location of the Forum of Leo, see Dark and Harris, ‘Forum of Leo’  
(2008) 57-69. 
84 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 48. 
85 Loc. cit. 
86 E. Mamboury, ‘Canalisation pour le Palais de Justice (Septembre-Octobre 1952’, in 
Mango, op. cit., 184-88. For adjoining area finds, see also Mamboury file in Deutsches 
Archäologisches Institut, Istanbul: ‘Ruins south of Palace of Justice.’ 
87 Mamboury (op. cit., 186) notes that the brick walls were reinforced with stone blocks 
of 35 cm height, characteristic of the period of Justinian, and notes that the bricks were 
35 x 37 x 4 cm., with five brick courses having a combined height of 37 to 39 cm. The 
bricks of the earlier phase were described as being 320 x 320 x 4-4.5, with joints of 30-
50, suggesting an early date. 
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location of the Church of Diippion, also mentioned in the description by Choniates, as 

he records soldiers of the Emperor Alexius firing down upon the soldiers of the 

caesarissa on top of the Milion, confirming that the two structures must have been close 

to each other, either on opposite sides of the Mesê, or flanking each other, with the 

Church of St. John Diippion to the west.88 

 

I.1.4. Baths of Zeuxippus. 

(Figs. 175-7, 185-6, 189-90a-c, Daphne Palace plan, D3-4, Archaeology plan D3-4) 

 

 (i) Location  

Mango cites Byzantine sources in establishing that the Baths of Zeuxippus were located 

near to the Great Palace and the Hippodrome, placing them to the north of the latter, and 

in all likelihood south of the Mesê and the Regia.89 In this location, they would face the 

Augustaeum to the north.90 The Baths of Zeuxippus, along with the Regia and the first 

Augusteion, were recorded as having been commenced by Septimius Severus, and 

finished and opened by Constantine I in 328.91 Malalas attributes their name to ‘…a 

bronze statue (st¸lh) of Helios [which] stood there in the middle of the tetrastoon’ 

(probably the Augusteion).92 Mango’s topographical framework is supported by Gilles’ 

interpretation of Byzantine sources: 

Zonaras writes that Emperor Severus joined it [the Baths of Zeuxippus] to the 

Hippodrome and built it on the same ground where the Temple of Jupiter had 

formerly stood. Leontius, a more ancient and judicious historian, does not join it 

                                                
88 The soldiers of the Caesarissa issued from Hagia Sophia and those of Alexius from 
the palace,possibly suggesting a division along the Mesê and Regia, although the 
soldiers could have used the southern portico for protection, then crossed to the west of 
the Milion. 
89 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 36-42, cf. 38-40. Mango follows accounts of the 
capture in ca. 344 of the Patriarch Paul in the Baths of Zeuxippus, and his removal 
through a gate into the Palace, to place the Baths adjacent to the palace, and close to 
Hagia Sophia and the Hippodrome. He provides three significant details: there was an 
inn between the Baths and the Hippodrome; there was a monumental column with an 
internal staircase commenced by Justin II in the late sixth century, and there were 
reports of both smaller and larger bath buildings. 
90 This interpretation is supported by the discovery of ruins in 1927-8 by the Casson 
excavations of the Hippodrome in this location which they interpreted as part of the 
Baths. See infra, ‘Hippodrome.’ 
91 M. and M. Whitby, Chronicon Paschale: 284-628 AD (1989) 16-17. 
92 E. and M. Jeffreys and R. Scott (transl.) The Chronicle of John Malalas (1986) 155. 
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to the Hippodrome but makes it stand near it, as appears in his verses inscribed 

over a door of a house situated between the Zeuxippum and the Hippodrome.93 

 

Against this interpretation, Ioanna Zervou Tognazzi argues that the Baths of Zeuxippus 

were located further to the west. This appears to accommodate her theory regarding the 

position of the Chalkê Gate, and the existence of a propylaea separate from the ‘Palace 

of Chalkê’. The latter argument is discussed in the thesis (‘Chalkê’) but her location of 

the Baths and the Gate further to the west has been disproved by the recent I.A.M. 

excavations in the grounds of the Four Seasons Hotel.94  

 

The orientation of the Baths and their gymnasium is also uncertain. As noted in the 

discussion of the Augusteion, a comparison with other imperial baths may be 

instructive. Most examples of large-scale Roman imperial public baths, including most 

Late Antique baths of this sort, have the bath building to the south or south-west and the 

gymnasium courtyard to the north or north-east.95 These parallels might suggest that 

imperial baths shared a similar plan in Late Antiquity, dictated by function, with the 

peribolos located to the north where possible, having good exposure throughout the day 

to the sun, whereas the bath buildings would typically have windows set into the roof, 

requiring no particular orientation. Furthermore, the plans are usually unitary and 

                                                
93 Pierre Gilles, Antiquities of Constantinople, II (1988) 70-71. It is uncertain here 
whether Gilles is just relating an account that he has read, or had actually seen this 
inscription. 
94 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale,’ (2008) 259-290. It should be noted that Zervou 
Tognazzi makes no detailed evaluation of the archaeological evidence for the Baths. 
95 The ‘Baths of Hercules’ in Milan are laid out with the bath buildings at the southern 
end, and the peribolos, or colonnaded courtyard, of the gymnasium to the north. This 
layout would presumably have been designed to permit the peribolos to receive the 
maximum exposure to the sun. The ‘Kaiserthermen’ at Trier differ from the plan of 
those at Milan, with the peribolos facing north-west and the bath buildings facing south-
east. The much larger Baths of Diocletian in Rome have the main bath hall to the south-
west, and the main courtyard at the north-eastern end. The enormous baths of Trajan, 
also in Rome, again have the peribolos at the north-eastern, and the central building at 
the south-western end. A further enclosing wall surrounds the whole complex. Finally, 
and perhaps most relevant to Constantinople, the Constantinian Baths at Rome were 
aligned north-south. The principal entry, and peribolos, were on the northern side. It 
should, however, be noted that Tayfun Öner, in consultation with Jan Kostenec and 
Albrecht Berger, has located the baths to the north, and the peribolos to the south, but 
without citing the.archaeological basis on which this decision was made. See Tayfun 
Öner, Byzantium 1200 site: www.byzantium1200.com (accessed 14/08/09); see also 
idem and J. Kostenec, Walking Thru (sic) Byzantium: Great Palace Region (Istanbul, 
2007). 
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symmetrical, unlike Mango’s suggestion that the Baths of Zeuxippus ‘…like many late 

Roman Baths, were probably very irregular in ground-plan (figs. 190a, b, c).’96  

 

 (ii) Archaeological Evidence for the Baths of Zeuxippus 

The location of the Baths of Zeuxippus is crucial for a reconstruction of the Palace 

topography. The archaeological evidence for the relevant area remains largely what was 

found by the British Academy excavation in 1927 and 1928 and published in their two 

reports of 1928 and 1929. In these reports, the excavators argued, on the basis of the 

evidence, that what they termed Buildings 1 and 2 both formed part of the Baths of 

Zeuxippus (figs. 175-77).97 

 

Aside from the Casson structures, Mamboury surveyed the features ‘E. a, b and c’, 

which would appear to be associated with the Baths and provide evidence for its 

minimum extent (notably its southern boundary). Mamboury and Wiegand reported 

additional massive walls and piers to the south-west of Building 2, interpreting these as 

the south-west boundary wall of the baths.98 One pier possessed a curvature on its 

eastern face, suggesting that it was part of an apse. Column bases were also found, 

indicating perhaps a transitional structure through which entry to the Baths was 

achieved (figs. 185-86). In the 1959 publication of his thesis on the Chalkê Gate, Cyril 

Mango included an appendix consisting of notes and drawings by Mamboury of ruins 

that had been revealed by municipal sewer-trenching works south of Hagia Sophia and 

at the northern end of At Meidan, and a plan of the topography of these ruins, drawn by 

Mango (labelled ‘C. M. after E. M.’), and entitled: ‘Plan of the Excavations of 1952 

(fig. 170)’99 which is based in large part on an earlier plan by Mamboury, with the 1952 

                                                
96 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 39. 
97 S. Casson, et al. (eds.) Preliminary report on the excavations carried out in the 
Hippodrome of Constantinople in 1927 on behalf of the British Academy (London 1928) 
22; S. Casson and D. Talbot Rice (eds.), Second report upon the excavations carried out 
in and near the Hippodrome of Constantinople in 1928 on behalf of the British Academy 
(London 1929) 14-15:  

The evidence provided by Christodorus’ description of the statue bases (see p. 
19) leaves little doubt that building II was actually the public gymnasium of 
Zeuxippus….The proximity of building I bears out the theory, suggested last 
year, that it is part of the famous Baths or Gymnasium of Zeuxippus. The 
presence of water-conduits, a cement floor, and the nature of the building are 
equally suggestive. 

98 Bardill, Brickstamps (2004) 67, and fig. 6. 
99 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 82-88 and fig. 37. 
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excavations added.100 The latter were, presumably, recorded by Mamboury on field 

notes in a similar manner to his recordings of the earlier find-spots.101 Mamboury’s plan 

recorded the sewer trenching of 1925 and 1934, and accompanied an article published 

in 1934.102 In the notes included by Mango, Mamboury described the discovered 

features, and theorized their relationship to the Byzantine city, reversing his earlier 

opinion that the finds were associated with the ‘place’ of Milion, and now associated 

them with the Baths of Zeuxippus.  

 

The 1934 finds are recorded in a number of field notes in the D.A.I. Mamboury archive. 

Significantly, several stone and brick masonry walls were identified as being of Early 

Byzantine date. A spiral ramp was found north of Buildings 1 and 2, and immediately 

south of Divan Yolu Caddesi, however, the identity of these structures has received 

little analysis (fig. 170 and 187). In a 1934 paper, Mamboury noted that he initially 

associated them with the Baths of Zeuxippus, but concluded that this would be 

impossible, since there was no mention of a spiral staircase in connection with the 

Baths.103 He associated the staircase with the south-western side of the public space of 

the Milion. The feature he labeled ‘F,’ parallel to Hagia Sophia, was associated, 

plausibly, with the north-western boundary of the Forum of Augusteion, and the walls 

parallel with the Basilica cistern were associated with the church of Alexios Komnenos, 

located in the vicinity ‘that had an exit onto the Augusteion or its dependencies.’104 

Mango, in his dissertation, argued that these structures must be associated with the 

                                                
100 There are certain differences: the later plan is more carefully drawn (perhaps based 
on the original field note measurements?) than Mamboury’s plan. 
101 In Appendix IV to his 1959 thesis, The Brazen House, Mango notes that he was 
bequeathed an archive of notes and drawings by Mamboury after his death in 1953. 
Most, but not all of Mamboury’s field notes are contained in the Mamboury Archive in 
the library of the Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Istanbul.  
102 E. Mamboury, ‘Un nouvelle élément pour la topographie de l'antique Byzance,’ 
Arch. Anz., I, Supplement (1934) 50-61. 
103 Op. cit., 60. 
104 Op. cit., 60-61: 

Les murs retrouvés au commencement de la place actuelle de Ste Sophie, surtout 
le mur transversal barrant la place, à un mètre de profondeur au N-O et dans la 
même direction que Ste Sophie, doivent appartenir à la limite N-O de 
l'Augustéon. [61] Le dessus du mur transversal, tel qu'il a été retrouvé, est à près 
de deux mètres au-dessus du niveau ancien de la place; ce doit être le mur du 
fond du portique N-O de l'Augustéon; les murs aboutissant à ce mur transversal 
sont difficiles à identifier; ils possèdent en tous cas la même inclinaison que la 
citerne Basilique; ils doivent probablement appartenir à l'église d'Alexis qui 
avait une issue sur l'Augustéon ou à ses dépendances. 
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Baths of Zeuxippus.105 As noted above, the map drawn by Mango, and based upon 

Mamboury’s drawings,106 comprises the 1934 map with the post-Second World War 

discoveries added. Mamboury, in the appendicized notes, also argued that the 1952 

features belong to the Baths.107 This interpretation, and in particular, Mamboury’s 

                                                
105 Mango, The Brazen House (1959) 38. 
106 Mango, Brazen House, fig. 37. 
107 E. Mamboury in Mango Brazen House, 86-88: 

A series of Turkish walls were brought to light [in Summer?], the first are 
those of a paved kitchen with two "küp" [earthenware jars]. The pavement 
is at a depth of 1.80 m, the top of the walls at 30 cm. They are plaster 
walls coarsely built and coated. A third wall parallel to both follows [the] 
others. It is attached to the other [p. 86] walls with gates and drains. These 
very thick walls, 1.10 m. to 1.30 m., rest at a depth of 1.80 m.  on an old 
black soil, full of the roots of trees. The mortar is lime and rare 
[infrequent] pieces of bricks are mixed there. These walls are of bad 
construction with badly aligned faces; they are close to the conquest, their 
direction not belonging either to the general directions of the Hippodrome, 
nor with those of Mésè or Hagia Sophia. In this area, where the digging 
was up to 3.80 m., one did not find a Byzantine wall for a distance of 45 
m, which lets one suppose that one is on an old plaza/forum, considering 
the old level was only to 2.80 m. [below current ground level]. The walls 
which follow, including a thick one, are Byzantine at the bases, 
surmounted by constructions of the XVth century. A Byzantine channel of 
60 cm. width runs parallel to the walls, then changes direction into taking 
that of the excavation, and passes under the solid brick masses. The 
vaulting of the channel is [built]out of radiating bricks of 37 x 38 x 4.5 cm. 
The Byzantine walls were used as a base for the Turkish walls. An arch of 
1.70 m. is also Turkish or late Byzantine, but [probably] Turkish. There 
was in the vicinity a Turkish district burnt in 1913. It is by this fact itself 
that the level of the marble flagstones of Plakoton was revealed. The 
channel comes to butt against a very old wall with two lateral faces of 80 
cm in blocks of sandstone; the wall which is out of brick is 2.40 m. in 
thickness, therefore 4 m in all. It resembles the preceding wall in 
thickness; on this wall was later built a round basin of which one sees a 
portion of an arc of 3.55 m. with a curved section of 1 m. The ground of 
this basin, which corresponds to the height of the [top] of the wall, has a 
depth of 1.85 m., and the walls are already visible at a depth of 30 cm. 
After this basin, the outside of another basin, larger, appeared in the 
trench; this outside could be followed, and after two re-entrant curves and 
two outgoing curves under the pavement, it arrives at a narrow passage, 
provided with two steps, crossing a solid mass of brick masonry. This 
external part of masonry belonged to a cistern, of which here is the proof:  
1. All these walls are covered with the usual coating of cisterns;  
2. The connection of the bottom of the walls and the ground, which is at a 
depth of 3 m 80, is rounded as with cisterns;  
3. A narrow corridor (and at least two to three [p. 88] steps) led to the 
bottom.  
This cistern extended towards a garden opposite, without one being able to 
specify more.The last brick wall contiguous to the corridor is 3.40 m. in 
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suggestion that the thick walls underneath the found cistern must be dated to before 

Septimus Severus, rests on the assumption that a Byzantine bath-house in this vicinity 

must be part of the Baths of Zeuxippus. If indeed the ‘basin’ structures formed part of a 

baths, and not, for example, a Middle Byzantine silk-dying factory108 or troughs for 

horses, then there is no evidence presented that they belonged to a Late Antique Roman 

or Early Byzantine structure. On the other hand, the parallel walls and drain to the east 

may indicate an early date. The drain bricks of 37 x 38 x 4.5 cm. might be taken to 

indicate this. The brick sizes specified for the western-most wall uncovered in 1952 are 

inconclusive. While Bardill states that brick sizes gradually reduced from the sixth into 

the seventh century, Mamboury notes two contiguous walls, one 32 x 33 x 5 cm, and 

the other 38 x 37 x 4.5 cm, faced by a later stone wall. This perhaps indicates successive 

                                                                                                                                          
thickness. The bricks there are of 32 x 33 x 5 cm. This wall is doubled [by] 
another brick wall of 38 x 37 x 4.5 cm and with a revetment of 30 cm 
thickness blocks. The second wall of the revetment is later. Further, large 
fragments of brick masonry are scattered in the ground, but I did not meet 
a Byzantine wall any more. I hoped to find the traces of the building of 
Carceres, which would have given the second exact dimension of the 
Hippodrome, but I was disappointed.There are two reasons for that:  
1. The excavation between the Turbe of Sultan Ahmet and the fountain of 
Kaiser Wilhelm had nothing any more than 3 m, then 2 m 60 of depth, 
whereas the level of the track of the Hippodrome is at more than 4 m;  
2. In all this part of the layout one sees horizontal successive stages 
formed by marble splinters and stone cut or recut.  

On the drawing of Panvinio one still sees the edifice of the Carceres, but it 
disappeared thereafter. One must agree that the construction of the mosque 
of Sultan Ahmet was disastrous for all the Byzantine remains of the 
surroundings. The Carceres were destroyed until the basement of the 
Hippodrome to take from them the materials which were cut on the spot, 
from where these beds of stone and marble fragments and these clusters of 
rubble and mortar derive. Already at the time of the construction of the 
fountain of Kaiser Wilhelm, one had found nothing; today the reason for it 
becomes obvious. 
 
Conclusions: 
The found basins and the cistern belong without any doubt to the baths of 
Zeuxippus; on the plan they come to be placed in the prolongation of the 
English excavations. Therefore, the bath was well back from alignment 
with the Mese, which leads us to suppose that the Milion was placed in 
front of Zeuxippus. The two thick walls must belong to Byzantium before 
Septimius Severus owing to the fact that the basins are built above them. 
[author’s translation of Mamboury apendix in Mango, Brazen House] 

 
108 Casson, Hippodrome Second Report (1929) 16. Casson suggests that the Zeuxippus 
Baths area may have become a factory for the production of high-quality silk fabric. 
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stages of construction, but in itself provides no evidence for the date of the ‘basin’ 

structure.  

 

This problem of dating is compounded by Mango’s misinterpretation as domical, of 

Casson’s description of the adjacent structure to the south, ‘Building 1,’ in support of 

the ‘Baths’ hypothesis (fig. 175-77).109 As discussed previously in relation to the 

Church of St. John Diippion, Casson proposed an argument that the structure ‘Building 

1’ formed part of the Baths, based upon two arguments. Firstly, a portion of floor 4.20 

m. below the surface was constructed of brick and cement, ‘…there being four courses 

of the former and five of the latter.’110 There is no drawing in the Casson reports to 

illustrate this, but the description suggests that the floor was lined with a thick coating 

of opus signinum or cement which, if the latter were hydraulic cement, might suggest 

the building’s use at one time as a cistern, or perhaps bath, but if so still does not 

confirm the building’s original function.111 The second piece of evidence is given as the 

deposit of ash which, the excavators argued, preserved the lower part of the existing 

walls, whereas the upper part was heavily corroded and poorly preserved which, they 

claimed, suggests that it had been exposed to the air for an extended period in a ruinous 

state, perhaps since the Nika Riots.112 This interpretation of Building 1 as part of the 

Zeuxippus Baths is argued here to be uncertain. However, whether or not the structure 

formed part of the Baths, it seems clear that, on the basis of the Casson evidence, the 

structure is apsidal, not domical. The south-eastern pier, while curved, has a greater 

radius to the two south-western piers, and thus served a different structural function, in 

                                                
109 Casson actually refers to the curved piers as belonging to an apse, that aligns with 
the wall ‘4’ and ‘7’ further to the north. Casson, Hippodrome Second Report (1929) 6-7. 
110 Op. cit., 7. 
111 Op. cit., 15. 
112 Op. cit., 9: 

One fact is, however certain, that during the time of the Palaeologi the place was 
used as a rubbish heap. Only the filling below 3.5 m. is of earlier date and in 
places even that had been disturbed. 

As the the structures, particularly to the north, had been extensively robbed for building 
material during Ottoman times, to the extent that they were unrecognisable in this area, 
and that the floor to the south-east of the curved piers was used during the Ottoman 
period, the cement surface may conceivably have belonged to this later period. In 
addition, it is possible that the ash dates to a later Byzantine or Ottoman period, when 
the building had collapsed and had lain open to the elements, perhaps being 
incorporated into flimsy structures which succumbed to the periodic fires during this 
period. In the absence of a proper stratigraphical record, and given the severe disruption 
of the site caused by robbing and spoliation, the argument for Building 1 corresponding 
to part of the Baths of Zeuxippus is not conclusive. 
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its original state possibly being sheathed by an inner skin of masonry, while the pier and 

wall base to the east of it appear to be parallel, suggesting the foundation structure of a 

basilica, rather than a central-plan structure. This would suggest a building oriented to 

the north-east (see Daphne Palace map). However, as Mango concludes, there is little 

doubt that the structures of ‘Building 2’ align at right angles with structures to the 

south-east published by Mamboury and Wiegand, and appear to belong to a major baths 

complex, which, given the rectangulat layout was, in all probability, the Baths of 

Zeuxippus.113 However, as suggested above, the ‘basin’ structures may belong to a later 

structure. Mango notes a baths in the vicinity of the Zeuxippus in the fifteenth century, 

but doubts that it is the Zeuxippus. This is a reasonable assumption – it should be noted 

that the later Ottoman baths, the Haseki Hürrem Sultan Mamamı, are sited on what 

appears to be the south-western range of the Zeuxippus Baths, suggesting that later 

baths made use of earlier hydraulic works.114  

 

The double-spiral staircase structures noted by Mamboury in 1934 are also interpreted 

by Mango as belonging to the Baths: 

It may be questioned, of course, whether this cochlias was part of the Baths of 

Zeuxippus, but it is difficult to see what other building it could have belonged 

to… 

…the Baths of Zeuxippus…, like many late Roman baths, were probably very 

irregular in ground-plan. 115 

 

However, an incorporation of these remains onto a larger map of known archaeological 

finds would seem to suggest that the spiral structures, together with the two piers found 

in the vicinity of the underground public toilet (fig. 187) were aligned with, and 

therefore probably associated with the porticoes on the Mesê, the main street of the 

Byzantine city.116 Its continuation to the south-east intersects with the double-spiral 

staircase. This suggests that the latter may have been a tower-like structure forming an 

ending and access to the reportedly two storey embolos edging the south-western flank 

of the Mese. Finally, there are previously-unobserved relationships between features 
                                                
113 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 37-42. 
114 For adjacency of Byzantine and Ottoman Baths, see Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon 
(1977) 329 and figs. 317, 378. 
115 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 38. 
116 This relationship is suggested by the correspondence of the features recorded by 
Mamboury to the archaeologically-attested alignment of the arcades and shops of the 
Mese. See Archaeology and Daphne Palace maps. 
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revealed by the 1934 and 1952 excavations. The original plan by Mamboury differs 

from the redrawn plan of Mango in respect of the spiral staircase. The Mamboury map 

shows a straight-forward double spiral ramp with a fragmentary outer wall (fig. 187), 

whereas Mango turns this into two inner curved surfaces of inexplicable relation 

(fig.170).117 In both the 1934 and 1959 maps, a thick wall extends to the south-east from 

the central wall of the spiral stair or ramp. It is parallel to a second wall further to the 

east, and appears to be at right angles to the Byzantine wall foundations that form the 

base for later Ottoman walls, and the two parallel walls and Byzantine brick-vaulted 

drain further to the west. This might suggest an integral complex of substantial 

structures at the end of the Mesê, where it meets the Hippodrome and Milion (fig. 170). 

This complex would appear to be a separate complex to the apparently rectangular 

complex of the Baths of Zeuxippus. 

 

Mamboury also noted several other substantial wall structures at the north-western 

corner of the Meidan, north and east of the Firuz Ağa mosque (fig. 188). Two very 

substantial masonry piers lie north of the projected alignment of the Early Byzantine 

southern arcade of the Mese, and may constitute a rebuilding phase of the street, on 

which building materials were spoliated to provide construction material, and the street 

was substantially narrowed. The elevation drawing by Mamboury shows the western 

pier re-using column drums as foundation material. The eastern pier shows a composite 

of stone blocks of varying sizes, and bricks, laid in a haphazard manner, suggesting a 

structure of the Middle or Late Byzantine period. To the east, the remains of very 

substantial walls are associated by Mamboury with an Ottoman guard house, possibly 

dating to the sixteenth century, which was demolished in the late nineteenth century.118 

 

From the preceding discussion, it would appear that the, albeit incomplete, 

archaeological record of the area south of Hagia Sophia evidences successive phases of 

occupation and building, with at least two Byzantine phases in the area of the eastern 

Mese, and also substantial Ottoman building works. The evidence suggests, however, 

that the association of the 1952 and Casson ‘Building 1’ finds with the Baths of 

                                                
117 It should be noted however that a re-drawn plan by Mamboury of the ‘Cochlias’ does 
show a fanciful triple curvature. It is a moot point whether the structure ever looked like 
this, but it is clearly the source for Mango’s map. 
118 Mamboury, ‘Les Fouilles Byzantines a Istanbul et dans sa Bainlieue Immédiate aux 
XIXe et XXe Siècles,’ Byzantion 11 (1936) 229-283, at 273. 
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Zeuxippus, as proposed by Mango, Mamboury and Casson, is unreliable. It is argued 

here that there is no conclusive evidence for such a conclusion, and that the extent of the 

Zeuxippus Baths to the north-west should be confined to, at most, the complex of 

Building 1. Even this structure may have originally served another function. 

Significantly, Mamboury claimed to have located the north-western boundary of the 

Forum of Augusteion as a north-east-aligned wall at the western end of the square to the 

south of Hagia Sophia.119 

 

 (iii) Dimensions of the Baths of Zeuxippus 

The Casson team did not determine the overall dimensions of the Baths, but they were 

able to establish that the western and southern sides of an internal court were faced with 

arcades and that there was no indication that a large apsidal exedra was centrally 

aligned with the courtyard, or whether, as in other baths, there were two paired exedrae 

on this wall, (which would significantly increase the width of the Baths). A site ‘E.b’ is 

shown on the Mamboury site-plan, consisting of a series of parallel walls, aligned 

north-west to south-east which, if as likely it is part of the Baths, increase its known 

length to about 110-120 m. This compares with the Baths of Hercules in Milan which, 

as noted above (Augustaeum) has a dimension of about 120 m. by 120 m. (figs. 189-

90). If the Baths of Zeuxippus covered a similar area, then they would extend 

considerably closer to the Augustaeum than is shown on the conjectural reconstructions 

of Ebersolt, Vogt and Mango, but would quite closely approximate that of Müller-

Wiener (fig. 11, and 189-90 a, b, c).120  

 

It is here suggested that the Baths may be reconstructed as having comparable 

dimensions to those at Milan. Both cities served as imperial capitals, and Constantine's 

building programme commenced after he had reunited the entire empire under one ruler. 

It is, therefore, probable that he had greater funds for building at his disposal than had 

Maximian at Milan. On this basis, it seems reasonable to use the size of the Baths of 

Hercules in Milan as a conservative minimum for the Baths of Zeuxippus in 

Constantinople (fig. 189-90 a, b, c). The question remains as to the orientation of the 

Baths. It is logical that the most monumental portion of the baths building should be 

                                                
119 Mamboury, ‘Un Nouvel Élément pour la Topographie de l’Antique Byzance,’ 
Archäologischer Anzeiger, Vol. 1: Supplement (1934) 50-61 at 52. 
120 Müller-Wiener’s plan appears to be a revision of Mango’s earlier plan, inverting the 
location of the Numera and the Baths of Zeuxippus. See Mango, Brazen House (1959) 
23, fig. 1; Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 232, fig. 263. 
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located facing the Regia. There may have been secondary entrances on the western 

flank facing the Diippion gate, and would appear to have been entrances into the 

peribolos from the south, also implying that a street was located along the southern 

flank. 

 

 (iv) The Noumera 

The Noumera was a prison located in the close vicinity of the Palace, and mentioned in 

texts of the Middle Byzantine period.121 Mango, in relation to Byzantine sources for its 

location, notes that whereas the Patria has the Zeuxippus and the Noumera as two 

separate buildings, other sources suggest that they were rather two names for the same 

structure, reflecting the change of usage from baths to prison.122 This change of usage 

may explain the incongruous structures added to the apsidal wall on the western side of 

Building 2, recognized by Casson as definitely part of the Baths.123 This physical 

distinction into two separate parts is not supported by the sources enumerated by 

Mango, and appears to be an attempt to marry the texts with the archaeological 

interpretation and survey of Casson.  

 

Another complication regarding the location of the Noumera is posed by Mango’s 

reference to an eye-witness account of the cells of the Zeuxippus as being ‘…deep 

underground, dark, smoky and evil-smelling.’124 The excavations of the Casson team 

did not reveal any such subterranean structures (such as have recently been discovered 

further north by I.A.M. archaeologists125. The latter structures might more plausibly be 

associated with the Pittakia. Mango notes that the Chalkê Gate was also used as a prison 

during the Middle Byzantine period,126 However no basement structures were revealed 

by the excavations of the Chalkê by the I.A.M.127 There is insufficient archaeological 

evidence to determine the location of the subterranean cells of the Noumera, assuming 

that they existed. It is known, on the other hand, that Roman bath-houses had 

subterranean structures – hypocausts – within which hot air was channeled. It is surely 
                                                
121 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 40-41. 
122 Loc. cit. 
123 Mango is ambivalent as to the extent of the Zeuxippus and the Noumera, associating 
the latter with ‘Building 2’, while concurring with Casson that ‘Building 1’ formed part 
of the Baths. Müller-Wiener inverts the two structures, placing the Noumera to the west, 
and the Baths to the east. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 232, fig. 263. 
124 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 42. 
125 Pasinli, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo’ (2000) 47-75. 
126 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 34-35. 
127 Girgin, ‘La porte monumentale’ (2008) 259-290. 
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dubious that these could have formed the subterranean cells. There is also no evidence 

that the southern arcaded structures (MW ‘E: a’) were investigated for substructures. 

Significantly, it would appear that the Casson team found very few remains of the bath-

house itself, which may well have possessed sub-structures and so could be where the 

cells of the Noumera were located. Finally, as the peribolos extended to the east, this 

would have necessitated the construction of supportive vaulted substructures that could 

have been used as cells in the Noumera. Several parallel basement walls were recorded 

in this area by Mamboury (see archaeological plan, D4). The reference in the Patria to 

the Chalkê being converted to a prison by Heraclius, however, is partially supported by 

mamboury and Wiegand’s documentation of an arched entrance leading west under 

what would have been the courtyard of Chalkê. Could this be the site of the prison 

cells?128 

 

I.1.5. The Hippodrome and Kathisma: Mamboury and Wiegand Areas ‘A. a, b, c’ 

and Casson excavation Buildings 1 and 2.  

(Figs 191-200, Context map, Daphne Palace map, B4-5, C3-5, D3, and Archaeology 

map, B4-5, C3-5, D3-4) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

In this section, the evidence and interpretations of the building structures 

communicating between the Great Palace and the Hippodrome will be analyzed in 

relation to their probable location. The most significant of these was the Kathisma, the 

pavilion from where the emperors could view the games of the Hippodrome from 

within their loge, and be seen by their subjects. The Karea Gate was apparently located 

underneath the Kathisma, its name suggesting a facing in Carian marble. 

 

The Hippodrome is attested by the sources to have been the preeminent urban space in 

Constantinople, and the place, par excellence, for the reciprocal displays both of 

imperial majesty and popular political expression. It was, from the period of 

Constantine I, also the site which connected the Palace and the city. Throughout the 

imperial residence in the Great Palace, the Kathisma, the imperial apartments 

overlooking the Hippodrome, and the emperor’s loggia, within which the emperor 

appeared to his subjects as a silent, impassive embodiment of the transcendent 

imperium, constituted a major ritual site for the public display of the symbolism of 
                                                
128 Patria 218 = Berger, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Patria,’ (1988) 257-58.  
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Byzantine rulership. By the time of Nikephoros Phokas, the Karea Gate beneath the 

Kathisma had become the principal gate into the Palace. The connection between the 

Hippodrome, Kathisma, and the earlier phase of the Great Palace is, therefore, of crucial 

importance for the understanding of the topography of this complex in its earlier stages.  

 

 (ii) Archaeological evidence 

Archaeological evidence for the Hippodrome is provided by the still extant curving base 

structure of the southern end, the sphendone, necessitated by the steep topography in 

that region of Istanbul. In addition to these accessible remains, there are the drawn 

views and travellers’ accounts which describe elements that have since disappeared, 

such as the large columns and entablature that surmounted the sphendone, and that were 

probably removed at the start of the seventeenth century.129 The primary archaeological 

report on the Hippodrome was made by the Casson team, based on excavations 

undertaken in 1927 and 1928 (fig. 191).130 Casson’s team established that a column 

shaft fragment found in the sphendone excavation was of similar circumference and 

composition (red conglomerate) to the twenty six columns of the courtyard of the Sultan 

Ahmet Mosque, concluding that these columns must be of pre-Ottoman date, and were 

probably taken from the sphendone (figs. 193-94).131  

 

The Casson team was unable to definitively ascertain the internal length of the 

Hippodrome, but estimated it to be about 480 m. The overall width, at the southern end, 

was measured to be 117.5 m,132 based on the discovery of remnants of the outer 

walls.133 The team was unable to determine the location of the Kathisma, which they 

assumed to be located above the carceres.134 The ground level of the arena during the 

Early to Middle Byzantine period was determined to be about 4.5 m. below the 

twentieth-century levels. The team led by Mamboury and Wiegand had earlier surveyed 
                                                
129 Drawings depicting such elements include the views of Constantinople by Cristoforo 
Buondelmonti, the bird’s-eye view of Istanbul by Vavassore, originally around 1480, 
the probably derivative bird’s-eye view of the Hippodrome by Panvinio, of 1580, the 
schematic view of Istanbul by Hartmann Schedel of 1493, and the Turkish bird’s-eye 
view of Nasûh al-Matraqî of around 1535, and finally the fabricated view of Pieter 
Koech van Aalst, of 1533. 
130 Casson (ed.), Preliminary Report (1928.); Casson and Talbot Rice (eds.), Second 
Report (1929). 
131 Casson, Preliminary Report (1928) 15. 
132 S. Casson ‘Les Fouilles de l’Hippodrome de Constantinople’, Gazette des Beaux-
Arts (April 1930) 213-242, here 241.  
133 Op. cit. 225. 
134 Op. cit. 215. 
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the site of the Hippodrome in 1918, after the great fire of 1912 had devastated the area. 

Mamboury continued investigations after the First World War, and the results were 

published in their joint report of 1934, in which they estimated the length of the 

Hippodrome (surely erroneously – see below) at about 390.50 m. and its width as 

117.50 m. (fig. 192). Mamboury was able to determine the existence of an additional 

nine vaults on the eastern flank of the building. Significantly, he noted a surviving brick 

structure, ‘h.1,’ and a parallel vaulted well structure that he thought might significant in 

relation to the connection between the Palace and the Hippodrome (see below: ‘The 

Structure ‘h.1’ at the Hippodrome and the location of the Kathisma’).135 Finally, in the 

report, Mamboury and Wiegand noted a drain to the east of the Hippodrome and 

parallel with it, suggesting the possible location of a street.136 

The remaining archaeological evidence is less relevant to the topography of the Palace. 

Stone seating from the Hippodrome was found in the courtyard of the Sultan Ahmet 

Mosque in the early 1990’s, perhaps confirming the transformation of the seating from 

wood to stone by Justinian after the Nika Riots.137 

 

  

                                                
135 Mamboury and Wiegand Kaiserpaläste (1934) 43-4. 
136 Loc. cit., fig, 17. 
Fabricia Fauquet has recently (2007) undertaken an architectural restoration of the form 
of the Hippodrome. Crucially, she disputes the section of the cavea of the Hippodrome 
proposed by Mamboury, and proposes a grandstand which had significantly steeper-
sloping steps, from MW walls 2 to 4, and with lateral communicating steps from the 
stadium up to a podium at perhaps 2.5 m. This is significant for the relative placement 
of the levels of the Kathisma. Behind the MW wall 4 (on the west side of the 
Hippodrome) there was a street width of about 8.5 m. A street of similar dimensions 
could, perhaps, be imagined on the outside of the eastern flank of the structure. Fauquet 
confirms the internal width of the Sphendone as 79.5 m., and the overall width as about 
123 m., based on extrapolation from the available archaeological evidence. That is to 
say, there was about 61.5 m. from the centre of the spina to the outside of the eastern 
flank. F. Fauquet, ‘Essai de Restoration Architecturale du Dernier État du Monument’, 
192, in J.-C. Golvin and F. Fauquet, ‘l’Hippodrome de Constantinople: Essai de 
Restoration Architecturale du Dernier état du Monument’, Antiquité Tardive, 15 (2007) 
181-214. 
137 M. L. Tunay, ‘Byzantine Archaeological Findings in Istanbul during the Last 
Decade,’ in Necipoğlu (ed.), Byzantine Constantinople (2001) 226. See also: L. Theis, 
‘Über die Spolienverwendung an der Sultan Ahmet Moschee in Istanbul,’ Eothen. 
Jahreshefte der Gesellschaft der Freunde islamischer Kunst und Kultur 2-3 (1991-
1992), (1994) 81-87 
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 (iii) Topographical interpretations of the Hippodrome 

Against Duval’s skeptical interpretation, Dagron tentatively argues for the existence of 

a Palace-Circus complex in the Roman and Late Antique periods.138 One difficulty 

posed by the association of the Great Palace and the Hippodrome is the fact that the 

latter was commenced by Septimius Severus after 196, well before the construction of 

the first phase of the Palace, and was completed by Constantine the Great towards 330. 

However, the relationship between Palace and Hippodrome was established by the 

construction of the Kathisma complex, accessed by a spiral staircase (Cochlias) from 

the Daphne Palace, and comprising reception rooms and an imperial loge that 

overlooked the stadium. It could be argued, therefore, that the Hippodrome, which had 

previously a primarily civic function, within a city ruled by a governor, was being 

symbolically transformed, according to the exemplar represented by the Circus 

Maximus and Domus Flavia, into a Hippodrome-Palace complex, in which the 

Kathisma formed the crucial site of connection and exchange. But while the Kathisma 

may have been constructed by Constantine the Great, this is not certain.139 The obelisks, 

which Dagron describes as having an intrinsic symbolic significance, were probably 

both erected by Theodosius I, the Egyptian Obelisk certainly in 390, and the Chalkê, or 

Masonry Obelisk earlier (fig. 195).140 The Cochlias staircase, mentioned in the Book of 

Ceremonies, was built under Justinian I, and replaced an earlier open spiral staircase 

(see below), suggesting that the Kathisma complex may well have undergone 

substantial transformation under that emperor, after the destruction wrought during the 

Nika Riots. 

 

Dagron and Berger concur in the opinion that the Egyptian Obelisk could not have been 

located in the centre-point of the Hippodrome.141 Dagron’s estimate of 432 m. to 452 m. 

again agrees with Berger’s estimate of 440 m. for the total internal length of the 

Hippodrome from the inside end of the sphendone to the nearest point of the carceres. 

                                                
138 G. Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses d’après le Livre des 
Cérémonies’, TM 13 (2000) Commentary 102-126 at 103. 
139 A late text, the Patria, attributes to Constantine I the completion of the Sphendone. 
See Guilland, Études (1969) 375. 
140 Dagron, after Ammianus Marcellinus, notes that Constantine the Great had intended 
to have a large obelisk from Thebes or Karnak transported from Rome to 
Constantinople. Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses,’ (2000) 105. 
141 Op. cit., 106-8.  
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Dagron argues that a spina must have existed, despite Casson failing to to find it,142 and 

that the Serpent Column was probably originally intended as the centre-piece, rather 

than being a late addition, as Casson thought (fig. 191). This symbolism of the Serpent 

Column was again that of solar imagery. It was originally dedicated to Apollo, and 

victory, and so would be appropriate for the Hippodrome of an emperor still apparently 

adhering to the imperial tradition of sol invictus.  

 

 (iv) Dimensions of the Hippodrome 

As noted above, Berger gives the internal length of the Hippodrome as approximately 

440 m., and the internal width, on the basis of archaeological evidence, as between 73 

and 79 m. (fig. 196). Berger reconstructs the carceres, similar to other Roman 

circuses,143 with a non-axial arc, so that all stalls have a similar distance to the north 

meta. Thus, the 440 m. he estimates is to the north-east corner of the Cavea, where it 

meets the carceres. This compares with Dagron’s estimate of 432-452 m. (see below).144 

More recently, Fauquet has estimated the length of the stadium track to be 480 m.145 

Nevertheless, the known archaeological material poses major problems for Fauquet’s 

estimate. The southernmost edge of the feature MW Area ‘E: a’ (fig. 185-86) that is 

associated with the southern boundary of the Baths of Zeuxippus is, according to a 

digital mapping of the site, 411 m. from the centre-point of the Sphendone.146 The wall 

extending west from a pier, marked ‘14’ on Casson’s plan of ‘Building 1,’ is 443 m. 

north of the centre-point of the Sphendone. This wall and pier, it is proposed here, is the 

northern portion of the Diippion Gate (fig. 171).147 In addition, as Building 1 is clearly 

in line with the eastern tiers of the Hippodrome, it would appear that Fauquet’s estimate 

of length cannot be sustained.  

                                                
142 Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses’ (2000) Commentary 102-
126.  
143 See Humphrey, Roman Circuses (1986) for comparative layout of Roman circuses. 
144 A. Berger, ‘Bemerkungen zum Hippodrom von Konstantinopel’, Boreas 20 (1997) 
5-15, here 5; G. Dagron (2000) 107. 
145 Fauquet, ‘Essai de Restoration Architecturale,’ (2007) 181-214 at 192. 
146 This feature consists of what were reconstructed by Mamboury and Wiegand as 
domed bays forming the southern edge of the baths complex – perhaps a passage. 
147 Casson noted the massive southern-most pier (no. 14) of ‘Building 1’ as being of 
brick construction. This pier was drawn as possessing a rectangular protrusion (1.2 x 0.4 
m.) on its southern face, suggesting that it was the northern pier of a large opening. A 
drain ran north-south immediately to the east of the pier. On the basis of the alternating 
bands of five courses of brick with five of stone, Casson proposed a date of the ninth to 
tenth century and suggested that it may have been a restoration. See Casson, 
Hippodrome (1929) 8-9. 
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A manuscript by Pseudo-Hero of Byzantium has been used by several scholars to 

estimate the internal dimensions of the Hippodrome, and the position of the elements of 

the Spina and the Kathisma.148 Dagron cites a passage from the ceremonial for 

                                                
148 There is one further source for the internal dimensions of the Hippodrome. Dagron 
and Berger, refer to the tenth-century geodetic instructional manuscript by Pseudo-Hero 
of Byzantium, which provides measurements of the interior of the Hippodrome. Dagron 
notes the archaeologically ascertainable dimensions:  

Width of arena at Sphendone: 79.50 m. 
Width of the tiers: 21.50 to 22.50 m. 
Distance between the two obelisks 72.50 m. 

Using the dimensions given by Pseudo-Hero, Dagron estimates the distance from the 
carceres to the northern end (Meta) of the spina as probably 140-150 m., and 50-60 m. 
for the distance from the inside of the Sphendone to the south meta. The length of the 
spina, based on comparison with other circuses, is estimated at not less than 250 m., 
giving an overall length of 432 to 452 m. He places the carceres, which he argues to 
have been near the Dihippion (Diippion), ‘where the Mesê changed direction,’ noting 
archaeological finds which would suggest that the Hippodrome extended past the area 
now occupied by the Kaiser Wilhelm Fountain. Significantly, Dagron does not derive 
the position of the Kathisma from the manuscript’s dimensions, but from his 
conclusions regarding the symbolic geography of the Hippodrome. Berger uses a 
slightly different method to determine the dimensions. While he notes the inaccuracy of 
the results obtainable by Pseudo-Herron’s calculations, he argues that by combining 
them with knowledge of general building principles for Late Antique circuses, and the 
already known internal dimensions, certain other dimensions can be obtained: 

Starting boxes to north meta:  160 m. 
North meta to Masonry Obelisk:  115 m. 
Masonry Obelisk to Kathisma:  45 m. 
Kathisma to south meta:   70 m. 
South meta to Sphendone:   50 m. 

Thus, Berger determines the Kathisma to be directly opposite the chalk finishing line, 
and the Tribune’s tent, corresponding to where today the road Şifa Havuzu Sokağı leads 
into the Hippodrome. The dimensions stated must relate to the centre-point of the 
Kathisma, in line with the Karea Gate. However he does not clarify whether the location 
of the Kathisma has been derived from Pseudo-Hero, or from ‘knowledge of general 
building principles’. This is a critical omission, as Berger arrives at a very different 
location of the Kathisma to Dagron, who, on the basis of his reading of the solar 
symbolism of the Hippodrome-Palace complex, locates the Kathisma opposite the 
Serpent Column, whereas Berger’s location is on an alignment further to the south of 
the Chalkê or Masonry Column. However, a calculation of the combined distance of the 
inside of the sphendone to the south, or Greens’ meta (50 to 63 m., based on analogies 
with other known circuses) and the distance E-B, given by the Geodesy as 81 fathoms, 
or 145.8 m., to a line perpendicular to the loge of the Kathisma, gives a location 
approximately in line with the Serpent Column. See Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le 
Déroulement des Courses’ (2000) 109-10 and fn. 37; Berger, ‘Bemerkungen zum 
Hippodrom von Konstantinopel,’ Boreas 20 (1997) 5-15, here 8-9. Bardill argues, 
however, that Berger has erroneously measured the line E-B in Pseudo-Hero’s Geodesy 
from the north meta, and thus places the Kathisma considerably too far to the south. 
Mango’s discussion of the example in Pseudo-Hero’s Geodesy cites the distances in the 
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Lupercal, in support of his contention that the Kathisma was located opposite the 

centre-point, corresponding to the Serpent Column, between the obelisks (fig. 195).149  

 

While it is somewhat stylized in its representation, a miniature painting from the 1582 

Ottoman circumcision book, or Surname, displays the Sultan’s box on the Hippodrome 

approximately opposite the Serpent Column, which is shown with the three heads intact 

(fig. 197). The Sultan is viewing a procession of the guilds. It is possible to see in this 

event an echo of the Byzantine rituals centring on the Hippodrome, but more 

importantly, it affords us an Ottoman view of the cavea of the Hippodrome, at a time 

prior to the clearance of the area under Sultan Ahmet for the construction of his 

eponymous mosque. The stands on the right appear to be temporary wooden structures 

for the event – they appear to be changing angle to accommodate the sphendone, 

suggesting that the view is from the west, with the Sultan’s pavilion constructed on top 

of the standing remains of the imperial loge and Kathisma. Other structures in the 

                                                                                                                                          
example. Thus a line from the south meta to a point opposite the centre point of the 
Kathisma loge is calculated to be 90-9 = 81 m. ; Bardill, ‘Great Palace’ (1999) 223 and 
fn. 33, 54. Mango argues that the distance from the inside of the sphendone to the south 
meta can be ascertained by analogy with other Roman circuses. He does not state this 
distance, but supplies a plan, according to which the distance is approximately 63 m. – 
substantially greater than Berger’s estimate, again based on analogies, of 50 m. Mango, 
‘The Palace of the Boukoleon’, CA 45 (1997) Appendix 1, 46. Dagron gives 
comparative distances of 45 to 50 m. (Circus of Maximus), 62.5 m. (Leptis Magna), 60 
m. (Tyre). There is clearly a substantial discrepency between the archaeological 
examples, as there is for the distance from the carceres to the north meta: 175/180 m. 
Circus Maximus, 160 m. Circus of Maxentius, 155 m. Leptis Magna, 145 m. Antioch, 
and 128 m.? Tyr. Nonetheless, if the measurements in the Geodesy are to be trusted, the 
distance from the inside centre of the sphendone to a line perpendicular to the centre 
point of the Kathisma loge would be between 195.8 and 208.8 m. Application of these 
distances upon a digital map of the city places this line.approximately in the location of 
the Serpent Column. Now, it is possible that the dimensions given in the Geodesy are 
too unreliable to base a conclusion upon, but it must be emphasized that Mango, Berger, 
Bardill and Dagron cite it as crucial evidence. It is inexplicable, therefore, how such 
divergent interpretations are possible. Even allowing for error in the Geodesy, it is clear 
that Berger’s placement of the Kathisma opposite the Serpent Column, despite its 
symbolic elegance, is improbable. A further note: if one fails to convert the 
measurement of the line EB from fathoms to metres, the distance aligns with Berger’s 
location for the Kathisma. 
149 Dagron, ‘L’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses (2000) 111-12, citing De 
cer., I, 82 l. 31-45. The passage supports Dagron’s proposed location, as it is unlikely 
that the members of the administration would walk from the finishing line (anti-
clockwise) to the Masonry Obelisk, and then turn around and walk south to the Stama. 
The passage from the Book of Ceremonies cited by Dagron, describing the ceremonial 
procession of the politeuma suggests that one needed to walk north from the Bronze 
Obelisk to reach the Stama of the Kathisma. 
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background of the right-hand panel are difficult to identify, the long multi-domed 

structure, for example, recalls the imperial kitchens of Topkapı Palace, and is difficult 

to associate with any known Byzantine structure. Compounding the difficulty of 

interpretation, the Egyptian Column is on the right-hand side, suggesting a view from 

the east, not the west. Perhaps the most valuable evidence is the fact that the Sultan 

appears to have taken up a position opposite the Serpent Column, suggesting possibly 

an emulation of Byzantine precedent. 

 

Despite the lack of archaeological evidence provided by Casson’s excavations, Dagron 

maintains, on the basis of comparisons with other circuses, and references in the 

sources, that there was a wall of perhaps 2 m. height encircling the spina, which was 

ornamented with water basins, probably with fountains to add to the spectacle, statues 

and obelisks.150 Casson did find the remains of water pipes in the vicinity of the spina, 

suggesting the presence of fountains.151 The masonry was presumably removed in the 

Ottoman period as spolia, and to permit the space to be used for other purposes. 

 

 (v) Structure ‘h.1’ at the Hippodrome and the location of the Kathisma 

As noted above, Mamboury and Wiegand documented a feature ‘h.1’, which they 

determined to be a surviving pier of the eastern stands of the Hippodrome (fig. 199). 

Significantly, they did not associate it with the Kathisma, as have recent topographical 

studies.152 Another feature noted by Mamboury was a well to the east of ‘h.1,’ 

containing a large domical vault. He determined that it was part of a substructure 

                                                
150 Casson, ‘Les Fouilles de l’Hippodrome’ (1930) 220-4, 241-2. 
Casson’s team found no evidence that there had ever been a spina wall, noting that if 
there had ever been a spina, which had been removed, there would surely have been 
some trace of its existence. They did find water pipes under the Serpent Column, 
suggesting that it had previously been used as a fountain, as had the Masonry, or Chalkê 
(bronze) Obelisk. They assumed that, on the basis of their observations, water would 
have flowed from each of the four sides into a basin, long disappeared. The Egyptian 
Obelisk, likewise, showed clear signs of having been used as a fountain. 
151 Water pipes had been discovered in 1855 by Sir Charles T. Newton, in his 
excavation of ground around the Serpent Column. T. Cato Woesfold, ‘The Serpent 
Column of the Delphic Oracle,’ Archaeological Journal 61 (1904) 337-8 
152 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste, fig. 102. In this plan (fig. 13) they show a 
pier of the Hippodrome north of ‘h.1,’ which, unless it is speculation on their part, 
would tend to suggest that ‘h.1’ could not have been part of the Kathisma. It is 
somewhat unclear in their account; it would appear that all the rest indicated by a 
broken line are extrapolations, and hence neither prove or disprove the hypothesis that 
‘h.1’ was associated with the Kathisma.  
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running parallel to the eastern flank of the Hippodrome.153 This would suggest that 

‘h.1’ does not belong to the Kathisma, but is more likely to lie immediately to the south 

of it (see below). The substructure may indeed be associated with either the Peridromes 

(raised passages) of Marcian, the western end (ramp?) of the Covered Hippodrome, or 

with a section of the western Palace walls. 

 

The remnant structure ‘h.1’ is interpreted by Mango and Dagron as a vaulted cross-wall 

belonging to an area of the Hippodrome substructure utilized at least as early as the 

reign of Valens as the repository for the archives of the Court of Justice.154 On this 

subject, Mango has argued that the Kathisma was located closer to the Sphendone than 

to the starting gates, in his estimation it was ‘…south of the centre point of the east 

wing of the Hippodrome,’ with its centre opposite a point between the Masonry Obelisk 

and the Serpent Column.155 It should be noted, in this context, that the central axis of 

the Apsed Hall and Mosaic Peristyle aligns with a point that is approximately the 

position of the remnant structure ‘h.1,’ immediately to the south of a retaining wall 

separating the Palace levels of 26 and 32 m. This point appears too far south to have an 

alignment with the Masonry Obelisk or the Serpent Column. This suggests that it is 

more likely that the Karea Gate and the passage to the Kathisma were located to the 

north of this cross-wall, where the ground rises sharply and then levels off (currently 

forming the platform of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque). As noted above, records were 

stored in vaults from the Kathisma to the Sphendone. In the absence of an inscription, 

the most convincing evidence that the structure ‘h.1’ was part of the Kathisma would be 

if there were a hitherto unidentified cryptoporticus south of the retaining wall. From the 

                                                
153 Loc. cit. 
154 Mango, ‘The Palace of the Boukoleon,’ (1997) 41-50 at 46. Mango notes that the 
office of the instrumentarius, the keeper of judicial archives, was located in the vaults 
under the Hippodrome ‘underneath the imperial box as far as the Sphendone,’ where 
one could consult archives stored there, suggesting that because the records were 
accessible to the public, they must have been located outside of the Palace 
155 Op. cit. 44, 46-47 and fig. 6. See also Bardill, ‘The Palace of Lausos (1997) 223 and 
fn. 33, 54, and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’ (2000) 222-3 and fn. 
78. Bardill disputes Mango’s inclusion of the Karea Gate within the fortifications of 
Nikephoros Phokas, arguing that it lay to the north of the walls. He accepts, however, 
Mango’s general interpretation of several texts that the Kathisma was ‘…somewhat 
south of the centre of the east flank of the Hippodrome,’ and locates it equidistantly 
between the two turning posts, thus close to opposite the Masonry Obelisk. Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini’s latest interpretation of the location of the Kathisma places it not 
at the location of the fragment ‘h.1,’ as she earlier proposed, but further north, at the 
start of the boundary wall of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque, and so approximately opposite 
the Serpent Column. Her interpretation, therefore, accords with that of Dagron. 
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reports of Mamboury and Wiegand, this is not impossible (they referred to substructures 

that could not be accessed because of in-filling), but, at present, it would be very 

difficult to confirm given the existing structures on the site.  

 

This consideration of the probable location of the centre point of the Kathisma complex 

requires a reconsideration of certain conclusions drawn in Mango’s important article on 

the Palace of the Boukoleon.156 In considering the extent of the enceinte of Nikephoros 

Phokas, Mango places the Kathisma, and therefore the Karia Gate, in the area of the 

confluence of Tavukhane and Nakilbent Sokağı, east of the present-day Sultanahmet 

Ticaret Licesi (commercial school). This attribution may be disputed. Aside from the 

symbological arguments put forward by Dagron, there are difficulties with regard to the 

levels in this area. If we assume that the main level of the Daphne Palace is the sum of 

the 31m. terrace level and the height of the socle/basement, and that the Covered 

Hippodrome was on one level below (that is, on Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s 26m. 

terracing), then Mango’s proposed location requires the area of the entrance into the 

Palace through the Karea Gate to have the same level as the Hippodrome. The plan 

drawn up in 1917 after the Sultanahmet district fires indicates the ground rising 

reasonably steeply in this area from 27 m. up to 35 m. above mean sea level.157 

However, allowing for the build-up of soil attested by Casson’s report (about 4.5 m.), 

then these levels may translate to about 22.5 to 30.5 m. This does not suggest a terrace 

at the same level as the Hippodrome. Indeed, the present contours imply a shelf running 

approximately north-south and more or less parallel to the east flank of the 

Hippodrome, descending about 4m. from the arena level to a relatively flattened site, 

suggesting that there was a terrace at a lower level in this location. 

 

Rather than corresponding to the location proposed by Mango, the most likely location 

of the Karea Gate is proposed to be the area at the south-west corner of the Sultan 

Ahmet Mosque enclosure (fig. 198). Following Dagron, we may imagine the Karea 

Gate aligning with the Serpent Column in approximately this location. From the 

entrance, one would enter perhaps a small courtyard, before either entering the Upper 

Palace (via the spiral staircase?) or descending to the Covered Hippodrome via the 

                                                
156 Op. cit. 
157 1917 incendiary plan of Sultanahmet District, Can Kurturan and Küçük Hagia 
Sophia in Istanbul, in Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini,’Il Gran Palazzo’ (2000) fig. 3. 
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Ivory Gate, from where the Lower Palace could be reached by crossing the open area 

south of the level change (the Covered Hippodrome?) and entering the Skyla Gate. 

 

In summary, it is suggested that the available evidence supports the Kathisma having 

had an alignment with the Serpent Column, as proposed by Bolognesi Recchi-

Franceschini and Dagron, rather than the more southern topographical locations 

proposed by Berger, Bardill, Fauquet and Mango. The alignment with the Serpent 

Column is further supported by Dagron and Fauquet’s ascription of a solar symbolism 

to the placement of the obelisks and Serpent Column (fig. 195).158 This location would 

place the centre line of the Kathisma at approximately the site of the southern-most 

entrance into the Sultan Ahmet Mosque courtyard from At Meydanı Caddesi. The 

location of the Kathisma is critical in relation to the topography of the Great Palace, 

because of its relationship with the court of Daphne.159 Thus, by locating the Kathisma, 

we may determine the approximate location of the Constantinian domestic Palace. The 

size of the Kathisma cannot be determined: Fauquet contends that its width was as 

                                                
158 Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses’ (2000) 102-26; Fauquet, 
‘Essai de Restoration Architecturale’ (2007) 213. 
The argument by Dagron pertaining to the alignment of the Kathisma with the Serpent 
Column is partly based upon his reading of the symbolic function of the Kathisma. 
Dagron ascribes to the Imperial loge of the Kathisma two symbolic functions, firstly, as 
a stage for the representation of the deification of the emperor, in the guise of sol 
invictus, evident under paganism, but persistent in the early Christian era, and secondly, 
allowing him to appear before his people, raised above and isolated from them.  

Dans sa loge, l’empereur n’est ni le président des jeux ni l’arbitre de la course, 
il est une évocation du pouvoir, un être à moitié abstrait - et en tout cas 
parfaitement impassible - pour lequel on va procéder à une sorte de théophanie 
de la Victoire. 
[Within his loggia, the emperor is neither the president of the plays nor the 
referee of the race, he is an evocation of power, a half abstract being - and in any 
case perfectly impassive - for which one will proceed to a kind of theophany of 
victory (author’s translation). ] 

Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses’ (2000) 104. 
The Kathisma was, then, a stage for the ritual performance of an imperial ritual, pre-
Christian in its origin. The Hippodrome, within which games were held, notably chariot 
races and foot running, continued the pre-Christian tradition of the Roman circus, and 
was associated in Constantinople, according to Dagron, with the demonstration of 
imperial power, signifying the imperial presence, and asserting a continuity with the 
Roman imperial past. Dagron argues that the rituals of the Hippodrome preserved 
aspects of paganism well into the Christian era: obelisks associated with the sun, and 
the moon. Regarding the symbolism of the races, Fauquet has followed Dagron in 
emphasizing the ritual symbolism of the races, in which the emperor adopted the rôle of 
sol Invictus, perhaps in adaptation of the Eastern iconography of Baal-Ishtar, or Sun-
Moon, in which the circuits of the track symbolize the turning of the heavens.  
159 Op. cit. 202. 
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much as 70 m., but there are no textual sources to support this figure, and the 

monumental Mosaic Peristyle is only slightly more than 60 m. wide..160 If the location 

of the Daphne courtyard can be positioned to the east of Dagron’s proposed location, 

then the Covered Hippodrome may be placed further to the south, in the vicinity of the 

confluence of Tavukhane and Nakilbent streets, as there was a descent from the Daphne 

to reach the Covered Hippodrome (fig. 198). Between these two sites, there is presently 

a level change of approximately 6 m., possibly suggesting a change in level of the 

Palace of one storey in this location. This would correspond to the topography as it may 

be derived from the sources.161 

 

 (vi) Form and Origin of the Kathisma 

As noted above, Dagron suggests that the Kathisma itself, the imperial rooms 

connecting the Daphne Palace to the Hippodrome,162 may go back to Constantine the 

Great, but that the spiral stair or Cochlias (koxlºaq) that replaced a rectangular one was 

built by Justinian. From the Daphne Palace, the emperor ascended by the Cochlias to a 

room named in the Book of Ceremonies the Koiton (koit!n to† kauºsmatoq ) or 

Parakyptika, which permitted visual access to the Hippodrome through barred windows 

(perhaps indicating that the bars were for security?). The emperor could descend from 

here by an internal stone staircase to an intermediate floor where he was dressed in a 

room (koit!n) which opened onto an anteroom (stenøn, stenøq trºklinoq) where the 

patricians and strategoi were introduced for a private first reception. From this room, the 

emperor entered the ceremonial triklinos where he would lunch and where the 

‘members of the senate [were] introduced to him.’163 From the triklinos, the emperor 

must have apparently mounted several steps to reach the loggia, where he blessed the 

crowd in the Hippodrome.  

 

The Karea Gate that gave access to the Palace sat beneath the Kathisma loggia and 

corresponded, Dagron argues, with the intermediate level.164 The space for acclamation 

in front of the Kathisma was the Stama (t" ståma) or tø P or Ô F¡na, a rectangular 

space which formed a perimeter of security between the emperor and his people. The 

ground floor of the Kathisma seems to have been used for offices related to 

                                                
160 Op. cit., 208. 
161 Guilland, Études (1969) Ch. 10 and 11. 
162 Op. cit., 499-508 and fn. 505. 
163 Dagron, ‘l’Organisation et le Déroulement des Courses (2000) 121. 
164 Loc. cit. 
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jurisprudence. Either side of the Kathisma and at the level of the track were the 

changing rooms (paraskeyaº) reserved for the foot runners or athletes.165 The space in 

front of the Kathisma is alternatively designated by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini the 

Skamma, but clearly the same space is meant.166 

 (vii) The Protothyros and Diippion in relation to the Carceres 

Fauquet argues, on the basis of the Panvinio view, that the First Gate of the 

Hippodrome, the Protothyros, or Porta Pompae, was not located in the centre of the 

carceres, the building housing the starting gates, but on the western end, adjacent to 

which was a chapel used by the charioteers before the race (fig. 200).167 Her 

interpretation accords with the reference in the Book of Ceremonies to the entrance by 

the factions into the Hippodrome by the Diippion and the Protothyros Gates.168 The 

stall-gates, or cancelli, of the carceres are thus argued to have formed a single, curved 

unit, rather than two units on either side of the Porta Pompae.169 A passage in the Book 

of Ceremonies makes clear that there are two main entries, presumably opposite one 

another.170 This interpretation is indeed supported by the Hippodrome views: while the 

Vavassore view is obviously the work of an artisan who had not seen the site, and was 

probably copying an original wood-cut print, the Panvinio view shows clearly a 

monumental gate at the north of the eastern flank of the Hippodrome, and a second 
                                                
165 Op. cit., 122. 
166 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’ (2000) 15. Bolognesi Recchi-
Franceschini refers to this area indented into the tiers of seating toward the southern end 
of the Hippodrome, as the Skamma, from the Greek Skapt√ ‘to dig’, an area between 
the rising tiers on either side, and enlarged by the removal of tiers on the Palace side. 
Like Dagron, but contra Berger, she holds this area to be the site of the Kathisma Gate, 
the Karea, the main entrance into the Palace compound in the later phase of the palace’s 
existence. This gate, according to the testimony provided by relief carvings on the base 
of the Obelisk of Theodosius I, was in existence by the late fourth century.  
167 Here a crucial question must be asked as to whether the artist had ever actually seen 
the site, or had copied an earlier birds-eye view of the site, as Manners argues with 
regard to the Vavassore print. See I. Manners, ‘Constructing the Image of a City’ (1997) 
93-4. The Panvinio view was printed in 1600 in Venice, and professes to show the area 
of the Hippodrome prior to the Ottoman conquest. It is, at most, a copy of an earlier 
drawing, since it appears to show the Nea Ekklesia on its substructures (it was destroyed 
in an explosion in 1490). 
168 De cer., I, 70, 341. 
169 Fauquet, ‘Essai de Restoration Architecturale’ (2007) 183-4, 188, 192 and figs. 17-
18. Here, Fauquet attributes an excessive degree of reliability to the drawing by 
Panvinio, a reproduction at best of an earlier map, and clearly inaccurate in many 
respects. Additionally, Fauquet is led into arguing that the carceres had thirteen gates in 
an arch, the ‘first gate’ and twelve gates for the chariots. Her reconstruction fails to 
consider the gate on the eastern side of the cavea shown in the Vavassore and Panvinio 
views.  
170 De cer., I, 70. 
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monumental opening within the curve of the carceres. This appears, at first sight, 

incongruous, and may perhaps be better explained as a product of the ignorance of a 

skilled copyist.171  

 (viii) Conclusion 

There are two significant elements of the Hippodrome that impact on the topographical 

understanding of the Great Palace – the location of the Karea Gate, and hence of the 

Palace of the Kathisma, the loge and the spiral staircase, and secondly, the location of 

the eastern gate adjacent to the carceres. Although there is considerable divergence of 

opinion on the location of the Kathisma, I have argued that on the basis of topographical 

levels, archaeological evidence, and Dagron’s compelling symbological interpretation, 

the location given by Dagron and Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini – placing the centre of 

the Kathisma, and hence also the Karea Gate, opposite the Serpent Column – is the most 

probable. Finally, the location of the Diippion Gate cannot have been as far north as 

proposed by Fauquet, but instead was probably located in the vicinity of the later türbe 

of Sultan Ahmet.  

 

                                                
171 Fauquet, ‘Essai de Restoration Architecturale’ (2007) 212. In the argument for her 
reconstruction, Fauquet distinguishes between the functions of the two entrances, the 
eastern opening connecting, she argues, the carceres and the cavea. She reconstructs the 
gate at the western end of the carceres as being placed under a tower, upon which stood 
the quadriga statuary group now at St. Marks Venice. However, no other known Roman 
circus possessed such a heterogenous layout. The Panvinio drawing cannot, without 
corroboration by other sources, be used to verify her hypotheses.  
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I.2. Buildings and Structures immediately North of the Great Palace: Augustaion, 

Senate and Pittakia. Mamboury and Wiegand Building Group A. a, b; Girgin 

Areas II and III. 

 

I.2.1. Augustaeum/Augustaion 

(figs. 201-04, Daphne Palace map, D3, E3, and Archaeology map, D3, E3) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

The Augustaion was an open space, and given the association in the time of Constantine 

with temples of Rhea and Tyche, to the north-west, , probably served as a forum, and 

was identifiable with the Tetrastoon associated with the reign of Septimius Severus.172 

It was located to the south of the Church of Hagia Sophia and the Patriarchal Palace 

(fig. 201).173 It is stated in Chronicon Paschale as having existed in the time of 

Constantine I, who named it after his mother, the Augusta Helena. The chronicle for 

459 refers to the consul Theodosius as having ‘built the Augustaion at the side of the 

Great Church.’174 It may have been at this time that the square was enclosed by walled 

porticoes and, perhaps, reduced in size. Certainly the northern boundary of the 

Zeuxippus Baths, and presumably also the portico facing the square, had been 

completed prior to this. The structures of the Augustaion were apparently destroyed in 

532, during the Nika Riots,175 together with the praetoria, the Great Church and other 

city-centre buildings.176 The Augustaion was again rebuilt, presumably in the form 

described in the Book of Ceremonies, with the great gate of tes Meletes giving access to 

it from the Regia to its south. In 543/4 an equestrian statue was transported from the 

Forum of Theodosius (Forum Tauri) to the Augustaion, transformed into a 

representation of Justinian I, and placed high upon a monumental brick column faced 

with bronze (fig. 202).177  

 

                                                
172 Mango, Brazen House (1959) 42-7. For Late Antique fora, see also W. L. 
Macdonald, Architecture of the Roman Empire, Vol. II. An urban appraisal Yale 
Publications in the History of Art, 35 (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 
1986).  
173 Dark and Kostenec, ‘The Byzantine Patriarchate in Constantinople,’ (2006) 115-130. 
174 M. and M. Whitby (transl.) Chronicon Paschale: 284-628 AD (1989) 16. 
175 Op. cit. 117. 
176 Westbrook, ‘An Emperor Cowering behind Protective Walls’ (2010); Bardill, ‘The 
Palace of Lausos’ (1997). 
177 Bauer, Stadt, Platz und Denkmal in der Spätantike (1996) 154-165. 
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In his (presumably eye-witness) account, Gilles noted that the column of Justinian had 

been ‘recently removed’.178 He located the position of the Augustaion as having stood 

‘where a fountain is now at the west end of the Church of St. Sophia,’ citing a statement 

in the tenth century Souda, that the area had formerly been called the Forum 

Augustaion, and that it was cleared and paved by Justinian I.179  

 

Barsanti and Berger have argued that the Augustaion was reduced in size, in Justinian 

I’s reconstructions, from a vast forum (the ‘Tetrastoon’) into a compact courtyard used 

for ceremonial occasions.180 This argument is at odds with the recent reconstruction of 

the site by Stichel (fig. 202). If one accepts, in accordance with the latter, that the 

Senate building, or at least its monumental portico, existed from the fourth century, and 

that it was situated facing west in a symmetrical layout with respect to the bounding 

porticoes, then the argument that Justinian I reduced the dimensions of the Augustaion 

must be called into question (see fig. 204 for a recent reconstruction, after Stichel). If 

this had been the case, then the Senate building would have originally been 

asymmetrically aligned to the forum, which seems unlikely on the comparative basis of 

the layouts of imperial fora in Rome, in which the primary monumental building was 

aligned axially and centrally with its framing porticoes (fig. 203).181 Thus, the Senate 

building may very well have continued to occupy its original position, in which case the 

six marble columns, referred to by Stichel, will have probably remained in their original 

‘temple façade’ format after Justinian I’s reconstruction.  

 

 (ii) The Alignment of the Augustaion 

The Augustaion appears to have had a non-orthogonal alignment on its western side 

(fig. 201). The angle observed by Dirimtekin differs slightly to the alignment of the 

colonnaded forecourt of Hagia Sophia. Furthermore, it would, if extended in its 

alignment, overlap the line of the former south wall of the Hagia Sophia forecourt. This 

causes problems in reconstructing the course of the street that would have run past both 
                                                
178 Pierre Gilles, The Topography of Constantinople Book II (2008) 17, 88. 
179 Op. cit., 86. 
180 Barsanti, ‘Costantinopoli’ (1993) 121 and fn. 18-22; Berger, ‘Die Altstadt von 
Byzanz’ (1987) 8-30. This opinion which is widely held, regarding a first, much larger 
forum, does not appear to be securely founded in Byzantine texts, and may derive more 
from the early twentieth century reconstruction of Ebersolt. 
181 MacDonald, The architecture of the Roman Empire, Vol. 2 (1965). An alternative 
explanation might be entertained: that the area of the Patriarchal Palace was subtracted 
from the Tetrastoon to form the Augustaeum, but the Senate building would nonetheless 
still remain asymmetrical in this arrangement. 
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sites. This could be partially explained if there was a further wall to the outside of the 

features reported by Dirimtekin, creating the possibility of a portal or gatehouse 

structure. However, the only published account of archaeological evidence for this is the 

short mention by Mamboury in relation to the sewer excavations of 1934.182 The 

western wall of the similar forecourt to St. Irene is set well to the east of both of these 

alignments, but at a similar angle, suggesting an interrelated urban layout in this area. 

The remains of a street were found in the grounds of the Istanbul Archaeological 

Museum, providing further evidence for the route of the street.183 

 

There is no archaeological evidence for the location of the southern boundary of the 

Augustaion. However, an approximate location may be given if an assumption is made 

about the dimensions of the Baths of Zeuxippus, based on comparison with other 

imperial baths of the Tetrarchic era. Thus, for example, the Baths of Hercules in Milan, 

the Western imperial capital under Constantius, measure approximately 120 x 120 m., 

not allowing for ancillary structures (figs. 189-90). The dimensions of the 

‘Kaiserthermen’ at Trier were considerably larger, approximately 220 x 135 m. Earlier 

imperial baths built by Trajan, Caracalla and Diocletian were much larger again – that 

of Diocletian, for example, was about 380 x 370 m. The size of the Milan Baths may be 

taken, therefore, as a conservative minimum. 

 

The Regia street, leading to the Chalkê Gate, appears to have occupied the space 

between the Baths and the Augustaion. It possessed porticoes on both sides, and may be 

reconstructed as perhaps 25 m. wide in total, if it followed the width of the Mesê.184 If 

the dimensions of the Baths of Hercules are used as an hypothetical model (see above, 

‘Zeuxippus Baths’), this provides an approximate width for the Augustaion of 53 m. at 

its western, and 58 m. at its eastern ends. This is effectively in accordance with Stichel’s 

estimate for the width of the Augustaion as no more than 60 m.185 His total estimated 

length of the Augustaion and Senate building comes to 120 m. (90 m. for peristyle 

courtyard and 30 m. for building, based on the dimensions of the Roman Curia) the 

same length as the Baths of Hercules in Milan.  
                                                
182 E. Mamboury, ‘Le Fouilles Byzantins à Istanbul et dans sa Banlieue immédiate au 
VIXe et XXe Siècles,’ Byzantion XI (1936) 273. 
183 Müller-Wiener, 50 and fig. 27. 
184 Marlia Mundell Mango follows Cyril Mango’s estimation of 25 m. for the Mesê. See 
Mundell Mango, ‘The Porticoed Street at Constantinople,’ ( 2001), 46; Mango, Le 
développement urbain de Constantinople (1990) 27.  
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While the dimensions of the Baths and Augustaion cannot be absolutely determined 

without new archaeological investigation, the above estimates may be a credible 

approximation. The conclusion that may be drawn is that there was a close relationship 

between the east-west dimensions of both the Baths of Zeuxippus and the Augustaion. 

 

I.2.2 Senate 

(Figs. 201-02, 204-06, Daphne Palace map, D3, E3, and Archaeology map, E3) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

The Senate building, originally built by Constantius after 357, possibly in emulation of 

the Curia in the Forum Romanum, is described by Procopius, who emphasizes the great 

scale of its porticoed façade.186 His description may be interpreted to mean that a 

columnar portico extended to the west from the building’s wall plane, with four 

columns on the frontal plane, and two interstitial columns between the outer frontal 

columns and the wall. Procopius describes the portico in the following way: ‘And the 

columns form a porch (stoa) which carries a roof curving into a vault (tholos).’187 The 

reference to the tholos may be plausibly interpreted, as a central vaulted section, with 

horizontal entablature to either side, surmounted by a centrally pitched roof.188  

 

 (ii) Interpretation of the descriptions of the Senate building  

 by Procopius and Gilles 

Procopius’ description communicates a vivid sense of the building’s size and lavish 

materials, and while leaving some problems of interpretation, permits a plausible 

reconstruction of a portico supporting the entablature of a Syrian arch leading into an 

entrance under a central vault, one which is however more consistent with earlier, 

known Tetrarchic and Theodosian examples. There remains the possibility, however, 
                                                
186 Dewing et al. (transl.), The Buildings of Procopius (1971) 33-37. 
187 Op. cit. I, 10, 9. 
188 Berger proposed this interpretation of tholos in this text. A. Berger, ‘Die Senat von 
Konstantinopel,’ Boreas 18, (1993), 131-142, here 135. The word tholos appears to 
have originally meant a round domed or beehive roofed structure, but by the time of 
Procopius to have come to also mean either a vaulted structure. Other words for vault 
were also used in Byzantine texts, including kamåra and Ô ‘acºq (Suda on Line, 
http://www.stoa.org 26/10/08). A similar pediment, belonging to the church of 
Theodosius II (reopened 415), was excavated in front of the western end of Hagia 
Sophia. See Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon 84 and figs. 66-8. An identical arrangement is 
found on the entrance portico of Diocletian’s palace in Salona (for reconstruction by 
Öner of Constantinople Senate in the Augusteion, see fig. 204). Procopius’ description 
was used by Dyggve in support of his theory of the ‘glorificatory façade.’ 
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that, along with the columns themselves, the pediment did survive the conflagration of 

532, and was incorporated into Justinian I’s restored building. Certainly, the 

resemblance of the description to Late Antique architectural forms suggests that this 

was the case. No other known example of Justinianic buildings possesses such an 

antique form.189 

 

Gilles’ account forms one of the primary sources for the reconstruction of the Senate 

building layout by Rudolph Stichel. Stichel, unlike the earlier interpretations of Mango, 

Demandt, Bauer and Berger, interprets the Senate and Magnaura as separate 

buildings.190 Stichel argues that the descriptions of the Magnaura fit only with difficulty 

what is known about the Augustaion and Senate. Rather, the disappearance of 

references to the Senate from the seventh century onwards may be attributed to its 

having lost its former function, and being given over to the Patriarchate, from which 

time it became known, he argues, as the hall of Thomaïtes.191 

 

                                                
189 The exact form must remain hypothetical, but the arrangement of the columns 
suggested above has one problem: the east-west span from the central two columns back 
to the wall of the entrance would be greater than the spans of the end columns. This 
would not be a structural problem if the rear columns were either attached, or were 
placed immediately in front of the wall. Within the hall, based upon the Curia building 
in Rome, one could propose a central lower nave with stepped east-west platforms on 
either side for seating, and a level section at the rear, with a central rostrum where the 
emperor could address the senators, presumably flanked by his palace guard. Behind the 
rostrum, there may have been an apse, on the basis of Gilles’ description of the building 
as a ‘basilica.’ Again, on the basis of the Roman precedent, there may have been rear 
doors- the front façade of the Chalkê courtyard lay immediately to the east, and could 
have been reached by an aerial passage, although there is no Byzantine account of this. 
While the columns were visible at the time of Gilles visit, it is unclear whether his 
reference to the building as a basilica was based on actual observation, or upon written 
sources. 
190 Mango argues that the two names refer to different phases in the existence of the 
same complex, and that from the Middle Byzantine period the Senate building, rebuilt 
by Justinian I after its destruction in the Nika Riots of 532, became known as the magna 
aula, or Magnaura. Mango, Brazen House 56-60. Berger follows him in placing the 
Magnaura in the same location as the earlier Senate. See Berger, ‘Die Senat,’ (1993) 
and fig. 1. Berger shows the first Senate building on the Forum of Constantine, and the 
Magnaura to the immediate south-east of the position where Stichel, on the basis of the 
reports of monumental columns, places the Senate building. Bauer, on the other hand, 
has recently based his reconstruction of the post-Justinianic Augusteion, Senate and hall 
of Thomaïtes upon Berger’s topographical scheme. Bauer, Stadt, Platz und Denkmal 
(1996) 155, fig. 51-2. 
191 Stichel, ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen,’ Architectura, 30 (2000) 1-25, here 23. 
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Stichel’s interpretation of the Senate location leaves open the question of the location of 

the Magnaura (see below: ‘Magnaura’).192 Berger proposes a more complicated history 

for the Senate, according to which it began in the Augustaion, much as Stichel 

proposes, but was, at a later time, separated from the Augustaion by the building of the 

Thomaïtes.193 In his (and Mango’s) assumption that the Magnaura is a successor-name 

for the Senate complex, Berger is led into the problem of how to explain that a later 

structure, the Thomaïtes, could be placed to the west of the Magnaura, such that, as 

described in the Book of Ceremonies, there was a road which led between these 

buildings from Hagia Sophia to the bronze gate of the Great Palace, the Chalkê. In 

Stichel’s proposal, there is no such problem: the Senate became in time the 

Thomaïtes,194 although there were restorations and rebuilding, notably those by 

Justinian after the 532 Nika revolt. On the other hand, the Magnaura, if located in the 

vicinity of MW Area ‘A: b’, would have been situated at a sufficient distance to the east 

of the Senate and Augustaion to permit the location of a north-south road, as well as a 

courtyard, the Anadendradion (Archaeology map, E3-4; Daphne Palace map, E3-4). 

 

An east-west aligned wall, 131 m. long, was found by Dirimtekin, who thought it 

separated the Patriarchate and the Augustaion.195 As recorded by Dirimtekin, it is at an 

angle of 7o to both the ruins in Areas ‘MW A: b, c,’ and the I.A.M. excavations, and 

returned south at its western end at an angle less than 90o.196 These finds allow Stichel 

to propose two alternative versions of the configuration of the Senate and Augustaion: 

the first proposes the alignment of the façade of the Senate building with the main 

western façade of Hagia Sophia, set back 50 m. from the far wall of the Augustaion; in 

the second version, the façade is set back at approximately 90 m., approximately 

aligned with the central axis of the southern façade of Hagia Sophia. In neither version 

is the discrepancy in angles noted above allowed for.197 What the discrepency may 

                                                
192 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 36-7 and plate 92, area ‘A: b’. 
193 Berger, ‘Die Senate von Konstantinopel’ (1993) 131-142, here 136. 
194 Stichel bases his argument upon analysis of the survival, up until the start of the 
seventeenth century, of the six monumental columns, that are argued by him to derive 
from the original Senate building facing the site of the former Augustaeum. 
195 F. Dirimtekin, ‘Augustaion ve Milion,’ Ayasofya Müzesi Yilligi 8 (1969) 75-80, cited 
in Stichel, ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen,’ (2000) 13 and fig. 11. 
196 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 36-7 and pl. 92, area ‘A: b’; A. 
Pasinli, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo’ (2000; Idem, ‘Pittakia ve Magnum 
Palatium- Büyük Saray Bölgesinde 1999 Yılı Kazı Çalişmaları (Eski Sultanahmet 
Cezaevi Bahçesi),’ MÇKKS 11 (2000) 41-63. 
197 Stichel, ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen,’ (2000) 22. 
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suggest is a difference in the phases in which the two complexes were constructed, 

whereby the Senate and Augustaion were constructed after 357 (the year Constantius 

created the new Senate in Constantinople198) as a part of the early complex including 

the Constantinian Hagia Sophia, while the area of MW Area ‘A: b, c’, including the 

Magnaura, was constructed as an extension of the Great Palace to the north. 

 

The dimensions of the Senate cannot be determined, although Stichel suggests that a 

reasonable estimate might be the dimension of the Curia in Rome (approx. 20 by 30 m.) 

although the latter formerly possessed a portico indicated by sockets in the façade, 

extending its length to perhaps 35 m.199 The columns are given as similar to, but 

somewhat larger than, the columns of the Theodosian church façade. Stichel’s estimated 

dimensions for the Senate, if the rear façade was aligned with the rear of Hagia Sophia, 

create a east-west dimension for the Augustaion of approximately 95-100 m.200 This 

may be compared with the size of the Forum Tauros, for which Mango estimates c.120 

x c.100 m., while Berger, on the basis of excavated foundation walls, estimates c.55 x 

c.55 m.201 or the dimension of the Forum of Constantinople of about 75 m. diameter, on 

the basis of Mamboury’s plan of discoveries near the Column of Constantine.202 

 

                                                
198 J. Vanderspoel, Themistius and the Imperial Court. Oratory, Civic Duty and Paideia 
from Constantius to Theodosius, (Ann Arbor: Uni. of Michigan Press, 1995). 61 ff. 
199 A problem with derivation of the dimensions of the Senate from the Roman Curia is, 
as mentioned above, that the extant building is not the same structure as that existing in 
the early fourth century. See Stichel, ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen’ ( 2000) 1-25. Stichel 
notes the discrepancy in the cited number of columns, putting this down to two factors: 
a process of attrition in the later accounts, by which the columns were gradually 
removed, reused or collapsed, and secondly, in the earlier reports, the presence of 
smaller columns belonging to extant portions of the surrounding colonnades. He argues, 
using the comparative evidence of the colonnaded façade of the second, Theodosian, 
Church of Hagia Sophia, that the Senate façade would have possessed six colossal 
columns, in the configuration of four at the front of the portico, and two further placed 
at the sides. 
200 Stichel ‘Sechs Kolossal Säulen,’ (2000) 1-4, 14 and fn. 1-18. 
Stichel’s analysis of the Senate at Constantinople, using extant textual descriptions by 
eye-witnesses, arrives at a width of the portico of 21 m. and a height of 14 m. to the top 
of the column capitals. The surmounting pediment would have added a further 4 to 5.25 
metres, giving a total height of 18-19.25 m. Using the Roman example as a ‘yardstick,’ 
the length would have been between 35 and 40 m. 
201 Mango, Le développement urbain de Constantinople (1990), plans; A. Berger, 
‘Streets and Public Spaces in Constantinople’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 54 (2000) 161-
172. 
202 D.A.I., Istanbul, neg. R17531, published in Bardill (1997). 
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Finally, with regard to the various accounts of the Senate columns, the question remains 

as to where and when they disappeared. In both the Byzantine and Ottoman periods, 

intact stone columns were prized as prestigious building materials for re-use in new 

structures, so it is unlikely that they would have been broken down to fashion building 

blocks, unless they had deteriorated beyond the potential for reuse.203 While they were 

still visible in the late sixteenth century, the columns disappeared from mention at the 

beginning of the seventeenth century. This significantly coincides with the 

commencement of the construction of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque (1609-17). On the 

interior of the mosque are to be found eight stone piers, including six built of enormous 

drums of white, possibly Proconnesian, marble (fig. 205-6). Given the apparent 

disappearance of the Senate columns at the time of the building of the mosque, it is a 

distinct possibility that they are the ‘colossal columns’ cut down, sawn into drums, and 

ornamented with incised carving to fit the proportions of the new building. It should be 

noted that the smaller columns supporting the courtyard arcade were argued by Casson, 

on the basis of a shaft fragment of identical stone found in situ in the Hippodrome 

excavation, to have been spoliated from the sphendone of the Hippodrome (see above, 

Hippodrome) – the smaller, monolithic granite columns within the mosque also appear 

to be spoliated (fig. 193-94). There certainly does seem to have been a campaign of 

clearance, and reuse, of surviving building material in the vicinity under Sultan Ahmet. 

 

I.2.3. The Structures North of the Old Prison: ‘Pittakia’ 

(fig. 126, Daphne Palace map, E3, and Archaeology map, E3-4) 

 

The Pittakia, a district named after a building where records were kept, is argued by 

Mango to have been located north of, and close to, the Senate building, and east of 

Hagia Sophia, being separated from it by a street. It would appear to have included a 

public courtyard, where a silver statue of the Empress Eudoxia was located. The site 

north of the Late Ottoman Prison was investigated in 1936-37 by the ‘Institute Français 

de Stamboul’ under the direction of Paul Lemerle, and has recently been re-visited by 

the I.A.M. excavation campaign in the grounds of the Four Seasons Hotel in 

                                                
203 An exception would appear to be the fate of the columns above the Sphendone of the 
Hippodrome, which were recorded by Gilles to have been taken down, and in some 
cases broken up, to supply marble for dependencies of the Süleymaniye Mosque in the 
sixteenth century. See Byrd, Pierre Gilles’ Constantinople (2008). 
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Sultanahmet.204 The junction between the monumental wall and gate excavated in the 

grounds of the prison, and the northern ruins, provides the indication of an east-west 

street, bordered by substantial buildings of brick construction, the massive walls of 

which were noted as the northern portion of MW Area ‘A: c’, the so-called 

‘Senatsgebäude’ (fig. 124).205  

 

The area of the I.A.M. excavation sectors I and II was the subject of the first seasons of 

excavation under Alpay Pasinli, then-director of the Istanbul Archaeological Museum 

(fig. 126). Pasinli proposed that the ruins include, in addition to Ottoman structures, 

various remains of public and possibly commercial Byzantine buildings, including what 

he identifies as the Pittakia, and what appeared to be a modest-sized square or large 

courtyard, in an area previously associated with the Forum of Leo I.206 The excavations 

by the I.A.M. team of archaeologists provide evidence, Pasinli argues, for Late Antique 

or Early Byzantine structures – their location, construction and scale indicating a public 

building of significance – and he suggests that remains in this vicinity may belong to 

the archives office, or Pittakia.207  

 

Pasinli’s plans, when juxtaposed with the drawing of building structures at ‘A: c’ shown 

in MW fig. XCI, reveal that the eastern structures excavated by Pasinli are aligned with 

the latter, aligning on the western edge with the wall ‘A: a.’208 They form a coherent 

                                                
204 Op. cit. 56-60; Pasinli, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo’ (2000); idem, 
‘Pittakia ve magnum palatium’ (c1999); Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale,’ 259-290. The 
area in question is identified here as ‘Sector I’. 
205 Lemerle’s excavations: Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) 259, and S. Eyice, 
‘Arslanhane Çevresinan Arkeolojisi. Sur l’archéologie de l’édifice dit ‘Arslanhane’ et 
de ses environs’, Annual of the Archaeological Museums of Istanbul (1964) 11-12: 23-
33, 141-146. Area A: c: Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 37 and fig. 91. 
206 Pasinli, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo’ (2000) See also Parastaseis: 
‘What is known as Pittakes (i.e. the statue in the Pittakia) is Leo the Great (457-74), 
commonly called the Butcher. The emperors used to hold receptions here. And there 
was once a palace here, which stood near the old church of St. Irene, according to John 
Diakrinomenos.’ A. Cameron and J. Herrin (eds. and transl.) Constantinople in the 
Early Eighth Century: The Parastaseis Syntomoi Chronikai (Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1984) 
137-149. 
Dark and Harris have recently proposed that this forum was instead located in the area 
of the ancient acropolis, now within the grounds of the Topkapı Sarayı. See Dark and 
Harris, ‘Forum of Leo’ (2008) 57-69. 
207 Pasinli, ‘La Zona Settentrionale del Gran Palazzo’ (2000) 38. 
208 Op. cit. 39, fig. 24; idem, ‘“Büyük Saray” Bölgesinde Sultanahmet Eski Cezaevi 
Bahçesindeki 1997-1998 Kazı Çalışmalarına Ait Rapor,’ MÇKKS 10 (2000) figs. 3-4; 
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complex, having probably occupied terrace levels of about 26 and 30 to 31m. Original 

paving above the basement vaulting, thought by Pasinli to date to the sixth century, was 

noted in the area of the eastern structures. It should also be noted that this complex is at 

an angle of several degrees to the retaining wall ‘A: a’, suggesting that the base storey 

of the eastern structures was built prior to the complex. The staircase found at ‘A: a’ 

may well have provided access between the structures of the upper terrace and the area 

of the Scholae, but could not have been related to the Pittakia, to the north.  

 

With regard to the location of the Pittakia, Paspates interpreted a passage by Kodinos, a 

fifteenth century writer, who places the Pittakia ‘…there at the steps of the column,’209 

as meaning ‘immediately adjacent to Justinian’s column.’ Given the above analysis of 

the Augustaion, this is impossible. But it gives rise to the problem of which steps and 

columns are referred to, unless it was a general, metonymic description based upon the 

comparative adjacency of the column of Justinian. In the I.A.M. site, excavations 

revealed a street to the north of ‘A: c.’ If the latter could be identified with the 

Magnaura, then a passage in the Book of Ceremonies describing a reception in the 

Magnaura is informative. It describes members of the Blue Faction standing within the 

‘right portico of the Magnaura, where is the door of the Augustaion, namely that of the 

Pillar,’ while the members of the Green Faction stand opposite, close to the stables.210 If 

the Magnaura is placed in the area ‘A: c’, north of the entrance and Scholae (I.A.M. 

area III), then the northern portion of ‘A: b’ may be interpreted as a passage leading 

directly to the feature identified by Girgin as a northern gate to the Chalkê entrance 

court or temenos, and to its west, the Senate and Augustaion. To the north of area ‘A: c,’ 

Area II, Girgin notes a paved courtyard and street which she identifies as sixteenth-

century Ottoman in date. It is conceivable that this area was formerly used as the stables 

mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies.211 

 

                                                                                                                                          
Bolognesi Recchi Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’, AST 26/3 (2009) 197-
210. 
209 Paspates, The Great Palace (1893) 116. 
210 De cer., I, 41. 
211 Girgin, ‘La Porte Monumentale’ (2008) 264-5 and figs. 10, 15-6. 
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I.3. Mamboury and Wiegand Area C and Areas to the East of the Great Palace:  

the Tzykanisterion, Nea, Baths of Leo VI and House of Marina 

(figs. 207-14, Daphne Palace map, D4-5, E4-5, F5, and Archaeology map, E5, F5) 

 

 (i) Introduction 

In this section, it is proposed that the site of the Nea Ekklesia, the church founded by 

Basil I (r. 867-86), can be identified with MW Area ‘C,' and the archaeological features 

recently surveyed by Düzgüner. This interpretation allows for the identification in this 

location of the original Tzykanisterion, and also the House of Marina to the east, while 

the second Tzykanisterion may therefore be sought further to the north-east. This area is 

characterized as forming part of the gardens occupying the lower terraces of the early 

Palace. 

 

The area to the east of the Upper Palace, while not a core area of the Palace complex in 

the earlier period was appended to it, and contained gardens and an imperial residence, 

the fifth-century House of Marina. Its topography, sloping gently towards the 

Bosphorus, lent itself to the establishment of gardens. Indeed, the sites of the Phiale of 

the Blues, which may be pictured as a Late Antique walled courtyard garden with 

fountain, the Tzykanisterion, a terrace for polo games, and the later garden of 

Mesokêpion, are attested in relation to this lower area. There were two Tzykanisterion 

complexes, the first built by Theodosius II (r. 408- 450), and its replacement by Basil I 

(r. 867-886).1 The Phiale of the Blues was later removed, and the first Tzykanisterion 

was replaced by the later complex of the Nea Ekklesia and its asssociated monastery, 

which were built by the Emperor Basil I. The location of the Nea Ekklesia has been the 

subject of substantial topographical speculation with widely differing conclusions.2 In 

this section, I will propose an hypothesis for the location of the Nea Ekklesia, which 

will also propose the location of the first Tzykanisterion.  

 

 (ii) Graphical and Eyewitness Evidence for the Nea Ekklesia 

The Kauffer-Le Chevalier map shows a road, or lane, directed east from the northern 

end of the Hippodrome, then bending to the south, descending the escarpment and 

continuing south to the sea walls (fig. 180). In the fifteenth century, this lane may have 

led through a remaining archway of the Hippodrome, the Gate of Diippion, that is 

                                                
1 Guilland, Études (1969) 105. 
2 The Tzykanisterion was rebuilt on another site, possibly further to the north-east. 
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visible at the right-hand end of the Hippodrome in the aerial views of Panvinio and 

Vavassore.3 These views also depict the wall that follows the north-eastern side of a 

route directed to the south from the arched opening, leading to the area outside the wall 

of Nikephoros Phokas (figs. 161-64). The Freshfield drawing of the Hippodrome shows 

a wall east of, and fronting the Hippodrome, the present-day At Meydanı. This wall is 

corbelled at the corner where it meets the lane, suggesting that it continues around the 

corner, and thus that it follows a similar direction to the lane depicted on the Panvinio 

and Vavassore drawings (fig. 167). In the latter, the wall continues south behind a large 

church structure, labelled in the Vavassore view ‘S. Luca Evangelista’ (fig. 162), but 

suggested by Bardill and Berger to be the Nea, or Hagia Maria Hodegetria.4 The 

topography for this lane differs from the present-day street layout in the area. 

 

Further light may be shed on the streets in the location of the Nea by attempting to 

reconcile them with eighteenth- and nineteenth-century maps of Istanbul, notably the 

(admittedly inaccurate) Kauffer – Le Chevalier map of 1807, the 1865 and 1882 Stolpe 

maps, the 1912-13 Istanbul sewerage maps, and the 1919 fire map, the latter which was 

produced following the great fire that devastated the Sultanahmet area. Although there 

is a great discrepancy in the street alignments between these maps, some 

correspondences can be made. Significantly, the Kauffer-Le Chevalier map provides 

clear evidence that At Meydani in the early nineteenth century was considerably shorter 

than its present dimension (although the draftsman appears to have underestimated its 

length, there is a clear relation at the northern end with the compound of the Sultan 

Ahmet Mosque).5 In relation to the current topography, the street at the northern end of 

At Meydani would appear to have run to the east, just to the south of the Hasseki 

Hürrem Sultan (Ayasofya) Hammamı, close to the location of the present Mimar 

Mehmet Ağa Caddesi and Dalbasti Sokağı, and would thus have extended over the site 

                                                
3 As stated above, the Vavassore view has been proposed to derive from a lost original 
fifteenth century view, possibly by Gentile Bellini. See R. H. W. Stichel, ‘Das Coliseo 
de Spiriti in Konstantinopel: ein Phantom- Ein Beitrag zur Erklärung der Stadt ansicht 
vom Vavassore-Typus’, Ist. Mitt. 51 (2001) 445-459. 
4  A. Berger and J. Bardill, ‘The Representations of Constantinople in Hartmann 
Schedel’s World Chronicle, and Related Pictures’, BMGA 22 (1998) 2-37, here 10, 19-
20. 
5 The far more accurate Stolpe map, which shows the newly created buildings that 
became the Law Courts, indicates a street in similar position running south-east and 
intersecting with two curving streets running south, the eastern-most street probably 
lying below the Ottoman retaining walls. S. C. Stolpe, Plan de Constantinople. Avec ses 
faubourgs le port et une partie du Bosphore, (Istanbul, 1865, 1882). 
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of the peripatos of the Baths of Zeuxippus, with the Ottoman-era baths appearing to be 

located more or less over the Late Antique baths. This location, which must have 

necessitated some demolition of old structures.shown in the Freshfield view, would 

presumably have been required for the construction of the türbe and Medrese of Sultan 

Ahmet to the north of the mosque in the early seventeenth century. The latter structure, 

extending further to the north-east, erased the original junction of the street that must 

have originally run between the Great Palace and the Baths. In the 1807 Kauffer-Le 

Chevalier map, a lane is still shown to the east of the mosque complex – possibly the 

Kabasakal Medrese lane, and thus the Medrese Sokağı described by Paspates. The 

reference by Paspates to Byzantine walls with low doors in this lane might suggest that 

the ruined walls in the Freshfield drawing correspond with either a remnant wall of the 

Baths of Zeuxippus, or even a street of shops.6  

 

The 1912-13 sewerage survey of Sultanahmet district indicates a short lane that ends at 

the northern limit of the Sultanahmet complex (fig. 181). This lane also appears on the 

Kauffer-Le Chevalier map of 1807. In the latter map, a north-west street is aligned with 

the northern extremity of At Meydani. This street continues to the east, then branches 

into two southern-directed streets, the first above an obvious change in level, and the 

second directed below the escarpment. The same east-west street appears to be shown in 

the 1865 and 1882 Stolpe maps. On the 1912-13 map (panels H5/2, G5/1, G6/3), a 

street approximately aligned with the southern portion of Akbıyık Caddesi runs south 

under the escarpment, a location which equates with the eastern flank of the MW Area 

‘A: a, c.’ 

 

An eye-witness account of since-disappeared structures in the probable vicinity of the 

Nea is provided by Paspates, who recorded a description of the ruins of an apparently 

early Byzantine structure, characterized entirely by ‘white stone,’ and possessing 

marble pillars and stone paving to the east of the area of MW area ‘B.’7 He proceeds to 

                                                
6 Harris, ‘Shops, retailing and the local economy in the Early Byzantine world’ (2004) 
82-122. 
7 Paspates, The Great Palace (1893) 344-5:  

East of the Pharos [sic: this is the structure named by Mamboury and Wiegand 
as the Treppenhaus], at a short distance from the Thracian railway, there is still 
preserved a long building, many years deserted, built entirely of hewn white 
stone. Some vaulted chambers stand behind it, which have been partially 
demolished by former occupants. The floor of the underground vaults is laid 
with stone, about 7½ inches thick (ten dåktyloi). This building is quite different 
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speculate that the house may have been converted out of the ruins of the Nea Ekklesia. 

While it is improbable that a building could have been built in ashlar marble, that is to 

say, of well-coursed, regular stone blocks of even face, at the time of Basil I, the 

description might well refer to a structure of irregular, spoliated stone blocks, revetment 

and columns.8 In the light of recent topographical interpretations of the Nea, the 

structure discussed by Paspates appears to be close to the likely position of the church. 

The position given, which accords with a location to the east of the MW ‘Treppenhaus,’ 

seems to accord with the site MW Area ‘C: a, b, c,’ which has been associated by 

Düzgüner with that of the Nea (fig. 19). The area near the rail-line that Paspates refers 

to may be that to the south-east of Cankurtaran Cad. and Şehit Hasan Kuyu Sok., an 

area with relatively few buildings – it is surprising that the structure he discusses has 

not been identified. Wulzinger later associated the location of the Nea with the Cisterns 

I and II located north of the Bâb-i-humajûn tower and east of the apse of St. Eirine. A 

recent study by Düzgüner proposes, on the basis of substructures, mosaic floors and 

burials associated with monastic practice, that this church was, instead, located to the 

east of the Sultan Ahmet Mosque, at Amiral Tafdil Sokağı (fig. 207).9  

 

Two terraces existed beneath the old Upper Palace: the Terrace of the Pharos (see Part 

Two: II.5), and that of the Nea Ekklesia.10 As is the case with the building structures of 

                                                                                                                                          
from the surrounding Ottoman houses. On its south side there is an open space 
[the site of the Mesokepeion?]. A short time before I saw it, three large marble 
pillars and their capitals, which were plainly of Byzantine workmanship, had 
been unearthed in a shattered condition. The Greek proprietor of this house was 
anxious to make further excavations, but was prevented by his Turkish 
neighbours. 
….According to a common tradition among them, Sultan Achmet….gave this 
house to his chief eunuch for a residence….  

8 There are insufficient ninth century structures in Istanbul to definitively state that an 
ashlar structure of that date is impossible, however Greenhalgh has documented the 
decline in quarrying and working of new stone blocks and columns in the Middle 
Byzantine period. See Greenhalgh, Marble Past, Monumental Present (Brill, 2009) 43-
59. 
9 See F. Düzgüner, ‘Hagia Maria Hodegetria ve Nea Ekklesia (Mesakepon) Kiliseleri,’ 
Archeolojį ve Sanat Yayınları (2002) 32-50; Guilland, Études (1969) 324. Guilland 
argued that the original site of the Tzykanisterion, and therefore the site of the Nea 
church, was to the south-east of the terrace, facing the Propontis. 
10 Guillland, in particular, constructed detailed topographies of these areas based upon 
textual sources, while the Turkish archaeologist Dirimtekin (1965) attempted to 
reconcile these topographies with the known archaeological data and physical features 
of the sites, concentrating on Guilland’s analysis of the sea-front palaces of the 
Boukoleon. These constitute the Lower Palace, connected to the Upper Palace by stairs 
and raised walkways described in the Book of Ceremonies. See Guilland, Études 305-
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the Upper Palace, the buildings of the Lower Palace accommodated the often sharply 

sloping site through being raised up on vaulted substructures. The terrace for these 

structures was extended through the construction of vaulting, as are the structures of the 

Peristyle Courtyard. The Düzgüner team’s excavations seem.to describe what could be 

interpreted as a basement level, corresponding to Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini’s 

identified 11m. terrace level.11  

 

Most scholars locate the Nea Ekklesia to the south-east of the Palace.12 Guilland places 

it to the east of the Terrace of the Pharos which, he argues, rose vertically (‘à pic’) 

above the harbour walls.13 Dirimtekin follows Guilland in placing the Nea ‘…at the 

seaside, to the south-east and rather near to the terrace,’ immediately behind Ahırkapı 

Caddesi on the present-day terrace at 16 m.– which he holds to correspond with the 

Terrace of the Pharos – and near to the site of the Pharos lighthouse, noting that in this 

vicinity, there were remains of a quay, and the sea-walls were of well-cut stone.14 The 

location referred to may be the area below, and to the east of, the terrace of the Peristyle 

Courtyard, between Akbiyik Caddesi to the west and Ahirkapı Sokağı to the east, which 

is comparatively flat at about 16 m., sitting beneath a large retaining wall. Both scholars 

thus propose that the Terrace was very close to the alignment of the Boukoleon Palace 

sea wall. A tentative location for the nearby Pharos Terrace is south-west of Kapı Ağası 

Sokağı, and north of Musafa Paşa Sokağı, in the Sultanahmet district (see Part Two, 
                                                                                                                                          
11; F. Dirimtekin, ‘Le palais imperiaux byzantins,’ Corsi di cultura sull’arte ravennate 
e bizantina 12 (1965) 225-245. 
11 F. Düzgüner, ‘Anaplous Ve Prookhthoi’de Yeni Buluntular. Hagia Maria Hodegetria 
ve Nea Ekklesia (Mesakepion) Kiliseleri’ in N. Bagelen and B. Johnson (eds.) Myth to 
Modernity. 1. Istanbul. Selected Themes (Istanbul: Arkeoloji ve Sanat, 2002) 32-50. cf. 
fig. 12. The ground levels in the vicinity of the ruins at Area ‘C: a, b, c’ were recorded 
by Mamboury and Wiegand as being between 10 and 18 m., and at 16 m. over the east-
west vaulting. The unexcavated ground within the vaulted passage is shown at about 11 
m. See Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 22 and figs. 43-4. The Düzgüner 
team recorded the ground level of their site as between 10 and 12 m. and the area of the 
vaulted building and mosaic floor as up to 7 m. below the datum level (this is not stated 
in relation to contour levels). It is thus extremely hard to determine the relative levels 
between the two surveys. Düzgüner does not publish the sections referred to in the plan 
on fig. 8, 37.  
12 See for example, E. Bolognesi Recchi Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Survey. The 
Fourth Season’, AST 14/2 (1997) 15-30. 
13 Guilland, Études, (1969) 323. 
14  Dirimtekin, ‘Le palais imperiaux byzantins’ (1965) 239-240. The lighthouse is 
referred to as the tower on the sea walls to the east of the eastern Boukoleon palace, 
labelled by Mamboury and Wiegand as the ‘Leuchtturm’: E. Mamboury, ‘Gesamtplan 
der Kaiserpalast zwischen Hagia Sophia, Hippodrom und Marmarameer in 
Konstantinopel, 1932,’ published in A. Schneider, Byzanz (1967) pl. 10. 
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II.5; Daphne Palace map, C5-6; Archaeological map, C6, D6).15 Bardill, who disagrees 

that the MW ‘Leuchtturm’ structure was in fact the Pharos, also places the Nea in the 

area south-east of Nikephoros Phokas’ wall, thus in the area below the terrace of the 

Peristyle Courtyard and south of Akbiyik Değirmeni Sokağı, an area that is 

comparatively flat at about 16 m., sitting beneath a large retaining wall (the Ottoman 

expansion of the Byzantine wall south-west of the Peristyle Courtyard at 26 m.).16 

Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini places the Nea further to the north-east on the lowest, 6 

m. level: ‘…flanking the sea waIls as far as the House of Marina,’ and to the east of the 

Tzykanisterion (for locations discussed above, see fig. 208).17 This conflicts, however, 

with Magdalino’s location for the House of Marina (see below). 

 

It will be argued below that the site for the Nea was further to the north-east than 

Dirimtekin’s location, and relates to a retaining wall east of Amiril Tafdil Sk., then 

stretches to the north over the alignment of.Mimar Mehmet Sk., where it turns west and 

aligns with ruins discovered west of Amiral Tafdil Sk. This is the site of MW area ‘C’ 

(fig. 207).18 The site to the north-east of Amiral Tafdil Sk., because of its wide, 

relatively flat expanse, seems a plausible location for the Tzykanisterion or Polo Field, 

                                                
15 Dirimtekin, ‘Le palais imperiaux byzantins’ (1965) 239-240. Dirimtekin proposes a 
modification to previous theories of the topography of the Terrace of the Pharos. 
Without citing his sources, he argues that the Porphyra was separated from the Terrace 
of the Pharos. He refers to a 130 m. wide space, presumably the similarly-dimensioned 
stretch of walls west of the staircase until the corner of the re-entrant sea-wall, which 
proceeds south-west until the so-called ‘Tower of Belisarius’ in which the Boukoleon 
complex was located. Following Guilland, he proposes that a road directly connected 
between the Terrace of the Pharos and the port. He argues that this road may have been 
the continuation of the Passage of the Lord, connecting with the great staircase of the 
Boukoleon, and arriving at the private imperial landing. This topography is contested in 
Part Two, II.5: ‘Daphne Palace.’ 
16 To the north of this area, Kostenec has recently drawn attention to two structures – 
one with pure brickwork that he attributes to the sixth century, and a second with 
recessed brickwork that he tentatively places in the Comnenian period, although the 
recessed mortar may be the consequence of natural erosion. He locates the levels of 
these two structures at 11 m., and observes that they are outside of Nikephoros Phokas’ 
fortified enclosure. (Jan Kostenec email correspondence with author 2006.) This is the 
same area proposed by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini in 2003 as the location of the 
Sigma and Triconch. See Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries’ 
(2009) 197-210, here fig. 10. 
17 Bolognesi Recchi Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Survey. The Fourth Season,’ AST 
14/2 (1997) 15-30 here 16.  
18 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 22. 
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rather than Müller-Wiener’s location on the terrace at 16 m.19 The terrace of the Nea 

Ekklesia, built on the site of the first polo field or Tzykanisterion, was connected by 

passages to that of the Pharos to the south.20 From the Terrace of the Pharos, the 

emperor passed, either by a footbridge or staircase, to the ‘higher terrace’ of the narthex 

of the Nea Ekklesia then descended by a stair to the Tzykanisterion.21 The area above 

the Dirimtekin retaining wall may therefore correspond to the location of the Nea 

Ekklesia, as previously proposed by A. and C. Vogt (1934). It is also the site where 

Mamboury and Wiegand reported the finding of a ninth-century capital.22 Such a 

topography would place the second Tzykanisterion further to the north-east of, and 

lower than, the Nea Ekklesia.  

 

Dirimtekin’s argument that the Nea Ekklesia should lie to the north-east of the Pharos is 

supported by Mango’s discussion of the topography of Nikephoros’ enceinte.23 Mango 

adduces the accounts of Byzantine chronicles to conclude that Phokas built a defensive 

wall north from the Pharos, and that the Nea Ekklesia lay outside this wall to the north 

which, given the actual topography may need to be adjusted to the north-east. This 

would place the Nea below the Ottoman retaining wall of the terrace of the Peristyle 

Courtyard, east of the structures at the base of the wall west of Akbıyık Değirmeni Sk., 

and at the same approximate level.24 However the Nea, if it can be identified with the 

multi-domed building on vaulting represented in the foreground of the Panvinio view, 

was itself built upon vaults, to raise its level up by a storey. Thus, if we accept the 

                                                
19 Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) fig. 263. However, as argued below, the location 
given by Müller-Wiener is likely to be the site of the original Tzykanisterion, replaced 
by the Nea. 
20 Guilland notes references to the Tzykanisterion as being located at the border of the 
‘Grand Tricline,’ which he interprets as the Magnaura, and to the the Nea being 
constructed on the site of the former Tzykanisterion, together with both phiales and the 
garden of Mésokèpion, but he places the old Tzykanisterion near to the sea, ‘bien au 
dessous de la terrasse du Phare,’ arguing that the Tzykanisterion extended to the east 
by the Terrace of the Pharos, beyond the Nea and along the Bosphorus. Guilland, 
Études, (1969) 75-76, 102. 
21 Loc. cit. and fn. 98: Moffatt, BOC, I, 19, 117-18; I, 20, 121 = Vogt, Cér., I, 28, 108-9; 
I, 29, 111-12. Moffatt, BOC, II, 15, 586. 
22 Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 22. and fig. 10. cf. fn. 1 p. 20:  

Man vermutet in jener Gegend die große Kirche, zu der wohl der Ziegelstempel 
S. 20 Nr. 5 gehört hat. 
[One probably assumes the large church, Ô n„a, in that area, to which the brick 
stamp p. 20 fn. 5 probably belongs (author’s translation).] 

23 Mango, ‘Boukoleon’ ( 1997) 41-50. 
24 These structures were interpreted by Bolognesi as the Sigma and Triconch. See 
Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace Itineraries,’ (2009) 199 and fig. 9. 
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ground level in the area as having been around 16 m., the floor level of the Nea Ekklesia 

may reasonably be estimated at close to 21 m., or a level below the terrace of the 

Peristyle Courtyard following the levels established by Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, 

and thus above the level of the Pharos Terrace estimated below.25 

 

 (iii) MW Site ‘C: a, b, c’ as the Nea Ekklesia 

Düzgüner proposes some novel interpretations in seeking to determine the location of 

the Nea Ekklesia on the basis of surveys in the area of MW Area ‘A: a, b, c.’ He places 

the ‘Anaplous’ Church of the Archangel Michael on the site which he attributes to the 

later Nea, which was, as discussed above, built on the site of the old Tzykanisterion.26 

This association between the two churches is, however, unlikely.27 

                                                
25 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Great Palace of Constantinople’ (1999) 9-16. 
26 On the replacement of the old Tzykanisterion by the Nea Ekklesia, see Mango, The 
Art of the Byzantine Empire (1986) 194-6. 
27 Düzgüner, ‘Anaplous ve Prookhthoi’ (2002) 32-50. 
Düzgüner utilizes a passage in Procopius’ Buildings to argue that two shrines to the 
Virgin, in the Byzantine districts of Anaplous and Proochthoi, correspond to the 
locations of Sultanahmet and Cankurtaran. That in Sultanahmet he argues to have at one 
time been dedicated to the Archangel Michael. However the passage (Procopius, 
Buildings (1940) 74-75) is very clear. One shrine was at Anaplous, ‘…on the left as one 
heads along the strait towards the Black Sea,’ and the other one on the opposite side of 
the strait. The strait in question must therefore be the Bosphorus. References to 
Proochthoi (Brochthoi) place it on the Asian side of the Bosphorus, near Chalcedon. 
See for example: P. Van Nuffelen, Un héritage de paix et de piété: étude sur les 
histoires ecclésiastiques de Socrate et de Sozomène, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 
142 (Leuven–Paris–Dudley, MA: Uitgeverij Peeters/Departement Oosterse Studies, 
2004) 75. The remains of St. Olympias were deposited at Brochthoi (Monastery of St, 
Thomas) 
 (http://ecole.evansville.edu/glossary/olympias.html, 07/10/08) 
Jones has recently placed Anaplous at the site of modern day Istinye. He locates the 
Monastery of St. Michael at or near the site of the former Sosthenion – ‘the place of 
salvation.’ See G. Jones, ‘Constantine’s Legacy: Tracing Byzantium in the History and 
Culture of the British Isles: the Case of the Archangel Michael,’ International Scientific 
Symposium, Nis and Byzantium- [ Nis i Vizantija]- VI.M. Rakocija (ed.) (Niš, 
2008).334. See also Pachymeres, Historia II 203. Talbot and Bagnell place Anaplous, 
provisionally, some eight kilometers north of the Golden Horn, on the western side of 
the Bosphorus at the Hestiai Promontory, and the ancient settlement of Brochthoi 
almost opposite, above the Echaia Promontory, and thus well north of Chalcedon. See 
R. J. A. Talbot and R. S. Bagnall (eds.) Barrington Atlas of the Greek and Roman 
World (Princeton N. J.: Princeton University Press, 2000) Map 53/B2: Proochthoi 
/Brochthoi- period R?/L. All these accounts place the site outside the Constantinople 
promontory. Kostenec (2005) discusses a shrine to the Archangel Michael within the 
Great Palace, first referred to in the early sixth century. A second reference to a church 
of the Archangel, in connection with the Consistorium and the guards’ quarters is made 
by Theophanes, in reference to events in the reign of Justinian I. Kostenec thus 
concludes that it was located on one of the two upper levels of the palace, which would 



 73 

Düzgüner proposes an association of MW Area ‘B’ with the Triklinos of the Candidati 

(I argue for this in Part Two, 3.2), on the basis of his attribution of the stair tower 

(Merviden Kulesi) to the reign of Basil I, the builder of the Nea.28 He bases his 

proposed location of the Nea upon the archaeological evidence of an excavation he 

carried out in 1998, the site of which is identical to MW Area ‘C: a,’ although he does 

not attempt to reconcile Mamboury and Wiegand’s survey with his own excavations. A 

scaled overlay of the two plans reveals that Düzgüner’s excavation is indeed located on 

the site of ‘C: a’ (fig. 207). Düzgüner’s 1998 excavation revealed an elaborate Middle 

Byzantine mosaic floor, and and a group of Late Byzantine graves (see below). It is 

argued here that Düzgüner’s general location of the Nea is probably correct, even 

though his reconstruction is unconvincing.29 

 

                                                                                                                                          
mean that it must definitely be different to the buildings discussed by Düzgüner located 
at 16 m. Kostenec notes that textual references to the ‘Archangel’ in the Great Palace 
must refer to Michael. He concludes that it is likely that there was only one church to 
the Archangel Michael within the sixth-century palace. He associates the church with 
the the Greenstone chamber, the cross church MW ‘D: b’ and the adjacent terrace. 
Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great Palace’ (2005) 27-56, at 28-29. 
28 No evidence is supplied for this attribution. 
29  Düzgüner, ‘Hagia Maria Hodegetria ve Nea Ekklesia (Mesakepion) Kiliseleri,’ 
(2002) 38 and fig. 6. Whereas Mamboury and Wiegand suggested an association of 
Area ‘C: a, b, c’ with the Nea, Düzgüner differs in detail, in interpreting his team’s 
excavations of an east-west oriented vaulted passage (Area ‘E’) as the central nave of 
the Nea Ekklesia, and the layout of the surviving walls as part of an apsidal church 
layout (fig. 209). This interpretation is unconvincing – in the resulting layout there is no 
narthex; the plan alludes to a cross-in-square plan, but the central bay is surely far too 
small for a large, prestigious church of the period of the ninth century. Nonetheless the 
archaeological evidence is valuable – the excavations revealed a large mosaic 
pavement, of a ‘carpet’ pattern, formed of a grid of lozenges and spirals with an 
abstracted floral border – similar to the Middle Byzantine mosaic floor discovered in the 
recent Four Seasons Hotel excavations by the I.A.M. The mosaic floor is described by 
Düzgüner as being cut by later Ottoman walls, and is adjacent to a number of Late 
Byzantine graves south-west of MW Area ‘E’, the technique of interment being 
interpreted by Düzgüner as at the earliest eleventh to twelfth century. At Sector ‘E III’ 
of the site, Düzgüner interprets an element as a hagiasma. Also in Area ‘E’ is a roughly 
rectangular basin – possibly used for baptism. The brick walls of this basin are irregular 
and of crude, probably late, workmanship. A comparison of Düzgüner’s hypothetical 
plan with that of the twin churches of the monastery of Constantine Lips (inaugurated 
907/8) reaveals the awkwardness and implausibility of his layout. See Mango, 
Byzantine Architecture (1976) fig. 220; A. van Millingen, Byzantine Churches of 
Constantinople (London: MacMillan and Co., 1912) 123-5, 131. 
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Düzgüner’s excavation report provides evidence for the hypothesis that this area was 

the site of the Nea Ekklesia.30 The area of MW Area ‘C: a, b, c’ is a terraced site 

capable of accommodating a large structure. It is overlooked by a second terrace to the 

south, and in turn overlooks a lower terrace to the east and north-east. This latter terrace 

is thus, in all probability, the site of the second Tzykanisterion to the east, on the basis 

of the Vita Basilii, which describes an atrium to the west of the Nea, containing two 

fountains to south and north, and barrel-vaulted porticoes adorned with frescoes to the 

north and south of the church, running in an east-west direction, and extending to the 

east as far as the new Tzykanisterion.31 Contained between these porticoes, to the east 

of the church and on a lower level, was the Mesokêpion garden. To the west of the 

church (at a higher level) was an apparently lofty Palace structure called the Aetos. To 

the south, not far, was the Pharos, while to the south (‘seaward side’) of the courtyard of 

the New Tzykanisterion was the treasury and sacristy of the Nea.32 The porticoes, or 

their substructures, are suggested by the parallel walls in series to the north and south 

of.‘C: a and b.’ 

 

The question remains as to the location of the later monastery that gave the complex the 

name of ‘New Monastery.’33 The location of the graves might suggest a complex to the 

north of MW Areas ‘C: a and c.’ Düzgüner associates them with the monastery, on the 

basis of Ivison’s classification of Byzantine graves.34 However it is possible that these 

graves were interred beneath the floor of a vaulted basement supporting the terrace of 

the Nea Ekklesia, and that the mosaic floor, published by Düzgüner, may have belonged 

to this basement, to which the tunnel directed north-south appears to have led (fig. 

207).35 There is mention in Theophanes Continuatus of the terrace built by Theophilus 

                                                
30  Düzgüner, ‘Hagia Maria Hodegetria ve Nea Ekklesia (Mesakepion) Kiliseleri,’ 
(2002) 
figs. 2 and 8. 
31 Anna Comnena, Vita Basilii, 321 ff. in Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire 
(1986) 192-99. 
32 Mango, ‘The Art of the Byzantine Empire’ (1986) 194-6. 
33 Νέα Μονή: C. Mango ‘Nea Ekklesia’, in A. Kazhdan (ed.), Oxford Dictionary of 
Byzantium, Vol. 2. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991) 1446. 
34 Düzgüner, ‘Hagia Maria Hodegetria ve Nea Ekklesia,’ (2002) 35. See also E. A. 
Ivison, Mortuary Practices in Byzantium, (Ph.D. thesis, Birmingham 1993) 26-28. 
35 Düzgüner, ‘Hagia Maria Hodegetria ve Nea Ekklesia (Mesakepon) Kiliseleri’ (2002) 
43. The design of the mosaic would seem to place it as Middle Byzantine, rather than 
Early Byzantine, in date, and therefore probably part of Basil I’s construction, rather 
than an earlier building, which Düzgüner argues is of the fifth century.  
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that overlooked the Old Tzykanisterion.36 If one looks for this building group in the 

vicinity of MW Area D, and locates the northern terrace overlooking the New 

Tzykanisterion in MW Area ‘D: a’ (‘Building with Long Corridors’), then the 

topography appears to be congruent with the description (fig. 211). 

 (iv) Conclusion: Topography of the Nea church and Old Tzykanisterion. 

On the basis of the archaeological evidence provided by the survey of Mamboury and 

Wiegand in Area ‘C: a, b, c,’ and by Düzgüner, it appears very likely that the Nea 

Ekklesia was located in the area of the terrace to the east of the Mosaic Peristyle, at a 

level of perhaps 16 m., but possibly with an upper level, the level of the church, at 21 

m., opening to the west onto a courtyard. This is contrary to Düzgüner’s reconstruction, 

which shows the church sitting directly upon the excavated substructures (fig. 209), but 

accords with the Panvinio view, which shows massive vaulting beneath the terrace of 

the Nea Ekklesia.37  

 

The Nea Ekklesia was linked to the Pharos church by a north-south passage, 

conceivably that found at the eastern edge of the lower story of MW Area ‘B’, and to 

the Upper Palace most probably by the staircase structure on the eastern side of the 

same complex. It should be noted that Mamboury and Wiegand observed that the 

Ramp-house was later in date than the walls to which it was attached on its western 

side, and therefore was possibly constructed by Basil I to facilitate access to his new 

church. This observation, and their reference to ‘splendid large blocks’ belonging to an 

earlier stage than the ramp-house, suggests the existence of a Palace building group at 

Area ‘B’ that pre-dated the additions of Basil. A second consequence, if the above 

proposal can be confirmed, is that the Old Tzykanisterion must have previously 

occupied the region of this terrace. 

 

 (v) The House of Marina and the Baths of Leo VI (figs. 212-14). 

The topography of the new Tzykanisterion and the Nea complex has been associated by 

Magdalino with the location of the House of Marina, built as the residence of the 

                                                
36 Theophanes Continuatus in Mango, The Art of the Byzantine Empire (1986) 139 ff. 
37 The question remains as to how the vaulted basement may have disappeared so 
completely, aside from piers and portions of its floor. This might be explained by the 
basement being the location of the munitions store that caused the recorded destruction 
of the building. An explosion here would have caused the entire structure to implode. 
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Theodosian princess Marina.38 The House of Marina was still in use at the time of 

Justinian, as a relative of Theodora was noted by Theophanes as being the curator 

there.39.Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini notes that in the ninth and tenth century, under 

Theophilus (r. 827-42), Basil I (r. 867-86), and Constantine VII (r. 913-59), the Palace 

was extended along the border with the Sea of Marmara towards the east until it reached 

the House of Marina. Prior to this time, ithe House of Marina could be understood as an 

imperial dependency, but lying outside the Palace walls.40 Magdalino has associated a 

bath thought to have been constructed by the Emperor Leo VI ‘the Wise’ (r. 866-912) 

with the House of Marina, the latter which he interprets as an adjoining imperial oikos, 

located north-east of the core of the Palace. The topography remains vague, 

nevertheless it is likely that the complex did form part of the topography of the early 

Great Palace.41  

 

Bardill disputes Mango’s placement of the House of Marina immediately to the south of 

Ahır kapı and would place it instead further to the west, on the basis of Magdalino’s 

association of the Bath of Leo with a bath associated with the Oikonomeion, or lodging 

quarters, for the Nea Ekklesia. Bardill argues, not unreasonably, that the Oikonomeion 

would not have been constructed a great distance from the Nea, and that, therefore, the 

House of Marina must be sought further south. This argument rests, however, on his 

earlier argument that the Nea was located close to the sea, and thus to the south-east of 

the Terrace of the Pharos, whereas I have argued that the Nea should instead be sought 

further north, and east of the ramp-house. This latter location would permit the House of 

Marina to be located, as Mango argued, just south of Ahır Kapı. The west to east 

sequence would then be:  

- Ramp-house (MW ‘B. a’);  

- Entrance court of the Nea;  

- Nea Ekklesia;  

- Mesokepion;  

- New Tzykanisterion (probably on the site now straddling the railway line 

between Cankurturan Caddesi and Ahır kapı Sokağı);  
                                                
38 P. Magdalino, ‘Observations on the Nea Ekklesia of Basil I,’ J.Ö.B. 37 (1987) 51-64; 
Mango, ‘The Palace of Marina’ (1991) 321-330. 
39 L. Garland, Byzantine Princesses: Women and Power in Byzantium, AD 527-1204 
(New York: Routledge, 1999) 37. 
40 Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Il Gran Palazzo’ (2000) 198-199. 
41 Bardill, ‘Visualizing the Great Palace’ (2006) 39-40; Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo 
the Wise and the “Macedonian Renaissance” revisited,’ (1988) 97-118. 
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- Oikonomeion;  

- House of Marina, and sea-shore.  

This scenario would place the site of House of Marina very close to the sea-shore, near 

Ahır kapı Sokağı and, as Mango proposed, at the location of the ‘façade of windows’ in 

front of the Kalyon Hotel (figs. 211-13). 

 

Through analysis of an ekphrasis composed by Leo Choirosphaktes, a senior court 

official of Leo VI, Magdalino has interpreted the early tenth-century architectural and 

decorative programme of the Bath of Leo VI as definitely secular, and in the tradition of 

the imperial cult. For example, the descriptions of images, presumably floor or wall 

mosaics, recall those of the Mosaic Peristyle, in particular the references to what appear 

to be river gods, and to ‘Nilotic’ scenes.42 The building elements mentioned in the poem 

also appear ‘classical’ in their resemblance to, for example, fifth-century structures in 

Constantinople.43 As discussed below, the Mosaic Peristyle complex has been described 

as Late Antique Roman in character.44 A similar characterization could be made of the 

Chrysotriklinos, built by Justin II (r. 565-578), and the Triconch and Sigma which, 

according to Theophanes Continuatus, was built by Theophilus (r. 829-842).45 The last 

two examples are only known to us through textual accounts, and there must be some 

uncertainty as to whether they were built anew from the foundations, or were 

restorations of older buildings.46 Similarly, it is uncertain whether Leo VI’s bath-house 

                                                
42 The term ‘Nilotic’ is here used to refer to Roman iconography of the kind depicting 
scenes from Egyptian riparian life in the mosaics of the second-century Villa of the Nile 
Mosaic in Lepcis Magna. Within the Peristyle mosaics there are, for example, images of 
children on a camel, date palm trees, and African animals such as a monkey and an 
elephant. See Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-105. 
43 Spatial sequence adumbrated: (axial?) approach to doors; ‘Long entrance hall’ filled 
with statues including ‘venerable old men;’ ‘Gilded work of dome and conch;’ 
proconch with representation of Leo and his (fourth?) wife, and octaconch fountain 
‘under the centre’ (central dome?). See Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise’ (1984) 
225-240; idem, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise and the “Macedonian Renaissance” 
Revisited’ (1988) 115-116. In the latter article, this emphasis on the secular character of 
the decoration is nuanced by an argument that places the classical references within a 
more general expression of the autocracy of the Christian emperor. See also idem, 
‘Observations on the Nea Ecclesia’, JÖB 37 (1987) 51-64. 
44 Dark, ‘Roman Architecture’ (2007) 87-105. 
45 Op. cit. 16-18. 
46 Given the apparent resemblance to Late Antique buildings, the Sigma and Triconch 
may be particularly associated with the period of building from Constantine I to 
Theodosius II, as evidenced, for example, by the early fifth century circular reception 
structure underneath Bodrum Çami, and the centralized reception halls of the Palace of 
Antiochus (fig. 212). See P. Niewohner, ‘Der frühbyzantinische Rundbau beim 
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was a new construction, or a renovation of part of the House of Marina. Mango has 

concluded that in all likelihood the structure was originally built as part of the House of 

Marina in the fifth century, given what he interprets to be the Late Antique character of 

the sculpture and decoration.47 But in all cases, there does appear to be a conscious 

identification with Roman architectural and iconographic precedent. Even if it were a 

renovation, the bath-house is evidence of the revival of a later interest in the Classical 

origins of the Imperium. It is an attractive notion to see the bath-house itself as 

following the form of an octagon with conches, but this is only suggested, rather than 

stated in the verse. Magdalino interprets the described imagery as symbolizing the 

emperor as ‘earth ruler,’ presiding over all the elements.48 If indeed the structure was a 

domed octagon, fronted by a narthex with conches to either side, then it may indeed 

have originally been a bath complex of the House of Marina as Mango suggests,49 

which was perhaps renovated by Leo, in which case it is possible that the bath 

decoration was part of the villa’s decorative programme. The building description 

recalls other Byzantine, Islamic and Norman Sicilian examples.50  

 

A clear parallel with the Bath of Leo the Wise may also be made with the hexagonal 

early fifth-century structure, probably part of a palace,51 and later perhaps converted 

into a chapel, found in the Gülhane park west of the palace at Mangana.52 The survival 

                                                                                                                                          
Myrelaion in Konstantinopel. Kapitelle, Mosaiken und Ziegelstempel,’ Ist. Mitt. 60 
(2010) 405-453; idem, ‘The Palace at the Myrelaion: Mosaics, Marble Revetment, Brick 
Stamps, and Dating of the Early Byzantine Phase,’ International Sevgi Gönül Byzantine 
Studies Symposium, 21-23 June 2010: 
(http://www.sgsymposium.org/en/papers_content.asp?ID=30 accessed 14 June 2011). 
47 Mango, ‘The Palace of Marina’ (1991) 326-7.  
48 Magdalino, ‘The Bath of Leo the Wise’ (1984) 238. 
49 Mango, ‘The Palace of Marina’ (1991) 321-330. 
50 A late example of the association of palatine architecture with the display of water is 
the Zisa palace in Palermo, built by the Norman King William I in 1151. This structure, 
which has a Moorish appearance and detailing, contains a wall-fountain and water 
channels on the ground floor. The mosaics represent ‘paradise’ scenes: incorporating 
elements such as hunters and flowering trees, paralleling the iconography of Leo’s bath-
house.  
51 Müller-Wiener suggests that the location of the hexagonal pavilion in Gülhane Park 
connects it with the Theodosian palaces (palatium Placidianum, domus Marinae and 
domus placidiae) that are thought to have been located east of the Great Palace. Müller-
Wiener, Bildlexikon (1977) 42-43 and fig. 17. 
52 R. Demangel and E. Mamboury, Le quartier des Manganes et la premiere region de 
Constantinople (Paris, 1939) 69-111. Demangel and Mamboury thought the structure to 
be the font of the palace Monastery of the Hodegetria. On the other hand, the plan form 
is very similar to the so-called Palace of Lausos, an entirely secular structure. Fountain 
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of baptisteries and the paucity of remains of palatine structures do not preclude the 

possibility that there was a tradition of pleasure pavilions or casinos of the type 

common through the Levant and Anatolia, serving the function of the Roman 

nymphaeum.53 Maguire offers support to the argument for the survival of this type 

within Early Byzantine palatine architecture,54 and the derivation of the Great Palace 

from Imperial Roman palaces, in describing the Mesokepion, the ‘sunken’ Palace 

garden of Basil I, as comparable to the nymphaeum, or sunken fountain-garden, of the 

Domus Flavia on the Palatine Hill 

                                                                                                                                          
rooms and fountain courts, or Nymphaea, were a common element of Roman palatine 
architecture, and survived in Constantinople into the Ottoman period. 
53 See, for example, the fountain court in the House of Cupid and Psyche, c.300, Ward-
Perkins, Roman Imperial Architecture, 212, fig.129. 
54 H. Maguire, ‘Gardens and Parks in Constantinople,’ DOP 54 (2000) 251-264 and 
figs. 1-18, here 258-9. 
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Appendix II. Methodology of topographical reconstruction  

 

II.1. Triconch and Sigma 

 

The reconstruction of the Sigma and Triconch has been made upon the basis of the 

familiar passages in the Book of Ceremonies, and Theophanes Continuatus (see Chapter 

section II.2, ‘Interpreting the Great Palace through the Book of Ceremonies’, and 

IV.3.4: Sigma and Triconch). In addition, building precedents and analogues have been 

studied in order to arrive at an approxinate formal configuration and size. 

 

 (i) Precedents and analogues for Triconch and Sigma (fig. 215) 

- Piazza Armerina:: dimension of central room of Triconch 11.8 x 11.8 m.; overall 

dimension: 26.2 x 20 m.; dimensions of semi-circular forecourt: 31.8 deep x 23 

m. wide (excluding side rooms); 

- Palace of Antiochus: dimension of central hall: 31 m. deep x 28.5 m. wide 

(excluding peripheral vestibules); 

- Palace of Theoderic: 15.7 m. wide x 11.3 m. (internal); central hall 6.5 m.; 

dimension of forecourt: 76 m. wide (overall); internal court 58.5 m. wide x 38.5 

m. deep; estimated number of columns: 39 excluding southern face; column 

span 3 m. (approx.); 

- Central-plan structure with sigma court in Gülhane Park: hall 24 x 24 m.; sigma 

court 25 m. wide; number of columns: 10; column span 2.75 m. (approx.); 

- Triconchal hall in villa at Aphrodisias: 18.6 m. wide x 12.2 m. (internal); central 

hall 9.6 m. wide x 7.5 m.deep; 

- Qasr ibn Warden (sixth century): 27 m. wide x 15.9 m. deep (overall);  

- triconchal hall at Mschatta: 17 m. wide x 14.6 m. (internal); central hall 9.7 m. 

wide x 10.5 m. deep (internal); 

- Central hall, Nero’s Golden House: 13.3 m. (internal); 

- Villa at Desenzano: 13.7 m. x 11.4 m. (internal); central hall 7.8 x 7.8 m.; 

- central hall with two side halls, possibly imperial palace, Milan: 24 m. wide x 

14.7 m. deep (internal); 

- triconchal hall at Cercadilla: internal dimension of central space 15.7 x 13.9 m.; 

external dimension: 27.9 x 22.1 m.. 

- Roman nymphaea: Piazza Armerina: grotto at end of curved forecourt of 

triconchal hall; nymphaeum in sigma-shaped forecourt to small apsidal hall; 
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analogy with Villa Giulia in Rome, probably based upon antique models: wall 

fountain and basin; 

- colonnaded arcades in Constantinople: width, column span etc.: N-W corner of 

Augusteum 3.4-3.5 m. apart55; palace of Antiochus (fifth century) 3 m.; villa in 

Gülhane Park (fifth century): 2.75 m. 

- Triconch at Ingelheim (raised platform): central hall 10 m. wide x 7 m. deep; 

overall 17.5 x 12 m.; 

- Triconchal hall at Aachen: 53 m. deep x 32 m. wide (including apses) 

- triconchal haal at the Lateran palace: 38. m. deep (excluding stair hall) x 20 m. 

wide (including apses); 

 

 (ii) Basis for reconstruction 

The asymmetrical plan of the reconstruction is based upon the statement by Theophanes 

that there were 19 columns on the lower level.  If this were inaccurate, or the nineteenth 

column were not part of the sigma shape, then the curving colonnade could be 

symmetrical. The sectional arrangement is based upon Theophanes, and other examples 

of Sigma shaped nymphaea and halls, such as Piazza Armerina other examples 

mentioned above. It is clear that from the main level, one descended to a lower level, off 

which one gained the Mysterion and the lower arcades and fountain. It is not clear at 

which level the passages of the Sigma/ Triconch were located. The later stage of the 

Mosaic Peristyle apparently had a staircase descending to the courtyard from a higher 

level, suggesting that the passage was at a higher level, however this may not be the 

case. The area G of the Peristyle was at the same level as the courtyard, and may well 

have connected to a staircase to the south. The passage on the western flank gave access 

to the north, and both the Eros and the Triconch and Sigma, suggesting that there was a 

passage level at 26 m. However there may also have been a passage level at 31-32 m., 

from which the peristyle staircase descended, and which continued to the north. This 

may explain the confusion of passages: of Eidikon; Apsis; Sigma / Triconch; 40 Saints, 

or Martyrs; Daphne, and of the Lord.  

 

Therefore, it is equally possible that either the two levels of the Triconch were at 31/32 

m. and a lower level at about 26 m., or that the upper level was at 26 m. with a lower 

level at perhaps 21 m. Given the probable level of the terrace to the north at 26 m., it 

                                                
55 M. Mundell Mango, ‘The Porticoed street in Constantinople’, N. Necipoğlu (ed.) 
Byzantine Constantinople (2001). 
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has been assumed that the latter was the case, and that the lower level was still above 

bedrock. The levels of the halls to the south are again undetermined. The section shows 

them at 26 m. and 20 m., however they could equally have been at 31/32 and 26 m., in 

which case the upper level (of the priests) could have communicated with the passages 

of Daphne, in which case the staircases of this complex would form the transition 

between the two main levels of the Upper Palace. 

 

Placement and form of the hall of Margarites is based on Theophanes’ description, 

referring to it being to the east of the Triconch, its roof being supported by eight 

columns, and the sleeping chamber having porches with four columns each to the south 

and east, thus implying that the chamber was to the south of the Margarites Hall. It 

would appear necessary that the ceiling height of the Mysterion was much lower than 

the upper storey, in order for it to be acommodated within a floor to floor height of less 

than six metres. The plan of the Triconch has been reconstructed with a spacing 

between the Triconch and the outer wall of the Sigma, to accommodate one or two 

spiral staircases accessed off the vesitibule, and also to accommodate the western apse 

of the Mysterion. 

 

It should be noted that the constructional method would have been different depending 

on the period of construction of the building. Bolognesi cites a passage earlier than 

Theophilus to suggest that the Sigma itself was earlier than his period.56 If the Sigma 

were earlier than the Triconch, it may be comparable to the construction of buildings of 

the sixth century: large bands of brickwork, with smaller bands of stonework to tie the 

structure together (with cramps?).  

 

The dimensions adopted for the reconstruction are: 12 m. x 12 m. for the central hall of 

the Triconch, based on Piazza Armerina, and internal diameter of 36 m. for the Sigma, 

based upon an assumed column spacing of 3m. These dimensions are only approximate, 

but, based on the other examples cited above, are reasonably conservative and are 

unlikely to vary from the original by a substantial margin. 

 

  
                                                
56  E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘Der Byzantinische kaiserpalast im 8. 
Jahrhundert’, in C. S. Tiegemann & M. W. Emhoff (eds.), 799. Kunst und Kultur der 
Karolongerzeit (1999) 123-129, here 127. Bolognesi cites a source referring to the 
Sigma as having existing in 802, thus before the reign of Theophilus. 
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II.2. Triclinium of Nineteen couches (Dekanneakkoubita). 
 

 (i) Precedents (fig. 55-6) 

Baldini Lippolis provides numerous Late Antique examples of the development of the 

polylobate reception hall which she argues is a development of the more decentralized 

governmental structure of the Late Antique period, during which local lords would use 

their residences as a seat of government and justice.57 Reception halls in this period 

became larger and more elaborate, as representational of the power of the Lord (see 

Chapter sections II.1 and III.2). Such elaborate halls include the example at Desenzano, 

and the attributed ‘palace’ adjacent to the stadium at Milan. Dining became an 

important setting for the representation of power relations, and the buildings for dining 

assumed a greater importance, in larger residences separating from the hall of state or of 

political representation (usually a basilica, as at Piazza Armerina and the palace of 

Maxentius).58 The Dekanneakkoubita and the great hall north of the Palace of Antiochos 

may thus be seen as particularly large and elaborate late examples of this tendency, 

increased in size to accommodate the large numbers of the court. 

 

 (ii) Analogous examples: 

- Great hall north of palace of Antiochos: hall almost 13 m. wide; side apses: 

10.25 centres; vestibule 8.5 deep x 20 m. wide (internal), end apse with flanking 

parallel walls: 15 m. deep x 12.5 m. wide. 

- Length of hall: 11-apsed Lateran Council hall: 65 m. (approx.); Triconchal 

Lateran hall: 40 m. (approx.); triconchal hall at Aachen: 53 m. ; basilica at Trier: 

about 73 m.; great hall north of the palace of Antiochos: 70 m. (excluding 

rotunda); 

- Width of hall (excluding side apses): examples of Constantinian basilicas: Trier: 

27.4 m., Old St. Peter’s: transept 19 m. (approx.), Lateran: triconchal triclinium: 

11 m.; Aachen: 17.4 m.. 

 

It is argued here that the old conception of the nineteen akkoubita as referring to 

nineteen dining couches within a rectangular room is unsustainable, given the clear 

evidence of  the polylobate building type having been used for high-status residence in 

                                                
57 I. Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001). 
58 See S. Ellis, ‘Power, architecture, and décor: how the Late Roman aristocrat appeared 
to his guests’, in E. Gazda (ed.), Roman Art in the Private Sphere (1991). 117-134 & 
figs. 6-1 to 6-5. 
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Constantinople, and for the type having been adopted at the time of the Great Schism. 

The layout is based upon the reasonable assumption that this hall is identifiable as the 

Great Triclinium, and that the Delphax and Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita are centred 

upon it, rather than the Augusteus. 

 

The description of the banquet in the hall (see infra: Augusteus) reveals that the roof 

structure was wooden, probably with a coffered ceiling (eg. like Santa Maria Maggiori 

in Rome, although this was constructed during the Renaissance). There is mention of 

plates being lowered from within the ceiling, making a coffered ceiling likely. 

Communication between the hall and the private quarters of the palace is evidenced in 

the Book of Ceremonies. A similar arrangement is evidenced in the recorded plan of the 

council hall of the Lateran palace, where a passage leads from the rear, main apse to the 

church, and the triconchal triclinium, where a side passage leads from a side flank of the 

papal platform to his domestic quarters. The reconstruction of the Great Triclinium, or 

Dekanneakkoubita has been based here on the apse spacing, end apse and flanking 

walls, and vestibule of the great hall north of the palace of Antiochos. Given the much 

greater length of the hall, the width must have also been greater. Given the above cited 

examples, it is feasible that this hall was up to 20 m. wide. However for functional 

reasons, it may have been narrower than this. 

 

The resultant dimensions are: length 130 to 135 m.; width 15 to 20 m. This dimension is 

much greater than provious reconstructions of the hall. Kostenec, for example, shows it 

at 75 m. (2005). The implications of this greater dimension are profound for the 

possible overall layout of the palace, but also for the significance of the building’s 

restoration by Constantine VII. It was one of the largest palace halls of the ancient 

world. If one accepts, following Guilland and Kostenec, that there was a connective 

passage (of ‘St. Stephen’) on the southern flank, then this dimension implies that the 

Octagon and the Augusteus were much larger than depicted in previous reconstructions. 

The largest example cited by Mulvin in the Danube-Balkan region was 42 m., while the 

crown hall at Thessalonica was 54 m., and that at Trier was 60 m. long, so a length of 

over 40 m. excluding apse and Stenon is feasible. The Octagon would also appear to be 

a large structure. For comparanda of the Augusteus, see fig. 54, 75-6. 

 

There are potential objections to the envisaged size of the Great Triklinos. How, for 

example,  do we know that the nineteen couches are housed in conches? This is easily 



 85 

answered, since we have descriptions from Liutprand that the tables are arranged in 

semi-circles, and this arrangement was always associated with apses / conches. 

Furthermore, the emulative halls of the Lateran both have side conches, and there is also 

the Constantinopolitan example of the reception hall to the north of the Sigma courtyard 

of the Palace of Antiochos. A second potential objection is that the conch spacing could 

be smaller. This is unlikely, as the Great Triklinium was the building that all the others 

were emulating.59 It was built by Constantine or immediate successors during the high 

period of the empire, when there was the building practice, and budgets, for larger 

constructions. The Antiochos example should form a reasonable conservative minimum. 

Otherwise, the examples from Aachen and the Lateran could be cited- both of which 

have conch sizes that are at least as big. 

 

II.3. Augusteus, Octagon and associated structures. 

 

 (i) Introduction 

This area is perhaps the most difficult to determine, however it needs to be related back 

to analogous examples of crown halls, such as the great basilica of Maxentius, and the 

examples at Rhegion. It could be argued that the Augusteus was a later structure than 

the ‘Great Triclinium’ as it appears to be associated directly with the Consistorium and 

the Makron, as a hall connected to the rituals of reception, coronation and matrimony. 

The Great Triclinium was, in contrast, a banqueting hall with its own monumental 

courtyard, and could be more directly associated with Late Antique villa typology. 

 

The main question is whether either could be associated with the first palace. The 

Consistorium is first mentioned in the fifth century. Given that it would appear that the 

area in front of the Chalke Gate was very early in its first building phase, the question 

arises as to why the two areas of the palace were so far removed from each other. Given 

the several major phases of destruction and reconstruction, it is possible that the palace 

gradually retreated from the Chalke towards the south, and former palace buildings 

were either demolished or reconstructed. Could the Great Triclinium and the adjacent 

halls, therefore, have been built at a similar date to the polylobate hall north of the 

Palace of Antiochus, in the reign of Theodosius II (r. 408–450) ? 

 

 
                                                
59 Here see Baldini-Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 60-1 & fig. 10. 
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 (ii) Estimate of size of halls 

The probable size of the Augusteus and the Octagon have been discussed above. Given 

the presence of the Passage of St. Stephen to the south, and the Portico of Delphax 

(Nineteen Akkoubita) to the north, it is then logical that the Octagon, Augusteus, Stenon 

of the Golden Hand and courtyard of Onopodion should together equal the length of the 

Great Triclinium, estimated above at about 130-135 m. in overall length. 

 

A problematic issue addressed in the topographical reconstruction is the sequence: 

Onopodion, steps, Consistorium, Makron of Candidati. There are no apparent 

comparanda for the form suggested by the Book of Ceremonies, with three doors facing 

Onopodion /stairs, and three facing the Makron. The passages in the Book of 

Ceremonies suggest that the Makron opened to the south into the Consistorium. This, 

however, is impossible, given the probable order of size of the Zeuxippus Baths, which 

would block this alignment. It is probable that the Makron, envisaged here, following 

Luchterhand, as a long passage, aligned at its southern end with the northern entrance 

into the Delphax / Tribunal, while the Consistorium and its courts formed the eastern 

edge of that Delphax, and was probably the means by which visitors gained admission, 

as suggested by the Book of Ceremonies.  

 

 (iii) Probable typology of Makron 

The Makron has been cited by Luchterhand as the model for the eponymous Makron 

(passage) of the Lateran. If so, we could imagine it as a long passage connecting the 

palace to the courtyard of the Chalke / Scholes, passing the quarters of the guards. But 

how does it connect to the Consistorium? Guilland has noted that the Church of the 

Lord was to the west of the Consistorium, and could be reached through doors from the 

eastern doors of the latter. He assumes that these open into the Consistorium. An 

alternative configuration may, however, be envisaged: A courtyard may have existed, 

by which the Delphax, Consistorium and Church of the Lord were accessed. This would 

explain the references to entering the palace ‘at the Lord’. If such a courtyard existed, 

one which could metonymically have taken on the name of an adjacent structure (for 

example, ‘the Makron’), then the Church of the Lord and an extension of the Makron 

passage, could have opened onto it from the east, the Consistorium from the south, and 

the Delphax from the west. It would have provided an appropriate means for the Court 

to enter the Delphax to take part in ceremonies. This may have been the route taken, for 

example, in Ch. 47 where the procession passes from the Consistorium to the Church of 
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the Lord, to the Makron, then to the Kortinai. In Ch. 48, the procession passes from the 

Consistorium through the gate of Excubites then the Gate of Scholes (the Kortinai?). In 

De cer. Ch. 92, (coronation of Anastasius I in 491) there is a reference to entry to the 

palace from the north via the Regia (royal gate); the Consistorium is not mentioned. It is 

thus tempting to think that there was always a major gate in this location, and that 

perhaps the triple gate opening onto the Makron was in the same location.  

 

 (iv) Topography of the Makron of the Candidati, Kourtines. 

Analysis of the archaeological site map reveals two interesting correspondences. The 

return wall of A.a running from east (SE) to west (NW) was noted by Mamboury and 

Wiegand to include evidence of a gate leading south (SW), at a point where the wall 

returns south. A line passing through the centre of this opening, parallel to the 

‘courtyard’ formed by the wall ‘A.a’ and the wall to the west discovered by the recent 

IAM excavations, was found to be almost normal to the northern (NE) wall of the 

Mosaic Peristyle, and to lie slightly to the west of St. Andrews structures B1 and B2, 

suggesting the existence of a street in this location. Furthermore, the alignment is 

almost exactly congruent with Arasta Sokağı, suggesting that the Ottoman street may 

have been founded on a preexisting ‘street’ or passage of the palace. Additionally, it 

occupies a line where there is almost no current building – the former territory of the 

Kabasakal Mescid. This congruence has been utilized in the reconstruction to suggest 

the possible alignment of the Makron running from the Chalke courtyard south to the 

Hemicycle, Eros and Mosaic Peristyle, here interpreted as the Apsis. The level of this 

passage may be suggested by the pavement level of the IAM excavation, recorded as  

one step above 30.71 m., therefore about 31 m. Using Aachen and the Lateran as 

analogues, there may well have been an upper passage – this certainly existed in the 

vicinity of the Chalke and the Magnaura as a raised passage giving access to Hagia 

Sophia. A passage at 31 m. could thus have connected with the upper level of the 

Hemicycle, and the upper level of the Daphne palace, if provided with a flight of steps 

to reach the level of the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita. If the upper level of the 

Hemicycle were at 31 m., then this would have enabled the monks in the upper level of 

the building to its west to have readily communicated with the oratories of Daphne. 

 

 (v) Probable typology of the Augusteus (see figs. 54, 75-6). 

It is very difficult to base a reconstruction upon typology beyond the basic elements of a 

basilica and peristyle forecourt (although there is no evidence of there having been 
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columns around the Onopodion); the octagon however has a direct typological 

connection with the octagonal reception hall at Thessalonica, and the centralized 

pavilion of the Sessorian palace, as well as the centralized reception hall of Diocletian. 

The relation of Octagon and St. Stephen is very difficult to establish. Analogues might 

be San Lorenzo Milan, and the Old St. Peter’s in Rome, both of which have 

martyria/tombs directly connected with the main body of the church. However there is a 

difficulty caused by the passages of St. Stephen and of Daphne- were the two buildings 

of the Octagon and the chapel of St. Stephen directly connected, or separated by a 

passage? Precedents and analogues for the form of the Octagon are given on fig. 216. 

However, none of these examples are associated with a chapel. The typology of the 

palatine chapel of St. Stephen has been alluded to by Ćur čić, who sees the Capella 

Palatina in Palermo as deriving from Byzantine precedents (see figs. 49-51).60 At both 

Aachen and Palermo, the sectional arrangement permitted the monarch to attend a 

service stationed at an upper level overlooking the priests.  

 

These analogies permit several possibilities for the layout of the Chapel of St. Stephen 

in relation to the Octagon: 

- The Chapel of St. Stephen could have been located at a lower level than the 

Octagon, and may have similarly possessed an upper balcony. If they directly 

connected, this would permit the Emperor to participate in the Blessing of the 

Water while remaining within the Octagon, as described in a passage of the 

Book of Ceremonies. Such an arrangement, however, would have separated the 

Patriarch and the Emperor by a level, and made the ceremonial awkward to 

execute. 

- The form of the chapel may also have a broad resemblance to that of Aachen. As 

it was a repository for the relics of St. Stephen, the chapel may well have had a 

central plan, as Kostenec (2005) has suggested. Its early date, St. Stephen of the 

Daphne having been built by Pulcheria, the sister of Theodosius II, in 428, 

suggests an analogy with the circular side halls of the palace of Antiochos, 

which were flanked by smaller, rectangular rooms forming an architectural unit, 

rather than a free-standing hall, as suggested by Kostenec (2005). This would 

permit private rooms, koitones, to be placed adjacent to both the Octagon and 

                                                
60 S. Ćurčić, ‘Some Palatine Aspects of the Capella Palatina in Palermo’ (1987) 125-
144, here 144. 
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the chapel. An analogy with Aachen might also extend to its size with an 

internal width of about 28 m., and a central octagonal void. 

- The chapel may have formed an apsidal annexe to the hall of the Octagon. This 

would have permitted the Emperor to attend the Blessing of the Water while 

standing within the Octagon. This arrangement would not have necessitated a 

level change between rooms, and would have permitted ready access to the 

private chambers adjacent to the Octagon. This arrangement would also have 

also been comparatively straight-forward to execute in two stages, with the 

Octagon built first, followed by the chapel. 

 

In the reconstruction proposed here, the chapel forms an apsidal end to the Octagon 

hall, much as the end apse does in the church of San Vitale, and in the palatine chapel at 

Aachen (figs. 43a and b, 44). The overall structure would thus have possessed both 

secular and sacred functions, as apparently did the chapel/palace hall complex at 

Palermo. 

 

A second problem posed by the Daphne Palace layout was the location and 

configuration of the Dikionion mentioned in the Book of Ceremonies. It has been 

assumed that the latter portal opened onto the Delphax / Tribunal. However this is 

contradicted by the statements that the Onopodion opened onto stairs descending to the 

Consistorium. Both situations cannot co-exist. A second possibility is that the Dikionion 

connected the portico of the Onopodion gate to the Portico of Nineteen Akkoubita, thus 

being situated at right angles to the Delphax (see Part Two, II.5: ‘Daphne’).  

 

In the reconstruction proposed here, the Dikionion is configured facing north-east, to 

the right of the terrace, or heliakon, facing the courtyard of Delphax. A second possible 

configuration would place the Dikionion at the eastern end of the southern portico. 

However, this does not readily accommodate itself to the staircase by which one could 

descend from the Onopodion. For this reason, the former configuration is tentatively 

proposed. 
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II.4. Chalke Gate and courtyard 

 

 (i) Precedents. 

No known precedents, other than previous incarnations of a gate in the same location, 

and Golden Gate of Theodosius I. Descriptions of statuary suggest comparisons with 

Golden Gate of the Palace of Diocletian at Split (see fig. 25). 

 

 (ii) Analogues. 

Palace at Vladimir 

Lateran palace 

Palace of Aachen 

Umayyad palaces, notably Khirbat al-Mafjar 

 

 (iii) Archaeological evidence for the Chalke Gate and courtyard 

The Chalke Gate is known through the DAI and IAM excavations, which have revealed 

that a smaller vestibule led into a large open, marble-paved court off which at least two 

gates led to other parts of the palace. The southern-leading gate recorded by Mamboury 

and Wiegand has been associated here with the gate of Scholes that led to the Upper 

Palace. A small gate led north towards the Anadendradion of the Magnaura, and the 

Holy Well of Hagia Sophia. A third gate led to the Scholes. It is there, probably, that 

ambassadors would be led in order to enter the offices of the Magister Officiorum 

(possibly at a lower level than the entrance court), where they be briefed.61 Because this 

area was subject to destruction on at least two occasions from rioting, the Book of 

Ceremonies only records the later phase of its existance, after the rebuilding by 

Justinian I. The layout of the first century may indeed have been substantially different. 

As suggested in Part Two, II.5 (‘Daphne’), the first buildings may have together formed 

an ‘official’ palace of reception, together with the first Magnaura, and the offices of the 

Magister Officiorum. Given the absence of sources for this area in the early period, it is 

impossible to make a reconstruction, beyond the courtyard, vestibule and Regia. Bricks 

of an early period were used for structures in the area, but may have been re-used. 

 

                                                
61 E. Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini, ‘The Scholae of the Master of the Offices as the 
Palace Praetorium’, Anatolia Antiqua XVI (2008) 231-257, here 255-256. 
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Fig. 1, Vicinity of site of Great Palace, present day Sultanahmet district. 

1982 aerial photograph, Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 
(http://sehirrehberi.ibb.gov.tr/map.aspx?&rw=28b&cl=571 accessed 

17.08.11). 
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Fig. 2, Map of Byzantine Constantinople (note fora of Arcadius, Theodosius, 
Constantine, and Augustaion along the street of Mese,  

C. Plakidis (2008), based on Janin and Berger. 
(http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/7/70/Byzantine_Constanti

nople_eng.png, downloaded 18.08.09). 
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Fig. 3, J. Labarte, Plan of Istanbul, based upon Kauffer plan of 1770, 
J. Labarte, Le Palais Impérial de Constantinople et ses abords (Paris, 1861). 
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Fig. 4, J. Labarte, Hypothetical plan of Great Palace and its surroundings, 
from J. Labarte, Le Palais Impérial de Constantinople et ses abords (Paris, 

1861). 
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Fig. 5, Detail plan of Great Palace,  
J. Labarte,  Le Palais impérial de Constantinople et ses abords (Paris, 1861). 
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Fig. 6, Reconstruction of layout of Great Palace,  
Paspates, Great Palace (1893). 
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Fig. 7, Detail, Paspates’ reconstruction of layout of Great Palace, 

Paspates, Great Palace (1893). 
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Fig. 8, Hypothetical plan of Great Palace, by Ebersolt and Thiers,  
J. Ebersolt, Le Grand Palais de Constantinople et le Livre des Cérémonies  

(Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1910) 
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Fig. 9 (a), C. and A. Vogt, Hypothetical plan of Great Palace,  

A. Vogt (transl.) Le Livre des Cérémonies  
(Paris: Société d’Édition “Les Belles Lettres, 1935). 

 

 
 

 
Fig. 9 (b) Detail of Vogt plan of Great Palace, showing relationship of Upper 

Palace to Hippodrome (above) and Augusteion (right). 
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Fig. 10, S. Miranda, ‘Rectification des Ruines et des Edifices hypothétiques 
du Grand Palais des empereurs byzantins vers le Xe siècle’ 1968, in  
R. Guilland, Études de Topographie de Constantinople Byzantine  

(Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1969) 
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Fig. 11, W. Müller-Wiener, Layout of the overall palace area,  
W. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls  

(Tübingen: Wasmuth, 1977) fig. 263. 
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Fig. 12 (a), Cyril Mango, ‘Conjectural reconstruction of the Chalkê and 
surrounding buildings’ Mango, The Brazen House (1959) fig. 1. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 12 (b) Diagram by Mango of location of chapel of Christ Chalkites, 
based upon calculation of viewshed in view of Hagia Sophia made for Sir 

Richard Worseley (1786), Mango, The Brazen House (1959) fig. 29. 
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Fig. 13 
 

                           
 
 

Fig. 14 
 
 

J. Kosteneç, Alternative suggestions for the hypothetical plan of the Palace 
of Constantine the Great, from J. Kostenec, ‘Studies on the Great Palace in 

Constantinople. 1. The Palace of Constantine the Great’,  
Byzantinoslavica. 59 (1998) figs. 9A and 9B. 
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Fig. 15, J. Kostenec, Plan of Great Palace and environs, in idem, ‘The Heart 
of the Empire: the Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors Reconsidered’, in 
K. R. Dark (ed.), Secular Buildings and the Archaeology of Everyday Life in 

the Byzantine Empire (2004) fig. 1.1. 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 16, J. Kosteneç, Detail, Daphne Palace complex (2004) fig. 1.2. 
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Fig. 17, J. Kostenec, ‘The Early Imperial Palace of Constantinople and 
Neighbouring Buildings (before the accession of Justinian II),  

In J. Kostenec, ‘Observations on the Great Palace at Constantinople: the 
Sanctuaries of the Archangel Michael, the Daphne Palace, and the 

Magnaura,’ Reading Medieval Studies 31 (2005) 27-56. 
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Fig. 18, Hypothetical plan of the Great Palace, J. Bardill, ‘The Great Palace of 
the Byzantine emperors and the Walker Trust excavations’, JRA 12 (1999) fig. 2. 
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Fig. 19, E, Mamboury, overall plan of Great Palace, in  A. M. Schneider, 
Byzanz, (1936, reprinted 1967) plate 10. 
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Fig. 20, Plan of palace of Diocletian at Salona (Split, Croatia) from H. 
Kähler, Die Villa des Maxentius bei Piazza Armerina (Berlin,1973) fig. 4. 
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Fig. 21, Plan of the palace at Split, showing walls recorded as of 1993, from 
S. McNally, The Architectural Ornament of Diocletian’s Palace at Split 
BAR International Series 639 (Oxford, 1996) fig. 2. 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 22, Partial plan of Diocletian’s palace at Split, showing residence, 
vestibule and portico, in S. McNally, The Architectural Ornament of 
Diocletian’s Palace at Split (1996) fig. 4. 
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Fig. 23, Sectional perspective and plan of Diocletian’s palace at Split, 
from E. Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (Copenhagen, 1941) figs. 
41-2. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 24, Axonometric reconstruction of representational and residential 
quarters of the palace of Diocletion at Split, after S. Ćurčić, ‘Late-antique 
palaces: the meaning of urban context,’ Ars Orientalis 23 (1993) 67-90. 
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Fig. 25, Façade of Golden Gate of Diocletian’s palace at Salona, from Robert 
Adam, Ruins of the palace of the Emperor Diocletian at Spalatro in 
Dalmatia (London, 1764) plate 12. 
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Fig. 26, Plan of Palace of Galerius, Thessalonica, Greece, in G. Knithakis, TØ 
πktågvnv tÎq Uessalonºkhq, ArchDelt (Αρχαιολογικὸν Δελτίον) 30/1 (1975) 
90-119. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 27, Octagonal reception hall of the palace of Galerius, Thessalonica 
(after Knithakis). 
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Fig. 28, Plan of Roman villa at Casale, Piazza Armerina Sicily, in H. Kähler, 
Die Villa des Maxentius bei Piazza Armerina (Berlin: Mann, 1973). 
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Fig. 29, Residential and governmental complex, Mogorjelo (Dalmatia; Bosnia 
& Hercegovnia) in Mulvin, Late Roman Villas in the Danube-Balkan Region, 
BAR International Series 1064 (Oxford, 2002). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 30, Kesthely-Fenekpuszta (Pannonia Superior; Hungary) from L. 
Mulvin, Late Roman Villas in the Danube-Balkan Region, BAR International 
Series 1064 (Oxford, 2002). 
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Fig. 31, Residential complex Romuliana, Moesia Superior (Gamzigrad, 
Serbia) from D. Srejovic et al. Gamzigrad. An Imperial Palace of Late 
Classical Times (Belgrade, 1983) 19. 
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Fig. 32 (a), plan of palace building, Qasr ibn Warden, Syria, sixth century, 
from Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste (1919, 1924, reprinted 
Vienna, 1969). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 32 (b), Site plan, Qasr ibn Warden, from Mango (1974). 
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Fig. 33, Henri Prost, View of the Hippodrome, the Great Palace and Hagia 
Sophia, c. 1905-07 (Archives of the French Institute of Architecture (IFA), H. 
Prost fund. HP. DES. 10/22. 2) from Mango (Rassegna 72, 1997). 

 
 

 
 

 
Fig. 34, Henri Prost, Restoration of plan of Hippodrome, Great Palace and 
Hagia Sophia. c. 1905-07 (Archives of the French Institute of Architecture 
(IFA), HP. PHO. 10/1.14) from P. Pinon, ‘Le projet de parc archeologique 
d’Istanbul de Henri Prost et sa tentative de mise en ceuvre par Albert Gabriel,’ 
Anatolia Antiqua 16 (2008) 181-205). 
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Fig. 35, Georges Seure, 1910 Reconstruction of the Great Palace (based on 
Prost?) from Eyice ‘Istanbul’da Bizans Imparatorlarının Sarayı: Büyük Saray’ 
Sanat Tarihi Araştırmaları Dergisi 1/3, (1988) 3-35. 

 
 

 
 

 
Fig. 36., A. and C. Vogt, aerial view of proposed reconstruction of Great 
Palace Constantin VII Porphyrogénète, Le livre des cérémonie, 2 vols. (Paris, 
1935- 39). 
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Fig. 37 (a), Plan of Roman villa at Montmaurin, France, from J-M. Pailler, 
‘Montmaurin, a Garden Villa’ (1984). 

 

 
 

Fig. 37 (b), Aerial photograph of  Villa dei Quintili, on the Appian Way 
outside Rome (Google Maps, 2009) showing recently-excavated hemicycle  

and circular reception hall 
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Fig. 38 (a), Plan of core of Roman villa at Desenzano, after C. Bertoletti, in 
Mostra “Milano Capitale dell’Impero Romano 286-402 d. C.” (1990) 517. 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 38 (b), Axonometric of core of Roman villa at Desenzano, after C. 
Bertoletti, in Mostra “Milano Capitale dell’Impero Romano 286-402 d. C.” 
(1990) 520. 
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Fig. 39, Plan of monumental villa with hemicyclical forecourt at Cercadilla, 
from R. Hidalgo El Cryptoportico de Cercadilla. Analysis arquitectonico y 
secuencia estratigrafica (Seville, 1996). 
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Fig. 40, aerial view of excavations of the monumental villa complex at 
Cercadilla (Cordoba) from Hidalgo El Cryptoportico de Cercadilla. Analysis 
arquitectonico y secuencia estratigrafica (Seville, 1996). 
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Fig. 41, Plan of structures excavated to the north-west of the Hippodrome 
after W. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls (1977). The 
southernmost hemicycle and halls, the central hall of which was converted 
into the church of St. Euphemia, has been identified as probably the Palace 
of Antiochos. The rotunda and triclinium to the north, formerly associated 
with the Palace of Lausos, has more recently been associated with the 
Antiochos complex by Bardill, ‘Palace of Lausos’ (1997). 
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Fig. 42(a), Plan of fifth-century possible governor’s palace at Elaiussa 
Sebaste, from E. Equini Schneider, ‘Excavation and Research at Elaiussa 
Sebaste. The 2002 Campaign,’ KST 25,  (2004) 

 

 
 

Fig. 42(b), Aerial view of palace at Elaiussa Sebaste (detail from photo 
‘Mersin Rehber,’ http://picasaweb.google.com/mersinrehber?pli=1, accessed 
07.08.11) 
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Fig. 43a 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 43b 
 
 

Figs. 43a and b, Plan and section of palatine chapel at Aachen, after 787, 
section based upon C. McClendon, The Origins of Medieval Architecture 
(New Haven, 2005); plan based upon G. Dehio and G. von Bezold, 
Kirchliche Baukunst des Abendlandes (Stuttgart, 1887-1901) fig. 40. 
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Fig. 44, Plan of structures of Charlemagne’s Palace at Aachen, with palatine 
chapel shown at bottom. After Swoboda, Römische und Romanische Paläste 
(Vienna, 1919), fig. 87. 
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Fig. 45, Plan of Hagia Sophia showing remains of the Theodosian Great 
Church dotted, with the church of Justinian in black, and Ottoman additions 
hatched, from W. Müller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie Istanbuls 
(Tübingen, 1977). 
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Fig. 46, Supposed ruins of Bryas Palace of Theophilus (r. 829-842), after 
Eyice, ‘Istanbul’da Abbasi saraylarinin benzeri olarak yapılan bir Bizans 
sarayız Bryas sarayı,’ Belleten 23 (1959), 79-104 (French resumé, 101-4). 

 

 
 

Fig. 47 Hypothetical reconstruction of ‘Church’ plan, (Küçükyalı 
Archaeological Project 2008), from A. Ricci, Reinterpretation of the “Palace 
of Bryas”: A Study in Byzantine Architecture, History and Historiography 
(PhD Dissertation April 2008) Vol. 2 fig. 51. 
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Fig. 48, Late Antique Roman villa at Fliessem, from Swoboda Römische und 
Romanische Paläste (Vienna, 1919) fig. 66. 



 132 

 
 
 

Fig. 49, Palermo, Cappella Palatina, plan, from Dittelbach ‘Rhetorik in Stein. 
Der normannische Osterleuchter der Cappella Palatina in Palermo (Byzas 5, 
2006) 329-49 at 330 and fig. 1. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 50, Palermo, Cappella Palatina, hypothetical reconstruction of south 
façade, from Ćurčić, ‘Some Palatine Aspects of the Cappella Palatina in 
Palermo’ DOP 41 (1987) fig. 2. 
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Fig. 51, Palermo, Cappella Palatina, view of interior looking towards area of 
royal throne (image: Rui Ornelas, 2004). 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 52, Palermo, Cappella Palatina, transverse section looking west, from S. 
Ćurčić, ‘Some Palatine Aspects of the Cappella Palatina in Palermo,’ DOP 
41 (1987) fig. 4. 
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Fig. 53, Plan of  the fifth century so-called Palace of the Giants, from A. 
Frantz (ed.) Late Antiquity: A.D. 267-700 Athenian Agora XXIV (1988) 
drawn by John Travlos 
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Fig. 54, Examples of palatial basilican halls:  
A. Rhegion, so-called ‘church’ (Mansel) – probably a residential hall, 
opening onto a side courtyard with three facing chambers;  
B. Piazza Armerina, basilican hall and subsidiary halls opening off great 
passage;  
C. Rhegion, southern-most hall and side chambers, facing large courtyard;  
D. Villa of Maxentius, Appian Way – monumental basilican hall and 
vestibule,  facing xystus. 
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Fig. 55, Comparison of Great Palace Hall of 19 Couches (left) and Lateran 
triclinium with 11 conches (right), from Luchterhand (2000, 2006). 
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Fig. 56, On left, great hall from so-called Palace of Lausos, north-west of 
Hippodrome. On right, hypothetical reconstruction of Dekanneakoubita, or 
Hall of 19 Couches/Beds of the Great Palace, drawn on the basis of identical 
apse bay width, vestibule depth and end apartment depth as the ‘Palace of 
Lausos’. The vestibule and end compartment each indicate a rise of several 
steps, reflecting the sources. The terrace, or heliakon, is indicated as an 
extension of the hall. The overall length is 130 m., and the internal width of 
the hall is 20 m. By comparison, the great hall of the ‘palace of Lausos’ is 
over 13 m. wide, and the council hall of the Lateran was approximately 15 
m. wide and 75 m. in total, based on reconstruction drawings of Luchterhand 
(drawing by author). 



 138 

 
 

Fig. 57 (a), Hemicyclic structure depicted on Lorichs’ panorama of Istanbul, 
1559, University of Leiden library. 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 57 (b), Detail of hemicyclic structure 
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Figs. 58, 59 Reconstruction of so-called ‘Temple of Minerva Medica’, 
after W. L. Macdonald (1976) 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 60, So-called Temple of Minerva Medica. Engraving by Piranesi, Veduti 
di Roma, University of Tokyo Library, Kamei Collection. 
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Fig. 61, Overall plan of upper level of archaeological site of Palatine, 
from Hoffmann and Wulf, Die Kaiserpaläste auf dem Palatin in Rom 

(Mainz, 2004). 
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Fig. 62, Upper level of Flavian Palace, Rome, from W. L. Macdonald (1965). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 63, Lower level of Flavian Palace, Rome, from W. L. Macdonald 
(1965). 
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Fig. 64, Axonometric reconstruction of Flavian Palace, Rome,  
from J. B. Ward-Perkins, Roman Imperial Architecture  

(Harmondsworth: Pelican Books, 1981) fig. 37. 
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Fig. 65, Sea façade of Diocletian’s palace at Salona (Split, Croatia) from 
Robert Adam, Ruins of the palace of the Emperor Diocletian at Spalatro in 

Dalmatia (London: Printed for the author, 1764). 
 
 

 
 

 
Fig. 66, Golden Gate of Diocletian’s palace at Salona, 

from Niemann, Der Palast Diokletians in Spalato (Vienna,1910). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 67, Peristyle entrance court of Diocletian’s palace at Salona,  
from Marasović (1957) 
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Fig. 68, Hypothetical ‘hypaethral hall’ at entrance to Theoderic’s palace at 
Ravenna, from Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (1941). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 69, Reconstruction of entrance court of Diocletian’s palace at Salona 
(Split, Croatia), from Dyggve, Ravennatum Palatium Sacrum (1941). 
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Fig. 70, Plan, palace of Galerius at Romuliana (Gamzigrad, Serbia), 
from Srejovic, Gamzigrad. An Imperial Palace of Late Classical Times 

(1983) 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 71, Plan, Palace Complex I, Romuliana, from Srejovic, Gamzigrad. An 
Imperial Palace of Late Classical Times (1983) 
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Fig. 72, Plan of  excavated structures of the palace of Maxentius on Via 
Appia in Rome, from G. Pisani Sartorio and R. Calza, La villa di Massenzio 

sulla Via Appia Monumenti Romani 6 (1976) 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Fig. 73, Detail of great basilican hall and xystos, palace of Maxentius on Via 
Appia, from G. Pisani Sartorio and R. Calza, La villa di Massenzio sulla Via 

Appia Monumenti Romani 6 (1976). 
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Fig. 74, Urban context of imperial palace at Antioch, after S. Ćurčić ‘Late-
antique palaces: the meaning of urban context,’ Ars Orientalis 23 (1993) fig. 

1. 
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Fig. 75, View of Constantine’s basilica, Trier, from north (author). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 76, Trier, plan of basilica and associated structures, from  Bolognesi 
Recchi-Franceschini et al., Palatia : Kaiserpaläste in Konstantinopel, 

Ravenna und Trier (2003). 
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Fig. 77, Vicinity of the Late Antique ruins in Milan (Mediolarum) argued by 
Scagliarini Corlaita to belong to the imperial palace. From Mostra “Milano 

capitale dell’impero romano (286-402 d. C.” (1990) 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 78, Plan of postulated imperial palace, Mediolarum (Milan), 
after Baldini Lippolis, La domus tardoantica (2001) 
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Fig. 79, Plan of area east of the Esquiline by Bufalini (1551), redrawn by 
Nolli (1748), from Guidobaldi, ‘Il tempio di ‘Minerva Medica’ (1998). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig.80, Sessorian Palace, Rome, from Baldini Lippolis (2001). 
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Fig. 81, Plan of excavated ruins of Early Byzantine palace and dependencies 
at Rhegion (Küçükçekmece) , after Mansel A. M., ‘Les fouilles de Rhegion 
près d’Istanbul,’ Actes du VI. Congrès International des Études Byzantines, 

II (1951) 255-260.) 
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Fig. 82, Site plan of area of ‘Palace of Theoderic, Ravenna,  after Ghirardini 
(1916), Baldini Lippolis (2001) and Augenti (2007), collage by author. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 83, Plan of  domus associated with the palace of Theoderic, Ravenna, 
plase 4: late fifth to early sixth century indicated in black, 

after Augenti (2007) and Lippolis (2001). 
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Fig. 84, ‘Palatium’ mosaic, fifth century church of SanApollinare Nuovo, 
Ravenna (author). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 85, Disembodied hand of figure possibly receiving greeting of court, 
Sant’Apollinare Nuovo, Palatium mosaic. 

 



 154 

 
 
 

Fig. 86, Axonometric reconstruction of Early Mediaeval Lateran palace, 
from Luchterhand, ‘Päpstlicher Palastbau und höfisches Zeremoniell unter Leo III.,’ 

(Mainz, 1999). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 87, Drawing of Lateran Palace, Martin van Heemskerck, ca. 1535, from 
Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City, 312-1308 (1980). 
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Fig. 88, Relation of Lateran triclinia to raised passage, or ‘Makron’,  
after Luchterhand (2000). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 89, Overall plan of layout of Lateran palace, after Luchterhand (2000). 
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Fig. 90 (a) Palace of Ardašir I (d. 242), Qalʿa-ye Doḵtar, at Firuzābād after 
Krefter (Herzfeld Archive, Smithsonian Institution: Drawing by Krefter, 

‘Qale i Dukhtar, Ardashir I,’ D-716 FSA A.6 05.0716 
 

 
Fig. 90 (b) Palace of Ardašir I, Ātaškada at Firuzābād, after Huff, 

http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/palace-architecture  
(accessed Friday, 9 September 2011) 

 
Fig. 90 (c) Palace of Šāpūr I at Bišāpūr  

after Shepherd ‘Sasanian Art’ (1983) 1065. 
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Fig. 90 (d) Plan of remains of Palace of Khosrow I at Ctesiphon,  
from Oscar Reuther, ‘The German Excavations at Ctesiphon,’  

Antiquity 3/12 (1929) 434-451.  
 
 

 
 

Fig. 90 (e), Plan by Herzfeld of Palace of Khosrow II at  Qasr-i-Shirin, 
Smithsonian Institution Herzfeld Archive D-737 FSA A.6 05.0737 
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Fig. 91 (a), Façade of entrance vestibule of eighth-century Umayyad palace 
of Khirbat al-Mafjar, Jericho, Jordan, from R. W. Hamilton, Khirbat al-

Mafjar: An Arabian Mansion in the Jordan Valley (Oxford, 1959); 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 91 (b), Plan of palace at Khirbat al-Mafjar. Palace vestibule is located to 
the south on outer wall of peristyle. From Nasser Rabbat / Aga Khan 

Program for Islamic Architecture, MIT. (ARCHNET_Khirbat_al-Mafjar 
(http://www.archnet.org/ accessed 09.08.11). 
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Fig 91 (c), Plan, Umayyad Palace of Qasr al-Mshatta, Jordan  

possibly built in 743-44 for Caliph al-Walid, 
(http://archnet.org/library/sites/one-site.jsp?site_id=7362  

accessed Monday, September 12, 2011). 
 

 
 

Fig. 91(d) Fortress palace of al-Ukhaidir, Iraq, probably Abbasid, mid-
eighth century, from K. Cresswell, A Short Account of Early Islamic 

Architecture, revised by James W. Allen  
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 1989) fig. 40. 
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Fig. 92 a & b, Sectional perspective and plan of octagonal vestibule in 
Nero’s Golden House (Domus Aurea) adapted from  W. Macdonald The 

Architecture of the Roman Empire I (2nd edition 1982). 
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Fig. 93, Plan of Nero’s Golden House (domus aurea), from W. L. Macdonald The 
Architecture of the Roman Empire I (2nd edition 1982). 
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Fig. 94, Plan of Old St. Peters’ cathedral, Rome, from Tiberio Alfarano, 
1590. Print, based on drawing of 1571 in Tiberius Alpharanus, De Basilicae 
Vaticanae Antiquissima et Nova Structura, ed. D. M. Cerrati, ST 26 (Vatican 
City, 1914), pl. 1. Note the cxentral plan tombs associated with the transept. 1 

                                                
1 See also Federica Goffi-Hamilton, ‘Renaissance Visual Thinking: Architectural Representation as 
Medium to Contemplate “True Form”’, School of Architecture, Carleton University 
(www.lincoln.ac.uk/home/conferences/human/.../Goffi-Hamilton.pdf, accessed 17 October 2009). 
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Fig. 95, Plan of Carolingian palace at Ingelheim, from Ćurčić, ‘Late-antique 
palaces: the meaning of urban context,’ (1993). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 96, Diagrammatic perspective reconstruction of palace at Ingelheim, 
from McClendon, McLendon C., The Origins of Medieval Architecture, 

Building in Europe AD 600-900 (New Haven, 2005). 
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Fig. 97, Copy of Lateran mosaic representing the donation of Constantine in 
triclinium of Pope Leo III,in Krautheimer, Rome, Profile of a City, 312-1308 

(Princeton, N.J.,1980).. 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 98, Nineteenth century copy of original mosaic from triclinium of Leo 
III. The donation is represented in the right-hand border panel.Tribune near 

S. Giovanni Laterano, Rome, Wikipedia Commons 
(http://www.flickr.com/photo_zoom.gne?id=42275848&size=o). 
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Fig. 99, Round Church, Preslav Bulgaria (circa 900) 
from Mango, Byzantine Architecture (1974). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 100, Round Church, view from rotunda towards peristyle courtyard 
Image: K. Kapoutsis, Wikipedia Commons, 

(http://flickr.com/photos/8383084@N06/2829475962 accessed 09.09.11). 
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Fig. 101, Katholikon (main church) of the Great Lavra monastery, Mount 
Athos (Image: Dimboukas 2008, Wikipedia Commons 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Main_church,_Great_Lavra.jpg 
accessed 09.08.11). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 102, Refectory, Vatopedi Monastery, Mount Athos (Image: V. Vlasidis). 
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Fig. 103,  Plan, triconchal church of the Prophet Elias, Thessalonica, from 
Th. Papazotos, ‘The Identification of the Church of "Profitis Elias" in 

Thessaloniki’ D.O.P. 45 (1991) 121-127 fig. 4. 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 104, View of church of Prophet Elias, Thessalonica 
(image: Wikipedia Commons. 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:THES-Prophitis_Ilias_5.jpg). 
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Fig. 105, Topographical layout of Hadrian’s villa – model for the ‘dispersed 
villa’?, from Macdonald & Pinto, Hadrian’s Villa and its Legacy 

(New Haven, 1995). 
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Fig. 106 (c), Details of Mosaic Peristyle, St. Andrews University excavation 
of the Great Palace: head of mythological figure. 

Fig. 106(a) 
Philosopher? 

Fig. 106(b) 
Centaur and Child 



 170 

 
 
 

Fig. 107 (a) Circus performers attacking a tiger with spears. Mosaic 
Peristyle, Great PalaceNote the patches of Green and Red on the tunics, 

suggesting membership of a circus faction (author). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 107 (b) Possibly allegorical image of eagle fighting serpent. Mosaic 
Peristyle, Great Palace (author). 



 171 

 
 
 

Fig. 108, Map of area of Great Palace and surrounds, showing major 
archaeological areas referred to in Part Two, II: Mamboury and Wiegand areas 
A-G; St. Andrews Mosaic Peristyle and Apsed Hall; Istanbul Archaeological 
Museum excavation of grounds of Four Seasons Hotel (Chalke Gate, Pittakia 
and Magnaura), and Casson excavations of Hippodrome and Baths of 
Zeuxippus. Map based upon City of Istanbul minicipal map and Müller-Wiener, 
Bildlexikon (1977). 
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Fig. 109, Plan by author of area of Great Palace and its surrounds with 
attributions of areas of Great Palace and adjacent monuments laid over 
present-day street layout and archaeology: 1. Regia; 2. Milion; 3. Baths of 
Zeuxippus; 4. Hippodrome; 5. Kathisma; 6. Augusteion and equestrian 
statue and column of Justinian; 7. Senate house; 8. Pittakia; 9. Magnaura 
and Anadendradion; 10. Scholes (possibly site of the oikos of Anastasius); 
11. Chalke gate and vestibule; 12. Courtyard of Chalke (with iron gate to 
north); 13. Possible site of Consistorium, Makron of Candidati and Church 
of the Lord; 14. general area of Nea church (site of old Tzykanisterion) 
with House of Marina to east; 15. Mosaic Peristyle, Apsed Hall and 
associated areas (the possible site of Apsis and Triconch); 16. Covered 
Hippodrome; 17. Boukoleon, Chrysotriklinos, Terrace of the Pharos and 
associated buildings; 18. Church of Ss. Sergius and Bacchus; 19. Daphne 
Palace; 20. Tribune (also known as Court of 19 Beds or Delphax); 21. 
Church of Hagia Sophia; 22. Church of St. Eirine; 23. Palatial oikos of 
Antiochus; 24. Basilica Cistern. 
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Fig. 110, Overall plan of excavations in the grounds of the Four Seasons 
Hotel, Sultanahmet, from Girgin (2007) with features in areas I and III 

emphasized with grey tone. 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 111, Composite plan by Girgin showing relationship of  ‘Chalke’ wall to 
MW wall feature A: a , forming a proposed entrance courtyard with main 

gate to west and secondary gate to north-west, from Girgin (2007). 
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Fig. 112, Plan of I.A.M. and Mamboury and Wiegand surveys overlaid on 
map of contemporary Istanbul, with Chalke gate and courtyard restored 

(author). 
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Fig. 113, Aerial view of the I.A.M. excavation site viewed from the south 
(author). 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 114, Detail of area of Chalke excavation, south-west corner of I.A.M. 
excavation site (author). The large parallel walls are the foundations of the 
Old Law Courts (former Ottoman University building), lying over the site of 
the Chalkê. 
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Fig. 115, Detail of foundations of Chalke frontal wall cut across by parallel 
walls of Ottoman University building (author). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 116, Marble niches and plinth, frontal façade of Chalke courtyard wall, 
from Istanbul Archaeological Museum (2007).1 

                                                
1 (Istanbul Archaeological Museum), Gün Işığında. İstanbul’un 8000 yılı. Marmaray, Metro, Sultanahmet 
kazıları, (Istanbul: IAM, 2007). 
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Fig. 117, Detail of drawing of column of Arcadius in Freshfield Folio, 
Trinity College Cambridge: tetrastyle structure with pediment, interpreted by 
Johnson as the Chalke Gate before its destruction during the Nike riots. 
Johnson interprets the figures to either side as statuary. From M. Johnson 
(1988). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 118, Sketch of possible appearance of  Chalke Gate prior to Nike riots. 
The dome is conjectural (author). 
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Fig. 119, Reconstruction: view from Milion along Regia towards vestibule of 
the Chalke , based on the account by Procopius of the appearance of the 
Chalke (author). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 120, Diagram showing proposed relationship between aerial passages 
and Chalkê overlaid on archaeology map: 1. Diabatika of Magnaura; 2. 
Anabasion of Chalkê; 3. Chalkê vestibule (the ‘protemenisma’); 4. Chalkê 
court (the ‘temenos’); 5. Church of Christ Chalkites; 6. Area of Scholes and 
oikos of Anastasius. 
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Fig. 121, Entrance portico and raised walkway, palace of Bogolyubovo, near 
Vladimir c. 1158-65), after Mango (1959). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 122, Entrance gate and portico, Charlemagne’s palace at Aachen,  
after Mango, Brazen House (1959). 
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Fig. 123, MW Area A: Foundations of so-called ‘Magnaura’, feature ‘A. b’– 
here interpreted as area of Scholes, from Mamboury and Wiegand (1934) 
fig. XCII. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 124, MW Area A: Boundary wall (feature ‘A. a’) between the courtyard 
of Chalke and the area here interpreted as the Scholes (feature ‘A. a’) and 
Magnaura (feature ‘A. c’), from Mamboury and Wiegand (1934) fig. XCI. 
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Fig. 125, Computer reconstruction of  great 9.9 m. gallery, MW Area ‘A. b’, 
from A Tayfun Öner and J. Kosteneç, Walking thru (sic) Byzantium (2007) . 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 126, Area of Istanbul Archaeological Museum excavations, grounds of 
Four Seasons Hotel (1997), montage by author based on 1997 I.A.M. 
excavation survey under Pasinli. White areas are areas and rooms excavated. 
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Fig. 127, Plan of Area B, from Mamboury & Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) 
Fig. LIII. 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 128, Area B: Middle Building Group, Ramp-house, Area ‘B: a,b,d’ from 
Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. LXX. 
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Fig. 129, Area B: Section CD, Middle Building Group, Ramp-house, features 
‘B: a and b’, from Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. LXIX. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 130, Area B: Middle Building Group, Ramps and Ramp-house, Features 
‘B: a and b’, from Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. 
LXXV. 
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Fig. 131, Area B: section through structure facing west, from Mamboury and 
Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934). 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 132, Current appearance of Ramp-house, showing evidence of recent 
‘restoration’ (author). 
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Fig. 133, Sketch by Mary Walker (1884), in Curtis, Broken Bits of Byzantium 
(2 vols.) (c. 1887-91), of area of ’ MW Area ‘B’: ‘Ramp-house.’ Drawing is 
inscribed: “Building known as Domus Tama. (?) Tameïon – (treasury)” 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 134, Sketch by Mary Walker (1886) of arched passage leading to the 
‘Ramp-house,’ in Curtis, Broken Bits of Byzantium (2 vols.) (c. 1887-91). 



 186 

 
 
 

Fig. 135, Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) Area ‘D. b’ 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 136, Brett (ed.), Great Palace (1947)Plan 60 of Areas B1 and 2, 
Mamboury and Wiegand areas D: b,c and Mosaic Colonnade. 
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Fig. 137, Brett (ed.), Great Palace (1947), plan 62 of excavation areas, 
Areas ‘B1’and ‘B2’. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 138, Site B2, ‘wall pillar under Kirk (church?) footing.’ (The University 
of St. Andrews, Russell Collection, ms. 38515-13-5-4-338) May-August 
1937. 
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Fig. 139, Plan of Walker Trust excavations by The University of St. 
Andrews, D. Talbot Rice, Great Palace Second Report (1957) fig. 1. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 140, Plan of Apsed Hall area, south-east of Mosaic Peristyle Courtyard, 
Walker Trust Excavations, The University of St. Andrews, D. Talbot Rice, 
Great Palace Second Report (1957) fig. 9. 
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Fig. 141, Section (E-W) from Peristyle (right) through Apsed Hall. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 142, Composite section by author, based on Folders A and B, D. Talbot 
Rice, Great Palace Second Report (1958). 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 143, Diagrammatic representation of change in levels within Apsed 
Hall, based on radius of supporting arch in left-hand portion (author). 
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Fig. 144, Ammannati and others, Villa Giulia: end wall of inner courtyard, 
with grotto beneath (author). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 145, Villa Giulia: view of Grotto, showing fountains and pools (author). 
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Fig. 146, So-called ‘Baptistery of St. Maria Hodegetria’ in Gülhane Park 
interpreted in this thesis as a polylobate triclinium with sigma-shaped 
forecourt, from Demangel and Mamboury, Le Quartier des Manganes (1939) 
plate 12. 
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Fig. 147, Alternative locations for hemicycle (‘Sigma’) and Triconch, as 
discussed in text: 1. South of Mosaic Peristyle (Kostenec); 2. Beneath and 
south-east of Mosaic Peristyle terrace (Bolognesi Recchi-Franceschini), and 
3. North of Mosaic Peristyle (Dark and author). A plan of archaeological 
features is overlaid on the present-day layout of the area (author). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 148, Proposed reconstruction of plan and layout of Hemicycle and 
Triconch: 1. Sigma and Triconch; 2. Mosaic Peristyle; 3. Chrysotriklinos 
(author). 
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Fig. 149, Plan of area of Lower, or Sea Palace, from Mamboury and 
Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. 5. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 150, elevation of area of Lower Palace, from Choiseul-Gouffier, Voyage 
pittoresque dans l’Empire ottoman (Paris, 1782) 
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Fig. 151, Plan and sections of  Boukoleon Palace, from Mamboury and 
Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. 28. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 152, 1880 view of Eastern Sea Palace (Boukoleon) with ‘Pharos Tower’ 
in background, from Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934)  fig. 29. 
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Fig. 153, Small Ashlar Sea Gate (author). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 154, Panorama of area from Stair-house to ‘House of Justinian’ (author). 
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Fig. 155, Façade of ‘House of Justinian’ (author). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 156, View towards ‘Pharos Tower’ (author). 
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Fig. 157, Plan and elevation of monumental staircase, Boukoleon Palace, 
from Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. 21. Note the 
continuation of the staircase ‘wedge’: the surveyed vaulting shows no 
evidence that the staircase continues above it (see discussion in text on 

passage from Boukoleon to Pharos Terrace. 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 158, Approximate area and location of Covered Hippodrome, as argued 
in this thesis: 1. Covered Hippodrome; 2. Kathisma and Karea Gate; 3. 

Courtyard of Daphne; 4. Skyla Gate (author). 
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Fig. 159, Diagram showing alignment of southern gate of Chalke courtyard 
with Mosaic Peristyle and proposed location of Hemicycle, overlaid on Kaba 

Sakal Sokağı (broken line) (author). 
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Fig. 160, Area west of Chalke Gate, and north of Hippodrome. The present-
day city layout is shown in pale grey (author) 
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Fig. 161, aerial view of Constantinople, by Vavassore, ca. 1530-50 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 162, detail of above, showing area of Great Palace, with church on 
substructure in centre of image, possibly that of the Nea church, of Basil 

I. 
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Fig. 163, Aerial view of Hippodrome, from O. Panvinio, De Ludis 
Circensibus (Venice, 1600). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 164, Detail of Panvinio view of Hippodrome, showing remains of 
carceres and domed structure to its right (north). Column of Justinian is 

shown to the right, missing its statue. 
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Fig. 165, Pieter Coecke van Aelst, Sultan Süleyman in procession through 
the Hippodrome of Constant- inople. Woodcut. Detail from Ces Moeurs et 

Fachons de Faire des Turcz (Antwerp, 1553). The Metropolitan Museum of 
Art, Harris Brisbane Dick Fund, 1928. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 166, Detail, Lorichs’ panorama of Constantinople depicting vicinity of 
Hagia Sophia, 1559, University of Leiden. 
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Fig. 167, View of the north side of the Hippodrome, and of its extant 
monuments, unknown artist, Freshfield Folio, Trinity College Library 
Cambridge. 

 
 

 
 

 
Fig. 168, Unidentified structure to left of Hagia Sophia, proposed here to be 
the church of St. John Diippion, from the view of the Hippodrome, 
Freshfield Folio. 
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Fig. 169, Detail of street passing to right (east) past unidentified building, 
Freshfield Folio. 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 170, Mango, Brazen House (1959) fig. 37, plan of ruins excavated to the 
north of the Hippodrome, after Mamboury. The site of the Milion is tentatively 
proposed to be the colonnaded structure to the right (overlays by author). 
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Fig. 171, plans and elevations of column bases possibly belonging to Milion 
found in 1926 and 1952, from Mango, Brazen House (1959) after 
Mamboury. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 172, Milion, possible fragment, view from north. 
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Fig. 173a, Diagrammatic plan of relationship of buildings to west of Chalkê 
Gate: 1. Milion leading to steps of Athyr; 2. St. John of Diippion; 3. Regia; 4. 
Augusteion; 5. Senate building; 6. Cavea of Hippodrome; 7. Carceres; 8. 
Unidentified building: Casson ‘Building 1’; 9. Zeuxippus Baths; 10. Chalkê 
Gate; 11. Anadendrion garden and Magnaura hall; 12. Stairs of Athyr (dotted 
line indicates north-eastern route); 13. Atrium forecourt of Hagia Sophia. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 173b, Route from Milion and Steps of Athyr to Forum of Leo I (author) 
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Fig. 174 (a), View of Carceres of Circus of Maxentius, outside Rome. From 
R. De Angelis Bertolotti, G. Ioppolo and G. Pisani Sartorio, Itinerari D'arte 
E Di Cultura. Via Appia. La Residenza Imperiale Di Massenzio: Villa, 
Mausoleo E Circo (Rome: Fratelli Palombi Editori, 1988). 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 174 (b) Partial plan, showing area of Carceres and flank of Circus, G. 
Pisani Sartorio and R. Calza, La villa di Massenzio sulla Via Appia 
Monumenti Romani 6 (1976) 
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Fig. 175, Plan of Buildings 1 and 2, Casson (ed.), Hippodrome First Report 
(1928) 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 176, Detail showing possible pier (shown with bold line) of eastern 
(‘Diippion’) gate leading into Hippodrome, at the approximate alignment of 
Berger’s estimated 440m. internal length of the Hippodrome Casson (ed.), 
Hippodrome First Report (1928) 
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Fig. 177, View from west of outer wall of apse and well-head, Casson, 
Hippodrome, Second Report (1929). 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 178, Diagram based on digital model of Hagia Sophia and Hippodrome, 
showing viewshed derived from Freshfield Hippodrome drawing (alignment 
relative to minarets and alignment relative to south windows overlapped). 
The approximate position of the church of St. John of the Diippion is located 
south of the projected alignment of the Mesê road, and north of the location 
of the Carceres proposed by Dagron and Berger, shown in black (author). 
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Fig. 179, Detail of digital model of viewshed from Freshfield Hippodrome 
drawing (author) 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 180, Detail from the Kauffer-Le Chevalier map of Istanbul 
(‘Constantinople’), Geographic Institute, Weimar, 1807, (Hebrew University 
of Jerusalem and the Jewish National and University Library). Note the roads 
lying between Hagia Sophia and Sultan Ahmet Mosque. 
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Fig. 181, Detail, 1912 Cadastral map of Sultanahmet area, with old streets 
highlighted in red, and showing a lane north of the Sultan Ahmet enclosure, 
and the postulated east-west street as broken line. 

 
 

 
 

Fig. 182, Detail of Sheet 6, Melchior Lorck (Lorichs) Panorama of 
Constantinople: A. possible depiction of Patriarchal Palace; B. Proposed 
depiction of Church of St. John of Diippion; C. Unidentified monumental 
domed structure, possibly that of the Church of St. Euphemia. 
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Fig. 183, Detail of tetrapylon at street crossing, Gerasa, from Mundell 
Mango (2001). 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 184, Plan of city of Scythopolis, showing nymphaeum and public sigma-
shaped forum emphasized in black (circa fourth century), after Mundell 
Mango (2000). 
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Fig. 185, Ruins, MW Area ‘E: a’ adjacent to Medrese of Sultan Ahmet 
Mosque, Mamboury and Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. 95. 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 186, Plan of Medrese with MW Area ‘E: a’ to its north (author) 
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Fig. 187, Sketch by Mamboury of archaeological features excavated 
during sewer trenching works at the northern end of At Meidan in 1934. 
The right-angled alignment in the south-west corner is of the underground 
toilet constructed at this time. Note the circular feature in centre of 
drawing. Mamboury Archive, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, 
Istanbul. 
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Fig. 188, Sketch by Mamboury of structures north-east of the corner of the 
Firuz Ağa Mosque located at the intersection of Divan Yolu Caddesi and At 
Meidan. Mamboury Archive, Deutsches Archäologisches Institut, Istanbul. 
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Fig. 189, Plan of Baths of Hercules, Mediolanum / Milan, fourth century, 
Mostra “Milano Capitale dell’Impero Romano (286-402 d. C.)” (1990) fig. 
2a.9.2. 
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Fig. 190a, Plan showing fourth-century Milan Baths of Hercules 
superimposed with E-W orientation on Casson ‘Baths of Zeuxippus’ 
excavation site (1927-28). The approximate areas of the Augusteion and 
Senate building are shown to the north, and the Chalke Gate, based on the 
I.A.M. ‘Chalke Gate’ finds is shown to the east (author). 
 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 190b, Plan showing fourth-century Milan Baths of Hercules 
superimposed with North-South orientation on Casson ‘Baths of Zeuxippus’ 
excavation site (1927-28) (author). 
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Fig. 190c, Hypothetical layout of Baths of Zeuxippus with N-S orientation, 
and Casson ‘Building 1’ interpreted as a separate building (author) 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 191, Hippodrome, plan and section of extant remains, Casson, 
Hippodrome First Report (1928), plan no. II. 

 

 
 
 

Fig. 192, Hippodrome, plan and section of extant ruins, Mamboury and 
Wiegand, Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. CII. 
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Fig. 193, Marble column in courtyard of Sultan Ahmet Mosque (author). 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 194, Base of conglomerate column in courtyard of Sultan Ahmet 
Mosque (author). 
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Fig. 195, Hippodrome, diagram of relation between Kathisma and 
Monuments of Spina, after Dagron, ‘L’organisation et le déroulement des 
courses d’après le Livre des cérémonies,’ Traveaux et Mémoires 13 (2000)  

115. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 196, Hippodrome, hypothetical plan layout, after Berger, ‘Bemerkungen 
zum Hippodrom von Konstantinopel,’ Boreas 20 (1997) fig. 1. 
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Fig. 197, View of procession in Hippodrome in Surname-I-Vehbi (1582), 
Topkapi Palace Archives, Istanbul. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 198, Area of the confluence of Nakilbent and Tavukhane Sk. The 
Mosaic Peristyle is in the lower right-hand corner, and the Karea and Skyla 

Gates are indicated by arrows (author) 
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Fig. 199, The feature MW ‘h.1’, argued in this thesis to be located to the 
south of the Kathisma. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 200, Hippodrome,  reconstruction of the carceres on the basis of the 
drawing of O. Panvinio: A= ‘premiere porte’; B= carceres; C= the level of 
the dressers (vestiaries) of the Blues and Greens; D= tower; E= grand arch, 
after Fauquet, ‘Essai d’restitution Architecturale du Dernier État du 
Monument’, in Fauquet & Golvin, ‘l’Hippodrome de Constantinople’, 
Antiquité Tardive 15 (2007) fig. 18. 
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Fig. 201, Area of Augusteion, with surrounding monuments, where 
conjectural, shown in grey: 1. Augusteion; 2. Senate House; 3. Column and 
statue of Justinian; 4. Milion and steps of Athyr; 5. Church of St. John of the 
Diippion; 6. Mese; 7. Carceres (after Berger); 8. Cavea of Hippodrome; 9. 
Casson ‘Building 1’; 10. Baths of Zeuxippus, 11. Regia street; 12. Melete 
Gate; 13. Chalke Gate; 15. Anadendradion and Magnaura; 16. Hagia Sophia; 
17. Basilica and cistern. The present-day urban layout is shown in pale grey 
(author). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 202, Diagrammatic section through Augusteion, viewing towards the 
north, adapted from Stichel, ‘Sechs kolossale Säulen’ (2000) fig. 23. 
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Fig. 203, Plan of imperial fora in Rome, showing relationship between 
buildings and open spaces. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 204, Conjectural reconstruction of Augusteion forum, with column of 
Justinian in foreground, and Senate House in background, from A Tayfun 
Öner and J. Kosteneç, Walking thru (sic) Byzantium (2007) 96. There are a 
number of inaccuracies in this reconstruction. Thus, there were six, rather 
than four columns in the reconstruction, and the central bay was probably a 
Syrian arch, with vault behind. 
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Fig. 205, Spoliated granite column, interior of Sultanahmet mosque (author) 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 206, Marble composite pier, interior of Sultan Ahmet mosque (author). 
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Fig. 207, Overlay by author, based on Mamboury & Wiegand area C: a, b, c 
and Düzgüner excavation plan  find sites 38, 57 (1998-99) overlaid on 
Istanbul municipality map. (F. Düzgüner,“Anaplous ve Prookhthoi’de Yeni 
Buluntular, Hagia Maria Hodegetria ve Nea Ekklesia (Mesakepion) 
Kiliseleri”, Efsanelerden Günümüze İstanbul/I, Annual Supplement of 
Arkeoloji ve Sanat (2002) 32-50). 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 208, Plan showing proposed locations of Nea Church: 1. location of 
Pharos terrace (Dirimtekin); 2. location of Old Tzykanisterion and Nea 
(Bardill); 3. Proposed location of Nea (Düzgüner); 4. proposed approximate 
location of Nea (Bolognesi). 
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Fig. 209, Conjectural plan of Nea, by Düzgüner (2002) 
 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 210, Conjectural plan of Nea by Wulzinger, in K. Wulzinger, 
Byzantinisher Baudenkmäler zu Konstantinopel (1925) fig. 26. 
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Fig. 211, Plan of MW Area ‘D. a’, from Mamboury and Wiegand, 
Kaiserpaläste (1934) fig. 79. 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 212, Conjectural location of House of Marina, overlaid on present-day plan of Ahır Kapı area and 
Kalyon Hotel, based upon Mango, ‘The Palace of Marina (1991). 

 
 



 229 

 
 
 

Fig. 213, Byzantine sea-wall: possible part facade of House of Marina 
(author) 

 
 

 
 
 

Fig. 214, Ahırkapı district, Istanbul: possible location of House of Marina 
(Istanbul Municipality aerial photograph 

http://sehirrehberi.ibb.gov.tr, accessed 17.08.11). 
 



 230 

 



 231 

 
 

 

Fig. 215, Triconchal halls, comparative plans: A- Cercadilla; B- Villa at 
Piazza Armerina, Sicily; C- ‘Palace of the Governor, Aphrodisias; D- Villa at 
Desenzano del Garda; E- Governor’s Palace?, Bosra; F- Villa at Patti Marina, 
Sicily; G- Palace of Theoderic, Ravenna; I- ‘House of the Triconch’, 
Carthage; J- Bishop’s Palace, Hippo Regia; K- Bishop’s palace, Parenzo; L- 
Villa at Mediana near Niş. 
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Fig. 216, Comparative plans at same scale of centralised halls of reception: 
A. Pantheon, Rome (possible hall of reception of Hadrian); B. palace of 
Galerius, Thessalonica; 
C. So-called temple of Minerva Medica (probably garden pavilion 
asssociated with Sessorian palace; 
D. Central reception hall of oikos of Antiochos; E. So-called ‘palace of 
Lausos (probably a reception hall and triclinium of the oikos of Antiochos 
(collage by author). 
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