HALIC EXTRA-MURAL ZONE:
A SPATIO-TEMPORAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING
THE ARCHITECTURE OF THE ISTANBUL CITY FRONTIER

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF NATURAL AND APPLIED SCIENCES OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

. TTE525

NAMIK ERKAL

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF ARCHITECTURE \

SEPTEMBER 2001

mﬂﬁﬁfmﬂ\“f , L., o



Approval of the Graduate School of Natural and Applied Sciences.

Prof. Dr. TayfurOZTURK
Director

I certify that this thesis satisfies all the requirements as a thesis for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy.

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Selahattin ONUR
Head of the Department

This is to certify that we have read this thesis and that in our opinion it is fully
adequate, in scope and quality, as a thesis for the degree of Doctor of Phi{pgophy.

Profd Dr. Jale ERZEN
Supervisor

Examining Committee Members:

Prof. Dr. Jale ERZEN

Prof. Dr. Sevgi AKTURE

Prof. Dr. Ugur TANYELI

Prof. Dr. ilhan TEKELI

Assist. Prof. Dr. Cana BILSEL




-

ABSTRACT

HALIC EXTRA-MURAL ZONE:
A SPATIO-TEMPORAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING
THE ARCHITECTURE OF THE ISTANBUL CITY FRONTIER

Erkal, Namik
Ph.D. Department of Architecture
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Jale Erzen
September, 2001, 450 pages

This study investigates the architecture of the city frontier and its transformations from the
classical terminus to the modem terminals. The city frontier is, here, understood as a space of
confrontation between different spatial logics. The study focuses on the architecture of the
maritime waterfront, as the boundary between the sea and the city is a historical space of
confrontation where the successive transformations of the meaning of the city frontier can be
comprehended within a limited spatial frame.

Specifically, the study is on the historical development of a city frontier in the city of Istanbul;
that is the Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone, which was an intermediary boundary zone formed between
the city fortifications and the sea. The aim is to represent Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone as a spatio-
temporal framework for understanding the multiple factors generating the architecture of the
city frontier, and specifically that of waterfront.

Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone is, here, observed as an interfacial structure in the sense that it was an
extensive boundary zone informed by architectural differentiations which functioned for or
against the military, economic and cultural flows. The study interprets the architecture of the
Extra-mural Zone on the basis of the flow patterns between the sea and the city.

Halig Extra-mural Zone is an urban archaeological site in contemporary Istanbul, where the
traces of the former historical boundary structures are hardly visible. Thus, the study has
searched for the architecture of the Extra-mural Zone in the written and visual historical

documents, as well as reviewing the contemporary sources.

Key Words: Byzantium-Constantinople-Istanbul, Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone, architecture of the
city frontier, waterfront, front, spaces of confrontation, ferminus-terminal-interface, interfacial

boundary condition, extensive boundaries and intensive boundaries.
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HALIC SURONU ALANI:
ISTANBUL KENT CEPHESININ MiMARISi UZERINE
BiR ZAMAN-MEKANSAL CERCEVE

Erkal, Namik
Ph.D. Mimarlik Béliimii
Damigman: Pr6£ Dr. Jale Erzen
Eylil, 2001, 450 sayfa

Bu ¢aliyma, en genel anlamda, kent sinin/cephesinin mimarisini ve tarih iginde gegirdigi
doniisiimleri aragtrmaktadir. Ozellikle, liman kentinin kiyr mimarisi tizerine odaklanilmigtir;
zira, kent ile deniz arasindaki smir alam, kent smirnin/cephesinin anlammin ve gegirdigi
cesitli doniigiimlerin belli bir mekansal gergevede algilanabilecegi, tarihsel bir “yiizlesme
mekan1”dir.

Bu galisma, 6zellikle, Istanbul’da Tarihi Yarimada’nin kuzey kiyr cephesini olusturan Halig
Surénii Alan1’nin tarihsel geligimi iizerinedir. Hali¢ Surdnii Alam, kentin Hali¢ cephesinde yer
alan savunma duvarlan ve deniz arasinda uzanan bir ara-smir mekani olarak aragtinlmis ve
tanimlanmigtir. Caligmanmm amaci, Hali¢ Surénii Alani’m1 kent simiri-cephesi mimarisini
tammlayan belli bagh kosullarin gézlemlenebilecegi bir zaman-mekansal cerceve olarak
sunmaktir.

Hali¢ Surénii Alam, burada, bir “arayiizeysel smir yapisi” olarak ortaya konmustur.
Arayiizeysel sir yapisi kavramindan, Hali¢ Surénii Alam1 6zelinde, kastedilen yaygm bir
sinir yapist iizerinde askeri, ekonomik ve kiiltiirel akiglara karsi veya onlan desteklemek iizere
olusmus mimari farklilagmalar ve yogunlagmalardir. Bu ¢ahisma Hali¢ Suréni Alam’nin
mimarisini kent ve deniz arasindaki akis bigimleri temelinde yorumlamaktadir.

Giniimiiz Istanbul’'unda Hali¢ Surénii Alani, daha 6nceki dénemlere ait smir yapilarmin
izlerinin giclikkle izlenebildigi bir arkeolojik alandir. Bu ¢ahsma kapsaminda Surdnii
Alanr’nin mimari tarihi orijinal yazili ve gérsel kaynaklardan toplanan bilgiler ile giincel tarih
caligmalarinda yer alan yorumlar birlestirilerek olugturulmaya gahigilmstir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Byzanﬁum-Constgntinople-istanbul, Hali¢ Surénii Alani, kent smirnnimn
mimarisi, kiyl, cephe, ug-terminal-arayiiz, arayiizeysel smir yapisi.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

In the most general terms, this doctorate study has been developed by the investigation of the
contemporary theoretical studies on the theme of the city frontiers and their transformations.
It has focused on the waterfront of the maritime cities, as the waterfront has been a space
where the successive transformations of the city frontiers can be comprehended within the
same spatio-temporal frame; that is the boundary between the sea and the city.
Specifically, the present study is on the historical development of a city frontier in istanbul,
Hali¢c Extra-mural Zone, which is the northern waterfront of the Historical Peninsula. The
aim is to represent Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone as a spatio-temporal framework for
understanding the boundary conditions generating and transforming the architecture of the
city frontier through the ages.

This research on the architecture of Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone is not a case study, but has been
conducted as a very specific embodiment of the contemporary boundary concepts.
Nevertheless, these concepts have formed a starting point for the selection of the research
area and for the development of the framework which moulds the historical inquiry into a
definite representation. The task is to develop an understanding for the spatiality of the
boundary, and specifically, the spatiality of the city frontiers on the basis of the specific

historical research.
1.1.The City Frontier as a Space of Confrontation

It is in the last decades that the theme of the city frontiers has been re-introduced into the
architectural discourse. When one uses the term city frontier in the architectural context, it
rather refers to the boundaries of the fortified city; that is a city the macroform of which is
defined by architectural boundary structures as the walls, gates, towers and ramparts. The



great architecture of city fortifications has been an ancient technology since the 19™ century.
As new fortifications were not executed, the older ones have been demolished, or simply
became dysfunctional, during the transformation of the cities from a fixed-and-finite to an
expanding-and-open macroform after the industrial revolution.' Thus, the great architecture
of the city frontier is now a historical phenomenon; it can be the study area of the
architectural historian, archaeologist or the military historian.”? However, the recent interest
of the architectural discourse on the theme of the city frontiers should not be understood as a
quest for the material history of the fortifications, but rather as an inquiry for understanding
the meaning of that structure. The main problematic is, whether the city frontiers have totally
disappeared or have re-emerged in new guises, in new forms, which are not necessarily
architectural. The task is to search for the “lost frontier” in the contemporary city, after
reconsidering the meaning of the city frontier with a critical historical approach. *

P. Virilio, French philosopher-architect, can be noted as the major theoretician who has
reinterpreted the meaning of the city frontier in reference to new kinds of fronts, which have
emerged after the disappearance of the fortified city.* Virilio distinguishes two orders around

! The dysfunctionality of the city fortifications is a reflection of complex technological, territorial
transformations, which had been increasingly evident afier the 19% century. The fortifications as
military devices become useless after the increase in firepower of the canons and finally by war planes
and missiles. The pre-industrial city was essentially a territory for safe dwelling and for the
accumulation of wealth. When strategies attempted to liberate the flux of goods, people and
information had been developed by the 19™ century, the socio-economic structure of the cities was
transformed and also the model of the fortified city as well. For the transformation of the city frontiers
after the 19® century, see, Nijenhnis (1994: 13-17); Frampton (1992:20-28). Sennett (1994: 255-275)
states that the idea of the open city has been developed in the age of Enlightenment, analogically, in
reference to the human body. As the circulation system, nerve system of the human anatomy was
defined in the 17® and 18™ centuries, this formed a model for a “healthy” city with “veins” and
“arteries”. Thus the idea of “flows™ for the city had been developed in reference to the human body.
The total implementation of the ideal “city of flows” had to wait the 19® century when the
technological means of mobility were developed.

% Hirst (1997a: 13) states that although the city fortifications were as monumental as the other urban
structures like the religious buildings, the fortifications have not been a major interest area of the
architectural historian until recently. He relates this disinterestedness to the nature of the fortifications,
which are not “beautiful” edifices, but functional and rational constructions. Thus they have not been
seen as art works which has been the main interest area of the classical architectural historian.

3The Dutch urban planner Nijenhuis (1994:13) states that the discipline of urban plannin%has founded
on the disappearance of the city frontier: “From its emergence at the beginning of the 19" century, the
discipline of urban planning has been founded on the disappearance of the city frontier, that is on the
gradual effacement of the self-evident and uncontested city from for which the “gestalt” of the
looming fortified city was a model. From the first attempts in the 18" century to control the city (a
city that had become licentious) by means of cartographic and cadastral measurements to the actual
drafting of regional, master and city plans, urban planning has legitimated its existence in search for
the lost form. It is the discipline of the lost frontier which is both its obsession and its motive.”

4 P. Virilio has been working on the impacts of speed on the built space and the geo-politics of the city
space since the late 1960s on. He is also referred as the “philosopher of speed” and has been
influential on the contemporary architectural theory. For an interpretation of Virilio’s position within
contemporary architectural theory, see Leich (1995). Virilio’s major works on the impacts of speed on



the city frontier, the order of form characterised by a stability of form and the order of
speed, characterised by the fading of form.® In the classical frontier, the finite city territory
was formed of homogenous speeds which was based on the pedestrian scale.® It was at the
city frontier, city terminus,” where the hetereogenous speeds of the outside confronted with
the order of the city form. The confrontation was determined by architectural structures, the
extreme manifestation of which are the fortifications. The finite and fortified city model was
radically transformed after the 19 century by transportation revolution (railways, steamers,
cars, highways). The city territory had been transformed from a finite to an open and
expanding form. When, the cityspace has been differentiated by the order of speed, the city
frontier has been replaced by points of interchange and terminals, such as the railway
stations and airports. This is where an architecture of the city frontier was retained, as a gate
without fortifications.® By the late 20® century tele-communication revolution, the interface
of the tele-vised systems emerges as a new kind of terminal, which is essentially urban as it
can be a means of cultural and economic communication. The interface can be anywhere

supported by tele-communicational technologies, even on the bodies of the humans, called

space and the built form are: Speed and Politics (1980), The Aesthetics of Disappearance (1988), The
Lost Dimension (1991), and The Open Sky (1997).
* For an interpretation of the Virilio’s concepts on the spatiality of the city frontier, sec also, Nijenhuis
(1997:13).
¢ The pedestrian-human scale forms the basis of the classical frontier, which is defined, as a defensible
and communicable city periphery in the conditions of the pedestrian speed. The impacts of the
pedestrian scale on the formation of the city frontier can be observed in the ancient city foundation
rituals where the city-founder draws the limits of the future city by a stick or a plough driven by oxes.
The surveying of the city frontier was done in the time of a day after the determination of the city
centre and cardinal directions at the speed of the city-founder that is a pedestrian. For the ancient city
foundation ceremonies see, Rykwert (1989). Although this is a religious ceremony, it can also be
interpreted as a rchearsal of the defensible city periphery in the conditions of the antique city. The
concept of the “defensible city periphery” has been developed in anthropology; here it is referred after
Toynbee (1971) and Sack (1986).

The word terminal comes from Latin “ferminalis™: which is used to denote something “that marks a
boundary, that marks a conclusion”.’
Terminalis is formed of the root “terminus” and suffix “alis”. In Latin, terminus is:
“1.A post, stone or similar marking the boundary of a property; b. (regarded as a numen). 2 The
remotest limit, furthermost point (of a century, empire etc) or a natural feature marking it (esp.
=frontiers, bounds); b the endmost point, extremity (of a line etc.). 3 A point marking the furthest
extent of an action, condition, etc. a limit, a bound. 4. The point at which an activity or process stops,
the end.” Oxford Latin Dictionary (1982, fascicle VIII).
® The fagade typology of the 19* century railway stations is an ironic representation of the
displacement of the city gate. Generally, the model for the facade was the Roman ceremonial arch.
The railway station carried the gate of the city into its centre while expanding the city-space on the
former peripheries.



by Virilio as the “citizen terminal”.’ Thus, the city frontier has been finally transformed into
a technological space which is not architectural; but it may be sheltered.”’

The conceptual framework of Virilio is based on the transformation of the boundary
concepts in physical sciences, as it has been actualised in everyday life. He states that the
conception of boundary has been transformed from the actual definition of the physical form,

from the classical zerminus to interface:

Since the originary enclosures, the concept of boundary has undergone numerous changes as
regards both the fagade and the neighbourhood it fronts. From the palisade to the screen, by
way of stone ramparts, boundary-surface has recorded innumerable perceptible and
imperceptible transformations, of which the latest is probably that of the interface."!
Interface, for Virilio, refers to the televised screen. The screen interface originates from the
actualisation of the scientific representation of surfaces, from the new kind of boundary
conception developed in the physical sciences. This new representation has transformed the
condition of the city frontier from a fixed and defined entrance point- a gate, to a point of
commutation, which can theoretically be situated anywhere- interface.'? This is a latest phase

in the transformation of the city frontier.

The city frontier, in the sense Virilio has articulated, can be defined as a space of
confrontation between two media that do not communicate which each other in the same
way. The only place where two different media can commute is their possible boundary.
Then, the question is where the boundary, as a space of confrontation, can be searched for.
The finite city was differentiated from the outside, from the country at its terminus, on an
architecturally defined perimeter. The industrial city formed spaces of differentiation at the
terminals, at an architecturally defined stationary point. The contemporary city has been
developed on the interfaces as forming terminals not fixed in space and time, they are not
architectural. The forms and technologies defining the city frontier had changed but not the

® Virilio (1997) defines the body of the human as a new terminal that carries the “urban”
communications on its body. For a similar definition see, Taylor (1997).

' Virilio states that architecture in the urban context has been an ancient technology. Pawley (1998)
takes this condition as the basis for a possible transformation of the architectural discipline. He uses
the term “terminal architecture” for this “turning point” where architecture can be transformed from a
discipline occupied by historical conceptions to a new technological terminal functioning for the free
flow of modern networks. Similarly, Sola-Moralles (1996) states that the new function of architecture
is to facilitate “interchange™ between different speed networks, not in the sense of the classical
terminals like airport, railway station, but as a terminal for the telecommunication technologies.

" Virilio (1992: 12).

12 For the impacts of computer communication on the built space see, Taylor (1997), Mitchell (1996).
Baumann& van Thorn (1994).



basics of the conditon which generated the boundary, that is the possible space of
confrontation between two different spatialities.

When the city frontier is defined as a space of confrontation, similar conceptions can be
found in history when the city had been defined by architectural boundaries. Even, the
ancient myths can be a reference. The stories on Abel and Cane in the monoteistic religions,
Remus and Romulus in Roman mythology, Hermes and Hestia in Greek mythology can be
counted as symbols of the mythical-religious representation of the confrontation of two
different spatial logics. At the basis they refer to two basic anthropological groups as the
nomadic and the sedentary; in other words mobile and fixed, peripheric and urban,
boundar-breaker and boundary-maker. The Roman god Janus, the numen of all beginnings
and gates, can be refered to as the best representation of the spatiality of the frontier and its
dialectics from the time of Antiquity. Janus is gate-personified. Especially placed at the
keystone of the gates, on bridges, Janus is represented with two faces each facing opposite
directions.” “Janus-faced” is a term used for an uncertain character, it refers to the
duplicitious.™ As G. Olsson has remarked, Janus can be defined as the representation of the

schizophrenic in contemporary terms. "

A similar schizophrenic character is now inscribed for the contemporary city where the
different spatialities based on differentiation of speed do exist as juxtaposed on different
layers. It is the urban sociologist M. Castells, who proposed a new dialectical definition for
the two different modes of space in the contemporary urban condition: these are the space of
flows and space of places.' The space of flows refers to the spaces which are generated by
and connected to the global informational technologies. As the information flows are
immaterial their site-selection is not dependent on the character of the site, the space of flows
is a generic space. Although, hypothetically, the space of flows can be situated at any point
that is supplied by information technologies, they tend to be centred around a number of
cities. The space of flows juxtaposes with the space of the places where they are situated,
these are the traditional spaces conditioned by the local communications. The juxtaposition
of these two orders creates a boundary condition which is difficult to comprehend, as these

" Rykwert (1992: 141).

' New Webster Dictionary.

15 Olsson (1991:13-14). Here, we should express our gratitude to Professor Olsson, who shared his
insights with us on the concept of interface and specifically Janus.

'° Castells (1996) interprets the impacts of the new informational technologies on the spatiality of the
contemporary human societies, which he refers as the “network society”. The ideas of the voluminous



two spaces do not communicate with each other in the same way. Even if the space of flows
tries to front, the space of places in local cultural and historical motives, as manifested in the
so called “Post-modern architecture”, that is more about the fagade than the actual spatial
interaction. It is possible to find conceptions similar to the Castells in the recent architectural
discourse, such as the “Generic City” of R. Koolhass.!” The duplicitious relation of the
architecture of the space of flows and the architecture of the space of places is defined by
Koolhaas as the generic and the specific. Generic architecture grounds on a site, however, it
is not site-specific; it discards the local, although it may sometimes stylistically imitate the
culture of that local place or others.

E. Soja, a urban geographer, has commented on the model of Castells, in his recent book
“Postmetropolis”, where he overviews the historical and conceptual basis of the
contemporary city. Soja, states that the dialectics of territorialisation, like the space of places
and space of flows, needs a critical thirding."® Although two different spatial logics do not
front each other as in the classical city, their pattems of confrontation creates a new kind of
space, which cannot be named as a synthesis. That means that two spatial logics are not
dialectical opposites but do coexist in complex patterns as the result of a possible
reterritorialisation following the deterritorialization. The reference for a triology of
territorialisation can be found in philosophy, that of G. Deleuze and F. Guattari.

It is in the works of the French philosophers G. Deleuze and F. Guattari that the conception
of the boundary as a space of confrontation between two different spatial modes can be
found in its extreme manifestation that is a trans-historical and trans-diciplinary theory.” G.

work can be found also be found in his 1994 book, “the Informational City”. For the space of flows,
see particularly (1996: 376:428).

' Koolhaas (1995: 1248-1264) defined the Generic City as a single city that is juxtaposed on the local
cities in fragments. These fragments are connected by high speed and telecommunication networks
informing a single “World City”. The architecture of the Generic City is also generic as symbolised in
international airports, office headquarters, hotel chains, museums. The generic is autonomous, or acts
as if it is autonomous from the ground of the specific space, local. In the same time it is dependent on
the networks. An example for the independent nature of the generic from the specific can be given
from the city of Istanbul: the new business district in 4 Levent, which is surrounded by villas,
squatters and manufacturing industry. The passage between these fragments is obscure; although they
are neighbouring each other, these fragments are connected only by means of highways and highway

ges.

# Soja (2000:212-216) gives reference to trans-national anthropology, the concept of “glocalisation”.

For the necessity of a "critical thirding” he phrases H. Lefebvre who stated, “Two terms are never
enough. . .there is always an Other”.
'° The philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari has been a major reference of the architectural discourse in
the last decades. Leich (1997: 308) states that “Too, often Deleuze’s sophisticated theory has been
appropriated in a simplistic fashion and translated crudely into a manifestation for complex
architectural forms”.



Deleuze before their collabration with Guattari, had specifically dwelled on the concept of
boundary. In his earlier works, he defines boundary as a space “where difference
differentiates”.2* Deleuze, particularly pointed on the “invisible” in the boundary formation,
which are the intensive differentiations informing the extensive boundaries.”' The world as
we comprehend is formed of extensive boundaries; however, as Modem Physics has defined,
they are formed of intensive boundaries. Geologic stratifications forming greater
geographical forms can be mentioned as example. The intensive boundary structures create
the basis of morphogenetic processes informing extensive boundaries. The boundary is not

passive but active as a space of in-formation.”

In “A Thousand Plateaus”, Deleuze and Guattari put forward the morphogenetics of the
anthropological space, that is the invisible processes in-forming the antropological space.
First it should be noted that for Deleuze and Guattari, anthropological space cannot be
understood without the reference of the physico-chemical and biological layers of the
cosmos, the condition is the same for the reverse.” Thus, their concepts are cross references
which can be used in different contexts as conceptual models. Deleuze and Guattari define
two main originary formations for anthropological space: the space-time of the nomad
(speeds of nomadic, revolutionary tendency) and the space-time of the State (speeds that are
regulated by the State apparatus). The space of the nomad is a smooth space. The space of
the State is a striated space. The characterisitc of the nomadic life is a mechanism that
delays the formation of the State and the State’s conception of space: road, city, boundary.
The nomadic trajectory is a space without borders and permanent enclosures. While the
sedantary space is striated by walls, enclosures, roads between enclosures, the nomad
trajectory is boundless, a smooth space with a continous (but not homogenous) even
surface. As their space is boundless, nomads are always in; they do not depart or arrive. “the
nomads have no points, path or land, even though they do by all appearances...they are
vectors of deterritorialisation, they act desert to the desert, steppe to the steppe, by series
of local operations whose orientation direction endlessly varies.”” The smooth space of the

%% The concept of extensive and intensive boundary was specifically developed in “Difference and
Repetitions”, which was published in 1968, Deleuze (1992).

%! For the concepts produced by Deleuze in Difference and Repetition see, Boundas (1993: 39-95).

Z It is W. Nijenhuis (1994: 13-17) who referred to Deleuze’s boundary definition as a model for
understanding the city frontiers.

% Deleuze & Guattari, unite the physico-chemical, organic and anthropomorphic strata of the cosmos,
connecting men and nature, the organic and inorganic, the mechanical and the non-mechanical in a
single sphere of interaction. In this new sphere, "the Mechanosphere' (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), a
new form of life emerges from the amalgamation of the physical and the mental, the natural and the
artificial. See, Karamiiftiioglu, and Bogue (1989: 126-149).

* Deleuze and Guattari (1987: 380).



nbmad, is the sea, desert, steepe, ice. This does not mean that the smooth space cannot be
striated, transformed, territorialised. But it is not nomad’s task. It is the task of the State. The
State striates space by decomposing, recomposing, transforming movement; it regulates
speed. “One of the fundamental tasks of the State is to striate the space over which it reigns,
or to utilize the smooth spaces as means of communication in the service fo the striated
space.” The gates of the city, fortresses, roads, channels, are examples for the tools for
striating space. Striated space par excellence is the city: “the city is the force of striation that
ramparts smooth space, puts it back to operation everywhere, on earth and in other elements,
inside and outside itself”. % The state also internalizes the nomadic in striating the space.

Making the definitions of the smooth space and striated space, Deleuze and Guattari state
that, although they are not of the same nature, they can only exist in mixture. “Smooth space
is constantly being translated, traversed into a striated space; striated is constantly being
reversed, retumed into a smooth space”” The main difference is that they do not
communicate with each other in the same way. Thus, it is only possible to talk about, the
smooth and striated. The smooth and striated is a manifestation of the dialectics of
territorialisation: territorialisation, deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation whether in

the physico-chemical, biological or anthropological strata of the cosmos. 28

Deleuze and Guattari propose some models for their likeness to various aspects of the two
spaces and the relaltions between them: the technological model, the musical model, the
mathematical model, the physical model, the aesthetic model and the maritime model. The
maritime model is particularly important to understand the dialectics of the human
territoriality:

The sea is perbaps, the principal among smooth spaces, the hydraulic model, par excellence.
But, it is also, of all the smooth spaces, the first one attempis were made to striate, to
transform into a dependency of the land, with its mixed routes, constant directions, relative
movements, 3 whole counterhydraulic of channels and conduits.”

After the 15" century, the success of the European States to striate the smooth space of the
sea resulted in the transformation of the globe into one communicative unit. With the sea
being the primordial striated smooth space, there has been other smooth spaces which have

% Ibid. p. 385.

% Ibid. p. 481.

% Tbid. p. 474-475.

% Sack (1986), in “History of the Human Territoriality” defines the de-territorialised mode as the
“non-territorial”.



been used as a medium of striation. The air, atmosphere, is the new striated smooth space,
where the entire Earth is considered as if a desert or the sea. Modern science has opened the
way for the striation of micro smooth spaces. The movement in space before the 20® century
was confined by the horizantal planes of the Earth, now as the atmosphere is striated the
movement and communication can happen at the vertical direction. In this condition spatial
confrontation is not necessarily a face to face interaction, a front, but can be conducted
between any point and any place covered by the atmosphere. Here an extreme mode of
sedentariness and an extreme mode of nomadism can be mentioned at the same time. Thus,
as Virilio has recently stated it is not only the real space but the real time that has to be
considered in understanding the contemporary urban condition.*

As Deleuze and Guattari have observed, “the confrontation between the smooth and the
striated, the passages, alternations, superpositions, are under way today, running in the most
varied directions”*' That is why the history of the waterfront is important as a historical
model for the understanding of a space of confrontation between two different spatial logics.
It is not a coincidence that the terminology of the computer interface has borrowed terms
from the etymology of the maritime world, such as, surfing in the internet, navigator,
lighthouse, where, the maritime waterrfont had been defined by an architectural term, that is

port, gate.”

The maritime city is a place where the history of the confrontation between two different
spatial logics has been manifested, whether it will be defined as smooth spaces-and-striated
spaces, or, space of flows and space of places. The place of the confrontation is the
boundary between the sea and the city. The front of the maritime city is a boundary
between two essentially different media, and a possible place for their interaction. This is
hidden in the successive attempts in the striation of the sea into a communicative medium.

As F. Braudel, specifically states for the Mediterranean:

The sea is everthing that it is said to be: it provides unity, transport, the means of exchange
and intercourse, if the man is prepared to make an effort and pat the price. But it has also
been the great divider, the obstacle to overcome.

* Deleuze; Guattari (1987:387).

3 Virilio (1997).

3! Deleuze and Guattari (1984: 482).

32 The origin of the word port, is Latin portus that means both a gate and a harbour.
33 Braudel (1972:276).



The maritime city has been the force of striation for the sea. The sea was territorialised by
the construction of ports on the waterfront. However, the dialectics of territorialisation works
both ways. The maritime city is a place which is smoothened by the sea. On the reverse, the
sea has been a force of smoothening for the maritime city. As the maritime city can be a
model for the contemporary city which striates smooth spaces, it is also a model for a striated
space which is smoothened.

I. Tekeli has articulated on the charateristics of coastal settlements as being generated on the
basis of their specific positions at the intersection of two different media, the land and the
sea. He defines four points of differentiations informing the boundary condition in coastal
areas; the sea and land are differentiated as different mediums of life, medium of resources,
medium of transport, medium of control and rights. These differences as culturally
transformed constitute the basis of the boundafy condition on the waterfront. As being based
on a natural boundary, these conditions are essentailly historical, forming the greater history
of the transformation of the sea into a medium, the impacts of which can be observed on the

maritime cities.>*

The specificity of the maritime city is that, the boundary condition has been preserved in the
successive phases of city development from ancient mercantile ports to the post-industial
revitalisation projects.*® The maritime waterfront, a geographical and cultural boundary

* We express our gratitude to Prof. Dr. I. Tekeli who has presented us his unpublished paper, “ The
characteristics of Coastal Settlements on the basis of their Specific Positions at the Intersection of
Land and the Sea and the Conditions for their Sustainability”. 1. Tekeli has pointed to the essential
historicity of the “coast” as a resource for humans and the condition of boundary generating the
s?atiality of the waterfront in the 1970s. See, Tekeli (1976:41-47).

*> The retreat of the port from the inner city waterfront is the latest of a series of similar processes in
the history of maritime city. With the recent interest developed on the waterfront, a consensus on a
common history of urban transformations was formed. The chronography is scaled by two
interrelated processes: the economic and social process and the spatial process- expanding and
retreating phases of the port. The first stage is the primitive city port- also refered as the mercantile
stage (that encompasses the period from the ancient times to the mid 19% century). The second stage is
the expanding city port- paleo industrial when the industry began to generate on the waterfront from
the inner city port to its neighbooring waterfronts (mid 19™ century- early 20™ century). The third
stage namely, modern industrial port- neo-industrial period is characterized by the technological
transformations on maritime transportation technologies- especially by containerization. The fourth
stage which is the retreat from the waterfront by the 1960s to 1980s - also named as the embryonic
post-industrial- is the period when the inner city port areas are abondoned with the related industries
to port zones at the fringes of the maritime city or to other maritime cities. The last stage for the time-
being is the redevelopment of the waterfront- also categorized as the post industrial period that is
theme for the 1990s. The spatial processes can be interpreted by focusing on the physical
transformations on the port zone- its building culture and also by considering the changes in the
relation of the city and the port. See, P. Hall (1991: 11-20), Torre (1989),Vallega (1991), Breen
(1994).
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structure, if not totally infilled, preserves its presence; although the meaning, form and
function attributed to them within the general structure of the city may change radically.
Thus, they form ideal sites for the investigation of the transformation of the city frontier and
the architecture generated in this condition within a specific spatio-temporal frame.

The aim of this study is to overview the architectural history of the city frontier, by,
patticularly, introducing a historical waterfront; that is Hali¢ Extra-mural Zone in Istanbul.

Halig Extra-mural Zone had emerged as the front of a fortified maritime city, a maritime
city which had been the capital city of the Eastem Mediterranean for 1600 years.
Constantinople-Istanbul had tried to striate the Mediterranean; how was it smoothened on the
reverse? The Extra-mural Zone is a space where the clues of the confrontation between a
striated space- a capital city-, and a smooth space can be manifested, as well as the
architectures which had evolved on such ground. Here the context of the specific research
area can be introduced. '

1.2.The Boundary Between the Historical Peninsula and Hali¢c: The Extra-mural Zone

The selection of the city of Istanbul, and Halig Extra-mural Zone for a historical survey on
the architecture of the waterfront, as a specific kind of city frontier, is not accidental.
Istanbul, is a city generated by a geographical boundary structure that is the Bosporus
Strait. The Bosporus is a sea way which unites the Black Sea with the Mediterranean.
Uniting the seas, the Bosporus divides the land; it forms a boundary between two continents,
Europe and Asia. However, the Bosporus is not a great divide; it is one of the points where
the separate continents can be communicated. Here, Europe and Asia are as close as the
banks of a river. The territorialization of the Bosporus geography has been achieved by the
construction of cultural structures with or against the natural boundaries. From the divide, to
the bridgehead and then to the bridge, the Strait was transformed by boundary structures,
such as, jetties, ports, tolls, castles, lighthouses, waterfront houses. Inhabiting the history of
passage, the Bosporus is a specific frame for understanding the human territoriality through
the ages- and specifically the relation between the sea and the land as it was culturally
transformed. Istanbul, the city of the Bosporus, is the artifice of the boundary condition.

The Bosporus is not a uniform geographical space. Its depth and width, as well as the

character of its waters due to the seacurrents, changes through out its extend. The most
distinctive point of geographic differentiations along the Bosporus Strait is at its South-
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western end. Here, the Bosporus, just before joining the Marmara Sea, penetrates into the
land as an inlet for eight kilometers. The inlet has been formed by the interaction of the
Bosporus and two rivers, Alibeykdy and Kagithane. Throughout the inlet, the sea transforms
into a deep lagoon and then to a river bed. The divide of the Bosporus penetrates into the
land by the inlet and forms a peninsula. This peninsula is a definite geographical form in
between the Marmara Sea, Bosporus proper and the inlet. It is in the shape of a triangle
narrowing towards the Strait. Furthermore, the peninsula is a natural figure; its height
reaches to 40-70 meters above sea level. As the inlet is an extremity of the Bosporus,. this
peninsula is an annex of land in different scales as Thrace, Balkans and Europe.*

Land as a peninsula and sea in the shape of an inlet formed a specific setting for the first
city-founders on the Bosporus; these were the founders of Byzantium in the 7™ century BC.
This settlement, which occupied the tip of the peninsula, was extended in the 4® century AD
to be the capital city of the Roman Empire, Constantinople. For the following 1600 years,
the city on the peninsula continued to be the capital city of the states ruling over the Eastem
Mediterranean as the Byzantine and Ottoman Empires. Although there were other
settlements on the divided geography of the Bosporus as forming a greater city territory, it
was the peninsula where Constantinople-Istanbul proper was settled. As the city of Istanbul
was radically transformed in the late fifty years to a great metropolis expanding on the total
area of the Bosporus geography, the peninsula is no longer the core of the city but its
historical centre. The site of Byzantine Constantinople- Ottoman Istanbul is now called the
“Historical Peninsula” within the greater city of Istanbul.

During the urban development processes from Byzantium to Istanbul, the inlet had been
transformed into a main harbour for the city. It was called Keras, which means “hom”, in
ancient Greek; it is still called the “Golden Horn” in different languages. The Ottomans
entitled the inlet with a geographical definiton, as “Hali¢-i Istanbul”, or shortly as “Halic”,
which means a “natural harbour”*” While Constantinople-istanbul emerged as the greatest
city of the Mediterranean, Keras-Hali¢ was transformed into one of the greatest harbours

3¢ The divide of the inlet continues on the river of valleys that run parallel to the Bosporus. Thus, the
natural paths reaching from Thrace do terminate at the Historical Peninsula. Until the 1950s, the paths
reaching the Bosporus from the West were entering to the Historical Peninsula, and from there they
were communicated with the other sectors of the Bosporus. This can be observed from the national
highway maps prior to mid 1950s. After the construction of the Bosporus bridges and the transfer of
the cross-Bosporus passages to further North, the Historical Peninsula has been by-passed; it is no
longer on the itinerary of the transit traffic crossing over the Bosporus.

37 Develioglu (1982). The same correlation between a “harbour” and an “inlet” exists in the English
Language.
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known till the industrial age. Hali¢ lived the period of industrialization beginning by the mid
19" century; it was by the mid 20® century that it emerged totally as an industrial harbour.
The ecology of the natural harbour, which resisted the exposure of a great city for ages, was
radically transformed by the industrialisation and urbanisation after the 1950s. By the 1980s,
it was no longer sustainable to use the inlet as a harbour. By 1985s, the port functions were
removed to a great extent from Hali¢. Halig is no longer “the harbour” of Istanbul.

When the Historical Peninsula had been the main site for the city of Bosporus and Halig had
been its harbour, their common boundary was defined by a specific architectural articulation,
by fortification walls. Byzantium-Constantinople-Istanbul was a “fortified maritime city”.
The land-side and the seashore of the peninsula was fortified in successive stages of the
city’s growth from Byzantium to Constantinople. The last of these fortification lines are the
Theodosian walls of the early 5® century AD. With minor additions and restorations in the
Byzantine and Ottoman periods, these walls still define the limits of the Historical Peninsula
in fragments.

The fortified maritime city redefined the natural boundaries of the peninsula. The definition
changed due to the natural characteristics of the seashore and the relation of that waterfront
with the city. Two main variations can be stated; that is for the side of the Marmara Sea and
Hali¢. Marmara walls, from the land walls to the mouth of Hali¢, were constructed directly
on the seashore; they contoured the natural boundary.*® The boundary between the city and
Hali¢ was different. Instead of countouring the edge of the sea, Hali¢ walls were built at a
distance to the sea. The land in between was a foreshore which formed a space.

The foreshore expanded in time by natural sedimentation, debris of the city and by seahore
buildings. While the walls formed a fixed boundary in space and time for a five kilometers,
the width of the foreshore changed; it reached up to 250 meters at most. Thus, the boundary
between the Historical Peninsula and Hali¢ was “duplicated” as forming an “extra-mural
zone” in between the two extensive limits: sea and the walls. It is for the late Byzantine and
Ottoman periods that a continous foreshore extending along the Halig walls can certainly be

** The harbours on the Propontis-Marmara side, which were built and used, in the early Byzantine
period were enclosed ports; they were situated within the fortifications. Till the 1960s, when the front
of the fortifications were infilled for the construction of motorways, the front of the walls on the
Marmara side was the sea as it was transformed by the construction of fortifications.
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documented.” Ironically, it was during the Ottoman period this area was called as “kal ‘a-i
zemin” or “haric-i kal’a”, in other words “the base of the fortification” or “the exterior of the
walls”.* Here, it will be referred as “the Extra-mural Zone”.

The Extra-mural Zone as the boundary between the Historical Peninsula and Halig, had
emerged as one of the most congested urban fabrics of the city by the Late Byzantine and
Ottoman periods. Placed in front of the walls and shaped in relation to intra-mural and
maritime flows, it was formed of different sectors. At least, till the 20" century, the Zone
was a multi-functional city space which was not solely reserved for the port functions like
warehouses, entrepots and customs, but at sections it was mixed or only used as waterfront
neighboorhoods. The Extra-mural Zone was a “gateway village”.*! It was used in sections as
the port of the City where the provisions were landed, controlled, priced and taxed. The
Extra-mural Zone was also the place where the goods and masses in and out of the city were
inspected. It was further used as a space of passage between different sectors of the greater
city which was built across Hali¢ and Bosporus. Especially in the Ottoman Istanbul these
“inner city-maritime” communications were of vital importance when Hali¢ and Bosporus
tumed into avenues of the city.

The Extra-mural Zone went through a radical transformation in the last era. Between 1860
and early 1900s, the walls defining its perimeter were demolished in sections. They can now
be seen in fragments. In an increasing tendency, the Zone totally tumed into a harbour area
after the early 20" century; it became even denser as an industrial port zone like the rest of
Hali¢. Lately, the Extra-mural fabric disappeares during the 1950s and 1980s giving way to
parkways along the waterfront. However, unlike the parkways in other places of
contemporary Istanbul built on infill land, Hali¢ parkways were constructed on the site of the
former Extra-mural Zone. The Extra-mural Zone still forms the basis of the shoreline along

* The Extra-mural Zone be observed from the first visual documents of the Ottoman istanbul to the
early 20™ century. Although there is no matching visual document for Byzantine Constantinople, it
can be extracted from the written sources that such a space was already formed in that period.

“ These two terms are generic. They were used for the extra-mural settlements founded on the front of
fortifications. There were sites defined by the same name like the Galata front. The word “haric-i
kal’a”, was used as early as the endowment books of Mehmet II, late 15™ century. Fatih Mehmed II
Vakfiyeleri (1939). The name kal ‘a-i zemin was specifically used in the 19® century, as the name of a
municipal institution responsible for the destruction of the walls. Osman Nuri (1999, vol. 3: 1776).

“! This term was used by Bone (1998: 84-151), specifically for the New York waterfront as it was in
the late 19" and early 20™ centuries. It refers to a zone that functions as an clongated gateway on the
waterfront where possible means of the interaction between the sea and the city were centred.
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present Halig at the width it had reached before the 20® century demolutions.” With the
exception of a finger count monuments, the Extra-mural Zone was totally wiped away with
the removal of the harbour functions along the northern side of Historical Peninsula. In the
present the Extra-mural Zone, as parkways, is an urban archaelogical site which has not
been excavated; its upper most stratum had been the industrial port.

The Extra-mural Zone had been part of the lived and experienced city space throughout the
ages as one of the most congested, active, multi-layered sites of Istanbul. The geographical,
economic, political, administrative, domestic boundary structures determined the spatiality
of the Extra-mural Zone in parts and in its totality. It had its distinctive character as built on
the waterfront and on the front of the fortifications. Being as important as the monuments on
the hills or the city fabric inside the walls, the Extra-mural Zone, the base of the Historical
Peninsula, requires an inquiry in depth within the architectural and urban history of Istanbul.
The aim of this study is to construct the successive historical and spatial layers of the Extra-
mural zone as forming a very special illustration of the “spatiality of the boundary” in
general with the spatiality of the waterfront, the front of fortification, the frontier in
particular.

From a geographical sedimentation zone, to the threshold of a maritime city, to an industrial
harbour zone and finally as the “cleansed” fabric of a post-industrial space, the Extra-mural
Zone had different meanings within the greater city of Istanbul, where the condition of
boundary has been transformed through the successive periods. It is the specificity of the
area that its extensive boundary structures do form a spatio-temporal framework to
comprehend these changes within the confines of a specific space. Thus, the Extra-mural
Zone does also forms a framework for this study in understanding the successive
transformations of the meaning of the city frontier and waterfront, particularly in Istanbul.
This is a double process; where the space is formed by the impacts of the different
conceptions of boundary, it is a space where these meanings can be manifested.

1.3.The Extra-mural Zone as the City/Water-front:
The Interfacial Boundary Structure

The Extra-mural Zone was a space which can be refered to and defined as a front in the
most general sense. Front means a face/forehead/fagade; head on (face to face); the foremost

“2 This can be observed on the maps of the Greater istanbul Municipality, as the demolished buildings
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part of anything; the foremost part of anything with a specific function; the line of defense;
particularly the front of fortifications; particularly waterfront; frontage, as the space where
land fronts the sea or a road; frontier.®

The Extra-mural Zone was the part of the front of Constantinople-istanbul, in the sense
that it was part of its face, fagade. It formed the front of the Historical Peninsula when
approached from the sea. It was a three-fold front formed of the seashore, the buildings and
the city fortifications. The fortifications as the foremost part of the city territory did define
the cityspace and its image on the exterior. The wall formed a pre-conceived elevation, it
was planned. The urban fabric in front of the fortifications were part of the fagade of the city,
however, they were not planned as an elevation but emerged as such in time. The Extra-
mural Zone was a space where the city was faced; where the city was fronted.

The Extra-mural Zone was the front of the city, in the sense that it was the foremost part of
the city, its terminus. The Extra-mural Zone was the front of the city with specific functions:
the military, economic and cultural front. It was a line of defense for the time of war and a
space of controlled and selective passage in times of peace. Specifically, the Extra-mural
Zone was the front of the fortifications, a threshold for the selective passage for imports
and exports, included and the excluded, the citizens and the marginals.

The Extra-mural Zone was the front of the sea, waterfront.* It formed the front of the sea
from the land side, from the city. It was the foremost part of the sea as a different medium
from the land. On the Extra-mural Zone the city fronted the sea as a natural medium as it is
culturally transformed. It was where the cultural fronted the natural. The Extra-mural Zone
was the gate to the maritime world, it was a port.

The Extra-mural Zone was the front of the city and the front of the sea where these
essentially different media were interacted on a definite space. The sea and the land as
different media do not communicate with each other in the same way; there is the need for an
interchange. The cultural means of the possible interchange as ships, jetties, wharfes,

are represented as the background of the present condition with dofted lines. See, Fig. 115-119.

“ Front, is etymologically, a word originating from Latin “frons”. It is an interesting fact that, the
multiple meanings of the word frons in Latin had been directly passed to the English front without any
distortion in the conceptions. Thus, "front" is an antique concept that has been passed to the later ages.
Oxford Latin Dictionary (1982).
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harbour functions were concentrated along the Extra-mural Zone. it was a front of
communications between two different media where landing is essential. The Extra-mural
Zone was a terminal space. It was the space where the maritime world, which is a medium
of travel with obligatory retumn to the land, terminates.

Extra-mural Zone, as a city front and a waterfront, was a space of confrontation between
the two different media as the sea and the land or the sea and the city. The double front was
spatialized on the Extra-mural Zone as a boundary structure. The space of confrontation
should here be understood as a space where two different spatialities are fronted either as a
preferred communication, or destructive and hostile process. The architecture of the front
on the Extra-mural Zone was conditioned according to this confrontation. The buildings on
the Extra-mural Zone whatever their function, they were part of the greater boundary
structure, as being situated at a space which was a double-front. Either for obstructing or
facilitating passage, the architecture of the Extra-mural Zone was a part of the city front.

The boundary condition on the Extra-mural Zone, that of a double front, can be introduced,
here, as an interface. Interface, is a word constructed in English; originally, it was a
hydrostatic phenomenon developed in Physical Sciences by the late 19" century.* The roots
of the composite noun are prefix “inter” and “face”. Inter, for interface refers to “located
between”, where face refers to surface/face. From these roots is formed the first meaning of
the word as “surface forming a commom boundary between two bodies, space or phases”.
The second meaning is, “the place where independent systems meet and act on,
communicate with each other”; broadly, “an area where diverse things interact”. The third

“! Waterfront is defined, in the dictionaries, as the space where land abuts of fronts any body of water.
It specifically refers to the space where the city fronts the sea. Thus, it denotes to the seafront as it is
faced from the land.

** The first reference can be found in Bottemly (1882) as a hydrostatic phenomenon, which is used as
“a face of separation, plane and curved, between two contiguous portions of the same substance. The
Oxford English Dictionary (1933).

Interface has been defined in chemistry dictionaries as: “The area of contact between two immiscible
phases of a dispersion, which may involve cither the same or different states of matter”. Dictionary of
Chemistry (1990: 1-3) states that, five types of contact is possible: solid/solid (carbon black/rubber),
liquid/liquid (water/oil), solid/gas (smoke/air), solid/liquid (clay/water), liquid/gas (water/air). There
is no gas/gas interface; interfacial conditions do not exist in the gas state. Heat and energy transfer that
is the subject of thermodynamics is the reason of this commutation and information. Interface can be
observed in certain scales of perception. The energy transfer can be sensed but cannot be seen in the
real space. On the other hand, interface is not observable in the molecular state. The interface is a
boundary of intensive differentiations informing the extensive boundaries. It has replaced the so-
called hylomorphic schema that dates back to Aristotles, where the boundary is defined as passive
surface (the clay-mould model). Interface was defined as an equilibrium state between the interaction
of two matters; recently, it was redefined in model of the far-from-equilibrium thermodynamics where
the interface is in constant change.
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meaning of the term is rather contemporary; interface is refeered as the screen of a tele-vised
screen.® What is common in all these different usages is the concept of interactive

boundary: in physical, virtual or metaphoric sense.

As interface is an intermediary, interactive zone between two entities, its characteristic is the
condition of being in-between. Here we can stress on two different usages: first, interface
can be defined in reference to the two media in between which is formed as a shared area:
city-rural interface, man-machine interface, marketing-manufacturing interface, interface
between oral and mental representations. However, one can also use the term interface alone,
without directly giving reference to the two media in between which is formed, but as a zone
in-forming the interaction between two entities. That is the description of a special conditon:
a complex condition where the informed media are represented in reference to interface
itself- as the representation of the interaction. The question here is whether two media,
spaces or phases sharing the same surface can be autonomous, independent ot not. In fact, if
the boundary is defined as a conditon of the in-between, it marks the only possible area
where the relation between two entities can take place. And if these two entities are formed
in reference to that interaction, then interface is the surface of becoming.

The Extra-mural Zone can be defined as a sea-city interface, where the sea and the city meet
and act on within the confines of the fortifications and the sea-shore. At the same time,
Extra-mural Zone is here represented as an interface, a boundary structure which has its
own spatiality. The spatiality of the Extra-mural Zone defines the possible interactions
between the fortified city and the sea and in retum its space is shaped accordingly.

This study is not the first in using the term interface in reference to the waterfront. The
waterfronts of maritime cities have been defined as sea-city interface or port-city interface
in the last decades. “’ Neither, the use of the term interface for a city front is new; the
reference to Virilio was given above. The difference, here, is that the Extra-mural Zone is
understood in reference to the interfacial boundary model as it was developed in the Physical
Sciences. This study does represent the Extra-mural Zone as a classical city frontier which
can be understood as an interfacial boundary structure.

“S This meaning of the term can be found in the recent dictionaries.
T Vallega (1991:21-25).
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The interfacial boundary is a space. It is formed of different extensive and intensive
boundary structures at different scales. It is formed by the interaction of heat and energy
transfer between the two media that it informs. It can only be comprehended at certain scales
of perception. The interfacial boundary is not uniform, it is formed of intensive
differentiations in space and time.*

The interfacial model as it is refered to the Extra-mural Zone can be defined as: the Extra-
mural Zone is a boundary structure that has its spatiality; it is formed of two extensive
boundary structures as the city fortifications and the seashore; it is formed for or
against the flows between these two extensive structures as the sea and the city; for or
against these flows, the Extra-mural fabric is formed as a factor of intensive

differentiations. The Extra-mural Zone is not a homogenous space.

For the Extra-mural Zone it is more the extensive boundaries than the intensive boundaries
which are difficult to comprehend. The Extra-mural Zone was formed of different urban
sectors which were apperantly differentiated in real space. It is difficult to understand the
totality of the extensive boundary structures for the Extra-mural Zone. It is on the maps in
big scales that the five kilometer boundary structure emerges as an extensive boundary.
However, at smaller scales and real space the boundary condition can just be conceived as a
section of the greater formation. Thus, the representation of the Extra-mural Zone should
concentrate at different scales of percepﬁom the extensive and the intensive, the great
architecture of the wall and the architecture of the Extra-mural fabric. The Extra-mural Zone
can only be understood in cross-sections as the representations of different spatialities
formed within the same boundary condition. Thus, the task is to search for the intensive in
the extensive and the extensive in the intensive; that is the boundary conditions generating
the architectural forms.

When the Extra-mural Zone is defined as an interfacial boundary between two different
media, it is necessary to define what these media refers to. These, for the Extra-mural Zone,
are the Historical Peninsula and Halig, they can also be refeered as the interior milleu and the

exterior milleu.

The interior millieu of the Extra-mural Zone was the Historical Peninsula: Constantinople-
Istanbul, a capital city. As the centre of a geopolitical political unit, the city housed a great

“8 See, footnote 145.
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number of population which had changed in different epochs till the 20® century. However,
the city was not only the interior milleu of the Extra-mural Zone but also was the ground
from which it communicated with a greater geography. The Historical Peninsula was the
place where the land communications through Thrace and the Balkans terminated. Some of
the flows through the city was transferred by way of the Extra-mural Zone to the other
spaces of the Bosporus geography. The means that the Extra-mural Zone communicated with
the city were the gates and this will be here refered to as the flows in-and-out of the city.

The exterior milleu of the Extra-mural is the sea, Hali¢. As a striated smooth space that is a
uniform plane, the flows on Hali¢ communicated a greater geography with the Extra-mural
Zone. Here they can be defined as along-shore, cross-Halig, cross-Bosporus, trans-Bosporus
flows. The along-shore flows can be defined as the maritime communications parallel to the
seashore of the Extra-mural Zone. The cross-Hali¢ flows are the maritime passages between
two sides of the inlet. This was part of the “inter-sectoral” communications of the city
between the Historical Peninsula and Galata. The cross-Bosporus flows can be defined as
the maritime passages between the two sides of the Bosporus, that means “inter-sectoral”
communications with the greater city and the with the Anatolian peninsula. Trans-Bosporus
flows refer to the maritime transportation lines with the other seas that is the Black Sea and
the Mediterranean. Some these flows terminated and fronted on the Extra-mural Zone, the
intensity of which was dependent on the relation of the interior milleu with the exterior
milley, that is Constantinople-Istanbul and the seas. The means that the Extra-mural Zone
communicated with the seashore, where all these flows were fronted, was the in-and-off

shore passages as landing stages, wharfes, jetties.

The reflection of these flows on the Extra-mural Zone defined its spatiality, which was an
intermediary milleu between these communications. The spatiality of the Extra-mural Zone
was defined by the in-and-off shore and in-and-out of the city flows. However, there was one
specific artery which was solely reserved for the inner communications of the Extra-mural
Zone, that is the path along the fortifications which will be refered here as the “Wall Street”.
The Wall Street terminated on the point where the Halic Walls joined the Land-Walls. At
this point, a traverse wall from the walls to the seashore was built in the 9 century. There
was a gate on this wall which specifically communicated the Zone with the peripheral land
of the city. This gate is called Xyloporta- Eyiip Ensari Gate. This gate which was retained till
the late 19® century, is specifically important so as to regulate the interior flows of the Extra-
mural Zone facilitated by the Wall Street.
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The architecture of the Extra-mural Zone was formed for or against the flows between the
city and the sea. There was another factor which determined its form; that is the ground of
the seashore. The seashore was primarly formed as part of the formation of the Bosporus
geography. The inlet was originally a riverbed, as part of the trangressions of the sea waters
in the lastest Ice Age (known as the Flandre) it was tumed into a deep seashore as a
continuation of the geographical figure of the Historical Peninsula. As Halig is an inlet, its
shores were reformed by sedimentation. The sedimentation on the seashore in Hali¢ can be
defined under two different types. The major sedimentation caused by the alluvial deposits
of the Alibeykéy and Kagithane Rivers, and minor sedimentation caused by smaller springs

on the Historical Peninsula.*®

The hydraulic structure of Halig is complex, it is generated by the currents of the Bosporus
and countercurrents.* As the nature of the inlet changes from a sea to a lagoon and then to a
riverbed, the degree of sedimentation, originally, decreases towards the Bosporus. In fact, at
the mouth of the Inlet, the process is reversed; the Bosporus had molded a small bay at the
tip of the Historical Peninsula.”

The topography of the Historical Peninsula has been active in the formation processes of the
seashore. The Historical Peninsula on the Hali¢ side is formed of six hills forming a
continous ridge. There are five valleys between these hills. The degree of geographic
sedimentation increases at these points.

After the construction of the city fortifications which has reformed the seashore in different
phases, another important factor shaping the seashore has been the deposits and the city
debris. To this should be added a considerable amount of infill which had been made for
extending the foreshore of the Extra-mural Zone. Thus, after the construction of the city
fortifications, the sedimentary formation of the seashore has continued; the contemporary
line of Halig seashore is formed by both natural and cultural sedimentation.

Without the geological tests it is not possible to determine the degree of the natural and
cultural sedimentation. There is a number of analysis done for the foundation calculations of

* Sayar (1962), (1977), Tugrul (1973), Hali¢ Master Plam (1977), Peynirciogiu (1978), M. Avcy.
“Akarsular”, in Diinden Bugune Istanbul (vol. I. 150).
% Cegen (1976, vol II: 65-78).
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the buildings constructed on the seashore after the 1950s. The result derived from these
analysis can be summarised as that the northem seashore of the Historical Peninsula has
changed in time from 150 to 250 meters. The ground of the Extra-mural Zone is totally a
sedimentation area formed of three main layers: the originary rock, a layer of silt and clay
and the final layer of the cultural sedimentation.

Thus, the ground of the Extra-mural Zone was formed as result of the stratification both in
the horizontal and vertical scale. The natural and cultural sedimentation worked in both
directions as extending the width of the foreshore and also its “depth”. This study will
concentrate on this stratification as forming a now-invisible archaeological site for
understanding the transformation of the city frontier on the Istanbul waterfront, and
specifically on the cultural sedimentation informing the ground and architecture of the Extra-
mural Zone.

1.4.The Architecture of the Extra-mural Zone: the Monumental and the Transitory

Architecture existed within the Extra-mural Zone in two different scales: the great
architecture of the fortifications and the particular buildings forming the urban fabric within
the area. The city wall was a monumental structure; it was materially designed to resist
hostile attacks and thus, was resistant to the destruction of time as well. Being restored in
successive ages, it was essential in the formation of an urban memory in Constantinople-
Istanbul. Monumentality along the northern shores of Historical Peninsula began and ended
by the city fortifications. In contrast to the city wall, the buildings of the Extra-mural Zone
were mainly of transitory nature; they were rather jerry-built. The Extra-mural Zone was an
“insecure ground” both in the sense that it was a sedimentation zone and also as a space
opening to the influence of the outside. Considering the sieges of the Byzantine period, the
great fires that started on this area both in the Byzantine and Ottoman period and the
weakness of the ground, it is understandable that an investment to the appearance of the
building was not common along the Extra-mural Zone. Moreover, most of the buildings in
this area were service buildings. There are exceptions to this generalisation like the houses of
Phanar of the Ottoman period.

* The construction of Istanbul Wharfs in this by the late 19 century and early 20® century was
obstructed by the geological structure of the ground on this space. Bilge (1949).
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The non-monumentality and transitoriness of the buildings is not specific to the Istanbul
waterfront; that is historical image of the waterfront between the Antique and Modem
periods.” The Antique enclosed harbours were spaces which were monumentally built and
culturally invested as part of the image-making of the city. The enclosed ports were mostly
incooperated into the city fortification or were secured in their moles. The breakwaters did
not only secured the ships but also the maritime gate of the city, its port as a space of wealth.
After the unity of the Mediterranean of the Roman Empire was fragmented between the 5
and 7™ centuries, the maritime cities losing part of their wealth as well as their security. The
port zone, in general, was temporary by nature as being between the maritime world and the
locale of the city, two different worlds which do not always share the peace of a mare
nostrum. Between the symbols of the earthly or divine power on the silhouette of the city and
the rhythms of the ships on the sea, the port was a zone of passage formed of barracks,
warehouses, bars, hostels, markets, shipyards- a zone that most of the burghers disliked, keep
a distance but profited. In J. Konvitz words: “those who operate the maritime world and
those who grant cultural significance to its artefacts ...belonged to two different cultures
which have little to say to each other.” The inner city port zone was a boundary zone
between two different cuitures and was shaped likely by their interaction. The sea became a
space of confrontation between different maritime states. It was after the 19™ century that
projects for the monumentalization of the waterfront emerged; even this was limited with the
considerations of an industrially working harbour. French Algers, is a best example.** The
traditional waterfronts of the maritime cities has been transformed in the last decades as the
port functions retreated from the inner city areas. With this a new age of monumentalization
begins for the waterfront with the current revitalisation projects in the major maritime cities
of the world. The difference for this new development is that it is formed of urban functions
which are not necessarily related with the interaction sea and the city, like office towers,
museums, molls, etc.” I was by the impact of the contemporary maritime waterfront
projects that an interest for the history of the waterfront emerged.

52 K ostof (1992:41). See also, footnote I- 36.

% J. Konvitz, here, quoted after S. Kostof (1992:41).

%4 For the waterfront planning of Algiers by the French, see, Celik (1997).

%5 Some maritime cities were fast in re-using the emergent spatial and functional vacuum. 1980s and
1990s witnessed the worldwide trend for the revitalization of maritime waterfront. Many great scale
urban projects were executed and are still in execution in cities like London, Rotterdam, Barcelona,
Tokyo, San Fransisco, Oslo, and Bilbao. The regenerating interest to the waterfront- promoted by the
factors like the availability of large under-utilised areas in the heart of the cities left by the retreat of
the industrial port, the suitability of these areas for service sectors, and the magnetic relation between
the waterfront and people- is generic. However, waterfront areas are one of the most difficult and
complex cases for urban revitalizations, as different from the suburban redevelopment projects, each
has its own problems and characteristics. The waterfront projects are site-specific, and can only be
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The architectural history of the extra-mural fringes and maritime ports means an interest in
the non-monumental and transitory buildings. Being such, the spatial analysis of these areas
has to be focused on the urban fabric rather than the specific buildings. It is striking that, as it
can be ascertained for the Ottoman period, in contrast to the transitory nature of the
buildings, the Extra-mural fabric was resistent to the impacts of time. That means it was
constructed and reconstructed within the same pattemns. Even when the buildings changed,
the fabric was retained. The Extra-mural fabric was preserved till the beginning of the 19"
century and survived in parts till the 1980s. The spatial fixity of the landing stages and the
city gates should have been crucial in this resistence and continuity, as well as property
relations. This study searches for the continuity of the transitory by studying different
periods of the Extra-mural Zone.

The difference between the monumental and transitory, art-work and the practical, has also
defined the focus of the studies which were made on the architecture of the Istanbul
waterfront. The Extra-mural Zone is no exception in this respect.

The Extra-mural Zone has been an interest area of the architectural historians, archaeologues
and urban historians as part of their relation with the city walls. When Pierre Gilles in the
16% century had realised the first archaeological site survey in Istanbul in search for
Byzantine Constantinople, the Extra-mural fabric had been already partly covering the
walls.* It was only by the end of the 19" century that studies comparable to Gilles’ had
emerged. Unfortunately, there was no complete survey of the walls until they were began to
be demolished. The walls are seen in the panoramas drawn from the Galata side; however,
this does not give a complete elevation as in parts the walls were hidden behing the Extra-
mural fabric. It can only be defined in its complete curcuit as part of the maps of Istanbul
produced in the 19® century. By 1899, when van Millingen did make a survey on the walls
of Istanbul, Hali¢ walls had disappeared in parts.”’ Schneider’s “Mauren and Tore” is
another important source. Janin should be counted as one of the important researchers, who
had related the evidence of the ancient sources with the topography of Istanbul as it was in

realised by the multi-disciplinary studies from environmental engineering to architecture. In most
cases these projects do not only transform the waterfront but the structure of the maritime city as well.
Burtomesso (1991), Green (1994), Bohigas (1999).

% P. Gilles is accepted as the predecessor of the archaeological studies on Byzantium-Constantinople.
Mango (1997:2).
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the 1950 and 1960s.*® The Hali¢ Surlan of Dirimtekin is the last complete survey on the
Halig Walls before the demolutions of 1960s, where he used the late 19® century wall maps
as a base. The Bildlexicon of Miiller-Wiener, as it does for the other sites, has collected the
material on the Walls and draw their possible circuit.*The latest important source on the
walls of Constantinople was by Tsangadas where he interpreted the evidence of the earlier
surveys with the written documents of the Byzantine period. For most of the researchers, the
aim was to document the archaelogy of the Byzantine walls, rather than the Ottoman period.
In fact, the Extra-mural fabric was an obstacle for them as covering the ancient relics.

The waterfront of the Extra-mural Zone, especially on the harbour zone, has been studied in
the works focused on the relation of Istanbul with the sea. These are of three types: which
are interested in the building typologies like landing stages, ferry stations, bridges; the
maritime culture specifically boats; and the ones which are considered with the general topic
of the harbours of Istanbul and Halig. Eser Tutel is a researcher whose works are recently
published on the maritime culture of the city and port buildings.*” The work of W. Miiller-
Wiener on the harbours of Byzantium-Constantinople-Istanbul, which was edited after his
irreplacible loss, is the most extensive and complete survey on the topic of the harbours.”'

The Extra-mural Zone constituted one side of the Historical Peninsula, as the inner-city was
formed of different spaces, with different functions, so did this area. Thus, sectors of the
Extra-mural Zone has been studied by different researchers interested in the urban history of
the city, especially, an interest for the neighborhood sites between Cibali and Balat can be
mentioned. > In some cases some of these sectors are united under a study as forming the
non-muslim settlement area in the Ottoman period; thus, sectors of the Extra-mural Zone
was studied due to its ethnic and functional differentiations. As the area covers an extensive
area from the Topkap: Palace to Ayvansaray, it was studied in relation to what the Zone is
related with at that area. ©

%" Millingen (1899) stated that the Hali¢ Walls were the most damaged of all the fortifications in
Istanbul. He stresses to the fact that this was due to the continuos habitation of the site and its
juxtaposition with economic functions.

*% Janin (1950).

* Miiller-Wiener (1977).

% Tiitel (1999), (2000).

5! Miiller-Wiener (1998).

2 Works on the Greek Orthodox Patriarchy, or Balat as a Jewish scttlement, can be given as
references.

€ Like the work of Necipoglu (1991) on the Topkapi Palace which studies the maritime pavilions in a
specific chapter.
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Nevertheless, Hali¢ waterfront is an essential topic for every work on the general urban
history of istanbul whether interested in a special epoch or as an inquiry from Byzantium to
istanbul. Extra-mural Zone was one of the important sites of the city history; it is essential
for the Middle and Byzantine period when it had been the main area of confrontations
between Byzantine Empire and the outsiders.* The condition is the same for the Ottoman
period when sections of the Zone had emerged as the main provisioning harbour of the city.
The classical work of R. Mantran on the 17® century istanbul is a main reference in
understanding the economic and social flows passing through the Extra-mural Zone.®

There is a considerable increase in the studies and publications on Istanbul in the last
decade.®® As the number of these works increases the historicality of the city and its
spatiality becomes more clear through its successive strata. This city portfolio provides a
base for interpreting the spatiality of Byzantium-Constantinople-Istanbul under certain
themes. It is by the richness of this material that this study has attempted such a vast spatial
and historical survey in search for the form and meaning of the boundary structures of the
Extra-mural Zone.

As this study is a search for the architectural differentiations along the extensive limits of the
Extra-mural Zone through successive periods, it has to review the well-known visual and
written original sources of the city history as much as it has been possible within the
temporal limits and the capabilities of the researcher. At the same time, as the study is
concemed with the meaning of the greater boundary structure and its patts, the study has to
survey other histories than the architectural, like the economic, social, and military. This is,
also an obligation as the non-monumental architecture of the Extra-mural Zone has not been
a major interest area, and is not very “visible” within the now unexcavated condition of the

archaeological site and within the historical sources.

Here, it should be pointed, that the interfacial is necessarily inter-diciplinary; it has to move
in-between the extensive and the intensive, between different scales and different diciplinary
territories. The diciplinary transgressions, here, are a search for the spatial evidence of the

% Tsangadas (1980) points to the importance of the Hali¢ Walls for understanding the general history
for the Byzantine Empire; it is specifically important for locating the events mentioned on the wars
and economic relations.

55 Mantran (1990).

% Specifically, the Turkish Economic and Social History Foundation has published a considerable
amount books on Istanbul. The Foundation has realised a number of exhibitions on Istanbul; the most
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Extra-mural Zone. And, the possible misinterpretations of the evidence are the faults of the
researcher. The differentiations on the Extra-mural Zone, its formative processes as a
boundary, cannot be solely, understood by concentrating on the solid forms. Thus, the
research has tried to understand the meaning of the solid forms within the geo-politics of the
city of which it was part of.

The Extra-mural Zone was a very congested urban fabric in the Late Byzantine and Ottoman
periods. Specifically, this quality has been reflected in its visual representations made in the
Ottoman period. Here, a method applied for making the Extra-mural Zone “visible” has been
to accentuate the background and the foreground of the Zone. Some of the original visual
sources like panoromas and plans (mainly from their duplications in contemporary sources)
were transferred to computer enviroment by scanning. Then, by the use of graphic programs,
the walls and the sea were rendered in the transparent mode so as not to discard the original
information. As part of the same process the Extra-mural fabric, as it was depicted in the
maps was colored as to depict the figure-ground pattemn of the Zone. This has meant an
“excavation” to the sources in the “pixel scale” where the walls can be differentiated more
properly. These renderings has been crucial in understanding the boundary structures of the
Extra-mural Zone and the path of the flows between the sea and the city. In fact, the
representation of the fortifications as a ground for the Extra-mural Zone had been used by an
early 18® century visitor of Ottoman stanbul, C. Loos. Loos had rendered the walls as a dark
background (Fig. 54).

Anocther method used for the depiction of the Extra-mural Zone in successive periods has
been to depict the Extra-mural Zone from the sea starting by the tip of the Peninsula to
terminus of the site. In fact, this is an itenenary which was followed by the depictors of
Istanbul through the ages. It was first, the Dionysius of Byzantium who had followed this
path as part of his greater itenenary of the Bosporus. Starting by the 17" century Istanbul, the
same path was followed by Eremya Celebi, Hovannesyan, Melling and the Head Gardener.
This historical path, which is hardly now an itenenary for the contemporary Hali¢ will be
followed in successive periods, where the possible architectural differentiations will be

searched for.

notable can be noted as the exhibition_made for the Habitat II conference in 1996. The exhibition
represented Byzantium-Constantinople-Istanbul under the theme of “World City™.
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1.5.The Structure of the Study: Historical Framework

This study surveys through the different strata of the city of Byzantium-Constantinople-
Istanbul and searches for the changing forms and meanings of the city fronmtier, by
specifically focusing to the Extra-mural Zone. The chapters of the study are represented
according to the main stages of Istanbul’s urban history and differentitions specific to the
survey area. This means a cross-section through the ancient Greek, Roman, Byzantine,
Ottoman and modem strata of the cultural sedimentation informing the Extra-mural Zone.

Each chapter can be read seperately as a depiction of the boundary between the Historical
Peninsula and Halig for the specific period. At the same time, in their totality, they constitute
the main processes in-forming a space as the Extra-mural Zone. The chapters are themselves
attempts for the possible reconstructions of the Extra-mural Zone within the specified period.
Thus, there has been repetitions in accordance to the continuity of the same patterns in
different parts and chapters.

Each chapter tries to overview the cultural definition of the boundary for the mentioned
period and the specifically its representation as a military, economic, cuitural frontier. Some
of the surveyed strarum has already been interpreted on the basis of boundary conceptions in
the recent studies. This is specifically the case for the Greek, Roman and Byzantine periods,
where there is a considerable amount of studies on the conception of economic, cultural and
military boundaries. The difference between an already interpreted material and a material
which has not been interpreted on the basis of the boundary conceptions can be felt in the
different chapters of the study.

The second chapter, which is the first chapter on the specific study area, is on the period of
Byzantium, an Antique maritime terminal on the Bosporus crossroads. Although, the Extra-
mural Zone postdates Byzantium, here the ancient Greek city will be represented as the
origin of the flows through the Bosporus geography and the two essential points in the
definiton of the study area: the harbours on the mouth of inlet and Blahernai (Ayvansaray).
At the same time the second chapter searches for the natural conditions of the site. As the
evidence for the relation of the sea and the city and its architectural boundary structures, a
short comparative survey is represented on the architecture of the enclosed harbours of
Antiquity.
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The third chapter, which is on the Late Antique Constantinople from the foundation of a
capital city on the site of Greek Byzantium to the Heraclian Period. This was when the city
on the cross-roads emerged as a geopolitical centre. The chapter specifically dwells on the
construction of the fortifications which defines an extra-mural foreshore. The role of the area
within the structure of the Late Roman capital will be searched for in relation to the other
harbours of the city. The Roman imperial provisioning system, where the harbours
functioned as economic frontiers will be summarised, as a background for the Roman service

buildings.

The fourth chapter is on the emergence of a medieval harbour on the site of the Extra-mural
Zone within the Middle and Late Byzantine periods. As Constantinople was transformed to a
defensive capital which had been threathened from the land and the sea, the meaning of the
inlet was changed likely. The medieval harbour buildings will be surveyed, as well as the
Latin commercial ghettos formed within and without the Extra-mural Zone, known as the

Latin Quarters.

The fifth chapter is on the Ottoman capital Istanbul founded on the remains of the Byzantine
Constantinople from the Conquest to the early 19" century. The Ottoman Istanbul was an
offensive city which developed on the geographical sections of the Bosporus geography.
This is when an Extra-mural Zone can be observed, more in detail, in reference to visual
sources. The differentiations along the same boundary condition can be interperted for the
Ottoman Extra-mural Zone. For the early 19® century, a morphological analysis can be

possible.

The sixth chapter is on the disappearance and transformation of the traditional boundary
structures of the Extra-mural Zone in the process of modern urbanisation from the period of
Ottoman reforms to the late 1980s of the Republican era. This is a slow transformation
process where first the Extra-mural Zone emerges totally as a site for the harbour functions
and then finally is demolished in sections. Thus, for this period, the changing factors will be
specifically pointed either as planned or a speculative development.

The seventh chapter includes concluding remarks on the architecture of the city frontiers and

specifically of the waterfronts as it was observed from the specific spatio-temporal frame of
the Extra-mural Zone.
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CHAPTER 2

BEGINNINGS: MARITIME FRONTIERS OF BYZANTIUM

2.1 Introduction: The Guards of Bosporus Passages

“The guards of the Hellespont”, hellespontophlakes, was the epithet of the Antique Greek
cities founded on the two sides of the Bosporus Strait, Byzantium and Chalcedon.! The
evolution of these maritime cities for a thousand years from the seventh century BC to third
century AD, is interrelated to this territorial function; that is to control, supervise and
provision the passages from the Bosporus Strait. The territory of the Strait, to be defined and
controlled by Byzantium on the West and Chalcedon on the eastem side, was extensive for
the limits of a Greek city. Although the area of their walled cities occupied a small part of
the greater geography of Bosporus, Byzantium and Chalcedon territorialized the strategic
points along the Strait. In fact, they were not alone in this geo-political issue. These cities
acted as the subcontractors of the greater cities- first of the Greek mainland, then Hellenistic
kingdoms and lately the Roman Empire. The “guards” of the Strait had to control the
geographic area by holding the nodal points on the passage. This territorial strategy, which
was naturally allied by the Bosporus, left its traces at many points in the later cities of
Constantinople- Istanbul. The situation is the same for the Extra-mural Zone- the northern
shores of the Historical Peninsula; some of the major points on its extensive limits,
originally, were formed in the first thousand years of the city history, that of Byzantium. In
addition to this, some of the boundary structures and boundary pattemns of the Extra-mural
Zone bares the Greek Byzantium's heritage.

Byzantium occupied the tip of the peninsula at the Southwest of the Bosporus Strait. The

fortified city was shaped around two basic geographic elements: the first hill of the peninsula
which directly faced the currents of the Strait from the Black Sea, and a natural bay at the
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north-west of the hill. The first hill, today the site of the Topkap1 Palace Museum, is at the
conjunction of the Marmara Sea (Propontis), the Bosporus and the inlet. The inlet was called
“Keras” in Antiquity that refers to “hom”. The hill and its slopes overviewed the junction of
the seas, thus had a perfect field of perception, “glacis™.” Especially the Acropolis of the city
on the hill forming a citadel had a vast panorama from the depths of Keras to the extending
the Propontis (the Marmara Sea). At the same time, it was at the centre of the vanishing
points at the south of the Bosporus geography.

The natural bay, more or less coinciding with the Sirkeci region in present, was the point
where the sea-currents of the Bosporus fronted the Peninsula. It was transformed by the
ancient Greeks into an enclosed harbour by the construction of breakwaters. Later called,
Prosphorion, this enclosed harbour, with the adjacent dockyard area, Neorion, to the west
formed the basis of the later Constantinopolitan Extra-mural Zone at this section.

As S. Eyice had remarked, the inlet, in this period, was not used extensively as a natural
harbour but, small bays on its shores were used as shelters and fisheries. Ancient Keras was
more an inner sea and was seen as an extension of the Bosporus Strait.* There were small
bays on the Keras waterfront of the Peninsula since the village of Blahemai (Ayvansaray)
that marks the suburban periphery of the city. Apart from Blahernai, there was the village of
Sycae (Galata) on the other side of Keras, across the enclosed harbour of Byzantium. The
extremity of the inlet, where was a sanctuary dedicated to Semestra, was called Sapra
Thalassa- that means “rotten sea”. In addition to these points forming Byzantium's
peripheral territory- its chora-, there was the city of Chalcedon (Kadikoy) on the eastern side
of Bosporus with the harbour-town Chrysopolis (Uskiidar).

When these points are mapped, it can be assumed that, the basic flows patterns on the
Bosporus geography had been already formed in Antiquity. These are the along-shore, cross-
Keras, cross-Bosporus and trans-Bosporus flows. Although Byzantium, the fortified-city did
occupy a small section of the later city Constantinople-Istanbul, the main points of passage
and interchange between the sea and the land were determined within the confines of the

Bosporus geography.

! Miiller-Wiener (1998:3).

2 Glacis is the sliding surface of bastions, it is specifically used as an empty field of vision, and the
water for the maritime city serves as a glacis, Nijenhuis (1994: 17).

? Eyice (1976: 1-265).
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In this part of the study, we will try to define these ancient traces as a base for the later
Extra-mural Zone and the boundary structures formed within the area before 324 AD. The
historical and archaeological evidence for Greek Byzantium is very limited. The general
lines of the city and its periphery, the Greek chora, can be drawn as a sketch by the
information gathered from the antique sources, from the foundation myths and the historians
of Late Antiquity. As almost no archaeological trace survives from the Keras shores of
Byzantium, the evidence of the other ancient Greek harbours will be summarised as
providing a general frame of comparison.

2.2.The Marriage of the Inlet with the Seas: the Foundation Myths

In this part the foundation of Byzantium as an archaic Greek maritime colony will be
mentioned in reference to its site-selection and the role of the inlet Keras in this siting.
Byzantium was founded after the geographical formation of the Bosporus and the inlet at its
southwestem end. The city’s foundation and its development are relational with the cultural
transformation of the Bosporus into a maritime route between the Black Sea region and the

Aegean Sea.

Keras-Hali¢ was geographically molded as part of the greater morphogenesis of the
Bosporus Strait. The theory that the Bosporus was formed as a seaway by the transgression
of the seawaters is accepted since antiquity, as Strabo referred it. However the process is
more complex and long, involving riverine erosions, tectonic faults and volcanic activities,
as well as transgressions and regressions in successive ice ages. The formation of Bosporus
is part of the greater “Mediterraneanization” process, which was to be completed in its
general lines after the last Ice Age known as Flandre. Within the same process, a number of
former river valleys on the Bosporus were transformed into inlets like the Bityiikdere, Géksu
and Istinye bays. The most significant of these is the inlet of the Alibeykéy and Kagithane
rivers; that is Keras-Hali¢ forming a natural bay of eight km in length at the south-western
end of the Bosporus.*

The successive transgressions and regressions had also affected the pre-historic settlements

and migrations on and through the Bosporus geography. The geological and archaeological
evidence of the Yanmburgaz cave constitutes a perfect spatio-temporal scale for the
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formation period of the Bosporus. In times of regression, the Bosporus worked as a land
bridge for the transmigration of pre-historic people.’ Another affect of the
“Mediterraneanization” was to cover the possible traces of earlier habitations by the
riverbeds. When the first Neolithic towns were emerging on the Anatolian peninsula, the
Bosporus geography was living the last transgression, which could have wiped away earlier
strata of the pre-historic settlement.

Although it has been proved that the eastern side of the Bosporus was settled as early as the
Palaeolithic age- with the evidence of the Fikirtepe tumulus in Kadikdy-, there are lesser
archaeological evidence for a pre-archaic settlement on the site of Byzantium proper- that is
the site of the Topkap1 Museum in the present. H. Tezcan states that the only pre-archaic
evidence discovered around the first hill of the promontory are the Phyrigian ceramics dating
to 18%-13® centuries BC.® For the northem shores of the Historical Peninsula, no
corresponding archaeological data was met within the general research of this study. It is
only by a reference of Pliny, the Roman historian of the first century AD, to a village called
“Lygos” that a pre-Greek settlement on the site of the latter Byzantium can be mentioned.”

The formation of the site till the foundation of the city was told in different versions of the
ancient Greek mythology. The first myth is a section of the greater story of lo; she was
Argos king Inahos' daughter who Zeus felt in love with. Hera becomes jealous of this love
and Zeus, in order to protect Io from the anger of the goddess, disguises her into a white ox.
Hera took the ox from Zeus and appoints Argus as her guard. Hermes kills Argos with the
orders of Zeus. However, this time Hera sends a horsefly to bother Io. Io escapes from the
horsefly by swimming to the opposite shore. This event is regarded as the origin of the word
“Bosporus” (Fig.1.). Io before passing to the other side gives birth to a girl called Keroessa
on the hill between the rivers Barbysos and Cydaris. The spring deity, Semestra, takes care
of Keroessa who later gets pregnant from the god of the seas and winds, Poseidon. The child

“ The general sources for the geographical formation, tectonics and hydraulics of the Bosporus and
Halig are, Sayar (1962), (1977), Tugrul (1973), Hali¢ Master Plam (1977), Peynircioglu (1978), M.
Avcl. “Akarsular”, Dilnden Bugiine Istanbul (vol. L. 150).

> For the pre-historic evidence of the Yanmburgaz cave see, M. Ozdogan. Tarih Oncesi Dénemde
Istanbul, in, Semavi Eyice Armagani: Istanbul Yazilan (1992: 39-54).

¢ These ceramics were discovered in the 1945-50 excavations, H. Tezcan. (1989: 37-38). S. Eyice
states that the evidence for the pre-archaic period settlements on the western side of the Bosporus is to
be searched for at the depths of the inlet, at the mouths of the Kathane and Alibeykdy rivers
(Barbyses and Cydaris) in Silahtaraga of the present city of Istanbul. S. Eyice (1976:277), also, in,
Istanbul’un Dort Cagi: Istanbul Panelleri (1996: 24); F. Ensari Kara. “SilahtaraBa”; in, Diinden
Bugiine Istanbul, vol: VI, p.553.
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she gives birth is Byzas who finally founds the city of Byzantium. He fortifies the city with
the help of Apollo and Poseidon. The Thracian king Haimos attacks the city but is defeated
by Byzas. While he runs after the Thracian king, the Scythians attack the city. They were
bursed by Byzas' wife Phidelia and other women who left hundreds of serpents to their

camp.

According to another version Byzas is the Thracian king who is the son of the spring deity
Semestra. He marries Phidelia who is the daughter of king Barbysos. Byzas founds the city
with the help of his father in law.

The third version is connected to the Megerans, the inhabitants of a city on the Greek
mainland. Byzas is the leader of the Megerans who founded Byzantium. According to the
tradition Byzas asks the Delphic Oracle where to found his new city. The Oracle tells him
“to found the city opposite to the country of the blind™. Byzas thinks that the Chalcedonians
who missed a superior site just opposite their city should be “the blind” that the Oracle had

foreseen and thus founds his city on the more preferable site across the Chalcedonians.®

These three different versions, apart from the presence of the legendary founder Byzas, are
similar in their personification of geographic formations and historic events that revolved
around the foundation of a city on the Southwest end of the Bosporus. The passage of lo, the
birth of Keroessa who gives name to the inlet and her relation with Semestra, the river deity,
and Poseidon, the god of the seas, can be interpreted as the mythological history of the
geographic formation of the inlet.” Byzas whose raison d'etre is the intercourse of the
personified inlet-Kereossa and the seas-Poseidon can be regarded as combining the
necessary conditions for the foundation of a city at this area: the natural harbour and its
connections with the other seas. The attack of the Thracians and Scythians, as the “barbarian
tribes” on the hinterland of the city, is a historical fact that the fortified city had to face from
its foundation onwards." In the second version Byzas appears as a Thracian king who is the

son of the river deity and Barbysos who is name giver to one of the rivers at the end of the

7 This reference is used as an evidence for a pre-Megeran setilement on the site of Byzantium even in
the Ottoman sources of the early 19™ century, see, Hovhannesyan. (1996: 5).

® F. Pekin. “Bizas™; in Diinden Bugiine Istanbul, (1994: 11-260).

® Ozdogan, Istanbul-World City. (1996), interprets the myths as the cultural references for the
formation of the Bosporus geography.

"% The assaults of the Thracians can be taken as a reason for the fortifications of Byzantium, which
could have existed, from the very carlier periods. The walls of Byzantium will be mentioned in detail
below in this chapter.
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inlet. The Thracian references points to the possibility that the city was created as joint
venture of the Greeks and natives of the Bosporus.

Returning to the third version of the foundation myths, of the Delphic Oracle, a reference of
the ancient Greek historian Heredotus, of the fifth century AD, should be noted. Heredotus,
without any mention of the Oracle or Byzas, writes that it is the Persian king Megabazus of
the 5® century who called the Chalcedonians “blind™:

This same Megabazus once made a remark for which people along the Hellespont have never
forgotten him: he was in Byzantium, hearing that Chalcedon was settled seventeen years
carlier than that city, he said the men of Chalcedon must have been blind at that time; for if
they had had any eyes, they would never have chosen an inferior site, when a2 much finer one

lay ready to hand."

As mentioned above, Chalcedon (Kadikdy) was settled as early as the Palaeolithic era, and
prior to Megeran foundations, there was already a Phoenician colony on this site called
“Harhadon”, around 1000 BC." However, on the previous colony or not, a Megeran city was
founded in Chalcedon by 688 BC, seventeen years earlier than the foundation of Byzantium.
The myth of foundation, or the remark of Megabazus, which tries to score the advantages of
Byzantium over Chalcedon underestimates one factor, that the two cities were founded by
the same mother city, Megara, a Greek city close to Corinth.

Byzantium was founded around 670s BC. It is the last of the four cities that Megara
established in the northern Propontis (the Marmara Sea). The first was Astakos
(Degirmendere); the second is Chalcedon at the southeastern end of the Bosporus Strait,
across the site of Byzantium. Selymbria (Silivri) was the third to the west of Byzantium on
the north Propontis shore. Founded by the Archaic Greek sailors these towns were maritime
cities. However, as Boardman states, in the 7® century, the Megarans' main object in their
colony foundations seems to be land rather than the Black Sea trade.

The difference of Byzantium from the other three Megaran colonies on the Propontis was
that its resources were mainly related with the sea. It was a natural stop and a fishery at the
direction of the currents of the Bosporus. This difference would highlight the city of

'1'S. Yerasimos, states that Byzantium was most probably a Greco-Thracian creation. (2000:3 ).

'2 Heredotus (1996: 355).

13 For the Phoenician maritime city of Hardanon sce, R. Akbulut. “Kadikéy”, in Dinden Bugiine
Istanbul (1994: 4/329-330).
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Byzantium from the others with the increasing importance of the Black Sea trade route after
the 6® century BC since it was the first city to receive the mariners from the Black Sea."
Most of the sources which stress Byzantium's superiority to Chalcedon were written in later
ages when the Black Sea had turned into a life-line of grain provisioning for the Greek

mainland.

Irad Malkin and Nino Shumeli have reconsidered these Antique interpretations on the siting
of Byzantium within the conditions of the north Propontis in the age of the Megeran colony
foundations, by studying ancient seafaring and the chronology of the colonies. They State
that, as in the later ages, the route of the navigators to the Bosporus was parallel to the
southern shores of the Propontis and this corresponds to the chronology of the Megeran
colony foundations. Malkin and Shumeli, by considering the currents of the Bosporus, think
that the antique interpretations for the inferiority of the site of Chalcedon were later
comments, like that of Megabazus, which take into consideration the voyage from Pontus
through Bosporus to Propontis. However, for the Megeran colonisers the pattem of
colonisation was from Propontis to Pontus and in this conditions it seems most reasonable to
settle at Chalcedon first which forms the necessary starting point on the route through
Bosporus. This means that in order to settle in Byzantium, it was necessary first to take
control of the site of Chalcedon:

Only after 17 years, when the northern Propontis was theirs, did the Megerans turn to
colonise Byzantium, apparently not without difficulties... Chalcedon help may have been
needed at first to help the colonists withstand attacks from natives (perhaps Thracians). 16

Byzantium and Chalcedon had to incorporate under similar attacks; the Persian excursion to
Scythia was one when Megabazus made his remark. It is after the defeat of the Persians by
the Greeks in the battle of Plateia and the re-establishment of the life-line to the Black Sea
that we see these Megeran colonies become involved in the politics of the Attic mainland, in
which they did not infrequently had to play different parties.

' For the Archaic Greek colonies around the Propontis (Marmara) and the Black Sea see, Boardman.
(1999: 239-255).

15 Boardman (1999:240) states that, The Greek colonies on the Propontis (the Marmara Sea) and the
Pontus (the Black Sea) were mainly of Ionian origins, the cities of Megara constitutes the only Attic
colony foundations. The Black Sea colonies of Megara number only four: Heraclea on the Pontus;
Mesembria and Callatis, on western Black Sea coast which were founded by the late 6 century, and
Chersonesus of the fifth century BC on the north Black Sea coast. The Propontide colonies of Megara
are part of the seventh century colonisation and are not directly interrelated to the Black Sea trade.
That means the colonisers tried to capture a series of points as stages on the seaboard, which gave
access to their hinterland.
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In Venice, the ceremony of throwing a gold ring to the lagoon as a symbol of the essential
relation of the maritime city and the seas is still annually performed. The Greek Orthodox
Church has a similar ritual where a cross is thrown into the sea that is picked up by the
young people. Every January, the same ritual is performed in Istanbul. These ceremonies of
sacralization can be referred as the reminiscences of the relation of Keras (Kereossa) with
Poseidon; the marriage of the seas as it was depicted in the ancient Greek myths. Specifically
for the period of the city’s foundation these myths refer to the crucial role of the sea and the
inlet Keras. The inlet Keras and its communications with other seas were pointed as the
reason of being of Byzantium.

Byzantium transformed its waterfront into a boundary structure for controlling and
facilitating the Black Sea trade and as it was a bridgehead for cross-Bosporus passages. The
Keras waterfront of the Peninsula is particularly important in this respect. In the next part,
the Antique meaning of Byzantium’s frontiers will be specifically remarked as a background
for understanding the architectural boundary structures.

2.3. Byzantium as a Transit Terminal and as the Threshold of Antique Civilisation

Well then, what other people among the nations of our time are said to be fortunate? The
people of Byzantium, who enjoy a most fertile land and a sea abounding fruits. But they have
neglected the land because of the excellence of the sea. For whereas the land produces its
fruits for them only after a long interval of time and toil is required to secure them, the sca
yields up its treasures at once without any labour on their part. Dio Chrysostom "’
There are three points stressed by the antique sources mentioning Byzantium, the resources
of fish, its role in the Black Sea trade and the strength of the walls that encircle the city. The
resources of fish and the placement on the trade routes are bound to the same geographic
factor, the path of the Bosporus currents, which are directed to the city and its natural
harbour Keras. The first hill of the historical peninsula, the site of Byzantium, juts towards
the sea at the point where Bosporus joins the Marmara Sea. Here the currents of the strait are
separated into two main streams; one passes by the east of the peninsula, the other entering
the inlet hits on to the banks of the peninsula between the foot of the first and the second
hills. The latter tumns as a counter-current towards the north banks of the inlet and rejoins to

the currents of the Bosporus.”® This natural flow of the waters led the parties of fishes

' Malkin & Shumeli. (1988: 21-36).

' Dio Chrysostom (1988: 415). The Roman author refers to Byzantium in another section of his
“Discourses” where he mentions the rich fish resources of the city which are caught directly from the
shore. He states that Byzantines can easily catch “the fishes thrown out upon the shore without men’s
interventions™ (1988:297).

'8 K. Gecen. (1976: 11-65-78), M. Avcl. “Akantilar”, in Dinden Bugiine Istanbul (1994: 1/157).
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passing through Bosporus into the inlet at specific seasons. Roman writer Strabo describes
this “natural trap” as follows:

The Horn (of the Byzantines) is a gulf that extends approximately towards the west for a
distance of sixty stadia; it resembles a stag’s horn, for it is split into numerous gulfs-
branches as it were. The pelamydes rush into these gulfs and are easily caught- because of
their numbers, the force of the current that drives them together, and the narrowness of the
gulfs; in fact, because of the narrowness of the area, they are even caught by hand... when
once they (the fishes) touch the Cyaneae and pass by these, the creatures take such a fright at
a certain white rock which projects from the Chalcedonian shore'® that they forthwith turn to
the opposite shore. They are caught by the current, since at the same time the region is so
formed by nature as to turn the current of the sea there to Byzantium and the Horn at
Byzantium, they naturally are driven together thither and thus afford the Byzantines and the
Roman people considerable revenue ™

The flow of the fishes to Byzantium and its Homn, Keras, was no different then the route of
the ships coming from the Black Sea. Byzantium was the “natural stop™ for the passage of
the Bosporus from the Black Sea to the Propontis. For the opposite voyage Chalcedon and its
annex Chrysopolis (Uskiidar) could be favourable, but the ships with stocks of the Black Sea
com to the Greek mainland would have to face Byzantium in their retum. Polybius, who
wrote in the 2nd century BC, appraises this point:

The position of Byzantium in relation to the sea affords greater advantages for its security
and prosperity than that of any other city in our quarter of the world, but in relation to the
land the situation is exactly the opposite. On the seaward side it commands the entry to the
Black Sea so completely that no one can sail in or out without the content of the Byzantines.
The result of this is that they exercise absolute control over the supply of those numerous
products, which the rest of the world requires for its everyday life, and in which the Pontus is
particularly rich. As regards the necessities of life, there is no disputing the fact that the lands
which surround the Pontus provide both cattle and slaves in the greatest quantities and of the
highest quality; and for luxuries, the same regions not only supply us honey, wax and
preserved fish in great abundance, but they also absorb the surplus produce of our own
countries, namely olive oil and wine. In the case of comn there is a two-way traffic, whereby
they sometimes supply it when we need it, and sometimes import from us. If the Byzantines
adopted a deliberately hostile attitude to the Greeks, or if in the past they had allied
themselves with the Gauls, or particularly at the present time with the Thracians or again if
they had abandoned their city altogether, the Greeks would have been completely shut of
from this trade, or ¢lse it would have become quite unprofitable for them. The reason for this
is that because of the narrowness of the straits, and of the number of barbarians, who live
along its shores, it would have been impossible for the Greek ships to sail into the Pontus. It
is, no doubt, the Byzantines themselves who draw the greatest financial benefit from the
location of the city, since they can easily export all their surplus produce and import whatever
they need at a profit to themselves, and yet, as I have pointed out, they perform great services
to other peoples. And so, they are the common benefactors of all Greece, it is not only

12 Most probably the rock of Damalis (Kiz Kulesi) at Chrysopolis (Uskiidar). Chrysopolis was founded
as the port of Chalcedon on Bosporus. In the later ages, Byzantium managed to occupy the site when
it was used as a station for the collection of tolls from the ships passing through Bosporus.

%0 Strabo (1980: 279-281). Emphasis mine.
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gratitude they ought to receive but the universal support of the Greek peoples whenever they

are threatened by the barbarians.”
This long quotation from Polybius is an important document to summarise the flow of the
goods that pass through Byzantium in the second century BC with its geo-strategic
importance for the Aegean. “The necessities of life” that are supplied from the Black Sea
region are very much the same with the ones that are known for the later ages till the
twentieth century AD: grain, cattle, slaves, wax, fish, etc.”> What Polybius describes is a last
period of welfare for Byzantium, as by the total occupation of the Mediterranean by the
Romans in the first century AD, the importance of the Black Sea trade for the Greek
mainland would decrease with the introduction of the Egyptian resources. This had well
started by the Hellenistic age. The strategic position of the city as a transit terminal of the
Black Sea surplus to the Aegean had involved the city into the politics of Greek mainland
after the defeat of the Persians in the Plataea battle till the period that Polybius described.
Byzantium and Chalcedon, gained revenues from the supplies of the ships and services given
in their ports. Byzantium also acted as a transit storage place where extra grain was kept for
the Greek mainland. It was a free city, which had to cooperate with the Athenians, Spartans
and the maritime cities of Asia Minor in alternation according to who was powerful on the
seaboard. Economy seems to be the main concern for Byzantium in her decision to choose

allies and being a free city with economic power, she had her own mint and struck coins.

By 150 BC Byzantium had made a treaty with Rome, which was to become a long-lasting
liaison. The city was officially incorporated into the Roman Empire by Vespasian. In the
time of the Romans the balance of the cross-axis of Bosporus changed to the east-west,
rather than the Black Sea passage, by the foundation of Via Egnatia, the imperial way from
Adryatic shores of the Balkan Peninsula till Byzantium. This imperial way which became a
circus publicus in the time of Augustus became important especially after the 2™ century
AD.

Although located at important cross-roads, the position of Byzantium as regards the Greek
mainland and the Mediterranean, as it is the case for the Black Sea region, was marginal.
Polybius criticises this attitude saying that “Now (by the 2™ century BC) the great majority
of Greeks are quite unfamiliar with the peculiar advantages of Byzantium's situation, since it
lies far away from those parts of the world which are most frequently visited”.? How

! Polybius, (1998: 282). Emphasis mine.
2 This list of necessities perfectly fits to the Ottoman provisioning items, see below, chapter 5.2.
3 Polybius (1998: 283).
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Byzantium was seen in the antique world is important to understand that it was a “boundary
structure” itself between the Greek world and the semi-barbarian Black Sea. Siding the lands
of the barbarians it is even sometimes regarded out of the context of the Greek world.** Plato
in his description of the Greek world includes the Black Sea. Euiripides interprets it as a
“terminus”, an final point. Pausanius of the 2™ century AD considers the Black Sea as
essentially barbarous.” Xenephon, in Anabasis, at the course of their voyage on the Black
Sea from Trapezus (Trabzon) to the Bosporus, states that it is only in Byzantium that Hellas
begins.? As Braunds summarises, “Byzantium was considered still in the second century AD
marginal enough, a place of luxury just outside the Black Sea”. Under these circumstances
Byzantium was not regarded as a member of Hadrian's Panhellenion, which was an
association founded to link the Greek cities. It was exposed to the impacts of the Barbarians;
it was not “Greek enough”.”’

Byzantium was not only an economic terminal to the Black Sea but was also regarded as a
terminus for Antique culture. It is openly manifested in some of the places in the city having
Thracian names or cults, which were semi-Greek, semi-Thracian, like Zeuxippos (Zeus-
Hippos). The effects of this marginality for the topography of the city is that, we have few
sources which describe the city proper, even Polybius who has criticised the Greeks for not
visiting these places, himself had not seen the city.”® Thus, apart from the Late Antique
authors who mention Byzantium in very general lines as a background for Constantine's
imperial capital foundation between 324-330 AD, there are very few antique sources which
describe the topography of the ancient Greek city. This is a pity as there are virtually no
archaeological remains from the city of Byzantium, some parts of which probably exist
under the Topkap Palace of the Ottoman emperors. *

4 Ascherson, an American journalist, has written a book (1996) on the continuity of the marginal
position of the Black Sea region through out the ages. He names the area as the birthplace of the
confrontation between civilisation and barbarism; that is between sedentariness and nomadism. One of
the main references of Ascherson is the “Nomadology” of Deleuze & Guattari.
% For an interpretation of the marginal position of Byzantium in reference to Antique written sources
see, Braund (1990: 121-136).
%6 The Ten Thousand had tried to enter Byzantium on their voyage to Greek mainland. As they were
not let into the city, they entered the city by force. Xenephon noted Byzantium as the first Greek city
on their route from the East in this context, he says although they had not seized the barbarous cities
on their way, they had pillaged Byzantium: “For all of them are in the cities which will take the field
against us, and will do so justly, if we, after refraining from the seizure of any barbarian city,
congquerors though we were, are to take the first Greek city (Byzantium) we have come to and pillage
that™. (1985: 549)
%’ Braund (1990: 125).
28 The fact that one of the most referred references on Byzantium had not seen the city himself was
gintedby Malkin & Shumeli (1988:27).

For the archacology of Greek Byzantium see, Tezcan (1989).



2. 4. Harbours and Chora of Byzantium

After the representation of Byzantium as an important terminal on a maritime crossroads,
here the topography of the northern waterfront of the Historical Peninsula in Antiquity, as
the site of the latter Extra-mural Zone, will be represented. The main concem is how the city
had redefined its waterfront. What are the Antique traces that can be referred as a basis for
the Extra-mural Zone of the following periods? As Byzantium, the fortified city, did
inhabited only a small section of the Historical Peninsula, this means that the research should
also be concerned with the periphery of the city, which can be named as chora for a Greek
city. However, this is not an easy task, as there is very few archaeological remains and as
Constantinople- Istanbul had been built over the Greek City. The research can only be based
on the original written sources from the Antique and Late Antique period. Thus, here first the
antique sources will be overviewed specifically in search of the walls, harbours and the
peripheral waterfront. Then the interpretations of these sources by modern scholars will be
summarised, and finally a possible interpretation for the relation between Byzantium, its
environs and the sea will be attempted.

The first source to give some detailed information on Greek Byzantium, is the Anabasis of
Xenephon, which covers the events when the Ten Thousand pillaged the city around the
fourth century AD* The writer, who was also the commander of the Ten Thousand, tells
that the city was fortified all around its perimeter. And the walls of the city reached the
moles of the port, which should have been the harbour known as Prosphorion in the later
ages.” The enclosed harbour of Byzantium was at the place of a natural bay carved by the
currents of the Bosporus hitting the historical peninsula which corresponds to the Sirkeci
railway region at the present city of Istanbul. As the soldiers of Xenephon who tired to enter
the city managed to scale over the walls at this point, it can be interpreted that the harbour
region of the city was less heavily fortified.*

Anaplus Bosporu (Bosporus passages), by Dionysius of Byzantium, describing the shores of
the inlet and the Bosporus at the late third and early second centuries BC, is the most

% Anabasis is the travelogue of Xenephon describing the voyage of the Greek soldiers after joining a
campaign with the Persian Army. In the conditions of unrest within the Persian Empire after the death
of the Emperor who had rented these Greek soldiers, they had to make a voyage from the Southeastern
Anatolia to the Black Sea. When they had reached the Black Sea the Ten Thousand followed the coast
till Byzantium from where they returned their homeland. Lloyd (1989: 137-144). A specific source on
the Byzantium and the Ten Thousand is Stronk (1995).

3! Xenephon (1985:549). Byzantium is mentioned in chapter VII of Anabasis.
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important source for the ancient Greek city and its environs. The book, which was probably
written as a guide for the navigators, was discovered and was translated to Latin by Pierre
Gilles.” It is an interesting source as it depicts the whole waterfront of Bosporus from the
beginning of Keras to Chalcedon at the opposite shore.* Anaplus Bosporu, here, will be
referred after by W. Muller-Wiener and S. Eyice.*

Dionysius noted that the perimeter of Byzantium was 35 stadion and it was fortified with a
wall projected by 27 towers (Fig. 2.1, Fig. 3). The connection with the land was with a single
gate. There were three maritime ports of the city. The middle one was protected from the
winds and was kleistos ampherothen that means it was closed on two sides.* This could

have been a port pool that was enclosed by the walls of the city continuing on moles.

What Dionysius describes for the south banks of the inlet siding the peninsula are important

as they refer to the later area of the Extra-mural Zone (Fig. 3). Of them the village of
Blahernai is especially significant as this, with the port of Prosphorion form the two

extremities of the latter zone. Blahemai was later to be the fourteenth region of
Constantinople, as a district outside the walls and coincides with the Ayvansaray district in

contemporary Istanbul. Blahernai was originally a village at a four-kilometre distance to

Byzantium; it was marking the suburban periphery of the city on Keras side. W. Miiller-

Wiener in the map for the Byzantium till 4® century AD in “Bildlexicon von Istanbuls”,

marks a possible path that could have existed on the waterfront from the village of Blahernai

to Byzantium. This path is particularly significant to be the first trace of the along-shore land

traffic which would later continue via the Wall Street on the Extra-mural Zone. The

alongshore flows between Byzantium and Blahemai could had been also supplied by

maritime traffic. ¥

32 Ibid. p. 544.

* For, the pionecring role of P. Gilles for studies on the archacology of Byzantium and
Constantinople see, Mango & Dagron (1995: 1-2).

* A similar path of description will be later used by the Armenian writers, Eremya Celebi
Kémiirciiyan of the 17" century and Sarkis Hovhannesyan of the early 19™ century. The same route is
also covered by the Bostangibasi Defterleri (Book of the Head Gardener) of the early 19the century.
This maritime route was important in the mapping of the city in the Ottoman period when the path of
Dionysius was transformed into the part of the greater city-space.

** Eyice (1976: I/ 264-265), Eyice (1980: 90), Miiller-Wiener (1998: 4-5). For the hypothetical map of
the sites mentioned in Dionysius, see Miiller-Wiener (1977: Abb.1).

3 Miiller-Wiener (1998:4).

37 Miiller-Wiener (1977: Abb.1).
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Following the path form Byzantium to Blahernai, the first point after the harbours that
Dionysius marked was a temple of Pluto and Hera. After this was Kykla, the name of the
shore at the skirts of Skyros rocks, which most probably is the third hill of the peninsula
now corresponding to the area of Siileymaniye Complex. The shore of Kykla (the section
between Odunkap: and Ayazma Gate of the Ottoman Istanbul) was noted to be rich in fishes.
A temple of Athena Skedasla was situated here. To the West Dionysius pointed a series of
small bays. The first was at the end of the valley between the third and the fourth hills called
Melias Kolpos, where the fish was most abound. A temple of Zeus was standing on this area.
Next was the Bay of Melapokopsas (the Hagia Theodosia- Ayakap: region of
Constantinople-Istanbul). To its west were the bays of Kittos and Kamara, (the area west of
Fener and Balat proper). Then came Blahemai.

The pattemn of the small bays noted by Dionysius corresponds to the valleys between the hills
of the historical peninsula, which could have been formed by minor springs pouring into the
inlet Keras. It is not known how much these bays entered into the land; especially the antique
condition of Melias Kolpos (Unkapam) is obscure. By a reference to Zosimos of the 6
century AD who describes the peninsula as an isthmus in the pre-Constantinian Byzantium,*
C. Mango hypothesises that there was a large bay at this area, resembling the bay on the
Propontis waterfront molded by the Lycus river (Bayrampasa Deresi).” However as these
bays were incorporated to the land-side, when the Constantinian and Theodosian sea-walls
were erected, it is more reasonable to suggest that they were considerably small recesses at
the waterfront. Otherwise the Late Antique emperors should have made a very considerable
amount of infill. There is a five hundred years between the waterfront that Dionysius depicts
and Constantine's city; one hundred years should be added to the time of the Theodosian
wall. Changes due to minor sedimentation should not be disregarded during this time span.

The list of the sanctuaries that Dionysius lists through out Anaplus fall into the three
categories theorised by Frangois de Polignac for the archaic Greek cities in general. As
refereed by I. McEwans, these three categories are: urban sanctuaries within the inhabited
inner city area; suburban sanctuaries placed at the limit or a short distance from the habitat;
and extra-urban sanctuaries, placed at the very limit of the city's territory, its chora.*®

38 Zosimos (1984:37).

% C. Mango (1997:16). Dogan Kuban (1997:12) disagrees with this hypothesis, saying that such
extensive infill cannot be determined from the topographical and geological evidence.

“ Mc Ewans (1993:79- 89) bring out the thesis that the Greek city was built from the periphery by the
determination of extra-urban sanctuaries. By the rituals conducted on the suburban and extra-urban
sites following the foundation of the centre, the city was constantly “remade”.
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Byzantium possessed inner city shrines like Athena Ekbasia and Poseidon at the foot of the
Acropolis, or the temple of Apollo on the Acropolis itself. lts extra-urban sanctuaries were at
the end of and across the inlet Keras and on the Bosporus. There was a sanctuary of
Semestra on the hill between Barbysos and Cydaros where the two poured into Keras. The
sanctuaries on the western banks of the Bosporus indicate that the chora of Byzantium was
rather extensive, extending with the strategic stretches of the seaways that lead to it. The
sanctuaries between Byzantium and Blahemai that we listed above fall into the category of
suburban sanctuaries. Suburban sanctuaries, unlike the extra-urban ones, were part of the
daily rituals of the city. Indra Mc Ewans theorises that these kind of sanctuaries were part of
the making of the city in the Archaic period and their memory survived in the rituals that
were replayed in the later periods as a constant remaking of the city's boundaries.

The archaic polis was an uncertain place that needed to be anchored at the strategic points of
_ centre, middle ground, and outer limit by the new sanctuaries. It was not a vessel with a fixed
form, but, like the appearing surface of a woven cloth- of all the traces of matenal culture

one of the most perishable- had continually to be mended or made to reappear

The sanctuaries of the middle ground between Byzantium and the Semestra shrine at the end
of the inlet were probably part of this mythical space conception, to which the evidence of
the Greek myths mentioned above give support.” The road that Miiller-Wiener dotted
between Byzantium and Blahemai, most probably, extended to the sanctuary of Semestra.
Even the people of Byzantium could have used their ships for visiting the terminal sanctuary
of their chora; they were passing along by these shrines of the middle ground, which form
the only antique reference for the origins of settlements on the later Extra-mural Zone of
Constantinople-Istanbul.

Dio Cassius, the Roman historian of the late 2" century is a major source, which gives some
details about the physiognomy of Byzantium. Dio mentions the events that passed during the
three years siege of Septimus Severus. By the 190s Byzantium was left to make a choice
among the two rival candidates who proclaimed themselves emperor after the death of
Commodus: Pessenius Niger, the govemor of Syria and Numibian Severus. Byzantium sided
Niger, but Severus triumphed. However, Byzantium resisted and was besieged for three

“! Ibid. p. 83.
42 A similar definition of the boundaries of the city, sce, A. Waterhouse (1993), specifically chapter
v.



years.** Dio Cassius, specifically described the walls of the city which survived this long

siege:

...their walls are very strong. The breastwork of the walls was constructed of massive
squared stones fastened together by bronze plates, and on the inside they were strengthened
with mounds and buildings, so that the whole seemed to be one thick wall on top of which
there was a covered passageway easy to defence... The section of the wall on the land-side
were raised to a great height, so as to repel any chance assailants from that quarter, but the
portions along the sea are lower; for there the rocks on which the walls were built and the
dangerous character of Bosporus proved wonderfully effective allies for the Byzantines...
The harbours within the wall had both been closed with chains and their moles carried

towers that jutted on either side, making the approach of the enemy impossible .. e

Dio also mentions that there were seven towers from the Thracian Gate to the harbour and
the Byzantines had a considerable fleet formed of five hundred ships. After the city had
surrendered to the forces of Severus, the emperor ordered the destruction of the walls of the
city. Dio states he himself witnessed the event, saying that the walls were “looking as if they
were captured by some other people rather than the Romans™.** Later, Severus changed his
mind, and decided to re-found the city from the start.

Apart from these sources which pre-date Constantine's foundation, there are Late Antique
writers who mention the old city of Byzantium as a background for the fourth century
foundation. Zosimos, the fifth century historian is one who draws a larger fortified area for
the city of Byzantium, which could have referred to the Severan reconstruction.

Formerly, it (Byzantium) had a gate at the end of the portico built by the emperor Severus
and the wall used to run down from the western side of the hill to the temple of Aphrodite
and the sea opposite Chrysopolis. On the northern side of the hill the wall ran down to the
harbour called Neorion and thence to the sea which lies opposite the channel through which
one enters the Black Sea. *

“? For the Severan siege see, Erkal (1992: 13-14).

“4 Dio Cassius (1989: 185-187), emphasis mine.

% Ibid. p.195. Dio Cassius does not give details of the destruction of the city walls, but there are other
cases in the ancient history mentioning the processes of the “destruction rites”. The destruction rites,
as J. Rykwert describes them in “the Idea of a Town”, were the reverse of the construction rites. This
custom which is not specific to the Romans was seldom applied when the city resisted the siege.
Rykwert tells that: “ After the town had been taken and destroyed, its site had to be ploughed, or rather
‘unploughed’. Perhaps the plough was drawn clockwise over the ruins, while the founder’s plough
had to be drawn anti-clockwise round the city site” Rykwert (1989: 70-71). The city thus
“unploughed” had no further legal existence; so likewise, the unfortified Byzantium was legally
connected to Perinthus. No Severan re-construction ceremony is noted but it is known that the
Severans named it as “Antonina” but the name did not succeed the ancient name Byzantium,

4 Zosimos (1984:37).
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In the part about the construction of the Constantine’'s oval Forum (which occupied the
second hill of the Peninsula), Zosimos tells that one of its portals was built in the place of
Byzantium's city gate. Formerly it was opening to portico of Severus (stoai Regia), located
inside the walls of Byzantium. From that point the walls ran down to the harbour of Neorion
which is the area of the modern Eminénit district. Hesychius, as he is refereed in the Psedu-
Codinos draws a different line: the walls of the city started at the highest point of the hill, by
the waterfront reached the Eugenius tower (that is at the point of the Yali Kiosk of the
Ottoman Sultans, at short distance west to the Sepetgiler Kasr1 in present) and then tums
south rising towards Strategion (where there was an arch called Urbicus in the Middle Ages),
then to the Chalcoprateia district and reached to the Milion of the Roman city. ¢’ This could
have been the pre-Severan circuit of the Byzantium walls.

The successive circuits of the Byzantium walls- whether they were extended in different
centuries till the time of Constantine- and the placement and the naming of the harbours of
the city- whether they formed a series of niches under the same pool, or were different ports-
have been led to unresolved arguments among the urban historians and the Byzantinists.
Different assumptions have been developed in reference to written sources and by surveying
possible traces under the topography of the later ages. A. van Millingen, in reference to
Zosimos and Hesychius, stated that the walls of Byzantium, certainly, did not exceed the
second hill where, later in 330, Constantine's Forum was built. There was no reason for the
fortifications to pass from the valley between the second and the third hills, so that it should
at most command from the second hill to the Neorion harbour.®® R. Janin had defined two
circuits for Byzantium, one which he called “wall of Byzas” in reference to the definitions
Dio Cassius and Hesychius, and wall of Severus which is described by Zosimos (Fig.2.2).*
C. Mango says that Janin's “wall of Byzas™ is totally fictious, and the wall of Severus was
not built by that emperor but “shows the extent of the city in the 2** century AD”. He states
that there was only one line of defence till the Constantinian enlargement and that was an
early Roman (and possibly Greek) creation.” Kuban disagrees Mango’s assumption of a
single circuit throughout antiquity and states that this circuit would have been very big for
the Megeran colony, so that there should have been two circuit of settlement in Antiquity,

whether the Severan one is only an extension of the first or not.>'

7 The line depicted by Hescyhius is a reference after D. Kuban (1997:19).

“ A. van Millingen (1899:15). Van Millingen also gives the line of the walls mentioned in the
Codinus.

“ Janin (1950).

%0 ¢ Mango (1997:16-17).

5! Kuban (1997:19)



From the sources we tried to cover, it can be stated that, at least by the time of Xenephon, in
the early fourth century AD, Byzantium was fortified. And these walls included the
Thrakion, which was most probably the upper Agora of Byzantium, where later in the
Roman period the Tetrastoon was built.” The walls of the city continued till the harbour
with moles but were weaker at this point. By the second century BC the city of Byzantium
had three ports of which the middle one was protected with moles. And by the 2™ century
AD the walls of the city were whether extending on this moles with towers, forming a
harbour pool, which can be closed by a chain; or there were towers at the ends of the moles
to secure the entrance of the port. As Miiller-Wiener marks the plural use of the “ports” for
the area of the closed harbour that Dio Cassius mentioned can be interpreted as a port pool
divided into two or more sections.”® Severus partly, or totally, destroyed those walls as a
penalty for Byzantium's resistance to his forces for the three years siege between 193-196
AD. Then the walls of the city were rebuilt or restored till Neorion. If the walls reached
Neorion at the time of the Severan extension it is not clear whether they included that
harbour, or not.

The most difficult problem is to draw a circuit for the enclosed harbour, Prosphorion as it
was called in the later Byzantine period, and to determine whether it had walls on the moles,
or the walls followed the curvature of the port pool, or there were double walls, on the
breakers and the harbour pool. As Miiller-Wiener states this area, coinciding with the
modern Sirkeci district forms the largest area of infill on the shores of the inlet, and the
width of the silting can be over 250 meters® A change of direction at the sea-walls
beginning from the tip of the promontory at the point of Eugenius Tower- the later Yali
Kiosk gate of the Topkap1 Palace- can be observed at some of the maps drawn before their
destruction at the Sirkeci railway construction (1872-1873). The Miihendishane map of 1847
(Fig.63) and the Stolpe map of 1868 (Fig.64.) and even some parts in the 1875-1882 map
(Fig.65-a) point to that curvature to the south which is accepted as the point where Eugenius
tower stood and where the port pool of Prosphorion starts.*® After Yali Kiosk Gate the wall
turns again to the north there joining a rather straight line of walls parallel to the waterfront

52 Tetrastoon, means four stoa, this was probably an agora with continuos colonnades.

%3 Miiller-Wiener (1998:4).

> Ibid. p.4. :

55 In Miiller-Wiener's “Istanbul Limanlari”, this pool is noted in the chapter about Byzantium as the
pool of the enclosed port Prosphorion, however at the section of the Yah Kiosk area it is noted that
this was the curvature of Neorion (1998:163). As the book was printed as a recollection of his notes
after his unfortunate loss, this may be a misinterpretation of the editors. The author elsewhere, in the
same source points Neorion as an arsenal at the place of present Bah¢ekap.
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to which the Topkap: walls of Mehmet II attached.*® This portion of the fortifications had
been restored, reconstructed or totally constructed anew in different periods. As they were
demolished before any archaeological survey it is difficult to ascertain whether the
restorations of Theophilus, Michael VIII and other Byzantine emperors were made on the
existing line of the ancient fortifications or not.”

At the northeast of the Marmara fortifications some sections of the Byzantium walls were
recorded by Paspates as unearthed at the railway construction. Although these were not on
the site of our research area, the material supports the descriptions of Dio Cassius. These
were big cyclopean walls. The biggest stones were often feet length, 2.5 feet width and 1.5
feet height. The width of the wall varies, at some places they were strengthened by
buttresses.”® These walls were not directly the bases of the later Byzantine and Ottoman
walls. We do not have any evidence to determine whether they followed the same circuit or
were different than the later walls on the Halig side.

Known as Prosphorion in later sources, the enclosed harbour of Byzantium was sedimented
and the area in front of its former breakers tumed as part of the Extra-mural Zone. In the
Greek Byzantium it was the extra-mural port area, Neorion, that extends along the inlet
probably siding an alongshore path to Blahernai. There is no evidence how this extra-mural
area communicated with the inner city. It maybe functioning as the arsenal of the city as it
did in the later Byzantine period.”

What did the harbour region side inside the city of Byzantium? Byzantium was formed
around the Acropolis on the first hill of the historical promontory, the area coinciding to the
Topkap: Palace in present. The hill of the Acropolis was rising over the port area while its
south end was on the same level of the city which raised from the port to the west of the first
hill. It is generally agreed that, the city had one or two gates to its westem side facing the rest
of the promontory. As the remains of the Necropolis on the second and the third hills of the
promontory, there was a way approaching the city over the ridges. This road entered from
the land walls of the city to the level of the Acropolis. There was an agora at this level. The

% Dirimtekin (1957) maps this curvature at the back of Sepetgiler Kiosk, which is not possible as the
traces of the sea-walls pass at the centre of the longer direction of the Kiosk and so should have been
coming straight until this point.
% The latest general survey of the Keras fortifications is by Tsangadas (1980). However, he does not
zgeciﬁcally dwell with the walls of Byzantium, and its traces in the later constructions.

Paspastis is referred here after Tezcan (1989: 391).
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relation of this upper agora with the port area was passing from another public space at the
lower level up the port area, later called as Strategion. The place of this square is estimated
as the lower side of the present remains of the Ottoman Bab-Ali. As Mango points, the
topography of the first valley between the first and the second hills, and the orientation of
some Late Antique and Byzantine monuments suggests a north-east/south-east terracing
pattern which can be traces of grid-patter applied on this area (Fig.4.2).%

There are three main patterns for a possible placement of the harbours in a fortified maritime
city: the harbour can be placed within the fortifications; it can exist outside the fortifications
as an extra-mural foreshore; or the city and the harbour can be separated as almost two
autonomous cities. Byzantium cannot be interpreted within the third pattem; the city and
harbour was united. Byzantium did certainly possess an enclosed harbour; however, the
relation of this harbour with the fortifications can not be certainly determined whether it was
inside or outside the fortifications as an annex of the city. The condition is the same with the
second harbour Neorion. If the fortifications were extended in the Roman period till Neorion,
they should have included Prosphorion.

It may be speculated that the size of Byzantium could have been smaller when compared to
the capacity of its harbour as a transit terminal on the Black Sea trade. As the goods passing
through Byzantium were not only reserved for that specific city but for other cities, the
extension of the harbour functions outside the fortifications for some distance to the West
can be assumed. Thus, although Byzantium as the fortified city did occupy a small section of
the Keras waterfront, there could have been structures built along the inlet outside the walls.
Neorion, originally was such an extra-mural harbour zone. Then, it can be stated that
Byzantium did achieve the two of the pattems, which a fortified maritime city could have,

intra-mural and extra-mural harbour zones.

* Miiller-Wiener in "Bildlexicon” (1977: Abb.1.) marks a small port pool to the east of the
Prosphorion. However he does not mention this in Istanbul Limaniar (1998). See, fig.4.

% Mango (1997:2). As this is not testified by archacological excavations it is not possible to estimate
to which period of settlement does this pattern belong. Although the grid-iron glan is historically
known as a kind of planning envisaged by the Hippodamus of Miletus by the 5" century BC, it is
proved by excavations that most of the Greek colony foundations of the earlier 8" and 7™ century BC
were built on a grid base pattern. Selinus founded in the late 7* century AD by the Megerans is a well-
known example. Built at the waterfront of an existing ancient town by the hill, Selinus was a walled
city with two cross axis (Fig.5). The longer axis is from the ancient town to the sea, the short axis
joins the two harbours that exist outside the walls on the east and the west. Boardman (1999),
McEwans (1993). Thus, being a Megeran colony, there is the possibility that the gridiron plan of
Byzantium had originated from its Archaic foundations. However, this hypothesis does not provide us
the dimensions of the grids and the main axis on that plan; where and how they did joined the port
pool and extra-mural port zone as well.
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Byzantium’s relation with the sea was not limited with its trading ports. It was also well
known for its fisheries. As the fishes passing through Bosporus could only get free of the
current at an mner section of Keras, the city’s fishing industry had extended along the inlet
till Blahemai as noted by Dionysius. The bays along the waterfront from Neorion to
Blahemai were suitable places for these facilities. Further pointed with religious shrines, the
seashore till Blahernai could have smaller habitations, or transitory structures used by
fishers. As will be mentioned in detail below, even in the Ottoman period, one of the main
fish exchanges was at the point of Ancient Melias Kolpos, that is contemporary Unkapam
district. In addition to this, till the 17% century there were of fishermen houses along the
Extra-mural Zone. Thus, the path between was not only a way uniting a village to the city
but a waterfront reserved for local fishing industry.

Byzantium was vulnerable to the attacks from the landside, especially to the attacks of the
Thracian tribes. Under these circumstances, it had to have a fortified centre. However, the
fortified Byzantium could have extended outside the fortifications in search for all the
resources, which are brought by the Bosporus, as fishes and merchant ships. In retum it
should have provided the necessary services to its visitors.

As there is no definite topographical reference for these speculations, it can, here be useful to
search for the “invisible” Byzantium in other maritime cities of the Antiquity. These can
provide some evidence for the imagining the invisible antique maritime city and its
waterfront.

2. 5. Enclosed Harbour Typology and Monumental Port Buildings of Antiquity

For the relation of Byzantium and its harbour area and for the possible buildings that could
have existed there, the evidence of the well-documented Greek and Roman ports of
Antiquity may be basically surveyed. In this section reference to Ostia and Portus- the
imperial ports of the city of Rome- and Alexandria will not be mentioned, as they were the
great imperial maritime centres of the Mediterranean and will be refereed to the section
about the Late Antique foundations of Constantinople. The references will be of the harbours
where the port buildings are fairly documented; like, Pireus, the port of Athens; Delos;
Miletus; Rhodes; Ceasaria Maritima; Phaselis; Side and Leptis Magna.®' It should be

! The forerunner of the sources on ancient harbours is Lehmann-Hartleben (1923). Another general
source is, Raban (1986) including the proceedings of the First International Symposium on Harbours,
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reminded that although Byzantium was not a very big city in the conditions of Antiquity, its
harbour was a transit terminal for the transfer of the goods from the Black Sea region, as
Polybius had listed, and some of these goods were stored for a transitory period in
Byzantium. The city did not only housed the “necessary things™ for itself but also the stock
of the other cities. Thus, the ports of Byzantium could have been proportionally great for the
size of its own habitation.

Most of the Antique maritime cities possessed enclosed harbours whether by the selection of
a suitable natural bay or by the construction of an artificial pool achieved by draining or by
moles. Blackmen states that, the ancient mariners preferred limen kleistos; which could mean
enclosed within the city fortifications or “closable” > It is seldom that the ancient maritime
cities had double ports, if possible oriented to different directions. Some harbours were
reserved for specific purposes like the fishing harbours, military harbours, harbours serving
for private houses or religious complexes. There was usually a scant space left between the
port pool and the buildings around used for embarkation, which got narrower towards the
moles. When the depth was enough the natural shore could be used as a quay. Especially
after the Roman period building stone quays around the port pool becomes a common
practice. These stone quays could have been stepped into the sea, as were the port pools of
Ephesos and Leptis Magna. There were mooring stones and not exclusively bollards.®

The basic element of a port area in Classical Antiquity and Hellenistic period was the stoa.®*
These stoai are named as harbour stoas, but were hardly different from the sfoa proper. They
were multi-functional long and thin buildings with open colonnades on one side, used as a
shelter area for the people, and for the transitory storage of the goods. The stoai most usually
obeyed the pattern of the city and the area left between them and the port was used for the
debarkation of the goods. Sometimes shops were attached to these buildings which could
have been two stories high. There could have been wooden buildings near these monumental
edifices; however, by naturally the wooden examples had not survived for a possible
documentation (Fig.8.1).

Port Cities and Coastal Topography, Haifa, 22-29 Sept. 1986. The increase in the number of port
revitalization projects throughout the world has created a parallel increase in the historical studies on
the ports; whether as part of the general chronology of the maritime cities, or specifically on the
archaeology of a defined period. Miiller-Wiener's ‘Istanbul Limanlan’' is the latest and major work on
similar basis for Istanbul in particular.

2 Blackman (1989: 7-20).

% Tbid. 9-11. The mooring stones were usually placed at 3.4-3.5 m., intervals. This information is
helpful in calculating the wharfage capacity of the ports. Bollards could have been in the shape of
columns, as they are still in use at the harbour of Assos.
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The harbour sfoa of Miletus at its northern enclosed as an L shaped building with a short side
and with regular cells of shops at its back is a well-known example (Fig.5, Fig.5.1.). It is
backed by a courtyarded building with shops, and has the north agora to its east. At the west
end of the stoa there was an entrance to the north agora and from there a courtyarded
building with shops.® The harbour of Delos, which became an important transit port in the
Hellenistic period portrays a more irregular pattern than Miletus (Fig.5.2.). Built by different
groups of interests, the stoai of Delos were irregularly spread around the port area. The Stoa
of Antigonos with the Agora at its back and the long sftoa of Philippos with the building
called the “Italian Agora” were the most spacious of these buildings. It was a hypostyle
building with flat roof at the north of the port area is a specific exchange building recalling
the big basilica of the Later Roman period.* There are examples like the Agora of Knidos,
which directly were directly adjacent the port pool.¥” In Ephesus the port is directly linked to
the avenue, which was later called Arcadiana and which was sided with colonnades an
shops, the agora of the city was at the end of this street, rather far from the port area. *

In the Roman period porticoes around the port pool fulfilled the function of the stoas. One of
the best preserved examples of the Roman port porticoes are the ones on the north and west
side of the Severan harbour in Leptis Magna (Fig.6). These buildings were formed of deep
magazines fronted by a colonnade raised on steps forming the quay. They were placed on the
breakwaters of the port.® A similar arrangement could have been done as semi-circular
porticoes, as the ones in later Constantinople for the Neorion harbour and the Kontoskelion
(Sophia) harbour called Sigma. ™

The Roman storage building proper was called horrea, which was probably descendant of
the Hellenistic arsenal buildings. The horrea simply designated buildings where anything
could be stored.”” Although they can be grouped in different pattems the basic feature

common to the ground plans of the civic Roman horrea was the row of deep narrow rooms.

% Rickman (1971).

5 Akurgal (1992: 370-382).

% Wycherly (1962:74)

57 Akurgal (1992: 406-410)

8 Akture (1994).

 Rickman (1971: 132-136), McDonalds (1984: 123-124, 262).

70 See, below chapter I11.

™ Rickman (1971), also see McDonalds (1984: 123-124) under the title of storchouses.
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“In the provinces, at least in Asia Minor and Africa, the horrea ground plan consisted of only

one row of rooms all opening on the same side but all of great depth™.”

Throughout antiquity the basic pattem for a port area was the enclosed harbour which was
secured by moles and which could be secured by entrance towers that acted also as
lighthouses. This pattern fits the meaning of the word “portus” in Latin, which means a
“gate”. The flow of the navigators were received in one or two points as gates to an
“intermediary zone” which acted as a filter with the inner city and the maritime world. The
construction of such a mechanism of control, especially of the great ports of the Hellenistic
and Roman periods necessitated great engineering works although natural allies, like bays
and capes, were incorporated. Thus, the Roman architectural theoretician Vitruvius who
wrote in the Augustan era had separated a special section for harbour constructions. In Book
V, chapter XII under the title “ports, moles and shipyards™ he states that the main function of
the port is to secure the ships from storms and the ones founded on a bay with capes were the
most advantageous. According to Vitruvius, porticos and arsenals should be built around the
ports and from this zone adequate passages should be given to the business quarters; at the
both sides of the entrances to the port towers should be erected from which the port can be
chained with the service of some machines.”

Antique maritime ports were not only mechanistic creations of arrival and departure but also
an area of image making as being the gate of a city. W. McDonald summarises the
monumental urbanism of the antique harbours, specifically for the Roman period:

Ports were also fitted out with urban architecture. Moles and jetties were given colonnades
(Mothone; Puzzuoli; Sabratha; Ptolemais in Syria) or arcades (Side), as archaeological,
numismatic, and pictorial evidence shows. Harbour-side structures were not limited to
warchouses and offices, for colonnades were built there also (Aegina; Kenchreai; Vienna).
Large temples might provide secondary landfalls as well as suggest the presence beyond of
urban amenities (Leptis Magna; Caesarea Maritima, Temple of Rome and Augustus).
Honorific arches stood on both mules a shore (Pagai; Pozzuali). Judging from coins, ports
were lavishly furnished with statuary, often of monumental size and sometimes placed atop
freestanding columns. Elaborate thoroughfares might lead directly from the quays into the
town (Soli-Pompeiopolis; Leptis Magna). Each port of consequence had a lighthouse a signal
tower, and a harbours quarters, and perhaps a shrine or temple to Portunus as well. A

"2 Rickman (1971:48).

7 Vitruvius also gives details of the ancient underwater engineering and how the breakers specific to
different shore conditions should be built. For the underwater constructions he suggests the use of a
special soil found in the Iberian Peninsula and gives the details of its construction. Where this material
is not found, he suggests other methods, which resemble the construction of fortification walls, He
states if done as he proposes even towers can be built on the gained area. Vitruvius further states that
the shipyards should face north and their buildings should be of stone as a precaution against fires.
Their dimensions are determined by the dimensions of the ships that would be built. Vitruvius (1960).

53



reception area for the notables was provided at Portus (the Claudian Portico); others can be
assumed for example at Caesarea Maritima, so much used, as Josephus makes clear, by
Roman generals and governors. Port buildings, like those of central Dougga and the
Pergamon Asklepieion, also faced inward; sailors safe in the roadstead would have been
almost surrounded by city-like buildings. Architects and engineers paid much attention to
port-building (even giving artificial islands a natural appearance): to build a laxge port meant
creating a specialised suburb with enough features of complete towns to give it an acceptably
urban aspect. ”*

It was common to place statues on the end of the moles, as the two lion statues at the
entrance to the north port of Miletus. These figures were believed to protect the city as
apothropeic objects. The most famous of these apothropeic figures was one of the seven
wonders of the antique world, the Colossus of Rhodes.” Higgins gives a list of some of the
Roman statues built: at Ostia the port of Rome, Caesaria in Palestine which was built by
Herod the Great in 22-20 BC, at Patras, Monthone in Peleponnese, Caesaria Germanica in
Bithynia, Soli-Pompeiopolis in Cilicia.” (Fig.7.1, Fig.7.2.). The last of the seven wonders of
antiquity is certainly built on a mole at the entrance of the easten harbour of Alexandria, the
Pharos. It is one of the most famous and long lasting monuments of the Mediterranean
waterfront, which was standing partially in ruins till the 14® century when the antique
tradition of monumental port building had long become 2 memory. As S. Kostof stated the
antique tradition of embellishing the waterfront and monumental port building would not be
repeated until the 19® century although theorised by the time of the Enlightenment.”

What were the general characteristics and dimensions of the ships that sided these harbours?
In general, the antique ships of the Mediterranean were designs of the Phoenicians and
Greeks. The origins of these designs go back to the pre-archaic periods, as known from the
Iliad, Odyssey and Argonautica. Romans did not bring any innovation to the general design
of ships, like elsewhere; their achievement is about greatness and size. Ancient ships were
powered by sails, rowers or both were used. The boat of Odysseus was a sailboat. The size

™ McDonald (1984: 262).

7 Until recently it was believed that the statue was situated on the moles of the Mandraki harbour (at
the place of the present Fort of St Nicholas) the bronze statue of Helios the sun God was sculpted by
Chares of Lindos as a commission of the Rhodians celebrating their victory over Demetrius between
294-282 AD. The height of the statue was 33 meters and was holding a torch in one hand and a spear
in the other. However R. Higgins (1988: 124-137)referring to ancient texts states that the Colossus
was not built on the mole of Rhodes but was further inland, at the site of the Helios temple. Whether
his theory is true or not the myth created around the Colossus has led to the erection of similar
monuments on harbour entrances. The myth of the Colossus could only be surpassed by the Statue of
Liberty erected in New York harbour by the end of the 19 century.

'S Higgins (1988:135)

"7 Kostof (1991: 39-42).
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and the form of the ships varied, but there were two main types: “the long boat™ and “the
round boat”.™

Long boats were devised for swiftness; they were rowboats specifically used in battles. They
were extremely narrow; the width was approximately the tenth of the length. The long boats
had a rostrum on their front. The basic model of these ships was the pentekonter, meaning
fifty rowers that was approximately 30 m. in length. The speed limit for a pentekonter was
probably 9.5 sea miles (17.5 km). Another version was the trireme that took its name from
the three rows of rowers on each side. There were other rowboats called ftetretes and
penteres. The greatest battle ships were formed of two bodies carrying a single deck like a
catamaran like the fessarakonteres of Ptolemy IV, from the second half of the third century
BC. which was recorded by a contemporary witness as 130 m in length and 25 m in height.

The round boat was a sailboat. Its width was approximately a quarter of its length. The base
was flat and it did not posses a rostrum. Round boats were used for transportation. Their
dimensions varied according to the goods transported. A typical merchant ship had a
capacity of 120-150 tons and was approximately 18 m. in length and 6-7 meters in width.
Grain was stocked in sacks, while liquids were put into amphora. Some of the grain ships
had special depots instead of sacks. The colossi of the round boats were the “grain ships”.
The main difference of the antique sailboats with the modern yatchs was their sails.
Throughout antiquity the sails were basically scjuare and were placed at the long axis of the
ships. These would be replaced by triangular sails only in the Medieval period.

Antique seafarers travelled by daytime and sailed in specific periods between spring and fall.
They preferred to follow the waterfront, and stopped at night in sheltered bays or maritime
cities. This sailing pattern is called “tramping” and was applied until the invention of big
overseas vessels.” The placement of the maritime cities was parallel to this pattern; they
were situated at the strategic terminals on the seaboard.

"8 For the technology of ship-building in the ancient world, see, Digby (1957: 730:743) for the
primordial types of boats and ships in Ancient Egypt and Mesopotemia. For the shipbuilding in
Antique Mediterranean see Lethbridge (1957: 563-560).

7 Braudel (1972: 125).
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2. 6. Conclusion: The Advantages and Disadvantages of Byzantium

The Extra-mural Zone was first outlined in the stage of Constantinople's foundation, in the
Late Antiquity. However, then, its site was already formed as part of the maritime frontiers
of Byzantium, which is the Antique maritime city occupying the first hill of the peninsula for
a thousand years prior to the foundation of Constantinople. The period of Byzantium has
been particularly dealt with in this study as the basic flow patterns, terminal points and some
original boundary structures which forms the basis of the later frontiers of Constantinople-
Istanbul was formed in this first stage of the urban history. The limited data about this now
“invisible” stratum, which is not more than a sketch of certam nodes, is crucial for
understanding the spatiality of the Extra-mural Zone; that is the boundary condition
generated between the inlet and the Historical Peninsula. The enclosed harbours of
Byzantium at the point where the Bosporus fronted the Peninsula, the village of
Blahernai marking the suburban periphery of the city, the along-shore path between
Byzantium and this village, the fishing activities placed on the suburban waterfront
and the flow patterns of the Bosporus passages are the major solid and fluid boundary

structures which was developed in Antiquity and retained in the later periods.

Understanding the form and meaning of the frontiers of Byzantium one fact should be
specifically pointed; the city was a boundary structure itself. With the city of Chalcedon
on the eastern side of the Bosporus, Byzantium was formed as a bridgehead for cross-
Bosporus flows and a transit maritime terminal on trans-Bosporus passages to and from
the Black Sea. Byzantium was, merely, “passageway” on a maritime crossroads, as S.
Yerasimos has remarked. According to the geo-politics of Antique Mediterranean,
Byzantium- and Chalcedon- were situated at a peripheral crossroads, at a place where
different geo-political fronts were communicated. Byzantium, Chalcedon and their chora
was part of the interchange formed on the basis of the natural boundary structures around the
Bosporus in Antiquity. Thus, the frontiers of these cities were not simply lines defining
their periphery, but also, they were boundaries of greater political, economic and
cultural territories. This fact is important to comprehend the economic, military and socio-
cultural function of the maritime frontiers of Byzantium.

The thousand years history of Antique Byzantium and its topography was in accord with the

formation of the peripheral crossroads on the Strait. Byzantium was formed from without,
not that it was a colonial foundation but as it was structured for or against the natural
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and cultural flows patterns on the Bosporus passages. Situated at a peripheral crossroads
the Bosporus geography was involved in the confrontations between different political
powers, the frontiers of Byzantium were insecure. Thus, at least from the fourth century BC
on, the area of the city occupying the first hill of Peninsula was heavily fortified. The walls
of the city were famous in Antiquity for their strength. Byzantium resisted the various
attacks of the neighbouring ferocious Thracian tribes, the siege of Philip the Macedon, the
Goths in the 3™ century BC, for three years against the Roman emperor Severus in the late
2™ century AD and finally to Constantine the Great in the 324 AD. The frontiers of

Byzantium were constructed, and proved their efficiency, as military structures.

Byzantium was a stronghold, not only in the sense of a fortified place, but also in the sense
of a strategic economic frontier. The city had created terminals for the control and
servicing of the economic flows through the Bosporus within and without its fortified
perimeter. The inlet of the Bosporus, called Keras in Antiquity, is particularly important in
this respect. Byzantium's main maritime terminals were at the point where the sea currents
of the Bosporus fronted the Peninsula: the enclosed harbour known as Prosphorion in Late
Antiquity and the dockyards to the west of it, Neorion. The position of the harbours is most
suitable for a city which gains its revenues from the control, taxing and servicing of the
Black Sea trade, specifically between the 6® and 2™ centuries BC. The ships, naturally,
fronted the harbours of Byzantium via sea-currents. The traffic through the harbours of
Byzantium was not solely for its necessities, as a transit terminal it functioned for transitory
storage of the provisioning items passed from the Black Sea to the Aegean. The wharfage
capacity of its harbours should have been greater compared to a city of its size. When the
cross-Bosporus passages gained strategic importance after the construction of the imperial
highways in the time of the Roman Empire, while the trans-Bosporus economic flows
declined, the harbours of the Byzantium well functioned for this traffic as being situated at
an equally suitable position for cross-Bosporus passages. The siting of the harbours of
Byzantium constitute the oldest maritime terminal of the city of Istanbul which are still in

use as inner city ferry terminals.

The lack of evidence for the architecture of Byzantium's harbours can be compensated with
the research of the Antique enclosed harbours, which was attempted at a limited extent in
this study and can be further developed. The enclosed harbours of Antiquity were not
solely heavens for the ships but also military and economic structures. In most of the
cases the entrances could be closed by chains and the entrance between the molls was a
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proper system for controlling the trade in and out of the harbour. Moreover, the Antique
harbours were places of image making as being the gates of the city; they formed part of the
city fagade its front in the sense of a place where the city was fronted. In many ancient
sources Byzantium is depicted as the front of Ancient Mediterranean civilisation, as the
first or the last Greek city on the threshold of the barbarous Black Sea. How did the city front
was architecturally articulated as part of the image making, as the front of the civilised
world, cannot be known in its details. But, the vision of the city from a ship sailing down the
Bosporus, with the Acropolis on the first hill and the fortifications by the waterfront floating
over the waters of the Bosporus, can still be experienced to an extend by the effect of the
Topkap1 Palace constructed at the same spot in the Ottoman period.

The sea~currents of the Bosporus were not only an important factor in the siting of the
maritime terminals of Byzantium but also for the territorialisation of the waterfront of the
Historical Peninsula outside the fortifications of the city; that is the site of the later Extra-
mural Zone. The fish herds migrating from the Black Sea to the Aegean were partly driven
into the inlet of the Bosporus where they were easily caught from the deep shores.
Byzantium was famous in Antiquity for the revenues gained from fishing and there were
fisheries along the waterfront of the Peninsula at the small recesses coinciding to the point
of the valleys between the hills. The along-shore fishing survived as an important local
pattern until the 20 century.

The village of Blahenai (Ayvansaray) at a four kilometres from the harbour zone of
Byzantium was marking the sub-urban limits of the city in Antiquity on the Keras side.
This point is important as to be the western terminus of the fortified limits of Constantinople-
Istanbul, and also of the Extra-mural Zone. There was most probably an along-shore path
between Byzantium and Blahernai, which also passed from the shrines and fisheries on the
way. This artery can be interpreted as the basis of the Late Antique fortifications and also the
Wall Street on the front of the fortifications.

When the points territorialised in Antiquity as part of the striation of the Bosporus geography
are mapped, the significance of the period as the origin of basic flow patterns can be
understood. The choras of Byzantium and Chalcedon, their periphery, do form the basis of
the greater city of Constantinople-Istanbul. Some of these points were settlements, some
were strongholds and some were mythological-religious spots. It is most probable that there
were along-shore flows between Byzantium and the extra-urban sanctuary of Semestra at the
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riverbed of the inlet (Silahtaraga), the village of Blahemnai (Ayvansaray) and the fisheries;
cross-inlet flows to village of Sycae (Galata); cross-Bosporus flows to Chrysopolis
(Uskiidar) and Chalcedon (Kadikéy) and trans-Bosporus flows to villages and strongholds on
the Bosporus (like Hieria). Local and trans-territorial flows used the same milieu that is the

Bosporus.

The Antique Byzantium is not only significant to be the beginnings of the terminal points
and flows pattems on the Bosporus geography but it is a specific illustration for a city
which forms its frontiers according to the natural and cultural flows. As the city is the
outcome of this interaction, it tried to define and control the military and socio-economic
flows by constructing architectural boundary structures of which, unfortunately, there is no

concrete physical evidence.

With the available evidence, it is not possible to ascertain whether the enclosed port of
Byzantium was inside the walls, or whether it was merely a “closable” harbour. It is also not
possible to define how this port area was connected to the inner city and the southern shores
of Keras. If the supposed placement of the lower agora of the city, Strategion, at the skirts of
Ottoman Bab-1 Ali is correct, how was it connected to the port pool? By streets filled with
shops as in Ephesus and Leptis Magna? Were the harbour functions extending into the
maritime city as in Delos? Were the quays of the port pool of stone? Was it stepped? Were
there bollards or mooring stones and columns? Were there apothropeic statues on the moles?
Did the port functions extend on the moles? How many stoai and horrea were there? Were
there different religious buildings for the various beliefs of the sailors? Was there a specific
landing stage for the cross-Bosporus passage, to Chrysopolis and Chalcedon? Where did the
path to Blahemnai enter the city? At Neorion? Did the harbour functions extended from
Neorion to Kykla? Were there simple fishing harbours on the bays noted by Dionysius?
Were there fisher bamracks on the waterfront? What was the pattemn of landing stages at
Kykla, Melias Kolpos, and Kamara? Wooden jetties, as in the later periods? Did the
suburban shrines of Athena and Zeus have specific landing stages? How much did the small
bays penetrate into the valleys of the peninsula? Were there ferries to Blahernai, Sycae? Was
the inlet used as a shelter in the maritime of-season? How did Via Egnatia, the Roman
highway, connect to the harbour region? After entering the city from Strategion? Or by a
shortcut along the land-walls to Neorion?
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Even without concrete answers to these questions, the heritage of Byzantium for the
following centuries are significant. Some of the answers can be existing buried beneath the
contemporary city. Although the physical boundary structures do not survive, as far as the
pattems of flows are concerned, Byzantium seems to be the origin of many pattems of
passage on the Bosporus geography, and the later extra-mural zone as well. The greatest
heritage of Byzantium is that of a real maritime terminal, of a city that had formed a chora, a
periphery with maritime connections.

Byzantium was a city at the crossroads. After the 6 century BC, it became an important
terminal on the conjunction of the north and the south, between the Black Sea and the
Aegean. In the time of the Roman Empire the east-west axis, between Balkans and Anatolia
gained importance as a terminal on the imperial highways. Although, by a modem point of
view, to be on the cross-roads can be interpreted as being very advantageous as forming a
centre, it was not the case for the Classical Antiquity, Hellenistic era and the early Roman
Empire. The centre of administration and centre of commerce were seen as different
phenomena. Although Attic Greeks are known to be founders of maritime colonies, unlike
the Phoenicians, their metropolii, mother cities, were most frequently placed at a certain
distance to the sea. Either they had satellite port cities or simple landing stages on the
seashore. Pireus the port of Athens connection to the mother city by long-walls is a well-
known example. Megara, the mother city of Byzantium, was also founded at some distance
to the waterfront.

In the ideal political order of Plato, the ruling centre is prospected to be at least eighty stades
from the sea. It is an interesting fact that most of the Hellenistic capitals fit into his
prescriptions with the exception of Ptolemaic Alexandria. Pergamon and Antioch on Orontes
were both built at a distance to the sea having satellite port towns. The capital of the Roman
Empire, Rome, was no exception. In close reference to the Greek theoreticians, Cicero had
commented on the advantages of Rome and the reasons for its success by underscoring the
maritime cities:

...As regards the site of his city- a matter which calls for the most careful foresight on the
part of onc who hopes to plant a commonwealth that will endure- he (Romulus) made an
incredibly wise choice. For he did not built it down by the sea, though it would have been
very easy for him, with the men and sources at his command... But with remarkable foresight
our founder perceived that a site on the sea-coast is not the most desirable for cities founded
in the hope of long life and extended dominion, primarily because maritime cities are
exposed to dangers which are both manifold and impossible to foresee. For the mainland
gives warning of the coming of the foeman, whether this be unexpected or excepted by



means of any signs... But a seafaring ship-born enemy can arrive before anyone is able to
suspect that he is coming... Maritime cities also suffer a certain corruption and degeneration
of morals; they receive a mixture of strange languages and customs, and import foreign ways
as well as foreign merchandise, so that none of their ancestral institutions can possibly
remain unchanged... For surrounded as they (Greece and its islands) are by the billows, not
only themselves but also the customs and institutions of their cities can be said to be afloat....
But, nevertheless, with all these disadvantages they possess one great advantage- all the
products of the world can be brought by water to the city in which you live, and your Eeople
in turn can convey or send whatever their own fields produce to any country they like.!

What the maritime cities lacked in Greek terms was “harmonia”, as 1. K. McEwans states.*’ it
was open to foreign influences and there it was difficult to sustain a harmonious political
order. Moreover, it was not a secure site. Its inhabitants may lead to trade, which was most
unsuitable for an ancient noble person. However, this theorisation which helped the Romans
to define their superiority in the words of the Republican Cicero, began to lose its credibility
by the later Empire. The Mediterranean was turned into a Roman lake and within this
conditions the disadvantages of the maritime city were not valid any longer. The
provisioning of the imperial cities with immense populations was now the main problematic,
where a maritime city was most advantageous. Some of the regional capital cities of the late
third century AD were maritime cities like Thessalonike and Nicomedia.

This shift in Antique geo-politics is especially important for Byzantium, as in the fourth
century AD it would have been selected as a capital city. Until that times it never became an
important political centre, but a strategic terminal on crossroads. There is a difference
between a city where “all the ways pass from” and a city “where all the roads lead to”. If
Rome was known to be the city where all the roads’lead to, that did not mean it was on the
crossroads. The Classical Antique political theory that sees a city on the cross-roads as an
unsuitable site for the building of an imperial administrative centre was outmoded by the
Late Roman Empire. Constantine the Great, who was also called as a second Romulus,
would not think like Plato or Cicero. However, this does not mean that the foresights of these

ancient thinkers were wrong.

The city of Byzantium after 324, as Constantinople, would have to face both the
disadvantages and advantages of a maritime city. It maybe easily provisioned unlike Rome,
but “a seafaring ship-bom enemy” could “arrive before anyone is able to suspect that he is
coming...”.*” After 324 AD, the Extra-mural Zone, that is the main topic of this study, was

% Cicero, quoted from Vishnia (1989: 186-187)
8 Mc Ewans (1993: 84-85).
¥ Cicero, quoted from Vishnia (1989: 186-187).
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formed as the space of confrontation between the advantages and disadvantages of a
“maritime capital city”. It is a boundary zone molded by this conflict, which originates in the
decision of Constantine the Great for founding a capital city on the waterfront.

62



CHAPTER 3

AN IMPERIAL CITY FRONTIER:
THE FORMATION OF THE EXTRA-MURAL ZONE IN THE LATE ANTIQUITY

3.1. Introduction: the Foundation of Constantinople

The Roman emperor Constantine the Great laid the foundations of a new capital city on the
site of Byzantium between 324-337. Constantine’s imperial project was completed in a
hundred years time by his successors. The specificity of the foundation and the Late Antique
period till the 7® century for this study is that, the first sketch of the Extra-mural Zone as a
boundary between the city fortifications and Keras-Hali¢ was made at this stage. The Extra-
mural Zone was originally planned as part of Late Antique constructions in Constantinople.
This chapter tries to represent the form and meaning of the Late Antique Extra-mural Zone
by considering the military, economic and socio-cultural criteria and by comparing the Keras
frontier with the other maritime frontiers of the city.

The Late Antique transformations in the geo-politic structure of the Roman Empire,
specifically the period of Tetrarchy that predated the foundation of Constantinople, are
important to understand Constantine’s decision for the construction of a capital city on the
site of Byzantium. The foundation of Constantinople was interrelated with the
transformation of the territorial and economic frontiers of the Empire.'

! The definition of the terminus ad quo and terminus ad quem for the Late Antiquity varies with the
considerations of the mentioned points of view; “which crisis” and “which restructuring”, is the
problematic of the historian of Late Antiquity and Early Christianity. The christianisation of the
empire/ imperialization of Christianity, that led to a cultural crisis? The increasing absolutism with
political, economic and sociological restructurings? The transformation of the military system, as well
as the idea of the imperial territory? Or, all of these together as P. Brown (1971) had successfully
summarised in his “World of Late Antiquity”. For some scholars it is the reign of Diocletian where
Late Antiquity starts, for others it has to be searched for in the third even or the second centuries AD,
like Jones (1964). The end is sometimes taken as the division of the Empire into two halves by 424,
however the Empire was ruled by several emperors already by the third century. Others take the
Justinianic period of the 6™ century or extend it well into the reign of Heraclius. The situation is more

63



In the high empire, the frontiers of the Romans, /imes, were regarded as essential dividing
lines between the civilised world and others. It was “a vast linear array, manned by soldiers
and strengthened by fortifications™. However, after the third century AD, the secure
territorial definition of the Empire began to be threatened by the excursion of “barbarians™:
from the north Franks, Allamani, Vandals, Goths, Sarmatians attacked; from the Black Sea
there were excursions of the Gothic Vikings mto the Mediterranean; the Sassanian Persians
pressured in the east; Blemmyes, Libyans and Mauretanians invaded territory in the south
Byzantium would have to face the attack of the Goths by 260s.

The crisis of limes generated a crisis of administration where the provincial armies
proclaimed emperors among which conflict was never absent. However, in 285 AD one of
these soldiers managed to become the sole ruler of the Empire, Diocletian. By the death of
Numerian, during a campaign in the East, he was chosen the Emperor of the East, and after
the murder of Carinus, he became also the Emperor of the West.

Diocletian tried to restructure the administration of the Empire by decentralising the ruling
centre into regional capitals and sharing his sovereignty with three emperors. He formed a
coalition of emperors formed of two Augustus and two Caesars. The regional capitals were
acting as centres for the provincial armies headed by emperors. The decentralisation of the
administration from Rome to provinces was in fact, a form of centralisation where each
regional capital acted as the duplication of the centre. The Tetrarchs with their “mobile
court” were patrolling from one capital to the other while selecting one of these cities as their
main centre of administration. Twelve cities were selected as capitals in advance, near
Rome: Antioch on Orontes, Arles, Milan, Nicomedia, Ravenna, Serdica, Sirmium,
Thessalonike, Trier, York, another would be Constantinople. Moreover, Diocletian reformed
Laws creating a strict bureaucratic and economic system. The imperial system was becoming
more absolutist and centralised while this reflected to the spatiality of the empire as the
construction of new capital cities. The “resonating centre” of the Empire was changing by

increasing the centres of resonance throughout the empire. >

confusing for the architectural historian of the period as what is taken as the origins of decline is one
of the most fruitful periods of Roman imperial architecture. The crisis that closely interests this study,
and the city of Byzantium, is the “boundary problematic” of the Roman Empire that had started by the
third century AD and resulted by the Tetrarchic restructuring. This had fundamentally changed the
geographic position of the city of Byzantium, opening a new chapter in its history.
L'Orange (1965: 40).

* The term “resonating centre” was used by Deleuze & Guattari (1987) for a centre that affect and is
affected from the territorial processes of the larger organism. They specifically exemplified the city of
Rome as a “resonating centre’ in ‘Micropolitics', in *A Thousand Plateaus'. Rome grew by the larger



The situation of the three Tetrarchic capitals on the threatened territory of the Balkan
Peninsula (Serdica, Sirmium, Thessalonike) with the main capital of Diocletian at Nicomedia
(Izmit) in Bithynia, consolidated the strategic importance of Byzantium, as being the main
point of land passage between the Balkans and Asia. Thessalonike the court of Galerius was
connected by the Roman imperial way Via Egnatia to Byzantium from where it lead to
Nicomedia (capital of Diocletian, Izmit) on the other side of the Bosporus. The way to
Serdica and Sirmium terminated from Byzantium leading till the capital Trier at Germania.*
The strategic role of Byzantium at the crossroads of imperial highways should have
increased in the time of the Tetrarchy as an important bridgehead on the restructured
network of Roman administration.’ This would not have been the sole impact of the
Tetrarchy on Byzantium. In 324, it became the site of the confrontation between two
Tetrarch emperors Constantine and Licinius.

Constantine was the son of the first Caesar emperor of the West, Constantius, who ruled over
the northern frontiers of the Empire in Trier.’ Following Constantius’ death in 305 AD, he
was proclaimed as the emperor in his place by the army. Tetrarchy began to disintegrate after
the death of Diocletian again in the same year. Constantine walked over the Augustus of
West, Maxentius, and defeated him on the Milvian Bridge, Rome, in 306. He then became
the sole ruler of the West and signed a treaty with Galerius the Emperor of the East.
Constantine’s consensus with the Eastern Augustus did last until 316 when he began to
extend his rule to the East. Finally, in 324 he decided to confront Augustus emperor Licinius,
who had replaced Galerius.

growth of the Empire, it formed lines of communication between it and the peripheries of the empire.
These lines of communication turned later into arrays of barbarians attacks into the hearth of the
Empire. The centre resonated by the flows in and out from it.

* For Via Egnatia see, Avremea (1999:). Via Egnatia, originally was formed in the consulate of
Egnatius between 146-143 as a military highway, starting from the Adryatic shores at Dyrrachium and
reaching Perinthus and Byzantium in Thrace (Tekirdag). Later it turned into one of the circus
publicus, formed in the reign of Emperor Augustus that was used for the administrative and economic
communication of the Empire. For the communication networks of the Roman Empire sce, Lee
(1996).

* For the transformation of the geo-political role of Thrace within the Late Roman Empire see, Jones
(1964: 1-27). Mango (1993: I/119) points to the significance of this transformation in the foundation
of a capital city on the site of Byzantium. He states: “It is also of major note that when, in the period
of Tetrarchy, the area of the Straits assumed a new importance, 1 supposes for largely military
purposes, two centres that were upgraded to become imperial centres were Nicomedia to the east and
Perinthus/Heraclea to the west”.

¢ Constantine was edncated in Nicomedia (izmit) at the main court of Diocletian as a “voluntary”
captive for his father’s loyalty to Tetrarchs. This may have been the time when Constantine had first
seen the city of Byzantium, on the way from Trier to Nicomedia. Reaching maturity, he returned to
Trier and joined his father.
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The events of 324 are specifically related with Byzantium and its environs; thus, it can be
instructive to give a summary in reference to the sixth century historian Zosimos.” The
armies of the two emperors first met at Hadrianopolis where Constantine defeated Licinius.
Licinius escaped to Byzantium. Constantine besieged the city with additional navy support
from Thessalonike. The siege lasted two months. At the time when the city was falling,
Licinius escaped to the opposite shores of the Bosporus where in Chrysopolis (Uskiidar) he
had to face Constantine once more and was defeated and lost his imperial titles with the East
of the Empire as well. Constantine had then become the sole ruler of the Roman Empire.’

Byzantium opened the gates of the city to the victorious emperor, probably waiting a penalty
for once more siding with the wrong emperor. However the plans of Constantine was
different. The Roman historians recorded that he realised the dedication ceremony of a new
capital city on the site of Byzantium two months after the Chrysopolis battle, in November
324.° The answer to the question why Constantine did decide to built a new capital city on
the site of Byzantium while there were two Tetrarch capitals on the region, Thessalonike and
Nicomedia- recently embellished with imperial buildings-, is not certain. It is a question:
either Constantine thought of constructing the city as another Tetrarch capital or a New or
Second Rome as early as the 324, or he later inclined to this direction by the late 320s. The
area that is encircled by the walls that Constantine ordered, which will be dealt in detail
below, points to the size of a gross-stadt, four times that of former Byzantium. Whenever the
emperor made his firm decision, the city was consecrated as the “Duo Romae” in 330 AD to
which the five richest dioceses and the military headquarters of the two praesental armies of
the East were assigned.'®

In fact, the name Constantinople is a clue for understanding the meaning of the city for the
Emperor. Constructing a city on the site of a city, not politically significant, as Nicomedia

and Thessalonike would have served the main aims of Constantine as written in his

7 Zosimos (1988: 33-36).

® The administrative division of the Empire between two heirs of Constantine, is not a system like
Tetrarchy where the rulers are selected by the army. But it is a division of rule within one ruling
imperial family,

® The major stages of the foundation are here refereed after Krautheimer (1983: 42). For the
foundation of Constantinople see, Erkal (1995).

1 Jones (1964).



Triumphal Arch in Rome, instictu divinitatis)' The dedicatory panel on the Arch of
Constantine says:

Through the inspiration of deity (insctictu divinatatis) and in the greatness of his mind, took
up arms to avenge the commonwealth and one blow defeated both the tyrant and his
supporters. 2

It is Hanfmann who pointed that, “the instinct of divinity” or “the inspiration of deity” is a
key in understanding the innovative achievements of Constantine, like his conversion to
Christianity by which he finally declared himself as isapostolos, equal to the apostles.”® The
symbolic and strategic role of the War of Chrysopolis for Constantine and for the empire is
evident. R. Krautheimer states that in Chrysopolis, Constantine achieved his main aim of
unifying the Roman Empire under one ruler; the city that he founded after his name was the
dedicative monument of this unification." In a way, Constantinople itself was “the triumphal
arch” of Constantine on the Bosporus. This analogy holds also for the strategic
considerations. The point where Constantine reunified the empire was the point where the
East and the West were connected, a gate on the imperial highway, at least in the conditions
of the 4™ century AD."

The realisation of the plans of Constantine the Great lasted for six years when he finally
consecrated the city as the New Rome in 11 May 330." He died in 337 in Nicomedia, and
was buried in the Mausoleum Church called Holy Apostles on the fourth hill of his new
capital Constantinople. The conversion of Constantine to Christian religion, with the final act
of baptism at his deathbed, is a complex process, which does not directly fall into the interest
of this study. Nevertheless, it should be noted that,.of the two experiments that Constantine
socially engineered, the officialization of christianity as the religion of the Roman Empire
and the foundation of a new capital on the site of Byzantium were successfully realised such

' This was the last and the biggest of the triumphal arches built Rome as reminiscence for the 306
Milvian Victory part of the Constantinian building program in Rome.

12 Here qouted after, Aot (1974: 44).

'* Hanfmann (1989).

' Krautheimer (1983:42).

'> The symbolic representation of the Chrysopolis Battle would found its place at the Chalke, the
vestibule of the Great Palace built by Constantine. Through the eyes of the Christian Eusebius: “This,
too, he exhibited for everyone to see upon a panel placed high aloft at the vestibule of the imperial
palace, having represented in painting the salutary symbol (the cross or the monogram of Christ)
above his head, while the enemy, that hostile beast which had laid siege to God’s Church by
usurpation of the godless ones (referring probably to Licinius), was in the shape of a dragon, falling
from the abyss. Indeed, the books of God’s prophets proclaimed him to be a dragon and a crooked
serpent. Wherefore the Emperor, by means of waxen painting, was showing everyone, underneath his
own feet and those of his sons, the dragon pierced by a dart in the middie of his body and cast down
into the depths of the sea...” here quoted after Mango (1972: 16).

' Krautheimer (1983:42-48).
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that Constantinople and Christianity would become inseparable pairs for the next thousands
years."” Constantine laid the foundations of an imperial centre on the site of an already

formed crossroads.

The following Late Antique emperors continued the imperial project that Constantine
envisaged in Constantinople. The foundation of the city, the continuation of enormous
imperial buildings lasted for a hundred years more till the time of Theodosius II. So was
formed the final example of the Antique imperial capital city building projects originating
well in the Hellenistic period. Constantinople was not known only as the New Rome but also
as the New Jerusalem and New Troy where the Greco-Roman and Judeo-Christian traditions
intermingled.™ For the interest of this study, the title “New Rome” is the most significant as
Constantinople inherited the Roman imperial institutions like provisioning and this heritage
is directly related with the extra-mural area that we are concerned with.

The construction of Constantinople was realised within the general sketch designed by the
planners of Constantine. The extension of the Extra-mural Zone as a strip of land outside the
sea walls from the port of Neorion to the west was also realised by the Constantinian walls,
which the next part will cover. The circuit of the Constantinian sea walls, the general
structure of the intra-mural city till the time of Theodosius II, the role of the extra-mural
zone in the Late Antique City and the imperial provisioning system will be mentioned. What
is stressed is the use of the city fortifications not as a mere defensive system but as an
economic boundary acting as a surveillance point in the imperial provisioning system. In this
the natural harbour in Keras was not alone, the Propontis (Marmara) shores of the city were
also used; especially at natural bays which could have been converted to enclosed harbours.
The tradition of imperial harbour buildings continued in Constantinople and the enclosed
harbour typology still dominated.

Although the topic of this study is not “the walls on Keras-Hali¢”, they form, as a historical
mega-structure, one of the main lines of definition for the Extra-mural Zone. Thus, the
formation of the Extra-mural Zone in Late Antiquity is connected with the successive
fortifications of the city. This research includes the general points of communication within
these lines. However, it is not on the material evidence of the walls. The building materials

17 yasiliev (1970:60).
18 D, Miller (1969:4).
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will be generally described when there is concrete evidence and when this evidence provides

information for the extensive formation of the zone.

3.2. The Extra-mural Zone Along the Constantinian Fortifications

3.2.1. The First Pomerium of Constantinople

Constantinople, the capital that Constantine the Great had founded on the site of Byzantium
was a great fortified city. It is in the time of Constantine that the first section of the Extra-
mural Zone for the following decades were created. In this part, the extensive limits of the
Keras Sea Walls and the possible reasons for the formation of the Extra-mural Zone in the
formation will be depicted. However, before getting into the form of the Constantinian city
front it may be sufficient to overview the mythico-religious meaning of the city fortifications
in Antiquity by considering the Antique city foundation ceremonies; for which
Constantinople constitutes the latest example.

...the Etruscan rite had a splendid, grandiose, syncretic finish: when Constantine had
attempted to revive the Trojan and Hellenic past of the city of Rome and to lay a new capital
near the Tomb of Ajax, on the place where the besieging Achaeans had beached their ships
and set up camp, a dream warned him to move away, to found it on the site of
Byzantium... Although he had gone some way to Christianity, the foundation ceremony took
place in the fifth year of the 276 Olympiad, when the sun was in the constellation of the
Bowmen and an hour dominated by the crab. It may well be that the name of the city was
triple, as had been that of Rome, and that Constantinople had been given the same secret
protective deity. The legend further tells of Constantine, like Romulus (not fracticide, but
guilty of his son’s blood?) walking behind the plough: it is said that he departed from the
previous snaked-out route. When his followers attempted to make him return to the shorter
route he said 'I shall go on until he who is walking ahead of me stops. Whom did
Constantine claimed to sce ahead of him- Christ or an Angel? His genius? Or the Tyche of
the new city? or perhaps even Apollo himself, the sun-god, whose incaration Constantine
sometimes thought himself.”

The Etruscan rite that J. Rykwert refers to as the origin for the foundation ceremonies
conducted by Constantine I, on the promontory of Byzantium, was an ancient ritual which
continued well into the later Roman periods. Romulus' legendary foundation of the city of
Rome, his drawing its future limits with a plough driven by a white ox and a cow is noted as
the model for the later foundations. The rite, which was called the making of mundus (the
sacrosanct territory of the city), was formed of a series of events. Following the selection of
the site, the centre of the city (omphalos) was determined. From the centre terminated the

19 Rykwert (1989: 202).
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cardinal points as decumanus and cardo. At a distance from the centre was drawn the
pomerium, the boundary of the city. Pomerium drawn by the plough formed two lines: a line
of forrowed earth and a ridge. The furrowed earth virtually corresponded to the moat, while
the ridge was the representation of the wall. If a defence wall had existed it was built at some
distance to these ritualistic lines. The defence walls fell into the inside or the middle of the
pomerium, a word that implies not a line but a “zone”. Giving references to Roman
surveying books Rykwert states that, pomerium was “a strip of land which ran outside of the
city walls at a given distance from them”. The defence walls were built within the
pomerium, which formed the ritualistic sacrosanct boundary.

Romulus had killed his brother Remus for jumping over the line that he had ploughed. To
trespass the limits of the city was severely punished, as it stayed the law for the Romans. The
pomerium could not have been a continuos line of sanctity as the inside- mundus, had to be
related with the outside. Thus, the surveyor-founder rose the plough at the places where the
future gates of the city would be built, the places for the gates was not consecrated. As
Rykwert points the gate was not sacrosanct but sacred, guarded by god Janus. The
trespassing through the pomerium could be done at the points planned for passage, the gates,
which joined the main cardinal axis of the city. *

The ceremony of drawing the city limits by a surveyor-king-priest walking in the speed of
the plough can also be interpreted as the circumscription of a “‘defensible perimeter”. The
defensible perimeter for the ancient city was bound to the means of communication within
the boundary, along the boundary and with the inner city, its centre.”? The scale of the
general lines drawn by the surveyor and his speed predetermined the communicative system
of the later city- both economic and defensive.” The human-ox scale of the ancient ritual

% Ibid.p.136.

2! For the cult and temples of Janus, see the same source (1989: 137-141).

Z A Toynbee (1971:5) defines the two main parameters of the pre-industrial fortified city as the
defensible perimeter and a periphery, which was determined by the pedestrian scale of a villager who
was to go and return to the centre within the limits of daytime. Nijenhuis (1994: 14) states that the
notion of the defensible perimeter and periphery is interrelated with the technology of speed. There
are changes with the defensible perimeter and periphery of a small town and a capital city where the
later had a monopoly on higher means of speed like the cavalry. Both the fortified territory and the
trajectory of the capital cities were larger.

3 An ancient anecdote about the fall of Babylon is instructive. Babylon was such a big city that when
the Assyrians had succeeded to enter into the fortifications of the city, the people at the other end of
the city were not aware of the fact, they continued their daily routines.
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enclosing a certain perimeter in the time limit of a pre-destined day was about the definition

of manageable, communicable and defensible territory.”*

The Roman cities expanded outside the city walls in the high days of the Empire, outside the
limits of the ancient rites, especially along the main thoroughfares reaching the gates. The
plan of Timgad, as preserved, is a well-known example.” However within the conditions of
Late Antiquity, well starting by the 3™ century AD, the cities began to be heavily fortified.”®
The pomerium became once more important, but this time on a greater scale within the limits
of the expanded imperial cities. At this phase of Late Antique development, it seems that
military considerations were more important than the rituals. Nevertheless, they were still
part of the theatricality of the antique city of which Constantine was a perfect actor. In the
drawing of the pomerium of Constantinople in 324, ancient rites of city foundations were
replayed with the military considerations as well. For Constantinople, the line Constantine
drew prescribed the scale of an imperial capital city.”

It can be here noted that, during the siege of Byzantium, which lasted for two months,
Constantine had a military camp built on the second hill of the promontory outside the land
gate of the city opening to the Severan colonnaded street.” It cannot be known whether this
camp suggested a sketch for the future city but, certainly, it did for its new centre, as
Constantine selected this point for the building of his imperial forum in Constantinople.?’
The consecration ceremony of Constantinople which happened in 330 AD started with an
imperial procession from this point to the Hippodrome of the city. This event was celebrated
in the later Byzantine periods replaying the ceremony that Constantine had consulted.

2 1t is frequently stated that the Roman camp was a model for the Roman City. Rykwert argues, by
references to the Etruscan origins that it is the city, which was a model for the camp. The foundation
of the Roman camp and its fortifications shows similarities. Here, reference can be given to one of the
last representatives of the Roman treatises on war where the author prospects the construction of the
walls around a military camp. He instructs that ditches must bind the boundaries of the camp and “the
excavated earth should be thrown inside, forming an embankment behind the ditch three feet high”;
here quoted after Dennis (1985:33).

3 For Roman Timgad see, W. McDonalds (1984:25-, 209-210).

% For Late Antique and Byzantine fortifications, see, Foss & Winfield (1986).

#7 Constantinople even had districts outside the limits of Constantine’s fortifications like the 13®
region Sycae and the 14® Blahernai. Even they were outside the legal terminus of Constantinople; the
existence of Chrysopolis and Chalcedon on the other side of the Bosporus defined a larger city region.
* Zosimos (1984: 33-36).

% The monumental porphyry column that he placed at the centre of this oval forum situated on the
extension of the Severan colonnaded street is the one of the few relics that survive from the city of
Constantine, known in contemporary Istanbul as Cemberlitas.
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The pomerium that Constantine had drawn, noted by Zosimos as fifteen stades to the west of
the old Byzantium walls, cannot be precisely located as there is no surviving archaeological
evidence referring to their circuit.”’ Since the limits of the city was once more extended by
the time of Theodosius II, the line of the Constantinian land walls were demolished
throughout the Byzantine era.’> However, the fortifications on the inlet Keras (Halig) were
preserved, as the extensions on this side were additions along the same line defined by the
waterfront. The Constantinian land-walls are significant for this study as determining the
place where the Keras fortifications terminated in the foundation period. The hypothetical
circuit of Constantinian land-walls can be approximately defined on the topography of the
contemporary Istanbul. The walls, started on the Marmara Sea to the east of Samatya;
climbed to Cerrahpasa district reaching the seventh hill of the promontory; descended to the
valley where Vatan and Millet avenues run; climbed up to the fourth hill falling at the west
of the Fatih Mosque (the site of the Constantinian Holy Apostles) and from this point
descended to the inlet (Fig.10).*

The circuit after the Church of Holy Apostles, the fourth hill of the peninsula, down to
Keras-Hali¢ has been the subject of unresolved discussions among the Byzantinists, and is
important for our survey as it defines the point where the sea-walls built by Constantine on
the inlet ended. The Byzantine original sources noted that the walls passed by the Bonus
cistern, Churches of Saint Manuel, Sabel and Samuel ending at the Church of Saint Antonius
at Hermatiosa. The hypothetical placement of these buildings, with the only concrete
evidence of Bonus Cistern concluded with several assumptions, which extend from
Unkapam: (Plaetai) to Fener (Castrum Petrion). If they had extended from Unkapan, as one
of the assumptions go, the land-walls draws a sudden tum within the arch of the
Constantinian circuit into the valley between fourth and fifth hills. However this itinerary
seems rather unreasonable for strategic reasons, as then the fortifications would sink into the
valley which makes them vulnerable from the fifth hill (outside the Constantinian walls).
This hypothesis, which had been supported by van Millingen and Janin, has now been

* Parastesis Syntomai Chronikai, gives the details of the annual ceremonies conducted in the memory
of Constantinople’s foundation for the 8" century AD. Cameron& Herrin (1984).

31 Zosimos (1984:37).

3 The only concrete reference for the Constantinian Land-walls is a note in the 15* century map of
Bondelmonti; Porta Antiquissima Pulchura. This was, probably, the Esakapi of the Ottoman Istanbul,
which survived as part of the mosque complex with the same title until the 18" century. For this gate
which was the Golden Gate of Constantinian City, see, Otiiken (1974).

* For the Constantinian Land-walls, see, Erkal (1995).
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generally discredited; it is agreed that the Constantinian land walls joined to the Keras Walls
at some place present Ayakap1.*

The Theodosian sea walls were latter attached to the existing Constantinian sea walls in the
5% century AD; has this left any trace on the circuit?”® Is there any architectural
differentiation? As both the Constantinian and the Theodosian Sea Walls, were restored
several times in the later Byzantine period, the changes in the building techniques does not
provide much information. It is rather the line of the fortifications, whether there is any
differentiation of the circuit, that can be searched as a trace between Unkapam and Fener. As
some of the mentioned section has been demolished in the 20® century, it is by the maps
before demolitions and the in situ fragments that such a differentiation can be searched for

(Fig.12).

The walls between Cibali and Ayakapi, which are still present in some sections, do show
differences from the general lines of the walls that follow a rather even line around
Unkapani. A sudden southwards break on the circuit of the walls after the first tower at the
west of Cibali Gate can be noticed in the maps drawn since the 19* century. The second
point of differentiation is at the section at the back of Saint Nicholas Church, right before
Ayakap1. The present Church was built in 1817; originally there was a Byzantine church at
that spot which is marked by an angle on the wall.*® To the west of Ayakaps, the wall makes
a turn to the north for a short interval and tums back to the west where Yeni Ayakapi was
opened in the Ottoman era. The fourth point is the Castrum Petrion itself, whose foundation
date is not known. This was a section where the walls were double forming a small castle.
These are the four points of differentiations along the wall, which may be potential places for
the point of combination between the Constantinian and Theodosian sea walls, and the place
where the land walls join the sea walls on Keras.

From this area to Neorion, the City was bounded by single sea walls, which would be
restored on the same lines for several times in the Byzantine era. The walls were
approximately of ten meters high, lower than the Theodosian Land Walls. Dirimtekin states

34 For the various assumptions on the point circuit of the Constantinian Land-walls down to Keras see,
Millingen (1899: 15-16), Janin (1950), Dirimtekin (1957: 2-3), Miiller-Wiener (1977: 34-35),
Tsangadas (1980: 34-35), Mango (1997: 16-17), Kuban (1997: 32-33).

3% The extension of the Theodosian Walls with the Heraclean Walls at Blahernai can be read from the
circuit of the fortification lines.

% For the St Nicholas Church see, Z. Karaca. “Nikolaos Kilisesi”, in Dinden Bugiine Istanbul (V1/76-
7.
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that the Sea Walls were lower and weaker structures, according to the limits of the
sedimented ground on the inlet shore. When higher structures were to be built they would

not stand.*’

The Constantinian walls could have started by Neorion, at the place where the Severan wall
ended. However, the Byzantine sources mention other Constantinian constructions on the
line of Byzantium walls. Eugenius Tower by the entrance of the Prosphorion harbour (Yal
Kiosk point in the Ottoman era), which is accepted as a terminal point for the Walls on the
inlet, is one of them. When Theophilus rebuilt the tower in the 9® century, it was noted that
there was a higher structure build by Constantine in its place. There can be two different
assumptions for the site of this construction. Either, Constantine had restored and at some
portions rebuilt the Byzantium walls, at the same time consolidating the entrance of
Prosphorion harbour; or, the Eugenius Tower is not the tower at the entrance of Prosphorion
but is at Neorion. The second fits to the assumption of van Millingen who thought that the
Eugenius Tower was at Neorion after the Byzantine source, Nicetas Chonitas. The second
assumption is mostly discredited, as the chain enclosing the natural harbour after 8* century
was tied to Eugenius Tower. If the tower were on Neorion that would have left the seashore

till Neorion vulnerable >

Within the data provided from the pagan and Christian sources of Late Antiquity, it is not
possible to ascertain whether Constantine only drew the line of the land walls or he did walk
by the old walls of Byzantium following the waterfront and then turned up to the land. In
fact, drawing the line of the sea walls was unnecessary, as the waterfront was an already
drawn limit; it was ordinated by the “divine” powers, which assisted him. This speculative
question is important as the walls of the city on the Propontis (Marmara) and the Bosporus
were built right onto the shore; they were protected from the waves by rocks. While the Sea
Walls on Keras, considering the later infill, were built at some distance to the shore, which
constitutes the basis for the later extra-mural zone at this section. It has been argued by
modem scholars that, this foreshore was left as a service area for the city on the inlet forming
a natural harbour,” or, that it was due to the weakness of the ground that the Walls had to be

*" Dirimtekin (1957: 9). The general construction of the walls at this section was five course of brick-
seven courses of stone-four couses of brick~five couses of stone.

% The chain of Keras will be dealt in detail below, see chapter 4.1.

% Millingen (1899:9) states that “To accommodate the commerce and the traffic of the city, the wall
was built, for the most part, at a short distance to the water”.
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built some distance to the waterfront.* Another assumption can be proposed that is the
military considerations related with the characteristics of the inlet Keras.

An ancient treatise on military technology that was written by an anonymous general in the
time of Justinian may provide us some information about the theory of fortification
buildings, which would be built on the waterfront:

In such locations, however, the walls must not be built at the water’s edge. That makes it
casy for the enemy ships to come in close enough to undermine the walls from below or so to
overthrow them by frontal assaults. This is made clear in the books about siegecraft. The
walls should be set back form the water’s edge no less than eighteen meters, This should
prevent the enemy from constructing towers on the ships and employing certain mechanisms
to get over onto the wall. Neither should the distance be more than sixty-two meters. Keeping
such an open space works to the advantage of the city and the disadvantage of its attackers. !

The Constantinian Extra-mural Zone fits within the two limits prescribed by this anonymous
Justinianic general although the walls on the Propontis-Marmara and Bosporus did not. The
Propontide walls were built regarding the advantage of the southem winds, which makes an
assault difficult on this point, while currents on the Bosporus on the East Side allied them.
Keras- Hali¢ was different; as the sea was calmer, the battle ships could have easily made an
assault on the Walls without being threatened by the waves. It is possible that the
fortifications were built at a distance to the shore as a defensive zone. Then the Extra-mural
Zone, originally, is the pomerium of Keras fortifications. *

The sedimented ground of the seashore, the use of the inlet as an extensive natural harbour
and the military considerations can be shown as the practical reasoning behind the formation
of an Extra-mural Zone in the Constantinian foundations of the city. The Extra-mural Zone
constituted a landing, which could have been used for different purposes.

However, the width of the Constantinian Extra-mural Zone cannot be known. Also, it cannot
be ascertained how the city used this area to “its advantage” at the foundation period accept
for the ports of Prosphorion and Neorion. It is most probable that a gate coinciding to the
later Plateia Gate (Unkapam) at the axis of a main street on the valley between the third and

“ Dirimtekin (1956:9).

“! Here quoted after, Dennis (1985: 33).

“2 Here, it should be noted that the closeness of the sea walls at Petrion in the Age of the IV Crusade
caused the prophecies of the anonymous Justinianic writer, a frontal assault to the walls, come true.
Constantinople fell for the first time from the place where the Extra-mural Zone was most narrow. For
the Latin conquest see below, chapter 4.3.
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fourth hills was opened at this time, as well as the Drungarios Gate (Zindan Gate) which
existed on one of the main traverse axis of the city, Macros Embolos.

The Late Antique planners, by leaving an Extra-mural Zone along the inlet, did provided a
basis for the preservation of one use pattern which originates from the Antique Byzantum;
that is along-shore fishing. As noted above, the fishes led by the currents were caught
directly from the shore, the Late Antique landing-pomerium did function, even without
intent, for the continuation of this pattern.

In order to understand the relation of the inner city with the Constantinian Extra-mural Zone
the general structure of the Constantinople of the Late Antiquity must be depicted. Then the
economic and military flows through this intermediary boundary structure can be studied
which formed the basis of later additions and transformations.

3.2.2. The City Oriented to Propontis

The city of Constantine was formed of fourteen districts, two of them were extra-mural
settlements: the thirteenth region Sycae on the opposite shore of Keras and the fourteenth
region Blahernai.® The site of the city within Constantinian Walls, a promontory narrowing
towards its tip with a series of ridges, was not suitable for the application of the typical
Roman cross-axial plan. It is probable that the two imperial highways terminating on the site
of Byzantium, Via Egnatia and the road to Hadrianopolis, were transformed into the main
arteries of the city within the limits of the new walls.*.

The main thoroughfare of Constantinople, called mese, started from the ancient upper agora
of Byzantium, Tefrastoon, which was converted to an imperial plaza called Augustaeon after
Constantine's mother Helena Augusta. At the western end of Augustaeon, the terminal point
of mese, the “golden milestone” of the city called the Milion was situated. Milion was a

“3 Blahernai had been totally involved into the fortified City, only by the beginning of the 7 century.
This will be mentioned in detail at the last part of this chapter. Sycae, the 13™ district was turned into
a city in time of Justinian,

“4 Originally the two highways were crossing at some place near the third hill continuing as a single
way to the land gate of the old city, Byzantium. Till the crossing Via Egnatia followed a parallel path
to the Propontis passing from the seventh hill of the promontory down to the valley of Lycus river
(Bayrampaga Deresi). The highway to Balkans followed the course of the sixth, fifth and fourth walls.
Even, in the maps of 1950s, before the London Highway was constructed, the two main highways
approaching from Thrace were entering the Historical Peninsula as their terminal.
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domed tetrapylon of which only part of one pier survives in the contemporary Istanbul **
Milion as its terminal, mese run straight for a distance of 1800 meters incorporating the
Severan portico till the Forum of Constantine- more or less following the path of Ottoman
Divan Yolu.*® At some point on this avenue, corresponding to the third hill, mese formed a
second arm to the northwest, at the direction of the fourth hill. After passing by the fourth
hill this northwest arm reached the walls of Constantine's city where one of the two main
land gates was situated.”” The other arm turned towards southeast passing from the Lycus
valley and climbed to the seventh hill parallel to the Propontis. Then it reached the Golden

Gate opening to Via Egnatia.

These two forking thoroughfares formed the backbone of the city, which was connected to
the waterfront on two sides by traverse streets. Only two of these streets may be determined
in sketch: the Macro Embolos corresponding to Uzungars: of the Closed Bazaar district in
the present city (the second valley) which started at a ceremonial arch called Modion where
Artopoleia, the main bread market stood, till the 9% century AD.* Macros Embolos,
probably continued on the Propontis side as well to the bay where Julian harbour was built
(also named as Sophia and Kontoskelion, Kadirga of the Ottoman Istanbul). The other
traverse avenue was on the third valley running from the northwest arm of mese to Zeugma
(Unkapam). This could have well combined to Forum Bovis on the Marmara side.

The pattern of streets may have followed several gridiron patterns connected to the changing
directions of Mese, some probably were the continuation of the grid of Byzantium® (fig.
2.4). The fifth century Notitia Constantinopolitanae gives a number of fifty-four colonnaded
streets in Constantinople, which is the highest number noted in any Roman city.*® Probably
the two arms of Mese were formed of two-sided colonnaded streets on its both sides, which
were two stories high at some sections like Regia (the former Severan portico between
Constantine’s Forum and Milion) and twenty-seven meters in width at the widest section.
Nine meters of this width on each side, were the porticoes for the pedestrians while the

middle section was reserved for the vehicular traffic.>!

% For Milion, see Erlal (1995: 93-94).
% Mango (1993: 1-124).
*7 Janin (1950) states that this was probably called Gate of Attale.
* The bread market was transported to Amanstrion at the time of Irene. Cameron& Herrin (1984). For
the distribution of bread to the masses, see Jones (1964: 693-996).
“ For a possible gridiron pattern in Constantinople, see Mango (1997: 16).
:" W. McDonalds (1984: 30).
! Ibid. p.32-51. See, specifically the categorisation of street patterns in p.33 and the tables in pp. 41-
42. The colonnaded street pattern had originated in the East, most probably after Hellenistic street-side
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A difference of Constantinople from Rome was that the imperial fora were not congested in
one central area but were distributed along the main thoroughfare, Mese. The oval Forum of
Constantine was the predecessor of this planning, that was on the second hill with a
monumental column in the centre and two storeyed colonnades forming its perimeters. Then,
both chronologically due to the emperors and the topography, was the Forum of Theodosius
on the third hill> and the Forum of Arcadius on the seventh. Between Theodosius’ and
Arcadius’ fora were the public squares Philadelphion, Amanstrion and Forum of Bovis.
Monumental columns flanked the imperial fora, in the model of Constantine. On these
columns were the statues of the emperors, whether as a naked Greek god like Constantine's
or as an equestrian statue like that of Theodosius.* The fourth hill was the site of Holy
Apostles built as the Mausoleum of Constantine and served the same purpose for the later
Byzantine emperors.*

The upper sections of the old city Byzantium around the Augustaeon was converted to an
imperial centre, typical to other Tetrarch capitals and the model of Rome. The centre of
public ceremonial Hippodrome with the Great Palace adjacent to it, the Baths of Zeuxippos,
and the religious centre at the Church of Hagia Sophia forming an episcopate zone with the
adjacent Church of Irene were at this area.’ This “apsidal” imperial centre was connected to
the Strategion of Byzantium which was first embellished by Constantine and then by
Theodosius such that it was known as the second Theodosian Forum in Constantinople. The
Acropolis of Byzantium with the antique temples were cut from their revenues, but
preserved, in Constantine's time. It was Theodosius I who converted the Temples to other
uses. The Acropolis never became part of the ceremonial centre of Constantinople and

turned into a scant space of meadows where monasteries and additional palaces were built.

stoa. The first example noted is the street of Herod and Tiberius in Antioch on Orontes from the first
century AD. The typology spread to the other Roman cities in high Empire and it was especially used
in Late Antique cities. The extensive use of colonnaded avenues was one of the characteristics of the
Tetrarch capitals, like the evidence of Thessalonike manifests. For the Tetrarchic capitals and the
imperial typologies see, Erkal (1995).

52 1t is Kuban’s (1997: 82-84) hypothesis that the Theodosian Forum was a replica of the Trajans
Forum in Rome.

%3 Justinian did not build a forum for himself but his equestrian statuc on a monumental column stood
in Augustaeon, in front of Hagia Sophia.

54 Holy Apostles was rebuilt in the 6™ century by Justinian and in present its site is occupied by Fatih
Mosque. Mango (1997: ), Krautheimer (1983:66)

% For the imperial centre of Constantinople sce, C. Mango (1959).
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Constantine did not build any additional harbour in Constantinople but made use of the
harbours of Byzantium. As the population of the city increased by the addition of new
masses, who according to the Roman custom were distributed free breads; the port capacity
of Constantinople was to be increased. For this it was not the waterfront of Keras-Hali¢ but
the Marmara side that was used. First it was the harbour of Julian (later called Sophia or
Kontoskelion), then the great Theodosian harbour at the mouth of the Lycus River that the
wharfage capacity of Constantinople was increased. C. Mango estimates that the total
capacity of wharfage after the construction of Theodosian harbour reached to four and a half
kilometres of which the 1500 meters was on the Keras side.* This means that the ports on
Propontis in the Late Antique City satisfied the majority of Constantinople’s provisioning.

If the placement of the imperial fora of Constantinople on the path of mese directed to
Golden Gate is reconsidered, with the placement of the new great harbours on the south side,
as well as the situation of the imperial palace, it can be stated that Late Antique
Constantinople was relatively oriented to the Propontis-Marmara waterfront than Keras-
Halig¢ (Fig.11). This does not seem to create a differentiation at the section of mese till the
entrance of the Theodosian Forum from the Milion. Mese was more or the less equally
accessible from both the Hali¢c and Marmara sides at this section. However after the main
thoroughfare is forked at this point, it becomes evident. The southern arm of Mese was the
thoroughfare of court ceremonial starting by the Golden Gate of Constantinian walls. The
imperial processions began at the Golden Gate and ended at the Hippodrome passing through
the Forum of Arcadius, Forum Bovis, Philadelphion, Forum of Theodosius and Forum of
Constantine.

Here it can be useful to search for the connections of the imperial fora, which were also the
economic centres of Constantinople with the ports of the city. Strategion was the public
place of the ancient ports on the side of Keras. It was connected to Augustaeon. The Forum
of Constantine was both served by the Julian harbour, probably as well as Neorion on the
Keras side. The Forum of Theodosius by Macro Embolos was connected to Keras and the
Julian harbours. Forum Bovis was right at the back of Theodosian harbour. While
Amanstrion was oriented to the avenue of the third valley leading to Keras but could serve
Theodosian harbour. Forum of Arcadius was only connected to Theodosian harbour.
Nevertheless the harbour of the Palace was on Propontis.

5 Mango (1993: I-120).
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It is the increased capacity of wharfage at the closed ports of the Propontis, thus the
economic flows of the city that supports the interpretation that the Late Antique City was
relatively oriented to the Marmara waterfront, rather than the court ceremonial. By the time
of Theodosius the boundary of the city where it was provisioned was more the Marmara
waterfront than the Natural harbour at Keras. This is one of the structural differences
between Late Antique Constantinople and the periods that followed it. Although the natural
harbour, Keras provided extensive area for wharfage, the extensions were done on the
Marmara side, preferring enclosed harbours.

The reasons for this can partly be found in the mechanisms of provisioning and the Roman
tradition of imperial enclosed harbours, which in Constantinople could have been
constructed on the Propontis side. In addition to this to what purposes did the ports serve
should be considered. This is particularly important to understand the role of the Extra-mural
Zone in the Late Antique City and the structural transformations of the later ages.

3.2.3. The provisioning of Late Antique Constantinople

When Constantine decided to found a capital city on the promontory at the Bosporus, he was
not only constructing a “second Rome” but also a “second Ostia-Portus” at the same time.
Rome was a river city founded at the uppermost point of the Tiber River where the ships
could sail up the stream from the sea. However as the big ships could not sail by the river,
the maritime port of Rome was in Ostia at the mouth of Tiber. By the time of Cladius, in the
first century AD, a gigantic engineering work was realised by the construction of new
enclosed harbours near Ostia called “Portus™. Trajan added a hexagonal port pool to Portus
in the second century AD and further increased the capacity of this colossal sea-terminal.
Due to its maritime position Constantinople did not need the support of a maritime city as a
prothesis. The ports in New Rome were within the city; Constantinople was Rome and Ostia
at the same place.

In order to understand the system behind the provisioning of Roman capitals with the great
works of engineering and architecture for this system, it necessary to basically sketch the
outlines of the economic flows generated by the antique fiscal economy. As M. Hendy stated
“the fundamental and the overwhelming basis of the ancient fiscal economy, and indeed

80



wealth in general, was the ownership of land and its exploitation by way of agriculture”.”
The state demanded the surplus of the land as a tax, called indictio, which was collected in
kind till the time of Justinian. The basic items of indictio were cereals, wine, oil, meat and
others of the Mediterranean diet. The surplus collected in kind was transported to the cities,
which formed the main spaces of consumption. As the tax was collected in kind this
necessitated transitory storage at the places of distribution and big storing areas in the main

cities.

The cheapest means of transport was navigation in Antiquity (as it is still in present), which
meant that the cities were mainly supplied by hinterlands connected to the sea by navigable
rivers as in Thrace, Egypt or big islands like Sicily and Cyprus. Nevertheless the main cities
should be connected to the sea by the same means. Thus, the Roman Empire was formed of
distribution and consumption centres around 'the Mediterranean where the capital cities, first
Rome and then Constantinople in the Late Antiquity were the consumption centres par
excellence as being administrative and military centres. As Jones states the main industry of

these cities was to provision themselves.”

The provisioning institutions of Constantinople, like many others, were direct descendants of
the ones in the city of Rome. Till the first century of the Roman Empire, the transportation
and the storage of the fiscal surplus was not realised but controlled by the State. This is
reflected in the early physiognomy of Ostia and Aventine of Rome where there were many
private horrea along the quays on the riverside. As G. Rickman stated, till the beginning of
the first century AD “the Emperor owned no horrea and private enterprise was dominant”.
However after this period the situation changed:

By means of confiscation of important warchouses in Rome and the building of vast
warehouses at Ostia, Portus, elsewhere in Italy, for instance at Aquileia, and in the provinces,
the situation came about that the Emperor ultimately owned all horrea which had any public
or imperial purpose and was responsible for their administration and staffing. This led to the
situation in the Late Empire.
It is an interesting fact that this change in the system was paralleled with the construction of
gigantic closed ports at Portus. The Claudian port pool in Portus, of the first century AD, was
enclosing a roughly circular basin measuring 750 000 m2. There were warehouses opening

to the quay, which were stepped into the sea.”” The Hexagonal basin of the Trajanic harbour

57 Hendy (1989: I- 4) For the Late Antique imperial economy see, the same source pp. 1-23.
%8 Jones (1964: 688-689) specifically deals with the trade and economy of the Later Roman Empire.
% For Ostia-Portus, see, Rickmann (1971:123)
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was more “modest”, it covered an area of 300 000 m2. The state did not only build the
harbours but also enormous storage buildings, horrea. They were usually positioned as their
entrances facing the docks. The ports of Rome were the greatest spatial representations of the
Roman economy (Fig.9.1., 9.2.).

The enclosed ports in Constantinople were smaller, the Theodosian harbour enclosed a basin
of approximately 250 000 m2, while the Julian harbour had a pool of 200 000 m2. The
capacity of the Prosphorion harbour was much smaller than these harbours, the exact
dimensions cannot be estimated but it can be about two-thirds of the Julian harbour. The
comparatively smaller capacity of the ports of Constantinople is natural, as the population of
the city was 200 000, or 400 000 people at most compared to the one million inhabitants of
Rome.® What is the most important fact that can be derived from this comparison is that the
enormous enclosed ports of the Roman Empire was the reflection of the economic system
where the state controlled the whole access in and out of the ports and where the

provisioning system was a state venture.

One important difference between Constantinople and Rome should not be underestimated.
While Ostia and Portus were transit ports to Rome, after the transportation of the necessities
to Rome, these could have been stored in private horrea apart from the com supply. In
Constantinople, on the contrary, the ports were the final destination; thus, the private horrea
owners could transport the goods directly from the port to their shops. This means that
Constantinople could have necessitated lesser space for the state horrea than in Rome.

The enclosed port typology was a device that enabled the State to control and tax the
necessities of the city. However, it was an expansive venture to run a monumental enclosed
port. The port pools had to be cleaned; there was the need of a great number of slaves to
construct them, as many to carry the goods from the ships to the horrea, from the horrea to
shops.

The provisioning system was one of the main duties of Praefectus Urbi (the head of
municipality) and Praefectus annona who was the person responsible for the provisioning of

comn and the running of the imperial bakeries. The supply of food and drink, which may be

% A. Berger. “Niifus-Bizans Dénemi”, in Diinden Bugiine Istanbul (VI/107-108) states that till the late
fourth century the population of Constantinople was 150 000-200 000. He gives reference to D.
Jacoby’s estimation for the Justinianic period as 300 000-400 000. Jones (1968) states that the grain
provisioning in the Justinian period was sufficient to supply a population of 600 000 people.
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considered under the heads of water, bread, oil, meat and wine, was elaborately organised.
A HM. Jones state that Constantinople first received a praefectus urbi on 11 December
359.5! However, the grain supply had started in the commemoration of the city by 330 AD. It
was Constantine who ordered the transfer of the Egyptian surplus to his new city sufficient to
feed a population of 80 000 people.” The Egyptian com was levied as tax in Egypt and it
was the praetorian prefect of the East who was responsible for the collection and
transportation to Constantinople. A daily free issue of grain to certain categories of
population was an old imperial system dating from the Augustan era. It was probably by the
time of Aurelius that the early com dole was converted into bread. In Constantinople, like in
Rome, bread was distributed daily from a number of places called “steps™ (annonae
populares). ®

Bread policy was directly related with the politics of the capital; the government had to
reserve an adequate amount of com so that the citizens would not be affected from bad
harvest and shortages. If the bread was not regularly supplied this could have led to riots. In
Justinian’s reign, by the 6™ century AD, the annual shipment from Egypt to Constantinople
amounted in Justinian's reign to 27 000 000 modii which was enough to feed about 600 000
people. The free bread distribution was cancelled in the time of Heraclius (610-640),
necessarily, after the capture of the Egyptian province and the port of Alexandria by the
sudden and unexpected excursions of the newly emerging Islamic State.

Till the 7 century Constantinople made use of the natural bays on Keras and Propontis and
converted them mto enclosed harbours. These were not merely for the shelter of the ships
from the winds and waves. The harbours within the walls acted as giant gates, as ports where
the flows in and out of the city were strictly controlled. They were monumental devices for
controlling the economic flows. As the State preferred the enclosed ports as part of its
economical policy, the natural harbour, Keras was not extensively used as an area of
imperial provisioning. The use of the Extra-mural Zone in Late Antiquity should be
considered as part of this preference.

°! Jones (1968: 692)

® Ibid. p.695.

% Ibid. pp.696-697. Nofitia of the early fifth century numbered 117 steps in Constantinople. It seems
that the bread distribution was used as a policy for encouraging the growth of the new capital.
Constantine and Constantius granted a bread ration to anyone building a house in the city. Jones states
this was part of the immobile property and the right was sold with the house. This policy lasted till the
end of fourth century AD until the new Capital had been populated.
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3.2.4.Prosphorion, Neorion and the Extra-mural Foreshore

The first section of the Extra-mural foreshore from Neorion to Plateia was planned as a
defence zone (pomerium), a landing and a custom zone for the control of socio-economic
flows. It is part of the greater maritime frontier of Constantinople and specifically functioned
for the cross-inlet, and cross-Bosporus passages. In this section the possible architectural
differentiations on the Keras waterfront which can be taken as the evidence for the Late
Antique Extra-mural Zone will be analysed. The main reference here are the 19 century
maps and the small sections of the walls preserved in the present. Then the information of
the written sources will be incorporated to this sketch of the Extra-mural Zone in Antiquity.

As noted above, it is difficult to draw the port pool of the Prosphorion harbour on Keras,
which dated from the Greek Byzantium. Prosphorion is an enclosed harbour, however, it is
not certain whether the fortifications were constructed on the breakwaters or they were
enclosing the south of the port pool on the city side. The traces of a harbour pool had
disappeared in the Ottoman period as the Prosphorion harbour had already silted by the ™
century. It is most probable that the line of the fortifications on this section that is known
from the Ottoman period was constructed after the silting of the harbour in later Byzantine
period. In any case, it can be stated that in the Late Antique foundation period, the
Prosphorion harbour area was not part of the Extra-mural Zone.

The fortifications at Neorion, as they are known form the Ottoman sources (Emindnii)
provide some topographical information (Fig.13.1.,13.2,13.3). From Sirkeci in the east to the
Yeni Cami Sultan’s Lodge in the west the fortifications drew a concave curvature. This
curvature, which can be perfectly observed in the 19® century maps and the line of which is
still preserved in the contemporary city fabric after the demolition of the walls, was probably
the curve of the Neorion harbour. As, in the later Byzantine sources the cleansing of the
Neorion port pool is mentioned, then the harbour was an enclosed harbour with
breakwaters.* The Neorion harbour was outside the fortifications unlike the Prosphorion and
the front of the fortifications acted as the landing of the port pool since the harbour silted in
the Middle Byzantine period. It is not certain whether Neorion landing did continued
towards the west to Perama as part of the Extra-mural Zone, as it did in the later periods.

 Miiller- Wiener (1998:15). Neorion harbour pool was cleansed in the time of emperor Leontius
(695-698). At this time Prosphorion was already silted.



From these traces, it can be interpreted that in Late Antique Constantinople there were two
enclosed harbours at the entrance of the inlet: Prosphorion as a closed port probably in the
intra-mural zone and Neorion on its west as an enclosed port outside the walls. The Late
Antique Extra-mural Zone started after this section.

In fact, the concavity of the walls at the point coinciding to Neorion is not the only point of
differentiation along the line Constantinian fortifications. Right to the west of Neorion there
is another concave curvature which can be observed in the Ottoman maps from Yeni Cami to
Zindankap: (St John Carnibus Gate). This second concavity of the wall circuit was served in
the later ages by a gate called Peramatis or Pisceria, which was the Ottoman Balikpazan
Gate. The west end of this space is marked by a significant triangular projection, the comer
point of which is marked by a big tower known as the Baba Cafer Prison in the Ottoman
times. On the western arm of the projection was a gate known as the St John Camibus
(Zindankap1). At some interval to the west of this gate was another gate called Drungarios
(Odunkapi). This point coincides to the terminus of macro embolos, which was one of the
major traverse arteries of Constantinople.*’ These two gates could have functioned as the
entrance to this important thoroughfare of the city. Gate of Drungarios is significant to be
place where the city police, that is Vigla forces, were situated. The Extra-mural Zone along
the mentioned concave circuit was the landing of the cross-inlet passages, the passage to the
13% district Sycae.

Drungarios Gate also marks the end for the architectural differentiations on the
Constantinian fortifications till the hypothetical point where they join with the Land-walls.
To the west of Drungarios, the Keras fortifications follow a very large curvature at the line of
the waterfront where they become straight towards the third valley and continue as such till
the end of fortifications. The origins of the gates at this section are obscure; there was
probably a gate on Plateia which opened to the second traverse thoroughfare known in
Constantinople that is the street running between the third valley till Valens Aquaduct.®

% It can be noted here, as it will be further stressed in the section on the Venctian Quarter, that the line
of a street, which follows the grid of Greek Byzantium, can be traced in the intra-mural zone. This line
can be followed from the southern arm of Egyptian Bazaar till the Drungarios Gate (Odun Kapi), the
Venetian portico (embolum). This street parallel to the waterfront seems to connect the various gates
gpening into the city. (figure) The Drungarious gate where it terminates is the last of these series.

A gate between Drungarios Gate and Plateia gate was opened in the 16" century; that is the
Ottoman Ayazma Gate.
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If the listed differentiations are interpreted, the following conclusions can be derived. First,
the projection points between the concave lines do not seem to be small capes formed by the
lines of the topography which follow a parallel cascading to the waterfront. They could
either be formed by minor sedimentation of the second valley, or a descendant of extra-mural
facilities in the Greek Byzantium or are part of the design of the walls. However the
projections on the waterfront were formed, the walls followed them within a sequential
pattern like a gate for each concave section one of which was the port pool of Neorion that
could be originally of the Greco-Roman Byzantium. In order to understand these
morphological differentiations the functions of these zones in Late Antique City can be listed
in reference to Antique sources. After analysing the architectural traces of the Late Antique
Extra-mural Zone, here we can introduce the specific functional differentiations on the area

as much as they can be known from the original written sources.

Prosphorion harbour was within the confines of the V. zone of the city. As quoted by Miller-
Wiener, the Notitia of the fifth century states that “all the necessities of the city were located
here”.’” The ports of Keras had served as the main maritime provisioning and custom zone
for the city till the building of the larger harbours on the Propontis by the second half of the
4™ century. Then, they became part of the greater imperial maritime frontier. A number of
horrea were noted some of which could have originated from the Greek Byzantium: horrea
Troadensia, horrea Olelaria, horrea Valentiaca and horrea Constantinaca. No
archaeological evidence survives from this horrea. Two passages in the Theodosian Edict
provide some information about the general design and protection of the Late Antique
horrea. As quoted below, these are in an order of Constantine to the Governor of Corsica
written by 326 and an order of Valentinian and Valens to the Prefect of Rome in 364.
Although they are not directly about the protection of the state horrea in Constantinople, they
may be instructive as the horrea in Prosphorion mentioned above were built by Constantine
and Valens. Moreover, as incorporated to the Theodosian Edict, they were to be obeyed

elsewhere.

The whole space of one hundred feet adjacent to State warchouses shall be kept vacant, and
if anything should be constructed therein, it shall be torn down, since it has been shown by
recent experience that fiscal supplies have suffered from the bumning of buildings which are
adjacent to State storehouses.®

We have learned that fiscal storehouses in the City of Rome and also in the Port have been
converied to private uses. You shall take care to restore such storehouses to their former

" Miiller-Wiener (1998: 6-7).
 Theodosian Edict (1952: 423)



condition. Grain must not be stored in the lower stories of such storchouses, for it is spoiled
by the nature of the place and moisture. *

The fiscal storehouses of Prosphorion could have been likely built, most probably of
masonry and as two storeyed long buildings where the grain was stored at the upper storey as
a precaution against moisture. As for fires, it cannot be known whether the minimum
distance prospected by Constantine was obeyed. But it is certainly known that the port area
on Keras was a place where great fires had started in the Constantinople history and
continued in the Ottoman period as well.”

The scala Halkedonesis, which is the landing stage of Chalcedon, was within Prosphorion,
which indicates that the port served for the cross-Bosporus passage. There was a cattle
market in the area that was transferred to Forum Bovis in the time of Constantine V (741-
775).

Neorion adjacent to Prosphorion was situated at the V1. District of the city. The quays of
Neorion were bounded with a colonnade, which was called Keratembolin. The name, as
Miiller-Wiener states, suggests a semi-circular portico in plan. This typology was mentioned
in the former chapter as a dominant building type in Roman ports as the descendant of Greek
stoas.” It seems that this typology was also used in Constantinople, as another semi-circular
colonnade, called Sigma is refereed for the Julian harbours. Keratembolin could have been
siding the walls of the city, which followed a similar concave curvature in Neorion. The
gates into the city could have been at some points under the colonnades. The portico of
Neorion is a specific reference as probably being the first evidence for the constructions
along the Keras fortifications and are important to show that the harbours was still part of the
imperial image-making as embellished by colonnades. The fortifications in Neorion were
screened by Roman urban architecture unifying the image of a city entrance.

Neorion had been the port functioning as the shipyards from the time of Byzantium. The
scala Sycena, the pier to the other side of Keras, was at this point. Parastaseis Syntomoi
Chronikai is an original source that provides partial information.

The so called Neorios (the statue at this harbour), also Arcadius. Conon (Leo III) set up a
statue there, finding the place elaborated with many works by Constantine the Great.

® Ibid.p.424.
® Miller-Wiener (1998: 7)
™ See above, Chapter 2.5.



Formerly the markets concerned with sea trade were here. In the time of Justinian they were
moved to the harbour of Julian. ™

The statue mentioned in Parastaseis was a bronze Ox of enormous size, which was said to
be placed here by Constantine. There is no information about what the markets concerned
with sea trade resembled. There is no mention of horrea; the colonnades could have served
as a market in this area. The port of Neorion was a multi-functional space serving for both
the city traffic with the Sycae, the provisioning of the city and was a dockyard; it was after
the 7™ century that it emerged as the navy base of Constantinople.”

The Drungarios Gate also known as Vigla or Basiliki Gates was at the end of Macro -
Embolos; and so it should have existed in Late Antiquity. There is no evidence for the
function of the Extra-mural Zone after this quarter within the limits of the Constantinian
City. There could have been a gate at Plateia (Unkapam), as in later ages. The extra-mural
zone after this point narrowed. Probably the Extra-mural area was still used for fishing as
mentioned in Dionysius of Byzantium for earlier ages. It is not concretely known whether
there were other scala, piers, to the gates of the city on this side in Late Antiquity.

3.3. The Defensive Capital: The Theodosian Walls

If the Hadrianople war in 324 was the terminus of the events that led to the foundation of
Constantinople, another war at the same spot, fifty years after in 378, was a tuming point for
the role the new capital would play within the defensive system of the Empire. The war was
between Goths who had been received into the Empire from the Danubian frontier while
escaping the raids of Huns from the North in 376 and Valens the Emperor of the East.
Valens lost the battle as well as his life.”* After the Hadrianopolis war of 378, the territory
between the Danube and Thrace had emerged as a shifting frontier zone, the Roman Empire
was no longer a state with strictly defined boundaries but with extensive boundary zones
where the cities emerged as the final frontiers. The capital city was no exception in this
respect. This was a process that would lead to the conditions of the 7% century when the

72 Cameron & Herrin (1984: 153)
7 Neorion turned into a navy base between the first and second Islamic conquests. The former base
was in harbour of Ceasarius on the Propontis. When the Byzantine fleet was burnt in this harbour
during the assault of the Islamic navy from the Propontis, the navy base was transferred to Keras
yh%;h was, then, chained and turned into an enclosable harbour. See, below, chapter 4.1.

eodosius
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whole territory of the Eastern Roman Empire turned into a defensive territory starting with

the reign of Heraclius.”

The impacts of an Empire becoming both offensive and defensive, with a capital which was
open to the raids from every direction, was seen on the city space of Constantinople itself by
a series of restructurings of the city frontiers. This did not happen in a single period but was
shaped by the direction of the flows of the hostile armies. The transformation of the defence
system of Constantinople can be called a restructuring generated by territorial crisis. Since
the 7® century, the maritime frontiers of the Empire, at least on the Eastem Mediterranean,
were secure. Thus, if there were transformations on the maritime frontiers of Constantinople
these were relational to the transformations on the land frontiers, as it was in the Theodosian
extensions of the territory of Constantinople.

The construction of the Land Walls of Theodosius I, which is at one and a half kilometre
distance to the Constantinian walls, is the first and the major change in the defensive
structure of the city. The extension of the city territory does not seem to be for the
congestion of the city within Constantinian limits. The zone between the Constantinian and
Theodosian land-walls never tumed into congested city areas in the later Byzantine period,
with the exception of the sections siding the waterfront.”

The land-walls of Theodosius II were built in 413 AD and formed one of the most successful
defensive architectures till the 15® century since when new defensive techniques were
devised by the engineers of Renaissance.” The Theodosian land frontiers, which are well

preserved in contemporary Istanbul, were forming an extensive boundary zone.

> Even in the time of Justinian who had been proud of reaffirming the Danubian frontier with
strongholds, Procopius is surprised with the Constantinopolitans who do not dare to possess property
on the outskirts of the capital. For the author of the 6 century these areas were vulnerable. Procopius
(1961).

76 The area between the Constantinian and Theodosian limits can be seen as the green belt of Rome. It
was formed of scant lands where big open-air cisterns were built as a precaution for the possible
hostile attacks on the water reservoirs outside the city. See, Mango (1997: 5).

"" The new circuit of the Land Walls was formed of three lines of defence. The first was a wide moat
that was filled with water. Then was a lower fortification wall with small towers. Between the moat
and the outer wall the outer terrace was left as a walkway for the defenders. The main line of
fortifications was at the back of the outer wall. They were higher then the former with rectangular
towers projecting out of the defence. Between the outer and the inner walls was the inner terrace,
again as a communication line for the defences. The walls were pierced by gates at regular intervals
creating a pattern that half of the gates were service gates for the military purposes. Starting by the
Golden Gate on the Propontis side each main gate was followed by a military gate. For Theodosian
land-walls see. Millingen (1899), Tsangadas (1980). For the construction technique and materials see,
Foss & Winfield (1986).
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After the construction of the Land Walls, the section of the waterfront between them and the
Constantinian walls were left open. This section was walled in the later years of the
Theodosian rule, by 425 AD. It is a question where these walls started in the west, as this
section was later extended in Heraclian period incorporating totally the Blahernai district
which was left outside the Theodosian walls.

F. Dirimtekin marks a differentiation on the Keras-Halig fortifications at the point coinciding
to the East of the 12® Heraclian tower counting from the west.” The line of the walls are set
back at this point with a perpendicular wall without a tower as a connection. (Fig.14).
Furthermore on this point there are the marks of a traverse wall which could have been
enclosing the Extra-mural zone against attacks from the landside. Brahialion was the name
used for the traverse wall at the end of the sea walls where they joined the land-walls.”
There was a brahialion on the Propontis coast. The one on the Keras side is mentioned at the
time of the Avar siege in 626. This was not the brahialion at the end of Theodosian walls,
but was the Pteron of Blahernai. Tsangadas interpreting the material evidence and written
sources states that parts of Blahernai was left outside Theodosian walls but there was a
traverse wall called Pteron which protects the land-side of the district till the waterfront.
Thus the waterfront of Blahernai, where there was a pier specific to the district, was
protected between two traverse walls.

The Theodosian Sea Walls were lower than the Land Walls, ten meters high at most, like the
other sections of the Keras fortifications. Like the Constantinian walls they were formed of a
single line of defensive and were pierced by square towers projecting towards the foreshore.
There is an exception to this generalisation, at the place called Petrion where the sea walls
are double for a section of 250 meters. This small castle within the sea walls of 120 m depth
at the widest area was called Petrion, probably in reference to a the master of ceremonies of
Justinian who built a palace there. The construction date of the castle is not known. It could
even predate the Theodosian walls. It was noted in Chronicle Paschale that Petrion was the
point where Constantine walls ended. If the castle had predated Theodosian extension, then it
could have been a castle for the protection of the waterfront. There were two gates to Petrion
on the seaside at the two ends of the enclosure. The one on the west is Phanarion Gate

”® Dirimtekin (1956: 32-33). This section is still in situ.
™ A Berger. “Brahilion”, in, Dinden Bagiine Istanbul, (vol II).
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(Fener), so-called in reference to the high tower to the right of the entrance. The other is the
Petri Gate which is the point where Petrion the walls separate to form the castle.®

Petrion is the narrowest point of the Extra-mural Zone through the ages. The zone at this
point measured less than fifty meters; it is the thinnest section of the Extra-mural Zone even
in the present time. It is most probable that the Extra-mural Zone tumned into a waterfront
path at this point connecting the wider sections on both sides. At a 700 meters to the west of
Phanarion Gate was the gate of Kynegos (Balat Gate). This gate could originally be
Theodosian but it is not certain whether the small intra-mural harbour called Kynegion to the
west of this gate originates from this period or not. This section will be further analysed in
the following chapters. *'

The Theodosian section of Keras fortifications were constructed as to leave an extra-mural
foreshore like the Constantinian fortifications, probably with same reasons, as a defence
zone, as a landing and due to the structural considerations. The degree of the natural
sedimentation increased at this point when compared to the other sections of the Keras
waterfront, as the sea was calmer. The foreshore between Blahemai (Ayvansaray) and
Kynegos (Balat) is one of the widest sections of the Extra-mural Zone. There is not enough
historical evidence to point the functional differentiations along the Theodosian Extra-mural
for the Late Antique period. An order in the Theodosian Edict provides interesting evidence
for the private use of the walls. Although this quoted note can be related with the land walls,
it might have been the case for the sea walls.

We command that the towers of the New Wall, which has been constructed for the
fortification of this most splendid City, shall, after the completion of the work, be assigned to
the use of those persons through whose lands this wall was duly erected by the zeal and
foresight of Your Magnitude, pursuant to the decision of Our Serenity. This regulation and
condition shall be observed in perpetuity, so that said landholders and those persons the title
to these lands may pass shall know that each year they must provide for the repair of the
towers at their own expanse, that they shall acquire the use of these towers as a special favour
from the public, and they shall not doubt the care of repair and the responsibility therefore
belong them. Thus the splendour of the work and the fortifications of the City shall be
preserved, as well as the use of such fortifications to the advantage of private citizens.”

% The function placed within Pertion, in Middle and Late Byzantine period were religious more than
military. There was a monastery and two churches in the later Byzantine period. In present it is the site
of the Patriarchy of Greek Orthodox Church, it is one of the most well preserved sections of the Halig
Walis.

¥ See, below, Chapter 4.3.3.

%2 Theodosian Code (1952: 429).
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To what use could the towers of the walls be to the advantage of private citizens? Storage is
the most suitable assumption, especially by the waterfront. However, there is no concrete
evidence to support this speculation.

3.4. Keras of the Justinianic Era in Procopius’ Buildings

If it were the Ancient Greeks of Byzantium who had defined the chora of the city by
building shrines along the natural inlet Keras and Bosporus, it was Justinian who defined the
Christian chora of Constantinople by building churches at the peripheries. Procopius gives
the list of the churches built by Justinian in the volume of his Justinianic history calied
“Buildings”. Before the section giving the names and sites of the Churches and other
buildings constructed by Justinian around Keras and Bosporus, the historian makes a
depiction of the relation between the sea and the city. This long passage is worth quoting; it
is not only one of the best descriptions of the natural topography of Constantinople-Istanbul,
but is also important for the role of inlet in the Late Antique city:

"Besides the city's other blessings the sea is set most beautifully all about it, forming curving
bays, contracting into narrow straits, and spreading into a great open sea; and thus makes the
city unexceptionally beautiful, and offers the quite shelters of harbours to navigators, thereby
abundantly providing the city with the necessities of life and making it rich in all useful
things. For in reality there are two seas embracing it, the Aegean on the other side and the sea
called Euxine on the other; these units with each other to the east of the city, and rushing
together as they mingle their waves and pushing back the solid land by invasion, they
beautify the city as they surround it. So it is encircled by three straits, which open into one
another, so disposed that they adorn and serve the city, all of them delightful for sailing, each
pleasurable for the eyes, and very commodious for anchorage... The third strait (Keras),
which branches off form the first (Bosporus) towards the right, commencing at Sycae, as it is
called, extends for a great distance along the side of the city which faces north, and
terminates in the bay which forms its end. Thus the sea forms a Garland about the city... This
bay is calm, being so fashioned by nature that is roiled, just as if limits were set there for
turbulent waters and all billows were excluded from the area so as to do honour to the city.
And, in winter, even should violent winds chance to fall upon open spaces of the sea and
upon the strait, as soon as ships reach the entrance to the bay, the proceed for the rest of the
bay without a pilot and anchored without precautions. For the circuit of the bay extends to a
distance of more than forty stades, and furnishes anchorage throughout its whole extent; so
that when a ship anchors there the stern rides upon the sea while the prow rests upon the
land, as if the two elements contended with each other to see which of them would be able to
render the greater service to the city. s

Not withstanding the enclosed harbours we mentioned above, Procopius gives some
interesting details about Keras, which would be the pattern in the later eras. The harbour that
was protected from the winter winds could have served as an anchorage space for the ships
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waiting for the ancient navigation season between April and September. Nevertheless, they
anchored the shore from their forepart, prow. This should have eased the down loading of
goods to the shore as in the later periods. To which extend did the extra-mural shore serve
this function is not stated. As A. Cameron has pointed, this passage describes a city
structured on the waterfront. Procopius’ Constantinople was laid according to seaways and

harbours.*

Procopius after writing “the natura of the bay” states that “the Emperor Justinian adomed it
with buildings on all sides and thus made it still more notable”. The most notable was the
Church of Mary in Blahemnai, outside the walls which the author mentioned elsewhere at the
section he devoted to the churches of the “Mother of God”. Procopius determines the
position of the church, on the waterfront, which should mean, accessible from the waterfront,
as the church was constructed at a distance to the sea. It was a stately and well-proportioned
church as the other ones built by Justinian.** However, he does not mention the relics of the
shrine, for which it was the second important Church of impernal ceremonies after Hagia
Sophia. The attraction of this point should have created considerable waterfront traffic on the
pier of Blahernai.

On the left of the bay, Justinian restored a church of St Lawrence that was close to Blahemai.
After Blahemnai, that means outside the walls towards Kosmidion, he established a shrine to
St Priscus and St Nicholas which was right on the waterfront. At a distance to this church
was the Saint Cosmas and Damian. Across the bay there was the church of Anthimius the
foundations of which were built right on the waterfront. This church was built on a court on
the beach surrounded by colonnades. Around Sycae was the Church of Martyr Eirene.*

Procopius, who had criticised Justinian's passion for erecting buildings by the sea in the
Secret History, here states that “for seeking to rival the sea in lending beauty to the land
about the gulf, he set all these shrines, as in an encircling necklace, round about it.”’
However the Extra-mural Zone was not embellished as part of this “necklace”, there is no
mention of any Justinianic churches on the zone apart from the extra-mural Church of Mary
in Blahemnai and St Lawrence. This is interesting as Justinian had “a passion for building
waterfront churches”. The situation would not be different for the later Byzantine period, the

*3 Procopius (1961: 61).

8 Cameron (1996: 102).
% Procopius (1961:39-41).
% Ibid. pp. 61-65.
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number of churches on the Extra-mural Zone was very limited, none of them significant to
deserve a complete description in the Byzantine sources.™

It is known that Justinian had given Sycae the status of city with the name Justinianopolis.
However, there is no evidence in “Buildings™ for the possible constructions suitable for this
conversion. However it may be speculated that the traffic between the new city and Neorion
should have increased as reflecting the lively atmosphere of Procopius’ description.

3.5. The Avaro-Persian Siege and the Heraclian Extensions at Blahernai

Constantinople was excellently positioned to act as the command centre of an empire in
secure control of the Balkans and the Mediterranean. But once the Danube frontier was
breached and hostile powers were established on the empire's inner, maritime facade, that
position of vantage was transformed into one of great vulnerability. From the early fifth
century, emperors were compelled to take active measures to assure its defence, and periodic
thrusts by land or sea, by enemies or rebels, against the great city were to be a leitmotiv of
the millennium which was to follow.*

The last extension on the Keras fortifications was done in the age of Emperor Heraclius
(610-641). The beginning of the Heraclian period is accepted to be the terminus ad quem of
the Late Antiquity while being the beginning of the ‘real’ Byzantine Empire. The extension
of the walls are the reflection of one of the events which led to this turning point, the Avaro-
Persian siege of Constantinople in 626 AD. The siege took place in a time when Heraclius
was on a campaign in the East. Persians led by Sahrbaraz, penetrated into the Asian
provinces and reached Bosporus where they sacked the suburbs, specifically, Chalcedon;
while Avars, lead by Chagan crossed over the Anastasian walls and reached the Theodosian
walls. Tsangadas states that “movements in the East had often before influenced movements
on another frontier of the empire, but this was the first time that such an alliance took the
form of anything resembling a strict cooperation.”* The Byzantines managed to intercept the
Persian and Avar envoys, which tried to support each other. The Avars had to attack the city
by themselves at several points but were successfully confronted. Constantinople managed to
survive this two-sided attack, however with the experience of what a real siege meant.” The

5 Tbid. 65.

8 Cameron (1996)

* Howard-Johnson (1995: 131).
% Tsangadas (180:104)

%! Ibid. p. 105.
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Avaro-Persian alliance could not succeed to take the city, however the peripheries, like
Blahemai which was outside the proper defence line of the city, were sacked.

Its citizens believed that the City was saved by the aid of Virgin Mary and a similar divine
ordinance had secured the Church dedicated to her name in Blahernai. After the siege, in 630
Heraclius ordered the construction of walls that would incorporate Blahemai within the
fortified limits of Constantinople, with this church as well. The last extension of the sea
walls was combining the Pteron of Blahemai with Theodosian sea walls (Fig.15). It was
flanked by twelve new towers. Between the fourth and fifth towers was the gate to Blahemnai
and to the Church of Mary that most probably opened into an existing colonnaded street.
Theophanes says that this portico called Karianos was built in the time of Maurice (582-
602):

Maurice built the Karianos portico at the Blahernai and he had painters depict in it his deeds
from his childhood up to his becoming emperor. He also completed the public bath, which is
at the portico.

Leo Grammaticus states that Tiberius (578-582) founded the mentioned bath, “who restored
many churches and hospices in this area”.” The pier of Blahernai that could have originally
go back to the Byzantium period was turned into one of the landing stages in front of the
gates of the city on the extra-mural zone.

The Late Antique formation of the extra-mural zone from the time of Constantine onwards
concludes with the Heraclean additions. This great Late Antique mega-structure forms the
basis of the later constructions on the Extra-mural Zone as well as its main connections with

the inside.

The Heraclian age is also significant as the distribution of free bread was cancelled in his
time. The reason for this is that the Egyptian province was lost to the Persians in 619. Thus
the lifeline of Constantinople was cut. Even Heraclius had tried to re-establish the Roman
rule on the East by successive excursions. A most unexpected enemy emerged in the south,
which would wipe away the Persians; the Islamic conquests had started. Syria fell in 634,
and one year after the death of Heraclius, Egypt and Alexandria were gone, this time with no
point of retum. This would change the patterns of provisioning on the waterfronts of
Constantinople radically and the role of the Extra-mural Zone with its morphology as well.

%2 Theophanes, Chronographia, here quoted after Mango (1972:28).
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3.6.Conclusion: The First Outline of the Extra-mural Zone

In 324 AD Byzantium was selected by the Roman emperor Constantine the Great as the site
for the construction of a new imperial capital city. The foundation of Constantinople can in
no means be seen as a regular urban development; it was a great imperial project, which was
to be completed by Constantine’s successors since the reign of Theodosius II by the early s®
century. The specificity of the Late Antique period for this research is that the Extra-
mural Zone was first planned in this stage as part of the greater foundation of
Constantinople. The study has tried to understand the meaning of the Extra-mural Zone and
the major factors, which could have determined its formation by considering the relational
patterns between the sea and the “planned” capital city.

The foundation of Constantinople radically transformed the meaning and the form of
the frontiers of Byzantium. The site was transformed from a peripheral crossroads to a
centre, from a transit terminal to an imperial terminus, from the frontier of the Mediterranean
culture to the centre of it. The paths which Byzantium hold for the provisioning and
communication of the Antique Mediterranean turned into communication and provisioning
lines of a new consumption centre. In addition new flow patterns emerged while their
intensity increased; the socio-economic trajectory of the city was expanded over the
Mediterranean. The provinces of the Empire, specifically Egypt, supplied the needs of this
new capital city, whose main industry was to provision it. Constantinople was not only
planned as a great capital city but also emerged as one of the greatest maritime cities known
in the Mediterranean since the 19 century. Constantinople was the New Rome and New
Ostia-Portus at the same place.

Constantinople, being the last of the Tetrarchic capital foundations, was planned, typically,
as a fortified city. The Constantinian circuit of the walls were the first line of fortifications
erected in the Late Antiquity; the limits of the city was defining a fortified territory four
times the size of Byzantium. Only a hundred years after the Constantinian foundations, the
limits of the city was further extended to the West by the construction of a new line of
defence in the time of Theodosius. The reason for the erection of the Theodosian
fortifications is not the over-congestion of the city within the Constantinian limits but is
forming a stronger line of defence against the excursions of barbarian tribes from the Danube
through Thrace. Constantinople was a defensive capital city since its foundation in the

% Ibid. p.128.

96



condition of the “shifting frontiers’ of the Later Roman Empire. In the first three hundred
years of Constantinople, since the 7 century, it was the land frontiers of the Empire which
were under threat and were constantly shifting. The maritime frontiers were secure and there
was no major change in the structure of the Antique Mediterranean; at least its eastem
section was still a Mare Nostrum from where the great cities of the Empire were provisioned.
In these conditions the maritime frontiers of the capital city were constructed by a single line
of defence and were weaker structures when compared to the Theodosian fortifications.

The fortifications of Constantinople were not only military structure; they formed a
controllable socio-economic frontier. Late Antique Constantinople was a great fortified
maritime city which redefined the waterfront of the Historical Peninsula throughout its
extend as well as establishing the maritime terminals proper for the provisioning of the
consumption centre. However, the Keras (Halig) side and the Propontis (Marmara) side were
different compared to each other. On the Propontis side the fortifications were constructed
directly on the shore which were pierced by great imperial enclosed harbours, while the
Keras fortifications were built at a distance to the sea with a foreshore left in-between; that
constitutes the first sketch of the Extra-mural Zone. The comparison of these two types of
frontiers is crucial for understanding the meaning of the Extra-mural Zone in the planned
stage of the city's foundation.

The Late Antique planning projected new and great enclosed harbours on the Propontis side
while the old harbours on Keras were retained.** As the Land Walls were frontiers pierced by
gates at certain intervals, the maritime frontiers of Constantinople were pierced by great
harbours. Almost twof/thirds of the wharfage capacity of the city was on the Propontis. An
explanation for this siting can be the direction of the maritime flows, which provisioned
Constantinople. The city’s necessitities were mainly supplied from the Mediterranean. The
ships via the Aegean, the Dardanelles and Propontis were fronting the city from the south
side. Another explanation is the inner structure of Late Antique Constantinople. The
enclosed harbours were structurally connected with the main public spaces of the city, which
were the imperial fora placed along the main thoroughfare of the city running parallel to the
Propontis. The specificity of the Late Antique Constantinople in regards to its maritime

communications was that the city was planned as to receive its provisions mainly from the

* (