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ankara and the temple of rome and 
augustus in the late antique,
byzantine and turkish periods

The temple dedicated to cult of the 
emperor Augustus and the goddess Roma 
(hereafter the temple of Augustus) is lo-
cated on the acropolis of ancient Ankara1; 
a holy place for Pagans, Christians and 
Muslims alike throughout the centuries. 
The monumentalization of the acropolis 
appears to have begun long before the erec-
tion of the temple of Augustus2 and con-

1 Akurgal 1990b, 17-18.
2 The origins of the places of worship occupy-

cluded in the fifteenth century (C.E.) with 
the construction of the mosque of Hacı 
Bayram-ı Veli (hereafter Hacı Bayram), 
immediately adjacent to the vestiges of the 
temple of Augustus (Fig. 1)3. The area of 
the ancient acropolis, today’s Hacı Bayram 
Square (more commonly referred to as 
Hacıbayram) thus became the pre-emi-

ing this area have long been debated. Archaeological 
evidence seems to indicate that the area of the acrop-
olis was settled by the Phrygians and in all probability 
the site of the temple of Augustus was occupied by an 
earlier place of worship, perhaps dedicated to Men 
and Cybele, dating to the second half of the second 
century B.C.E.: see Krencker - Schede 1936, 42, 
50; Erzen 1946, 94, 101; Akurgal 1990b, 17; 
Buluç 1991, 16. See also Varinlioğlu 1990, 39-43. 
More recently on Roman Ankara, including a discus-
sion of debates and theories regarding the site of the 
temple of Augustus: Kadıoğlu - Görkay 2007, 
21-148; Roman Ancyra 2011, esp. 79-108.

3 For this mosque and its founder, see below, n. 189.

Fig. 1 – Ankara, Hacıbayram Square, with the eponymous mosque and temple of Augustus, as seen in 2008. 
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nent religious center of Ottoman Ankara, 
and has remained as such ever since.

Hacıbayram Square and its monu-
ments, together with the Byzantine fortifi-
cations – Kale in Turkish – located at the 
summit of a steep and rocky hill dominat-
ing the city and its hinterland, are among 
the most important historical landmarks of 
modern Ankara. The area of Hacıbayram is 
located within the historic district of Ulus; 
long intensively occupied by a diversity 
of commercial, religious and administra-
tive functions and activities. The densely 
packed population of the area comprises 
communities from a wide variety of so-
cial, economic and cultural backgrounds, 
and the overcrowding is exacerbated by 
the volume of vehicular traffic. Although 
the combination of these factors makes this 
part of the city one of the most popular, vi-
brant, crowded (and chaotic) areas of mo-
dern Ankara, it also creates an environment 
totally antithetical to protecting the histori-
cal and archaeological features of the area. 

This paper focuses on the history of the 
temple of Augustus, together with its trans-
formation into a Christian place of worship 
within the general context of Late Antique, 
Byzantine and Turkish Ankara4. It analyzes 

4 The terms, such as Late Antique, Early 
Christian or Early Byzantine, have long been 
discussed, but are generally used to indicate more or 
less the same period of time, or transformation, in 
the eastern Mediterranean. With regard to Ankara, 
Foss 1977a, 29, places Late Antiquity between 
the reigns of Diocletian (284-305) and Heraclius 
(610-641) and maintains that the Late Antique 
and Byzantine periods were separated by an ‘event 
of major significance’, i.e., the capture and destruc-
tion of Ankara by the Sassanian Persians in 622. 
The work of Foss remains a fundamental source for 
the history of Late Antique and Byzantine Ankara. 
More recently, see also Peschlow 2015 (this 
source came to the attention of the present author 
after the submission of this article). Sections of 

the factors underlying (and the questions 
surrounding) this transformation and tries 
to establish its date accordingly. In addition, 
it offers an account of the scientific research 
and archaeological investigations regarding 
the temple and its immediate surround-
ings based on the author’s research in the 
archives of the Turkish Ministry of Culture 
and Tourism, General Directorate of 
Monuments and Museums, in the context 
of the ‘Project Ancyra’ conducted in 20005. 

In Late Antiquity, Ancyra owed much 
of its importance to its strategically cen-
tral position on the Anatolian plateau at 
the intersection of important military and 
commercial routes. The main pathway 
from Europe eastward traversed Thrace, 
Bithynia and Galatia before arriving at Syria 
via the Cilician Gates with the principal 

the present paper are based on: Serin (2006, 251; 
2009, 271-312; 2011, 1257-1280; 2014, 65-92). 

5 The section concerning the history of research 
and excavations mainly involves a survey and docu-
mentation of archaeological investigations conduct-
ed by the Turkish authorities, and covers, as initially 
planned within the context of the Project Ancyra, 
the period between 1861 (when the first archaeo-
logical investigation within the temple was carried 
out by the French scholars G. Perrot, E. Guillaume 
and J. Delbet) and the urban planning project 
regarding the historic district of Ulus launched in 
the 1980s. In the context of the Ulus project, the 
area of Hacıbayram was the first pilot project partly 
completed in the early 1990s. A detailed examina-
tion of the most recent large scale planning inter-
ventions affecting the area of Hacıbayram after 2012 
could not be included in this paper. I hereby wish 
to express my thanks to professor Paula Botteri of 
the University of Trieste for my involvement in 
the Project Ancyra and Dr. Alpay Pasinli, Former 
Director of the General Directorate of Monuments 
and Museums, for providing me with a permis-
sion to work in their archives. Previously on the 
Project Ancyra and the Monumentum Ancyranum, 
see Botteri (1999a; 1999b; 2000; 2001; 2001b; 
2002; 2003); Botteri - Fangi 1998 and 2003; 
Botteri - Fangi - Nardinocchi 1999.
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stations on this road being Constantinople 
(Istanbul), Nicomedia (Izmit), Nicaea 
(Iznik) and Ancyra (Ankara). In the 
fourth century, the Roman emperors usu-
ally resided in Antioch and the route from 
Constantinople to Antioch (Antakya) 
through Ancyra and Tarsos (Tarsus) be-
came the main artery of travel for both 
court and army. As Christianity gradually 
spread, this route also became the main 
thoroughfare for pilgrimages to Jerusalem6. 
This led to the name of Ancyra frequently 
appearing in Late Antique sources describ-
ing different itineraries and stations on this 
road. For instance, the Peutinger Table, a 
parchment map attributed to the fifth cen-
tury in its original version, depicts Ankara 
as a fortified city with six towers, a conven-
tional representation of an important place 
in Late Antiquity7.

Ancyra’s early Christian associations 
are widely accepted, despite only one pre-
Constantinian Christian inscription having 
been found there8. On the other hand, the 

6 For the roads, Ramsay 1890; Anderson 
1899, 54-134; Magie 1950; Macpherson 1954, 
11-120; Hild 1977, esp. 34-41, 77-84, 104-112; 
Foss 1977a, 29-31; French 1981, esp. 13. See also 
Roman Roads, in Levick et al. 1993, xxiii-xxviii. 

7 Itin. Anton.Aug. p. 20,143: Ancira, p. 27,200, 
28,201-203, 29,205: Ancyra; Itin. Burdig. p. 
92,575: Anchira/Ancira, p. 93,579: Anchira. 
Expos. mundi 178. For Hierocles’ Synecdemus, 
see Noordegraaf 1938, 273-310; Honigmann 
1939, 34: 696,5. Ancyra has been identified due to 
its location, although its name does not appear in 
Tab. Peut. 8,4; cf. Bosio 1983, 90. See also Levi - 
Trell 1964, 227-36; and Weber 1984, 3-8.

8 For St. Paul in Galatia, see Ramsay 1897, 
130-151, 178-193. Ramsay 1900, 82, notes that 
the earliest churches in Galatia were probably 
found at Ancyra, Juliopolis, Tavium and Pessinus. 
Cf. Karalevsky 1914, cols. 1538-1539. For the 
pre-Constantine inscription, see Bosch 1967, no. 
325; Mitchell 1993 II, 38 n. 223, 62 n. 56. See also 
Christianity, in Levick et al. 1993, xxxvi-xli.

establishment of Montanism in the late sec-
ond or early third century is attested by the 
Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius9. The mar-
tyrdom of the well-known saints of Ancyra, 
St. Clement and St. Plato, took place in the 
late third and early fourth century during 
the reigns of the emperors Diocletian (284-
305) and Galerius (292-311) respectively. 
St. Clement, a philanthropist and native 
of Ankara, was killed (together with his 
deacons) and buried in an area known as 
Cryptus10; while St. Plato, whose reputation 
had spread beyond Ancyra into Galatia and 
even reached Constantinople, was similar-
ly executed at Campus, an area containing a 
necropolis outside the city walls, now gen-
erally believed to be coincident with the 
Gençlik Parkı in Ulus11.

In the fourth century, Ancyra became 
the seat of the metropolitan bishop of 
Galatia and hosted three church councils: 
the orthodox council of 314, following the 
‘Peace of the Church’, the semi-Arian coun-
cil of 358, and the Arian council of 37512. 
At the Ecumenical Council of Nicaea in 
325, the city was represented by its bishop 
Marcellus – a leading religious figure in the 

9 Eus. h.e. 5,16,4. Cf. Von Harnack 1924, 627; 
Schultze 1926, 392-406; Strobel 1980.

10 Vita S. Clementis Ancyrani, in PG 114, cols. 
815a-894b, esp. 883c-894b (for the martyrium 
of St. Clement and his deacons); Synaxarium 
Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanea e Codice Sirmondiano 
(Delehaye 1902, cols. 415-418). Cf. Janin - 
Stiernon 1981, cols. 717-718. For Cryptus and the 
places of worship located there, see also below n. 11 
and 156.

11 Vita Platonis, in PG 115, cols. 404b-425d; 
Cf. Sauget 1967, cols. 959-961. For St. Clement, 
St. Plato and other martyrs of Ankara, see also 
Delehaye 1933, 156-157; Foss 1977a, 34-35, 65; 
Mitchell 1982, 105. 

12 Hefele - Leclerq 1907, 298-334, 903-908, 
983. See also Le Bachelet 1909, cols. 1173-1177. 
For the intended synod of Ancyra in 324 or 325: 
Foss 1977a, 37 n. 34; Mitchell 1993 II, 91 n. 351.
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fourth century. Marcellus, accused of laps-
ing into heresy, was succeeded by Basil13. 
An intellectual and leader of the moderate 
Arian faction, Basil became a popular and 
important bishop of Ancyra, and also, by 
virtue of his doctrinal teaching, a promi-
nent figure in the eastern Church. He was 
active in organizing the structure of the 
Church and participated in several church 
councils, including the semi-Arian synod 
of Ancyra in 358 – the occasion on which 
he founded a ‘church’ in the city14. 

Ancyra appears to have maintained its 
strong Christian connections throughout 
the fourth century, playing a central role 
in a number of theological controversies, 
particularly between the Orthodox and 
Arian parties, and became a haven for 
several schismatic groups, including the 
Montanists and Novatians15. However, 
Libanius, the renowned rhetorician of 
Antioch, decribes mid-fourth century 
Ancyra in his correspondence as a city 
overwhelmingly dominated by a wealthy 
pagan aristocracy with Christian rulers be-
ing in the minority16. This would have been 
a suitable environment for the well-known 
Ancyra sojourn of the pagan revivalist em-
peror Julian (the Apostate) in 36217. Julian 
exploited his stay to take significant steps 

13 Hefele - Leclerq 1907, 670, 756; 
Karalevsky, 1914, col. 1540. For Marcellus, see 
also Quasten 1960, 197-201; Kannengiesser 
1983, cols. 2089-2091.

14 Mansi 1901-27, cols. 265-290. For the synod 
and the church, cf. Soz. h.e. 4,13. For Basil, see Janin 
1936, cols. 1104-1107; Quasten 1960, 201-203. 
For an outline of the events, see Foss 1977a, 37-38; 
Mitchell 1993 II, 91-92.

15 Mitchell 1982, 93-113; Mitchell 1993 II, 93. 
16 Lib. Ep. 298, 355, 728, 768, 833, 1241; cf. Petit 

1957, appendix 3. For Libanius and pagan culture in 
fourth-century Ankara, cf. Foss 1977a, 42-49; Foss 
1985a, 448-465; Mitchell 1993 II, 84-88.

17 Amm. 22,9,2-6. 

towards restoring paganism in Galatia and 
issued new laws to this end. He also ex-
horted local governors to complete their 
predecessors’ projects before commencing 
any new public works; making, however, 
an exception in the case of temples18.

Both this situation and the urban to-
pography of Late Antique Ancyra appears 
to change in the fifth century. Writings by 
two Galatian monks, Palladius (bishop 
of Helenopolis in Bithynia and Aspona 
in Galatia) and Nilus Ancyranus, supply 
valuable information concerning Ancyra, 
indicating Christianity was already estab-
lished by the early fifth century with the city 
becoming a center for charity and philan-
thropy19. Indeed, the buildings erected in 
the fifth and sixth centuries were primarily 
churches, convents and monasteries, while 
most of the public and private buildings, 
including the Late Roman city walls, had 
already been built in the late third and early 
fourth centuries. To these must be added 
earlier buildings, including the theatre, the 
amphitheater, and a number of temples, 
possibly still in use in Late Antiquity20. The 

18 Cod. Theod. 15,1,3; Jul. Ep. 49; Soz. h.e. 5,16. The 
bibliography on the life and works of Julian is exten-
sive. See for example, Bidez 1930; Braun - Richer 
1978; Browning 1975; De Gaiffier 1956, 5-49; 
Richer 1981; and Talbot 1862, among others.

19 Pall. h. Laus. 68. Nilus, besides his work on 
monasticism, left a corpus of letters of which some 
were addressed to Palladius: cf. Disdier 1931, cols. 
662-674; Quasten 1960, 496-504.

20 For Ankara in the classical period, see 
Erzen 1946, 94-100; Bosch 1967, 426; Buluç 
1991, 13-28. For a list of Late Antique and Early 
Christian buildings of Ankara, with historical sourc-
es, see Foss 1977a, 60-61. For the remains of the 
Roman city walls, see Mamboury 1933, 71-72; 
de Jerphanion 1928, 147-148; Arık 1937, 49. 
For sections of the wall uncovered near the Roman 
baths, see Akok 1955, 316-317; for the presumed 
course of the wall, French 2003, 39, 42; and 
Roman Ancyra 2011, 205-216.
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necropolis of Ancyra, also containing Early 
Christian tombs with painted decorations, 
was situated to the South and West of the 
city, covering much of the area of the pre-
sent railway station, and extending towards 
what is now the neighborhood of Maltepe21.

The archaeological evidence for these 
buildings, of which only a few exact loca-
tions are known, is very limited22. No re-
mains of ecclesiastical buildings recorded in 
the sources have survived. Palladius (h. Laus. 
68) writes of a monk living with the ‘bishop’ 
of the town, indicating that Ancyra pos-
sessed a cathedral as early as 419-420, when 
the Lausiac History was written. Sozomen 
(h.e. 4,13) also mentions Bishop Basil order-
ing the construction of a church in Ancyra 
for the synod of 358 (mentioned earlier); it 
is fairly safe to assume this cathedral was the 
selfsame church erected by Basil. 

In addition to the Christian place(s) of 
worship built on the site of the church of St. 
Clement, to be mentioned later, historical 
sources also contain reports of a church of 
the Novatians – a widespread heretical sect 
in fourth-century Asia Minor23, a church 
dedicated to St. Plato24, together with a 

21 de Jerphanion 1928, 225, pl. 117; Freskli 
Bizans Mezarı 1939, 484; Akok - Pençe 1941, 
617-622. Foss 1977a, 66-67 n. 157-158; for a 
monumental and probably funerary structure, 
once located near the Ministry of Defense, see de 
Jerphanion 1928, 226, pl. 120/3. French 2003, 
34, notes that this undated monument, together 
with the cemeteries at Maltepe, may have been 
situated along the Roman road (running along the 
course of the present Dikmen Caddesi) leading 
towards the South. More recently, see also Aydin 
- Zoroğlu 2016, 295-328. For a bibliography on 
the Christian inscriptions from the fourth to sixth 
centuries, see Foss 1977a, 67 n. 159. 

22 For the surviving evidence from the major 
buildings of Roman Ankara: Roman Ancyra 2011.

23 Soz. h.e. 8,1. Cf. Mitchell 1993 II, 93 n. 361, 
98 n. 396.

24 Nil. epp. 2,178 (PG 79, col. 291). For the 

number of monasteries and convents attrib-
utable to the fifth, sixth and seventh centu-
ries, including the monastery of Nilus and 
another administrated by Leontius (later 
bishop of Ancyra) standing on the hill op-
posite the citadel, both attributed to the 
fifth century25, the convent of Magna dated 
42626, the monasteries of the Mother of God 
of Beeia and of Petris, both attributed to the 
late sixth century27, and the monastery of 
Attalina dated c. 62028. Inscriptions refer to a 
church dedicated to the ‘Archangels’ and an-
other to the ‘Saints’29, and there are also in-
dications of two martyria near the city walls; 
one dedicated to the ‘Fathers’ and the other 
to the ‘Patriarchs’30. It is also known that 
Ancyra possessed both a xenodocheion and a 
nosokomeion in the early fifth century31. 

authenticity of the letters of Nilus, see Cameron 
1976, 181-196. The presence of a church dedicated 
to St. Plato is also noted by the pilgrim Theodosius 
who, travelling to Jerusalem in the first half of the 
sixth century, mentions Ancyra as the place of the 
sanctuary of St. Plato: Itin. Theod. 15.

25 Nil. Alb., in PG 79, cols. 696a-712b, esp. 
700, 703. cf. Disdier 1931, cols. 662-674; cf. Foss 
1977a, 64.

26 Pall. h. Laus. 67. One of the works of Nilus, de 
voluntaria paupertate, was addressed to Magna: PG 
79, cols. 968a-1060b.

27 Vita Theodori Syceotae (Festugière 1970), 
cap. 25 (monastery of Petris) and 45 (convent 
of Mother of God of Beeia). For a list of these 
buildings, cf. Foss 1977a, 61; French 2003, 36-43.

28 Ant. Mon. ep. Eust., PG 89, cols. 1421b-1428a.
29 For the funerary inscription, attributed to the 

sixth century, of Paul, ‘priest of the Archangels’, see 
De Jerphanion 1928, 289, no. 63; for the epitaph 
of Theodore, ‘priest of the saints’: CIG 9258; cf. 
Foss 1977a, 61 n. 137, Mitchell 1982, 105.

30 Mitchell 1982, 104; for the very unusual 
dedications to the ‘Fathers’ and the ‘Patriarchs’, cf. 
Grégoire - Orgels 1951, 183, attribute these 
terms to the Montanist Church.

31 Pall. h. Laus. 67-68; For the nosokomeion, see 
also Vita S. Danielis Stylitae, cap. 87 (Delehaye 
1923, 81-82); CIG 9256; and Miller 1985, 94-95. 
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Very few traces of the Early Christian 
places of worship in Ankara, mainly the ves-
tiges of the church built inside the temple 
of Augustus and those of St. Clement have 
survived. The temple of Augustus is situat-
ed on a low hill approximately 1 km North-
West of the Byzantine citadel. The present 
pseudodipteral temple of the Corinthian 
order was erected after the annexation 
of Galatia to the Roman Empire under 
Augustus in 25 B.C.E. (D.S. 53,26,23; Str. 
12,5,1) and the designation of Ancyra as 
its capital32. Today, the only surviving rem-
nants are the pronaos, the two side walls of 
the cella and the opisthodomos (Fig. 2).

Neither the date of the transformation 
of the temple, nor the precise dedication 
of the church, are known33. The literary 

32 The Ankara temple is known to bear the 
only surviving and nearly complete copy of the Res 
Gestae Divi Augusti, also known as the Monumentum 
Ancyranum; basically a catalogue of the achieve-
ments of the Divine Augustus, in both Greek and 
Latin versions. The Greek version of the Res Gestae 
was inscribed on the exterior face of the South cella 
wall, while the Latin version occupied the inner 
anta walls on both sides of the entrance. The Ankara 
inscription was first copied and made publicly 
known by Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq (Forster 
1927, 50) in the middle of the sixteenth century. 
The first comprehensive scientific study and publi-
cation of this inscription is by the German historian 
Theodore Mommsen (1817-1903) who regarded 
the text as the ‘Queen of Inscriptions’ (Mommsen 
1883). The bibliography on this renowned inscrip-
tion (with numerous translations and editions) 
is extensive and outside the remit of this paper. 
For the nature and purpose of the Res Gestae, see 
for example, Ramage 1987. On the temple (and 
the inscription) in its archaeological context, see 
Mitchell 2008; Roman Ancyra 2011, 79-108, with 
bibliography.

33 A passage in Synaxarium Ecclesiae 
Constantinopolitanea (Delehaye 1902, col. 158,2) 
mentions a presbyter Socrates, who was decapi-
tated because he destroyed the altar where pagans 
sacrificed. It is not possible to determine whether 
this altar was that of the temple of Augustus, since 

sources contain no information about the 
temple-church, in contrast to other build-
ings and churches in Ancyra. However, 
given the context, this silence in the his-

two other temples, one dedicated to Zeus and the 
other to Asclepius, are known to have existed in 
Ankara. However, some scholars maintain that the 
crypt under the church can be associated with the 
martyrium of Socrates. According to this text, the 
memory of Socrates was celebrated, together with 
that of a holy woman from a noble family of Pontus 
who devoted herself to God in an ascetic place. She 
was arrested by Simplicius, governor of Cappadocia, 
and, for having confessed in Christ, she was hanged 
twice before being thrown into a burning furnace. 
She survived thanks to the grace of God, and was 
taken by the governor first to Byzantium and then to 
Ancyra, where the presbyter Socrates was beheaded 
for destroying the pagan sacrificial altar. As for the 
holy woman, this time she was thrown into a cooking 
pot; still unharmed, she was eventually executed with 
a sword. I thank Dr. Alexander Alexakis for helping 
me in translating this text.

Fig. 2 – Ankara, Temple of Augustus, as seen before 
2009. 
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torical sources is hardly surprising con-
sidering that neither the transformation of 
the Parthenon – a ‘symbolic event’ in the 
words of Cyril Mango – nor those of the 
two other major temples in Athens, i.e., the 
Erectheion and the Hephaisteion, seem to 
have merited mention in the sources34. 

Some scholars have suggested a fifth-
century date for the transformation of the 
Ankara temple based on the regulations 
provided by the Theodosian codes and the 
polychrome construction technique of the 
‘rectangular apse’ (Fig. 3)35. The first can 
be considered a terminus post quem, but 
provides no further help in dating the indi-
vidual cases. These regulations should not 
be considered in isolation, as they formed 

34 Mango 1995, 201.
35 Restle 1966, 171; Foss 1977a, 65; cf. 

Schultze 1984, 129. See also Bayliss, 2004, 126. 

part of a series of continuous changes oc-
curring in the transition from paganism to 
Christianity. The degree of rigidity or flex-
ibility in applying these codes may well 
have depended on circumstances; requir-
ing differing solutions, such as neutraliza-
tion or disaffection, removal of cult objects 
and images, total destruction, or transfor-
mation into public use, without necessarily 
becoming places of worship. The second 
factor, i.e., the polychrome construction 
technique of the apse, involves the avail-
ability of building material and thus shows 
regional variations; rendering it an insecure 
element for dating alone. In addition, the 
use of alternating rows of red and white/
grey cut stones, as here, is rather unusual, 
and cannot be definitively used in terms of 
a chronological classification. 

Fig. 3 – Ankara, temple-church, polychrome rectangular structure (and steel reinforcements incorporated into the 
walls of the temple in 2009), as seen from the North-East, 2017.
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The temple of Augustus was trans-
formed into a Christian place of worship, 
with only a few modifications indispensa-
ble to its new function. The most important 
change was the demolition of the back wall 
of the cella and the addition of a rectangu-
lar ‘apse’ to the East (or more precisely to 
the North-East) (Fig. 4)36. Eliminating 
this wall enabled the new builders to unify 
the cella and the opisthodomos into a sin-
gle space (Fig. 5). Some scholars suggest 
that the cella could have been divided into 
aisles by two rows of columns, but no evi-
dence indicating such a division has been 
found37. The square antae of the opisthodo-

36 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 296-299; 
Krencker - Schede, 1936, 32-34. For a discussion 
on the ‘apse’, see below.

37 Restle 1966, 171; Foss 1977a, 65; Foss 
1985a, 458; Belke - Restle 1984, 129; Bayliss 
2004, 37 (based on Foss 1977a). Neither Perrot 
and Guillaume, nor Krencker and Schede mention 
vestiges or traces possibly indicating the division of 
the cella into aisles.

mos were included in the construction of 
the apse, but the columns between them 
were removed.

The first archaeological investigation in 
the temple of Augustus, conducted by the 
French scholars Georges Perrot, Edmond 
Guillaume and Jules Delbet, dates back 
to 1861. This was followed by an archeo-
logical excavation in 1926 by the German 
scholars Daniel Krencker and Martin 
Schede under the auspices of the German 
Archaeological Institute, and their work, 
Der Tempel in Ankara (1936), still remains 
a fundamental reference to this day38. The 
working conditions for this later excava-
tion were apparently easier in comparison 
to those of Perrot and Guillaume, when 
the temple was surrounded by a grave-
yard and the South-East cella wall was not 
accessible due to the houses built against 

38 Cf. Rheidt 1999, 40-47, esp. 40-41.

Fig. 4 – Ankara, temple-church, rectangular structure on the North-East end of the cella (Serin 2011, fig. 2).
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the walls of the temple39. The information 
relating to some of the modifications, no 
longer observable, occurring during the 
transformation of the temple into a church 
is based on the studies of both the French 
and German scholars40.

The replacement of the original side 
walls of the rectangular ‘apse’ by the pre-
sent ones makes it difficult to determine 
how this structure was connected to the 
walls of the temple. The present walls are 
constructed of smaller, irregular stones 
easily distinguishable from the rest of the 
‘apse’ (Fig. 6)41. Perrot and Guillaume as-
sume these walls would have replaced two 
small doors leading to the temple’s peri-
style, or pastophoria flanking both sides of 

39 The plans drawn by Perrot - Guillaume 
(1862, pls. 1-2) show in detail the houses and tombs 
surrounding the temple.

40 Perrot - Guillaume 1862; Krencker - 
Schede 1936. 

41 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 299, note that 
these walls were built in ‘Turkish’ times, but they 
might well have been added at some time during the 
Byzantine period.

the apse42. The springer for a vault, seen 
then by both the French and German 

42 Ibid., 299: however, no archaeological evidence 
has been found to indicate the presence of such spaces.

Fig. 5 – Ankara, temple-church, plan (drawn in 1988 for the Ministry of Culture and Tourism by the Photogram-
metry Laboratory of the Faculty of Architecture, METU).

Fig. 6 – Ankara, temple-church, connection between 
the walls of the temple and the rectangular structure 
(South-East corner), as seen from the outside, 2008. 
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scholars on the original side walls of the 
rectangular structure, indicates this was 
originally covered by a low barrel vault43. 

The pronaos of the temple was kept 
intact and probably used as a narthex; 
but seemingly its peristasis was not in-
corporated into the construction of the 
church44. The original marble pavement of 
the cella was removed, and the floor low-
ered and leveled with that of the pronaos. 
At the same time, the original threshold 
of the cella door and the steps leading to it 
were also removed. The apse was raised by 
at least 0.60 m over the floor of the cella. 
Three arched and latticed windows were 
cut through the South-East wall of the 
cella (Fig. 7), although no traces of such 

43 Ibid., 299; Krencker - Schede 1936, pl. 21.
44 For a discussion on the peristasis of the temple, 

see below.

windows are visible on the opposite wall 
partly demolished, probably in 183445. 
According to Krencker and Schede, the 
window lattices irregularly cut into the 
wall probably held a translucent stone 
such as alabaster46.

A rectangular crypt (4.50 x 5.51 m, 2.20 
m high), accessible from the West through 
a narrow arched opening (0.72 m wide, 

45 Texier (1839, 199, pl. 65) and Perrot - 
Guillaume (1862, 297) note that the North-West 
wall of the cella was partly demolished by one of 
the descendants of Hacı Bayram to provide build-
ing material for the bathhouse of his country estate. 
Cf. Hasluck 1927, 27 n. 6. On the other hand, 
Hamilton 1842, 421, remarks that he is pleased 
to learn the report he had heard at Smyrna, ‘of this 
building having been demolished by a Turk for the 
purpose of building a bath with its materials’, was 
false, since only ‘a small portion of the wall had been 
removed, which was not of much consequence’.

46 Krencker - Schede 1936, 32, pl. 36e.

Fig. 7 – Ankara, temple-church, arched windows cut through the South-East cella wall, 2008.
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0.84 m high), can be seen under the apse47. 
Five irregular steps leading to the crypt are 
located within the entrance, on the axis of 
the sanctuary, but there should have been 
three more steps to reach the floor of the 
church48. Krencker and Schede assume 
the entrance to the crypt was closed by a 
finestrella confessionis instead of a door49. 
Inside, the crypt is roofed with a barrel 
vault with a slightly raised apex, probably 
to reinforce the vault50. The same type of 
recess existing at the highest point of the 
vault can also be seen in the crypt under 
the temple of Zeus at Aizanoi51.

Recently, some scholars have suggested 
the rectangular structure at the northeast-
ern end of the temple is incompatible with 
the apse of a Christian church: 

Earlier scholars who have studied the 
Ankara temple have suggested that the 
rectangular structure at its east end should 
be interpreted as a Christian church, 
functioning as the apse. This is certainly 
wrong. Apses, with very rare exceptions, 
were semi-circular. At the east end of the 

47 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 299. Krencker 
- Schede 1936, 33-34, fig. 43, pl. 6.21. Cf. 
Schneider 1939, 203; for the apse and the crypt, 
see also Restle 1966, 171.

48 Krencker - Schede 1936, 33, pl. 6. 21. 
According to a reconstruction of the temple-church 
by the German scholars, the bema was accessed by 
steps located on both sides of the entrance to the 
crypt and including a large niche located within the 
rectangular apse (ibid., 35, fig. 43). Another curious 
reconstruction is by the architect A. Raymond 1924 
(feuille A [section a-b], feuille B [section c-d]: this, 
apparently based more on the imagination of the 
writer than any archaeological or literary evidence, 
includes a cupola raised on a high drum over the rect-
angular apse with richly decorated walls and floor.

49 Krencker - Schede 1936, 34, fig. 43; 
Schneider 1939, 203.

50 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 299; Krencker 
- Schede 1936, 34.

51 Naumann 1979, pl. 50b.

Ankara temple a rectangular antechamber 
gives access to a low platform with a floor 
made from pink bricks. In front of this is a 
small staircase leads down to a rectangu-
lar underground chamber with a vaulted 
roof. These would have no place obvious 
in a church52.

The direct association of this rectangular 
structure with a church is, of course, argu-
able, in the absence of concrete archaeologi-
cal or literary evidence necessarily relating 
this structure with a building phase involv-
ing the transformation of the temple into a 
Christian place of worship. However, the ar-
guments proposed to eliminate this possibil-
ity, based on such assumptions as the apses, 
‘with very rare exceptions, were semi-circu-
lar’ and ‘crypts would have no place obvious 
in a church’, are equally erroneous. First of 
all, apses in church buildings were not only 
semi-circular, but also frequently polygonal 
(on the exterior) and, less often, rectangu-
lar53. Rectangular (and free-standing) apses, 
although unusual in Asia Minor, are seen, for 
instance, in Syria and North Africa. Among 
the examples of this type of apse are those 
of the temple-churches at Deir il-Meshquq 
(southern Syria), Henchir Khima (Africa 

52 Roman Ancyra 2011, 95. A similar view is 
expresed by Stephen Mitchell in a lecture entitled A 
New History of Byzantine Ankara held at the British 
Institute at Ankara (BIAA) on April 6, 2017.

53 Polygonal apses, which were a common featu-
re of the early churches of Constantinople such as 
the Studios basilica or the church of Theotokos in 
Chalkoprateia, became recurrent during the sixth 
century, especially in the East and more sporadical-
ly in the West. For Constantinople, see Mathews 
1971. Numerous other examples can be found in 
Asia Minor, Greece, Cyprus, the Aegean islands 
and the Balkans, as well as in Syria, Palestine and 
Mesopotamia. For the sixth-century agora basilica 
at Iasos and other examples from a large geographi-
cal area, see Serın 2004, 47-48, with bibliography.
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Byzacium) and Srir (northern Syria)54. 
Furthermore, irregularities could frequently 
have occured in churches (or other build-
ings) erected within an existing structure 
where custom was compromised by the 
need to adapt the new building to the avail-
able land and preexisting structural forms 
and features. For instance, in this case, the 
rectangular plan of the bema and the crypt 
may well have been influenced by the shape 
of the peristyle of the temple55. In addition, 
church plans, with the nave terminating in 
an apse, semi-circular on the interior but 
rectangular on the exterior (with ‘variations 
on the theme’), flanked with side chambers 
(upon which the aisles open) joined by a 
straight wall behind the apse are very typi-
cal of churches of Syria (e.g., Dar Qita, Dibsi 
Faraj, Marata, Rouehia, Zebed) and Cilicia 
(e.g., Canbazlı, Kanytelis, Meryemlik, Olba, 
Öküzlü)56. The same plan type can also be 
seen in church buildings in western Asia 
Minor and Pamphylia, including, for exam-
ple, Iasos, Knidos, Miletos, Perge, Selge, and 
elsewhere57. Furthermore, examples of this 
plan type also exist with the nave terminat-
ing in a rectangular apse, flanked with (rec-
tangular) side chambers58. With regard to 

54 Bayliss 2004, figg. 24, 33-34, with bibliogra-
phy. Cf. Delvoye 1963, 250, fig. 13.

55 Restle 1966, 171.
56 Examples of churches displaying this type of 

plan and related bibliography are extensive. See, for 
instance, Butler 1929; Eyice (1966-1967, 411-476; 
1979, 22-29; 1982, 355-367; 1988, 15-58); Hill 1996.

57 Indeed, Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 299, 
assume that the apse of the temple-church might 
have been flanked on both sides with pastophoria 
accessible through two small doors later replaced 
with the present walls (see above, n. 42). For Iasos 
and other examples displaying this plan type, see 
also Serın 2004, 173-177, with bibliography.

58 For mid- and late-sixth century churches 
at Bakirha and Kirbet Tezin in northern Syria, see 
Butler 1929. Cf. Bayliss 2004, fig. 56.

the Ankara temple, the rectangular structure 
on the North-East end of the cella, as seen to-
day, may not necessarily be associated with 
the church, but there is no evidence suggest-
ing any possibly earlier apse should de facto 
have had a semi-circular plan (on both the 
interior and exterior)59.

Likewise, the presence of crypts (or 
‘underground chambers’ in the words of 
Kutalmış Görkay and Stephen Mitchell) in 
churches is certainly not unusual; with in-
numerable examples of churches including a 
crypt (natural or man-made). For instance, 
the presence of a crypt is confirmed by 
Guillaume de Jerphanion under the church 
of St. Clement in Ankara60. Nevertheless, 
crypts with an access from the West are 
rather rare, both in Anatolia and elsewhere, 
as shown in a survey by Jean Pierre Sodini. 
Another known example is the crypt of the 
church of St. John the Baptist at Çavuşin in 
Cappadocia. Crypts with an access from the 
West are more frequent in Dacia from the 
late fourth to the first half of the sixth cen-
tury, with, besides Asia Minor and Dacia, 
a few other examples attributed to the fifth 
and sixth centuries existing in North Africa 
and Spain61. In the present case, the western 

59 Hamılton 1842, 421, seems to be alone in 
referring (possibly mistakenly) to the structure at the 
North-East end of the cella (previously and subsequ-
ently documented as ‘rectangular’) as a ‘semi-circular’ 
bema: ‘The wall at the North end of the cella has also 
been destroyed, and replaced during the middle ages 
by a semi-circular bema, from whence we may conc-
lude that it has been used as a Greek church’.

60 de Jerphanıon 1928, 130. See also Serın 
2014, 72.

61 One of the typical examples in North Africa 
is the crypt of the fifth century basilica at Bénian in 
Algeria: Nussbaum 1965, 181, fig. 10. The church 
of Segobriga (Cabeza de Griego) in Spain, datable to 
the first half of the sixth century, and perhaps that of 
Es Cap d’es Port de Fornells in Minorca also include 
a crypt under the apse. A series of pilasters in the 
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access to the crypt has usually been linked to 
the Augusteum facing West, conforming to 
the local Anatolian tradition regarding the 
worship of the mother goddess, as can be 
seen, for example, in the crypt of the temple-
church of Zeus at Aizanoi62.

A detailed discussion on the shapes of 
apses and the presence of crypts in church 
buildings is outside the remit of this paper, 
but the above mentioned examples alone 
serve to demonstrate that the presence of 
crypts and irregularities is not uncommon 
in church buildings displaying a rich vari-
ety of plan types, especially in those erected 
within already existing structures. As for 
the crypt of the Ankara temple, whether 
this structure was contemporaneous with 
the construction of the Roman temple 

nave of the former church suggests the presence of 
an access from the West, although the staircase itself 
has not survived, while in the latter the access has 
been completely lost: Duval - Fontaine 1979, 
270-273; Sodini 1981, 446-447.

62 Naumann 1979, 15-16, pl. 50b (for the 
crypt). See also Niewöhner 2007, esp. 153-154.

(or earlier) or belonged to a later build-
ing phase associated with the church has 
not been securely confirmed. Görkay and 
Mitchell also argue that ‘the limestone lin-
tel above the stairway to the underground 
chamber is decorated [with] five 8-pointed 
stars… characteristic of Ottoman design’63. 
The decoration on the ‘lintel’ – in real-
ity the reuse of a rectangular spoiled block 
with an arch cut through it, rather than a 
lintel – may indicate a Turkish date, but this 
is no indication that the crypt itself dates 
from the same period as well. As a matter of 
fact, the decoration in question is just an in-
cision barely visible over the archway (Fig. 
8) and could easily have been added later at 
some time during the Ottoman period.

As mentioned earlier, the peristasis 
of the temple was not included as part of 
the transformation of the temple into a 
Christian place of worship. No architec-

63 Roman Ancyra 2011, 95. The ‘Islamic’ decoration 
over the archway is previously noted by Krencker - 
Schede 1936, 33-34, fig. 41.

Fig. 8 – Ankara, temple-church, entrance to the crypt, with a geometric incision over the archway, 2008.
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tural elements, particularly column shafts, 
possibly belonging to this structure, have 
been found in and around the area, apart 
from a few column drums and fragmentary 
Corinthian capitals. William J. Hamilton 
notes the presence of ‘several large fluted 
columns built into the walls of different 
houses in the neighborhood of the temple’, 
but his passage does not seem to refer to 
a systematic removal and reuse of these 
architectural elements64. Tracing the af-
terlife of the temple’s peristasis, i.e., to dis-
cover whether this structure had already 
disappeared at the time of the transfor-
mation of the temple, or was intention-
ally demolished by the new builders, or 
was in some other way incorporated into 
the church, could be helpful in determin-
ing the factors leading to this transforma-
tion and thus establishing a more precise 

64 Hamılton 1842, 421.

date for the construction of the church65. 
It is worth nothing that only a few spoiled 
column drums in the citadel walls might 
be compatible with temple’s peristasis, in 
terms of shape and dimensions, so as to fit 
with the Corinthian capitals found within 
the area of the temple. Indeed, there is no 
preponderance of column drums in the 
Byzantine fortifications of Ankara (Fig.  
9), although these, if available, were much 
preferred as spolia in defense walls due to 
their structural function in integrating the 
two skins of the wall and their ease of trans-
port66. This would suggest that the por-

65 Serin 2009, 307. Preliminary observa-
tions on this issue were presented by the author 
(Ancient Ankara as represented through spolia used 
in its Byzantine fortifications) at the 60th Annual 
Meeeting of the Society of Architectural Historians 
(Pittsburgh, Pennsylania, April 11-15, 2007).

66 Bibliography related to the use of spoiled 
column drums in fortifications is extensive: see 
for example, Greenhalgh 1999, 785-932. As 
for Ankara, further archaeological investigation is 

Fig. 9 – Ankara, Byzantine citadel, column drums reused in the tower next to the main entrance gate, 2017.
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tico of the Augusteum neither ended up 
predominately as part of the citadel walls 
(or seemingly in other places within the 
city)67, nor was it intentionally demolished 
by the new builders during the construc-
tion of the church68. This structure might 
have already been lost before the conver-
sion of the temple; there being no reason 
for not incorporating it into the church, as 
had been done, although in different ways, 
during the transformation of the temple of 
Aphrodite at Aphrodisias and those of Zeus 
at Diocaesarea (modern Uzuncaburç) and 
Seleucia (modern Silifke), to cite only a 
few examples. At Aphrodisias, the peripter-
al Ionic columns of the temple were left in 
situ so as to divide the nave and aisles of the 
church, while at Diocaesarea and Seleucia, 
the peristasis of the temple was incorporat-
ed into the exterior walls of the church69. 
A surviving, and impressive, example of 
this second approach can also be seen in 
the transformation of a Doric temple of 
Athena into a church, probably in the sixth 
century, as preserved within the structure 
of the Duomo of Siracusa in Sicily70. As for 
the peristasis of the Ankara temple, the lack 

required to determine the origins of column drums 
reused in the citadel walls.

67 de Jerphanion 1928, 203, pl. 116/1, notes 
the presence of a Corinthian capital reused in the 
construction of the Roman dam at Bentderesi. Cf. 
Roman Ancyra 2011, 89.

68 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 296, suggest 
that the peristyle of the temple could have partially 
been removed by the Christian builders for the 
construction of the rectangular bema.

69 Serin 2009, 307. For Aphrodisias, see 
Cormack 1990a, 75-88; Smith - Ratté 2000, 
fig. 8. For all these examples, see Bayliss 2004, fig. 
51 (Aphrodisias), figg. 67-84 (Diocaesarea), figg. 
86-93 (Seleucia), with previous bibliography. For 
Diocaesarea, see also Elton - Equini - Schneider 
- Wannagat 2007, 1-24.

70 Deichmann 1939, 112, 135.

of architectural elements, either as identifi-
able remnants of this structure, or reused 
as spoils within the city, might also suggest 
this structure had been left unfinished71. 

As previously mentioned, no textual or 
archaeological evidence has been found to 
indicate the date of the conversion of the 
temple. The Ancyra sojourn of the emperor 
Julian in 362 should predate this transfor-
mation. A date at the end of the fourth or 
early fifth century, when the Ecclesiastical 
History of Sozomen and the Lausiac History 
of Palladius were written, also constitutes 
a terminus post quem. Sozomen makes no 
mention of the temple of Augustus or its 
conversion, despite his provision of de-
tailed information about Julian’s activities 
in Ancyra72. A more specific terminus post 
quem could be the year 435, the date of is-
sue of the Theodosian Code (Cod. Theod. 
16,10,25) prohibiting all pagan practices 
and ordering the destruction of all temples 
and shrines73. However, these demolition 
orders were not rigorously enforced, as 
can be gathered from other codes referring 
to the maintenance of temples and other 
public buildings74. In many important plac-

71 Cf. Roman Ancyra 2011, 89.
72 Sozomen (h.e. 5,20), regarding the temple 

of Apollo at Didyma, notes that when the emperor 
Julian was informed that relics of Christian martyrs 
were kept in ‘several houses of prayer near the 
temple of Apollo’ at Didyma, wrote to the gover-
nor of Caria and ordered that he should burn these 
buildings if they had a roof and altar, and raze them 
down to their foundations if their construction was 
not yet completed. Even in the case of Didyma, the 
passage in Sozomen is clear enough to indicate that 
Christians in the fourth century erected their plac-
es of worship not within, but around the temple. 
Hanson 1978, 261, maintains that Julian could have 
hardly have ordered burning or destruction if the 
temple had already been transformed into a church. 

73 Cf. Cod. Theod. 16,10,19, issued in 408. See 
also Hanson 1978, 257, 263.

74 Among these is a law of Honorius of the year 
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es, such as Constantinople, Corinth and 
Athens, pagan places of worship, regardless 
of their ‘neutralization’ or loss of their origi-
nal function seem to have survived; prob-
ably until they succumbed to the effects of 
neglect, despite these regulations75. 

The ideological and practical motivations 
leading to the transformation of the Ankara 
temple into a church and the chronology 
of this conversion have been discussed in 
detail by the present author elsewhere76. 
Briefly, two main differences of approach 
can be distinguished among the known ex-
amples of churches erected on the sites of 
temples: the first involves the total demoli-
tion of the temple and the construction of 
a new church (whether reusing the building 
materials from the temple or not), while the 
second concerns the reuse and adaptation 
of the surviving parts of the existing struc-
ture77. Archaeological and textual evidence 
indicate that, in Late Antiquity, temples were 
not ‘converted’ but rather completely de-

401, which refers to the conservation and mainte-
nance of ‘disaffected’ temples (Cod. Theod. 15,1,41) 
and a later one (of 458) by Majorian (Novell. Maior. 
4.1), prohibiting the destruction of temples and 
other public buildings to protect them from becom-
ing quarries for marble. On legal regulations regard-
ing public buildings in the early Middle Ages, cf. 
Janiver 1969. See also Frantz 1965, 187-188; 
Greenhalgh 1989, esp. 93; Greenhalgh 2009; 
and Saradi 1990, 67-41.

75 Dagron 1977, 5. For Constantinople, see 
Dagron 1974, 374-376; for Corinth, Ivison 1996, 
99-125; for Athens, Frantz 1965, 191; for other 
areas in Greece, Spieser 1976, 303-320. For a 
general (and comprehensive) survey and documen-
tation of temple conversions within their archaeo-
logical and historical context, see Bayliss 2004. See 
also Saradi 2006, 355-384; and Lavan - Mulryan 
2011. It is worth noting that as late as the beginning 
of the seventh century, Gregory the Great (epist. 
11,56) recommended ‘not to destroy the temples of 
idols, but the idols themselves’.

76 Serin 2009, 271-312.
77 Dagron 1977, 4-5; Caillet 1996, 194-195. 

molished before any church was erected in 
their place78. Early Christian sources, while 
mentioning the construction of churches on 
pagan sites, emphasize the diligence the new 
builders took in removing all traces of the 
earlier ‘polluted’ structures79. Temples were 
not even suitable for adaptation into church-
es, since, as pointed out by Friedrich W. 
Deichmann, Christianity brought a radical 
change in the concept of space by transform-
ing the ‘cult-image’ into a ‘cult-space’80. Bryan 
Ward-Perkins also remarks that the conver-
sion of temples into churches was rare in Late 
Antiquity, not only because it was impracti-
cal, but also ‘ideologically difficult to justi-
fy’81. In this regard, a survey of known exam-
ples demonstrates that churches erected on 
the sites of completely demolished temples 
are chronologically earlier, while the process 
of transforming or re-adaptating a surviving 
pagan structure (into a church), such as the 
Ankara temple, was usually adopted later82. 

To cite only a few examples regarding 
both approaches, the earliest known in-
stance of the replacement of a completely 
demolished temple by a church dates back 
to the first half of the fourth century (326-
336), when Constantine ordered the raz-
ing of the temple of Aphrodite down to its 
foundations and the removal of all debris 
before the construction of the church of the 
Anastasis83. Among other well known ex-

78 Mâle 1950, 66; Frantz 1965, 201; Hanson 
1978, 258, 260; Caillet 1996, 201-202.

79 See, for example, Eus. v.C. 3,27. See also 
Ward-Perkins 1999, 233; Bayliss 2004, 59-61; 
Saradi 2006, 359, with sources.

80 Deichmann 1939, 114.
81 Ward-Perkins 1999, 234.
82 Deichmann 1939, 105-136 (for a catalogue 

of temple conversions, esp. 115-136); Frantz 
1988, 72-74, and chapter 6; Spieser 1976, 309-319; 
Hanson 1978, 257-267; Caillet 1996, 194-202; 
Vaes 1989, 303-321.

83 Eus. v.C. 3,27; cf. Cameron - Hall 1999, 
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amples are the Seraphaeum of Alexandria 
in Egypt (391)84, the temple of Jupiter at 
Baalbek (Heliopolis)85, and the Marneion at 
Gaza86. Another early example can be found 
at Jerash, where the bishopric complex was 
erected immediately to the South of the 
temple of Artemis, probably in the fifth cen-
tury, in an area previously occupied by other 
structures, including another temple87. 

On the other hand, it is very difficult to 
determine the first instance of the trans-
formation and reuse of a surviving temple. 
Archaeological and literary evidence in-
dicate a date not before the mid-fifth cen-
tury for this practice in Asia Minor and the 

279. See also Deichmann 1939, 107; Caillet 
1996, 195. Hanson 1978, 258-263, notes that a 
more precise analysis of the examples involving the 
transformation of a pagan temple into a church in 
the fourth century can lead to different conclusions.

84 The destruction of the Seraphaeum, well docu-
mented in the historical sources, was provoked by 
the bishop Theophilus under Theodosius I, and a few 
years later a church was constructed on the same place 
bearing the name of the emperor Arcadius: Soz. h.e. 
7,15; Rufin. Hist. 2,22-23 (PL 21, cols. 528a-533a); 
Socr. h.e. 5,16-17. Hanson 1978, 259-260, n. 7, indi-
cates other sources mentioning this incident.

85 Chron. Pasch. 303 (PG 92, cols. 759c-764a); 
cf. Gregorovius 1902, 109 n. 1. See also 
Deichmann 1939, 109, 115-116; Hanson 1978, 
262; Caillet 1996, 195.

86 Grégoire - Kugener 1930, 65-69, 75-76. 
See also Deichmann 1939, 108, 118; Hanson 
1978, 259; Van Dam 1985, 1-20; and Caillet 
1996, 195.

87 The recent archaeological investigations seem 
to indicate that this temple had been demolished 
before the construction of the church. The identi-
fication of an intermediary phase between these 
two structures indicates that the destruction of 
the temple was not necessarily due to Christians. 
The year 404 is considered a terminus post quem for 
the construction of the church on the basis of the 
numismatic evidence: Brenk - Häggi - Meier 
(1994, 351-352; 1995, 211-220; 1997, 311-320; 
1998, 425-432). See also Michel (2001, 226-240; 
2004, 178-182); and Bayliss 2004, 127.

Mediterranean basin. Only a few examples 
dating to as early as the fourth century can 
be found in the sources, but these were 
either unsuccessful attempts88, or prob-
ably should not be interpreted as proper 
cases of transformation89. In Asia Minor, 
at Cyzikus, the erection of a church dedi-
cated to the Virgin within the temple of 
Rhea (Mother of the Gods) took place un-
der Leo I (457-474) or Zeno (476-491)90. 
Procopius (Pers. 1.17,18-19) reports two 
temples at Comana in Cappadocia where 
Christians made sanctuaries for them-
selves without changing the structures of 
old temples. As regards Constantinople, 
the transformation of two temples into the 
churches of St. Menas and St. Mocius are 
attributed to Constantine by literary sourc-
es from the seventh century onwards91. The 
cults of St. Menas and St. Mocius and the 
presence of their sanctuaries are well es-
tablished in Constantinople; however, the 
attribution of the transformation of earlier 
temples into churches dedicated to these 
saints to Constantine seems equivocal92.

88 For the transformation of the Hadrianeum at 
Tiberias, see Jones 1948, 221-222. According to 
Epiph. haer. 30,1,12,2 (PG 41, cols. 458c-474a), the 
Hadrianeum was left unfinished. 

89 For the transformation of the temple of 
Caelestis at Carthage by the bishop Aurelius, 
as witnessed by Quodvultdeus, the bishop of 
Carthage, in the middle of the fifth century, see 
Liber promissionum 3,38,44, in Braun 1976, 374. 
Cf. Hanson 1978, 263. See also Caillet 1996, 
199; and Lepelley 1979, 354.

90 Jo.Mal. Chron. 4,77-78. See Mango 1995, 201. 
91 Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum, 

in Preger, 1901, I, 6-7, 34, 72, 140-141, 162, 
214-215 (St. Menas), 18, 19-20, 198-199, 209, 215, 
245, 275 (St. Mocius). For the latter, see also Soz. 
h.e. 8,17. Cf. Janin 1953, 345-347 (St. Menas), 
367-371 (St. Mocius), with other sources; Dagron 
1974, 376, 395-396.

92 Eusebius (v.C. 3,48) notes that Constantine 
embellished the city with places of worship and 
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In Rome, the first instance of the trans-
formation of a surviving Roman temple 
was that of the Pantheon, rededicated to 
S. Maria ad Martyres by Pope Boniface 
VI (608-615) under Phocas93. In Athens, 
temples had probably fallen into disuse 
towards the end of the fifth century (fol-
lowing the edict of 453), although no 
evidence has been found to indicate their 
immediate destruction or transformation, 
as pointed out by Allison Frantz94. The 
exact dates of the transformation of the 
great temples of Athens (the Erechtheion 
and Hephaisteion) are unknown; limited 
archaeological evidence suggests a date 
towards the end of the sixth or beginning 
of the seventh century for the former95. 
Other examples from Asia Minor96, Italy97, 

martyria within and outside the city walls. Dagron 
1974, 376, 395-396, opts for the period of Justinian. 
See also Janin 1953, 367. For St. Mocius, see 
Procop. Aed. 1,4.

93 Liber Pontificalis 56, 69 (Duchesne 1886, 
279 [Sts. Cosma and Damiano], 317 [Pantheon]).

94 Frantz 1965, 197. 
95 Ibid., 201-205; Spieser 1976, 310-311, n. 4. 
96 The construction of Church M on the site of 

the temple of Artemis at Sardis is attributed to a date 
before 400 AD. However, this church was not built 
within the temple, but attached to its South-East 
corner on the exterior: Hanfmann - Buchwald 
1983, 195. 

97 Examples attributed from the second half 
of the fifth to the end of the sixth century can be 
found in Trieste, Novarra, Siracusa and Agrigento. 
The siting of the cathedral of Trieste in the ancient 
Capitol, with the pronaos of the temple left intact, 
did not take place before the second half of the fifth 
century: Testini - Cantino Wataghin - Pani 
Ermini 1989, 179-182. At Novarra, a pagan temple 
was transformed, with minor modifications, into the 
church of Sts. Peter and Paul not long before the year 
500, as reported by Ennodius (dict. 2, pp. 430-431); 
Deichmann 1939, 134, n. 79. The temple of 
Concordia at Agrigento was transformed into the 
church of Sts. Peter and Paul in 597, as described in 
the Life of the bishop Gregory of Agrigento: Leont. 
Abb., v. Gr. Agr. 100 (91), in PG 98, col. 711b. See 

and North Africa98 can be added to these.
There is no single, simple and straightfor-
ward solution to the problem of identify-
ing the factors behind the transformation 
of temples, since the motivations involved 
can vary drastically in individual cases99. 
For instance, the churches converted from 
the temples of Aphrodite in Aphrodisias 
and the Parthenon in Athens were both 
intended to serve as cathedrals for their 
respective cities. However, as also pointed 
out by Ward-Perkins, a radical difference 
of approach can be observed between 
these two: at Aphrodisias, the greater part 
of the temple was destroyed, except for 
the peripteral Ionic columns100, while in 
Athens, almost the entire temple was re-
tained101. It is worth noting that the name 
of the city of Athens was never changed, 
whereas Aphrodisias was later renamed 
Stauropolis – the City of the Cross102. 

The Parthenon was transformed into a 
church dedicated to the Virgin, with only a 
few minor modifications, one of which was 

also Deichmann 1939, 134; Trizzino 1980, 
172-188; Testini - Cantino Wataghin - Pani 
Ermini 1989, 133. For the church of S. Ansano 
transformed from a Roman temple at Spoleto and 
other examples from Italy, see Di Marco 1975, 
50-51; Vaes 1989, 299-321. For these and other 
examples, see also Serin 2009, 295-301, esp. 296, 
with other sources and bibliography.

98 Duval 1971, 265-296; Caillet 1996, 198.
99 Ward-Perkins 1999, 234. 
100 Cormack 1990a, 75-88; Cormack 1990b, 

32. For the date of the transformation, see also 
Smith - Ratté (1995, 44-46; 2000, 221-253). Cf. 
Bayliss 2004, 126. 

101 Deichmann 1938-1939, 127-139; Ward-
Perkins 1999, 235-236; Živkov 2000, 197-203.

102 Roueché 1989, 149-151. Ward-Perkins 
1999, 236, points out that the wise and virgin 
Athena would have been more easily accepted than 
Aphrodite whose lifestyle was totally contradictory 
to the ideals of Christianity.
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the addition of an apse to the East103. Even 
the external appearance of the temple was 
left largely intact, including the greater part 
of its friezes and pediment sculptures; only 
the cult statue of Athena was removed. 
Ward-Perkins remarks that this would 
have been a ‘unique instance’ of a pagan 
sculptural cycle left in situ and intact on a 
temple converted into a church104. In both 
the cases of Aphrodisias and Athens, the 
Christians could possibly have chosen to 
celebrate their triumph over paganism by 
‘neutralizing’ these buildings with strong 
pagan connotations, or they may well have 
attempted to preserve at least part of these 
buildings because of their strong historical 
connotations105. In this second case, the re-
use of old temples, in addition to indicating 
an awareness of the past grandeur of both 
the city and the building itself, may also 
have been influenced by thoughts of archi-
tectural conservation and recycling, as also 
encouraged by legal regulations in Late 
Antiquity (e.g., Cod. Theod. 15,1,45)106. 

Ward-Perkins argues that any inter-
pretation of the motivations behind the 
transformation of the Parthenon is largely 
dependent on the date it is supposed to 
have occurred. No archaeological evidence 
has been found to indicate the date of the 
conversion of the Parthenon, except for 
coins of the second half of the sixth cen-

103 Deichmann 1938-1939, 127-139; Ward-
Perkins 1999, 235; Živkov 2000, 197-203.

104 Ward-Perkins 1999, 236.
105 Ibid., 237: “However important the 

Aphrodision might be within the life and history of 
its city, its crediantials as a symbol of glorious past 
and of an ancient civilisation were nothing to those 
of the Parthenon. Was this famous and ancient 
temple converted into a church, and hardly touched 
in the process, in part so as to preserve the memory 
of the time when Athens had been great?”

106 Greenhalgh 1989, 87-89; Alchermes 
1994, 167-178. See also above, n. 74.

tury107. These coins constitute a terminus 
ante quem for the presence of the church, 
but are insufficient alone to indicate an ex-
act date for its transformation. A few docu-
mentary sources suggest a date towards the 
end of the fifth century108, but Athens was 
still a prosperous city with extensive build-
ing activity in the fifth century, making the 
need to transform an abandoned temple to 
obtain a new church unlikely. A conversion 
under these circumstances seems to indi-
cate strong ideological motivations109. 

Whereas, if this transformation occurred 
later, i.e., at the end of the sixth or beginning 
of the seventh century, as the numismatic 
evidence suggests, expediency may played 
its part110. This could also explain the differ-
ences in approach between Aphrodisias and 
Athens111: the Parthenon, with its excep-
tionally large cella, was easy to adapt into a 
church with only minor modifications, but 
the smaller temple of Aphrodite would have 
been a much less suitable candidate for a 
similar conversion. At the end of the sixth 
century, the Parthenon, despite its continu-
ing visual domination of the city, would 
probably have lost most of its pagan asso-
ciations. However, Athens, in common with 
the rest of Greece, was threatened by Avar 
and Slavic raids. In this situation, the trans-
formation of the Parthenon must have been 
a safe and practical option for creating a new 
Christian place of worship. 

107 Deichmann 1938-1939, 137. See also 
Živkov 2000, 197-203. 

108 Mango 1995, 201-203. Cf. Ward-Perkins 
1999, 237-238. According to Živkov 2000, 198, the 
conversion of the Parthenon would have occurred 
under Justinian.

109 Ward-Perkins 1999, pp. 237-239.
110 More recently on Athens and the Parthenon: 

Dı Branco 2006, esp. 192-197, with further indica-
tions and bibliography.

111 Ward-Perkins 1999, 239.
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Returning to the subject of the Ankara 
temple, a judicious re-examination of 
the archaeological and historical data on 
Byzantine Ankara may lead to an alterna-
tive transformation date to the previously 
suggested vague vacillation between the 
fifth and sixth centuries. Archaeological 
and literary evidence indicate that the 
transformation of temples into churches 
was not a priority for Christians, but con-
sidered as possibly expedient under spe-
cific circumstances, including times of 
conflict and troubles requiring retrenching 
the boundaries of the city, or to provide 
secondary places of worship for cities al-
ready endowed with principal churches. 
The examples dated, or datable with ac-
ceptable certainty, show that circumstanc-
es demanding these transformations oc-
curred occasionally in the fifth, but more 
frequently in the sixth and seventh centu-
ries and later112. Ancyra would have had ad-
equate provision of a cathedral and other 
churches in the mid-fourth and especially 
the fifth and sixth centuries, obviating any 
need to adapt a delapidated temple with 
strong pagan connotations. 

However, Ancyra fell to the Persians in 
the first decades of the seventh century and 
remained continuously under the threat 
from Persian and Arab attacks until the 
ninth113. This was the period the city itself 

112 Caillet 1996, 202; Greenhalgh 1989, 
94-97; Vaes 1989, fig. 9B.

113 The Persians were soon driven from Asia 
Minor by Heraclius in 628, but the city was captured 
by the Arabs in 654. Historical sources give differ-
ent dates for the capture of Ankara by Chosroes II: 
Chronicon a.d. 1234 (Chabot 1937, 180) attributes 
it to the first year of Hegira, i.e. to 622/23; while 
Thphn. chron. 302, to 618/19; cf. Mango - Scott 
1997, 434 n. 1. Foss 1977a, 70-74, considers the 
year 622, while other scholars opt for the year 620: 
Wittek 1932, 330; Janin - Stiernon 1981, col. 
722. Cf. Agapius (Vasiliev 1910, 458:198) also 

was incorporated into a new military ad-
ministration, and, in the eighth century, was 
designated the capital of the Bucellarian 
Theme114. Textual, archaeological and mon-
umental evidence indicate the implementa-
tion of considerable alterations in Ancyra 
during this period when the city shrank into 
a fortified hill, as also observable in several 
other towns of Byzantine Asia Minor, and 
elsewhere115. Furthermore, layers of ash and 
debris found in the Roman baths construct-
ed under Caracalla suggest the building was 
destroyed by fire attributable to Persian 
incursions, according to the numismatic 
evidence, including gold coins of Heraclius 
(610-641) and other finds of the same pe-
riod116. The destruction of a prominent 

refers to massacre and enslavement. For Persian and 
Arab attacks in Asia Minor, see also Brooks (1898, 
182-208; 1900, 728-747); Ahrweiler 1962, 1-32; 
Foss 1975, 721-747. For the obscurity of the route 
of the Sassanian forces in Asia Minor during the 
reign of Heraclius, cf. Russell 2001, 57-71. 

114 Pertusi 1952, 71, 133-136. The creation of 
the Byzantine Themes dates back to Constantinus V 
(740-755). The Bucellarian Theme was formed by 
the subdivision of the earlier Opsikion. The name of 
the first strategos appears in 767-768: Thphn. chron. 
440. See also Brooks 1901, 67-77. The fact that the 
commandant of the Bucellarian Theme was among 
the officers holding the highest rank and salary of 
the Empire indicates the military importance of 
Ancyra: Foss 1977a, 74.

115 For other towns in Asia Minor receding to 
hilltops or fortified areas, such as Ephesus, Miletus, 
Priene and Side, see, for example, Müller Wiener 
(1961, 5-122; 1986, 435-475); Foss 1988, 147-174; 
Foss - Winfield 1986, 129-142. The transforma-
tions of Miletus and Didyma are striking: Robert 
1960, 495-502 (Didyma); Müller Wiener 1967, 
279-290 (Miletus); Foss 1977b, 478-479. For the 
kastron at Didyma, see also Malamut 1988, 489. For 
a critical approach to the problem of ‘transition’ from 
polis to kastron, see Dunn 1994, 60-80. For Amorium, 
see Lightfoot 1998, 56-71. More recently, on the 
‘end’ of the Byzantine city in Anatolia and the case of 
Miletus, see Niewöhner 2016, 63-77.

116 Dolunay (1941, 261-266; 1968, 5-37); for a 
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building located within the (third century) 
city walls may indicate the scale of damage, 
which, in this case, would have been more 
severe in the extra-mural areas. 

The citadel of Ankara, with its closely 
spaced pentagonal towers evoking a paral-
lel line of ships’ prows (Fig. 10), sits on 
the summit of a steep and rocky outcrop 
dominating the city and its hinterland. It 
comprises two sets of ramparts, consid-
ered similar in construction technique and 
materials, but differing in form and logistic 
concept117: an inner circuit, almost regular 

list of coins found at the Çankırıkapı excavation, Foss 
1977a, 71, and appendix 2; cf. Russell 2001, 63.

117 The citadel of Ankara was the subject of 
comprehensive research by G. de Jerphanion 
whose work (1928, 144-221, pls. 81-120) still remains 
fundamental; cf. Eyice 1993, 9-31. De Jerphanion 
1928, 155-156, notes that the inner circuit, with its 
pentagonal towers, would have been the ‘unique’ 
applied example of a logistic theory adopted by the 
ancient theoreticians of fortifications maintaining 
that pentagonal towers were the paramount expedi-
ent to guarantee the resistance of fortifications: cf. De 
Rochas d’Aiglun 1872, 28-30, 156-157. 

and rectangular, and a curvilinear outer cir-
cuit enclosing the inner battlements to the 
South and West118. A. W. Lawrence notes 
that no other fortification, except Pağnik 
Öreni, is known to have been so densely 
equipped with towers requiring consider-
able expense to construct and a garrison of 
a size to defend its complexity and length 
available to few other fortresses119. 

The construction of the inner circuit is 
dated to the first half or middle of the sev-
enth century, while the outer circuit, to-
gether with the bastion at the South-East 
corner (Şarkkale)120, and the rebuilding of 

118 For a description of the citadel, see 
Mamboury 1933, 73-78, 144-188; for an analytical 
description, de Jerphanion 1928, 144-221. See 
also Gülekli 1948, 98-106; Sevgen 1959, 50-56; 
Lawrence 1983, 204-209; and Foss - Winfield 
1986, 133-136, 143-145. For the citadel in its histor-
ic and urban context, see Foss 1977a, 29-87; Eyice 
1992, 19-32; Serin 1998, 953-958.

119 Lawrence 1983, 205. For Pağnik Öreni, see 
also Harper 1977, 453-455.

120 As for the South-East bastion, Lawrence 
1983, 207 n. 107, notes that there is no other 

Fig. 10 – Ankara, Byzantine citadel, inner circuit with pentagonal towers, as seen from the South-West, 2017.
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the inner circuit, is dated to the year 859 AD 
by the inscriptions, i.e., to the reign of the 
Emperor Michael III (842–867) referred to 
as μέγας βασιλεύς, assisted by the spatharo-
candidatus Basil, the future Emperor Basil I 
(867–886)121. The capture and destruction 
of Ankara by the Caliph Mu’tasim in 838, 
recognized as one of the most significant 
Arab victories in Anatolia122, apparently 
spurred the large-scale construction activity 
undertaken by Michael III. The emperor is 
commemorated in an inscription engraved 
on three long blocks placed on the top of the 
wall on the right of the South gate of the in-
ner circuit as πολιστής, ‘founder of the city’, 

Byzantine example of such a barbican which 
‘represents a very ancient oriental model’; cf. Foss 
- Winfield 1986, 136.

121 For the inscriptions, see de Jerphanion 
1928, 228-293; Grégoire (1928, 437-468; 1929-
30, 327-346); French 2003, 197. De Jerphanion, 
1928, 208-214, attributes the construction of the 
inner circuit to c. 630, taking into consideration 
the historical events, construction technique, 
and inscriptions, while Foss 1977a, 75, to the 
years 656-661, i.e. to the reign of Constans II. The 
construction of the outer circuit and South-East 
bastion, as well as the rebuilding of the inner circuit, 
is attributed to Michael III (842-867). Although 
Mamboury 1933, 146-152, thinks that the outer 
circuit predates the inner, the opinion of De 
Jerphanion is generally accepted: cf. Foss 1977a, 
74-79. Foss - Winfield 1986, 143, attribute the 
construction of the outer circuit to Nicephorus I 
(802-811) on the basis of a passage in Thphn. chron. 
746; cf. de Jerphanion 1928, 214. 

122 According to the Arabic sources, during 
the reign of Theophilus (829-842) the Arab forc-
es under the Caliph Mu’tasim destroyed Ankara, 
which was recognized, together with Amorium, as 
one of the most important strongholds of Byzantine 
territory: see, for instance, Ibn Khordâdhbeh (De 
Goeje 1967, 74); and Tabarī (Marin 1951, 60-67 
[Ankara], 67-76 [Amorium]). See also Burry 1923, 
263-272; Vasiliev 1935, 144-174; and Vryonis 
1971, 21. Ostrogorsky 1959, 61-62, reproduces a 
list of the important towns in Asia Minor, including 
Ankara, after the early seventh century.

as he apparently raised the city from the 
ground again after the disaster of 838123. 

The citadel is distinguished by the 
quantities of spolia used in constructing its 
ramparts, towers and bastions. The South 
and West sides of the inner circuit, facing 
the city, include the most significant pieces 
of spolia involving blocks of marble, archi-
tectural and sculpted pieces, fragments of 
altars, steles, sarcophagi, and inscriptions. 
The spoils incorporated into the walls of 
the inner rampart also include architectur-
al and funerary elements, and a fragmen-
tary inscription possibly ‘associated’ with 
the temple of Augustus124. Sculpted pieces 
occur less frequently on the East side of the 
inner circuit, where pierced square blocks 
were often used, creating an almost deco-
rative effect. The fact that these blocks, 
belonging to the water system of Roman 
Ankara, were used almost exclusively on 
this side of the citadel indicates that water 
was brought uphill from the East, i.e., from 
the direction of Mount Elmadağ125. 

123 Perrot - Guillaume, 1862, 240; de 
Jerphanion 1928, 209; Grégoire 1928, 437-442; 
French 2003, 197.

124 This inscription, carved on a rectangular block 
placed upside down into the wall of the tower of the 
South gate to the inner citadel, includes a dedication 
by Axius, a priest belonging to the ancient Roman 
assembly of the fetiales, and is dated to the first half 
of the first century C.E. on the basis of its epigraphic 
characteristics and ‘associated’ with the temple of 
Augustus: see French 2003, 86- 87, with bibliog-
raphy. According to Bosch (1967, 50, no. 54) and 
Mitchell, this block would have belonged to an 
architrave, while French (ibid., 87) suggests that it 
was part of a dedicatory panel. French also argues 
that the block with the inscription of Axius, togeth-
er with the orthostates and the so-called ‘four reliefs 
of Priapus’, conspicuously positioned close to each 
other into the tower of the South gate, may have 
belonged to some structure, perhaps a monumental 
altar, associated with the temple of Augustus.

125 Fıratlı 1951, 349-359, fig. 24 (plan showing 
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The churches located outside the walls 
or in less protected areas of the city were 
possibly damaged or demolished during 
the same period of turmoil and disruption 
affecting the city and the Christian elite of 
Ancyra might have decided to secure the 
city an alternative place of worship in a rel-
atively safer location. The transformation 
of the Augusteum can thus be linked with 
the disturbances caused by the Persian and 
Arab attacks occurring from the first half of 
the seventh century onwards126. Similarly, 
most of the spoils reused in the construc-
tion of the citadel probably came from de-
bris of buildings already demolished in the 
same context127.

The simple layout of the church, with-
out ornamentation, at least as far as can be 
deduced from its surviving features, also 
seems to indicate that this transformation 
was conceived as a temporary solution. 
That Christian places of worship erected 
on the sites of earlier temples (usually not 
within but around) elsewhere, such as at 
Olympia, Delos, Delphi and Didyma, are 
so modest in scale and decoration indi-
cates they catered for the needs of a local 
Christian community and by no means 
reflects a triumphal manifestation of 
Christianity over paganism128. 

However, this does not exclude any ide-
ological motivation underlying the conver-
sion of the Ankara temple. There are strik-
ing similarities between the locations of the 
Parthenon and the Augusteum, both visu-

the course of the water system); cf. de Jerphanion 
1928, 152; French 2003, 36. On the water supply 
of Roman Ankara, see also Kaytan 2008.

126 Serin 2009, 304-305; Serin 2011, 1274. For 
a seventh century date for the temple-church, see 
also Feld 1977, 165.

127 Serın 2011, 1274.
128 Spieser 1976, 317-318; Saradi 2006, 359. 

For Delphi, see Déroche 1989, 2713-2723.

ally dominating their respective cities, and 
their strong historical connotations: the 
former as the symbol of a glorious past, the 
latter as the bearer of the only surviving ex-
ample of the Res Gestae Divi Augusti in both 
Greek and Latin versions. In this context, 
the significance of the Res Gestae should 
be interpreted, as also pointed out by Suna 
Güven129, together with its monumental 
setting and its political role as an image of 
imperial propaganda in this remote region 
of Anatolia130. Indeed, the German archi-
tect Paul Bonatz, who visited the Ankara 
temple in the late 1930s, remarks that it is 
a notable work of propaganda from which 
even Goebbels could profit131. It is, there-
fore, reasonable to assume that the trans-
formation of the Augusteum would also 
have involved an awareness of the building’s 
ideological role to be interpreted in the con-
text of a medieval culture where ‘memory’ 
had still a fundamental role132.

It is difficult to estimate how long 
the temple-church remained in use. A 
Byzantine inscription (Fig. 11) on the 
interior face of the South-West cella wall 
appears to have escaped the partial demoli-
tion of this wall as noted earlier. This acros-

129 For the place of Ankara in the Roman world 
and the significance of the Monumentum Ancyranum 
as an imperial image, see Güven (1994, 51-61; 
1998, 30-45; 2001, 109-122).

130 It is worth noting that two other known 
copies of the Res Gestae were also found in 
Anatolia, at Apollonia (modern Uluborlu) and 
Pisidian Antioch (modern Yalvaç), in Greek and 
Latin versions respectively. For Augustus’ politics 
concerning the eastern provinces, see Elsner 1996, 
32-53; and Macro 1980, 658-697. For temples in 
the service of imperial propaganda: Stambaugh 
1978, 583-585. 

131 Bonatz 1950, 208. Cf. Scobie 1990, 11.
132 Serin 2009, 305-306. For the significance 

of the ‘text’ and ‘memory’ in medieval culture, see 
Carruthers 1992, esp. 8.
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tic inscription, which presents, according 
to H. Grégoire, ‘une certaine intérêt littérai-
re’, and dates to the ninth or tenth century, 
comprises of a set of verses where the ini-
tial letters constitute the name of a certain 
Eustathius, a turmarch133. This inscription, 
in combination with other Byzantine graf-
fiti on the inner surfaces of the cella walls 
and several crosses (Fig. 12), including 
some with flared arms terminating in pairs 
of drops and datable to the later years of 
the Byzantine period, indicate the church 
was still in use, or somehow survived, in 
the Byzantine Middle Ages134. 

The remains of a massive wall, 54 m long 
and approximately 6 m thick, were uncov-
ered in 1940 to the North-West of the tem-
ple-church in the course of the demolition 
of houses surrounding the temple. The wall 
runs parallel to the temple at a distance of 
ca. 40 m, probably enclosing a rectangu-
lar area (ca. 118x156 m) surrounding the 
building135. Ernest Mamboury remarks 
the presence of pilasters supporting brick 
arches (no longer existing), and main-
tains that these would have belonged to a 

133 Turmarch was a military rank used to desig-
nate the commandant governing a Tourma, i.e. the 
subdivision of a Theme. Ancyra was the capital 
of the Bucellarian Theme, and therefore the seat 
of a strategos, not of a tourmarches. The turmarch 
Eustathius is unknown in the history of Ankara, but 
may well have been posted to a nearby province and 
have come to Ankara before his death to be buried 
there: Grégoire 1928, 449-453. According to 
Krenker - Schede 1936, 59-60, the transforma-
tion of the temple might be due to Eustathius.

134 A sarcophagus was recovered at the back 
of the cella during the excavations by Krenker and 
Schede. A water channel cut through the sarcoph-
agus indicates that it was subsequently used as a 
fountain. The presence of the sarcophagus, together 
with Byzantine funerary inscriptions and graffiti on 
the inner face of the cella wall, might also suggest 
that the church had a funerary function.

135 Mamboury 1949, 96-102. 

‘Byzantine’ construction built against that 
wall136. The wall was built of alternating 
courses of brick and large blocks of stone, 
including an abundant quantity of spolia. 

136 Ibid., 96.

Fig. 11 – Ankara, temple-church, inscription of Eustha-
tius, tourmarches (courtesy of Dumbarton Oaks Image 
and Fieldwork Archives)

Fig. 12 – Ankara, temple-church, some of the crosses 
incised on the inner faces of the cella walls, 2008.
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The 0.29 m long and 0.04 m thick bricks 
were arranged in courses of four, five or 
six together. The mortar beds (of lime and 
sand) had a total thickness of 0.06-0.065 
m for a band composed of six courses of 
brick137. Excavations along the North inner 
side of the wall revealed paving slabs at a 
depth of 3.30 m. These slabs are thought 
to have belonged to the original pavement 
of the square surrounding the temple. The 
wall, which was 6.86 m high in relation 
to the original floor level of Hacıbayram 
Square, reached a height of 10.85 m on its 
side facing the Ilbeyi Street to the North-
West due to the slope of the land138. The 
original construction technique and mate-
rials of this wall, documented by the pre-
sent author in 2000 (Fig. 13), are now dif-
ficult to discern as a result of subsequent 
restoration works (Fig. 14). 

The date, function and extension of this 

137 Ibid., 101.
138 Ibid., 96-97 (with a sketch of the wall section).

wall remain uncertain. Mamboury tenta-
tively dates it to the second half of the sixth 
century based on construction techniques 
(albeit using limited comparative mate-
rial) and maintains that the area enclosed 
within this wall could have been occupied 
by private houses or possibly formed a for-
tified military area139. According to Clive 
Foss, the presence of this wall, together 
with a graffito incised on the inner face of 
the North-West cella wall (Fig. 15), men-
tioning a certain Hypatius, a hegoumenos, 
indicates the temple-church was probably 
part of a monastic settlement. No textual or 
archaeological evidence possibly indicat-
ing the presence of a monastery around the 
Augusteum can be found, but Foss suggests 
that this may have been associated with the 
monastery of Nilus or that of Attalina (or 
some other). Foss also notes that the lack 
of windows on the North-West cella wall 
suggests the presence of annexes within 

139 Ibid., 100-102. 

Fig. 13 – Ankara, remains of a wall along Şehit Keskin Street, as seen in 2000 (Serin 2011, fig. 4)
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that side of the temple-church140. Yet, nei-
ther the presence of annexes, if any, nor of 
an enclosing wall are sufficient evidence 
alone for a monastic complex141. 

140 Foss 1977a, 66; Foss 1985a, 458-459. For 
the graffito of Hypatius, see de Jerphanion 1928, 
291-292, no. 67; Krencker - Schede 1936, 60.

141 It is worth noting that some of the Early 

Some scholars have inclined to believe 
the massive wall around the temple-church 

Christian sites like Alahan in Isauria, St. Thekla at 
Meryemlik, the extra-mural churches of Korykos, 
initially identified as monastic, were later proved not to 
have been built as such: see, for example, Hill 1994, 
137-145; Mango 1991, 297-300. See also Elton - 
Equini - Schneider - Wannagat 2007, 45.

Fig. 14 – Ankara, remains of the wall along Şehit Keskin Street, as seen in 2017 (Ufuk Serin - Mercan Yavuzatmaca).

Fig. 15 – Ankara, temple-church, graffito of Hypatius, incised on the inner face of the (North-West) cella wall, 2008.
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is part of the third century fortifications142, 
sections of which were uncovered by 
Mahmut Akok in the late 1940s to the 
North-West of the Roman baths. With re-
gard to this latter wall, Akok notes that it 
extends North-West/South-East for ca. 40 
m, with a thickness of 3.70 m, and contains 
two adjacent sections, 2.60 m and 1.10 
m thick, respectively. He also observes 
that the wall, which was built with large 
amount of spoil over earlier structures, 
‘bears the characteristics of the medieval 
citadel walls of Ankara’143. However, this 
wall, together with other sections subse-
quently uncovered in 1985 and 2003, was 
attributed to the third century on the basis 
of inscriptions144. 

On the other hand, there is no concrete 
evidence associating the wall near the tem-
ple-church with the third century fortifica-
tions. This wall, with a remarkable thick-
ness of 6 m, does not correspond with the 
section and description of the wall uncov-
ered by Akok (where, for example, courses 
of brickwork are not mentioned)145. With 
regard to the sixth-century dating suggest-
ed by Mamboury, the period between the 
third and seventh centuries was a period of 
relative peace and prosperity in Asia Minor, 
with little reason to build such a massive 
wall around the temple-church146. In addi-

142 French 2003, 39, with bibliography.
143 Akok 1955, 316-317.
144 Foss 1977a, 32 n. 14; French 2003, 39, 

with bibliography. More recent information on the 
third century walls can be found in Roman Ancyra 
2011, 205-216.

145 Akok 1955, 316-317, figg. 7-8.
146 It is worth noting that no building activity, as 

far as can be deduced from de Aedificis of Procopius, 
is recorded in Ankara in the age of Justinian, except 
for the restoration of the highway running through 
the city. On the other hand, the emperor under-
took contruction activities in Galatia, including, 
for example, the erection of a stone bridge on the 

tion, this wall (as noted by Mamboury and 
also observable on the section surviving 
intact before the restoration work imple-
mented at the beginning of the 21st centu-
ry) displays different styles of masonry: it 
was built of rubble stone of irregular form 
and dimensions in the lower levels, and 
of alternating courses of brick and regular 
blocks of stone (probably spoils), conceal-
ing a rubble core packed with heavy mor-
tar, in the upper levels (Fig. 13)147. The 
courses of stone, with headers and stretch-
ers, constitute the ‘facing’ of a mortared 
rubble core, while the brick courses extend 
across the entire thickness of the wall. 

Ashlar masonry (or rubble stones in 
more-or-less regular shape and dimen-
sions), alternating with courses of brick, 
was frequently used in Late Antiquity over 
a large geographical area in a variety of 
building types, especially in fortifications, 
as can be observed, for instance, in the 
fortifications of Antioch, Constantinople, 
Nicaea, or Nicopolis (Epirus)148. However, 
as Foss also emphasizes, the use of brick, 
combined with more-or-less regularly cut 
blocks or spoils, frequently reappears in 
buildings and fortifications of Asia Minor 
(and elsewhere), especially from the ninth 
century onwards (e.g., the walls of Ankara, 
Iznik, Kütahya). Foss goes on to argue that 
fortification walls can be difficult to date 
on stylistic grounds alone, because even 
contemporary walls and towers may not 
only display variations (and sometimes sig-
nificantly different appearances) from one 

river Siberis (Sakarya) and a church to the West of 
this bridge near the village of Sykeon on the road 
between Constantinople and Ancyra, near the city 
of Anastasiopolis (modern Eskişehir): Procop. Aed. 
5,4,1-6. Cf. Anderson 1899, 65-67; Macpherson 
1954, 111, pl. 9.1.

147 Mamboury 1949, 101.
148 Foss 1985b, 82.
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region to another, but also within the same 
structure149. It is worth noting that the 
variations of the masonry with alternating 
courses of stone and brick appear in dispa-
rate constructions in Ankara, including the 
Caracalla baths, the church of St. Clement 
and the Byzantine fortifications, cover-
ing a period from at least the third to the 
ninth centuries. This makes dating the wall 
in question with any degree of precision 
very difficult – not to mention defining the 
function of the area it encloses without fur-
ther archeological investigation of the area. 
In any case, the massiveness of this struc-
ture, possibly overlying a previous wall sur-
rounding the courtyard of the temple150, 
indicates a defensive intent rather than a 
monastic seclusion, and its belonging to a 
period later than previously proposed can-
not be ruled out. It is possible that the low 

149 Foss - Winfield, 1986, 129, 162-163; Foss 
1977a, 92; Foss 1982, 182.

150 See above n. 138 (Mamboury 1949, 97). 

hill of the temple-church, the acropolis of 
ancient Ankara151, could have been con-
sidered worthy of a separate defense wall 
between the seventh and ninth centuries 
in the context of circumstances necessitat-
ing the construction of the citadel and the 
transformation of the temple into a church.

As mentioned earlier, the Early 
Christian and Byzantine places of worship 
of Ankara are primarily represented by the 
surviving vestiges of the church erected 
within the temple of Augustus and those 
of St. Clement. Further archaeological in-
vestigation may, of course, reveal new evi-
dence on the Early Christian and Byzantine 
churches and buildings of Ankara, the 
presence of which can also be recognised 
from blocks of spolia dispersed within the 
city (Fig. 16). The church of St. Clement 
has been discussed in detail elsewhere152, 
but given its significance as a lost architec-
tural heritage of Byzantine Ankara and its 
place in architectural history, it deserves 
a brief mention here. Little now remains 
visible of this building, which was virtu-
ally lost before the 1960s153. What remains 
of St. Clement’s are now hidden, and dif-
ficult to access, behind modern buildings 
at the corner of Denizciler Caddesi and 
Çıkrıkçılar Yokuşu at the South-West foot 
of the citadel hill in the historic district 
of Ulus. Only the inner section of a wall, 
which includes a spoiled block with an in-
cised Latin cross with triangular termini 
(the horizontal arms are eroded), survives. 

The church of St. Clement was built of 
alternating bands of brick and stone (the 
pilasters supporting the dome and arches 
are entirely brick) on a cross-inscribed 
plan (23x14 m) surmounted by a central 

151 Cf. Mamboury 1949, 101.
152 Serın 2014, 65-92.
153 Eyice 1991, 5-12.

Fig. 16 – Ankara, a Middle Byzantine architectural 
sculpture block displayed in front of Çengel Han 
(Rahmi Koç Museum) in Ulus, 2007.



363

Ankara and the temple of Rome and Augustus in the late antique, Byzantine and Turkish periods

dome. The central cross-in-square space 
(naos) terminated in an apse with semi 
circular interior and polygonal exterior, 
together with the rooms flanking the bema 
(prothesis and diaconicon). The church 
also included a narthex, flanked by a small 
room on both sides (and hypothetically an 
exonarthex), galleries, and a crypt154. 

The date of this church has long been 
debated: De Jerphanion, who studied 
the building in detail, proposes a date in 
the second half of the fifth or early sixth 
century, maintaining that it antedated St. 
Sophia in Constantinople. Oskar Wulff 
opts for a sixth or seventh century date, as 
also suggested by Cyril Mango and Hans 
Buchwald. Richard Krautheimer, on the 
other hand, argues for a mid-ninth cen-
tury date based on construction technique 
and materials and stylistic details. Semavi 
Eyice remarks that the church might have 
been built on the site of an earlier Christian 
place of worship from the fourth or fifth 
century, and proposes a ninth century date 
for what now remains155. 

Indeed, according to Vita S. Clementis, 
the saint was martyred, together with 
Agathangelus and two other deacons, at a 
place known as Cryptus (mentioned ear-
lier), probably named as such for the pres-
ence of a crypt (as also documented by De 
Jerphanion under the present church of St. 
Clement) under Diocletian. St. Clement 
and Agathangelus were both buried at 
Cryptus, in the vicinity of a place of wor-
ship; while the other two decaons execut-
ed together with St. Clement were buried 
in a nearby location where a place of wor-

154 Texier 1839, 195-200, pl. 71; de Jerphanion 
1928, 113-143; Eyice 1991, 5-12.

155 de Jerphanion 1928, 143. Wulff 1903, 
52-66; Buchwald 1969; Mango 1985, 96; 
Krautheimer 1986, 289; Eyice 1991, 7.

ship was later erected to commemorate 
them156. The reliability of hagiographical 
sources can sometimes be arguable, how-
ever, in this case, the information related to 
the presence of an earlier Christian place 
of worship at Cryptus, where the present 
cross-inscribed church was built in the 
ninth century, seems authentic and pro-
duced by an author well informed on the 
topography of this area, as also pointed out 
by Foss157.

Blocks of spolia, attributable to the fifth 
and sixth centuries, incorporated into the 
walls constitute a terminus post quem for 
the construction of the church158. The lay-
out of St. Clement’s shares similarities to 
a group of medieval churches, including 
variations on the cross-domed plan, such 
as the church of the Koimesis in Nicaea 
(Iznik) and that of Dereağzı (now both 
lost), the church of St. Nicholas at Myra 
(Demre), the churches of Hagia Sophia 
at Bizye/Vize and Thessaloniki, and the 
church today known as the Atık Mustafa 
Paşa Camii in Istanbul, to cite only a few 
examples of the many available159. In terms 

156 For the Christian place of worship erect-
ed at Cryptus, see Vita S. Clementis Ancyrani, in 
PG 114, col. 892c-d; see also above n. 10. For an 
unpublished Late Antique tombstone reused in the 
church, cf. Foss 1977a, 84 n. 205.

157 Foss 1977a, 24.
158 Among these are the fluted impost capitals 

and pillars including a Latin cross in low relief 
with triangular termini: cf. De Jerphanion 1928, 
140-142, pls. 70, 74-76. For further discussion on 
these architectural elements, see Serin 2014, 77-78.

159 For the Koimesis, see Wulff 1903; Schmit 
1927; and Peshlow (1972, 145-187; 2003, 
201-218); for the church of St. Nicholas at Myra: 
Peschlow (1975, 303-359; 1990, 207-258); for the 
churches of Hagia Sophia at Bizye and Thessaloniki: 
Bauer - Holger 2006, 249-270; and Theocaridou 
1988, respectively; for the Atık Mustafa Paşa Camii: 
Mathews - Hawkins 1985, 125-134. Other sourc-
es can be added to these. See also Serin 2014, 73, 
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of construction technique and materials, 
St. Clement’s, with its bands of brick and 
rubble, finds parallels in the masonry of 
the Dereağzı church (dated to the second 
half of the ninth or early tenth century)160, 
and in the upper levels of the inner cir-
cuit of the Byzantine citadel of Ankara, 
also built of alternating courses of rubble 
stone and brick, and dated to 859. In addi-
tion, Krautheimer notes that mortar beds 
in the walls of both St. Clement’s and the 
citadel are thick and slope downwards 
and outwards161. Taking all these factors 
into account, a date around the middle of 
the ninth century for the building of the 
present church of St. Clement remains 
eminently plausible162. It is also probable 
that the marble architectural elements of 
St. Clement’s, displaying significant dif-
ferences in terms of decoration and work-
manship, to the rubble and brick masonry 
of the walls, had been salvaged from an 
earlier Christian place of worship (in all 
probability that at Cryptus) to be reused in 
the church, and subsequently in the cita-
del walls and other locations in the city. It 
is reasonable to suggest that the (re)con-
struction of the church of St. Clement also 

with bibliography. For the origins and development 
of this plan type and its geographical and chrono-
logical extension, see, for instance, Buchwald 
(1969, 36-63; 1984, 223-229; 1994); Mango 
1985, 89-98; Krautheimer 1986, 285-300; Lange 
1986, 92-113; Schmuck 1991, 356-374. See also 
Ousterhout 1999, esp. 15-17, 33.

160 Morganstern 1983, 62-65 (masonry and 
construction techniques), 169-173 (date).

161 Krautheimer 1986, 289; cf. de Jerphanion 
1928, pl. 71/3. This feature, which can be observed 
in the surviving sections of St. Clement’s, remains 
difficult to identify in the citadel walls because of the 
decay of mortar.

162 For a detailed analysis of these and other 
features used for the dating of the church, see Serın 
2014, 72-80. See also Serın, 2011, 1278-1280.

took place during the general resurgence in 
building activity in Ankara after the cessa-
tion of the Persian and Arab attacks in the 
ninth century163. 

As can also be understood from the data 
presented above; archaeological and liter-
ary evidence on Late Antique and Byzantine 
Ankara mainly concerns the period from the 
fourth to ninth centuries and involves the 
architectural and topographical transfor-
mations of the Augusteum, St. Clement’s, 
the Byzantine fortifications, and their im-
mediate surroundings. Other buildings of 
Roman Ankara, such as the Roman dam 
at Bentderesi and the so-called ‘column of 
Julian’ also seem to have been subjected to 
alterations in the early years of the Byzantine 
period164. With regard to the Byzantine 
Middle Ages, on the other hand, in addition 
to the lack of archaeological and monumen-
tal evidence, the literary sources are also less 
concerned with Ancyra after the final defeat 
of the Arabs in the ninth century. Although 
the Arab attacks were definitively repulsed, 
and peace returned during the reign of the 
Macedonian emperors (867-1025), the 
Arab writers continued to mention Ankara 
during the tenth and eleventh centuries in 
connection with the major highway running 
through the city165. Whereas, Byzantine 
chroniclers rarely mention Ankara after the 
establishment of peace in Anatolia and lit-
tle is known about the last centuries of the 
Byzantine period in the city166.

Anatolia was conquered by the Seljuk 

163 Serın 2014, 77. Cf. Foss 1977a, 84.
164 For sixth-century interventions, or repairs 

on the Roman dam in relation to ‘Tower G’, see de 
Jerpahnion 1928, 202-203; Roman Ancyra 2011, 
224, 225-238 (for a summary of several theories 
regarding the so-called column of Julian).

165 Al-Muqaddasī (Honigmann 1936, 270); 
Idrīsī ( Jaubert 1840, 309, 311).

166 Foss 1977a, 81.
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Turks in 1071 following the battle of 
Manzikert and Ankara soon became a 
Turkish city, although the exact date of its 
conquest by the Turks has not been defini-
tively ascertained. It is known that from 1073 
until its final conquest by the Seljuk Turks in 
1173, the city changed hands several times 
between the Byzantines and the Turks, and 
also fell to the Crusades167. However, the first 
mention of the city in the Ottoman sources 
only dates back to the year 1361, i.e., to the 
beginning of the reign of Sultan Murad I168. 

Ankara appears to have declined in 
prosperity and commercial vitality after 
the Persian and Arab raids, but maintained 
its military importance during the Seljuk 
period, as clearly indicated by the addi-
tions and alterations to the Byzantine for-
tifications carried out by the Seljuk sultans 
in the thirteenth century169. The Seljuk and 
Ottoman interventions mainly involved 

167 The exact date of the capture of Ankara by the 
Seljuk Turks is not well established, but is general-
ly attributed to 1072-1073: De Jerphanion 1928, 
215-219, notes that Ankara was still Byzantine in 
1073 under Michael VII Ducas; see also Wittek 
1932, 338; Vryonis 1971, 163-184; Janin - 
Stiernon 1981, 725; For the Crusaders’ attacks, 
see Cate 1969, 343-367; and for an outline of 
events following the defeat of the Arabs in the ninth 
century, Foss 1977a, 80-86, with sources.

168 For the Turkish period in Ankara, see Wittek 
1932, 338-354: Wittek’s work is partly translated in 
Turkish by Ardıç (1936a, 50-51; 1936b, 69; 1937a, 
83-84; 1937b, 118-119; 1937c, 133-135). Vryonis 
1971, 294, notes that only piecemeal information 
about Ankara can been found in the patriarchal 
documents, mentioning the presence of a metropol-
itan in 1400, who also appears in the fifteenth centu-
ry notitia, but the Greek congregation of Ankara 
would have already declined by that time.

169 The alterations during the Seljuk period were 
recorded by an inscription located in the northern 
wall of the citadel, mentioning the intervention of 
Sultan Keykavus II in the middle of the thirteenth 
century: see de Jerphanion 1928, 197-201; 
Gülekli 1948, 99.

the northern section of the citadel, includ-
ing the walls enclosing the area to the North 
and those descending towards the now lost 
Roman dam located in the valley, known 
today as Bentderesi, between the citadel 
hill and Hıdırlık Tepesi on the opposite 
side of the valley170. No other important 
building activity appears to have occurred 
in the city during this period, in contrast to 
other major towns of Seljuk Anatolia, such 
as Konya, Kayseri or Sivas171. The fact that 
the Alaaddin Mosque, one of the earliest 
buildings erected in Ankara in the Seljuk 
period, was located within the inner circuit 
(Içkale) suggests that the intra-mural area 
was one of the earliest settlements of the 
Seljuks in the city172. The religious build-
ings erected in Ankara in this period were 
modest in scale, while it is also worth not-
ing that no medrese from the Seljuk period 
is known to have existed (or survived) in 
the city173. However, the residential area 
within the walls did develop, particularly 
during the Ottoman period, when the cita-
del was also used as a prison174.

During the fourteenth and fifteenth cen-
turies, the urban area gradually spread out-
side the walls, and the citadel hill was occu-
pied by several mosques and mescids, each 

170 de Jerphanion 1928, 155, 201-208; 
Mamboury 1933, 147-148, 185-188 (the Roman 
dam was constructed on a stream called Hatip Çayı, 
referred to as Tabakhane Deresi in the 1920s, running 
through this valley). See also Cengizkan 2005, 45; 
Roman Ancyra 2011, 217-224.

171 Darkot 1943, 442.
172 The original construction of this building 

dates to 1178 by an inscription placed on the mimber 
(pulpit): see Ankara Kalesi Koruma Geliştirme 
İmar Planı Projesi 1987, 242; Bakırer 1992, 73. 
According to Darkot 1943, 451, this inscription 
could have been removed from another mosque.

173 Aktüre 1984, 12-13. See also Öney 1971, 131.
174 Ankara Kalesi Koruma Geliştirme Imar Planı 

Projesi 1987, 58.
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surrounded by its own neighborhood175. 
From the sixteenth century onwards, the 
official documents and travelogues started 
to provide considerable information about 
the social, economic and urban character-
istics of Ankara in the Ottoman period176. 
Hans Dernschwam, who travelled with 
Ogier Ghiselin de Busbecq (ambassador 
of the Holy Roman Emperor Ferdinand 
I to Süleyman the Magnificient in 1554-
1562), was among the first travelers to 
visit Ankara in the sixteenth century. His 
sketched drawing dating to 1555 shows 
the residential development of Ankara ex-
tending down the slopes of the citadel hill, 
without any further fortifications on the 
plain surrounding the city177. 

With regard to the temple of Augustus, 

175 Aktüre 1984, 17; cf. Öney 1971, 25-55, 66.
176 For travelers and travelogues concerning 

Ankara, see Eyice 1972, with bibliography.
177 Babinger 1923. A Turkish translation of 

Dernschwam’s work is by Önen 1992, esp. 258; 
cf. Aktüre 1984, 17. Ankara was surrounded by a 
third fortification wall at the lowest part of the cita-
del hill as defence against the Celali riots in the early 
seventeenth century. This wall lost its importance 
soon thereafter, but remained as an important land-
mark defining the limits of the city until the end of 
the nineteenth century: Aktüre 1994, 88. Ergenç 
1984, 50, maintains that this wall was built at the end 
of the sixteenth century. Evliya Çelebi who visited 
Ankara in the mid-seventeenth century describes 
the citadel as a strong structure, including four 
fortification walls built of white stones (Zillioğlu 
1966, 653). The Ottoman fortifications can be seen 
in a plan of Ankara drawn by Von Vincke in 1854 
(reproduced in Mamboury 1933, 78), which is the 
first plan of Ankara. This wall can also be seen in 
an engraving by de Tournefort 1717, 442; and 
in an anonymous painting in the Rijsksmuseum of 
Amsterdam: see Eyice 1972, pl. 42. De Jerphanion 
1928, 147-148, identifies the remnants of the Roman 
wall in the North-West section of the citadel. See also 
Foss 1977a, 60. For the circuits of the Roman and 
Ottoman walls (now both lost), previously believed 
to be built on the layout of the former, see Roman 
Ancyra 2011, plan 2. 

this building was mistakenly identified by 
Dernschwam as an ‘old Roman structure’, 
probably an ‘ancient Roman palace’ or 
a ‘theater’178. The traveler notes that the 
building itself was roofless but divided 
into ten rooms (for hodjas) by mud-brick 
walls built against the walls of the temple. 
He also notes that the beaten earth cov-
ered ceiling of these rooms was so low 
that one could easily touch it179. This pas-
sage from Dernschwam, however, is not 
detailed enough to indicate whether the 
temple might have been used as a medrese 
or simply provided shelter and lodging 
for dervishes or teachers. The remnants 
of the rooms that once occupied the cella 
were also seen by the French architect and 
traveler Charles Texier in 1834 and in-
cluded in his plan of the temple180. These 
rooms appear to have already been demol-
ished by 1861, since Perrot and Guillaume 
only found fragments of brick and timber, 
probably belonging to the roof of the (sup-
posed) medrese181. The French scholars 
also note that the entrance to the cella was 
through a small Turkish door crowned by a 
pointed arch. An Arabic inscription, which 
appears to have been lost after the expedi-
tion of Perrot and Guillaume, incised over 
the arch, included a verse from the Koran 
and recorded a certain Mohammed Ibn 
Abu Bekir as the restorer of the medrese, 
without, however, mentioning the date of 
this restoration182.

178 De Busbecq also identifies the temple as ‘the 
ancient residence of a governor, now ruined and 
roofless’ (Forster 1927, 50).

179 Önen 1992, 256-257.
180 Texier 1839, 199, pl. 65.
181 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 297.
182 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 299. Another 

curious doorway surmounted by a pointed arch at 
the back of the temple appears in a watercolor draw-
ing by G. Volpato (1735-1803), however, this arch-
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The district surrounding the mosque of 
Hacı Bayram is mentioned in the Ottoman 
sources of the first quarter of the sixteenth 
century as Ak Medrese (White School), 
probably in association with the ‘white 
marble’ used in the construction of the tem-
ple. It is also known that the building was 
referred to as such after the death of Hacı 
Bayram. This institution, giving its name to 
the surrounding neighborhood, appears to 
have been located near the mausoleum of 
Hacı Bayram, although its precise location, 
date and donor have not been identified183. 
The historical sources also mention that 
Çorlulu Ali Efendi, a famous imam of the 
time of Sultan Bayezid II, was teaching at 
Ak Medrese184. According to Özer Ergenç, 
the fact that the medrese was not mentioned 
in the earliest Tahrîr Defterleri from 1462-
63 suggests that this building was estab-
lished later, probably at the end of the reign 
of Mehmet II or under Sultan Bayezid II185. 
It is worth noting that Evliya Çelebi does 
not mention the presence of a medrese (or 
Ak Medrese) around the mosque of Hacı 
Bayram in his Seyahatname compiled in 
the mid-seventeenth century, but notes 
that more than 300 dervishes used to 
live in the tekke (dervish lodge) of Hacı 
Bayram-ı Veli186. The possibility that Ak 
Medrese might actually be the construc-
tion erected within the temple, as recorded 
by Dernschwam, cannot be ruled out. It 
can also be assumed that this temporary 

way could have been a figment of the artist’s imagi-
nation: see Sevim 1997, n. 060. 

183 Ergenç 1995, 25, n. 79 (the information 
about Ak Medrese is found in Ankara tahrîr defteri 
[11 Ekim 1523-1 Zi’l-hicce 929] dated 1523). See 
also Koşay - Akok 1956, 3, 15. 

184 Ergenç 1995, 25, n. 80 (Hoca Sa’deddin 
Efendi, Tâcü’t-tevârih II, p. 564).

185 Ibid., 25.
186 Zillioğlu 1966, 654.

shelter fell into ruins during the hundred 
years following the visit of Dernschwam.

Returning to the argument mentioned 
above regarding the rectangular structure 
added on to the North-East end of the 
Ankara temple, Görkay and Mitchell argue 
that that this rectangular ‘platform’ would 
be an iwan (a common feature of Islamic ar-
chitecture) of an early Ottoman date. They 
also maintain that ‘the decorative pattern 
and the use of strongly contrasting color 
in the walls are characteristic of Ottoman 
design’. Indeed, the general architectural 
characteristics of this structure may well 
recall an iwan187; however, the contrast-
ing colors (red and white) in Ottoman ar-
chitecture were usually created by the use 
of alternating courses of brick and stone, 
known as almaşık duvar tekniği in Turkish, 
rather than by stones of contrasting colors, 
as can also be observed in the walls of the 
adjacent mosque and mausoleum complex. 
Obviously, the same techniques applied to 
Byzantine architecture as well. The same 
scholars further claim that ‘the irregular 
gap made in the North wall of the cella, pro-
viding access to the rear of the mosque… 
originally allowed direct access between 
the mosque and the medrese’188. There is no 
concrete archaeological or textual evidence 
to associate this rectangular structure with 
either the church or the medrese, or to at-
tribute the destruction or demolition of the 
North-West wall of the cella to a building 
phase involving the erection of a medrese 
within the temple. It is also difficult to as-
sume that the Ottoman builders would 

187 Iwan (in Turkish eyvan) is a vaulted space 
opening onto a courtyard, used in a variety of sche-
mes, both in religious (mosques and madrasas) and 
secular architecture: cf. Hattsteın - Delıus 2000, 
esp. 624, with examples and bibliography.

188 Roman Ancyra 2011, 95-96.
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have been involved in such a random dem-
olition to provide an access between the 
two buildings (Fig. 17), i.e., a finely built 
and enigmatically, but not haphazardly, po-
sitioned mosque and a medrese (conceived 
as a temporary structure or not).

The mosque of Hacı Bayram, erected di-
agonally adjacent to the South-West corner 
of the temple of Augustus, creating a trian-
gular area between the two buildings (Fig. 
17), was one of the most important religious 
buildings of Ottoman Ankara, as mentioned 
earlier. It was built around 1425 by Hacı 
Bayram, poet and founder of an eponymous 
religious sect, two years before his death189. 
A gravestone found at the foot of the mina-
ret records Mehmet bin Ebubekir Hamdani 

189 For Hacı Bayram and his sect, see Bayramoğlu 
1989.

as the architect of the mosque190. The build-
ing, originally constructed of mud-brick on 
a simple rectangular plan, underwent altera-
tions and modifications in later periods191: 
marble inscription panels placed on the 
kıble (South) wall record the restoration of 
the building by Mehmet Baba, one of the 
descendents of Hacı Bayram, in 1714 under 
Sultan Ahmet III (1703-1730). Further res-
toration work was carried out under Sultan 
Mustafa III (1757-1774), when the interior 
walls of the mosque were covered with ce-
ramics. The last large scale restoration of 
the building was conducted by the General 
Directorate of Pious Foundations in 1940, 
following the completion of the excavation 
in the area of the temple of Augustus by the 

190 Mamboury 1933, 223; Koşay - Akok 1956, 13.
191 Türkiye’de Vakıf Abideler 1972, 352-358; Koşay 

- Akok 1956, 13-17.

Fig. 17 – Ankara, temple-church, partly demolished cella wall (North-West), 2017.
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Turkish Historical Society192. The mausole-
um of Hacı Bayram was erected after 1429, 
following his death, in the area just in front 
of the mosque and temple complex, and re-
stored in 1941 and 1947193.

No record of the neighborhood sur-
rounding the mosque of Hacı Bayram can 
be found in Tapu Tahrir Defterleri (land and 
property registers) of 1522, nor in Ankara 
Şer’iye Sicilleri of 1601 nor in Avarız and 
Salyane Defterleri of the years 1785-1830, 
although it was frequently mentioned in 
Mahkeme Kayıtları (court registers) of the 
same years (1785-1830)194. Rıfat Özdemir 
maintains that this absence was due to the 
district of Hacıbayram being exempt from 
taxes from the time of Sultan Mehmet II, 
obviating any need for tax registration. The 
area also appears as one of the most popu-
lated areas of the city according to the first 
population census in 1830195.

The exact date of the construction of 
the houses surrounding the temple is not 
known. Dernschwam, who visited the build-
ing in 1555, makes no mention of the pres-
ence of houses, while Pitton de Tournefort, 
at the beginning of the eighteenth century, 
notes a few houses adjoining the walls of the 
temple196. It can therefore be assumed that 

192 The official documents (no. 48459 of 
27.07.1939) by T. C. Vakıflar Umum Müdürlüğü/
İnşaat Müdürlüğü indicate that the restoration of 
the Hacı Bayram Mosque, including the mauso-
leum, began in 1939 and was carried out by the 
Directorate of Antiquities and Museums (T. C. 
Maarif Vekilliği Antikite ve Müzeler Direktörlüğü, 
document no. 4026 of 19.04.1939).

193 Türkiye’de Vakıf Abideler 1972, 357.
194 Özdemir 1986, 88. See also Aktüre 1994, 100.
195 Özdemir 1986, 88; cf. Aktüre 1994, 100. 
196 de Tournefort 1717, 316: “On voit dans 

l’enceinte de cet edifice les ruines d’une pauvre Eglise des 
chrétiens, auprès de deux ou trois méchantes maisons, 
& de quelques escuries à vaches. Voilà à quoi se réduit le 
monument d’Ancyre...”

the earliest houses were erected against the 
walls of the temple somewhere between the 
late sixteenth and early eighteenth century. 
The vestiges of masonry seen in the middle 
of Hacıbayram Square belong to Ottoman 
baths, probably erected after the construc-
tion of the mosque197.

The first archaeological investigation 
in the temple of Augustus dates back to 
1861 and was carried out by the French 
scholars Perrot, Guillaume and Delbet, as 
mentioned earlier198. The French scholars 
copied the original Latin text of the Res 
Gestae and the visible parts of its Greek 
translation, and conducted a small-scale 
excavation in order to reach the founda-
tions of the back wall of the cella. Although 
they failed to find the foundation walls, 
which might have been demolished when 
the temple was transformed into a church, 
they discovered the crypt under the apse. 
This discovery led the scholars to specu-
late that the foundations of the cella wall 
had been reused for the construction of 
the crypt and the apse. They excavated the 
crypt down to 1 m in order to reach to the 
floor slabs or mosaics, but they recovered 
nothing but rubble and fragments of mar-
ble. The scholars also documented the in-
scription of the turmarch Eustathius and 
the crosses incised on the inner face of the 
cella walls199.

It is known that the temple of Augustus 
was used as an open-air antiquarium in the 
late nineteenth century (after the expedi-
tion of Perrot and Guillaume), continuing 
to function as such until 1938 (Fig. 18)200. 

197 See below n. 232.
198 Perrot - Guillaume 1862, 243-273, 295-312.
199 Ibid., 300-301.
200 Photographs from the years 1925 and 1930 

show that the area in front of the temple was used 
as an open-air lapidarium: Ankara Posta Kartları ve 
Belge Fotoğrafları Arşivi, no. 11-03; 11-15. For the 
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Indeed, Lord Warkworth, during his visit 
to ‘Angora’ in the late 1890s, notes that the 
Vali ‘was engaged in cleaning and repair-
ing the Temple of Augustus, with a view to 
collecting all the antiquities in the neigh-
borhood and placing them there’201. In an 
official correspondence dated 5.10.1938 
between the Turkish Historical Society 
and the General Directorate of Antiquities 
and Museums, the archaeologist Hamit Z. 
Koşay notes that the floor of the ‘open-air 
museum’ would have remained at ca. 2 m 
lower than the road leading to the temple 
that was about to be covered with asphalt, 
and requests the transfer of column capi-
tals and sarcophagi exposed in this area to 
the Archaeological Museum of Ankara202. 

period of 1933-1938: T. C. Maarif Vekâleti, Müzeler 
Dairesi, documents no. 35 of 7.6.1938; no. 169 of 
22.6.1933; and no. 203 of 3.7.1933 addressed to the 
Vekâlet Makamı.

201 Lord Warkworth 1898, 10; cf. Akçura 
1992, 68.

202 Document no. 62 of 5.10.1938.

Apparently, this transfer was soon com-
pleted, since another official document of 
the same year signed by O. Ferit Sağlam, 
Director of the Etnographical Museum of 
Ankara, mentions the same area in front 
of the temple as the ‘ancient’ open-air mu-
seum203.

Following the establishment of Ankara 
as the capital of Republican Turkey, the 
area of Hacıbayram was included within a 
new urban development project. In 1927, 
burials and houses surrounding the tem-
ple and the mosque were partly removed 
by the Municipality of Ankara204. A few 
years later, as indicated by the official docu-
ments from 1933, the consolidation of the 
wall surrounding the temple, including 
the replacement of the old wall enclosing 

203 T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Etnoğrafya Müzesi 
Direktörlüğü, document no. 247 of 20.10.1938 
addressed to the Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikite ve 
Müzeler Direktörlüğü.

204 Mamboury 1933, 252; Koşay - Akok 1956, 
3; Arık 1999.

Fig. 18 – Open-air lapidarium in the area of the temple of Augustus, ca. 1930 (Ankara Posta Kartları ve Belge 
Fotoğrafları Arşivi 1994, no. 11-04).
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the area in front of the temple (used as a 
‘storage place’) with a new wall, and the re-
pair of the broken entrance door and rail-
ings became necessary. The new wall was 
required to allow independent access to 
the minaret, separate from the general en-
trance to the area around the temple205.

The excavation by the Turkish Historical 
Society in the area of the temple began in 
1938-39, following a partial removal of the 
houses attached to the walls the temple206. 
As far as can be deduced from the official 
documents of 1938, the removal of all 
houses surrounding the temple was needed 
for the completion of the excavation, but 
these buildings appear to have remained 
in situ until 1939. Indeed, the first stage 
of excavation, which took place between 
15.4.1938 and 18.5.1938, had to be halted 
since the expropriation of the houses to the 
North of the temple had not been complet-
ed207. At the same time, the Municipality of 
Ankara lowered the level of the street in 
the area to the South-West of the temple. 
The archaeologists intended to accom-
plish the excavation and cleaning work in 
the area of Hacıbayram before the 18th 
International Congress of Anthropology 
and Prehistoric Archaeology to be held 

205 T. C. Maarif Vekâleti, Müzeler Dairesi, docu-
ment no. 169 of 22.6.1933 addressed to the Vekalet 
Makamı; T. C. Maarif Vekâleti, document no. 169 of 
28.6.1933 addressed to the Asarı Antika ve Müzeler 
Müdürlüğü.

206 Ankara Mabedi Hafriyatı 1938, 496. 
207 The information related to the expropria-

tion and removal of the houses surrounding the 
temple can be found in the following documents: 
T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikiteler ve Müzeler 
Direktörlüğü, document no. 4026-1254 of June 1938 
adressed to Ankara Ilbaylığı; Türk Tarih Kurumu, 
document no. 56 of 26.1.1939 addressed to the 
Maarif Vekaleti; T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikiteler 
ve Müzeler Direktörlüğü, document of 21.5.1938 
addressed to Türk Tarih Kurumu Yüksek Başkanlığı.

in Istanbul in September 1939208. Official 
documents indicate that the triangular 
area between the temple and the mosque 
was occupied by a şehitlik (martyrial grave-
yard), as previously documented by Perrot 
and Guillaume, which still stood there in 
1939209. It is not very clear when exactly 
all houses and burials around the temple 
were finally removed; some houses lo-
cated very close to the South-East perim-
eter of the temple can still be seen in the 
photographs of the 1940s210. On the other 
hand, no houses on the North, East and 
West sides of Hacıbayram Square can be 
seen in a later plan of Ulus (129-b-08–a), 
which probably dates back to 1957211. In a 
later plan of Ankara (129-b-08) drawn in 
1970, the situation of the Hacıbayram area 
and its immediate surroundings appear 
identical to the previous plan of 1957. It 
can therefore be assumed that the area was 

208 T. C. Maarif Vekilliği, Antikiteler ve 
Müzeler Direktörlüğü, document no. 4026-682 of 
28.04.1939 adressed to the Provincial Government 
(Valilik) and Municipality of Ankara, and docu-
ment no. 4026-848 of 19.04.1939 addressed to the 
to the Vakıflar Umum Müdürlüğü.

209 Perrot – Guillaume 1862, figg. 1-2. 
The necessity of removing these burials in order 
to continue the excavation was stated in a docu-
ment (no. 4026-847) of April 1939 by T. C. Maarif 
Vekilliği, Antikiteler ve Müzeler Direktörlüğü, 
adressed to the Provincial Government and 
Municipality of Ankara, and document no. 4026-
649 addressed to the Vakıflar Umum Müdürlüğü. 
It is also noted that the excavation in that area had 
to be carried out with maximum care and scrunity 
to avoid any damage to the foundation walls of the 
mosque.

210 Ankara Posta Kartları ve Belge Fotoğrafları 
Arşivi, no. 11-04, 11-14.

211 There are two dates on this plan: 1957 and 
1965, probably indicating a copy drawn in 1965 
according to the original of 1957. I thank Architect 
Semra Ener and her collegues from the Municipality 
of Greater Ankara, Department of Planning for 
helping me to obtain these plans. 
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completely cleared at some time between 
1940 and 1957212. 

The 1938-39 excavations by the 
Turkish Historical Society revealed the 
foundations of the temple of Augustus, its 
stylobates and the boundaries of the po-
dium stairs, some of which were found in 
situ in the South-East corner of the build-
ing213. The archaeologists also discovered 
that the foundation walls running under 
the stylobates reached a depth of 4 m. The 
Corinthian column capitals found in the 
1939 excavation confirmed that the temple 
was of the Corinthian order, rather than the 
Ionic, as previously suggested by Krencker 
and Schede214. The archaeologists, intend-
ing to reach the original floor level of the 
area which had become covered in earth 
over the centuries, discovered the vestiges 
of some walls attributed to the Seljuk peri-
od over the foundations of the temple215. A 

212 Tuncer 1986, 206 n. 6, notes that the houses 
surrounding the temple were expropriated in 1937 
by Nevzat Tandoğan, former Governor of Ankara.

213 T. C. Maarif Vekilliği, Antikiteler ve Müzeler 
Direktörlüğü, document no. 4026-848 addressed 
to the Vakıflar Umum Müdürlüğü; T. C. Maarif 
Vekilliği, Antikiteler ve Müzeler Direktörlüğü, docu-
ment no. 4026-2880 of 23.12.1939 addressed to the 
Vakıflar Umum Müdürlüğü Inşaat Müdürü (regard-
ing the restoration of the North-East wall of the cella 
partly demolished under Sultan Abdülhamit and of 
the temple door, as well as the arrangement of the 
temple and the mosque as a ‘park area’); T. C. Kültür 
Bakanlığı, Antikite ve Müzeler Direktörlüğü, docu-
ments no. 4026-1578 of 17.8.1938 and of 11.5.1938 
adressed to Türk Tarih Kurumu (regarding the stylo-
bates of the temple); Koşay - Akok, 1956, pp. 7-9.

214 Ankara Mabedindeki Hafriyat 1939, 463; 
Koşay - Akok 1956, 7, 9. Perrot - Guillaume 
1862, 309, and Texier (1839, 172; 1862, 481) had 
already suggested the Corinthian order.

215 T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikite ve Müzeler 
Direktörlüğü, document of 7.4.1938 addressed 
to Nevzat Tandoğan, Governor and Mayor of 
Ankara; T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikite ve Müzeler 
Direktörlüğü document no. 4026-1577 (with-

document from 1938 also reports the dis-
covery of a curious underground passage, 
‘large enough to give access to a human be-
ing’, to the East of the temple216.

The excavation of 1938 also unearthed 
thirty-two coins and eleven small objects. 
Experts of the Archaeological Museum of 
Istanbul claimed that these findings had 
‘no great archaeological interest’ in a report 
including a chronological sequence of the 
coins belonging to the Roman, Byzantine 
and Ottoman periods217. The Roman coins 
included one of Aurelianus (270-275), 
Probus (276-282), and Licinius (307-323), 
and two damaged and unidentified coins at-
tributable to the fourth and fifth centuries. 
Among the Byzantine coins were a follis of 
the tenth century, two of the eleventh, and 
two unidentified ones. The rest comprised 
Ottoman coins, of which one probably be-
longed to Bayezid II (1481-1512), another 
to Selim I (1512-1519), two to Süleyman 
II (1687-1690), three to Mahmut II (1808-
1839), three others to Abdül-Mecid (1839-
1860) and one last to Abdül-Aziz (1860-
1876). Ten copper coins were found in a 
poor state of preservation; eight of them 
were attributed to the Ottoman period, and 
the two others to the Seljuk period. The 
numismatic evidence indicates an interrup-

out date) adressed to Türk Tarih Kurumu Genel 
Sekreterliği (regarding the Seljuk walls).

216 T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikiteler ve Müzeler 
Direktörlüğü, document dated 11.5.1938 addressed 
to Türk Tarih Kurumu Yüksek Başkanlığı.

217 T. C. Kültür Bakanlığı, Arkeoloji Müzesi 
Direktörlüğü, document no. 143 of 16.5.1939 
addressed to the Maarif Vekilliği, Antikite ve 
Müzeler Direktörlüğü; T. C. İstanbul Müzeleri Genel 
Direktörlüğü, document no. 27135-1275 of 2.8.1938 
addressed to the Kültür Bakanlığı, Antikiteler ve 
Müzeler Direktörlüğü. These findings do not appear 
to have been the subject of a detailed study follow-
ing their discovery. If any exists, it is unknown to the 
present author. 
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tion between the fifth and tenth centuries, 
followed by another one from the elev-
enth to the fifteenth century. The second 
interruption, involving the Seljuk period, 
is not surprising considering the declin-
ing importance of the city and the dearth 
of building activity. However, it is difficult 
to explain the large break between the fifth 
and tenth centuries, especially taking into 
account that the coins found in the Roman 
baths at Çankırıkapı indicate a continu-
ity during the sixth century and even in 
the so-called ‘Dark Ages’ (though fewer 
in number in comparison to those of the 
Roman period)218. On the other hand, the 
anonymous coinage attributed to the tenth 
and eleventh centuries corresponds to the 
chronology confirmed by the inscription 
of turmarch Eustathius and indicates the 
use (or reuse), or, at least, the survival of 
the temple-church in the medieval period. 
The coin sequence involving the late fif-
teenth century also confirms the chronol-
ogy of the development of a neighborhood 
around the mosque of Hacı Bayram during 
the Ottoman period.

A letter of April 1949 by Akok, ad-
dressed to the General Directorate of 
Antiquities and Museums, indicates the 
areas of Hacıbayram and Çankırıkapı 
were not yet finally arranged and included 
within an ‘archaeological park’. Akok, in 
the same letter, notes that the construction 
of a dry stone retaining wall was of urgent 
necessity to prevent a land slip along the 
street to the East of the temple. The same 
problem, leading to the collapse of some 
walls, was also observed in the North-East 
sector of the excavation area that was left 
uncovered. Furthermore, the gaps among 
the foundation walls (left uncovered after 
the excavation) had become filled with 

218 Foss 1977a, 87, appendix 2.

weeds and rubbish. Akok notes that the 
necessary precautions should have to be 
taken immediately to avoid further damage 
to the building. He further points out that 
the disintegrating fragments of Seljuk walls 
discovered on top of the foundation walls 
of the temple should have been removed 
and reused as building material for new 
constructions. Akok proposes the reposi-
tioning of the column bases in their origi-
nal positions and the repair and consolida-
tion of the wall, door and fences enclosing 
the area of the temple for the better protec-
tion of the archaeological site. Similar pre-
cautions were also deemed necessary for 
the excavation area at Çankırıkapı.

The conditions in the immediate sur-
roundings of the Ankara temple have 
changed little over the sixty years following 
the letter by Akok. After the completion of 
the excavation, the temple was left unpro-
tected from climatic conditions, air pollu-
tion and other environmental risks. The 
continental climate of Ankara does not, 
by its nature, provide suitable conditions 
for the preservation of the Monumentum 
Ancyranum, referred to as the ‘Queen of 
Inscriptions’219. The temperature differenc-
es between day and night, humidity, harsh 
winds and sub-zero temperatures, the ef-
fects of soluble salts, air and environmental 
pollution and the stabilitity problems rap-
idly caused irreversible chemical and phys-
ical degradation of the monument. The 
inscriptions, including the Res Gestae Divi 
Augusti, have been particularly affected by 
this deterioration.

The first attempts at preserving the tem-
ple were initiated by the epigraphist Sencer 
Şahin at the Congress of Turkish History 
held in Ankara in 1985; subsequently the 
archaeologist Ekrem Akurgal, together 

219 See above, n. 3, and also Akurgal 1990b, 16.
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with an international group of schol-
ars, presented a report to the Ministry of 
Culture and Tourism220. In 1986, scholars 
from the Middle East Technical University 
(METU) presented a paper about the ef-
fects of air pollution on the temple of 
Augustus at the Symposium ‘Air Pollution 
and Conservation - Safeguarding our 
Architectural Heritage’ held in 1986 at the 
Swedish Institute of Classical Studies in 
Rome221. As a result of these efforts, a pre-
liminary project for conservation was pre-
pared by an international group of scholars 
and experts. This project was supposed to 
be implemented by the Austrian mission 
conducting the archaeological excava-
tions at Ephesus. Although a preliminary 
protocol was signed between the Turkish 
and Austrian authorities, this project never 
actually started222. In 1990 a report includ-
ing the degree of deterioration and pro-
posals for the preservation of the monu-
ment was prepared by the Department 
of Architecture, Graduate Program of 
Restoration (recently renamed as Cultural 
Heritage Conservation) at METU, but 
unfortunately all these proposals have re-
mained in abeyance due to a series of tech-
nical and bureaucratic problems223. 

In 1980, the area surrounding the 
mosque of Hacı Bayram was registered 
as a ‘First Degree Urban Site’ (1. Derece 
Kentsel Sit Alanı) to be protected224. The 
Municipality of Greater Ankara promoted 
an urban planning competition (Ulus Tarihi 

220 Akurgal 1990b, 18-19; Akurgal 1992, 15. 
221 Caner et al. 1988, 467-473. 
222 Akurgal 1990b, 18; Akurgal 1992, 15.
223 Ankara Augustus Tapınağı Koruma Çalışmaları 

Projesi 1990.
224 Decision no. A-2167 (of 12.4.1980) by 

Gayrimenkul Eski Eserler ve Anıtlar Yüksek Kurulu 
(High Council of Immovable Antiquities and 
Monuments)

Kent Merkezi Çevre Düzenleme Yarışması) 
in 1986 for the historic center of Ulus. The 
winner was the project directed by Raci 
Bademli of the Faculty of Architecture, 
METU. The planning and improvement 
of the Hacıbayram area, including its rear-
rangement as an ‘urban square’ constituted 
one of the pilot projects within the larger 
scale project of Ulus. This pilot project 
was completed in 1989 and the first plan-
ning interventions in the area took place 
in September 1990 (Fig. 19)225. The aim 
of this project, as defined by Bademli, was 
to transform the area of Hacıbayram into 
an ‘accessible, perceivable and functional’ 
pedestrian square, which was of crucial im-
portance for Ankara226. Most of the existing 
squares – meydan in Turkish – in the city 
are either unidentified, casually formed 
spaces, or open to vehicular traffic and not 
suitable for, or enjoyable by, pedestrians. 
The Ulus project was intended to create a 
‘chain of pedestrian urban squares’ in the 
historic district of Ulus; the Hacıbayram 
area, with its historic and cultural richness 
and multi-functional nature, was to form a 
focal point in this chain227. The aim of the 
project was to convert this section of the 
city, with its poor working and living condi-
tions, into a cultural, commercial, religious 
and cultural center for modern Ankara. In 
this context, the project mainly comprised 
the following proposals228:

* Renovation of the existing buildings 
used for commercial activities.

* Emphasis on the cultural and histori-
cal features of the site.

225 Bademli 1992, 57-59.
226 Ibid., 61.
227 Ibid., 61. The Ulus project also aimed the partic-

ipation of the owners and users both in the planning 
and implementation processes. See also Bademli 
1991, 21-28; Bademli - Kıral 1992, 128-137.

228 Bademli 1991, 26.
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* Provision of the necessary infrastruc-
ture for religious and touristic activities.

* Preservation of the archaeological 
characteristics of the area.

* Creation of contemporary spaces and 
standards for religious, cultural, commer-
cial and touristic functions.

* Establishment of a continuous service 
and maintenance unit to resolve the main-
tenance problems in the long term229. 

During the works for the rearrangement 
of the Hacıbayram area as an urban square, 

229 Bademli 1992, 62.

vestiges of some walls running under Şehit 
Keskin Street were unearthed. These walls 
were attributed to the ‘Late Antique’ pe-
riod by the archaeologists of the Museum 
of Anatolian Civilizations230. The wall ran 
on a North-South axis for c. 10 m below 
the pavement of the street. It was built of 
brick, with four square projections of 1x1 
m to the East. No further explorations were 
conducted in the area to avoid blocking the 
street, so the function and date of the wall 
could not be determined with certainty231. 
It is worth noting that this wall was found 
in the immediate surroundings of the mas-
sive wall discovered by Mamboury in 1940. 
In the same year, an investigation was car-
ried out within the ruins of the Ottoman 
baths located in the middle of Hacıbayram 
Square; archaeologists noted that these ru-
ins were statically unstable and suggested 
some precautions for their preservation, 
including the construction of a temporary 
roof232. However, these vestiges still remain 
unprotected.

The Hacıbayram project may have pro-
vided relatively better quality spaces and 
working conditions for the owners and us-
ers of the commercial units surrounding 
the square. However, the general situation 
of the area following the completion of the 
pilot project did not actually reflect the ini-
tial objectives of the project, with the his-
toric and cultural characteristics of the area 

230 Report dated 25.8.1993 by the archaeolo-
gists M. T. Göktürk and R. Yağcı addressed to the 
Directory of the Museum of Anatolian Civilisations.

231 Report dated 18.11.1993 by R. Yağcı and K. 
Ataş, adressed to the Directory of the Museum of 
Anatolian Civilisations. More recent information 
(published or unpublished) on this wall, if any, is 
unknown to the present author. 

232 Report dated 26.10.1993 prepared by D. 
Mermerci, M. Akalın and K. Ataş addressed to the 
Directory of the Museum of Anatolian Civilisations.

Fig. 19 – Ankara, Hacıbayram Square and its tran-
sformation within the context of 1989 Ulus Project 
(Bademli 1992, 24)
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no better ‘emphasized’ than before. Neither 
any infrastructure for touristic activities, 
nor contemporary spaces and standards 
for a variety of functions occupying the 
area were able to be provided for a variety 
of reasons. Indeed, the complexity of func-
tions and activities, the density and mix-
ture of social classes involved in religious 
and commercial activities would hardly 
allow this area to become a ‘contemporary 
space with contemporary standards’ from a 
cultural, historic and touristic perspective. 
The problem of vehicular traffic remained 
unsolved, and despite all voluntary efforts, 
the area remained in an impoverished and 
chaotic state, at least until recently. 

Finally, in 2009-2010, a reinforcement 
project was carried out within the temple of 
Augustus to strengthen the leaning North-
West wall of the cella (Fig. 3)233. A central 
concrete structure, binding together the 
steel reinforcements incorporated into the 
walls, now occupies a large part of the cella’s 
interior; while no conservation measures 
have, as yet, been provided for the protec-
tion of the Res Gestae inscription. In addi-
tion, the 1986-87 Ulus Project, which had 
largely remained unimplemented (except 
for the Hacıbayram pilot project area), 
was cancelled in 2006, and a new project 
was launched in 2012 by the Municipality 
of Greater Ankara for the ‘renovation’ of 
Hacıbayram Square and its environs (Hacı 
Bayram-ı Veli Camii ve Çevresi Düzenleme 
Projesi). These recent large scale inter-
ventions have created a number of differ-
ent physical and visual focal points in the 
square (Figg. 20-21), without, however, 
taking into consideration the historical 

233 This project was prepared by Atak 
Engineering under the guidance of the Society of 
Anatolian Cultural Heritage (SACH): cf. Roman 
Ancyra 2011, 97.

and archaeological values of the area, thus 
changing not only the scale and urbanscape 
of this historic hill, but also influencing the 
perception of the temple and the mosque 
complex as a whole, so that it is no longer 
the visual focus of attention in this vast 
urban square.234 Furthermore, these large 
scale ongoing interventions also include 
the creation of extensive underground 
spaces and galleries (shopping areas, park-
ing facilities etc) in an archaeological area 
which has not been fully explored.

The Augusteum, as an archaeological 
monument no longer in use, nor integrated 
with contemporary spacial functions (and 
inaccessible to the public without written 
permission from the Turkish authorities), is 
mostly affected by these changes: it rather 
remains isolated, under the shadow of the 
adjacent mosque, in a large, crowded urban 
square, with its relevance to contemporary 
society being mainly restricted to schol-
arly and scientific communities, or tourists. 
Whereas, the mosque and the mausoleum 
of Hacı Bayram, instensively used for re-
ligious, votive and funerary activities, still 
constitutes a popular heritage site which 
can be more easily identified with, indepen-
dently of the major alterations in the epony-
mous square, by the local communities of 
a variety of social, economic and cultural 
backgrounds linked by a shared religion.

234 As mentioned earlier, an analysis of the last 
phases of urban transformation concerning the 
Hacıbayram area is not included in this paper (see 
above, n. 5). The transformation of the historic center 
of Ankara has become more and more complicated, 
with legal issues now complicating matters, especially 
after the local elections of 2004. For a review of this 
process after 2004, see Tuncer 2013, 10-34. See also 
http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/yikmayin-ayaga-kaldi-
rin-40061817 (February 29, 2016). For building 
activities concerning the mosque, and changes affect-
ing the urban square, see also Güven 2012, 40-41, 
with references to media and daily news. 
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Fig. 20 – Ankara, Hacıbayram Square, some of the recent alterations affecting the area, as seen from the South-East 
(Ufuk Serin – Mercan Yavuzatmaca).

Fig. 21 – Ankara, Hacıbayram Square, some of the physical and visual focal points created in the recent 
past, including urban liturgical furniture, with the citadel seen in the background (Ufuk Serin – Mercan 
Yavuzatmaca).




