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DATING DISPUTE OVER THE CROSS-IN-SQUARE  
CHURCH IN THE EPISCOPAL PALACE IN SIDE

Şener YILDIRIM*

ÖZET

Side Piskoposluk Sarayı’ndaki Kapalı Haç Planlı Kilisenin  
Tarihlendirme Problemi

Side Piskoposluk Sarayı, geniş bir alanı kaplayan çevre duvarı içerisinde, bünye-
sinde barındırdığı yapılara getirilen işlev önerileri ile iyi tanımlanabilmiş piskoposluk 
saraylarının örneklerinden biridir. Kompleksin işlevi ve inşa dönemi konusunda genel 
bir fikir birliği var olsa da, Side Piskoposluk Sarayı içinde yer alan kapalı haç planlı 
kilise, plan tipi ve tarihlendirilmesi noktasında oldukça tartışmalı bir yapıdır. Saray 
kompleksi içindeki konumu ve küçük boyutu nedeniyle piskoposun özel şapeli olarak 
da nitelendirilen kilise, daha önceki bazı araştırmacılar tarafından 6. yüzyıla, bazıları 
tarafından da 9-10. yüzyıllara tarihlendirilmiştir. Çevresindeki diğer yapılarla olan 
mekânsal ilişkisine daha önce kısmen değinilmiş olsa da, kilisenin malzeme-teknik 
ve diğer yapılarla olan fiziksel bağlantıları çoğunlukla göz ardı edilmiştir. Bu nedenle 
değerlendirme ve tarihlendirme konularında bir takım tutarsızlıklar ve birbirinden çok 
uzak tarih önerileri getirilmiştir. Bu çalışmada, kilisenin mekânsal özellikleri irdelenme-
ye çalışılmış ve iç mekan oran-orantı özellikleri, daha önceki araştırmacılar tarafından 
ilişkilendirildiği dönem ve plan tipleriyle karşılaştırılmıştır. Bununla birlikte, kiliseyi 
oluşturan çevre duvarlarının birbirleri ile olan fiziksel ilişkisi belirtilmiş ve kilisenin 
yapım süreci, çevresindeki diğer yapılarla olan zamansal farklılığı belirlenmeye çalışıl-
mıştır. Kilisenin tarihlendirilmesi konusunda bilinen ancak, çoğunlukla göz ardı edilen 
templon arşitravındaki monogram da değerlendirilmeye çalışılmış ve mimari açıdan 
önerilen tarih aralığı ile bağlantısı tartışılmıştır.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Side, Kilise, Bizans Mimarisi, Kapalı Haç Plan, Piskoposluk 
Sarayı

ABSTRACT

The Episcopal Palace in Side is situated within a wide enclosure wall and is one 
of the best defined episcopal palaces, with the suggested architectural functions of 
the structures in the complex. Although there is a concurrence of opinion upon its 
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function and construction period, the cross-in-square church in the Episcopal Palace 
in Side has been subject to controversy in terms of its plan type and dating. Because 
of its relatively small size and location, the church was identified as the bishop’s pri-
vate chapel and it was dated to the 6th century by some previous scholars, and to the  
9th-10th centuries by others. Even though, its spatial relationship with the other buildings 
has been examined partially, the church’s building material and technique, and physical 
affiliation with other structures were disregarded for the most part. Therefore, some 
inconsistency occured regarding the evaluation and dating of the church; accordingly, 
several different dating theories have been suggested by various scholars. In this study, 
the church’s spatial features have been scrutinized intensively; interior proportion and 
ratio characteristics have been checked against plan types and construction periods with 
in which the previous scholars associated the church. In addition, the physical affiliation 
of the boundary walls which composes the church have been specified; the building pro-
cess of the church and the differences of construction date with other structures within 
the complex have been clarified. Although mostly disregarded, previously known and 
utilized by some scholars to date the church a monogram on a templon architrave has 
been evaluated and its correlation with the date range suggested architecturally has 
been argued. 

Keywords: Side, Church, Byzantine Architecture, Cross-in-Square, Episcopeion

Introduction: Description of the Church
Episcopal Palace in Side is located at the end of the columned street which lies 

towards the south from the main entrance in the north of the town. The palace is 
roughly built within a boundary wall planned in the form of a rectangular. As for 
the layout of the palace, it appears that the constructions are positioned in a way 
to form two distinct categories. Beginning from the half of the rectangular area, in 
the north side, there stands the episcopal church, baptistery, a triconchos-planned 
building and the other problematic purposed structures to the north which were 
excluded in the layout plan. The episcopal church reflects a transept-basilica plan. 
The baptistery which consists of three interconnected units has been built adjacent 
to the church from the northeast. The triconchos-planned building lies in the east 
of the church and its original function has not been yet determined. In the south 
of the rectangular area, there stand the cistern, triclinium, southwestern building 
complex that was converted from a bath, and the other annexes to the south which 
include a courtyard with a portico; their original function also remain unknown. 
These two group of buildings are connected by so-called martyrion composed 
with several structures which is located between the episcopal church and cistern. 
(fig. 1).

The small church, measuring 9,45 x 6,96 m., attached to the cistern from south 
is covered by a dome resting on four free-standing columns. Thus, this configura-
tion relates the church to the cross-in-square planned buildings. The entrance to 
the church is provided with a 2,35 m. wide door that opens to unit 6a on the west. 
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Another entrance is located at the east end of the south wall (fig. 2-4). At the east 
of the naos, on the axis, there is an apse, 2,37 m. wide and 1,50 m. deep. The semi-
circular apse reflects two different forms from the outer side. At the outer side, 
the apse wall, built in a semi-circular form to the grade of 0,54 m., is constructed 
three-sided from that grade on, and survived to the grade of 0,92 m. There is a 
semi-circular three-stepped synthronon within the apse (fig. 5).

At the west side of the apse, there exists a rectangular shaped bema. The 
western boundary of the bema, measuring 4,50 x 2,85 m., is defined by two free-
standing polygonal piers on a east-west orientation. The northern and southern 
boundaries of the bema, confined by the apse on the east, are formed with wall 
piers standing at the two sides of the apse.

The four piers defining the borders of the bema have created corner units, 
one at each side of the apse. The southern corner unit is in the shape of a per-
fect rectangular, measuring 1,35 x 2,45 m. The northern corner unit, measuring  
1,53 x 1,95 m., in contrast, differs from the other in terms of both dimensions and 
form because of the wall extending towards the north. 

The central area of the church located at the west of the bema is almost a 
square with the dimensions of 3,40 x 3,25 m. The square unit is composed by four 
0,75 m. wide columns situated on the stylobates. The units standing in both sides 
of the central area are rather narrow with a width of approximately 1,00 m. The 
columns are connected with brick arches. The traces of paint indicates that the 
arches and perhaps the dome were decorated with frescoes (fig. 6). In addition to 
frescoes, the remaining marble plaques at the bottom of the inner walls prove that 
the entire inner walls of the church were covered with marble revetment.

The east door of the church opens into a rectangular entrance area 
(4,35  x  1,65 m.) placed between the church and the eastern semicircle of the 
triclinium in the south of the church. The entrance area is confined by an upright 
wall attached to the concave wall of the triclinium on the south, by the wall of the 
small chamber with apsidal niche on the west, and by the threshold observed on 
the ground on the east. 

Former Scientific Approaches
The small church within the Episcopal Palace complex has been a contro-

versial building in Byzantine architecture and subject to various dating theories 
suggested by scholars. Some scholars have treated the church as being a structural 
part within the palace complex and proposed dates for its construction by disre-
garding the general characteristics of its plan. Another group of scholars believed 
that the church is added into the complex afterwards based on the theory that the 
dating is determined by architectural characteristics. 
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Müller-Wiener mentions the Episcopal Palace in Side in his study on episcopal 
palaces. And he claims that the entire complex was designed and built at one time 
and the church could be dated to early medieval times1. 

Otto Feld offers that the church was built in the 5th-6th centuries, and sup-
ports his proposition with the fact that the four-piered and domed buildings had 
emerged in this period2. 

In the later years, the first extensive observations of the building is done by 
Mansel, in which he considers the church in two phases opposed the asessments 
of Müller-Wiener and Feld. In the first phase, he suggested that the apse was built 
semi-circular both inside and out, during the second phase, it was rearrenged as a 
three-sided one on the out. Mansel propounds that the first phase of construction 
was completed simultaneously with the Episcopal Palace in the 5th-6th centuries, 
and he further suggests that the building which he calls the private chapel of the 
bishop, took its final form in the 9th-10th centuries3. However, Mansel does not 
remark upon the first phase construction.

Clive Foss points out that the church could be compared to the domed basilicas 
of the 5th-6th centuries, especially those of the Justinian period. Moreover, he tends 
to date the church to the mid-6th century and mid-7th century due to the monogram 
on a templon architrave. In addition, he suggests that the dating of the entire com-
plex could be determined upon this church4. 

In another study from 2007 covering the episcopal palaces in Anatolia, Burcu 
Ceylan, also affirms that the church was the private chapel of the bishop confirm-
ing Mansel’s proposition5.

The first scholar who suggests a later time for the construction is Hans 
Buchwald. He attributed the spolia incorporated into the church to the interest 
in antiquity, additionally he approached with suspicion the term of “Episcopal 
Palace” proposed by Mansel6.

Furthermore, Sodini, in his short assessment about the Episcopal Palace in 
Side, identifies the building within the complex as a chapel and suggested that, 
without any explicit reason, it must have been a Medieval addition7.

1	 Müller-Wiener 1973, 683.
2	 Feld 1977, 165.
3	 Mansel 1978, 277-284.
4	 Foss 1996, 41. 
5	 Ceylan 2007, 174.
6	 Buchwald 1984, 226-227, fn. 94. 
7	 Sodini 1989, 417. 
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Another scholar who does not agree with Mansel about the simultaneous 
construction of the chapel of the bishop and the entire complex is Ruggieri who 
suggests 9th century as a date on its construction8. 

Christian Gliwitzky, who published a broad study upon the small church in 
the Episcopal Palace in Side, supports the point proposed by Buchwald and ques-
tioned Mansel’s “Episcopal Palace” attribution. He recommends 9th century as the 
date of the construction based on its plan type and the incorporation of spolia9. 

A remarkable point in the early period dating is that in contrast to Mansel’s 
proposal of the two-phased construction who conducted the first assessment; that 
is, in contrast to his indication about the rebuilding of the church over an earlier 
one in the 9th-10th centuries, other scholars attribute it to an earlier time period 
regardless of its plan features. Even the scholars proposing a later date seem to 
ignore Mansel’s two-phased proposition, furthermore, opposed to his view for 
the church being built at the same time with the entire complex – in the 5th-6th 
centuries-10. 

The only area completely dug within the complex of the Episcopal Palace is 
the small church. Proposing the two-phased dating, Mansel first considered the 
different plan pattern in the apse and then, suggests the second phase on the basis 
of the inner design. Nevertheless, it is a must that the assessment should only be 
done according to the current plan due to the lack of any additional data and evalu-
ation of the findings that the excavations revealed. The absence of data restrains 
the possibility of making more reliable predictions about the certain date. 

The lower section of the semi-circular part of the apse is built with rubble 
stones, and does not contain any brick material. At the top, the wall composed of 
pieces of bricks at some parts and relatively clean-cut ashlar at others suggests an 
effort to have the three-sided apse wall to stand firmly onto the smooth ground. 
The three-sided outer wall of the apse is built with small size ashlar along with 
bricks sporadically. As suggested by Mansel, inconsistent utilization of material 
and technique do not prove different construction phases. As a matter of fact, apse 
built in semi circulas form at the lower section and three-sided at the upper section 
also appears in the late period church (H/ee Church) in the west of the Episcopal 
Palace, and it is obvious that the church has just one phase. 

  8	 Ruggieri 1991, 140.; for a more detailed studey by the same person see Ruggieri 1995, 109-112.
  9	 Gliwitzky 2005, 371.
10	 Gliwitzky, together with its opposition to Mansel’s two-phase proposal, mentions his proposal of the 

9th and the 10th centuries proposed for the second phase, see Gliwitzky 2005, 343. 
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Chronology of the the Church and Dating11

It is possible that being engulfed by the previously existing cistern in the north 
and the triconchos-planned building in the south side of the church, and its pro-
portional and organic relationship with the other buildings around may have have 
been the reason of some scholars behind their suggestions for an earlier dating. 

The western wall of the church is also the eastern wall of unit 6a which ap-
pears as a part of a bathhouse previously existed in this area12. The southern wall 
of the church is the northern wall of the triconchos-planned triclinium. The walls 
of the east and the south exedras are built semi-circular both inside and outside. 
However, while the northern exedra is semi-circular inside, it extends to the east 
in the form of a plane wall, then angles and connects with the eastern wall of the 
exedra. 

The expected practice here, at first glance, is that all three exedras are to be 
built in a semi-circular form both inside and outside, unless it is necessary. The 
reasonable explanation for the northern wall to be in the form of a plane wall in 
contrast to the others might be the existence of a different architectural practice 
on the north. Considering the plane wall of the cistern on the north, the aforemen-
tioned design feature of the triclinium both suggest that the rectangular building 
in this area was built as part of the design: thus, further proves the construction of 
a small church in this area. 

Be that as it may, observing the other walls of the building, the differences both 
in themselves and the apse in terms of material and technique stand out, which 
may provide the essential clues to analyse the construction further. To the north of 
the door, another door on the western wall, although sealed at a later time, must 
have been the main entrance of the church that provides a connection of unit 6a to 
the east (fig. 7). The door opening between unit 6b and apse line must be opened 
during the construction of the church. Thereby, both the axiality with 6b was en-
sured and the width of the building must have been determined upon this axiality 
principle. That is, the distance of the southern wall, obviously attached at a later 
time to the western wall, to the door opening on the axis is 2,35 m. Moreover, 
from the dilatation between them, it can easily be noticed that that the northern 
wall is constructed after the western wall, and its distance to the door opening is 
2,05 m. At the same time, it appears that the northern wall is not the cistern wall 

11	 For the first time, the units of this complex ise numbered by Mansel. For this reason, numbering of 
Mansels is used in this study too. 

12	 Huber draws attention to similarity of the part of Episcopal Palace which exists behind the small church 
with Anemurium baths, see Huber 1969, 47. Also Otto Feld indicates that the building might be a bath 
building, see Feld 1977, 165. It has already been discussed that the buildings number of 6 and 5 in the 
west of the church might be a bath structure of the 3rd century, see Yıldırım 2013, 138-143.



Dating Dispute Over the Cross-in-Square Church in the Episcopal Palace in Side 427

since it rises independently from the cistern wall in a way that is recognizable by 
its thickness13. 

The collected data make it possible to deduce that the southern and western 
walls had already existed in the time of church construction, a door was designed 
in unit 6b in the western wall, an individual second wall was built apart from the 
cistern, and the eastern wall was attached in a way to keep the apse on the axis. 
During all this process, the early door opening which is on the north side of the 
western wall and aligned with the northern stylobate, was bonded to be sealed. 

Another evidence revealing that the church is built after the triclinium in the 
south is the spolia piers placed in northern, southern, and western walls. The way 
the piers are inserted into the walls provides some architectural evidence. The 
marks left on the southern wall by the broken upper parts of two piers are irregu-
lar. The surviving spaces at both sides of the piers indicate that they were filled 
with stones after they were placed into the walls (fig. 8). The same is the case for 
the southern pier of the western wall. This current state proves that the piers were 
inserted into the walls afterwards. 

The northern pier of the western wall exhibits a complicated condition. The 
marks from the process of covering the spaces that exist on the wall as a result 
of cutting it by the time inserting the piers are also extant in the south while 
they do not appear in the northern part. The reason behind it state is that the pier 
was placed into the western wall at the same time of sealing the door opening. 
However, in the upper levels, the irregularity is obvious which suggesting that 
cutting the wall over the door opening might have required such treatment.

There are no obvious marks of completion around the piers of the northern 
wall, and the piers are firmly sit into the sockets on the wall. Apparently, they were 
placed while the wall was being built (fig. 9)14.

Disregarding the dating proposals based on the plan type, it is an obligation to 
clarify the contradiction about the northern wall of the triclinium was being built 
in a plane form in contrast to others which is one of the most important starting 
points of the theory that the small church in this area was constructed at the same 
time with the Episcopal Palace. A piece of detail that is neither seen in the plan of 

13	 The thickness of the southern wall of the cistern cannot be identified. The archeologists of Side Museum 
found an illegal dig hole between the cistern and the church in 2009, and it was closed in trust of the 
Side digging team. During this process, we have confirmed that there exists an area filled with earth 
between the cistern and the wall of the church. 

14	 Gliwitzky supported that the northern Wall belonged to the cistern, and a wall and an apse were later 
attached when the construction of the church was planned. The scholar further suggested that the parget 
supported by the marble fractions located in the eastern part of the northern wall was made to protect 
the church from the humidity of the cistern, see Gliwitzky 2005, 353. However, he seems to miss the 
relation of the piers to the northern wall and the independency of the cistern from the northern wall. 
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the structure published by Mansel nor mentioned by Gliwitzky in his extensively 
detailed study on the church may help to dissolve the reason of the difference in 
the north of the triclinium. 

There exists a 1,25 m. door opening in the southern wall of the church at a 
distance of 1,80 m. from the western corner, which is covered later with coarse 
masonry. The upper part of the masonry is ruined; that’s why, it is impossible to 
identify the hight of the door opening. But the form of the ruined part on the wall 
preoccupies an arched door opening in its original state. The door opening re-
quired to be covered during the construction of the church connects the triclinium 
to the area in the north. Accordingly, the northern semi-circle of the triclinium 
may be constructed in the form of a plane wall at the outer side because of the 
need for a smooth wall surface for a door to be inserted appropriately. However, 
it still does not answer what kind of a function the area of the church carried out 
and why there was a need for an entrance from the northern semi-circle of the 
triclinium (fig. 10). 

The function of the small chamber with an apse oriented to the south in the 
southeast of the church and in the eastern edge of the northern wall of the tri-
clinium is unclear. The 1,25 m. door opening that directly connects the area to 
the church is bonded, which was most probably done at the same time with the 
construction of the church. There is no trace whether an earlier construction within 
the area before the church was realised, but that the doors located in the north of 
the chamber and the triclinium used to open the same area before they were closed 
reveals that there used to be units in connection with one another. 

 Current architectural data essentially indicate that the church was built in a 
later time period than the triclinium on the south. In this respect, both Mansel’s 
proposal that the church had an earlier phase and the others’ view that the church 
was constructed together with the Episcopal Palace are disproved. 

Considering the building with respect to its plan, the church may be associated 
with the Middle Byzantine constructions because of its cross-in-square planned 
schema with four freestanding piers, in accordance with the remarks of the re-
searchers who dated the church to be built in 9th-10th centuries. It is asserted that 
cross-in-square plan is imported from the capital to the provinces in the second 
half of the 10th century15, and this type of constructions cannot be dated to any 
time before the 10th century. Nea Ecclesia, which could not survive up-to-day and 
can only be identified from historical records in its general form, is accepted to be 
the first example of the cross-in-square planned constructions in Constantinople 
with its inauguration in 88016. However, that the constructions in the capital are 

15	 Mango 2006, 174.
16	 Mango 2006, 159.
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considered as the advanced type among the cross-in-square planned building 
typology demonstrates that this plan type must have been implemented in earlier 
times17. 

The earliest example of the cross-in-square planned churches is the church 
known as Fatih Mosque in Trilye, in the region of Bithynia. Trilye Fatih Mosque 
is dated by Mango and Sevčenko to the end of the 8th18 century while Pekak sug-
gests that it was built at the end of the 9th century19. Known as the earliest church 
built in this plan type, it appears that it is almost twice as big than the one in Side. 
As reflecting a characteristic of Middle Byzantine period cross-in-square type, it 
may be considered as one of the representative examples of the capital with its 
square naos, irregularly built corner units at the eastern and western sides of the 
naos, and projecting pastaphoria apses. 

The northern church of the monastery of Constantine Lips that the earliest 
surviving cross-in-square planned building in Constantinople is dated to 90720. 
The naos with a central dome carried by four columns appears again in the form 
of a square, and it reflects the typical architectural features of the capital with its 
improved corner units featuring projecting apses21.

The small church in the Episcopal Palace in Side displays similarities with 
the early examples of the capital and Anatolia built in the Middle Byzantine pe-
riod with a dome resting on four individual piers which covers the central area, 
a square naos, individiual corner units in the east formed by the bema separated 
from the naos with piers. However, it demonstrates some differences within itself. 

The primary difference between the churches in the Middle Byzantine period 
emerges as having a single apse on the east, reminiscent from earlier churches, 
contrary to other examples which commonly feature three apses and pastaphoria 
on the east22.

17	 Gliwitzky 2005, 371. There are four different types according to the typology of cross-in-square 
planned churches that are approved more. The first group consists of the complex, and the other 
constructions that are defined as advanced or capital type. Improved corner units and the pastophoria 
chambers are arranged individually. The other group involves the constructions that are defined as 
simple or rural type. In this type, the eastern cross arm directly combines with the apse, and the corner 
units and pastophoria is covered by a single roof. The third type is the simple four-piered type. The 
fourth and the last type includes the cross-in-square planned churches with two piers. In this type, the 
dome is carried by two piers and the walls, see Pekak 2009, 144-145.

18	 Mango - Sevčenko 1973, 238.
19	 Pekak 2009, 166.
20	 Müller-Wiener 2001, 126.
21	 A number of examples dated to the 10th century and the later periods of the closed-cross-planned 

churches are located in the capital, Anatolia, The Balkans, and the Aegean Islands. 
22	 The small church at the Episcopal Palace in Side has been compared to the church that was built on the 

columned street in Perge by referring to its close proximity and size by Gliwitzky. Although, the church 
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The wall piers supporting the bema vault in the east are not located on the axes 
of columns; rather, they are placed near the apse in order to extend the corner 
units. While the tips of the piers in the west of the bema correspond the columns 
on the west, on the east, they were built cascaded inward to correspond the piers 
on the apse wall. Accordingly, although the bema was narrowed down and the 
corner units were widened, the corner units that can be defined as pastophoria 
were constructed not in the form of a square but of a rectangular. 

Though the naos was built in the shape of square, the northern and southern 
sections outside stylobates appear rather narrow23. While the lateral units in the 
churches of the Middle Byzantine period are usually built wide to create a separate 
architectural unit perception, and even in the form of a square at the corners, the 
units at both sides of the central dome in the small church of the Episcopal Palace 
in Side cannot be perceived as cross arms, moreover, the western corners have 
remained in the form of narrow rectangular units. Keeping the lateral units narrow 
may be a result of a necessity arisen by the construction of the church between the 
triclinium and the cistern. Considering that the northern wall of the church is con-
structed simultaneously with the church – as opposed to what the earlier scholars 
have proposed- it may be assumed that the builders have the chance to provide a 
broader area for the church. 

Observing the overall proportions of the construction, it is still obvious that 
it differs from the churches of the Middle Byzantine period. In the design of the 
Fatih Mosque, the northern church of the monastery of Constantine Lips, and the 
Myrelaion Church, the system used for the proportions is  (1.41). Similarly, 
Dereagzi Church, accepted as example of transitional cross-in-square plan, is 
rather close to the same proportional system (1.39)24. On the other hand, Side 
example, with a proportion of 1.53, reflects a more basilical form. 

The difference emerges distinctly when the proportions of the inner arrange-
ments that differentiate the cross-in-square churches from the other building 
types are examined. The proportion of the naos to the lateral units is 1.35 in the 
Myrelaion Church, 1.50 in the northern church of the monastery of Constantine 
Lips, and 1.96 in the Fatih Mosque. The ratio increases in the transitional 

at Perge, which has not been published yet, appears similar to the Side example by its length, it differs 
by its width and length proportions. The naos and lateral units proportions of the church at Perge reflect 
similarities with the Middle Byzantine churches. In addition, it contains apses on the eastern walls of 
the corner units which exhibit its difference from Side example, conversely, this feature emphasizes an 
affiliation with the Middle Byzantine churches. 

23	 The width of the lateral units of the church is approximately 0,97 m. in the North and 1,05 m. in the 
south. 

24	 The proportion is just given for the naos of the Dereagzi Church. In a ratio measurement with the 
narthex included, it is seen that the church is constructed in the Golden Ratio.
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structures that display the basilical characteristics in the first floor: 3.20 in the 
Dereagzı Church, 2.16 in the Myra Saint Nicholas Church, 3.45 in the 8th century 
building of Church of the Theotokos in Ephesos. The proportion in the church 
within the Episcopal Palace in Side is 3.24, which reflects a close proximity to 
the Dereagzi Church. The proportion observed in the inner area makes the church 
resemble the constructions whose first floor is planned in the basilical form. 

Another church can be a comparison to the small church in Side. With its 
known name in the literature, the ee/H church is located in a building complex 
in the west of the Episcopal Palace and reflects a cross-in-square plan schema. 
It displays a closer proximity to the characteristics of Middle Byzantine period 
churches in terms of its size and proportion. The ee/H church appears similar to 
the small church mainly regarding the size of the central unit and apse, and also 
eastern façade arrangement. The width of the apse in the small church is 2,37 m. 
and the dome diameter is estimated approximately 3,24 m. These dimensions are 
only 0,10 m. more in the ee/H church. Additionally, the form of apse in the ee/H 
church is also similar to the small church. Besides, there is only one apse on the 
western façade although corner units on each side of the apse were built in the 
advanced style. The ee/H church was classified as an archaic example of the cross-
in-square churches by Semavi Eyice and it was dated to the 7th and 8th centuries25.

According to the architectural technical evidence, the outer form of the build-
ing that is certainly a later addition to the complex of the Episcopale Palace, also 
demonstrate close proximity to the early churches. In contrast to the fact that its 
supporting system actually reflect the Middle Byzantine period characteristics of 
the inner are proportions still make the construction seem similar to the churches 
of the early period. When compared to the studies with their asessments based on 
only parallel examples, it causes contradiction and difficulty to determine the date 
of construction. 

Apart from the architectural evidence, another material that may reveal infor-
mation about construction date is the templon architrave. There exists s a mono-
gram relief nn the front of the marble architrave, which does not contain any other 
decorative composition (fig. 11). The monogram read IΩANNOY26 must belong 
to Ioannes, who was once a bishop once in Side. 

25	 Eyice 1958, 41-42; Eyice 1960, 56. Hans Buchwald agrees substantially with Eyice’s dating 
suggestion., see Buchwald 1992, 315. One of the reasons why Buchwald dated the church earlier is that 
its relatively smaller size compared to parallel examples., see Buchwald 2001, 8. Another reason why 
Buchwald dated the church to the earlier phases of the Middle Byzantine period is that the existence of 
only one apse on the east and the lack of the apses in the pastaphoria, see Buchwald 1994, 29.

26	 Glitwitzky 2005, 367; Ruggieri 1995, 98.
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There are four bishops identified with the name Ioannes in Side, the first of 
which was the third bishop in there and most probably worked at the end of the 
4th century or the beginning of the 5th century. The other Ioannes was the eighth 
bishop of the town and represented Side in the Council Constantinople in 680-
681. The other two Ioannes appear at the 14th and the 17th in the episcopal lists and 
have worked in the second half of the 11th and the 12th centuries27. 

For any date to be proposed according to the monogram, the 4th and the 5th cen-
turies seem too early and must be disregarded. Similarly, 11th and 12th centuries 
are too late for dating. Ruggieri who dated the monogram to the 6th and 7th centu-
ries alleged that Ioannes mentioned in the monogram commissioned the church, 
but also asserted that the church plan did not reflect the plan characteristics of the 
period when Ioannes attended the council in 680-68128. Gliwitzky suggested that 
the monogram belonged to 8th-9th centuries29. Foss, on the other hand, dated the 
monogram between 6th and 7th centuries, and suggested that Ioannes must be the 
patron of the church30. 

Considering the known bishops in Side along with Ioannes’s monogram on 
the architrave, and the dating suggested for the monogram based on the stylistic 
evaluations, it seems possible to accept date of the monogrammed architrave as 
the last quarter of the 7th century, at the latest. The possibility that Ioannes whose 
was name inscribed on the architrave, was the patron of the small church, seems 
rather acceptable. 

Regarding the architectural evidence of the small church within the Episcopal 
Palace in Side, it is obvious that it is added to the palace complex at a later time, 
and it resembles the churches in the Middle Byzantine period though it features 
some remarkable differences. The absence of apses in the corner units makes the 
construction stand close to the basilical churches31. In the same way, it is possible 
to date the construction to the second half of the 7th century according to the fact 
that the proportions of inner units show similarity to those of the basilical church-
es, and especially with dating of the monogram. In this case, the small church of 
the Episcopal Palace in Side should be accepted within the transitional churches, 
thus, considered as a prototype of the cross-in-square planned churches. 

27	 Le Quien 1958, 997-1002.
28	 Ruggieri 1995, 112.
29	 Gliwitzky 2005, 367. The scholar suggested that the aforementioned monogram belongs to 6th-8th 

centuries because of its similarity to the samples prepared by Zacos and Veglery in the brochure of the 
lead seal, D. Not 120. See G. Zacos, and A. Veglery 1972, Byzantine Lead Seals, Volume One, Parts 
One, Two and Three, but the relevant addition cannot been found.

30	 Foss 1996, 41.
31	 Buchwald presented the insufficiency of the apse in lateral units as the reason for his proposal that 

the ee/H Church in the west of the Episcopal Palace was constructed at an earlier time than the other 
churches built in the Middle Byzantine Period, see Buchwald 1994, 29.
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Fig. 1	 Plan of the Episcopal Palace

Fig. 2	 The cross-in-square church and nearby buildings
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Fig. 3 
Plan of the 
cross-in-square 
church

Fig. 4 
The cross-in-
square church 
and nearby 
buildings
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Fig. 5	 Naos and eastern part of the church

Fig. 6	 Arches between columns and 
frescoes

Fig. 7	 Sealed door on the western wall of the 
church (from unit 6a)
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Fig. 8	 Marble pillar on the southern 
wall of the church

Fig. 9	 Marble pillar on the northern 
wall of the church

Fig. 11	 Templon architrave of the church

Fig. 10 
Seald door on the 
southern wall of the 
church/northern wall of 
the triclinium


