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Abstract
Around the year 425 CE, the Roman city of Carthage faced the threat of a
Vandal invasion. In response to this threat, the Theodosian Wall was constructed
in a 9.5 km circuit around the urban grid of the city. The following study reviews
the remaining textual and archaeological evidence concerning the Theodosian
Wall at Carthage to create a gazetteer and new reconstruction of the line of the
wall. In order to understand the context of the Theodosian Wall’s construction
and repairs, contemporary fortifications from other cities across the Roman
Empire are examined for similarities and differences in their constructions and
renovations. This study also surveys the possibility of future work along the line
of the Theodosian Wall in light of modern construction in order to define where
future work would yield the most important and available information.
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1. Introduction
The Theodosian Wall at Carthage was not the same wall which faced Scipio
Aemilianus in the middle of the second century BCE and captured the
imagination of ancient writers. The Theodosian Wall was not constructed to
defend the capital of a major Mediterranean power or awe the attacking forces
with its size and strength. Carthage built the Theodosian Wall to protect itself
from the looming threat of the Vandals as quickly as possible c. 425 CE during
the reign of Theodosius II. The construction of the Theodosian Wall reflected
Carthage’s importance as a provincial capital as well as a response to an
impending attack. The materials and method of construction of the Theodosian
Wall reflect the pressure present on the builders. Along the length of the
Theodosian Wall, spolia and preexisting structures were used to aid in the
construction of the wall. The speed of construction allowed the Theodosian Wall
to be completed before the arrival of the Vandals, but did not stop them from
taking the city in 435 CE. The wall surrounded the Roman urban grid to protect
the most densely populated areas of the city and enclose the public monuments of
the circus, amphitheater, theater, and odeon. The Theodosian Wall reacted to the
irregular formation of the outskirts of Roman Carthage and, therefore, did not
follow necessarily a straight line around the grid with many turns placed along the
line of the wall. Under the Vandals, the Theodosian Wall underwent a period of
neglect who saw it as unusable for defense by the Vandal king, Gelimer, in the
sixth century CE. The Byzantine re-conquest of Carthage and North Africa in 535
CE by Belisarius brought immediate repairs to the Theodosian Wall. The
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Theodosian Wall was not seriously tested again until the end of the seventh
century CE when the Arab invaders arrived and seized Carthage. Despite a quick
retaliation by the Byzantines, the Arab invaders seized Carthage once again in
698 CE. These conquests did not spell the immediate end of the Theodosian Wall,
but the foundation of Tunis and abandonment of Roman Carthage saw the
spoliation of the facing and core of the wall down to at least the ground level
along almost the whole line of the wall.
Carthage lay largely abandoned from the eighth century CE onward until
the expansion of the modern suburbs from Tunis. However, by the end of the
nineteenth century, archaeological interest in Carthage began in a series of
surveys and then excavations across the city typically led by French scholars. The
target of these early excavations was not to identify the location and construction
of the Roman wall, but to reveal the nature of early Christianity at Carthage
through an exploration of the city’s necropoleis and churches that lay on the
outskirts of the city. Targeted, modern excavations at the Theodosian Wall did not
take place until the UNESCO ‘Save Carthage’ campaign of the 1970s and 1980s.
The UNESCO British, Canadian, and Italian excavations with the Polish surveys
uncovered the largest amount of information about the Theodosian Wall detailing
its method of construction, the location of its circuit, and its relationship to
internal structures.
It remains important to study the Theodosian Wall because it was the last
major public monument constructed at Carthage. The construction of the c. 9.5
km wall required a significant amount of work and cost by the residents
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representing the communal understanding of a need for a renewed defense having
escaped the problems of the third century CE. The wall acted as a signifier of
what the residents of Carthage regarded as the important sections of the city. The
placement of the wall around the urban grid cut off contact for large sections of
the city from immediate access to the countryside and likely changed the way in
which the outskirts of the city interacted with the suburban areas.
In the study below, I examine both the ancient textual and archaeological
sources in order to create a gazetteer and a preliminary reconstruction of the line
of the Theodosian Wall. The gazetteer and reconstruction rely upon all of the
known evidence for the line of the wall. I compare the reconstruction from the
gazetteer to the most recent reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall by Henry
Hurst (fig. 1-1) to raise questions about some of his conclusions. After the
gazetteer and reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall, I compare it to the other
Late Antique defenses at other Roman sites. The comparison places the history
and remains of the Theodosian Wall into the larger context of urban defense
systems from the time of the fourth/fifth centuries CE. This study is a preliminary
review of the evidence concerning the Theodosian Wall. Future study of the wall
will require an exact account of the previous finds and evidence due to the
encroachment of modern construction over most of the area of Carthage. This
preliminary study prepares for future archaeological excavation and survey on the
Theodosian Wall to answer the questions which remain.

4

2. The Textual Sources
In order to create a topographical review of the Theodosian Wall at
Carthage, an overview of the textual sources which discuss this wall is necessary.
While the Theodosian Wall at Carthage is not nearly as well documented in
historical sources as its Punic predecessor or the walls of the same name at
Constantinople, several sources from the fifth century to the ninth century CE
chart the development, repairs, and conquests this wall had undergone. These
authors range from Roman Christian apologists in the end of the fourth century
CE to Muslim historians in the ninth century CE. As with any ancient text, the
bias and agenda of the author affect the views expressed in their writings. These
biases may be more clearly seen in historical narrative than annalistic writings,
but they will still be discussed in both instances.
Below, the textual sources which discuss the Theodosian Wall at Carthage
will be analyzed chronologically in terms of the publication date of the work. The
order of the works presented will be the Historiarum Adversum Paganos by
Paulus Orosius, the anonymous Chronica Gallica, Procopius’ Ὑπὲρ Τῶν Πολέμων
Λόγοι, the Χρονιγραφικα of Theophanes, Nikephoros’ Ιστορια Συντομος, and the
Futūḥ mișr of Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam. These authors and works represent a diversity
of time and cultures in their writings. This diversity is needed to discuss the
Theodosian Wall of Carthage in as an objective manner as possible. The life of
each author, where applicable, will be discussed to identify their rhetorical
objectives and see how the passages which relate to Carthage fit not only into
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their larger work, but the authors’ time periods as well. The specific passages
which mention the Theodosian wall or relate to the city undergoing violence will
be presented and discussed in the original language, where possible, with the
above goals in mind.
Paulus Orosius
Paulus Orosius was Roman Christian apologist in the fourth and fifth
centuries CE from the territory of modern Portugal.1 Orosius served as a student
of St. Augustine of Hippo before writing his own work, possibly even
contributing to his teacher’s City of God.2 As a Christian apologist, Orosius’ chief
goal was to prove that the calamities of his time, even caused by fellow
Christians, were far better than the times in which Rome was ruled by pagans.
Orosius’ work, Historiarum Adversum Paganos, is broken into seven books
documenting the various catastrophes committed by pagans. This topic was
particularly apt after the Vandal sack of Rome in 410 CE and the accusation was
levelled against Christians by the remaining pagans that the end of prayers to the
pagan gods had brought about the destruction. While Orosius, could clearly see
the troubles of the Roman Empire, particularly in the West, he sought to defend
his faith and even throw the charges back on pagans for the travails of the times.
In this defense of Christianity, Orosius levelled the claim:
An forte aliud tunc Carthagini uidebatur, cum post annos centum
uiginti, quibus modo bellorum clades modo pacis condiciones
perhorrescens, nunc rebelli intentione nunc supplici bellis pacem,
1
2

Rohrbacher, David. The Historians of Late Antiquity. Routledge, New York, 2002. 135.
Rohrbacher. 2002. 135.

6
pace bella mutabat, nouissime miseris ciuibus passim se in ignem
ultima desperatione iacientibus unus rogus tota ciuitas fuit? Cui
etiam nunc, situ paruae, moenibus destitutae, pars miseriarum est
audire quid fuerit.3
Or by chance it seemed different then to Carthage, when after one
hundred and twenty years, trembling due to the slaughters of war
and the conditions of peace, now with the intention of rebellion
and now as a suppliant it exchanged peace for war and wars for
peace, most recently, with the wretched citizens having thrown
themselves far and wide with a final desperation into fire, did the
whole city become a solitary funeral pyre? Even now, small in
size, destitute of walls, it is part of its miseries to hear what it had
once been.
Since Orosius had been at least associated with St. Augustine, it is
unlikely that he had not been to Carthage before the end of the fourth century CE.
If Orosius were speaking objectively, he would have noted that Carthage was in
fact one of the largest and wealthiest cities of the Roman Empire in the West. The
dwelling on the destruction wrought on Punic Carthage by the Romans in 146
BCE served the rhetorical objective of an example of unprecedented cruelty
visited upon a city by Roman pagans. The Roman colony had flourished in the
centuries since its founding so the reference to its small size was a false statement
to add to Orosius’ goal of claiming even Carthage which had been so mighty was
unable to recover from the barbarity of a pagan destruction five and half centuries
earlier.
However, where this quote is important in terms of this study of the
Theodosian Wall is the statement “moenibus desitutae.” Orosius’ claim that
Carthage lacked walls in the end of the fourth century and very beginning of the
fifth century CE are not false and serves to reinforce his rhetorical objective.

3

Orosius, Paulus. Historiarum Adversum Paganos. 5.1.5.
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Orosius also likely mentioned Carthage’s walls since the defensive walls of Punic
Carthage were famous among Roman historians. Orosius’ declarations on the
plight of Carthage in the beginning of the fifth century CE bear no real merit, but
serve as a fine case example, if an exaggerated one, of atrocities committed before
the rise of Christianity. It is true that Rome was not wiped off the map in 410 CE
in the same way Carthage had been in 146 BCE, but the claim to Carthage’s
continued struggle are unsubstantiated especially given that until later in the fifth
century CE, Roman Carthage had no real need for defensive walls. The
construction of defensive walls should be regarded as a symptom of political
disturbances, rather than a sign of strength and vibrancy.
The Chronica Gallica
The Chronica Gallica was an anonymous chronicle which records the
major events from throughout the Roman Empire each year from the reign of
Theodosius I to Attila’s attack on Italy in 452 CE.4 The Gallic Chronicle follows
the annalistic tradition and does not offer much in terms of historical narrative.
Themes and chains of events are not followed contiguously, but separately as the
events took place. The generally accepted hypothesis is that the chronicle was
written shortly after the year 452 CE and is accurate to within two to five years.5
This span of time holds relevant questions as to the reason and who built the new
walls of Carthage around 425 CE which will be discussed below.

Chronica Gallica. MGH Auctores Antiquissimi 9: Chronica Minora saec. IV. V. VI. VII. (I). ed.
Theodor Mommsen. Berlin 1892.
5
Wells, Colin M. “IV. The Defense of Carthage.” New Light on Ancient Carthage. Ann Arbor,
The University of Michigan Press, 1980: 47-65. 51-52.
4
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The Chronica Gallica claims that in the year 425 CE,
muro Carthago circumdata, quae ex tempore, quo vetus illa
destructa est, sanctione Romanorum, ne rebellioni esset
munimentum, mûris non est permissa vallari.6
Carthage was surrounded with a wall, from which time, since the
old {city} had been destroyed, with the blessing of the Romans,
lest it had been fortified for a rebellion, [Carthage] had not been
permitted to be fortified.

Given the perfect tense of circumdata it can be assumed that the author meant that
the Theodosian Wall was completed in this year. However, if the wall was
completed around 425 CE, there is a possibility that it was constructed, or at least
initiated when Boniface was still in control of Carthage.7 Whether the wall was
built because of the looming Vandal threat or because of the fear of imperial
retribution is unclear, although both may have played a role. The Romans were
well aware of the threat posed to Africa from the Vandals in Spain at the time and
the construction of urban defenses was not out of tune with normal imperial
procedure, especially since the Vandals crossed over to Africa and caused chaos
soon after the construction of the wall.8 The wall would quickly face contests,
first by the Imperial response under Sigisvult in 428 CE and the Vandals about
444 CE.9 In both cases the wall failed to protect Carthage, the first incident was
possibly a result of the incomplete state of the wall, while the second to the

Chronica Gallica. ed. Mommsen. 658.
Chronica Gallica. ed. Mommsen. 658 and Wells. 1980. 51-52.
8
Chronica Gallica. ed. Mommsen. 658.
9
Chronica Gallica. ed. Mommsen. 660 and Wells. 1980. 51-52.
6
7
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overwhelming power of the Vandals at a time when the Roman Empire was
unable to wholly deal with them.
Procopius
Procopius (c. 500-554 CE) was born in the Eastern Roman Empire to an
elite family. He received a strong classical education as expected of elites at the
time to become an orator. Procopius then served as a legal advisor and personal
secretary to the emperor Justinian’s most capable general, Belisarius.10 In addition
to these duties, Procopius wrote three works which have survived to modern day.
The first and largest book was Ὑπὲρ Τῶν Πολέμων Λόγοι, or on the Wars, a
history of the wars waged by the Eastern Roman Empire against the Persians,
Vandals in North Africa, and the Ostrogoths in Italy. As Belisarius was the
commander in these wars, Procopius was an eyewitness to many of the events of
the wars.11 The second book, Περὶ Κτισμάτων, or on Buildings, was a panegyric
text about Justinian’s dramatic building campaign across the empire. The final
book Ἀπόκρυφη Ἱστορία, or the Secret Histories, was an intimately detailed
account of the supposed wickedness and decadence rampant among Justinian and
his court.
The three surviving texts of Procopius provide several different topics and
genres for the author to display his rhetorical objectives. On Buildings
demonstrated Procopius’ ability to write a text that idolizes the emperor Justinian

Procopius. History of the Wars, Volume I. Ed. Henderson, Jeffrey. Loeb Classical Library,
Harvard University, 1914. vii.
11
Henderson. 1914. viii.
10
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and follows a long tradition of panegyrics in the Roman Empire. On the opposing
side, the Secret Histories put forward lurid accounts of Justinian and his court,
especially attacking his wife, the empress Theodora. Since both of these texts
were likely written by Procopius, it is difficult to understand where rumor and
platitudes ended and the truth of Justinian and his character began.
On the Wars showed Procopius as a thorough and dutiful historian
carefully tracking the actions of both sides during several conflicts from their
inception to their conclusion even if they are out of place chronologically with
other events in different theaters of war. Since these reports were meant for
consumption throughout the Roman Empire, the treatment of facts was likely not
impartial and favored glorification of Belisarius, Justinian, and the Roman Empire
as a whole. While the exactness of details, such as words spoken by enemy
generals, may be exaggerated, the general course of events should be taken as
relatively truthful.
On the Wars provided the most detailed and abundant textual source on
the Theodosian Wall at Carthage. Procopius detailed the Vandalic war (533-534
CE), including several events centered on the city of Carthage. One of the chief
goals of the UNESCO expeditions which examined different sectors of the wall
was to test the validity of Procopius’ statements about the wall. The first instance
of the wall in Procopius states:
Μετὰ δὲ Βελισάριος Βανδίλοις τε τοῖς ἐς τὰ ἱερὰ καταφυγοῦσι πιστὰ
ἐδίδου καὶ τῶν τειχῶν ἐπεμελεῖτο. ἦν γὰρ ὁ Καρχηδόνος περίβολος
οὕτω δὴ ἀπημελημένος ὥστε ἐσβατὸς ἐν χώροις πολλοῖς τῷ
βουλομένῳ καὶ εὐέφοδος ἐγεγόνει. μοῖρα γὰρ οὐκ ὀλίγη αὐτοῦ
κατεπεπτώκει καὶ διὰ τοῦτο Γελίμερα οἱ Καρχηδόνιοι ἔφασκον ἐν τῇ
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πόλει οὐχ ὑποστῆναι. οὐ γὰρ ἄν ποτε οἴεσθαι χρόνῳ ὀλίγῳ οἷόν τε
εἶναι τῷ περιβόλῳ τούτῳ τὴν ἀσφάλειαν ἀνασώσασθαι.12
And then Belisarius gave pledges to the Vandals who had fled to
the trusted temples and then took charge of the walls. For the city
wall of Carthage was so utterly neglected that it was accessible in
many places to anyone wishing and make an attack. For no small
part of the wall had fallen and on account of this, the Carthaginians
said, Gelimer had not resisted in the city.
This proclamation of Belisarius’ intent to repair the walls demonstrated the poor
state they had fallen into under the Vandals and how there would likely be
archaeological evidence for such a major project. The rhetorical force of this
passage serves to denigrate the Vandals as unworthy holders of Roman centers
and also place the Romans as the only ones able to efficiently repair the walls to
working condition.
The next occurrence of the Theodosian Wall in Procopius happens shortly
after the previous passage, detailing some of the repairs made by Belisarius,
specifically the defensive trench:
Βελισάριος δὲ τοῖς τε περὶ τὴν οἰκοδομίαν τεχνίταις καὶ τῷ ἄλλῳ
ὁμίλῳ χρήματα μεγάλα προτεινόμενος τάφρον τε λόγου πολλοῦ
ἀξίαν ἀμφὶ τὸν περίβολον ὤρυξε κύκλῳ, καὶ σκόλοπας αὐτῇ
ἐνθέμενος συχνοὺς εὖ μάλα περιεσταύρωσε. καὶ μὴν καὶ τὰ
πεπονθότα τοῦ τείχους ἐν βραχἑ̣̣̓ ἀνῳκοδομήσατο χρόνῳ, θαύματος
ἄξιον οὐ Καρχηδονίοις μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ αὐτῷ Γελίμερι γεγονὸς
ὕστερον. ἐπειδὴ γὰρ δορυάλωτος ἐς Καρχηδόνα ἧκεν, ἠγάσθη τε
ἰδὼν τὸ τεῖχος καὶ τὴν ὀλιγωρίαν τὴν αὑτοῦ πάντων οἱ ἔφη
γεγονέναι τῶν παρόντων αἰτίαν. ταῦτα μὲν Βελισαρίῳ ἐν Καρχηδόν̣̔ ̓
ὄντι κατείργαστο ὧδε.13
Belisarius handing out a great amount of money to artisans
concerned with construction and to other throngs dug a ditch
worthy of great praise around the city wall in a ring, and with
stakes placed close together there he made a long and very fine
stockade. And truly he built up the parts of the wall which had
12
13

Procopius. De Bellis. 3.21.11-13.
Procopius. De Bellis. 3.23.19-21.
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suffered in a short time, it was a thing worthy of wonder not only
to the Carthaginians, but also to Gelimer himself later. For when
he was brought to Carthage as a prisoner, he exalted when he saw
the wall and said his own negligence to have been the cause of all
of his present struggles. These things Belisarius accomplished
while at Carthage.
The existence of the defensive trench was a research question for the UNESCO
excavations which included the Theodosian Wall. Interestingly, the trench was
found on the southern side of the wall by the British excavations, but not on the
northern side by Canadian or Italian excavations.14 These findings will be
discussed in more detail later. Again, this segment of text serves to show the
greatness and efficiency of Roman engineering in the face of the Vandals.
The final mention of the Theodosian Wall is rather short:
ταῦτα δὲ ἅπαντα Βελισάριος ἐν ὑποψίᾳ ἔχων ῾ἠκηκόει γὰρ πρὸς τῶν
αὐτομόλων, ἅμα δὲ καὶ ὁ περίβολος οὔπω ἐτετέλεστο ἅπας᾿ ἐξιτητὰ
μὲν σφίσιν ἐπὶ τοὺς πολεμίους ἐν τῷ παρόντι οὐκ ᾤετο εἶναι, τὰ δὲ
ἔνδον ὡς ἄριστα ἐξηρτύετο.15
But Belisarius having a suspicion about all of these things (for he
had heard about it from deserters) and at the same time the city
wall had not yet been completed, on the one hand he did not think
it to be possible for his own men to go out against the enemies, but
he prepared them within the walls as well as possible.
This serves to show that the repairs of the walls were not rapid and had not been
completed by the time Gelimer attempted to retake Carthage in 534 CE. Since the
walls were still not fully repaired by this time, it is likely to assume the damage
they had suffered from abandonment which had been quite severe or the
efficiency of the Roman repairs had been exaggerated by Procopius.

14
15

Wells. 1980. 53-54.
Procopius. De Bellis. 4.1.7.
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Procopius’ rhetorical narrative concerning the Vandals’ reasons for
fighting Belisarius outside of Carthage’s wall, based itself on the idea that the
Theodosian Wall was too badly damaged and the Vandals did not have the
capabilities to make them defensible again. The force of that idea of barbarian
inability to repair Roman constructions is attractive to a Roman audience.
However, if Gelimer and his forces had remained inside of Carthage and the
Theodosian Wall, he likely would have been able to outlast or defeat Belisarius
and even repair the wall to the point that it was defensible. It is more likely
Belisarius’s strategy of attacking the southern regions of the Vandal kingdom
forced Gelimer to bring out his forces in order to force a battle with Belisarius
before losing the rest of his kingdom.
While it is clear that Procopius’ mention of the Theodosian Wall was
meant to exaggerate the glory of the Roman re-conquest of North Africa, the
activities of Belisarius in relation to the Theodosian Wall do hold merit in the
archaeological record. The trench and stockade may not have been as complete or
glorious as Procopius stated, but they were at least existent for a large extent of
the wall and may have been placed only in locations where the wall alone was not
seen as enough of a barrier or in areas where the natural terrain acted as enough of
a deterrent to besieging forces.
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Theophanes the Confessor
Theophanes (c. 758-817 CE) was born to a wealthy family, received a fine
education, and became a monk.16 During his time as a monk, Theophanes wrote
his Χρονιγραφικα to give a year-by-year account of events around the Roman
Empire from the reign of the Emperor Diocletian to his own time in 813 CE.
Theophanes’ yearly accounts provide significantly more narrative than the
Chronica Gallica in its treatment of events. Theophanes’ world was far different
than the previous authors where in his own time the Arab invasions had
enveloped large portions of what had previously been under control of the Roman
Empire and the Byzantine Empire was rocked by iconoclastic episodes.
Theophanes’ text does not directly mention the Theodosian Wall at
Carthage. However, Theophanes described the fall of the city to the Arab
conquests in 698 BCE:
Τοΰτω τω ετει έπεατράτευσαν οι Αραβες τη Άφριχη; , καί ταΰτην
παρέλαβον, και έκ τον οικείου στρατού ταξατιωνα έν αυτη
κατέστησαν, ο δε Λεόντιος ταντα μαθών αποστέλλεί τον πατρίκιον
Ίωάννην, άνδρα ικανόν, μετά πάντων των 'Ρωμαϊκων πλώϊμάτων.
τούτον δέ εν Καρθαγένη φθάσαντος, και πολέμω την τοϋ έχείσε
λιμένος αλυσιν άνοίξαντος, και τους εχθρους τρέψαντος καί
έχδιωξαντος, άπαντα τα της 'Αφρικής κάστρα ηλευθέρωσεν και
καταλιπων ταξατιώνα ϊδιον, τω βασιλεΐ ταύτα άνηγαγεν. και έκείδε
έχείμασε κέλευσιν παρ' αυτοϋ έκδεχόμενος. ο δε πρωτοσϋμβουλος
ταύτα μαθών δυνατώτερον και πολύν στόλον κατ' αυτών αποστέλλει·
και τον προλεχθέντα Ίωάννην συν τω αυτοϋ στόλω πολέμω τοϋ
λιμένος διώκεί· και εις περίδρομον λιτόν ένδον παραλαβών, εξωθεν
φοσσατικώς ηπλικευσεν.17
16
Turtledove, Harry. The Chronicle of Theophanes. University of Pennsylvania Press,
Philadelphia, 1982. Viii.
17
Theophanes, the Confessor. Ed. B. G. Niebuhrii Theophanes Chronographia. Bonnae: Impensis
E. Weberi. 566-67. The most important part of this text is the last sentence describing how the city
was taken for the final time. While the phrase εξωθεν φοσσατικώς ηπλικευσεν cannot be fully
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In this year, the Arabs attacked Africa, and conquered it, and
establishing some of the army in the city as a garrison. When
Leontius had learned of these things, he sent the patrician John, a
competent man, with the whole Roman navy. When John arrived at
Carthage, he opened the chain at the head of the harbor, routed and
drove out the enemy. John set free all of the cities of Africa and set
up his own garrisons. He then referred these things to the emperor.
Having received his orders from the emperor, John wintered in
Africa. The leader of the Arab forces sent for a more powerful
army and more equipment after learning these things. He drove
John with his army from the harbor in battle and he took
possession of the city within the simple wall and encamped inside
in force.
The campaign to retake Carthage was given more details as to why and how the
Romans retook the city than given in the Chronica Gallica, but not nearly as
much as Procopius since this is closer to an annalistic chronicle. The description
of the fall of Carthage is brief since it was the same year in which the
expeditionary forces which had been sent and failed to retake North Africa
rebelled and usurped the Emperor Leontius with Tiberios III. In fact, the likely
reason so much attention was paid to the North African campaign is because these
were the same forces. The objective of Theophanes for this section was not to
describe in a large amount of detail the fall of another provincial center to the
Arab invaders than to set up the events which led to the usurpation of the Emperor
Leontius which held a more direct impact on the interior of the empire.
As demonstrated in the text, the capture of Carthage by the Arab invaders
was quite violent. However, the text did not describe a specific destruction of the
Theodosian Wall or the city as is understood by modern historians.18 Since the

translated since the last word is unknown and unattested in other texts, the editor of the text
thought in Latin, the text should read: exercitu apllicato eum undequaque decrevit, which is how it
is understood here.
18
Bosworth, C. Edmund (2008). Historic Cities of the Islamic World. Brill Academic Press. 436.
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city changed hands at least three times in such a short period of time at the end of
the seventh century CE, either the wall was already in a state of disrepair, or it
should have suffered some damage as a result. It does not seem likely that the
wall was torn down in its entirety after the final conquest, the reasons for this
assumption will be discussed below.
Nikephoros
St. Nikephoros I of Constantinople (c. 758- 828 CE) was born to a wealthy
Byzantine family with strong ties to orthodox Christianity and, despite his
family’s persecution under iconoclast emperors, rose to become the patriarch of
Constantinople in 806 CE.19 A large amount of Nikephoros’ literary work dealt
with theological debate, however this text, the Ἱστορια Συντομος, dealt with
Byzantine history from the reign of Emperor Phokas (602 CE) to Emperor Leo IV
(769).20 Similar to Theophanes’ historical work, the Ἱστορια Συντομος, was
written in an annalistic narrative longer than the Chronica Gallica and shorter
than Procopius’ work. In fact, Theophanes’ text and the Ἱστορια Συντομος are
similar enough, especially in their description of the fall of Carthage, that they
were likely derived from the same sources.21
The section which dealt with the fall of Carthage describes an almost exact
same situation and narrative as given in Theophanes:
Η δέ ἐπ' Αφριχήν Καρχηδων πρῳην ὑπό ‘Ρωμαίοις τελοὖσα τότε
ὑπὸ χεἶρα τὦν Σαρακηνὦν γίνεται, πολέμῳ παρ’ αυτοἶς ληφθεἶσα.
τοὖτο διαγνοὺς Λεόντιος, ἅπαντα τα Ρωμαίκὰ ἐξώπλισε πλοίμα,
Nikephoros. Ed. Mango, Cyril. Short History. Dumbarton Oaks, Washington D.C. 1990. 1-2.
Nikephoros. 5.
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στρατηγόν τε ἐπ αὐτοἶς Ἱωάνην τόν πατρίκιον ὡς ἔμπειρον τὦν
πολεμίων προχειρισάμενος πρός Καρχηδόνα κατὰ τὦν Σαρακηνὦν
ἐξέπμψεν, ὁς ἐκεἶσε παραγενόμενος, τούς μὲν ἐν αὐτή τὦν
Σαρακηνών πολέμῳ ἐτροπώσατο, τήν πόλιν Ῥωμαίοις ἀνεσώσατο,
καί τάλλα πάντα τα εκεἶσε πολίσματα τἦσ τοὖ ἔθνους άπαλλάξας
ἐξουσιας καὶ στρατόν ὁπλίτην πρὸς φυλακήν ἐν αὐτοἶς ἐγκαταλείψας
αὐτοὖ διεχείμαζεν. ὁ δέ τὦν Σαρακηνὦν βασιλεύς ταὖτα μεμαθηκὼς
πλείονα κατ' αὐτοὖ ἐκίνησε πόλεμον, δι’οὖ και τόν μεν Ἰωάννην
σὺν τῳ πεπιόντι άυτῳ Ῥωμαϊκῳ στόλῳ ἐξώθησε, καὶ τὴν
Καρχηδόνα παραλαμβάνει πάλιν, καὶ τὰ περὶ αὐτὴν πολίσματα
πάντα.22
Until that time, Carthage in Africa, which was once under the
control of the Romans, passed into the hands of the Saracens, who
had seized it through war. Hearing of this event, Leontius armed
the entire Roman navy and chose to command them the patrician
John who was experienced in war he sent them out in order to take
Carthage from the Saracens. Arriving there, he routed the Saracens
in battle who were in Carthage and recovered the city for the
Romans. He then set free all of the cities from the power of the
Saracens, left soldiers there in order to guard them and wintered
there. When the king of the Saracens had heard of these things, he
mobilized a stronger campaign against them, in this way he drove
out John with the whole Roman fleet and seized Carthage and all
of the towns around it.
Since the central narratives of the sections in Theophanes’ and Nikephoros works
concerning the fall of Carthage in 698 CE are largely the same, again more
attention was actually paid to the following usurpation by the expeditionary
forces. The events at Carthage were once again handled as a prelude to the more
politically important incidents. As in Theophanes’ passage, Nikephoros described
Carthage changing hands several times violently before the final conquest which
could have led to the Theodosian Wall becoming damaged or demonstrating its

Nicéforo, Santo, Patriarch of Constantinople. Breviarium Historicum, De Rebus Gestis Ab
Obitu Mauricii Ad Constantinum Usque Copronymum. Venetiis: Ex Typographia Bartholomaei
Javarina, 1729. 20-21.
22
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debilitated state from the onset. Whether or not the Theodosian Wall was
destroyed during this period of conflict will be discussed further below.
Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam
Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam (803-871 CE) was an Egyptian Muslim historian who
was born to a wealthy family and wrote his famous work, the Futūḥ mișr or the
Conquest of Egypt and North Africa and Spain in order to chart the traditions and
events of earlier Muslim achievements.23 The goal of this text was likely to
glorify the achievements of the Muslim religion and demonstrate it through the
conquests. Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam likely did not take his work as a historian seriously
as he showed great ability to discuss minute details and then glance over
important events.24 As an example, Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam very briefly discussed the
conquest of Carthage in 698 CE by Hasan ibn al-Nu'man and does not detail any
particular amount of violent struggle.25 While this section may not mention the
Theodosian Wall explicitly, it is necessary in order to gain a perspective on the
conquest of Carthage from a source other than the Byzantines. This narrative may
have been a result of Hasan ibn al-Nu'man’s final conquest of Carthage not
requiring a large amount of violent struggle, but that is unlikely given the
Byzantine sources. Another possibility could be that Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam did not
detail violent struggles and the destruction of cities in his historical work.
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However, Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam provided a detailed account of the destruction of
Alexandria, and crucially the tearing down of its city walls earlier in the
narrative.26 This difference is important to show either that Hasan ibn al-Nu'man’s
conquest of Carthage it did not hold a large amount of importance to the author or
that the conquest did not result in widespread destruction across the city with the
Theodosian Wall torn down as a political statement like Alexandria.
Conclusion
The textual sources regarding the Theodosian Wall at Carthage discuss the
period of its construction, its repairs, and its final days as a defensive wall. The
authors who wrote on the Theodosian Wall were typically glorifying their own
respective rulers/empires and religions with their narratives. The six authors and
texts represent a wide sample in terms of period and subject. The environments in
which each of the authors wrote were largely different and their contemporary
lives often colored their narrative of events usually across the Mediterranean from
them.
Orosius sought to soften the sack of Rome in 410 CE with the idea that
the Roman sack of Carthage in 146 BCE was so destructive that the city was
scarcely a provincial center that did not warrant the construction of urban defense
walls. This narrative of Orosius goes against the reality of Roman Carthage’s
importance, size, wealth, and relative stability from its creation as a colony until
the fifth century CE. The anonymous Chronica Gallica succinctly described when
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Carthage was encircled with the Theodosian Wall without providing a detailed
description of its features. From the surrounding passages, the political situation
which led to the wall’s construction can be better understood. Procopius provided
the most detailed description of the Theodosian Wall in the sixth century CE, but
his narrative was colored by a need to lionize the achievements of his patron,
Belisarius. The events concerning the Theodosian Wall described by Procopius
have largely been shown to be true through the archaeology, although not
uniformly as will be discussed later. Theophanes and Nikephoros both wrote very
similar sections concerning the capture of Carthage by the Arab invaders in 698
BCE where they provided the general series of events, but used them to prelude
the following rebellion and usurpation of Tiberios III. The violent struggles
Theophanes and Nikephoros described likely left the Theodosian Wall damaged,
but perhaps not purposefully torn down. Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam also described Hasan
ibn al-Nu'man’s conquest of Carthage in 698 CE from the perspective of Muslim
historians, but did not detail the events or nature of the conquest. This description
of Carthage’s conquest stands in contrast to Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam’s narrative on the
suppression of a revolt in Alexandria where the city walls were torn down. From
these last three texts and authors it should be understood that the eradication of
the Theodosian Wall at Carthage was more likely a result of the long period of
abandonment and spoliation following the final Arab conquest in 698 CE and the
establishment of Tunis nearby as the major center in North Africa.
The textual sources indicate the time period of the Theodosian Wall’s
construction, repairs, and abandonment, but do not often describe specific features
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of the wall (an exception being the Byzantine defensive trench). The method of
construction including its outward appearance are absent from the textual sources
requiring archaeological investigation to reconstruct. The textual sources provided
little to no topographical evidence to the location of the Theodosian Wall around
the edge of Carthage. There should be no expectation that the ancient authors
would include any of the above features because it was not an important part of
their narrative to have a description of the outward appearance, location, or
construction method of a wall around a provincial capital. Even where Procopius
discussed the specifics of the defensive trench, it was an anecdotal demonstration
of the Roman military’s efficiency.
While the confirmation of textual sources should not be the main goal of
archaeology, they served the purpose, in the case of the Theodosian Wall, to
contextualize its construction, repairs, and destruction. The textual sources above
provide the reasons why the Theodosian Wall underwent its changes which
cannot usually be shown through archaeology. An understanding of the textual
sources and history revolving around Roman Carthage are necessary to
understand the Theodosian Wall more fully. The UNESCO archaeological studies
of the wall did largely confirm the events related in the textual sources, but also
served to help trace the line of the Theodosian Wall, which was not always
regular.
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3. The Archaeological Sources
Archaeological work on the Theodosian Wall and Carthage as a whole has
been conducted rather sporadically since the nineteenth century. Initial interest in
Carthage came from its importance in antiquity and as a center of early
Christianity. The early surveys and excavations at Carthage, while mentioning the
instances of the Theodosian Wall, largely glossed over its specific locations and
construction method. However, in the early twentieth century, interest increased
in the Theodosian Wall as a monument in its own right and its circuit through the
work of Alfred Louis Delattre, Auguste Audollent, Louis Carton, Louis Poinssot,
and Raymond Lantier. Scientific excavation and study of the wall began with the
UNESCO ‘Save Carthage’ campaign of the 1970s and 1980s. Under the auspices
of UNESCO Polish, British, Italian, and Canadian teams excavated and surveyed
at various points along the circuit of the wall. The goal of these excavations was
not only to trace the line of the wall, but to understand its mode of construction
and relationship to the urban buildup and cadastration of Roman Carthage.
In this chapter, I will examine the work of the principal archaeological
investigators and teams from the nineteenth to the late twentieth centuries in
relation to the Theodosian Wall. Since the work done by scholars before the
UNESCO excavations do not have the same level of recording and published
information as from the 1970s and 1980s, I will discuss them in terms of their
larger themes and general finds about the Theodosian Wall. I will include figures
where appropriate and available to demonstrate where scholars worked and made
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their observations about the wall. I will review the UNESCO excavations in more
detail, due to the relative abundance of available material, with the exception of
the Italian excavation which did not publish any of their findings at Carthage.
Christian Tuxen Falbe27
Falbe performed what may be called the first archaeological survey of
Carthage in the early nineteenth century. The map Falbe produced (fig. 2-1) is
considered the first topographical map of Carthage. This map identifies over 100
different locations extending beyond the limits of the site of Carthage to both the
north and south.28 Falbe provided invaluable information on observable features
in the landscape which were no longer visible by the time of the UNESCO
excavations, especially along the coast. This survey and map became the source
for many of the later scholars who worked at Carthage often referencing
numbered locations of Falbe’s map directly. Falbe’s survey and map are
considered the beginning of modern scholarship on the Theodosian Wall at
Carthage.
In his survey, Falbe observed several locations which he thought were
sections of the Theodosian Wall. On Falbe’s map and legend, the sections are
numbered: 41, 44, 45, 46, 47, 51, 61, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 84, 85, 110, 111.29
However, Falbe was not certain that all of these sections represented parts of the
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Theodosian Wall.30 A large amount of the later archaeological work performed at
Carthage was done with Falbe’s map as a guide, including studies on the
Theodosian Wall. Falbe’s work is necessary for an understanding of the history of
the archaeological work at Carthage and on the Theodosian Wall. Findings from
the map confirmed by later scholars will be presented in the next chapter as part
of topographical reconstruction of the wall.
Alfred Louis Delattre31
Delattre carried out some of the first excavations at Carthage at the end of
the nineteenth century. Delattre concentrated his research on the churches and
necropoleis of Carthage from Punic to Christian times. Delattre focused in
particular on inscriptions and reporting notable finds.32 Delattre’s excavations
were principally along the perimeter of Carthage since that was where the
churches and Christian cemeteries were typically placed. As part of this effort,
Delattre identified sections of the Theodosian Wall along the western side of the
Theodosian Wall. Near the Amphitheater and Decumanus Maximus, Delattre
observed possible foundations for a triumphal arch or a gate tower.33 Delattre also
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excavated possibly two circular towers north of the La Malga cistern complex in
the northwestern corner of Carthage.34
Auguste Audollent35
Audollent was the first to attempt to outline the circuit of the Theodosian
Wall. Many of Audollent’s observations on sections of the wall guided future
excavations and surveys including those under UNESCO. Audollent observed that
part of the wall was located at Douar el-Chott, which was the site of several later
surveys in the twentieth century by Louis Carton, the Polish survey, and Robert
Poulton’s survey under UNESCO.36 Audollent did not believe the Theodosian
Wall incorporated the church, Damous el-Karita, an observation later confirmed
by Louis Poinssot, Lantier Raymond, and the UNESCO Canadian excavations
(see below).37 Audollent also suggested that the Theodosian Wall enclosed the La
Malga cistern complex in northwest Carthage, but this remains unconfirmed.38
Along the western side of the circuit, Audollent agreed with Delattre’s
observation that the Theodosian Wall ran north beyond the amphitheater towards
La Malga.39 Audollent’s studies of the wall form the basis of much subsequent
research on its circuit.
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Louis Carton40
Carton was the first scholar to publish archaeological articles dealing
directly with the defenses of Carthage from the Punic through Byzantine periods.
However, his prime interests were on the walls and defenses of Punic Carthage.
Carton relied chiefly on Procopius’ account of the Theodosian Wall and on the
information in Falbe’s map, especially the feature labelled 44 at the head of the
ports.41 He observed elements of the Theodosian above the ground along the
southern side of the circuit at Koudiat el Hobsia (referenced as 74 in Falbe’s
map). Carton made use of literary evidence to identify the presence of Solomon’s
monastery inside the line of the Theodosian Wall.42 He also determined that the
Roman and Christian cemeteries seemed to lay outside of the line of the wall and
observed this trend where the Theodosian Wall passed Avenue Bourguiba and
south of the circus.43 This observation about cemeteries was confirmed by Lantier
(discussed below). Carton also detected a possible tower and postern gate in the
northeastern corner of Carthage along the coast.44 Modern development built over
the area which was seen by Carton and likely erased the information related to
this structure. Carton’s studies of the Roman defenses of Carthage played a
crucial role in the research questions and observations of future scholars studying
the placement of the Theodosian Wall.
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Louis Poinssot and Raymond Lantier45
Lantier’s work confirmed that the cemeteries were outside of the line of
the Theodosian Wall (fig. 2-2).46 Lantier excavated cemeteries along all three of
the landward sides of the Theodosian Wall. The southern side of the circuit had
several Roman and Byzantine cemeteries just west of the harbor entrance, along
the Cardo Maximus, and the area of Douar el-Chott.47 The west side of the
Theodosian Wall had cemeteries just northwest of the circus, between the
amphitheater and Decumanus Maximus, and also between the Decumanus
Maximus and La Malga.48 Along the northern side of the wall’s circuit, Lantier
found Roman and Christian cemeteries between La Malga and the Cardo
Maximus, near Damous el-Karita, and near the sea between the coast and the
TGM track.49 Following Lantier, the cemeteries have become the standard for
approximating the line of the wall. This axiom was employed in Henry Hurst’s
reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall.
Poinssot and Lantier argued that the Teurf el-Seur along Carthage’s
northern edge was connected to the line of the Theodosian Wall, and that the line
of the wall did not enclose Damous el-Karita but included the odeon as Audollent
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believed.50 This hypothesis was confirmed by the Second Canadian UNESCO
(discussed below). In addition to excavating along Teurf el-Seur, Poinssot and
Lantier made observations about the line of the wall in other sectors including
around La Malga.51 Here, they agreed with Audollent’s observations that the
Theodosian Wall enclosed the La Malga cisterns without performing excavations.
Poinssot and Lantier were the last to study the Theodosian Wall before the
UNESCO excavations where many of their theories and observations became the
focus of further study or were generally accepted as they concerned the line of the
Theodosian Wall. Study of their work and theories concerning Carthage is
necessary for continued study of the wall.
The UNESCO ‘Save Carthage’ Campaign
Beginning in 1972 and lasting until 1986, 12 countries took part in the
UNESCO ‘Save Carthage’ project comprising 16 archaeological excavations and
surveys throughout the ancient city of Carthage.52 The impetus for this project
was the rapid modern urban development from the direction of Tunis which
threatened the existence of this important site.53 UNESCO teams from Poland,
Great Britain, Italy and Canada conducted work on the Theodosian Wall. The
Polish team conducted surveys at the circus and at Douar el-Chott. The British
team also carried out a survey at Douar el-Chott and an excavation along Avenue
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du President Habib Bourguiba, Salammbo. The Italian excavations were located
near the Theodosian Wall on the line of the Cardo Maximus in the northern sector
of Carthage. The Second Canadian excavations were also located in the northern
sector along the Theodosian Wall to the east of the Cardo Maximus. The British,
Italian, and Canadian teams all worked concurrently and often referenced each
other’s results and interpretations.
Polish Surveys at the Circus and Dour el-Chott
The Polish team at the circus conducted a resistivity survey in the area
surrounding and including the Roman circus.54 Parallel to the south face of the
circus, they found the remains of the Theodosian Wall.55 The space between the
inner face of the wall and the entrances to the circus was about 26 m long and
therefore wide enough to allow the movement of a large number of people in and
out of the circus.56 However, the Polish team did not trace the line of the wall on
the southern side around the western side of the circus.
The Polish team at Douar el-Chott also conducted a resistivity survey in
the area just west of the TGM tracks and its intersect with the outer edge of
Roman Carthage.57 Using 5 X 5 m transverses, the team aligned the survey with
the urban cadastration.58 The results of this survey pointed to a high complexity of
various structures of different periods built on top of each other in its northern
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section and less to the south (fig. 2-3).59 Due to the complexity of the results in
the northwestern sector of the survey, the Polish team focused more of its effort
and analysis there instead of the area where the Theodosian Wall was located
towards the south.60 While not discussed explicitly, the Polish team hinted at the
presence of the Theodosian Wall which was surveyed again four years later by
Robert Poulton (discussed below).
Robert Poulton’s Survey
In 1976, Robert Poulton followed up on the Polish survey at Douar elChott where he undertook a geophysical resistivity survey of the Theodosian Wall
remnants identified in the Polish results (fig. 2-4).61 Despite Poulton’s criticism of
the Polish survey, he believed that they had found the line of the Theodosian Wall
and sought to refine their results.62 Poulton’s survey used 4 m transverses to
create a more accurate image of the survey area.63 He identified a stretch of the
city wall, including a probable tower and postern gate, continuing west and
turning north-west relatively perpendicular to the TGM tracks (fig. 2-5 and fig. 26).64
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R. A. Yorke’s Coastal Survey
From 1973 to 1978, R. A. Yorke and conducted surveys and excavations
along Carthage’s coast.65 These surveys and excavations revealed a double line
boulder wall running the length of the coast. Yorke and other scholars have
interpreted this double line to represent the coastal defense of Carthage and likely
linked to the construction of the Theodosian Wall. It is unclear whether a wall
was constructed in the same manner as the landward sides of Carthage within the
boulder walls. Regardless, the boulder double line wall would restrict access to
most of the city from the sea and protect this side from possible invasion.
The British Excavation at the Avenue du President Habib Bourguiba, Salammbo
The British excavations of the southern section of the Theodosian Wall
took place between 1974 to 1978 in an area located between the TGM tracks and
the Avenue du President Habib Bourguiba to the east of the areas surveyed by the
Poles and Poulton. The excavations focused specifically on the Theodosian Wall
and the associated defensive ditch. The British team uncovered a heavily robbed
section of the Theodosian Wall over a length of 31.5 m excavating even down to
the pre-wall levels on the south side (fig. 2-7).66 The wall seems to have been
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built on open ground in this sector.67 The foundations of the wall were laid by
cutting a 3 m wide and 1.2 m deep trench and then pouring six rough courses of
alternating rubble and mortar into the trench.68 Above the foundations, the core of
the wall was made of rubble and mortar which was then faced on the southern
side with opus quadratum blocks in the lower courses with .6 m by 1 m or larger
dimensions as seen imprinted in the rubble core.69 The overall thickness of the
wall was about 3.5 m. The core was constructed of “roughly coursed small rubble
constructed in short sections which made straight joints with each other.”70 This
construction method was not identified by other UNESCO team excavations of
the wall, but that may be due to the poor preservation of the wall at those
excavations. The rubble core and foundation consisted of Hamilcar-type
sandstone, micritic limestone, and mortar lumps all set in grey charcoal-flecked
mortar.71 The charcoal-flecked mortar was typical of the Theodosian Wall and is
discussed further below. It would appear that the Hamilcar-type sandstone and
micritic limestone, which were the most abundant elements of the core, were
newly quarried and brought to the site while the rest of the material was
comprised of reused material including a marble statue head.72
The charcoal flecked mortar of the Theodosian Wall was the result of a
lime-burning technique to create the mortar in a draw tunnel lime-kiln where the
limestone lays directly on the burning wood and the resulting lime is then mixed
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with the ashes after burning.73 The presence of the charcoal in the mortar may
reflect the hurried nature of the construction of the Theodosian Wall.74
The British excavation also examined the wall-facings. The exterior
(southern) face was covered in large opus quadratum blocks at least in the lower
courses, but it is unknown if these courses of large blocks continued up the whole
height of the wall. The interior (north) face of the Theodosian Wall incorporated a
preexisting building (named Building 1) which remained in use even after the
construction of the city wall.75 The use of the preexisting interior structure as a
face of the wall most likely aided in its rapid construction since this method was
used in other segments along the wall. The use of interior structures could lead to
a less uniform thickness to the Theodosian Wall since different buildings
protruded at different amounts along the straight line of the wall, but the average
thickness with interior structures was about 3.5 m.
The British excavations on the southern sector remain as the only group to
claim to have found evidence of a defensive trench around the Theodosian Wall,
confirming Procopius’ description for at least this sector.76 The trench at the time
of the wall’s construction appeared to be at least 18 m wide.77 By the sixth
century CE it silted up and had been used as a dumping area until the sixth
century CE when a new trench was cut into the fill of the older one pointing to a
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possible refurbishment by Belisarius in 533 CE.78 Quite quickly after the sixth
century CE repairs, the trench once again silted up, in the early seventh century a
new structure (labelled Building 5) was built on top of the infill which remained
in place through the end of the century.79
The evidence from the British excavations point to a long period of
neglect following the sixth century restorations which allowed a large amount of
material to accumulate against the wall.80 While there is no evidence that the
Theodosian Wall was destroyed during or after the Arab conquest, it was
subjected to substantial robbing from the period of the conquest down to the
twentieth century (discussed further below). The founding of Tunis almost
immediately after Carthage’s fall directly to the south likely spurred early robbing
of building material.81
The findings of the British excavations are applicable to other sections of
the Theodosian Wall, apart from the question of the trench. The construction
materials are largely the same as seen in other locations and the fate of robbing
seems ubiquitous across the whole circuit. The British team answered the question
of construction method of the foundation and height of the wall which does not
have opposing evidence from anywhere else around the wall’s circuit. The work
of the British team and survey also largely confirmed the location of the central
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section of the southern circuit of the Theodosian Wall. How this section fit into
the larger scheme of the wall will be discussed in the next chapter.
The Italian Excavation
The Italian team under Andrea Carandini also excavated a section of the
Theodosian Wall; however, none of the work associated with this excavation was
ever published. Most of what we know about the Italian work derives from
secondary publications.82 The finds of the Italian excavation are, nevertheless,
very important for an understanding of the Theodosian Wall because they
excavated the only confirmed gate complex of the circuit on the northern side of
the wall where it intersects with the Decumanus Maximus in the area of Bab el
Rih (Gate of the Wind).83 The disturbed nature of the remains associated with the
gate tower have been too heavily robbed to make much sense of the plan.84 The
Italian team also located the line of the wall along the scarp to the southwest of
the gate.85 The excavations uncovered the eastern tower associated with the gate
but found no evidence of a defensive trench.86 The absence of a defensive trench
was explained as a function of the decline in the slope of the terrain just beyond
the wall in this sector.87 The lack of a trench on the northern side of the
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Theodosian Wall is consequential since it brings Procopius’ narrative into
question (see below).
The Second Canadian Excavations
The Second Canadian Excavations in the UNESCO ‘Save Carthage’
campaign was led by the late Professor Colin M. Wells and the late Professor
Edith Mary Wightman. This team carried out excavations in the northeastern
sector of Roman Carthage from 1976-1983 with an additional season in 1986
under Professor Wells. The excavations took place along the northern portion of
the Theodosian Wall’s circuit between the Italian excavations at the Decumanus
Maximus and the sea to the east along the scarp known as Teurf el-Seur. Teurf elSeur was located between the basilica, Damous al-Karita, to the north and the
odeon hill to the south. The purposes of this excavation were to investigate the
construction technique employed to construct the Theodosian Wall across its
circuit, to confirm the pattern of the Roman urban grid in the northeast sector
(whether or not it followed Saumagne’s reconstruction of Carthage), and to
observe how the houses on the south side of Decumanus VI interacted with the
Theodosian Wall.88 Annual reports and other articles were published regularly
concerning the finds of the Second Canadian Excavations, but a final consolidated
report on the scale of the British report was ever completed. Due to the nature of
the excavations investigating the line of the Theodosian Wall, first the finds of the
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main site will be discussed, then the secondary trenches which located different
sections of the wall on its northern circuit (fig. 2-8).
The main site (2CC1 and 2CC2) centered on Decumanus VI north which
served as the foundation of the Theodosian Wall between Cardo II and Cardo III
east (fig. 2-9). Unlike the British site, the construction of the wall was not on open
ground and its construction inherently included the destruction of structures like
road surfaces. The construction of the Theodosian Wall along the road cut off
access from outside the urban grid to this sector.
The Theodosian Wall followed the line of Decumanus VI for most of the
length between Cardines II and III, turning east at the junction of Decumanus VI
and Cardo II with a tower and then north again just west of the junction of
Decumanus VI and Cardo III.89 With the turn northward, the wall cut through a
wall, 1N4 (the southern wall of a structure labelled Building A), and also through
a cistern (Cistern 3).90 About 35-40 m south of the wall’s turn onto Decumanus VI
from Cardo II, the wall turned westward again until it joined the Decumanus
Maximus where the Italian excavations were located.91 The wall then turned north
here to enclose the urban buildup to the northeast of the main site, which was not
a part of Saumagne’s original plan of the colony and its presence there was
confirmed by other trenches to be discussed below.
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The foundation for the wall in the main site was laid by filling the central
sewer of Decumanus VI with rubble and cement and similarly turning southward
along Cardo II by cutting then filling a trench through the various street levels.92
The interior face of the wall abutted the northern walls of the structures labelled
Houses 1 and 2 and the western wall of House 2, using them to add to the wall’s
thickness. Since these houses encroached onto the street at different amounts so
the width of the Theodosian Wall spanned between 2 and 3 meters.93 The houses
abutting the wall continued in use after its construction as relatively elite
structures. The wall would have originally been faced with quadrilateral blocks of
local limestone, but these and the core made of the typical grey mortar with black
charcoal flecks were largely robbed in later years, possibly down to the 20th
century.94
Several trenches (2CC3-2CC9) outside of the main site were opened for
two different purposes. The first purpose was to test the regularity of the urban
grid in the northeastern sector and the second was to establish the line of the wall
to the east and west of the main site. For the purposes of this topographical
review, the trenches associated with the line of the Theodosian Wall (2CC3,
2CC4, and 2CC7) will be discussed here. 2CC3 was opened as a test trench along
Decumanus VI just west of the main site between Cardines I and II which
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definitively proved that the Theodosian Wall turned south down Cardo II instead
of continuing westward past the intersection.95 2CC4 and 2CC7 were both located
to the northeast of the main site along the scarp of Teurf el-Seur and proved that
the line of the wall followed this same scarp. 2CC4 included a short stretch of the
Theodosian Wall still upstanding between Cardines V and VI with a thickness of
3.5 m.96 The wall in this section was not built against any structures, although a
cistern was constructed which used the interior face of the wall as its northern
wall.97 The section of the Theodosian Wall associated with 2CC4 was theorized to
have been a polygonal tower, but this was never proven definitively.98 There was
a significant offset in the ground levels between the areas inside and outside of the
wall in the section of 2CC4 showing that the urban buildup continued even after
the Theodosian Wall’s construction.99 Between the main site and 2CC4, 2CC7
was opened along the Teurf el-Seur to secure the line of the Theodosian Wall as
well. Similar to the finds in 2CC4, evidence of a rectilinear tower along the wall
was found that was about 8 m wide and extended 7 m from the wall which was
also trench built and heavily robbed like other portions of the wall.100
The conclusions of the Canadian excavations in the northern sector largely
coincide with the finds of the other UNESCO sites and add more information
about the construction and line of the Theodosian Wall. Similarly to the Italian
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excavations at the Decumanus Maximus, there was no evidence of a defensive
ditch in the Canadian sector shown through augering.101 We can therefore
tentatively assume that no ditch existed along the northern stretch of the
Theodosian Wall. The method of construction was similar to that seen at the
British site in the southern sector where the Theodosian Wall was trench built and
used the face of existing structures to add to the thickness of the wall. There is a
difference in the construction trenches between these two sites where the British
section was constructed on open ground, the Canadian portion along Decumanus
VI filled in the large central drain to save time on the wall’s construction. The
Canadian excavation’s chief addition to new information on the Theodosian Wall
was the number of towers found at the main site and subsidiary trenches. The
three towers found by the Canadians demonstrated that the Theodosian Wall had
towers at each major angle in the wall which helps to reconstruct the nature of the
wall. While towers may have been constructed at regular distances on straight
portions, no proof of the length between them has been found, but it can be said
that each turn in the circuit of the Theodosian Wall held its own tower for
defense.
Studies by Colin Wells, Henry Hurst, and Denys Pringle
Colin Wells, Henry Hurst, and Denys Pringle conducted studies of the
Theodosian Wall as a whole from 1980 to 1984. These studies each presented the
information about the wall available to them at the time. The authors of these
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studies examined both textual and archaeological sources with the emphasis
falling on the contemporary UNESCO excavations.
Colin Wells’ study on the Theodosian Wall took the most recent finds
from several excavations and applied them to the entire circuit in the first study of
this kind. 102 This study of the defense of Carthage began with the Punic walls of
the city which have surprisingly little archaeological evidence in respect to the
textual sources.103 Following the overview of the Punic walls, Wells discussed the
regional defense of Roman North Africa including legionary bases and the fossa
regia leading up to the construction of the Theodosian Wall in 425 CE.104 The
remainder of the chapter briefly described the finds of other UNESCO
excavations, especially the British team, before highlighting the work at the
Canadian excavations along the northern side of the circuit (discussed above).105
Wells placed the study of the wall into the larger context of the textual tradition
associated with Carthage and the region.
Denys Pringle’s study combined textual sources with some of the
archaeological findings from the nineteenth century through the ongoing
UNESCO excavations in 1981. The section in Pringle’s book on Byzantine urban
defenses in North Africa served as an early gazetteer for the Theodosian Wall, but
presented the texts and archaeological findings in a rather arbitrary order.
Pringle’s work also lacks any figures of Carthage which makes the placement of
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most of his locations and descriptions reliant upon previous knowledge of the
city’s layout. Despite reprinting the text with additions in 2001, Pringle did not
include the later findings of Hurst and Wells into his study of the Theodosian
Wall, therefore it should be assumed that the descriptions of the wall are
chronologically limited to 1981.
Henry Hurst’s study on the line of the wall relied upon field evidence,
earlier reports, cemeteries, and ancient literary evidence.106 These sources were
not discussed particularly thoroughly, but were presented in a detailed and
methodical gazetteer (discussed below). Based on the gazetteer, Hurst created a
topographical reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall (fig. 1-1) which remains the
generally accepted model of the structure. Although Hurst assumed the location of
the wall through large sections of the city, he was largely correct in his
reconstruction.
Conclusion
The archaeological work performed at Carthage since the early nineteenth
century has provided a significant body of information associated with the
Theodosian Wall. Before the UNESCO campaign, the archaeological fieldwork
performed at Carthage was not scientific by modern standards, but provided
ample evidence of locations to find the Theodosian Wall and test its line where
excavation was not possible. The UNESCO excavations of the 1970s and 1980s
provided targeted scientifically excavated information on the Theodosian Wall for
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the first time. In sum, the fieldwork performed at the Theodosian Wall has largely
proven the method and date of construction given in the Chronica Gallica of 425
CE, has shown the existence of a defensive trench detailed by Procopius to be
likely on one section of the wall, uncovered the presence of towers and fortified
gates along the circuit, and has secured the line of the wall along most of the
northern and southern sections.
Several important questions still remain unanswered regarding the wall,
particularly the. the western side which has never been excavated or surveyed in
detail. In addition, while a defensive trench was shown to not exist along the
northern side of the wall, the southern side showed only limited evidence of the
trench, leaving the existence of the ditch along all sides an open question. These
questions can be answered with future excavation and any plans should aim
towards establishing the western line of the circuit and whether or not the trench
existed on that side.
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4. The Topographical Review
The Gazetteer
The gazetteer below was drawn from Henry Hurst’s topographical study
on the Theodosian Wall in 1984.107 It traces the evidence for the line of the wall
from the southeastern corner by the harbor in a clockwise fashion. This gazetteer
includes the textual and archaeological sources justifying the reconstruction of
each section of the Theodosian Wall. The first column gives each site’s name and
a number assigned to the site (numbered 1-19). The second column includes a
brief description of the site. The third column has the references to the relevant
modern and ancient sources.
South Side of Circuit
Site
Description
Name/Number
Harbor Entrance. The harbor was likely enclosed
1
by the Theodosian Wall and
included a chain across its
entrance to defend against naval
attack.
Between harbor Roman and Byzantine cemeteries
entrance and
in the area indicate that the wall
Koudiat el
ran northwest from the coast
Hobsia. 2
between the southern side of the
harbor entrance and these
cemeteries.
Koudiat elThe hill at Koudiat el-Hobsia,
Hobsia. 3
associated with Solomon’s
monastery, was likely enclosed in
the wall shown in the western
turn and then north towards the
British excavation
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Avenue
Bourguiba-TGM
railway. 4

Between TGM
and Douar Chott
(line of cardo
maximus). 5

Douar Chott
(line of cardo
maximus) to east
end of circus. 6

South of the
circus. 7.

A 30 m length of the wall
excavated by the UNESCO
British team show the wall
running west from Koudiat elHobsia. Cemeteries to the south
had indicated the presence of the
wall in this area.
The wall ran northwest in the
direction of the Cardo Maximus
through the area of Douar elChott as seen in both the Polish
and Poulton’s geophysical
surveys. The line of this section
of the wall possibly contained a
tower and postern gate.
A section of a water-main service
trench revealed the presence of
the wall in the eastern section of a
water-main service trench on the
east side of Rue Taha Houssine.
Roman cemetery at the line of the
Cardo Maximus also indicates the
line of the wall in the area. It is
likely that a gate existed at the
junction of the wall with the
Cardo Maximus.
Line of the wall likely ran north
towards the circus before turning
west and running parallel to the
circus for most of its length as
shown in the Polish survey of the
circus, previously indicated by
Falbe and a Roman cemetery.
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West side of Circuit
Just north of
southwest corner
of circuit. 8

West and
northwest of
circus to the

The turn towards the north is
indicated in this area by the
presence of stones with charcoalflecked mortar. The same mortar
present on other sites along the
wall.
The wall is presumed by Hurst to
run northeast to exclude the
structure named “villa” at Bir es
Zehiya by Lantier, but a
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southwest of the
amphitheater. 9

West of
amphitheater to
line of
Decumanus
Maximus. 10

Between
Decumanus
Maximus and La
Malga. 11

Enclosing La
Malga Cisterns.
12

reconstruction of the wall running
straight north from the
southwestern corner of the wall to
the amphitheater seems more
likely.
The presence of cemeteries and
the observations of both
Audollent and Delattre in the area
just west of the amphitheater to
the line of the Decumanus
Maximus provide the strongest
evidence for the location of the
wall along any part of the western
side.
The presence of cemeteries and a
charcoal-flecked mortar on a
large cut limestone block with
Audollent’s observation indicate
that the wall proceeded north
from the Decumanus Maximus to
a possible tower mentioned by
Falbe enclosing the La Malga
cisterns.
A change in level in the area
around La Malga and the
observations of possibly two
towers to the north of the cisterns
indicates that the wall enclosed
La Malga.
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North Side of Circuit
Northwest corner
of circuit to line
of Cardo
Maximus. 13

Bab el Rih: gate
at junction with
Cardo Maximus.
14
Between Bab el
Rih and TGM

A scarp exhibiting an abrupt
change in levels follows the line
of the wall as indicated by Falbe
and a cemetery to the north. The
Italian team confirmed the line
of the wall by excavating two
short stretches.
The eastern gate tower was
excavated by the Italian team
along the line of the Cardo
Maximus.
The scarp named Teurf el-Seur
indicates the line of the wall as
proven through excavations by
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(Teurf el Sour).
15

Between TGM
and northeast
corner of circuit.
16

‘Tour et Poterne’:
possible gate near
northeast corner.
17

Poinssot, Lantier, and then the
Canadian team. The line of the
wall runs east from the line of
the Cardo Maximus and turns
sharply north in the vicinity of
Cardo IX before its supposed
turn towards the coast.
The turn towards the coast likely
follows a similar line of Hurst’s
reconstruction due to the
observations of Falbe,
Audollent, and the presence of
burials in the area of the basilica
of St. Monique to the north of
this area.
Carton excavated a tower and
possible postern gate in the
northeast corner of Carthage
indicating the area where the
wall met the coast.
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East Side of Circuit
Northeast corner
of circuit to
(southern)
quadrilateral of
Falbe. 18

Quadrilateral of
Falbe. 19

The sea walls ran the length of
the coast and were observed by
Adomnan of Iona in the seventh
century CE, indicated on Falbe’s
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The Reconstruction of the Wall
Hurst’s map (fig. 1-1) based the location of the Theodosian Wall on the
evidence from his own gazetteer.108 This map marks the most recent attempt at a
reconstruction and shows the need for further work to confirm the line of the
circuit. Hurst traced the line of the Theodosian Wall around the entire city of
Carthage with the assumed layout of the urban grid after the UNESCO
excavations had collected new information on the grid’s extent. In addition to the
wall and urban grid, Hurst included the location of the necropoleis shown in
Lantier’s map from 1922 (discussed in the previous chapter), but clearly disagreed
on the location of the wall along the southeastern portion of the circuit (discussed
below). The coastal lines were differentiated between the modern (lighter line)
and presumed ancient coast (darker line). The map shows the line of the wall in
three levels of certainty from conjectural to likely from field evidence alone to
proven by field evidence which was then confirmed by excavation.
Along the southern part circuit, Hurst believed the line of the Theodosian
Wall ran from the head of the southern harbor northwest until turning west and
north again to encompass both the harbors and Koudiat el-Hobsia (1-3 above).
The southernmost portion of the wall excludes the necropoleis nos. 1-5 of Lantier,
but Lantier’s line of the wall enclosed all but no. 2 in his own reconstruction. It
seems more plausible that Hurst’s line is correct in this area based on the burial
habits of the Roman and Christian inhabitants. Moving west, Hurst’s line

108

Hurst. 1984. 34-36.

49
encounters the line of the wall proven through his UNESCO British excavation
(4).109 After this portion, the line enters the area of Douar el-Chott where the field
evidence was the result of both Polish and Poulton’s surveys and pointed to the
wall’s northwestern turn towards the Cardo Maximus (5). West of the Cardo
Maximus, the line of the wall was proven through the excavation of a trench to
place a water-main pipe in the area and the wall was observed in the section
(6).110 After this area, the line of the wall moved to surround Carthage’s circus for
the rest of the southern portion and at the corner to the western section as shown
in the Polish survey of the area of the circus (7 and 8).
The western section of the Theodosian Wall is almost entirely conjectured
according to the map. The southern portion of the wall between the circus and
amphitheater requires further evidence to prove this alignment excluding the
“villa” at Bir es Zehiya (9). This section remains the least supported line for the
wall of Hurst’s reconstruction. Excavation or survey are needed to show if the
wall followed these lines between the circus and amphitheater. West and north of
the amphitheater to the La Malga cistern complex, the line seems likely due to the
presence of the Roman and Christian necropoleis (10 and 11). Although the line
of the wall is conjectured around La Malga in the northwestern corner of the city,
this seems the most plausible due to the need to supply such a large city with
water if it came under attack (12).
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Moving from La Malga towards the coast along the northern section of the
circuit, the UNESCO Italian excavations largely confirmed the line of the wall
until the Cardo Maximus (13 and 14). East of the Cardo Maximus, the UNESCO
Second Canadian excavation proved the wall’s line through excavation along the
scarp of Teurf el-Seur, including the turn northward to encompass the portion of
the urban grid north of Decumanus VI and east of Cardo III (15). East of the line
confirmed by the Canadian excavation, Hurst listed the line as supported through
field evidence, but he presented no field evidence in his gazetteer and modern
development has covered the area, so this area until the coast should be
conjectured (16). The point at the coast could be proven if the tower and postern
gate described by Carton were confirmed through modern survey or excavation
(17).
The eastern section of the Theodosian Wall along the coast has been
entirely lost to erosion, but it seems likely that the defenses were in the form of at
least a double line of boulders along the coast. The boulder walls protected the
length of Carthage including around the ‘quadrilateral of Falbe’ in the
southeastern corner of the city. The length of the walls along the coast has been
largely confirmed through the underwater surveys of Yorke, Little, and Davidson
in the 1970s (18 and 19). The coast from the northeastern corner down to the
eastern side of the entrance to the southern harbor was fortified in order to protect
Carthage from sea-borne attack.
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Conclusion
The gazetteer and map of the Theodosian Wall provide the most recent
and complete evidence for the line of the wall’s circuit around Carthage. While
much of the line of the wall and gazetteer have been confirmed through recent
excavation, a significant portion of the circuit remains conjectured. The gazetteer
and map prove that further evidence is needed to confirm the whole line of the
wall. Without excavation or at least a geophysical survey, the conjectured sections
of the Theodosian Wall will not be resolved. The gazetteer and reconstruction
demonstrate that the line of the Theodosian Wall enclosed the entire urban grid of
Carthage, including large public monuments: the circus, amphitheater, theater,
and odeon. The inclusion of public monuments on the edge of cities inside of city
walls was a relatively common occurrence. Since Carthage did not have its own
source of fresh water, and was located in a relatively arid area, it seems quite
likely that the massive cisterns of La Malga were enclosed by the Theodosian
wall. The wall around La Malga and the western side of the circuit remains the
most important to establish with certainty. The next step in the gazetteer above
will be to include the GIS (Geographic Information System) coordinates for all of
the numbered sites. The introduction of GIS coordinates will foster the creation of
future geophysical surveys of the Theodosian Wall and allow the creation of
accurate reconstructions which also incorporate the altitude of the different finds.
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5. The Theodosian Wall in Context
Introduction
The construction of the Theodosian Wall did not occur in a vacuum. The
Theodosian Wall at Carthage incorporated design and construction techniques
from other urban defenses across the Empire. The method of construction and
overall system of defense of fifth century CE Carthage were a result of Carthage’s
location, time period, and available materials. The Theodosian Wall’s location in
North Africa and at Carthage guided the wall’s outward appearance and the wall’s
incorporation of preexisting structures in the façade. The time period in which the
Theodosian Wall was constructed determined the construction technology
available to the people of Carthage as well as the looming threat of a Vandal
invasion initiating the wall’s construction and then the speed in which it was built.
Available materials governed the kinds of stone and mortar used in the wall’s
construction including spolia.
The following comparisons will focus on the defenses of Constantinople,
Thessaloniki, Cirta (Constantina), and Sitifis (Sétif). A distinction will be made
between the contemporary walls constructed at Constantinople and Thessaloniki
at the political and economic center of the Roman Empire and the other Late
Antique defenses of North African cities at Cirta and Sitifis. This distinction is
important because the defenses at Thessaloniki and Constantinople were built
either under Theodosius I (the Great) or Theodosius II, respectively, and show the
available techniques and styles of defensive construction available to the builders
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of the wall at Carthage. The walls at Cirta and Sitifis highlight the regional trends
of fortification construction in North Africa and local responses to the Byzantine
re-conquest. These comparisons place the construction, renovation, preservation,
and study of the Theodosian Wall at Carthage into the context of other Late
Antique defenses across the Roman world. Below, the defenses of each city will
be described individually before making the possible comparisons to the
Theodosian Wall at Carthage.
The Theodosian Walls at Constantinople
The historical importance of Constantinople hardly needs to be stated
here, but a brief description of how the city came to need the construction of the
massive defense system is appropriate. Established as a new capital under
Constantine in 330 CE with a set of defensive walls already in place, the city only
grew in size, wealth, and importance throughout the rest of the fourth century
quickly spreading beyond Constantine’s original wall. In 413 CE, the young
Theodosius II saw fit to construct a new impressive defense wall on the city’s
landward side in response to the impending threat from the Huns and encompass
the expanding city.111 Later in Theodosius II’s reign, the seaward walls, lower
wall, and moat were added in order to complete the defense system of the Roman
Capital.112 From their initial construction in the fifth century, the Theodosian
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Walls underwent several renovations and reconstructions in response to natural
disasters and changes in military technologies.
The triple-layered defense system on Constantinople’s landward side
consisted of a moat, lower wall, and inner wall combining to a thickness of about
60 m and rising tier-by-tier to a height of about 30 m across its whole length (5.7
km) from the far edge of the moat to the eastern side of the inner wall.113 The land
walls of the Theodosian Walls at Constantinople constituted the strongest form of
urban defense from the Ancient world and remained practically impregnable for
over a thousand years until the Ottoman capture of the city in 1453 CE.
Constantinople’s landward defenses were unique in their impressive size and
depth among Late Antique defenses and constituted a lasting designation of
Constantinople as a truly imperial capital. These land walls had a combined 192
towers across their length usually rectilinear in shape, but some were hexagonal,
heptagonal, or octagonal.114
The inner wall of the land walls at Constantinople still stands across much
of modern Istanbul, albeit often in ruins. The thickness of the wall at the base was
about 4.5 m and about 4 m at the summit where the core was a mass of mortar and
rubble faced with several thick courses of brick and limestone, a technique called
opus mixtum, in order to strengthen the wall against impacts and earthquakes
which were common at Constantinople.115 The height of the inner wall rose to its
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battlements along the top about 10 m from the outer ground level.116 96 towers
lined the length of the inner wall with an average distance of about 60 m between
them and they projected between 6 m and 12 m from the wall to create
overlapping fields of fire.117 The inner and outer walls were pierced with nine
gates and a large number of posterns to allow both public access to the city and
aid in its defense. The gates of the Theodosian Walls were typically flanked by
heavy towers or protruding battlements to engage attackers on multiple sides
along the gate’s immediate approach. The inner wall marked the final and most
formidable section of the landward defenses of Constantinople and resisted the
various sieges of both Late Antiquity and the Medieval Period.
The outer wall of the Theodosian Walls stood beyond the inner wall across
a 20 m thick inner terrace which accommodated the outer wall’s defenders.118
Along its outer edge, the wall rose about 9 m above the outer terrace again faced
with opus mixtum.119 Up to the height of the inner terrace, the outer wall was
constructed solidly also acting as a retaining wall, while above this height, the
wall was constructed with arches externally faced with stone and often left hollow
to accommodate soldiers’ quarters and storerooms.120 The arches also allowed for
a construction of a platform along the top with battlements.121 The outer wall had
96 rectilinear and semi-circular towers that alternated with those of the inner wall
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to allow more complete coverage along the defenses’ length.122 The outer wall
was an impressive defense in its own right, but was only a middle defense
between the moat and the final inner wall.
The large moat at the forefront of Constantinople’s triple defenses was 20
m wide and could be as much as 10 m deep.123 The inner side of the moat was
defended by a very low wall which was mostly battlements above the line of the
water along its scarp and then a 20 m long outer terrace before the outer wall
discussed above.124 The moat and low wall, at best, served to slow down
determined attackers in order to force them to spend more time under fire from
the inner defenses as well as to hinder the approach of siege engines and
undermining activities.
In addition to the iconic land walls of the Theodosian Walls at
Constantinople, sea walls were added to the city’s defense in 439 CE in order to
surround the entire city with fortifications, making it veritably impregnable from
all forms of contemporary siege.125 The sea-walls were not nearly as complex or
as tall as the land walls, but were constructed in a similar manner of a rubble and
mortar core faced with opus mixtum. The sea walls were as effective as the land
walls for stopping besieging attackers from entering Constantinople. The entrance
to the Golden Horn was protected by chain across its whole length anchored on
either side of the harbor providing an effective preliminary naval defense.126
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The Theodosian Walls at Constantinople bear several similarities to the
Theodosian Wall at Carthage beyond the name. In addition to construction
prompted by the threat of enemy invasion, the construction method for both walls
was largely the same, i.e. the use of a mortar and rubble core faced with stone.
Where the moat at Constantinople has been identified with certainty, it is likely
that Carthage also had some sort of outer defense in the form of a defensive
trench on some, if not all, sides to at least slow attackers. Both cities acted as
ports so they both constructed sea walls and chains across their harbors to defend
against seaborne attacks. These construction techniques of the rubble and mortar
core and systems of defense where a land wall connected to a sea wall, both lined
with towers protruding from the external side, were the standard methods of urban
defense in the fifth century for a port city under threat of attack.
With the similarities of the Theodosian Walls of Constantinople and
Carthage, there are also several differences. First, the overall scale of the defenses
at Constantinople dwarf the wall at Carthage both in height and depth (the triple
defense structure compared to a singular wall and possible trench). In the facing
of the wall, Constantinople used opus mixtum while Carthage used limestone
ashlar masonry. Both walls suffered major damage over the course of their
existence, but the defenses at Constantinople were repaired and upgraded almost
constantly while the wall at Carthage was repaired only sporadically at best. Most
of the differences between these two Theodosian Walls can be attributed to the
different significance attached to the cities. Constantinople was the capital of the
Eastern Roman Empire and Carthage was a provincial capital far away from the
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center, although it was very wealthy in its own right. Although Carthage became
the capital of the new Vandal kingdom, its walls did not receive the same care as
the walls at Constantinople allowing them to fall into disrepair before Belisarius’
re-conquest in the sixth century. The difference in methods of facing the walls
should be attributed to the frequency of earthquakes in the area of Constantinople.
Opus mixtum served a shock absorbing purpose and allowed Roman structures to
survive major earthquakes largely intact. Carthage, on the other hand, was not
nearly as vulnerable to earthquakes, so the use of cut limestone served the
necessary purpose of facing the wall.
The Theodosian Wall at Thessaloniki
Thessaloniki, in the north of Greece, was founded under Cassander, a
Hellenistic king of Macedon, in the late fourth century BCE before it transformed
into the provincial capital of Macedonia fairly quickly after the Roman conquest
of Greece during the Republic. Under the tetrarchy, Thessaloniki briefly became
an imperial capital for Galerius, Diocletian’s Caesar and then Augustus in the
East, marking this city’s political and economic status. Thessaloniki benefitted
from its location near the Balkans and on the northern shore of the Aegean along
important trade routes. Throughout the history of the Eastern Roman Empire,
Thessaloniki was second only to Constantinople in terms of wealth and
commercial importance. Thessaloniki’s location near Constantinople would have
allowed for a large amount of imperial sponsorship which included a new set of
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walls constructed under Theodosius I “the Great” in response to a threat from the
Goths in the Balkans in the fourth century CE.127
Thessaloniki’s fourth century CE wall ran parallel to and even
incorporated portions of the Hellenistic wall allowing it to be constructed more
quickly.128 The Theodosian Wall at Thessaloniki ran about 7 km long including
the sea wall with only 3 km preserved in the northern half after an Ottoman
restructuring of the city.129 The wall was constructed in a similar manner to that at
Constantinople with a rubble and mortar core faced in opus mixtum with an
average height of 10 m and a thickness of about 4.5 m.130 The wall here does not
have evidence of a defensive trench, but the constant occupation and expansion of
Thessaloniki may have erased all archaeological evidence.
The walls of Carthage and Thessaloniki bear some similarities worth
noting. Both walls contained cores of mortar and rubble while reusing materials
and existing structures to quicken the construction process. Both cities made use
of land and sea walls in their defense in preparation for any kind of contemporary
attack. The walls were constructed to about the same thickness to provide ample
defense from artillery and save time on construction. The similarities present in
these two defense systems may be attributed to the common method of design for
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urban defenses at the time of construction which could repel attacks from both
land and sea.
Just as the defenses at Constantinople the walls at Carthage and
Thessaloniki also bear differences. The differences center around the facing of the
walls and evidence for the presence of defensive trenches. Unlike at Carthage,
some sections of the wall at Thessaoloniki were preserved to near their original
height allowing for a fuller reconstruction of their form. Similar to
Constantinople, the wall at Thessaloniki was faced with the same opus mixtum
technique for added strength in the face of relatively frequent earthquakes which
did not affect Carthage. The lack of evidence for a defensive trench at
Thessaloniki is interesting because a city of this size and importance would have
most likely warranted a deeper defense than a singular wall, but the issue may be
explained that the lack of evidence is the result of continuous occupation at
Thessaloniki with modern construction destroying evidence of the defensive
trench or that even modern surveys of the wall tend to not include investigations
into the presence of the defensive trench.131
The Wall of Cirta (Constantina)
Cirta (Constantina) was originally a Numidian city before becoming a
Roman colony under Augustus built on a plateau about 1 km wide at its longest
point surrounded on all sides but the southwest by a 100 m deep gorge.132 During
the civil war which saw Constantine’s rise to sole rule, the city was destroyed, but
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then re-founded by Constantine in 313 CE as the capital of the province, Numidia
Cirtenses, before it became the capital of the surrounding region under Justinian
in the sixth century CE.133 Despite the strong defensive position of the city, walls
were constructed along the top of the plateau, especially along the only viable
land approach on the southwestern side of the city. All evidence of the walls of
the city were destroyed after the French attack of the city in the 1860s.134 Due to
the destruction of the evidence, no date for the construction of the wall can be
determined archaeologically, however, it seems likely that the wall was initially
built when Cirta was re-founded as a provincial capital by Constantine in 313 CE
and then underwent repairs after Justinian’s conquest of Africa.135 The fourth
century wall was likely built because of Cirta’s location relatively near the
southern border the Roman Empire in the area and the threat the Mauri posed.
Observable elements of the wall were located along the accessible side of the city
including some towers. A rectangular tower 7-8 m tall of well-dressed ashlar and
a semi-circular tower with an ashlar wall thickness of 1.5 m.136 The construction
of the wall, according to a drawing by Delamare, appears to have been a rubble
core faced with cut stones.137 The rubble core made use of spolia in its
construction likely from the presence of an earlier settlement.138
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Although the construction of the walls at Cirta and Carthage were about a
century apart, they bear some similarities. Both of the walls were built in a similar
fashion with the rubble core containing spolia which was then faced with ashlar
carved stone masonry. While the pressure to build the wall at Carthage was more
immediate than at Cirta, both walls were built because of the fear of an attack.
The walls took similar form because they were built according to the standard
method of fortification construction at the time in North Africa. Cirta and
Carthage’s walls saw some repairs in the aftermath of Justinian’s conquest of
North Africa pointing to similar lack of maintenance under the Vandals. Both
fortifications saw repairs under Justinian because the Byzantine reorganization
and relative instability along the frontiers and among the recently re-conquered
provinces was an appropriate time to renew the defenses.
While the walls of Cirta and Carthage bore several similarities, they also
bore some differences. Unlike at Carthage, there is no evidence for the existence
of a defensive trench at Cirta on any side because of the deep canyons along three
of Cirta’s sides. No trench was recorded on the approachable side which may be
because of its relatively rough terrain, or all evidence of a trench was destroyed in
later periods. Unlike Carthage, Cirta was spared a Vandal sack during their
conquest of North Africa, again most likely due to the strong natural defenses of
the site. As noted above, the wall at Cirta was not built in response to a specific
threat like the Vandal invasion, but more to its position relatively near the Roman
border.
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The Walls of Sitifis
Sitifis (Sétif) was originally founded as a veterans colony under Nerva at
the end of the first century CE before it eventually became the capital of a new
province, Mauretania Sitifisensis, under Diocletian at the end of the third century
CE.139 The first wall along the outer edge of the city was constructed in second
half of the fourth century CE, likely in response to the population growth of the
city driven by its promotion to a provincial capital and location relatively near the
Roman Empire’s southern border in North Africa.140 The original length of the
wall was about 5 km with rectangular towers every 30 m.141 The method of
construction was a rubble and mortar core faced with ashlar limestone blocks,
however, there were solid stone cross walls perpendicular to the facing stones
through the core.142 The use of stone cross walls likely increased the speed of
construction and added strength to the wall.143 Where possible, the wall of Sitifis
included existing structures such as houses which continued inhabitation on its
inner façade to increase its thickness and speed of construction.144 After the
Vandal conquest, Sitifis likely suffered a population loss which saw the building
of new fortifications around a much smaller area in the sixth century under the
Byzantines which included the possible digging of a defensive trench through the
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former insulae of the city.145 This new construction pointed to the continued
strategic importance of the site of Sitifis, but also underscored its decline as an
urban center.
The walls at Sitifis and Carthage were nearly contemporary in
construction and bore many of the same techniques in their construction. Sitifis
and Carthage both used the mortar and rubble core with ashlar masonry as a
facing while also occasionally abutting existing structures which remained in use
after the walls’ construction. These techniques reflected the common method of
fortification construction at the time in North Africa allowing the walls to be built
quickly with the appropriate thickness. While evidence for a defensive trench at
Sitifis has only been identified in relation to the Byzantine construction of the
fortress, it corroborates Procopius’ account of the defensive trench’s reexcavation at Carthage. The inclusion of the trench under Justinian at both Sitifis
and Carthage marks the likely common repairs and renovations to North African
defenses after the Byzantine conquest.
The defenses at Sitifis and Carthage were constructed in a similar manner
as stated above, but the cross walls through the mortar and rubble core at Sitifis
were constructed of solid stone while they were done at Carthage as bands of
mortar and rubble constructed at different times. The reason for this difference
may have been that mortar was more difficult or expensive to make in Sitifis than
at Carthage or the stone cross walls may have been the preferred method of
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construction, but Carthage was under an immediate threat and the use of the
mortar and rubble bands may have saved time and cost over inserting cut blocks
of stone. Sitifis was fortified when it became a provincial capital, and not due to a
direct threat discussed above, while Carthage constructed its wall because of the
Vandal threat. As demonstrated above, the Byzantine renovations to the defenses
at Sitifis meant a new set of fortifications covering a much smaller area while
work at Carthage maintained the original size. This difference may be due to a
smaller population present at Sitifis following the Byzantine conquest while
Carthage was able to largely maintain at least close to its numbers from the end of
the Roman period to the Byzantine conquest.
Conclusion
The Theodosian Wall at Carthage was constructed according to the
technology, circumstances, and standard methods of urban defense in early fifth
century CE North Africa. The method of mortar and rubble core faced with stone
was the common construction technique of urban defenses across the Roman
Empire to allow for the rapid construction of a relatively shock-absorbent
material. Since Carthage was not under particular threat of earthquakes, the use of
opus mixtum was not necessary for the facing of its wall. The use of towers along
city walls was common to allow crossing fields of fire between them and at the
very base of the walls to provide more complete coverage of the open ground.
The Theodosian Wall at Carthage likely looked similar to the walls of Cirta and
Sitifis, but encompassed a larger area and included a sea wall like Thessaloniki
and Constantinople. Specifically, in addition to a sea wall, the defense of the port
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at Carthage included a chain across its mouth as seen across the Golden Horn of
Constantinople.
The comparison between the Theodosian Wall at Carthage and other Late
Antique defenses can demonstrate possible reconstructions and details that may
no longer be shown in the remains at Carthage. The preserved height of other
cities’ defenses where the walls had not been as severely robbed can provide an
idea about how high the wall at Carthage may have been. In addition to height,
the design of towers along other Late Antique walls with the frequency of
rectilinear and rounded towers can be applied to a reconstruction of the
Theodosian Wall at Carthage. The design and construction of other Late Antique
fortifications bore enough similarities to the Theodosian Wall at Carthage to make
the information garnered from them viable in reconstructions at Carthage.
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6. Conclusion
The Theodosian Wall at Carthage represented the city’s response to the
threat of a Vandal invasion in the early fifth century CE. Roman Carthage felt
pressure to build a new defense wall since it had either outgrown the previous
Augustan Wall or the wall had fallen too far into disrepair. While the Theodosian
Wall demonstrates the anxiety over an attack, it also reveals the importance of
Carthage as an economic and political center in the Roman Empire.
According to the textual sources and confirmed through archaeological
excavations, during the reign of Theodosius II around 425 CE, the Theodosian
Wall was constructed through the excavation of foundation trenches around the
urban grid of Carthage. These trenches were then filled with rubble and the
typical grey charcoal-flecked mortar. This combination of rubble and mortar rose
above the level of the foundations to form the core of the wall which was faced on
both sides with cut limestone ashlars. If a structure stood against the inner face of
the Theodosian Wall, the building was incorporated into the thickness of the wall.
Due to the impending threat of the Vandal invasion of North Africa from Spain,
the integration of preexisting structures quickened the construction of the wall but
did not discontinue the use of these buildings.
The construction of the Theodosian Wall did not stop the Vandal invasion
which conquered Carthage and most of Roman North Africa establishing a
powerful kingdom in 435 CE. Almost a century later, the Byzantine Emperor,
Justinian, sent his most accomplished general, Belisarius, to re-conquer North
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Africa. The period between the Vandal conquest and the re-establishment of
Roman rule saw the Theodosian Wall fall into disrepair, so much so that Gelimer,
the Vandal king, did not feel comfortable engaging with the Byzantines from
behind the wall at Carthage. In 535 CE, Belisarius completed the re-conquest of
North Africa and set about repairing the wall, restoring it to a condition suitable to
Carthage’s role as a provincial capital.
After the Byzantine re-conquest, the Theodosian Wall was not seriously
tested until the Islamic conquests at the end of the seventh century CE. The
repeated conquests of Carthage by the Islamic and Byzantine forces may have
caused the Theodosian Wall some damage, but the wall was not torn down
systematically as part of an ideological mission to eradicate Roman authority in
the area. Instead, the foundation of Tunis as a new capital in the region drove the
gradual spoliation of materials from the Theodosian Wall from the eighth century
until at least the middle of the twentieth century. From a practical perspective, the
large amounts of worked stone and cemented rubble required to build the
Theodosian Wall no longer served a purpose surrounding a largely abandoned
area, but were reused in Tunis’ construction.
Since the end of the UNESCO campaign, archaeological work on the
Theodosian Wall has ceased, but two primary questions remain about the wall
centered on the presence of a defensive trench on all sides and the exact location
of the wall’s circuit along its western side. The British excavation on the southern
side of Carthage uncovered possible evidence for a defensive trench as detailed in
a previous chapter. It is likely that the trench about 20 m in front of the
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Theodosian Wall uncovered by the British excavations (F180) was the Byzantine
defensive trench since trenches were a regular feature of Roman defenses since
even the Servian Wall of Rome along the top of the Esquiline hill. Defensive
trenches were common to Byzantine defense networks in North Africa as seen at
Sitifis. In addition to the archaeological evidence, Procopius explicitly discussed
the Byzantine construction of a defensive trench (III 23. 19-21). Procopius’
narrative served as a reliable source for the events of the war in North Africa and
there is no reason to doubt his description of a defensive trench constructed
around at least part of Carthage.
However, the Canadian and Italian excavations along the northern section
of the circuit found no evidence of a trench after targeted surveys. The
excavations may have conflicting results because a trench likely existed on the
southern side and not on the northern side of Carthage. The reason for this
difference lay in the nature of the terrain. The southern side of Carthage was open
and relatively flat leading up to the Theodosian Wall while a slope was present
before the northern side. If the purpose of a defensive trench was to slow the
advance of attacking forces then a slope served the same purpose making a
defensive trench redundant along the northern side.
While there has been explicit evidence for the defensive trench on the
northern and southern sections of the Theodosian Wall, no archaeological work
has aimed to find the location of the trench on the western side of the city. In
order to find evidence of a defensive trench, first the line of Theodosian Wall
must be uncovered, then the area about 20 m in front of its exterior face would be
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the most likely location of the defensive trench. A survey of the terrain before the
wall would also indicate the likelihood of a defensive trench. A change in the
terrain from the northern to the southern corners could possibly mark a difference
in the use of a defensive trench in front of the Theodosian Wall. Future finds
concerning the defensive trench will prove difficult to locate due to the delicate
nature of the evidence and modern construction in the area of the Theodosian
Wall around much of Roman Carthage.
The UNESCO ‘Save Carthage’ excavations and surveys established the
line of the Theodosian Wall for large portions of the southern and northern
sections of the wall. No excavation after the early twentieth century aimed to
establish the wall’s exact line on the western side. Modern, scientific excavation
and survey are needed to uncover the Theodosian Wall’s line on this long stretch.
Since the wall likely encompassed the La Malga cisterns and the amphitheater,
which have remained open to tourism, it may be possible to locate the line of the
wall in the vicinity of these sites. The location of the wall in the vicinity of La
Malga would more seamlessly connect the evidence for the northern side of the
wall to the western. The area of the amphitheater would secure the line of the wall
near the Decumanus Maximus, the center of the city. Other portions of the wall
along the western side have likely been destroyed due to construction since even
the UNESCO campaign. The discovery of even a small portion of the Theodosian
Wall on the western side would at least allow a larger secure reconstruction than
was possible before in the area.
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The two above questions could be answered through future excavation and
survey on the line of the Theodosian Wall. The largest challenge facing future
work at Carthage is the modern development of the area. According to satellite
imagery, the southern side of Roman Carthage has been almost completely
covered in modern development likely destroying any evidence of the Theodosian
Wall. Between the southwestern corner and the area of the amphitheater, the
likely line of the wall has been similarly covered. However, west of the
amphitheater to the La Malga complex in the northwestern corner of the city
remains relatively undeveloped and may hold the possibility of locating the
Theodosian Wall. East of La Malga, the line of Teurf el-Seur (and therefore the
line of the Theodosian Wall) remains relatively free of modern buildings until the
line of the TGM train track near the coast. East of the TGM line, the area is once
again covered in modern buildings. Where possible, future archaeological work
should center on the unobstructed areas of the Theodosian Wall and where the
line possibly turned in order to examine how these turns were constructed and
indicate the position of the wall beyond the area of survey or excavation.
Until a time where the political situation of modern Tunisia can facilitate
long-term archaeological work, the records and finds of the previous
archaeological surveys and excavations along the Theodosian Wall should create
a GIS (Geographic Information System) study. The GIS study would include the
coordinates associated with the UNESCO excavations and surveys to provide a
more accurate reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall while also allowing the
inclusion of possible future evidence. The use of GIS coordinates on the
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Theodosian Wall allows for the detailed reconstructions of its line in a method of
recording that is accepted across multiple fields and experts. A GIS study opens
the way for modern technology and techniques to analyze the Theodosian Wall
and its surroundings without the need for long-term work on the ground.
This investigation of the Theodosian Wall at Carthage has included an
examination of both the textual and archaeological sources to create a preliminary
study and reconstruction of the wall. There is a need for future work that aims to
make a more complete and accurate reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall where
GIS accurate coordinates of previous work and the archaeological investigation of
new areas can be combined to demonstrate the line of this important Late Antique
monument. The Theodosian Wall not only represented Carthage’s reaction to the
threat of the Vandals, but also the extents of the city which were thought to be
important enough to protect with the wall.
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Figures

Fig. 1-1 – Hurst’s reconstruction of the Theodosian Wall at Carthage
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Fig. 2-1 – Falbe’s map of Carthage with numbered features (1833)
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Fig. 2-2 – Lantier’s map of Roman and Christian burials at Carthage with his
proposed line of the Theodosian Wall (1923)

76

Fig. 2-3 – Results of the Polish Resistivity survey at Douar el-Chott with
reconstructed plans of structures
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Fig. 2-4 – Area of the Polish survey (hachured) and Poulton’s survey (stippled) at
Douar el-Chott with the portion of the Theodosian Wall excavated by the British

78

Fig. 2-5 – a, profiles of Poulton’s resistivity transverses; b, interpretation of the
survey
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Fig. 2-6 – Poulton’s contour and dot-density plots of surveyed area
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Fig. 2-7 – Constructional details of the Theodosian Wall at the British site

81

Fig. 2-8 - Location of Canadian trenches imposed on assumed arrangement of
urban grid
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Fig. 2-9 – Plan of the main site of the Canadian Excavations
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