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Byzantine Influences of the Ottoman
Architecture of Greece: 
the case of the Mosques at Nafpaktos

Ahmed M. Ameen

Introduction

‘No civilization that comes in contact with other civilizations can claim immunity 
from outside influences. The Ottoman Turks were no exception’1. 

T
he clear impact of the Byzantine tradition on the Ottoman architecture of Greece,
especially during its early phase, has been long established. As is also the fact that the
most direct and visible influences on Ottoman architecture of Greece derive from the

arhitectural tradition of the Helladic School. In so far that architecture constitutes a
continuum the effect of both the Byzantine and Seljuk production on Ottoman architecture
is expected. One cannot talk about Gothic architecture without making reference to the
preceding Romanesque, or appreciate the architecture of Renaissance without considering
that of the Roman period2. In addition to architecture and art, the amalgamation of Ottoman
and Byzantine cultures is evident in diverse aspects of the early phase of the Ottoman
presence in Greece, including philology, literature, administrative practices (tax system, use
of weights and measurements) etc. 

A most revealing example of this fusion is provided by an Ottoman inscription originating
from a fourteenth century tomb. The inscription informs of a Christian mason and refers to
the religion and profession of the deceased3. Whilst it is written in Ottoman4, it features
Greek letters on the sides.
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1. A. Kuran, The Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture, Chicago 1968, 3. 

2. Z. Mercangöz, “New Approaches to Byzantine Influence on Some Ottoman Architectural Details. Byzantine
Elements in the Decoration of a Building in Izmir”, EJOS IV (2001) [= M. Kiel – N. Landman – H. Theunissen
(eds), Proceedings of the 11th International Congress of Turkish Art, Utrecht, The Netherlands, August 23-28, 1999], 1.

3. For the inscription of the turbe of Malkoçoğlu Mehmed Bey, dated to 787 A.H. /1385 A.D. see: Mercangöz, op.cit., 2;
H. Edhem, “Gebze’de 787 tarihli Bir Osmanlı Kitabesi”, TOEM 7, Sene (No. 40, Istanbul 1332/1917), 228-235, esp. 229.

4. The photograph of the inscription was not published. I was not able to find the reference book of H. Edhem.

∞ÓÙ·fi‰ÔÛË. ªÂÏ¤ÙÂ˜ ÚÔ˜ ÙÈÌ‹Ó ÙË˜ ∂Ï¤ÓË˜ ¢ÂÏËÁÈ¿ÓÓË-¢ˆÚ‹, ∞ı‹Ó· 2010, 23-46.



In this light, this paper aims to study the two preserved Ottoman mosques of Nafpaktos
that bear witness to Byzantine influence. 

Nafpaktos

Nafpaktos5 is the second largest city in the prefecture of Aitoloakarnania, Greece and is
situated on a bay on the north side of the Lepanto straits (Greek: ¡·‡·ÎÙÔ˜, rarely Œ·¯ÙÔ˜;
Latin: Naupactus or Naupactos; Turkish: Inebahtı 6; Italian7, Spanish and Portuguese: Lepanto).
The city was included in the territory of the Ottoman Beylik from 1499 onwards8.
Constructions undertaken following this date are integrated into the urban landscape while
displaying similarities with the already existing Byzantine architecture. 

Ahmed M. Ameen
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1. Jacob Spon (1647-1685), View of
Nafpaktos, 1678 [Voyage d' Italie], Gennadius

Library, Athens (^IÛÙÔÚ›· ÙÔÜ ^EÏÏËÓÈÎÔÜ

òEıÓÔ˘˜, \Aı‹Ó· 1974, v. π’, fig. on p. 314)

2. Coronelli Vincenzo (1650-1718), Map of Nafpaktos, view
from the gulf side, 1688 [Memorie istoriografiche], copper

engraving, 12.5 x 17 cm, Gennadius Library, Athens, 
(∆fiÔ˜ Î·› ÂåÎfiÓ·, pl. 184)

She mentions that the inscription was written in Ottoman, that is in Turkish with Arabic alphabet but I believe
that in this early period the language used in inscriptions was Arabic.

5. The origin of the name Naupactus comes from the Greek words “Ó·‡˜” (naus; ship, boat) and “ËÁÓ‡ÂÈÓ”
(pêgnuein; to fasten together, build). The distance from Patras is about 15 km (NE) and from Athens about 215
km (NW), via the Rio-Antirio Bridge. See: ∞Ú. ¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, «√ıˆÌ·ÓÈÎ¿ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓ‹Ì·Ù· ¡·˘¿ÎÙÔ˘
(Inebahti)», ¡·˘·ÎÙÈ·Î¿ 6 (1992-1993), 221-222; µ. ™Ê˘ÚfiÂÚ·˜, «¡·‡·ÎÙÔ˜», ¶¿˘ÚÔ˜, v. 44, 384-386;
http://en.wikipedia.org/ wiki/Naupactus.

6. F. Babinger, “Aynabakhtı–”, EI2, 790; ¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, op.cit., 223. 

7. °.Ã. ª·Ú›ÓÔ˘, «∏ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹ ÙË˜ ¡·˘¿ÎÙÔ˘ Î·Ù¿ ÙËÓ ∂ÓÂÙÔÎÚ·Ù›· Î·È ÙËÓ ∆Ô˘ÚÎÔÎÚ·Ù›·», ∏ÂÈÚÃÚ 27
(1986), 127-131. 

8. E.H. Ayverdi, Avrupa’da Osmanlı Mimârî Eserleri. IV. Bulgaristan, Yunanistan, Arnavudluk, Istanbul 1982, 248. For
the conquest of Nafpaktos and pertinent views by historians and travelers see: ¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, op.cit., 229-234.



The Mosques of Nafpaktos

Evliya Çelebi (1668-1670)9 records eight Ja–mi‘ (in Turkish: Câmii= Grand Mosque or
Friday Mosque) in Nafpaktos, in addition to eleven masjid10 (= small Mosque). Three more
Ja–mi‘ (or mosques) were built during the second Ottoman rule (1701-1829). In addition to
these structures11 (figs. 2-3) one mosque, the Fethiye mosque, is preserved almost in its
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3. Satellite view for the harbor of Nafpaktos, shows the site of Fethiye
mosque (Google maps, May 2008)

4. Satellite view for the harbor 
of Nafpaktos, a detail shows the

site of Fethiye mosque 
and the street pattern

9. Evliya Çelebi, Seyahatname, [10 books], Istanbul 1896–1938, book n. 8, 317; π.°. °È·ÓÓfiÔ˘ÏÔ˜, ^H ÂÚÈ‹ÁËÛÈ˜

ÙÔÜ \E‚ÏÈÄ TÛÂÏÂÌÉ àÓa ÙcÓ ™ÙÂÚÂaÓ ^EÏÏ¿‰·, v. µ’, Athens 1969–1970, 175-176; ¡. ÃÂÈÏ·‰¿ÎË˜ (¤ÚÂ˘Ó· Î·È
ÏÔÁÔÙÂ¯ÓÈÎ‹ ·fi‰ÔÛË), ∂‚ÏÈ¿ ∆ÛÂÏÂÌ› (Evliya Çelebi). ∆·Í›‰È ÛÙËÓ ∂ÏÏ¿‰·, Athens 1991, 203. 

10. A mosque, in Arabic masjid (Arabic: ) is a place of worship for Muslims. It indicates a place of prostration
(Sujud), which in Islam holds a quintessential position in the five obligatory daily ritual prayers. The word ‘mosque’
in English refers to all types of buildings intended for Islamic worship, although in Arabic there is a distinction
between the smaller, private mosques and the larger, ‘collective’ mosques (Arabic: , masjid ja–mi‘),) that have
more communal and social amenities. The masjid was a district mosque (architecturally known later as a mosque
without a minaret) for the five obligatory daily ritual prayers, while the “masjid ja–mi‘“, was additionally intented for
adjacent districts in order to collect the Muslims in the Friday prayer (architecturally, it is bigger than the masjid and
has a minaret). Some masajid were extended into masajid ja–mi‘a in order to meet the needs of the growing population
of a district, such as Hamza Bey Mosque (Alkazar) at Thessaloniki (1467-8) and the Mosque of Mustafa Bey at Serres
(1519). The masjid was known in Byzantine sources as “maesidon” (Greek: “Ì·Á›Û‰ÈÔÓ”, means “ËÛ˘¯·ÛÙ‹ÚÈÔÓ” i.e.
hermitage or a place of worship). The Greek word derived from the pronunciation of the Arabic masjid, also known
in Greek as “ÚÔÛÎ˘ÓËÙ¿ÚÈ” which means small mosque or shrine. See: Ã.∞. ¡ÔÌÈÎfi˜, «∆e ÚáÙÔ Ù˙·Ìd ÙÉ˜ ∫ˆÓ-

ÛÙ·ÓÙÈÓÔ˘fiÏÂˆ˜», ∂∂µ™ ∞’ (1924), 201, n. 4. The mosque serves as a place where Muslims can gather for salat
(prayer). It also acts as centre of information, education and dispute settlement, thereby constituting a central
location for the daily life of Muslim communities. See: O. Grabar, “Architecture and Art”, in J.R. Hayes (ed.), The
Genius of Arab Civilization, New York 1975, 77–120 [= in Abqarı–yat al-h. ad.a

–rah al-Arabı
–yah, (Arabic translation: Sala–h

Jala–l), Cambridge 1978, 23]; G. Le Bon, La civilization des Arabes, Paris 1884 [= H. ad.a
–rah al–Arab (Arabic translation),

Cairo 19563, 425]; T. El-Wali, Al-masa–jid fı– al-Isla–m [= The Mosques in Islam], Beirut 1988, 158-159.

11. For the location and history of these mosques as revealed by maps of travelers and textual sources see: ª·Ú›-
ÓÔ˘, op.cit. (n. 7), 135-137; ¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, op.cit. (n. 5), 256-267, pl. 5, 7, 9; J. Spon, Voyage d’Italie, de Dalmatie, de
Grèce, et du Levant, fait aux années 1675 et 1676, v. 1, Lyon 1678, 26, fig. opposite 25; ∆fiÔ˜ Î·› ÂåÎfiÓ·: ¯·Ú·ÎÙÈ-

Î¿ Í¤ÓˆÓ ÂÚÈËÁËÙáÓ ÁÈ¿ Ù‹Ó ^EÏÏ¿‰·, v. 1, \Afi ÙfiÓ 15Ô ≤ˆ˜ ÙfiÓ 17Ô ·åáÓ·, Athens 1978, pl. 184. 



entirety while ruins from three other mosques remain including the bases of minarets and
sections of the perimetric walls. This study will focus on the Fethiye mosque and the best
preserved remains of the other three mosques.

Fethiye mosque (1499-1500) 

Variant Names: Fethiye mosque, Bayezid Waly (Vali) mosque, harbour12 mosque
Location & Street Address: Nafpaktos, harbour & 4 Formionos street
Founder: Sultan Bayezid II (1481-1512)
Date: 1499-1500
Style & Building Type: Ottoman & religious
Present state of preservation: good
Function of Monument: mosque, salt depository, storehouse, archaeological site,

exhibitions’ hall 
Site, Date and Founder: Fethiye mosque is adjacent to the east part of the port of Nafpaktos

and located within the old walls of the city (figs. 5-6). The name Fethiye, which translates into
‘the mosque of the conqueror’, was usually given to the first mosque built in newly-conquered
cities. It derives from the Arabic word Al-Fath (The Victory). Evliya Çelebi mentions that the
Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos was built by the Sultan Bayezid II (1481-1512), the so-called
Bayezid Waly (Vali)13. The information is confirmed by the archives of Istanbul14. It is
reasonable to assume that the mosque’s name (Fethiye) is associated with the conquest of
Nafpaktos by Bayezid II in 1499.
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5. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, panoramic view of the mosque within the harbor from the East

12. For the Mosque of the port (in Greek: “∆˙·Ì› ÏÈÌ·ÓÈÔ‡”) see: ¢. ∫ˆÓÛÙ¿ÓÙÈÔ˜, «∆˙·Ì› ÏÈÌ·ÓÈÔÜ», ∞¢ 37 (1982)
µ’2, ÃÚÔÓÈÎ¿, 277.

13. ∂‚ÏÈ¿ ∆ÛÂÏÂÌ›, op.cit. (n. 9), 203. 

14. Ayverdi, op.cit. (n. 8), 248, n. 1818; ¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, op.cit. (n. 5), 254. 



General description: in its current state (figs. 7, 28), Fethiye mosque consists of two main
parts. The first constitutes a small prayer hall that forms a regular square measuring 82.72
m2 and dates from the initial construction of the mosque. The second part is a subsequent
construction (fig. 8). It is located on the NW side of the prayer hall and replaced the
previously existing portico. It has approximately the same dimensions as the prayer hall. It
is of trapezoidal shape due to the positioning of its NW wall, which was set askew in order to
follow the existing street pattern (figs. 3-4). It is covered with a gabled roof (figs. 7-8) while
the thickness of the walls measures ±0.85 m. The minaret is located on the west corner of
the prayer hall but only its base survives today. 

Exterior: The NW side constitutes the main façade of the mosque and stands where the
portico (the rewaq) used to be. The walls, the drum and the arches of the original mosque are
built with rubble masonry mixed randomly with thin bricks (figs. 9-10, 12). The corners and
arches are built relatively more carefully with rather sizeable but hewn stones (fig. 10)
reminiscent of a typical provincial Byzantine pattern. The dome is made of brick, covered
with a strong reddish-pink mortar (fig. 11). The walls and the drum of the dome of the
original mosque end in a stone dogtooth cornice (figs. 12-14). This pattern constitutes a
common practice of Byzantine brick decoration, here transferred into stone. The minaret is
semi independent (fig. 15). It is today located in the garden of the dwelling of the
Artinopoulo’s family15. Alluding to the tradition of the Byzantine Helladic School, the base of
the minaret is worked in cloisonné masonry (fig. 16) while ending in a stone cornice. The use
of cloisonné led Evliya Çelebi to describe it as “built according to an old fashion”16.

Each of the two original side walls of the mosque bears a set of three windows. Two of
them are rectangular and crowned with pointed arches while protected with iron grating.
Between them, at the level of their arches, is located the third window which is of similar
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6. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
panoramic view of the mosque 
within the old walls, SW side

7. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
view from the citadel show the mosque's roofing 

(E: entrance, M: minaret, D: dome)

D

M

E

15. Ibid., 257.

16. ∂‚ÏÈ¿ ∆ÛÂÏÂÌ›, op.cit. (n. 9), 203.



shape but smaller in size. All the windows are
today walled up (fig. 17). The octagonal drum of
the mosque’s dome is perforated by four axial,
symmetrical windows (figs. 9, 11) the latter being
a typical Byzantine pattern as regards the
distribution of windows. The four windows are set
at the vertical axe of the four walls of the prayer
hall while their arches are pointed. The SW and
SE windows were later reworked in a rectangular
shape. 

Interior: The level of the mosque and that of
the street were originally at 1.20 m lower than the
current level (fig. 18). Today the prayer hall of the
mosque is reached through a subsequent fore-
court featuring an arcade of three semicircular
arches (fig. 19), supported by two columns and
two side piers (fig. 20). The span of the central
arch opposite the mihrab niche is larger than those
on the flanks. The prayer hall is covered by a
hemispherical dome (±8.65 m in diameter) (fig.
21) that rests on an octagonal drum, supported by
four squinches17 (figs. 8, 22-23) at the corners.
The squinches alternate with four blind

semicircular arches (fig. 22). The interior of the building received painted decoration, large
parts of which are still visible on the dome (fig. 24). The key of the dome is decorated with a
rosette18.
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8. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
the main present (NW) façade

17. Some scholars refer to them erroneously as pendentives [F. Kefallonitou, “Fethiye (or harbor) Mosque”, in
E. Brouskari (ed.), Ottoman Architecture in Greece (translation: E. Key Fowden), Athens 2008, 109]. The main
difference between pendentives and squinches is that the latter is distinguished by a three-dimensional form, as
explained by D. Jones and G. Michell: “As defined, the squinch is distinguished from the pendentive (or
prototypical spherical triangular form) as being ‘three dimensional’” and as transferring load “to the two
intersecting walls or arches which it bridges diagonally and loads continuously” rather than “to one point
satiated at the intersection of two supporting arches or walls”, see: R. Krautheimer, Early Christian and Byzantine
Architecture, Middlesex 1965 [= Greek translation: º. ª·ÏÏÔ‡¯Ô˘-Tufano, Athens 19982, 536-537]. See also: D.
Jones - G. Michell, “Squinches and Pendentives: Comments on Problems of Definition”, AARP 1 (1972), 9-25;
R. J. Mainstone, “Squinches and Pendentives: Comments on Problems of Definition”, AARP 4 (1973), 131-132
[= Structure in Architecture: History, Design and Innovation, Variorum Collected Studies, London 1999, XIV].
Squinches are found in earlier examples of Islamic architecture, such as as the Great Mosques in Kairwan and
Cordoba but in Ottoman architecture they allude to the Iranian and central Asian architecture more than the
early Islamic one, see: G. Goodwin, A History of Ottoman Architecture, London 1971, 18. The history of squinches
goes back many centuries since they are found in the Persian fire-temples, dating from the third century A.D.,
see: G. Fehérvári, «Review. Reviewed Work: The Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture by Aptullah Kuran»,
BSOAS 34:3 (1971), 607-608.

18. ∫ˆÓÛÙ¿ÓÙÈo˜, op.cit. (n. 12), 277.
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9. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
the exterior gradual form; square, 

octagon and dome

10. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
a detail of the walls' construction

13. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
a detail of the walls' stone cornice

14. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
a detail of the walls' stone cornice

11. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
a detail of the exterior roof

12. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
a detail of the walls' construction with their cornices

and the windowed drum



The mihrab niche is raised on a stone
podium and occupies the centre of the SE
wall (fig. 22). It is a simple semicircular
mihrab niche (0.70 m depth, 1.10 m
width, 3.50 m height) opening to the
prayer hall with a semicircular arch (fig.
25). On the west corner of the prayer hall
is the minaret, the door of which opens
into the interior with a semicircular arch
(fig. 26). This door leads to the stone
spiral staircase (fig. 27) of the minaret. 

Plan: The prayer hall with its three-
arched arcade and the base of the minaret
date from the initial construction phase in
1499. The trapezoidal forecourt which is
built in front of the original prayer hall
(fig. 28) is possibly associated with a
Venetian restoration that may have taken
place during the time that the monument
was used as a salt depository. Its function
as such continued until the 20th
century19. The original shape of the
current forecourt was possibly rectangular
(fig. 30) and dictated by the space that was
available at the time. As will be explained

in the course of this paper, some architectural details indicate that the forecourt was divided
into two porticos. It appears that an inner portico or gallery opened into the prayer hall
through the preserved three-arched arcade (fig. 29). This was probably not covered by the
dome of the prayer hall and had a separate roof that is however destroyed today. That the
prayer hall opens directly into the exterior through a three-arched arcade is not a common
feature of Ottoman architecture. Therefore, it is unlikely that the three-arched arcade in the
prayer hall is identified with an exterior rewaq. As the ground plan indicates, the side of the
minaret’s door and the corners of the walls with the side piers of this three-arched arcade are
parts of the original mosque (figs. 29-30). The second portico, the rewaq (fig. 30), is identified
with the external portico that is typically found in Ottoman mosques. The rewaq may assume
various forms depending on the details of the roofing system and decoration. The assumption
that the existing three-arched arcade in the prayer hall of the Fethiye mosque is not an
exterior rewaq is supported by the example of Yeşil or Green mosque20 (1378-1392) (figs. 32-
33) at Iznik. The latter was built by the architect Haci bin Musa upon the commission of
Hayreddin Pasha (Çandarli Kara Halil) and includes both an inner- and an exterior portico
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15. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, the minaret

19. ¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, op.cit. (n. 5), 257.

20. Kuran, op.cit. (n. 1), 61-62, figs. 53-57; Goodwin, op.cit. (n. 17), 20-21, figs. 9-10.



(rewaq). Moreover, the roofing of the Yeşil or Green mosque provides the closest example to
the Fethyie mosque since the inner portico is individually roofed and not covered by the dome
of the prayer hall. Other examples featuring two porticos and minarets opening into the
interior are provided by the mosque of Mahmud Pasha in Istanbul21 – the best known mosque
of the Grand Vizier, Mehmed the Conqueror (1462) (fig. 34), the Yeni mosque in Komotini,
dated to the 16th century (fig. 35) and the Aslan Pasha mosque (1618) in Ioannina, Greece22.
It is worth underlining however that in the last two cases the inner portico is not separately
roofed and is covered by the dome of the prayer hall. 

The history of the monument and its current state: As already mentioned, the Fethiye
mosque was converted into a salt depository for a long time resulting in the distortion of its
architectural and morphological features23. The current condition of the mosque is good due
to the restoration that was undertaken in 1999-2001 as a part of the 2nd Communal Support
Framework24. It is currently used as hall for exhibitions and cultural events but the actual
plan is for it to house the Museum for the Byzantine Collection of Nafpaktos.
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16. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
a detail of the minaret's building technique “cloisonné”

17. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, a detail of
the SW façade, shows the walls' construction

and the walled up windows

21. Kuran, op.cit. (n. 1), 142, figs. 154-155; Goodwin, op.cit. (n. 17), 112, figs. 103-104.

22. \A. •˘ÁÁfiÔ˘ÏÔ˜, «ªÂÛ·ÈˆÓÈÎa ÌÓËÌÂÖ· \Iˆ·ÓÓ›ÓˆÓ», ∏ÂÈÚÃÚ 1 (1926), 297-298; ™Ù. ª·˘Ú¿ÎË˜, √ ÚÔÛ·Ó·ÙÔ-
ÏÈÛÌfi˜ ÙˆÓ ÌÔ˘ÛÔ˘ÏÌ·ÓÈÎÒÓ ÙÂÌ¤ÓˆÓ ºÂÙÈÁÈ¤ Î·È ∞ÛÏ¿Ó ¶·Û¿ ÛÙ· πˆ¿ÓÓÈÓ· (Diploma Project, National Technical
University), Athens 2004. 

23. Kefallonitou, op.cit. (n. 17), 109-110.

24. Ibid.



Vizir mosque (= The minaret) (16th century, 1701-1702)

Variant Names: mosque of the Wells, Pigadiye (¶ËÁ¿‰È·) mosque, Vezir mosque, mosque
of Amcazade complex, Hüseyin Pasha mosque

Location & Street Address: near the citadel of Nafpaktos 
Founder: Grand Vezir Köprülü Hüseyin Pasha (d. 1702)
Date: 16th century and 1701-1702
Style & Building Type: Ottoman & religious
Present state of preservation: only the minaret’s base of the mosque is preserved in poor

condition. 
Function of Monument: Formerly a mosque, in ruins today

Site, Date and Founder: The mosque is located between the harbour and the upper
section of the fort, the citadel of Nafpaktos. It is adjacent to the eastern walls and above the
clock-tower. The same area features the mosque of the Wells, mentioned by Evliya Çelebi as
the third Friday-mosque out of the altogether eight mosques of Nafpaktos25. Therefore it
dates from the first Ottoman rule of Nafpaktos (1499-1687), possibly to the sixteenth century.
During the Venetian rule (1687-1701) Ottoman monuments were reused, damaged or
demolished, resulting in partial or total destruction of some. As soon as the Ottomans
recaptured the city of Nafpaktos in 1701, they undertook reconstructions supported by the
Sultan Mustafa II (1695-1703) himself and his Grand Vizier Köprülü (Amcazade) Hüseyin
Pasha26 (1697–1702). In the framework of the reconstruction works in the first two years of
the eighteenth century, the mosque of the Wells was renovated or reconstructed and was
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18. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior, from 
the prayer hall toward the more recent forecourt

19. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior, from the
more recent forecourt toward the prayer hall

25. ∂‚ÏÈ¿ ∆ÛÂÏÂÌ›, op.cit. (n. 9), 203.

26. M. Kiel, “The Külliye of Amca-zâde Hüseyin Pasha in Lepanto. A little-known work of Late-Classical Ottoman
Architecture in Central Greece”, Proceedings of the Ninth International Congress of Turkish Art, Ankara, 23-27 September
1991, v. II, Ankara 1995, 379-387.



named after his new founder as “the Vizir” mosque. It formed part of a new architectural
complex including a fountain, bath, and medrese. It was built by Amcazade Hüseyin Pasha,
a Grand Vizier in 1697-1702 and a descendant of the well-known Ottoman noble family of
Köprülü. The family originated from Albania and provided six Ottoman Grand Viziers as
well as several other high-ranking officers. 

Description: Only the base of the minaret and parts of the mosque’s perimeter walls
remain today from the Vizir Mosque (or the Mosque of the Wells).

The base of the minaret was worked in cloisonné (fig. 36) masonry system, following the
tradition of the Byzantine Helladic School (figs. 37-39). It is a 3.5 m square and 5.30 m high
construction. The minaret was semi-independent. It was attached to the west corner of the
mosque’s western wall, precisely where the minaret’s door was as is the case in Ottoman
mosques. The western and north sides of the minaret are partially destroyed (fig. 27). The
thickness of the minaret’s walls ranges from ±1 m to 1.40 m. A spiral stone staircase is still
visible in the central body of the minaret (fig. 27). The thick walls of the minaret’s body are
filled with rubble connected with strong mortar. There are several openings in the thickness
of the walls indicating where the wooden tie-beams were put. The walls are worked in
excellent cloisonné masonry, the best sample of which is visible on the western side of the
minaret (fig. 27). The cloisonné pattern is formed with hewn stone blocks measuring ± 45
cm long and ± 13 cm wide. They are framed with red bricks measuring ± 15 cm long and
± 3 cm wide that are connected with a layer of reddish mortar, of approximately the same
thickness as the bricks. 
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20. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior,
the western corner of the prayer hall, also

shows the minaret's door

21. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, 
interior, the main dome
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22. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior, the SE (qibla) wall, in its center is the mihrab niche, 
also shows in the eastern corner the original floor level of the prayer hall

23. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior, one of the four squinches 
which transfer the square into an octagon



The Byzantine influence 
on the Ottoman Mosques 
of Nafpaktos

It is evident that the archite-
ctural and decorative details of
Ottoman buildings in each region
vary according to the prevailing
ethnic composition27.

Materials 
The building techniques ap-

plied in the region are largely
conditioned upon the available
materials. The climate as well as
the prevailing social and econo-
mic circumstances has a decisive
bearing on approaches taken
upon a construction and the architectural practices selected for it. The materials used in Naf-
paktos, and elsewhere in Greece for that matter, are the following: 

Brick: the Ottoman buildings were probably constructed with local materials since there
is no information regarding the import of construction materials from elsewhere. Byzantine
bricks are the same as those used in Ottoman buildings, a fact that indicates continuation of
the local brick workshops. The bricks used are approximately 20 cm square and 3-5 cm thick
(Vizir Mosque minaret, fig. 36). Brick is the main material for building arches, vaults and
domes as it has many advantages. Firstly, brick is easier to work with than stone because it
produces a homogeneous curved shape. Furthermore, brick does not require special carving
while at the same time it is light enough to be easily hoisted to its final destination without
the need of special equipment28.

Mortar: it represents the connecting material used to link stones and bricks together. The
type that is predominantly used for this purpose is lime mortar, which is the product of the
calcination of limestone. 
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24. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior,
traces of the dome's decoration

27. Id., “Provincial and Local Trends in the Art of the Ottoman Balkans”, in J.M. Scarce (ed.), Islam in the
Balkans: Persian Art and Culture of the 18th and 19th Centuries. Papers arising from a Symposium held to celebrate the
World of Islam Festival at the Royal Scottish Museum, Edinburgh, 28th-30th July 1976, Edinburgh 1979, 19-28
[=“Some Reflections on the Origins of Provincial Tendencies in the Ottoman Architecture of the Balkans”, in
Studies on the Ottoman Architecture of the Balkans, Variorum Collected Studies, London 1990, 221-227]; R.
Ousterhout, “Ethnic Identity and Cultural Appropriation in Early Ottoman Architecture”, Muqarnas XII
(1995), 48-62; Mercangöz, op.cit. (n. 2), 1-22; E.F. Alioǧlu, “Similarities between Early Ottoman Architecture
and Local Architecture or Byzantine Architecture in Iznik” International Millenium Congress More Than Two
Thousand Years in the History of Architecture, Selected Papers, v. 1, Session 2, Historic Towns (Bethlehem, 20-25
January 2000), 1-8. 

28. R. Ousterhout, Master Builders of Byzantium, Princeton University Press 1999, 207-208.



While used in construction lime is mixed with different additional materials in order to
form mortar. Depending on the added materials and the impurities of the limestone, the
mortar varies in colour, quality and appearance. The mortar used in the Ottoman
buildings under discussion varies from grey (Fethiye mosque) to pink (Vizir mosque
minaret and the dome of Fethiye mosque in the exterior), with the latter potentially
ranging from sand to crushed brick. The use of crushed brick and brick powder was rather
common and rendered a pinkish colour to the mortar as is the case in the minaret of the
Vizir mosque. This practice dates back to Roman times and was recommended by
Vitruvius29.

The strength of the mortar was affected by the proportions of the ingredients involved.
The mortar used in the Ottoman buildings under discussion is hard while it calls to mind the
mortar used in the Early Byzantine period. The mortar beds are thick, which was also the
norm in Byzantine architecture, reaching almost the thickness of the bricks - about 2 to 3 cm
for the mortar bed and 3 - 4 cm for the brick. Each brick is set between two beds of mortar
(Vizir mosque minaret) (fig. 36). Between the courses of stone or rubble, the mortar bed is
about 1.5 to 2.5 cm thick (Fethiye mosque). Any irregularities were concealed through the
application of mortar. 

Stone: the most commonly used was limestone or sand stone. They both range in colour
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26. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior, 
the minaret's spiral staircase

25. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, interior, 
the minaret's arched door

29. C.A. Mango, Byzantine Architecture, London 1986, 12; Ousterhout, Master Builders, op.cit. (n. 28), 134. 



from cream or buff to a silvery grey. The category of “Ashlar”30 (or cut stone masonry) is not
found in Ottoman monuments of Nafpaktos. However, there are examples of the cloisonné
masonry where regular stone blocks are used, the better quality of which were employed for
the structural points, namely frames, corners, lintels etc. 

Columns: the availability of columns did not have such a direct impact on building design
in Ottoman architecture as it did in Byzantine architecture31. The two columns of Fethiye
mosque (figs. 18-19), as well as most of the columns used in Early Ottoman architecture, were
spolia32. This fact rendered them quite dissimilar to each other. The reuse of materials or the
use of spolia was a common feature in all periods including the Early Ottoman period. 

Roofing materials: still preserved, the dome of Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos is built with
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30. Ashlar buildings richly adorned with sculpture characterised Seljuk architecture and continued side by side
with the new construction style of cloisonné, a Byzantine pattern, in early Ottoman architecture. Both masonry
styles are found in Greece mainland, as well as the Balkans, where ashlar masonry signifies only the Early
Ottoman period, with the best examples being the Bayezid Mosque at Didymoteichon (1420-1421) and the
Mosque of Mohamed Bey at Serres (1492-1493). For the Ashlar buildings in both Seljuk and Ottoman
architecture the Balkans see: E.H. Ayverdi, Fâtih devri mîmârî eserleri, Istanbul 1953; B. Ünsal, Turkish Islamic
Architecture. Seljuk to Ottoman, London 1970; O. Aslanapa, Turkish Art and Architecture, London 1971, 65-70, 98-
200. For the Bayezid Mosque at Didymoteichon see: Kuran, op.cit. (n. 1), 196; Aslanapa, op.cit., 200; Ayverdi,
op.cit., 326-333; F.C. Yenisehirlioglu, Türkiye Disindaki Osmanli Mimari Yapitlari (Ottoman Architectural Works
Outside Turkey), Ankara 1989, 217-244; A. °Ô˘ÚÈ‰‹˜, ∆Ô πÛÙÔÚÈÎfi ¢È‰˘ÌfiÙÂÈ¯Ô. ™˘Ì‚ÔÏ‹ ÛÙËÓ ÈÛÙÔÚ›· ÙËÓ ÙÔÔÁÚ·Ê›·
ÙË˜ fiÏÂˆ˜ ÙÔ˘ ¢È‰˘ÌÔÙÂ›¯Ô˘, Didymoteicho 1999, 162-66; I

.
s. Bıçakçı, Yunanistan da Türk mimari eserleri, önsöz:

Ekmeleddin I
.
hsanoğlu, Istanbul 2003, 122-181; XÚ. KËÔ˘Úfi˜, “O ‰Â‡ÙÂÚÔ˜ ÂÍÒÛÙË˜ ÙÔ˘ ÌÈÓ·Ú¤ ÛÙÔ B·ÁÈ·˙‹Ù

Ù˙·Ì›”, Expo.gr.http://www.explo.gr/qu_article/040610002/darticle [Accessed Date October 26, 2004]; id., “To
MÂÁ¿ÏÔ Ù˙·Ì›”, Ota. gr. http://www.ota.gr/didimoteixo/tzami. tml [Accessed Date October 28, 2004]. For the
Mosque of Mohamed Bey at Serres see: N. ªÔÛ¯fiÔ˘ÏÔ˜, «^H ^EÏÏa˜ Î·Ùa ÙeÓ \E‚ÏÈa ∆ÛÂÏÂÌ‹: ÌÈa ÙÔ˘ÚÎÈÎc

ÂÚÈÁÚ·Êc ÙÉ˜ ^EÏÏ¿‰Ô˜ Î·Ùa ÙeÓ π∑’ ·åÒÓ·. ∫ÚÈÙÈÎc àÓ¿Ï˘ÛÈ˜, ÌÂÙ¿ÊÚ·ÛÈ˜ Î·d öÏÂÁ¯Ô˜ ÙÔÜ “\O‰ÔÈÔÚÈÎÔÜ”

(ÛÂÁÈ·¯·ÙÓ·Ì¤) ÙÔÜ ∆Ô‡ÚÎÔ˘ ÂÚÈËÁËÙÔÜ», ∂∂µ™ IE’ (1939), 145-181Ø ¶.£. ¶¤ÓÓ·˜, ^IÛÙÔÚ›· ÙáÓ ™ÂÚÚáÓ àe

ÙÉ˜ êÏÒÛÂˆ˜ ·éÙáÓ ñe ÙáÓ TÔ‡ÚÎˆÓ Ì¤¯ÚÈ ÙÉ˜ àÂÏÂ˘ıÂÚÒÛÂˆ˜ ÙáÓ ñe ÙáÓ ^EÏÏ‹ÓˆÓ (1383-1913), Athens
1966, 509-512; M. Kiel, “Observations on the History of Northern Greece during the Turkish Rule: Historical
and Architectural Description of the Turkish Monuments of Komotini and Serres, their Place in the
Development of Ottoman Turkish Architecture and their Present Condition”, BalkSt 12 (1971), 426-456; R.
Anhegger, “Beitrage zur Osmanische Baugeschichte. III: Moscheen in Saloniki und Serres; Zur Frage der
Planmoscheen”, IstMitt 17 (1967), 318-320; Ayverdi, op.cit., 279-280; E. Balta, Les vakifs des Serrès et de sa région,
Athens 1995. This wall construction technique characterises the Early Ottoman monuments of Iznik as seen at
Yakup Çelebi Mosque (c. 1380), Nilüfer Hatun Soup Kitchen (1388), Mahmud Çelebi Mosque (1422) and other
examples. This contrast between red brick and stone –which varies in color from cream or buff to a silvery grey
or greenish as is the case in this monument– provides an attractive appearance. It is considered as a common
feature in Islamic architecture but applied with different materials. Ashlar masonry and brick with rubble are
also evident in Byzantine constructions. The former is characteristic of Syria-Palestine, most part of Asia Minor,
as well as the border regions of Armenia and Georgia. The latter constitutes a central tradition of Byzantine
architecture and is typical of Constantinople, the western coast of Asia Minor, the Balkans and Italy. See:
Mango, op.cit. (n. 29), 11.

31. The availability of columns played an important role in the design of the Byzantine building, such as in the
cross-in-square plan. The latter required four columns of similar size corresponding to the intended building. For
more see: Ousterhout, Master Builders, op.cit. (n. 28), 145-146. 

32. About the use of spolia in Byzantine architecture see: ibid., 140-145.



brick. Its exterior is covered with strong, pinkish
mortar, which is an uncommon practice. The tile
roof follows the common Byzantine type33,
mostly used in the Ottoman domestic archite-
cture of Nafpaktos according to Evliya Çelebi’s
description of the city’s dwellings “…they are
well-built and have tiled roofs”34 (fig. 1). 

The construction of the walls (or facades)

The most characteristic Byzantine influence on
Ottoman architecture in Greece is the constru-
ction of the walls. Byzantine churches in main-
land Greece present a local system of wall con-
struction35. It uses brick and stone but in a way
that is rather different from that attested at Con-
stantinople, that is, from the so-called “Constanti-
nopolitan” wall construction36. In the cloisonné
system of masonry - the term is borrowed from
the enamel work - each stone is framed by brick
on all four sides. One of the best applications of
this technique in Ottoman religious architecture
in Greece is attested in the minaret of the Vizir
mosque in Nafpaktos (figs. 36-39).
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27. Vizir mosque of Nafpaktos, minaret's base, its
door, a ruined spiral staircase

33. There are three main types of roofs in the Byzantine architecture. The first was a tiled roof, the simplest and
cheapest system of roofing. The second was a stone tiled roof or slate roof. And the third one was the lead sheets
roof, the most expensive and enduring form of roofing. The three types of roofing were used in Ottoman
architecture with the third type being the most popular. 

34. ∂‚ÏÈ¿ ∆ÛÂÏÂÌ›, op.cit. (n. 9), 205. 

35. Ch. Delvoye, µ˘˙·ÓÙÈÓ‹ Ù¤¯ÓË, Athens 2003, 321. The use of the cloisonné system (in Greek “Plinthoperiklisto”
or “Plinthoperivlito”) in Greece emerged during the second half of the 10th century. See: G. Millet, L’ École
grecque dans l’architecture byzantine, London 1974, 225-226; Krautheimer, op.cit. (n. 17), 402-403; °. µÂÏ¤ÓË˜,
\EÚÌËÓÂ›· ÙÔÜ âÍˆÙÂÚÈÎÔÜ ‰È·ÎfiÛÌÔ˘ ÛÙ‹ ‚˘˙·ÓÙÈÓ‹ àÚ¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹, Thessaloniki 1984. 

36. The most characteristic wall construction in Byzantine buildings was formed by alternating bands of brick
and stone, following the example of late Roman opus mixture. Squared stone faced both the inner and outer
surfaces of the wallwhile mortared rubble filled the space between the faces. The brick would normally form a
leveling course, extending through the thickness of the wall and binding the two faces together. In a standard
pattern of repetition there are three to five courses of stone, with a total height of two-thirds of a meter or less
and three to five courses of brick, with a height of about one-third of a meter or slightly more. In standard
practice, both the inner and the outer surfaces of a wall correspond: where a brick course appears on the
exterior, the same will appear on the interior. The interior and exterior cornices also correspond while arcading
on the exterior normally coincides with the springing of arches and vaults on the interior. The wall was regarded
as a solid element, not simply as facings on a rubble core. See: Ousterhout, Master Builders, op.cit. (n. 28), 170-
172.



Rubble masonry represents a second wall construction method of Byzantine influence that
is used in Ottoman architecture in Greece. It is attested in the Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos.
Its use was compelled by economic circumstances as bricks were no longer available37. In
such cases, the walls were built in rubble masonry whereas the structural points of the
building, such as corners, lintels and arches, were built relatively more carefully using rather
sizeable but hewn stones (figs. 9, 12, 22). The rubble construction technique was employed
in order to take maximum advantage of reused materials38. When these were in good
condition they could be employed for exterior façades while damaged materials could be
used as fillers as the case is in the Fethiye mosque at Nafpaktos. 

In Byzantine architecture, walls end upwards in a decorative dogtooth band made of
bricks. The bricks are set at a 45-degree angle rendering depth and shadow to the
surface. The particular pattern is transferred into the Ottoman architecture while it is
sometimes also applied to stone as in the case of the Fethiye mosque at Nafpaktos (figs.
13-14).
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28. Plan of Fethiye mosque of
Nafpaktos; the present state 

(May 2008)

29. Plan of Fethiye mosque of
Nafpaktos; a presumptive

reconstruction with an addition of
an inner portico (in grey) in front

of the prayer hall including the
minaret's door (May 2008)

30. Plan of Fethiye mosque of
Nafpaktos; a presumptive

reconstruction with an addition of
an inner portico in front of the

prayer hall including the minaret's
door plus an external portico

“Riwaq” (May 2008)

37. Mango, op.cit. (n. 29), 12. 

38. Ousterhout, Master Builders, op.cit. (n. 28), 176.
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31. Fethiye mosque of Nafpaktos, section (¶ÂÙÚÔÓÒÙË˜, «OıˆÌ·ÓÈÎ¿ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓ‹Ì·Ù·», fig. 18‚)

32. Yeşil or Green mosque 
(1378-1392) in Iznik, plan

(Kuran, The Mosque, fig. 54)

33. Yeşil or Green mosque 
(1378-1392) in Iznik,

section (Kuran, The Mosque, fig. 55)
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34. Mahmud pasha mosque (1462) in Istanbul, plan and section
(Kuran, The Mosque, figs. 154-155)

35. Yeni mosque of Komotini (16th c.), plan (Kiel, “Observations on the 
History of Northern Greece”, pl. IV:1)
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36. a) Nafpaktos; the minaret of the Vizir mosque, the western side of the base, 
detail of the cloisonné masonry, built according to the Byzantine Helladic School (above) 

b) Detail from the previous figure (below)

a

b



Arches

In Byzantine architecture, arches were generally constructed entirely of brick (figs. 22-23)
while a band of brick decorates the outer frame of the arch39. In the Ottoman monuments of
Nafpaktos brick arches are selected for the interior of the building while stone arches are
used for framing the exterior windows. A single row of bricks - a typical Byzantine decorative
pattern - frames the pointed arch of the exterior windows. 

Ottoman architecture features pointed arches while Byzantine architecture is
distinguished by semicircular arches40. The arches of Fethiye mosque at Nafpaktos (figs. 19,
22-23) are semicircular, a typical Byzantine pattern. The arched openings are all identical in
size thus suggesting that the construction was simplified by repeating the same wooden
formwork for all the arches.

Wooden reinforcement 

At structurally sensitive points, walls were often reinforced with pilasters that articulated
the structural system41. Wooden beams were inserted at various levels along the wall in order
to stabilise the construction until the mortar set hard. Nailed or toggled to one another, the
wooden beams formed a series of tension rings that protected the building from distortion,
thus allowing construction to proceed at a rapid rate. The system of wooden ties was applied
on the walls and continued at vaulting level where it took the form of wooden beams that
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37. Vizir mosque of Nafpaktos,
minaret's base, cloisonné masonry

38. Vizir mosque of Nafpaktos, minaret's
base, a detail of its walls' construction

39. Mango, op.cit. (n. 29), 13; Ousterhout, Master Builders, op.cit. (n. 28), 207. 

40. Ibid., 208. 

41. Ibid., 211.



extend across the springing of the arches and barrel vaults (figs. 18-20, 25). The wooden
reinforcement42 –a common feature in Byzantine architecture– ringed the entire building
and was visible at same level in the window openings. These beams formed a connecting link
whilst also serving as anchors for the tie beams that extended across the vaults. Moreover,
they added to the stability of the columns and the internal supports by connecting them with
the outer walls (figs. 18-20, 25). At the point where tie beams extended across an arch (or a
vault), they intersected another beam set within the thickness of the wall43. This system,
clearly a Byzantine influence, is encountered in the Fethiye mosque at Nafpaktos (figs. 18-
20, 25). 

Transition zones (pendentives) and domes 

Wheareas Byzantine domes were usually raised on windowed drums, domes attested in
Early Ottoman architecture were blind. The similarity between the octagonal dome of the
Fethiye mosque (at Nafpaktos) and the dome of the octagonal Byzantine churches in Greece,
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39. Vizir mosque of Nafpaktos, minaret's base, the western side; a detail that shows 
its cloisonné masonry according to the Byzantine Helladic School

42. Ibid., 214. 

43. Ibid.



known as the island category44, is quite evident. The similarity is accentuated by the
windowed drum as well as the eight semicircular arches and four squinches that are placed
at the corners (figs. 22-23) assisting in the transition of the square into an octagon. 

As a result, the Ottoman mosques in Nafpaktos, although limited in number, bear witness
to an overall impact by the Byzantine architecture, from which they borrowed distinctive
elements in terms of materials, construction techniques and architectural features.

It can be concluded that the study of the Ottoman monuments of Nafpaktos indicates the
continuation of the Byzantine traditions through master builders.The use of Byzantine
architectural features goes hand-in-hand with the introduction of new architectural and
artistic concepts.
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44. Octagonal churches in Byzantine architecture in Greece are classified in two main types. The first is the
mainland octagon with forefront examples Hosios Loukas and Daphni. The second is the island octagon church
plan as mentioned above. See: Ã.£. ªÔ‡Ú·˜, ^H ¡¤· ªÔÓ‹ ÙÉ˜ Ã›Ô˘. ^IÛÙÔÚ›· Î·› \AÚ¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹, Athens 1981;
Delvoye, op.cit. (n. 35), 324; Ousterhout, Master Builders, op.cit. (n. 28), 98 and figs. 65-69. The so-called island
octagon church plan was introduced in Greece from Constantinople. The katholikon of the Nea Moni in Chios,
attributed to the patronage of Constantine IX Monomachos in the 1040s, is the forefront and the best example
of this plan. In addition to the Nea Moni and Panagia Krina, the plan is also attested on the islands of Crete and
Cyprus as well as the mainland. According to Ousterhout, the original design of the katholikon of the Nea Moni
was cross-in-square, indicated by the low proportions of its walls but it was either altered during the construction
or the new design was imposed on a partially constructed building. He also suggests an Islamic (Arabic)
inspiration source for the vaulting of the katholikon of Nea Moni. The latter view should not belittle the creativity
of the solution. See: R.M. Ousterhout, “Originality in Byzantine Architecture: The Case of Nea Moni”, JSAH 51:1
(1992), 55-59.



µ˘˙·ÓÙÈÓ¤˜ ÂÈ‰Ú¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÛÙËÓ √ıˆÌ·ÓÈÎ‹ ∞Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹ 
ÙË˜ ∂ÏÏ¿‰·˜: Ë ÂÚ›ÙˆÛË ÙˆÓ Ù˙·ÌÈÒÓ ÙË˜ ¡·‡·ÎÙÔ˘

Ahmed M. Ameen

∏ ‡·ÚÍË ÈÛ¯˘ÚÒÓ ‚˘˙·ÓÙÈÓÒÓ ÂÈ‰Ú¿ÛÂˆÓ ÛÙËÓ ÔıˆÌ·ÓÈÎ‹ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹ ÙË˜ ∂ÏÏ¿‰·˜,
Î˘Ú›ˆ˜ Î·Ù¿ ÙËÓ ÚÒÈÌË ÙË˜ ÂÚÈfi‰Ô, Â›Ó·È ·Ó·ÌÊÈÛ‚‹ÙËÙË. ∏ ÂÚÁ·Û›· ÂÈÎÂÓÙÚÒÓÂÙ·È ÛÂ
‰‡Ô √ıˆÌ·ÓÈÎ¿ Ù˙·ÌÈ¿ ÙË˜ ¡·˘¿ÎÙÔ˘ Î·È ÙÈ˜ ‚˘˙·ÓÙÈÓ¤˜ ÂÈ‰Ú¿ÛÂÈ˜ ÙÔ˘˜.

∆· ‰‡Ô ˘fi Û˘˙‹ÙËÛË Ù˙·ÌÈ¿ Â›Ó·È: 1) ÙÔ Fethiye Ù˙·Ì› (1499-1500), ÙÔ ÌÔÓ·‰ÈÎfi Ô˘ ‰È·-
ÙËÚÂ›Ù·È ·Î¤Ú·ÈÔ Î·È 2) ÙÔ Vizir Ù˙·Ì› ÙÔ˘ 16Ô˘ ·ÈÒÓ· (1701-1702), ·fi ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô ¤¯ÂÈ ‰È·-
ÙËÚËıÂ› ÌfiÓÔ Ô ÌÈÓ·Ú¤˜.

∏ ÌÂÏ¤ÙË ÙÔ˘ Fethiye Ù˙·ÌÈÔ‡ (1499-1500) ÂÚÈÏ·Ì‚¿ÓÂÈ ¤Ó· Ó¤Ô ÛÙfi¯Ô, ÙËÓ ·Ó·Û˘ÁÎÚfi-
ÙËÛË ÙÔ˘ ·Ú¯ÈÎÔ‡ Û¯Â‰›Ô˘ ÙÔ˘, ÌÂ ‚¿ÛË Ù· ·Ú¯·ÈÔÏÔÁÈÎ¿ ÛÙÔÈ¯Â›· Î·ıÒ˜ Î·È ÙË Û‡ÁÎÚÈÛË ÌÂ
Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓ¿ ÙÔ˘ ÌÓËÌÂ›·. ªÂ ‚¿ÛË Ù· ‰Â‰ÔÌ¤Ó·, ÂÈ‚Â‚·ÈÒÓÂÙ·È Ë ·Ï·ÈfiÙÂÚË ‡·ÚÍË ‰‡Ô
ÛÙÔÒÓ (rewaq, ÂÛˆÙÂÚÈÎ‹ Î·È ÂÍˆÙÂÚÈÎ‹), ·ÓÙ› ÙÔ˘ ·ÚfiÓÙÔ˜ ÙÚ·Â˙ÔÂÈ‰Ô‡˜ ÚÔ·‡ÏÈÔ˘
¯ÒÚÔ˘ ÌÚÔÛÙ¿ ·fi ÙËÓ ·Ú¯ÈÎ‹ ·›ıÔ˘Û· ÙË˜ ÚÔÛÂ˘¯‹˜. 

∏ ¤ÚÂ˘Ó· ÂÓÙÔ›˙ÂÈ ¤ÓÙÔÓÂ˜ ‚˘˙·ÓÙÈÓ¤˜ ÂÈÚÚÔ¤˜ ÛÙ· ˘fi ÌÂÏ¤ÙË Ù˙·ÌÈ¿ ÙË˜ ¡·˘¿ÎÙÔ˘.
∞˘Ù¤˜ ÔÈ ÂÈÚÚÔ¤˜ ·ÊÔÚÔ‡Ó ÛÙ· ˘ÏÈÎ¿ (¤ÙÚ·, Ï›ÓıÔ Î·È ÎÔÓ›·Ì·), ÛÂ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ¿ ÛÙÔÈ-
¯Â›· [Î›ÔÓÂ˜, ÙfiÍ·, ˙ÒÓÂ˜ ÌÂÙ¿‚·ÛË˜ (ÛÊ·ÈÚÈÎ¿ ÙÚ›ÁˆÓ·), ıfiÏÔ˘˜ Î·È ÛÙ¤ÁÂ˜], ÛÙËÓ ÙÂ¯ÓÈÎ‹
Î·Ù·ÛÎÂ˘‹˜ ÙˆÓ ÙÔ›¯ˆÓ, Û˘ÌÂÚÈÏ·Ì‚·ÓÔÌ¤ÓË˜ ÙË˜ Í‡ÏÈÓË˜ ÂÓ›Û¯˘ÛË˜ Î·È ÙË˜ ÙÔÈ¯ÔÔÈ›·˜
(·ÚÁÔÏÈıÔ‰ÔÌ‹ Î·È ÏÈÓıÔÂÚ›ÎÏÂÈÛÙÔ). 

ªÂ ‚¿ÛË Ù· ·Ú·¿Óˆ, Á›ÓÂÙ·È Ê·ÓÂÚfi fiÙÈ Ù· ÔıˆÌ·ÓÈÎ¿ Ù˙·ÌÈ¿ ÙË˜ ¡·‡·ÎÙÔ˘, ÌÔÏÔ-
ÓfiÙÈ ÂÚÈÔÚÈÛÌ¤Ó· ÛÂ ·ÚÈıÌfi, ¤¯Ô˘Ó  ÂËÚÂ·ÛÙÂ› ÛÙÔ Û‡ÓÔÏÔ ÙË˜ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹˜ ÌÔÚÊ‹˜ ÙÔ˘˜
Î·È Ë Â›‰Ú·ÛË ·˘Ù‹ Ê¤ÚÂÈ ¤ÓÙÔÓ· Ù· ÛËÌ¿‰È· ÙË˜ ‚˘˙·ÓÙÈÓ‹˜ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹˜.

∆ÂÏÈÎ¿, Ë ÌÂÏ¤ÙË ·Ó·Ê¤ÚÂÙ·È ÛÙË Û˘Ó¤¯ÈÛË ÙˆÓ ‚˘˙·ÓÙÈÓÒÓ ÔÈÎÔ‰ÔÌÈÎÒÓ ·Ú·‰fiÛÂˆÓ
Ì¤Ûˆ ÙˆÓ ÚˆÙÔÌ·ÛÙfiÚˆÓ, ·Ú¿ÏÏËÏ· ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ÂÈÛÂÚ¯fiÌÂÓÂ˜ ÈÛÏ·ÌÈÎ¤˜ ·Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ¤˜ Î·È
Î·ÏÏÈÙÂ¯ÓÈÎ¤˜ È‰¤Â˜.
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