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Around 1895, an alliance of short-sighted nati®taleand magnate property developers
decided to strip away every identifiable trace afdmeval Negropont except for one
church in the south central part, and that waseptetl because it had become the seat of
the bishop of Chalkis. Across the street fromvilest face of the church, a contemporary
building of uncertain function was also spared. e Tadical obliteration of all other
monuments was doubly effective in that no offighbtographs were taken, no drawings,
whether views or plans, were made and no desangpticere recorded. Attempts during
the twentieth century to rediscover the historytted city depended almost entirely on
inferences from documents that were often of uagemeliability and unevaluated local
traditions. The church, was usually declared toabeearly Byzantine wood-roofed
basilica, and the building opposite is still knoumofficially as the "House of the Bailo."
A propaganda tract written after the Ottoman cagptumd sack of the city on July 12th,
1470, was adopted as the primary source for theriggisn of the Venetian fortifications,
together with the fantastic and ofter self-contcémty plans and perspectives issued and
reissued by Fr. Vincenzo Coronelli in the late 1G&ntury.

It is now possible to draw on more useful inforraatiThe 16th century plan of the city
by Camocio, which was brought to public notice g travel writer Jan Morris, provides
a reliable identification of the principle featuralsthe defense system and of the general
layout of the town. In 2001 | drew the attentidrDavid Jacoby to this map, and it was

incorporated into his article, "La ConsolidationlddDomination de Venise dans la Ville

de N@grepont (1205--1390)", in Bisanzio, Venezia e ilndo franco-greco (XIII-XV

Secolo). Venice: Istituto Ellenico di Studi Bizamte PostBizantini di Venezia. 2000.



Jacoby's article brought together the most sigeemifi documents illustrating the
development of Venetian Negropont, and by 2004as able to build on this bace and to
identify the mediaeval church, now dedicated toaAyaraskevi, as the Dominican priory
church of St. Mary and St. Dominic. The archaeiglalg evidence uncovered by
Nikolaos Delinikolas, director of conservation amdtoration at this church (and also at
Osios Loukas and Daphni), confirmed the documentarygence, showing that all
surviving parts of the basic structure date from 18th century or later. Along with this
structural evidence, Delinikolas also exhibited ffirst detailed photographs of the
sculptured ornament embellishing the great triurhpineh at the east end of the nave.
Two figures carved in deep relief at the springafghis arch represent St. Dominic on
the left, and St. Peter Martyr of Verona on thétig

The identification of the Dominican priory is ofegt importance since it serves as a
landmark for several of the documents discussedDbyid Jacoby. Using this, the
Camocio plan, and one or two other recently publismaps and documents, it is now
possible to start on recreation of mediaeval Negmopwith several fixed points of
reference, most of which were unavailable to Jobaritoder for his extensive study of
the city in 1974. At the time of his investigatiotsere was hardly any certain
topographic location except the the Euripus itaald the small swampy inlet at the south
end of the city, the Bourkos. The existence, mathan the exact location, of two
mediaeval gates in the defensive wall was undedstand one of these, the Porta di
Cristo was correctly assumed to be at the hightpdithe terrain leading out to the main
road eastward from the city. The second, howeferPorta del Tempio, was mislocated
by reference to the propaganda document mentiobedeathe Perdita di Negroponte,
scritta per Frate lacopo dalla Castellana, whoradi to have been present during the
siege, but who was probably drawing entirely oneotbeople's reminiscences. He may
never have actually seen Negropont.

From the Camocio plan we know that the Porta dehdie was the same as the later
Kato Porta, near the north corner of the walls, aexy close to the shore of the north
Euboean channel. After 1470, when Negropont bec#mee headquarters of the



Archipelago command, this was the most importat¢ géter the one at the bridge over
the Euripus, and it is likely that it was the saumeler the Venetians, since it was close to
the main customs dock. (Castellana's distorted & Negropont gives no indication
that this gate even existed.) The location of libth Porta del Tempio and the Porta di
Cristo can be fixed in relation to the modern stgga owing to the discovery of an 1840
urban-renewal plan, which shows the complete sysiiewalls. Excavations for building
foundations in 1972 uncovered two separate shot af the wall and the footings for
the drawbridge leading out of Porta di Cristo, glamth another, which allowed for a
tracing taken from the 1840 map to be laid overaenn street map, so that we now
know precisely the location of both mediaeval gates2004, | was told by residents of
Chalkis that remains of the Porta del Tempio haefligrboeen uncovered in the middle of
the wide divided roadway, Leoforos Venizelou, bubhdve been unable to find any

archaological report concerning this occasion.

We can also be quite certain of the location of Bwetello del Patriarcado, a smaller
postern in the east wall about half way betweerPibia di Cristo and the Bourkos. It is
possible that there may be significant remainshid structure, but it has not been
explored since it is inside the walls of the miltaeservation that covers a quarter of the
entire area of the mediaeval walled city. Thighie that was incorrectly identified as
Porta del Tempio during the twentieth century. Tamocio map notes that it had been

converted to an artillery casemate even befordittine of the siege.

In the interior of the town, the only certain idénation is the Dominican priory. The

contemporary building to the west of this has beenked on extensively by Nikolaos

Delinikolas, who argues convincingly that its dated shape indicate that it is the
Venetian state Loggia, mentioned in accounts ofdiege of Negropont as the place
where the captain of merceneries, Tomaso Schiawas &xecuted on suspicion of
treacherous communication with the Ottomans. Tl large underground cistern in
the center of town just north of the one survivingsque from the Ottoman period, and
close to where the Ottoman acqueduct coming in floeneast must have terminated.
The cistern, of which | have seen only one unctgeatograph, is regarded as mediaeval



rather than Ottoman in construction, but it habeéaemembered that the acqueduct itself
was only recently shown to be a sixteenth centuilging.

A somewhat dilapidated house a bit south of thedariover the Euripus is presently

regarded as Ottoman in origin, but it could quitsily be Venetian. The Ottoman

traveler, Evliya@elebi noted in 1668 that much of the housing in mdpgnt was

preserved from the time of the Venetians, and bhigding was in an area beyond the
range of the siege cannon that smashed up mudte afarthern and southeastern part of
the city.

There is no physical evidence to carry us beyorgpbint, but a number of locations in
the mediaeval town can be identified from the Camg@tan and the 1840 map, along
with a few photographs taken rather as souvenas #s historical evidence. | know of
three panoramas taken from Kara Baba hill on theoBan mainland, although only one
of them has been published, unfortunately from manimage print. There are also three
good views of the fortifications at the Bourkosea just before the destruction began.
With the aid of these, we can get some idea olireetian defences in the last decades

before the Ottoman siege.

Giovan-Maria Angiolello, who wrote the only genuiegewitness account of the siege
from the opening shots to the end, refers to thireellino” = ravelins, which in the
normal use of the term would mean fortified redsumitside the walls and on the other
side of the defensive ditch which surrounds thd.wahere is no trace of anything of the
sort before 1687, and until the publication of #8410 map this aspect of Angiolello's
account was a bit of a mystery. On that map, dob®s clear that the Rivellino del
Tempio, the Rivellino "il Stretto" and the Riveltindel Burchio and semi-detached
redoubts built inside the walls, to provide platfgrfor cannon too heavy to be placed on
the curtain walls or the old-fashioned towers. TRigellino del Burchio is actually
visible in three photographs of pre-1895 ChalkiEhe Rivellino del Tempio is at the

opposite end of town, by the shore of the northdealm channel, and the Rivellino "il



Stretto" can be identified by elimination of thénet two. Evliya@®elebi describes these

redoubts in 1668.

Two monuments mentioned above are identified wittisdrict known as il Tempio.
Attempts have been made to associate the nameenipib, with the Cathedral of
Negropont, with the Latin Patriarcate and with tbleurch now identified as the
Dominican Priory. It is none of these. Il Temjsaa district named for the Augustinian
Canons of the Temple of the Lord in Jerusalem, wigoe assigned a church of St.
Nicholas in a letter of Innocent Ill in 1208. Jastin Acre, the Canons gave the name of
the Temple (the Dome of the Rock on the Jerusaitaded) to their neighborhood, and
this identification also gives us the location bétchurch of St Nicholas, which is a
landmark in one or two definitions of boundarieshe Camocio map shows that the
cathedral and the surrounding neighborhood, Vestmvis in the north third of town,
and by elimination it appears that it was in thetean half of that third. Even when the
Venetians held the entire west half of Negropoptthe second decade of the fourteenth

century, the cathedral does not appear to have Unegsr their control.

We now have enough fixed points on the plan ofcibeto start on the more problematic
identifications, which must be established in tihsemnce of any direct evidence either
from names or from archaeological remains. Thatloa that is of most interest to this
conference is, of course, the initial settlementhef Venetians, the Burgesia from which
they expanded to take over the entire city. Exdéepsome possible holdings acquired
through intermarriage with local families---and ¢kewould be precarious, since they
were strongly deprecated by the Byzantines---theetians owned nothing in Negropont
in 1203, and they do not seem to have owned muale mal205. Their situation, their

safety and their livelihood depended on the chwtltst. Mark, which the emperors

assigned to the Venetians for their use, even thailusive use, without ever having to
consider detaching it from the Byzantine ecclegiakjurisdiction. It was still part of the

ecumenical Christian church. The disagreementa/deet Rome and Constantinople
were serious, but not yet irreparable. It wasdimerch of St. Mark that could provide a

guasi-title to the other amenities required by sh&ll number of Venetians resident in



Negropont. The church, still technically a Byzastientity, could own or lease the
minimum group of properities, a fondaco, a bakeryath and a hostelry, without ever
raising the question of extraterritorial ownershigntil 1204, and for a few years after,
St. Marks will have remained subordinate to thédysof Negropont. When, in 1208, the
Venetians succeeded in placing it under the authofiSt. Giorgio Maggiore in Venice,

that was probably the earliest and most significdaim of direct Venetian control over
territory within the bounds of the city. From then, we may picture a general policy of
purchasing from both Greeks and Lombards, so thamniol-century, many properties,

perhaps even the majority in the west half of thewere already in Venetian hands.

St. Mark's was important, therefore, not for itgesand distinction in Negropont. It may
very well have been a rather insignifican buildibgt it was the essential nucleus around
which Venetian territorial expansion began. Siweenow know a good deal more about
the organization of the city than we did a decage, ave may search for where it can
have been by eliminating the regions where it cahage been. It was not in the Temple
district, and it was not in the Vescovado distrehich seems to have been isolated from
the water. The details of the first formal expansad Venetian influence in the treaties of
mutual support between the dalle Carceri and theeWans in 1256 (renegotiated in
1262), though not as clear as we might wish, makeident that the center of Venetian
influence was somewhat to the north, and that #pamsion was toward the south. It
was also close to the western wall, so as to peoaitess to the sea, but apparently it did
not control the land gate Porta del Tempio, sifteeempio district can later shown to
be still in Lombard hands. By elimination, we ## with an area somewhere between
the north end of town and the Euripus bridge. Thenocio plan shows a major sea-gate
there, La Castagnola, and another close to theydrat the Euripus. The Venetian
district, the Campo San Marco, might center onegjtbut La Castagnola is a bit more
likely, since it is more distant from the Euripusidge, which was initially under

Lombard control and was left that way until welldrihe 14th century.

If the building west of the Dominican priory is domed as the Venetian Loggia, it
suggests that Venice moved quickly to emphasizéatd on the new properties. This



does not, however mean that the commercial cethieigriginal Burgesia, migrated away
from the north. Giacomo Rizzardo, in an accountheflast days of the siege of 1470,
identifies the nmorth end of town, outside the wals the Comercio, and the Camocio
map seems to support this where it shows a majarfywl Sponton, extending from the
mouth of the defensive moad opposite the city waliis area is conveniently accessible
to incoming traffic from the north Aegean and beyobut it is not a safe, long-term
harbor like the wide bay south of the Euripus. \Yalieys that were sent from Candia to
remain on station almost certainly remained insbath harbor. Commercial shipping
came in from Venice, Crete and even the Levant,ahdrs came in from the north, but
continuous voyages may have been rare. The Euppusdes a passage between tne
north and south Euboean channel, but a very naarmvsomewhat hazardous one. The
western side between the little island and the Baeanainland may have been passable
by small boats, but there are suggestions fromigusvcenturies that it sometimes
dammed up altogether. The eastern side, up agamstalls of Negropont is estimated
to be somewhere between 8 and 12 meters wide. aNeygcould row through such a
channel even at slack water, it would have to bweeth and towing would probably

restrict passage to the two reasonably long penbdkack water in each day.

| have seen only one incantus for the voyage tardfemt, and that is from the 1460s, so
it is probably abnormal. Such documents probalfigr dhe best opportunity to see how
freight was handled through the Euboean channed.a Avorking hypothesis, | suggest
that much of the trade coming in from the northvad on various sizes of grippi, and
was restowed in galleys at Negropont, and thatooustinspection and taxation was
carried out along the wharves in the north chanaelocument recently published, the
trial of Bartolomeo Querini provides some detaifssbipping in 1374. It involves
griparia passing through the channel from soutmaah and then going on up the
channel when they were expected to unload in NegropEven griparia probably had to
wait until close to slack water before they couldka the passage, so their movements

must have been predictable until they got out iheonorth Euboean channel.



