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Short Abstract

Panspermia and the Romaioi: Performative Ethnicity and the Weaponisation of
Space in Byzantium’s Post-Imperial Networks, ¢.1190-1235.

This thesis addresses a roughly forty-five-year period of intense transition and change as
witnessed by a single generation, and its reception by the one that followed. In the period of
study (c.1190—c.1235), the unified political state of a predominantly Greek-speaking Orthodox
people of the Medieval Roman Empire, known conventionally as Byzantium, fragmented into
rival and often warring polities. Secession, particularism, and rebellion following the end of
the direct imperial Komnenoi dynasty in 1183 was exacerbated by the Latin Conquest of
Constantinople and the establishment of Catholic Crusader principalities across the Balkans
and Aegean Islands. The sack of 1204 is often viewed as an end, or at least an interlude, to the
imperial narrative. However, many individuals followed careers and held positions before and
after the Latin conquest and the social networks which produced our authors and authorities
survived and persisted even in an altered form into the age of exile and fragmentation.

Within that milieu, this thesis explores the rhetoric and language employed to the notions of
ethnicity, identity, and its implications. It studies word choices, literary devices, and the
construction of identities of opposition as defined by similarity and difference. Through a series
of case studies of Constantinople, Paphlagonia, and Epiros, this thesis investigates the
relationship between those who have their Roman identity removed and become something
else entirely. Through an intertextual reading of epistles, documents of synods, seals,
inscriptions and hagiography, it discusses the process of otherization, its criteria, and its aims.
The thesis also casts light on some neglected source material, such as an inscription from
1193/94. By comparing this epigraph with other sources, the thesis moves ethnic discourse
from the elite audience into the public domain.

il



Long Abstract

Panspermia and the Romaioi: Performative Ethnicity and the Weaponisation of
Space in Byzantium’s Post-Imperial Networks, ¢.1190-1235.

This thesis addresses a roughly forty-five-year period of intense transition and change as
witnessed by a single generation, and its reception by the one that followed. In the period of
study (c.1190—c.1235), the unified political state of a predominantly Greek-speaking Orthodox
people of the Medieval Roman Empire, known conventionally as Byzantium, fragmented into
rival and often warring polities. Secession, particularism, and rebellion following the end of
the direct imperial Komnenoi dynasty in 1183 was exacerbated by the Latin Conquest of
Constantinople and the establishment of Catholic Crusader principalities across the Balkans
and Aegean Islands. Within historiography, it is not common to treat this period as one of
continuity. The sack of 1204 is often viewed as an end, or at least an interlude, to the imperial
narrative. However, many individuals followed careers and held positions before and after the
Latin conquest and the social networks which produced our authors and authorities survived
and persisted even in an altered form into the age of exile and fragmentation.

Within that milieu, this thesis studies the rhetoric and language employed to the notions of
ethnicity, identity, and its implications. It studies word choices, literary devices, and the
construction of identities of opposition as defined by similarity and difference. Frequently, the
authors studied in this thesis self-identified as ‘Romans.” This was, however, only one among
several ethnonyms and was not exclusive to any of the reduced polities which claimed
continuity with Byzantium. In a similar vein, modern historiography’s own engagement with
Byzantine Romanness has continued to divide the field. This thesis hypothesises and adopts
the contention that even in pre-1204 Constantinople there had escalated the process of social
stratification known as ‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism. This exclusivism, which prioritised
birthplace and familial descent, as well as the learned characteristics of language and dialect,
education, customs, and loyalty to either macro or micro figures of authority was a product of
twelfth-century Byzantium’s increasingly closed society. That social stratification continued as
a rhetorical, and arguably political, element beyond the fall in 1204. Within the disunited
Byzantine world some people were considered ‘more Roman’ than others. As the first section
of this thesis will discuss, in Byzantine rhetoric some people ceased to be considered Roman,;
and the second and third sections will demonstrate that entire regions could cease to be included
within it.

This thesis aims to fill the gap of the scholarship of thirteenth-century Byzantium, which lacks
an authoritative study of changes in the rhetorical construction of ethnicity in the context and
reception of the broader generation that witnessed the Fourth Crusade. It has engaged with
primary materials for which critical editions are either outdated or completely absent and whose
literary studies are, with some exceptions, mostly limited to overviews and registers. The
explosion of scholarly focus on the literature and material culture of the twelfth century, has
been matched in recent years by the studies of Palaiologan culture. This is without even
mentioning the growth of Byzantine identity studies. The thirteenth century, meanwhile,
despite being increasingly well-served by studies of political ideology, networks, and sources
in translation, has remained bereft of detailed modern studies which go beyond the milieu of
Nikaia-Constantinople, where our main narratives derive. Through a series of case studies in
Constantinople, Nikaia and Paphlagonia, and most substantively in Epiros this thesis discusses
the methods and motivations through which people(s) unbecame Roman in the eyes of their
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contemporaries. Through reinventions of history, geography, and language, this thesis studies
the contraction of Romanness. It does so not by treating Roman identity as an ethnic term but
as a qualified and multi-layered identity which became increasingly politicised.

The methodology applied by this thesis to the study of ethnicity in Byzantine dialogue is ‘social
constructionist’ building upon such classic studies as Fredrik Barth’s Ethnic Groups and
Boundaries: The Social Organization of Culture Difference (1969) and the sociological school
that followed. With Barth and his successors’ research focus on boundaries and identity
performance and change upheld, ethnicity is established as something fluid and contextually
moving. Therefore, the study of inclusion as part of a Byzantine Romaioi ‘Roman’ community
vs exclusion into an ethnic other becomes a constantly changing element of Byzantine
discourse. A discussion of the most critical terms used for ethnic discourse is presented
alongside the methodology. As demonstration of developing usage of language, a hereto
unstudied term in Byzantine rhetoric, the panspermia is discussed. A classical term revived in
the twelfth-century court poetry of Manuel I Komnenos’ reign, yet expanding ultimately into
epistolography and hagiography, panspermia refers to the amorphous ethnic enemy of
Orthodox Romanness. With no strict boundaries, it allowed authors to place certain peoples
within a conceptualised barbarian world that ‘mixed’ together many ethnic groups.

Section One establishes the cultural milieu of Constantinople before 1204. It offers a new
edition and first translation of an overlooked 1193/94 inscription from Kavala, Byzantine
Christoupolis. The inscription, which declares the Paphlagonians to have brought ruin to the
empire, discusses the legacy of Andronikos Komnenos. The role of the Mesaritai family, key
supporters of Andronikos, is then presented as they too sought to blame external causes for
Constantinople’s decline. Nicholas Mesarites’ narration of an attempted coup in 1200 is
discussed for its attempt to present elite Byzantines themselves as ‘unmixed’ and opposed by
the entire world outside their gates.

Section Two traces changes to Nikaian society as refugees from Constantinople reconciled
themselves to living amongst provinces they had recently decried. Discussing the insistence
upon shared language, it presents the changes to group identity necessitated by the loss of the
capital. Through a presentation of epigraphic and rhetorical material, a war with Andronikos’
grandson in Paphlagonia allowed for a reimagining of future ethnic groupings. Nikaian use of
panspermia is discussed as qualified by their understanding of language groups.

Section Three meanwhile offers a balanced discussion between Nikaia and Epiros, their main
Greek-speaking rival. Epiros, the only contemporary which produced substantial texts in the
immediate decades after 1204 developed a substantially different political ideology. The
Balkans, with all its linguistic variation, could never afford to rhetorically group its neighbours
into such a hostile bloc. Instead, Epiros’ expansion and attempted rebuilding of the Byzantine
Balkan peninsula had to project itself as more inclusive, linguistically diverse, and ecumenical.
This thesis, establishing Epiros’ ability of doing so through synods, hagiography, and a
reimaging of the Archbishop of Ohrid lastly considers how to its opponents, Epiros lost its
Romanness, its Greek-speaking character, and became itself a panspermia. That narrative of
lost rhetorical plurality forms the basis of the thesis’ conclusions.

As a contribution to the growth of identity studies in Byzantium and the wider Middle Ages,
this thesis aims to offer new perspectives on underappreciated evidence. Its conclusions are
discussed in a framework of constantly negotiated and redefined ethnic groups. It presents
multiple translations of underexploited sources relating to the period before and after the 1204



collapse, while offering a new perspective to our understanding of the layers of a constructed
Byzantine identity. Through inter-textual and inter-material comparisons it traces the shift in
ethnic othering from classical antiquarianism to outright politically and ecclesiastically-
charged indictment.
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Prologue



‘I am more amazed by this above all else, emperor,

how when the ethne (peoples) of the West massed together,

and all languages and tribes rose up at the same time

against your divine and sacred and serene state,

you alone sufficed against them, and you routed them all.

Some feared threats, while others shied away from weapons,

or were made slaves to treaties and lawful oaths.

Accepting hostages from some foreign ethne,

and by both sending envoys and receiving them from others,

you established all things for everyone, as according to the law of Paul.!

At least it seems to me, unconquerable autokrator of the Romans,
that providence has deceitfully riled up the [foreign] tongues,

and roused the mixed panspermia of ethne.

Then, in whatever manner, your great will may be revealed

and the majestic intelligence of your understanding shall prevail
by discerning the depths of their scheming.

For another might withstand against one or two western nations,
but against all the rulers of the foreign tribes,

only God and Manuel, my sole emperor, could prevail.’?

' [Romans 3:19-20].

2 Theodore Prodromos, Historische Gedichte ed. Wolfram Horandner, (Vienna: 1984), §30.335-354.
‘Eym 8’ €xeivo, Pactied, Bavpdlom Tpod TdV dAA®V,
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On Prodromos’ historical poems see Paul Magdalino, TRuth Macrides, ‘Theodore Prodromos, Carmina historica,
I, Translation and commentary,” in: After the Text: Byzantine Enquiries in Honour of Margaret Mullett, (London:
2021), pp.29-40; or more generally Nikos Zagklas, Theodoros Prodromos: Miscellaneous Poems, (Oxford: 2023);
For the Byzantine intellectual response to the Second Crusade see, Elizabeth Jeffreys, Michael Jeffreys, ‘The
“Wild Beast from the West”: Immediate Literary Reactions in Byzantium to the Second Crusade,” in: The
Crusades from the Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim World, eds. Angeliki Laiou, Roy Parviz Mottahedeh,
(Washington D.C.: 2001), pp.101-117.



This extract of a poem attributed to Theodore Prodromos offers a glimpse of the language used
at the court of Constantinople in the mid-twelfth century in praise of the emperor and his
handling of diplomacy with Western European powers. The poem describes the passage of the
Second Crusade in c.1145 as the crusaders were transported across the Dardanelle straits from
Europe to Asia, where the Aegean Sea partitioned the Byzantine Balkans from their territories
in Anatolia. In alluding to the passage, the poem discusses the neighbouring ethne, who had
threatened the Byzantine state, but had been successfully controlled. It depicts these peoples in
ways that combine several unusual but contemporary terms, but in an innovative and
experimental way. These terms, which are key to this thesis and shall be explored further below,
expressed the ideas of an exclusive in-group, which defined itself by revived and modified
ideas of ethnicity, couched in the rhetoric of biological generation and language group.
Meanwhile, according to the Byzantine concept, the ethnic ‘other,” the panspermia, existed
outside the empire as an amorphous enemy, marked as foreign, both in linguistic and
geographic terms. The idiom panspermia was especially popularised in the twelfth century.
Thereafter, in the age of fragmentation, it increased in usage and would continue to appear in
the textual material of the following generation in reference, repetition, and eventual
divergence from how Prodromos had conjured it in his poem.



Introduction and Methodology




0.1. Unbecoming Roman: Deconstructing an Ethnic Dialogue of Collapse

This thesis addresses a roughly forty-five-year period of intense transition and change as
witnessed by a single generation, and its reception by the one that followed. In the period of
study (c.1190—c.1235), the unified political state of a predominantly Greek-speaking Orthodox
people of the Medieval Roman Empire, known conventionally as Byzantium, fragmented into
rival and often warring polities. Secession, particularism, and rebellion following the end of
the direct imperial Komnenoi dynasty in 1183 was exacerbated by the Latin Conquest of
Constantinople and the establishment of Catholic Crusader principalities across the Balkans
and Aegean Islands. Within historiography, it is not common to treat this period as one of
continuity. The sack of 1204 is often viewed as an end, or at least an interlude, to the imperial
narrative. However, many individuals followed careers and held positions before and after the
Latin conquest and the social networks which produced our authors and authorities survived
and persisted even in an altered form into the age of exile and fragmentation.

Within that milieu, this thesis studies the rhetoric and language employed to the notions of
ethnicity, identity, and its implications. It studies word choices, literary devices, and the
construction of identities of opposition as defined by similarity and difference. Frequently, the
authors studied in this thesis self-identified as ‘Romans.” This was, however, only one among
several ethnonyms and was not exclusive to any of the reduced polities which claimed
continuity with Byzantium. In a similar vein, modern historiography’s own engagement with
Byzantine Romanness has continued to divide the field.® This thesis hypothesises and adopts
the contention that even in pre-1204 Constantinople there had escalated the process of social
stratification known as ‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism.* This exclusivism, which prioritised
birthplace and familial descent, as well as the learned characteristics of language and dialect,
education, customs, and loyalty to either macro or micro figures of authority was a product of
twelfth-century Byzantium’s increasingly closed society. That social stratification continued as
a rhetorical, and arguably political, element beyond the fall in 1204. Within the disunited
Byzantine world some people were considered ‘more Roman’ than others. As the first section
of this thesis will discuss, in Byzantine rhetoric some people ceased to be considered Roman,;
and the second and third sections will demonstrate that entire regions could cease to be included
within it.>

This thesis aims to fill the gap of the scholarship of thirteenth-century Byzantium, which lacks
an authoritative study of changes in the rhetorical construction of ethnicity in the context and
reception of the generation that witnessed the Fourth Crusade. It has engaged with primary
materials for which critical editions are either outdated or completely absent, and whose literary

3 Tassos Kaplanis, ‘Antique Names and Self-Identification: Hellenes, Graikoi, and Romaioi from Late Byzantium
to the Greek Nation-State,” in: Re-Imagining the Past: Antiquity and Modern Greek Culture, ed. Dimitris Tziovas
(Oxford: 2014), pp.80-97; Yannis Stouraitis, ‘Roman Identity in Byzantium: A Critical Approach,” BZ, 107 (2014),
pp-175-220; idem., ‘Reinventing Roman Ethnicity in High and Late Medieval Byzantium,” Medieval Worlds 5
(2017), pp.70-94; and cf. the contesting theories of Anthony Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium: The
Transformations of Greek Identity and the Reception of the Classical Tradition, (Cambridge: 2008); and its
reconsideration, from ethnic nation to civic nation in idem., Romanland: Ethnicity and Empire in Byzantium,
(Cambridge, MA: 2019).

4 Paul Magdalino, 'Byzantine Snobbery', in: The Byzantine Aristocracy, IX to XIII Centuries, ed. Michael Angold,
(Oxford: 1984), pp.58-78; idem. ‘Constantinople and the Outside World,” in: Strangers to Themselves: The
Byzantine Outsider, ed. Dion Smythe, (Aldershot: 2000), pp.149-62; Yannis Stouraitis, ‘Byzantine Romanness:
From Geopolitical to Ethnic Conceptions,” in: Transformations of Romanness, ed. Walter Pohl, (Berlin: 2018),
p.139.

5 Gill Page, Being Byzantine: Greek Identity Before the Ottomans, (Cambridge: 2008), pp.50-51.



studies are - with some exceptions mostly limited to overviews and registers.® The explosion
of scholarly focus on the literature and material culture of the twelfth century, has been matched
in recent years by the studies of Palaiologan culture.” This is without even mentioning the
growth of Byzantine identity studies.® The thirteenth century, meanwhile, despite being
increasingly well-served by studies of political ideology, networks, and sources in translation,
has remained bereft of detailed modern studies which go beyond the milieu of Nikaia-
Constantinople, where our main narratives derive.” Several modern studies, even those dealing
with social studies of the final centuries of Byzantium, equally place their beginning in the
1261 recapture of Constantinople by Michael VIII Palaiologos, treating its short Indian
Summer as an establishment of his state as an ‘Empire of the Romans,” without engaging with
the fact that at many points there were certainly as many people if not more who satisfied all
the cultural criteria of being ‘Roman,” outside that empire than within it.!% After 1204, there
was never a single political homeland of the Romans.

This is a study then of the role and function of the phenomenon of othering, describing and
separating one’s own culture from another, in spite of multiple parties sharing a great deal of
history, heritage, language, and even kinship. Navigating these pluralistic identities
necessitated a great deal of uncertainty and inconsistency, as well as emotive condemnation.
This is the textual culture of a generation of turmoil, rebellion, and foreign conquest after the
fall which ultimately escalated ‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism’ into a form of ‘Ethnic
Distortion.’ As the Byzantines promulgated socio-political tensions on the ethnic plane, authors
frequently included ethnographical asides in their texts which will, across this thesis, provide
details which range from simply invented to wildly disingenuous. Authors repeatedly
demonstrate that ethnographical allusions in the writing of the period ¢.1190—c.1235 were at
the mercy of individual opinion and contemporary politics. It is for this reason that texts and
inscriptions in this thesis are viewed not as positivist depictions of historical fact but as
performative materials within a genre of ethnic discourse. That discourse in turn created a
‘performative ethnicity’ which projected the idea of a group ethnic identity, claiming inclusion
and exclusion, but altered the criteria of what was necessary to belong to that group at will. In
short, we do not take prima facie that judgements and descriptions of others’ identity were
necessarily believed on either side. Rather that the language of Byzantine and post-Byzantine

¢ Michael Angold, Church and Society in Byzantium under the Comneni 1081-1261, (Cambridge: 1995), pp.158-
264.

7 For a recent overview of scholarship see the chapter ‘Komnenian Age’ in: James Howard-Johnston, Byzantium
in a Changing World, (Oxford: 2025), pp.148-196.

8 Diana Mishkova, Rival Byzantiums: Empire and Identity in Southeastern Europe, (Cambridge: 2023), esp. ch. 6
pp-199-218; Michael Edward Stewart, David Alan Parnell, and Conor Whately, eds. The Routledge Handbook on
Identity in Byzantium, (Abingdon: 2022); David Ricks, Paul Magdalino, Byzantium and the Modern Greek
Identity, (Aldershot: 2016).

? For political ideology see Dimiter Angelov, The Byzantine Hellene: The Life of Emperor Theodore Laskaris and
Byzantium in the Thirteenth Century, (Cambridge: 2023); Idem., Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in
Byzantium, 1204-1330 (Cambridge: 2007); On networks see the various works related to the University of
Vienna’s Entangled Charters of Anatolia (1200-1300, ENCHANT) project led by Johannes Preiser-Kapeller,
notably, idem., ‘Mercantile and religious mobility between Byzantines, Latins and Muslims, 1200-1500: on the
theory and practice of social networks,” Medieval Worlds, 1 (2019), pp.187-216; and Ekaterini Mitsiou, ‘Networks
of Nicaea: 13th century socio-economic ties, structures and prosopography,’ in: Liquid and Multiple: Individuals
and Identities in the Thirteenth-Century Aegean, eds. Guillerme Saint-Guillan, Dionysios Stathakopoulos, (Paris:
2012), pp.91-104; of sources in translation and biographies see Angold, Germanos II; idem. Mesarites; and the
introduction by Giinter Prinzing, PD.

10 Christos Malatras, Social Stratification in Late Byzantium, (Edinburgh: 2023); Kaldellis, Hellenism in
Byzantium, pp.74-82.



identity was a constructed product of context and served a socio-political and intellectual
function to stress an idealised hierarchical taxonomy. A declaration of one’s ethnic position in
that context was normally a statement between the author in relation to figures of authority or
institutions.

0.2. Performative Ethnicity

The methodology applied by this thesis to the study of ethnicity in Byzantine dialogue is ‘social
constructionist’ building upon such classic studies as Fredrik Barth’s Ethnic Groups and
Boundaries: The Social Organization of Culture Difference (1969) and the sociological school
that followed. In a colloquium held over fifty years ago, Barth and his colleagues established
the key directions of research for modern understandings of ethnicity. In introducing his work,
Barth discussed the difference between how a culture existed and how it was conceived.
Dichotomising the two, he distinguished between cultural and ethnic categories, conceiving
that the two need not correspond to a one-to-one relationship, and that ethnicity is shaped in an
ongoing and constantly changing social dialogue. Individuals could share many cultural
similarities of language, religion, and custom while also belonging to ethnic groups which were
constructed as needed to serve immediate concerns.!! In his own contribution, Barth studied
the Pathan people of Afghanistan and the attributes shared across what they believed
constituted an ethnic group. His conclusions were that there were circumstances in which an
ethnic identity can be performed, and that there are criteria for its continued existence,
establishing that ‘Pathan identity can readily be maintained under these circumstances, since
they allow an adequate performance in the various fora where such an identity is validated.’!?
The volume impacted multiple fields of research which remain active today, focusing on such
phenomena as ethnic identity formation and change, the use of stereotyping, the functioning of
multi-ethnic societies in Europe and Asia, and many more.!* Further research sharpened the
focus upon social boundaries and their construction, ultimately theorising that all ethnic
groupings are something performative and context-dependent; positing that thoughts, speech,
and actions related to ethnicity were always produced in response to contextual and situational
prompts and produced variable results.!*

Focusing on the situational rather than the essentialist has opened new avenues of enquiry. By
establishing the fluctuating boundaries of ethnicity, we may discuss cases of ethnic denial as
well as studies of migration.!> A situational ethnicity’s function in dialogue necessitates
understanding how those boundaries shift and to what purpose. There is space within social
constructionism for several facets of sociological theory. As posited by Emile Durkheim, in

1 Fredrik Barth, Ethnic Groups and Boundaries. The Social Organization of Culture Difference, (Boston: 1969),
introduction pp.9-38, esp. p.14, and chapters of Gunnar Haaland and Jan-Petter Blom; for its reassessment see
Thomas Hylland Eriksen, Ethnic Groups and Boundaries Today: A Legacy of Fifty Years, (Abingdon: 2018);
Judith Butler, Who Sings the Nation-State? Language, Politics, Belonging, (Oxford: 2007).

12 Barth, Ethnic Groups and Boundaries, p.127.

13 On Barth’s influence see, Sinisa Malesevic, The Sociology of Ethnicity, (London: 2004), pp.8-10; On
stereotyping in medieval studies see Claire Weeda, Ethnicity in Medieval Europe, 950-1250: Medicine, Power
and Religion, (York: 2021); idem. ‘Characteristics of Bodies and Ethnicity, ¢.900-1200,” Medieval Worlds, 5
(2017), pp.95-112.

14 Peter Berger, Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge,
(Garden City: 1967); on its place in ethnic discourse see Joane Nagel, ‘Constructing Ethnicity: Creating and
Recreating Ethnic Identity and Culture,” Social Problems, 41 (1994), pp.152-76.

15 Jonathan Okamura, ‘Situational ethnicity,” Ethnic and Racial Studies, 4.4 (1981), pp.452-465; Madhumita
Banerjee, et al., ‘Situational Ethnicity and Identity Negotiation: “Indifference” as an Identity Negotiation
Mechanism,’ International Marketing Review, 39 (2022), pp.55-79.



times of intense social change, anomie or ‘normlessness’ increases amidst the breakdown of
social order.'® The loss of traditional norms of behaviour and relationship are accompanied by
a lack of cohesion, including in cases of ethnic groupings. The struggle to maintain solidarity
is holistic and multiple and involved sanctioning deviant anomie behaviours, with either
repressive or restitutory sanctions.!” Stability depends on continuing established societal norms
and punishment, either enforced by law or otherwise. It is a means of reestablishing social
solidarity which, if it were not done, would lead to a loss of societal cohesion. Durkheim’s
theories, while originally applied to changes wrought by industrialisation, have since been
applied to multiple historical contexts.!® The struggle of an individual or group in times of
change to prove their identity is thus considered a timeless phenomenon. The Byzantines had
an established set of behavioural criteria relating to either the Orthodox religion, the state, law,
army, and more. These provided opportunities for public discourse and demonstration of their
Romanness, Christianity, and/or Hellenism. It is within the confluence of these criteria that
Byzantine identity studies must operate. Embedded therein were Byzantine exceptionalism, the
traditions of conquest, the Chosen Nation Status, and the sense of cultural superiority making
performative ethnicity within Byzantium - of being a Romaios - also indelibly linked with the
denigration of an excluded party.!’

The pathway to a constructionist model of ethnic identity has not been smooth. Ethnicity and
its sense of either inclusion or exclusion, remains a fluctuating line to social thought. The
primordial nineteenth-century theories, based upon biological nationalism and nation-hood
examined fixed inherited characteristics, often imbuing ethnicity with phenotype and race.?’
However, from as early as the school of Max Weber (1864—1920) arguments posited the value
of ‘social action’ demonstrating one’s conformance, acceptance, and value of a dominant
culture.?! Social status was therefore considered dependent on an individual’s social actions
and their engagement with authority. Weber’s own chapter on ethnicity demonstrates this shift:

‘Ethnic membership (Gemeinsamkeit) differs from the kinship group precisely by being
a presumed identity, not a group with concrete social action, like the latter. In our sense,
ethnic membership does not constitute a group; it only facilitates group formation of
any kind, particularly in the political sphere. On the other hand, it is primarily the
political community, no matter how artificially organized, that inspires the belief in
common ethnicity. That belief tends to persist even after the disintegration of the
political community, unless drastic differences in the custom, physical type, or above
all, language exist among its members.’?

16 Emile Durkheim, Division of Labour in Society, trans. Wilfred Douglas Halls, (Basingstoke: 1984, repr., 2013),
pp-xxx, 277-280.

17 Ibid., p.83. Durkheim refers to these sanctions as a mechanical reaction. ‘Repressive sanctions’ are more
common within premodern contexts.; Malesevic, The Sociology of Ethnicity, pp.26-29.

18 Marco Orru considered the application of anomie to Ancient Greece and Early Christianity. Marco Orru,
Anomie: History and Meanings, (Abingdon: 1987, repr. 2024).

19 Walter Pohl, ‘Early Medieval Romanness a Multiple Identity,” in: Transformations of Romanness, pp.21-22;
Shay Eshel, The Concept of the Elect Nation in Byzantium (Leiden: 2018).

20 For an overview see Polly Rizova, and John Stone, ‘Race, Ethnicity, and Nation,” in: Oxford Research
Encyclopaedia, 9 (2010), pp.6037-6056; In a Byzantine context this argument is best traced in Bas ter Haar
Romeny, ‘Ethnicity, Ethnogenesis and the Identity of Syriac Orthodox Christians,” in: Visions of Community in
the Post-Roman World: The West, Byzantium and the Islamic World, 300-1100, eds. Walter Pohl et al., (London:
2016), pp.190-192.

2l The foundational work is Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organisation, (Tiibingen: 1922,
trans., London: 1978).

22 Ibid., p.389.



Weber’s view that ethnic groups are essentially political communities placed the emphasis not
on cultural commonality but on the continued existence of authority. Byzantium was not
homogeneous: across its territories, there were substantial variations in all three categories of
custom, experience, and language. Weber’s final words are particularly thought-provoking for
the Late Byzantinist, in that they inspire enquiries into the extent to which Byzantium actually
represented a homogeneous state, as opposed to the efforts that imperial authorities went to
make it seem such. Viewing their ethnicity as something presumed, negotiated, contingent,
politicised, and non-essentialist is not incompatible with social constructionism and helps
explain the ease with which individuals could, in the eyes of their compatriots-turned-rivals,
‘unbecome Roman.’??

The 1960s produced new studies on nationhood and nationalism, pre-eminently Benedict
Anderson’s Imagined Communities, and Anthony Smith’s Ethnic Origins of Nations. These
works posited theories of ‘ethnosymbolism,’ seeing elements of the ‘nation’ in pre-modern
states but emphasising that the nation remained a modern phenomenon.?* The 2010s witnessed
the beginning of a radical shift from this dominant position within Byzantine studies as theories
were promulgated that advocated for a view of Byzantium as an essentially monolithic nation,
united by a single culture, with a reemphasised Roman-Hellenic identity and a deemphasised
Christian one.?> Taking a more positivist view of source material which accepted claims of
mass assimilation and treating the empire as defined by a single language and majority ethnic
group, this revisionist approach to ethnic dialogue in Byzantium was to view it as something
wilfully overlooked by generations of historians, in need of redemption. Best exemplified by
the work of Anthony Kaldellis, this school depicts a predominantly homogeneous pool of
peoples inhabiting Byzantium, marked foremost by their ‘Romanness’ and the dominant social
norms that stemmed from it. It is also an inherently top-down model to ethnicity, one that relies
on a positivist reading of political ideologies disseminated from centres of authority.

Polarised now into two essentially unreconcilable camps, this thesis does not attempt to resolve
a field-splitting issue in totality. The trap of positing opinions of how the Byzantines conceived
and used ethnicity remains at the mercy of their sheer chronological duration. A study of 1100
years of human history has inherent flaws of presumption and selective use of sources. This
thesis instead presents an analysis of a key generation, favouring the school of constructionism
while engaging with the nation-state argument as necessary. Preference is given to the
constructed identities of dialogue, background, audience, and purpose; as well as positioning
each author within the literary traditions in which they wrote.

The recent set of studies edited by John Haldon and Yannis Stouraitis advocates for the
importance of showcasing and performing oneself being Byzantine-Roman, of demonstrating
one’s identity.2® The introduction to the volume describes these criteria:

23 Stouraitis, ‘Roman Identity in Byzantium,” pp.217-218.

24 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, (London:
1983, repr. 2006); Anthony Smith, The Ethnic Origins of Nations, (Oxford: 1986).

25 Anthony Kaldellis, ‘The Social Scope of Roman Identity in Byzantium: An Evidence-Based Approach,’
Byzantina Symmeikta, 27 (2017), pp.173-210.

26 Johannes Koder, ‘Remarks on linguistic Romanness in Byzantium,” in: Transformations of Romanness, pp.111-
121; Leslie Brubaker, ‘Performing Byzantine Identity: Gender, Status and the Cult of the Virgin,” in: Identities
and Ideologies in the Medieval East Roman World, (Edinburgh: 2022), pp.129-145.



‘But since... identification is processual, functional and performative, the East Roman
discourse of identification embodied a set of operational strategies in which situation
and context determined which elements were invoked in which combinations, and
incorporated many subsets of ‘Romanness’, some reflecting regional cultural, linguistic
or ethnic traditions and lifeways, some heterodox beliefs, some social status and
situation, some a mix of all of these.”?’

Making ethnicity a social construct empowers the use of language and makes possible the study
of historical sociology. For us to understand why individuals acted in a certain way, how they
viewed and constructed their group identity each time, and where they lay the boundary for
recognising themselves in another, is the basis of the study that follows.

0.3. Ethnic Dialogue in the Thirteenth Century: Performative Romanness

Having established ethnicity as something fluid and contextually moving, the study of the
boundaries of inclusion as part of a Byzantine Romaioi ‘Roman’ community vs exclusion into
an ethnic other becomes a constantly changing element of Byzantine discourse. Issues then
arise regarding how our sources define people(s) outside the inclusion group. The Byzantine
world of the thirteenth century was a period of repeated political fragmentation and
transformation. It would be wrong to expect stability and our sources repeatedly demonstrate
that ideas of cultural cohesion were frequently altered. Navigating a world which after 1204
lacked a single centre necessitated new descriptions of who lived and governed where as well
as new understandings of what was shared and what was distinct across regions.

Both before and after the 1204 loss of Constantinople there were many different means of
‘being’ Roman. Walter Pohl contends that Romanitas ‘Romanness’ encompassed an urban
identity; a political identity; legal and civic identities; military identity; territorial identity;
imperial identity; cultural identity; religious identity; and lastly a ‘binary identity’ — the
dichotomy of Romanness vs Barbarity.?® All of these were heavily linked with the institutions
of state, military, and church centred in Constantinople, a conception the elite
Constantinopolitans of 1200 themselves revelled in. The cycle of wealth investment within the
capital, of granting offices and salaries, maintaining routes of education and employment, and
of exerting imperial and ecclesiastical authority over these had been the source of Byzantine
survival since the restructuring of the empire after the seventh century contraction.? ‘Being’
Roman meant demonstrating an accordance with these various forms of Romanness. For so
much to be conveyed with a single word and its derivatives ensures context remains crucial.
Pohl’s own uncertainty over defining Romanness as an ethnic identity, owing to the vast
number of different language groups and regionalities in the early and middle Byzantine period,
is not a problem solved in later periods.>* The Komnenian restructuring of Byzantium in the
eleventh and twelfth centuries, a gradual centring of Romanness around Constantinople (as
discussed in the following sub-chapter), made Constantinople the centre of the majority of the
above forms of Romanness but exceptions invoking other forms naturally remained. Losing
Constantinople as a centre, combined with a highly fragmented political scene, consequentially

?7John Haldon and Yannis Stouraitis, ‘The Ideology of Identities and the Identity of Ideologies,” in: Identities and
Ideologies, p.5.

28 Pohl, ‘Early Medieval Romanness - a Multiple Identity,” pp.9-39.

29 John Haldon, The Empire that Would Not Die, (Cambridge: 2016), pp.159-192.

30 Pohl, ‘Early Medieval Romanness - a multiple identity,” pp.26-32.
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made most criteria uncertain. Political Romanness required a state, and religious Romanness
an organised church. Cultural, civic, and legal Romanness could survive provided educational
institutions could continue but the most potent form of Romanness that remained was the
polemic, ‘binary Romanness.” This was the Romanness articulated by the state which
enfranchised its supporters and ostracised its opponents. Most importantly for this thesis’
purposes it survived powerfully beyond the collapse of 1204. Demonstrating this, the political
leanings of thirteenth-century Greek authors could frequently sway their rhetorical refusal to
recognise another’s linguistic and religious Romanness. Instead, they could focus purely on
political leaning, redefining the boundary of Roman and making people(s) either barbarians, or
more commonly ethne, a term which combined cultural and religious barbarity.

The concept of ‘being Roman’ after Roman political authority ended is not historiographically
new, though it is only rarely applied with reference to Byzantium.*' The study of Late Antiquity
has produced numerous studies of the transformation of the Late Roman world of Western
Europe into the patchwork of kingdoms which succeeded/seceded from imperial control in the
fifth and sixth centuries.* In that world, positing the existence of cultural hybridity amongst
Romans, Franko-Romans, or in Early Medieval England is something well-established, as
these communities navigated complex spaces. Archaeological studies of graves have asserted
that often there were no clear discrepancies between ‘Roman and ‘post-Roman’ sites. Sites and
populations could transition from imperial control with minimal disruption to their day-to-day
function. The conclusions of some of these studies were that many sites operated as a ‘small
local community on a frontier of different intersecting cultural influences... who loosely
selected cultural alignments based on varying political affiliations with no implications of shifts
in the ethnic makeup of those making these affiliations, or necessary implication of large-scale
population change.’3® They suggested that the end of Roman control was accepted by most
non-elites as a new status quo. A commonly accepted understanding is that ethnic identities
should be considered either the preserve of elites or for those with specific goals writing on
behalf of authorities.’* Late Antique legal frameworks, for example of Salic law or Pactus Legis
Salicae, describe worlds not divided by ‘Roman’ and ‘Barbarian’ but composite, of a
population first dichotomised by distinct populations but later assimilated. As Roman culture
became blended with a Christian inheritance these hybrid identities were gradually absorbed
into a wider population.®® In Byzantine Studies we have demonstrated a rapidity in declaring
certain populations entirely one thing or another, often with minimal evidence of material

3 See Dimitris Stamatopoulos, Byzantium after the Nation: The Problem of Continuity in Balkan
Historiographies, (Budapest: 2022).

32 Guy Halsall, Barbarian Migrations and the Roman West: 376-568, (Cambridge: 2007), esp. pp.35-45; Walter
Goffart, The Narrators of Barbarian History (A.D. 550-800), (Notre Dame: 1988).

33 James Harland, Ethnic Identity and the Archaeology of the Aduentus Saxonum: A Modern Framework and Its
Problems, (Amsterdam: 2021), p.216; Martin Carver, et al., Wasperton: A Roman, British and Anglo-Saxon
Community in Central England, (Woodbridge: 2009), pp.130-133.

34 Patrick Geary, ‘Ethnic Identity as a Situational Construct in the Early Middle Ages,” Mitteilungen der
Anthropologischen Gesellschaft in Wien, 113 (1983), pp.23-26; Frans Theuws, ‘Graves Goods, Ethnicity, and the
Rhetoric of Burial Sites in Late Antique Northern Gaul,’ in: Ethnic Constructs in Antiquity: the Role of Power and
Tradition, eds. Ton Derks, Nico Roymans, (Amsterdam: 2008), pp.290-293.

35 Guy Halsall., ‘Transformations of Romanness: The Northern Gallic case,” in: Transformations of Romanness,
pp.45-56.
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culture and simply based on biased narratives written for patrons (of which the thirteenth-
century ones are particularly skewed).3® The result has created a rather unstable field.

In the thirteenth century, we enter a situation not dissimilar to the fifth. Political disintegration
was followed by hybrid acculturation, demonstrating various peoples’ own inheritance of
Roman identities. Of the three major successor-states for whom we have something
approaching documentation in the thirteenth century, Nikaia, Epiros, and Turnovo, all three
established their states in some form of continuity from Byzantine Rome. Nikaia and Epiros
by dynastic legitimacy with the Komnenoi-Doukai-Angeloi dynasty, and Turnovo through a
combination of religious and historical inheritance, progressively equally dynastic.>” All three
also reconstituted an ad hoc amorphous senate to give legitimacy to the election of their rulers
imitating the manner of Constantinople.*® Those three senates then advised and elected an
‘Emperor of the Romans’ (in the case of Turnovo, ‘Emperor of the Bulgarians and the
Greeks’).>

The study of this language of ethnicity is not ethnography as it normally appears. It is
foremostly a case of socio-political polemic exploiting or conjuring cultural differences.
Following the sack of Thessaloniki in 1185, ethnoreligious polemic generated treatises and
discourse directed from the elites of society to the broader populace. As imperial authority
weakened and unrest grew, narratives and terminologies long redundant could be revived, and
the old term used in a new way, to demonstrate that individuals were not those who had lived
alongside them for centuries but were in fact not Roman. The innovation was the emphasis
placed upon an ethnicity and language, particularly one linked to language and origin in a
certain space. As will be shown, it was almost always done with an objective of ‘othering’ and
creating a distinction between oneself and a rival. Only a few such instances aimed at creating
unity will appear in this thesis.

The authors who witnessed this age of turmoil, many of whom were themselves of significant
social status, therefore had to create new understandings of what various terms meant. There is
a well-established emphasis on Hellenism, particularly in the Roman Empire established in
Nikaia, such that the period of the (teleologically named) ‘empire-in-exile’ was deemed to be
the birth of Byzantine Greek ‘nationalism.’#? As such, attention was paid to the reappearance
of terms relating to Hellenic learning, positioning Greek as the sole language of Medieval
(Byzantine) Rome, and to reimagined ideas of Hellas itself. These are discussed in Section
Two.*! While we no longer accept that the period of the ‘Empire of Nikaia’ was the singular
age of proto-nationalism, recent research has demonstrated a stronger identification with
smaller regional polities. Almost mirroring the formulation of neighbouring kingdoms broadly
demarcated by singular ethno-linguistic groups, the Nikaian state demonstrated a usage of

36 Cf. Jorge Lopez Quiroga, et al., eds. Entangled Identities and Otherness in Late Antique and Early Medieval
Europe: Historical, Archaeological and Bioarchaeological Approaches, (Oxford: 2017).

37 The latter is best manifest through the translatio of various saints to the Bulgarian capital, chrysobulls claiming
authority over multiple ethne, and the Middle Bulgarian translation of the chronicle of Constantine Manasses.

38 Each of these are discussed at length in their respective chapters. For Bulgarian inheritance of a ‘Synklit’ or
‘senate’ see Ivan Biliarsky, Word and Power in Mediaeval Bulgaria, (Leiden: 2011), pp.346-351.

39 For Bulgarian texts referring to Byzantines as Greeks see Angel Nikolov, ‘Empire of the Romans or Tsardom
of the Greeks? The Image of Byzantium in the Earliest Slavonic Translations from Greek,” Byzantinoslavica, 65
(2007), pp.31-40.

40Apostolos Vacalopoulos, The Origins of the Greek Nation: The Byzantine Period, 1204-1461, (New Brunswick:
1970).

41 Sections 2.10, pp.122-127, 3.2, pp.135.
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Hellenism, continuing and accelerating a trend from before 1204, as elite Byzantine authors
positioned themselves as heirs to Classical Greece. Publications by Dimiter Angelov have
offered an understanding that the growth of terms such as Hellene and Hellas used extensively
by Nikaia, notably under Theodore II Laskaris, should continue to be considered a significant
development.*?

However, the Byzantine state which collapsed in 1204 was not Classical Greece but an ‘Empire
of the Romans’ governing parts of a Christianised thirteenth-century Balkans and Anatolia.
Those who had been subject to Constantinople’s governance until then spoke a multitude of
languages and formed part of the complexity of a multiethnic state. There is no question that
Greek, occasionally called Romaika, was the dominant language and that many of our authors
preferred locations where they could converse in their mother-tongue.** However, Greek was
not a homogenous language, it existed in a number of dialects and registers (both literary and
spoken), and the Roman character of an individual was not always assured by their being a
Greek speaker.** As discussed in Section Two, equating language with fidelity became an
ideological position born of exile.*> Multiple times Greek-speakers (referred to generally as
homoglotts) are appealed to on linguistic grounds in a shift that conflated Greek Hellenism
with Romanness to the exclusion of others. In that ideology, the language of the homoglotts
became an ideal of unity.

Linguistic-political identification runs contrary to the vast language diversity of the Byzantine
state. Greek, Latin, Armenian, Slavonic, Vlach, Turkish, Arabic, Syriac, and more were all
spoken in the Byzantine political community before 1204 and are an important reminder that
Romanness was more nuanced than association purely with one language.*® Considering Greek
to be the only language in which Roman identity was transmitted ignores our sources, never an
objective of history. If the theory of tranmslatio imperii, of a moving Roman centre to
Constantinople, can be postulated for pre-1204 Byzantium then it should not be ignored in
successor-states regardless of their success in retaking Constantinople.*’” While the centres of
Nikaia-Constantinople’s other major rivals; Epiros, Trebizond, Ras, and Turnovo, never

42 For a discussion of earlier literature of a national awakening in the period after 1204 see Michael Angold,
‘Byzantine “Nationalism” in the Nicaean Empire, BMGS, 1 (1975), pp.49-70; For a further refutation and proof
of existence some decades prior see Paul Magdalino, 'Hellenism and Nationalism in Byzantium,’ in: Tradition and
Transformation in Medieval Byzantium, (Aldershot: 1991), pp.1-29; Gill Page, Being Byzantine, pp.65-67.

43 See Section 3.7, p.173; Kaldellis, Romanland, pp.97-106.

44 John Tzetzes famously decried Cretans, Rhodians, and Chians as parts of foreign ethne gangs which plagued
Constantinople in the twelfth century. Tzetzes, Chiliades, ed. Petrus Leone, (Naples: 1968), 13, 11. 356-362, p.528.
45 Section 2.4-2.10.

46 Cf. Kaldellis, Romanland, pp.97-106.

47 This is also allowing for the coronation of a ‘Roman Emperor’ on Cyprus in 1183 by Isaak Komnenos of whom
the Cypriot sources confirm claimed the imperial title ‘kai pnuiletot Pacireds,” and minted coins as: ICAAKIOC
AECIIOTHC. See the sources discussed by Stavros Georgiou, ‘The Regime of Isaac Doukas Komnenos (1184-
1191) in Cyprus: The Testimony of Michael the Syrian,” Bizantinistica, 18.2 (2017), pp.191-200; For the
projection of Turnovo as new Constantinople or ‘Tsargrad’ in the fourteenth-century Bulgarian translation of
Constantine Manasses and the argument that it draws from a lost thirteenth-century copy written for John II Asan.
See Linda Yuretich, The Chronicle of Constantine Manasses, (Liverpool: 2018), pp.14-15n.77; Miliana
Kaimakamova, ‘Turnovo - New Constantinople: The Third Rome in the Fourteenth-Century Bulgarian Translation
of Constantine Manasses' "Synopsis Chronike,"” The Medieval Chronicle, 4 (2006), pp.91-104; Lubomira
Havlikova, ‘Les suppléments annalistes accompagnant la traduction moyen-bulgare de la Chronique de
Constantin Manasses et leur importance pour la formation et stabilisation de la conscience de la nationalité et
d’Etat bulgares aux XIIle-XIVe siécles/étude historique/,” in: Rapports, co-rapports, communications
tchécoslovaques pour le Ve Congrés de I'Association Internationale d’Etudes du Sud-Est Européen d Belgrade.
(Prague: 1984), pp.145-59.
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returned to a direct long-term political subordination within an empire of Constantinople they
still asserted themselves as political centres claiming Roman inheritance.

As this thesis will demonstrate in Section Three, a shared cultural community that transcended
political divisions survived imperial fragmentation. Known sometimes in scholarship as the
‘Byzantine Commonwealth,” a theory which oscillates in academic acceptance, it refers to a
shared Byzantine-Roman culture of the Balkans originally emanating from Constantinople.*®
With ties of common religion, political history, governance, art/architecture, it had at times
been reinforced by honorific titles creating a cultural hierarchy. However in the age of
fragmentation, the continued existence of a supra-political ‘land of the Romans’ or Romania
demonstrated a new meaning. In the thirteenth century, usage of the term Romania referred to
the lands subject to pre-1204 Constantinople. Divided between the Balkans and Anatolia, it
was further nuanced with repeated references to ‘East’ and ‘West’ in both Greek and Slavonic.*’
Since its usage outlasted the disintegration of Byzantine authority, we cannot read it as a
defined geopolitical construct but rather as a cultural one. A detailed description of Romania
survives, perhaps surprisingly, in an inscription from Turnovo dating to 1230 (discussed in
Section 3.16) Publicly displayed within the Bulgarian capital, Romania was described to the
people as a land formed of ‘Greek,” ‘Serbian,” ‘Albanian,” and ‘Bulgarian’ sections centred
around Constantinople [7Zsargrad], called often in Slavonic, as in Greek, simply ‘the City’
[Grad].*>® The fact that the Frankish conquest in 1204 did not end this ideology, merely altered
it, allowed for the coexistence of multiple tsars and/or emperors. Each of these peoples had
their own tsar/emperor, so rivalry was presented as an internal struggle to prove the dominance
of a single ruler who could claim hegemony of Romania.

Greek-language depictions of Romania after 1204 vary.’! It naturally privileged Greek-
speakers, but in 1219, amidst re-expansion, emphasis was given to distinguish between
Bulgarians who supported the Asanid state and those who were loyal to Romania.*> When
Epiros as Western Romania in 1225 sought to proclaim their own emperor, one letter from
Epiros to Nikaia responded to complaints they had dared elected their own contender for
rulership:

‘Let it be deemed just, then, that the one who alone in Constantinople has assumed the
imperial title— the azymite [Latin Emperor], the one who has gone astray in matters of

48 For the original theory see Dimitri Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern Europe, 500-1453,
(London: 1971); and its reappraisal, Peter Frankopan, Jonathan Shepard eds. Revisiting the Byzantine
Commonwealth: Nodes, Networks, and Spheres, (Oxford: 2025); in this period Vlada Stankovi¢, ‘Kinship,
Orthodoxy and Political Ideology: The Byzantines and the Balkans after the Catastrophe of 1204,
Byzantinoslavica, 80 (2022), pp.108-119; idem. ‘John II Asen (1218-1241), the Importance of Being Roman, and
the Battle for Dominance over Southeast Europe,’ in: Car Ivan Asen II (1218-1241). Sbornik po sluchai na 800-
godishninata ot negovo v’zhestvie na b’lgarski prestol [Emperor John II Asen (1218-1241). Volume
commemorating 800 years of his ascension to the Bulgarian throne], eds. Vassil Gjuzelev, Iliya Iliev and Kiril
Nenov, (Plovdiv: 2019), pp.49-54; cf. for an almost complete dismissal see Petar Angelov, ‘The Byzantines as
Imagined by the Medieval Bulgarians,’ in: State and Church: Studies in Medieval Bulgaria and Byzantium, eds.
Vassil Gjuzelev and Kiril Petkov, (Sofia: 2011), pp.47-82.

4 For the Greek Dytikoi see Section 0.55, p.30.

30 Kiril Petkov, The Voices of Medieval Bulgaria, Seventh-Fifteenth Century, The Records of a Bygone Culture,
(Leiden: 2008), p.425; Slavonic Inscription in A7, 2, pp.166-168; See also a similar description of the Bulgarian
Romania in Petkov, Voices, pp.276-277.

5! For pre-1204 depictions see Kaldellis, Romanland, pp.83-97.

52 See Section 3.7, pp.175-176.
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faith—should be called “emperor”; and likewise, that the ruler beyond the Haimos, the
Skythian [Bulgarian] Asan, should be addressed and magnified in writing as “most high
emperor,” while the one who has received the right of empire from his forefathers, and
who is rightfully called to it, is overlooked.

‘Kai dtkatoveBw Aourov 6 povn th Kovotavtivoundretl Tov faciAKOv Teptypoyapuevos
TAoTVo OV, O A[CJupitng, 6 Tepl TV ot GEAALS pévos, Pactieng ovopalechat, &t
0¢ Kai 0 10D Aipov katdpymv ZxHng Acdav kol Bactiedc DYNAOTOTOS AKOVETM Ko
peyoluvésbm €v ypdupaoct, mapopdcsdm 8¢ 0 10 dwkainpa thg Paciieiag £k TpoydvmV
AaPov kaii gig adtrv Sikaing kododuevooe.’?

Differences exist in the two languages in how Romania was generally envisioned. In Greek
Romania was often a united political community, while the Slavonic usage was more cultural
and allowed for different states. The Greek concept would generally avoid ethnonyms related
to contemporary ethno-linguistic peoples and rely instead on classical terms of Roman enemies,
presenting the land as composite but whole, while Slavonic could freely allow for the presence
of multiple emperors/tsars within Romania.

Ethnic presentation was not therefore uniform. Throughout this thesis several sources will
provide evidence for a preference for a Roman identity defined by language; others, for one
defined by kinship, spatial origin, communication, loyalty, or religion. Each offers grounds for
co-Romanness or recognition as homogene. We must also accept that for many peoples of this
period, the self-identifier of a Greek-speaker was not always as a Roman. In some cases, the
term Hellene or Graikos was preferred as less ambiguous in a multi-cultural setting.>* In
addition, geographical identifications could be used, either to express difference, or regionality,
or to invoke a reputation or tradition associated with that ethnonym. Sections One and Two
engage with this in the example of Paphlagonia.

33 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §26, pp.292.30-293.3; Yannis Stouraitis, ‘What did it mean to be ‘Roman’ in
Byzantium?,’ Revisiting the Byzantine Commonwealth, p.53.

54 Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, pp.202-216; Idem., Imperial Ideology, esp. pp.95-96; Page, Being Byzantine,
pp.66, 87; Paul Magdalino, Tradition and Transformation in Medieval Byzantium, (Aldershot: 1991).
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0.4. Constantinopolitan Exclusivism

‘I, meanwhile, a most pure Constantinopolitan [lit. unmixed, dxpoipvéstatog], and
who serves the most holy throne of Constantinople, by the grace of mightiest God, I
want and pray to have Constantinople unfailing in all things as according to the holy
laws laid down before us.

‘Eyo 8¢ Kovotavtivoumoditng GV dkepaipvEsTaTog, Kol Tod aytmtdtov 0pdvov Tiig
Kovotavtivovmdremg pépog yeyovag ti) yéprtt tod Ogod, kapuntatov, 0EAm Aai
guyopot Exetv 1ov Kovotavivoundiems dokovooalMotmg mhvia Td mopd tdv Beiov
Kavovav Emeotiun0évto adTd Tpovoua.™>

Over the course of the twelfth century, the value of ‘correct’ birth grew.>® This had obvious
aristocratic links but was also inextricably tied to geographical origin whereby certain
characteristics were believed to be either inherent or imbued. ‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism’
had grown in the late Komnenian period to denote a social disparity between capital and
provinces. That disparity made some people less Roman, less educated in Hellenic learning,
and consequently less like the people of Constantinople and more like ta ethne, the foreign-
speaking peoples beyond the imperial frontiers, where the rhetorical panspermia resided.>’
Theodore Balsamon’s words, quoted above, describe the purpose inherited by those who were
born to ‘purely’ Constantinopolitan families. Serving as nomophylax, chartophylax, and titular
Patriarch of Antioch, Balsamon became the legal canonist of Manuel I and continued in service
as a favoured poet until the later years of Isaak II Angelos (1185-1194). Consequently,
Balsamon proved to be at the literary and legal heart of the second half of the twelfth century.>®

By his death, Balsamon had finished his extensive commentaries discussing the
implementation and contraventions of canon law in the Orthodox Church. His two works, the
Nomocanon of XIV Titles and the Chronological Syntagma, divided the Byzantine world into
city and ‘outer provinces’ [E£w y®pati], focusing on issues of religious practice and non-
conformity, often seemingly critiquing and condemning the Byzantine provincial.>® Magdalino
is of the view that Balsamon altered canon 60 of the Council of Carthage whereby
‘provinciality and rusticity are confused’ so that the pagan tendencies of ‘outer villages’ [EEm
yopia], (a term referring to genuine agricultural workers), was conflated into ‘outer provinces’
tarring all with the same brush.®® Balsamon produced his final work in 1195, a series of answers
to questions asked by Markos III, Patriarch of Alexandria (1180-1209), of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate.®! When asked if the people of Alexandria should be living by imperial law, the
synod ruled:

55 Theodore Balsamon, Zovrayua t@v Osicwv koi igpdv kavévov, ed. Rhalles and Potles, (Athens: 1852-1859), 11,
pp. 285-286; Paul Magdalino, ‘Constantinople and the Outside World,” p.150.

56 Alexander Kazhdan, Change in Byzantine Culture Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, (Berkeley: 1985), pp.102-
110.

57 Page, Being Byzantine, pp.50-52, 69-70.

8 For a short biography see John McGuckin, ‘Theodore Balsamon,” in: Christianity and Family Law: An
Introduction, ed. John Witte, (Cambridge: 2017), pp.116-117. On his writings see Section 1.1, p.44.

9 Balsamon, Xbvrayua, 1I-1V, or PG 137-138; Paul Magdalino ‘Constantinople and the 8 ydpou in the time of
Balsamon,’ in Nicolas Oikonomides, ed., Byzantium in the Twelfth Century, (Athens: 1992), pp.179-98, here
p-185.

60 Magdalino, ‘Constantinople and the & ydpar,” p.187.

61 Balsamon, Zbvrayua, IV pp.447-496, trans. Patrick Demetrios Viscuso, Guide for a Church under Islam: The
Sixty-Six Canonical Questions Attributed to Theodoros Balsamon,; A Translation of the Ecumenical Patriarchate's
Twelfth-Century Guidance to the Patriarchate of Alexandria, (Brookline: 2014).
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‘According to the great apostle, “Whatever the law says, it says to those under the law”
[Romans 3:19]. Indeed, those boasting of an Orthodox life, whether they might be from
the East, or from Alexandria, or elsewhere, are called Romans, and must be governed
according to laws, but are not bound by the law that states, “A Roman man must not be
ignorant of law” [Ov 6&l "Popaiov dvdpa vopov dyvoeiv]. For only the inhabitants
[katowodvtec] of Rome, the Queen of Cities, which is fortified with suitable towers
and rich with many legal scholars, are bound by their fetters. For this reason, those who
claim to be ignorant of the law are not pardoned, whether they might be craftsmen, or
vagabonds, and ignorant of letters, since they are able to learn the content of the law
from their fellow inhabitants. Those who live outside of Rome, namely, peasants
[dypoton] and the rest, much more Alexandrians, who do not know the civil law, are
pardoned. At any rate, it is good for them to ask and learn legal prescriptions. However,
if it is hard to manage, they shall be worthy of pardon.’¢?

The distinctions drawn in this passage between Constantinopolitans and provincials attract
speculation. They fit into a larger context of imposing heavy distinctions, almost pejorative,
upon the non-Constantinopolitan. The ruling was that firstly, Alexandria was not subject to the
law, but it was good that they were interested, and that non-Constantinopolitans were
considered unlearned peasants and should seek to better themselves by learning from the
capital.

Disregard from the centre was at times met with provincial anger. The hoarding of wealth was
specifically resented. The letter of Michael Choniates to the imperial protasekretis, who had
not deigned to visit Athens but was demanding higher taxes, provoked outrage. Choniates’
rebuke ‘You, delicate citizens of Constantinople, unwilling to venture beyond your walls and
gates’ in the face of banditry and lawlessness at land and sea has been used to suggest a
critically strained relationship on both sides.®* Conversely, there has been in recent scholarship
an attempt to disprove Constantinopolitan Exclusivism as an ethnic term, and to focus on it
purely as an antiquated social distinction.®* That argument considers all internal Byzantine
identities as pseudo-identities, without genuine meaning of difference. It is an argument that
jumps centuries, conflating terminologies used in the High Roman world of the second century
with the Byzantine Roman of the twelfth.®> However, that model allows no room for the
political changes and social repercussions of the period 1180—-1235. Identities and ethnic
boundaries were constantly mutating and the processes by which peoples and regions left the
empire and established their own states must be considered with relation to a demonstrably
increasingly exclusive style of governance from the capital.

Byzantine texts lacked a singular consistent label or ethnonym for the provincial. They could
refer to them as rustics [dypoikol] or more generally as those who ostensibly were taxable

62 Ibid., p.454, trans. p.72-73.

9 MC, Epistulae, §50, p.69.52-53, ‘Ougic 84, & tpuoepoi tiic Kovotavtivov moAitor, o0dE 1od teiyovg kol tdv
ToA@V Tpokvmtely €0éAete.” The letter later discusses various commercial regions of the empire and the effects of
piracy, see lines 55-75; The extent to which economic pressures stimulated unrest and secession from the empire
is essentially outside of this thesis’ scope and a lack of evidence renders much to speculation. Shawcross believed
that as a solution to economic pressure all urban Athens had gained tax exempt status by 1204, see Teresa
Shawcross, ‘Golden Athens: Episcopal Wealth and Power in Greece at the Time of the Crusades,” in: Contact and
Conflict in Frankish Greece and the Aegean, ed. Nikolaos Chrissis, (London: 2016), pp.82-85; Angold, Church
and Society, p.145.

64 Anthony Kaldellis, ‘Provincial Identities in Byzantium,” in: Routledge Handbook on Identity in Byzantium, eds.
Michael Stewart, David Parnell, Conor Whately, (London: 2022), pp.248-262.

% Ibid., pp.252-254.
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subjects [vmnKkoot], but authors were inconsistent regarding how to depict populations in times
of instability. This was diversified in the late twelfth century by formerly Byzantine cities
which had rejected control or were now subject to foreign powers.5¢ Were these people Romans
awaiting liberation or had they become something else? This paradox, markedly increased
since the eleventh-century loss of Central Anatolia, rapidly escalated across the entire empire
from 1185 onwards. Many populations had found that there were substantial benefits, often
economic, to secession from imperial control. Seizing greater autonomy and choosing to ignore
imperial authority caused a further “crisis of identity” and ‘ideological destabilization.’¢’

In a well-studied case of the struggles within Byzantine ethnic ideological plurality, the
example of the Greek Orthodox population of the Lake Pousgouse/Skleos/Beysehir Golii) is
especially noteworthy.®® In 1142, Emperor John II Komnenos encountered this group while on
campaign near Ikonion/Konya. The people were insular; their economy tied purely to a local
network of rivers that they traversed with canoes. Since the Turks had taken Ikonion two
generations earlier, they had been left to ‘mix’ [émyuryvdpevol], forming ties of riverine
commerce and, according to our sources, ‘friendship’ [@iAiav].%° Our narratives state that the
loyalties of Lake Pousgouse to Constantinople were not so much divided as entirely discarded.
Their experience since imperial control had retreated in the 1070s had entirely superseded any
shared Roman heritage to the point that they considered the ‘Turks to be their neighbours’
[Tovpkoig... ¢ duopodoiv] and the ‘Byzantines as enemies’ [Popaiovg dg &x0povg].”’ They
refused both submission and displacement and, consequently, had to be attacked and defeated
in a difficult river-based campaign. The two sources that record the event, John Kinnamos and
Niketas Choniates, differ in their presentation. Kinnamos refers to the population as ‘Romaioi’
and describes their livelihood that it was possible for their canoes to travel to Ikonion and back
from the lake in a single day. Through such intermingling ‘through time and custom they had
united to the Persians (Turks) in character.’’! In a very similar narrative written a few decades
later, Choniates goes even further. Choniates reasons that despite being ‘Christianoi... through
time, custom is stronger than kinship and religion' [obt® ypoéve kpatvvBev €00g yévoug Kai
Opnokeiag éotiv ioyvpdtepov.]’? The grammatical and lexicographical similarity in the two
judgements strongly suggests that Choniates used Kinnamos’ account but had shifted the
terminology to reflect his own perspectives.”? He denies Romanness to the population. Gill
Page considered Choniates’ phrasing ‘a denial of the ethnic as well as the more obvious
political identity.”’* We could go further. The wording reflects Choniates’ own understanding
of ‘Roman’ as a conditional political identity. In the face of mass disintegration, his word had
lost its ethnic meaning. The episode neatly captures the development from Kinnamos, who

% Yannis Stouraitis, ‘Collective Identifications in Byzantine Civil Wars,” in: War and Collective Identities in the
Middle Ages, ed. Yannis Stouraitis, (Amsterdam: 2023), pp.103-104.

67 Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, pp.354-356.

% Yannis Stouraitis, ‘Roman identity in Byzantium,” pp.201-2; idem., ‘Reinventing Roman Ethnicity,” pp.70-94;
Jean-Claude Cheynet, ‘Rebellion and Treachery,” in: Mobility and Migration in Byzantium: A Sourcebook, eds.
Claudia Rapp, Johannes Preiser-Kapeller, (Vienna: 2023), pp.93-94; Alicia Simpson, Niketas Choniates: A
Historiographical Study, (Oxford: 2013), p.326.; Cf. Kaldellis, ‘Social Scope of Roman Identity,” pp.173-210.

% The verb of mixing is notably an antonym of Balsamon given above. NC, CD, §37.89-91, trans. pp.21-22. ‘31
Mppov xai axatiov toig Tkoviedotr Tovpkolg Emxyuryvopevol ov pévov v Tpog GAAAAOLE @ihioy €viedBev
€KpaTuvay, GAAL Kol Tolg Emtndedpuacty ovTdV £V TAEI001 TPOGESYNKAGLY.

70 Ibid.

"I Kinnamos, Epitome, §10, p.22.15-16, “xpdve yap 51 xoi £0g1 paxp@ ITEpoarg Tag yvouog voxpadivies foav),
T0140¢€ TVaL évevoet.”

2NC, CD, §37.92-93, trans. p.22.

3 Simpson, Choniates, pp.217-218.

4 Page, Being Byzantine, p.84.
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wrote for the successful generation of Manuel to the era of unrest under the Angeloi. For
Choniates, who wrote first for Alexios III Angelos in the 1190s and revised his Chronike
Diegesis in exile after the collapse of 1204, loyalty to the empire was a characteristic of the
Romans. Breaking that loyalty made one into something else, something other. These people
still spoke the language of the Romans and had the religion of the Romans, but their political
allegiance rendered them simply ‘Christians.’

Other moments within Choniates’ work portray a dichotomy posited between the inhabitants
of Constantinople, who consider the city their homeland and patris, and the untrustworthy
provincial ‘other.” Some of this reflects how personal experience impacted politics. The most
direct clash between the Constantinopolitans and the provincial happened immediately after
the capital fell in 1204. There, a group of individuals with whom Choniates self-identified as
‘eOmatpidoan’ [well-born] were confronted by the ‘@ypoikot kai dyeiaior’ [lit. the fieldworkers
and the common people] of the Constantinopolitan hinterland.”> Niketas left an account of his
exit from the city, his journey with his household, and an encounter with the villagers of Thrace.
As they passed through the nearest villages, he and his travelling party were confronted and
mocked:

‘Such was the fate that befell us and who were associated with us because of their
[similar] dress, as well as those who had participated in rhetorical studies with us.

Kai totadta pév 1 npétepa kol Tdv 01 GLVEKOIVAOVOLVY ULV GYNIOTOS KOl TGV AOYIK®Y
gv nebéEel mandevoewmy.’’

Both sides evidently shared basic language and an adjacency to the urban environment of the
capital, but differed in social class, education, and appearance. Choniates was a former head of
the civil service. The villagers, as Choniates’ narrative states, regarded the destruction and ruin
of the city’s elites as an ‘icomoAteia’ — an act of vengeful equality for their previous
arrogance.”’ While he assures the villagers that the Latins will shortly spread misery upon them
too, we encounter a paradox. Our major source for the Byzantine collapse Niketas Choniates,
was himself a provincial by birth. Despite having gained education and position in the capital,
his situation was vulnerable. The higher educational paths open to the student of the twelfth
century were usually to seek out further opportunities in the capital. Funding further education
required a patron or family connection, a debt that enhanced the familial ties between those
who engaged with this avenue of life and precluding them further from those who did not.
Choniates had achieved influence for a time but had fallen from office and was almost entirely

5 NC, CD, §593.70-73, ‘Oi 8' dykpoikot koi dyehoiol émekeptopovy ndAlov Toic £k Bulavtiov Npiv kai v &v
TTOYELQ KoL YOUVOTITL KaKoV)iov icomolTeiay dppovaog avopalov, ob Toig TV TEANG KaKoig madevdpevor.”

8 NC, CD, §594.79-80, trans. Rapp, Mobility and Migration, p.45; For awareness of group identity amongst elite
Byzantines see the recent publication of Samuel Pablo Miiller, Latins in Roman Byzantine Histories, (Boston:
2022), and alternate translation of this passage p.238. Miiller writes, ‘What emerges from these passages,
therefore, is a certain group consciousness among educated “bureaucrats” of high social rank, who, in addition to
their possession of a more elevated culture, could be identified by their dress.’

7 This word, classical in origin to refer to a civic equality, veered radically between usage in Byzantine sources
to insinuate a ‘commonwealth’ or ‘ally’ in the eleventh century, see Michael Attaleiates, The History, ed. Dimitris
Krallis, (London: 2012), 2.1 pp.12-3, ‘O0 pnv 8¢ GAAd koi of mote cOppayol kol Tfg icomoAteiog MUV
ocoppetéyovres,” and its late twelfth century usage by Eustathios, Niketas’ brother’s mentor, which demonstrates
arevived classical meaning of ‘equality,” see Eustathios of Thessaloniki, Eustathii metropolitae Thessalonicensis
opuscula, ed. Theophilus Tafel, (Frankfurt: 1832), p.83.6-7, ‘&v0a 1} idia icdtnc eivon vopiletar, kol icomoAreio
vevootat.” See Denis Zakythinos, ‘Byzance. Etat national ou multi-national?’ Asiziov ¢ Xpioniavixic
Apyoioroyikng Etaupeiog, 10 (1981), pp.40-41.
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bereft of any allies. The upper ranks of the former Constantinopolitan elite were not open to
him and he struggled for re-entry for the remainder of his life. When he lacked office, as
happened between 1203 and 1206 and again after 1211, Niketas Choniates was destitute. He
ranted against the aristocratic elite upon whose patronage he depended.”® The didactic element
of the field-workers’ passage given above, written after Choniates’ own final loss of office
should likely be read as a final strike against this closed elite, now that Choniates had become,
once more, part of the common people.

The texts which were both written by, and addressed to, this closed Constantinopolitan society
produced a variable definition of their opposing rival group. Sermons were delivered in
opposition to the increased external contacts with the twelfth century, particularly the crusading
movement. Read in a sermon before a Constantinopolitan congregation between 1194-97
Constantine Stilbes, future Metropolitan of Kyzikos, praised the relics within the city, which
made it Orthodoxy’s own Jerusalem. He urged his people to ignore Western Europe’s urge to
reconquer Jerusalem, and echoed a now familiar message for Constantinopolitans: ‘Even if
someone should summon us, even compel us, even if they happen to be very powerful, even
an archon, far from the high Jerusalem in which we were first born... let us not mix [unog
ovvavoypovOduev] with that rabble.’’® Determining who was included within that ‘us’
remained fluid.

Judgements are of course limited by representation of sources. With the notable exception of
Niketas Choniates’ Chronike Diegesis, much of the textual material detailing the period 1190—
1235 originates from high-ranking bishops, of either metropolitan or archdioceses. Its
relevancy remains questionable. In the first half of the age of exile, we have little but dossiers
of letters from ecclesiastic individuals, primarily engaging in artistic rhetorical
communications of the sort that once dominated Constantinopolitan clerical education and
literary salons. A handful of imperial chrysobulls and papal letters are rounded out by
manuscripts which contain colophons and invocations testifying to local events. However, as
the province became the centre, and authors became more invested in their local environments
these sources do provide the scope to support this thesis’ hypothesis that in the first half of the
thirteenth century much is unstable, shifting, and innovative in internal understandings of
Byzantine ethnicity and the limits of collective groupings.

8 Simpson, Choniates, pp.30-31.

7 Bernard Flusin, ‘Didascalie de Constantin Stilbés sur le Mandylion et la Sainte Tuile,” REB, 55 (1997), pp.78-
79, ‘§11.3-13 ‘Kawv 1ig fudg €0’ adtov TpockaAfjtat, kv tpocPialntal, kav péyag tuxov Suvaotng, Kov apyukdc,
noppe Tov THG VYMAfc TepovcouAnu &v N yeyevvAuedo L&y TV apyfiv... Imdé cvvavaypovOBuey TOATIKE
ovpeet®;’; Eshel, Elect Nation, p.152.
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0.5. Terminologies

Several terms can be traced across the source material from c.1190—c.1235 which demonstrate
the significance and/or mutability of language of inclusion. For the purposes of this thesis these
refer to ethnos, genos, patris, panspermia, homoglottoi, and alloglottoi. A discussion of these
terms is given below.°

0.51. Ethnos

Studies of the language of ethnicity in the Byzantine millennium have naturally focused on the
most conventional means of referring to a collective people as an ethnos [£6vog].®! From this
word comes the entire sub-field of Byzantine ethnography and ethnic studies. Ethnos was
broader than the modern strict identifications of a ‘people ‘but referred to a community sharing
a language, religion, and/or who populated a region or state. This might be the majority
population or, conversely, in Medieval Byzantine contexts could designate a recognised
minority amongst a majority population. One thirteenth-century document even outlines the
permissions allowed to foreign peoples provided they maintain a separate quarter.3?

In Byzantine Greek, there was a privileged position for an ethnos of a chosen people, normally
identified as Roman, Greek-speaking, and (Orthodox) Christian. Other Christian contexts
offered different usages of ethnos.®® In one recent work, Shay Eshel performed a study of the
‘Elect Nation Concept’ as various authors positioned Byzantine Romans as sole heirs to the
Old Testament Israelites. He identified both the creation of the paradigm and the struggle to
assert a chosen ethnos status for Byzantium. The theologically universal message of
Christianity allowed for significant flexibility regarding who was included within the
Byzantine ethnos. However, in the face of the Frankish conquest of Jerusalem in 1099 and the
ascendancy of the Papacy, such ties were challenged. Both tore at the idea of the empire of
Constantinople and a chosen Roman ethnos as the centre of Christianity. 8

In opposition to a chosen ethnos were the ethne [t £0vn]. In the plural, ethne broadly referred
to all non-Orthodox and/or foreign-speaking (in this thesis ‘alloglot’) peoples and is translated
as ‘foreigners’ or ‘gentile nations.’®> Byzantine ethnography selectively used the language of
the Hellenistic age and Early Christianity. For example, the Psalm 118 v. 10-11:

‘All the nations surrounded me, but in the name of the Lord, I defeated them.

8 The model for encomium written by the fourth century author Menander Rhetor remained unchanged for many
centuries. It established the importance of praising first patris, then genos, and ultimately if further exempla were
needed, one’s ethnos. Menander Rhetor, ed. and trans. Donald Russell and Nigel Wilson, (Oxford: 1981), pp.79-
81.

81 Christopher Jones, “"E@vog and I'évog in Herodotus,” The Classical Quarterly, 46.2 (1996), pp.315-20.

82 As is described by one thirteenth-century synod by Chomatenos, in: Analecta Sacra, ed. Pitra, Cap. CLXXXVI
‘ad C. Cabasilam,’ cols. 661-664, trans. Rapp, Mobility and Migration, pp.379-380.

8 Anthony Kaldellis, Ethnography after Antiquity: Foreign Lands and Peoples in Byzantine Literature
(Philadelphia: 2013), pp.57-59, 130; David Olster, ‘Classical Ethnography and Early Christianity,” in The
Formulation of Christianity by Conflict through the Ages, (New York: 1995), pp.9-31; Todd Berzon, Classifying
Christians. Ethnography, Heresiology, and the Limits of Knowledge in Late Antiquity, (California: 2016), pp.30-
36.

8 Eshel, Elect Nation, pp.139-184, esp. p.150.

8 Kaldellis, Ethnography after Antiquity; Page, Being Byzantine, pp.92, 135; Stouraitis, ‘Collective
Identifications,” p.103.
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ndvta ta £6vn ExdKAmody pe, Kol T@ ovopatt Kupiov Ruovauny avtods: kKukAdoovteg
EKUKAOOGY pe, Kol T® ovopatt Kvpiov quuvéunv avtovg:.’

Textual diversions into the realms of foreign ethne are some of the most conservative passages
of Byzantine Greek. Using ancient ethnonyms of ‘Persian,” ‘Moesian,” ‘Ausones’ and
‘Hagarene’ etc. allowed Byzantine authors to retain the perennial opposition of binary models
from Classical Antiquity.® The paradigm of ‘Greek vs. Barbarian’ used by Attic authors
through processes of Romanisation and imperial assimilation became that of ‘Roman vs.
Barbarian,” and through Christianization was transformed into a single chosen Byzantine
Roman Christian ethnos vs. the ethne. Because the true Roman ethnos was central to
Christianity, when creating distinctions between this chosen ethnos and the ‘other’ ethne, the
opportunity was created for critiquing the culture of another people within the genre of
Christian heresiology.?” As this became imbued with the concept of unmixed genos vs a mixed
panspermia of ethne (as explained below, pp.33—34) the importance of a ‘pure’ ethnos grew.

The relevance of this development for the period 1195 to ¢.1235 relates to the ongoing claims
for legitimacy and succession to the Empire of the Romans and a chosen elite people of God.
There remained a chosen people and then all others surrounding them. However, given the
performativity of Romanness and its political disintegration, the territory to which the Roman
ethnos inhabited was subjective, and increasingly narrow.

0.52. Genos

Genos [yévog] had two main functions in late Komnenian society and its literary rhetoric.
Firstly, it denoted cultural groups. From the twelfth century ideas of being ‘Roman by genos,’
were often synonymous with ethnos and with a general, but not consistent, hierarchical
conception that several gene constituted an ethnos.3® Secondly, genos served to denote the
presence or absence of familial nobility.? In cases of imperiality, for example of the Komnenoi-
Doukai genos, it functioned as a dynastic and rhetorical flourish often translated as ‘family’ or
‘dynasty.” However, the Byzantines also used this term in a broader sense.

Rodolphe Guilland was first to study the usage of genos in Byzantine literature, establishing
its re-entry in the ninth century into the language describing nobility.”® This middle Byzantine
reintroduction of the patronymic genos emphasising the family connections of individuals was
a powerful element of the late Komnenian world, which created something akin to a formal
aristocratic class. Sporadic evidence does detail evidence of legal barriers and limits to social
mobility based on genos (see pp.57-58).°! The most recent study of pre-1204 Byzantium further
confirmed the role of genos in the rhetoric of inheritance and characteristics. Conceived
alongside patris (fatherland); the two bestowed a likeness from parent to child.*?

8 Kaldellis, Ethnography after Antiquity, pp.106-117.

87 Berzon, Classifying Christians, esp.23-29; Eshel, Elect Nation, p.193.

88 Stouraitis, ‘Byzantine Romanness,” p.135.

% The genos had a range of other minor applications, sometimes referring to language group or geographical but
these were less common.

%0 Rodolphe Guilland, ‘La noblesse de race a Byzance,” Byzantinoslavica, 9 (1948), pp.307-14.

! For the claim see Malatras, Social Stratification, p.26; for contradicting views see Paul Magdalino, ‘Court
Society and Aristocracy,” in: 4 Social History of Byzantium, ed. John Haldon, (Oxford: 2009), 229-230; Jean-
Claude Cheynet, The Byzantine Aristocracy and its Military Function, (Aldershot: 2006), 1, p.42.

92 Nathan Leidholm, Elite Byzantine Kinship, ca. 950-1204: Blood, Reputation, and the Genos, (Amsterdam:
2019), pp.23-24, 61-62.
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The use of genos in compounds proliferates. With homogenés, for example, meanings of
commonality and inclusion are intended. Adversely, the gradual establishment of something
akin to a more distinct and exclusive system of birth seems to have shifted in the reign of
Manuel I. This was the period when the conception of being noble, eugenés, became legally
distinct from that of ignoble, dysgenés, to the extent that marriage between one and the other
became, without imperial sanction, punishable by law.”® The exclusion of middling and second
rank families from the highest offices of state reduced career opportunities. The church, legal,
and bureaucratic paths remained viable as means of progression, but these too saw most of the
high offices held by aristocrats. It is notable that barriers to social mobility ultimately caused
significant discontent, firstly under Andronikos Komnenos (1182—-85), and later, in the exiled
state of Nikaia, during the reign of Theodore II Laskaris (1254—1258). Both rulers attempted
to promote new men, running contrary to the preferences and opinions of their established
eugeneis.>*

The eugeneis feature strongly in one key narrative of the appointment of Michael VIII
Palaiologos as regent, prior to him seizing imperial power in Nikaia in 1258. In a well-known
passage, Palaiologos was depicted as having been elevated to the throne supported by a ‘golden
line’ of archontes (wealthy prominent men)” united by their ‘eugenés’ and megalogenés, or
‘high genos.”*¢

‘The other eugeneis... and as many others whom the golden line of megalogenés had
bound together.

Oi... edyevelc @Ahol..xai 6oor &AAOL Oic 1 uHEYOAOYEVRG GElpd Kol YPULGH
ovykekpomTo.””’

Our source, the historian George Pachymeres described with the term megalogenés, a rare word
revived in late-thirteenth-century usage, repurposed from a Homeric invocation.”® Pachymeres
used it to describe the network of elite kinship supporting the early Palaiologan state. Despite
the fact that several of these families would have struggled to be called ‘golden’ in twelfth-
century Komnenian Constantinople, they were those who had cemented their genos’ status in
Nikaia.

%3 Balsamon, Zovrayuo, IV, p.189 trans. Paul Magdalino, Empire of Manuel Komnenos, 1143-1180, (Cambridge:
1993), p.211.

%4 Angelov, Imperial Ideology, pp.215-234; idem. Byzantine Hellene, pp.124-127.

95 A generic term of elite status defined best as means of wealth production and protection of it. See Malatras,
Social Stratification, pp.73-74, 113; On different levels of archontes, i.e. either relatives of the emperor or not,
see Actes Chilandar, 1, p.269.

% Dionysios Stathakopoulos, ‘The Nicacan Emperors and the Aristocracy,” Byzantina Symmeikta, 33, (2023),
pp-219-246; Angold, Exile, pp.80-88; Aleksandar Jovanovi¢, Michael Palaiologos and the Publics of the
Byzantine Empire in Exile, c¢.1223-1259, (Cham: 2022), pp.85-90.

97 Pachymeres, I, §21. The families involved were Tzamantouroi, Laskarides, Tornikioi, Strategopouloi, Raoul,
Palaiologoi, Vatatzai, Philai, Kavallarioi, Nestongoi, Kamytzai, Aprenoi, Angeloi, Livadarioi, Tarchaneiotai,
Philanthropenoi, and Kantakouzenoi.

%8 liad, 8.1.
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0.53. Patris: A Changing Emphasis on Birthplace, Autochthonous and
Authigeneis

Patris [matpig] literally refers to one’s ‘fatherland,’ the place of one’s origin, and is a common
word in Byzantine Greek. In theory, every individual had at least one patris (and sometimes
multiple patrides) that they in some way represented. While this could refer to Romania and
the entire territories subject to Constantinople, more commonly it referred to the specific place
of one’s birth, either a province or city.” The convention was that a developed, wealthy and
religiously notable homeland was superior to the one of rustic character, where education,
virtue, and faith were less developed. At the top of the hierarchy of Byzantine patrides was
Constantinople and, as seen above with regards to ‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism,’ it existed
in a class of its own. Other centres would gain literary reification as Constantinople diminished,
but, before 1204, this had not yet occurred to any meaningful extent.!®

When one wished to refer to the inhabitants being native to a particular town, the term
autochthon [a0tdyOmv] was employed. Autochthon in a Byzantine context occurs in lexica,
commentaries, but most obviously in the Old Testament. A literal translation of Leviticus 24:16
reads:

‘And he that names the name of the Lord, let him die the death: let all the congregation
of Israel stone him with stones; whether he be a stranger or a native [a0tdyOmv], let him
die for naming the name of the Lord.

ovopdlwv 6¢ 10 dvopa Kvpiov, Bavate Bovatovcbw: AiBoig MBoforeit®m avtov naca
N ovvaywyn TopaniA: €4v te TpoonAvTtog, EGv € aNTOYO®V, &V TG OVOUAGAL OVTOV TO
vopa Kvpiov, tedevtato.’

Autochthon and its synonym authigenés therefore exist within a paradigm of indigeneity (as
opposed to migration). It is not always loaded with implications of preferential treatment, but
as seen above and in Section 0.4, the growth of Constantinopolitan Exclusivism had
accentuated attitudes. A different earlier view was given by Stephanos Skylitzes, future
Metropolitan of Trebizond, in his commentary to Aristotle’s works (c.1130):

‘An autochthon is one who has not migrated or colonists from other lands, or if they
come from another land have remained in this land for many years, so that they might
be similar to the autochthones, like those similar to the [autochthones] of
Constantinople.

AvtoyBovac sivol Kai pi petavaotog Kol amoikovg GAANG ydpag 1, Kav amo GAANG
ydpag NAOoV, GAL’ 0DV ypdvoug noMoug smuswou a0 m YdpQ, tva glgv dpyoiot kol
Katd TodTo TANGiov TV avToydOVeV, OC oi mAnciov 1@V &v Kovotavtvouroier. !

9 Johannes Koder, ‘Space and Identity: Byzantine Conceptions of Geographic Belonging,’ in: Spatialities of
Byzantine Culture from the Human Body to the Universe ed. Myrto Veikou and Ingela Nilsson, (Leiden: 2022),
pp-217-218; Claudia Rapp, ‘The Christianization of the Idea of the Polis in Early Byzantium,” in: Proceedings of
the 22nd International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Plenary Papers, (Sofia: 2011), pp.263-84.

100 Clive Foss, Nicaea: A Byzantine Capital and Its Praises, (Brookline: 1996); or Bessarion’s encomium of
Trebizond in Scott Kenendy, Tiwo Works on Trebizond, (London: 2019), pp.59-216.

101 Hyugo Rabe, Stephani in artem rhetoricam commentarium, (Berlin: 1896), p.280.17-20; Wanda Wolska-Conus,
‘A propos des Scholies de Stéphanos a la Rhétorique d'Aristote: L'auteur, I'ceuvre, le milieu,” Actes du XIVe
Congrés International des Etudes byzantines, (Bucharest: 1976), II1, pp.599-606; Magdalino, ‘Constantinople and
the Outside World,” p.156.
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There is no singular source that presents what a fatherland meant to the Byzantines. Patris
could refer both to the empire at large and to a single city; it could be the place of family, yet
it was also the place from which at least part of one’s physical and mental ethnic characteristics
came.!? In Section 1.5, Nicholas Mesarites views his indigeneity, that he had not migrated, as
a point of prestige. For those who considered their patris to be a mark of social distinction
‘evmatpiong’, the mark of being ennobled by birth within a patris, features prominently.

Exchanging Homelands

Ten years into the chronology of this thesis, the patris of most of our authors was lost to foreign
conquest. It therefore inspired changes to how patris should function in a world where
Constantinople was no longer the political centre. We possess a highly insightful thirteenth-
century analysis of patris in the writings of Michael Choniates, brother of Niketas and former
Metropolitan of Athens, as he wrote to a colleague on the subject in 1208. The letter was a
reply to a letter of Manuel Beriboes, likely a deacon, who having spent much of his adult life
in Constantinople had recently returned to his birthplace Chalkis/Euripos, on the island of
Euboea. We may assume that the letter was a somewhat tropic complaint about the rustic nature
of Beriboes’ new environs compared to the capital. However, Choniates set forth a defence of
Chalkis as Beriboes’ original and true patris. Choniates, himself in exile, wrote:!'%3

‘Therefore, you do not view your return from Byzantium to Euboea as a return to your
patris, but as an ostracism and another exile to foreign lands. For you do not love your
native soil, but rather you are distressed as a stranger, and like the righteous Lot you are
tormented in your soul by the deeds of the lawless.!* Longing for a better patris think
yourself a stranger and an interloper amongst those present...’

[...] But, in this philosophical state of being a stranger, what are you to those in Chalkis
[Euboea] who are being tyrannically and barbarically taxed, to pray to be preserved
from further abuse, if yet you rejected, as one who lives there, merely the brotherly love
to the affairs of your brothers or the matters of homogenon. As a benevolent person, do
you reject the numerous responsibilities of charity?’

‘évtedBev kol v €k Bulavtiov gig v EbPorav éndvodov ov kaBodov €nt matpida fy
avarapyty oldpeVog AOQUPOL O OGTPAKIGUOV O Kol BAANV €’ AAAOSOTOIg LY V-
0V Yap Ayandc olk®V TATplov E60Pp0og, SVGKOANIVELS 08 HAAAOV MG TOPOIKMY KOl KOTA
OV dlkaov A®T TV yuynv 10ic &pyolg t@v dfécumv Pacavildpevog. Thg yop
kpeittovog motpidoc E€piépevog, Eévov ceavtov TV moapodvtov  vouilelg kol
nopenionuov [...]

[...] dtap oVTol EEVOLIEVED PIAOGOQMG Ti G0t Kol T01g v XaAKIdL d0CHLOAOYOLHEVOLG
TVUPOVVIKDG 1€ Kol PapPapikdc, ®g ebyecbar dwatnpeicbon thg €mnpeiog tHode
avatepov, €l U ve dpa <td> TAV AOEAP®V OIKEIOVUEVOS OC PIAAOEAPOG T T TV

192 On patris as community and birthplace of peoples outside Constantinople see Paul Magdalino, ‘Honour among
Romaioi, The Framework of Social Values in the World of Digenes Akrites and Kekaumenos,” BMGS, 13 (1989),
pp-183-218; on patris for Constantinopolitans see Catia Galatariotou, ‘Travel and Perception in Byzantium,” DOP,
47 (1993), pp.221-241.

103 The irony, that Michael Choniates had himself famously lambasted Athens for its rustic character some twenty
years earlier is absent.

1041t is ambiguous if this refers to the Latins or Beriboes’ internal struggles.
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OHoyeEVDY OmADS ¢ OWUAVvOpmTog amndiém v T@v  épdvav  moAvapOLoV
gvdeléyeiay;’ 103

Michael Choniates’ letter offers a number of interesting perspectives. Firstly, that in the current
context patris was not something an individual could change. Secondly, that the population of
Chalkis, sharing a patris with Beriboes, were considered homogeneis with Beriboes and that
as a man of means he had obligations both to the people and the place. This was also the view
of the eleventh-century judge and historian Michael Attaleiates. Born in Attaleia/Antalya he
expressed in a monastic typikon for his foundation in Constantinople a belief that God had
allowed him to prosper despite being born of a foreign genos [1] ToD yévovg amarriotpimcig] to
other Constantinopolitans.!%

Precisely the opposite conception, that a patris could be gained, had been the subject of an
oration written for the arrival of the nine-year-old Princess Agnes of France before her marriage
to the future Alexios II (1180—-1183) in summer 1179:

‘After journeying from the land of her fathers [motpidtig, epic form of matpig, usually
for barbarian homelands] she prepared to come to this land, which we would not say is
unrepresentative of God, and she considered this to be a patris for all, where one would
do well.

kol €é€elfodoa €K TH¢ TaTpLdTId0S Yig Kol cuokevacapévn EABETV gig yiv, fiv ovk av
glmotpev pun kaBomodeifon Bedv, Ehoyicato Kai avth Tatpida ooy etval, dTovmep Av
v mpartor Tig; 107

Eustathios’ oratory for Agnes, who had a long life in Constantinople after her marriages to
Alexios II and Andronikos, was borne out by later events. Married after 1204 to Theodore
Branas, Agnes became a conduit for conqueror and conquered. Under the Latins, despite having
lost her French she still served as an ally for a Frankish takeover of Byzantium.!°® Branas
became notable as the only named Byzantine noble serving them. In 1206, he was kaisar
holding Didymoteichon and Adrianople reportedly as much in his wife’s name as his own.!%

105 MC, Epistulae, §152, p.246.29-42.

106 Michael Attaleiates in Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents, ed. and trans. John Thomas and Angela
Constantinides Hero (Washington D.C.: 2000), §19.28.

107 peter Wirth, ed., Eustathii Thessalonicensis opera minora (magnam partem inedita), (Berlin: 1999), §15,
p-256.25-27, Author’s translation, cf. Andrew Stone, Eustathios of Thessaloniki: Secular Orations 1167/8 to 1179
(Leiden: 2013), p.161. Panegyric since the 2™ century CE had focused on the successes of empire. Eustathios’
over-emphasis on common patrides drew on models since Aelius Aristides (117-c.180), emphasising cultural
assimilation as a means of praising imperial achievement and the extent of their power. Aristides’ encomium of
travel within the Roman Empire describing North-Western Anatolia claimed that: ‘“Travel is now easy since the
whole world is like one man’s patris [vv yodv EEgott kai "EAAnvi kol BapPapm kai to avdtod kopifovtt kol yopig
v avtod Padilew dmov Podretar padime, dtexvd ¢ €K matpidog gig moTpida fovir] Aelius Aristides, Poung
gykopov ed. Wilhelm Dindorf, Aristides, 1, (Leipzig: 1829, repr. Hildesheim: 1964), Jebb edition, p.225.20-22.
For ‘matpiovng’ see Richard Porson, @wtiov 1o mozpidpyov Aécewv ovvoywyn, 2, (Cambridge: 1822), p.402.

108 Robert of Clari, trans. Norton, p.79.

109 Filip Van Tricht, The Latin Renovatio of Constantinople, (Leiden: 2011), pp.151-158; Geoffroy de
Villehardouin, La Conquéte de Constantinople, E. Faral (¢éd), (Paris: 1961), §404-423; Ewan Short, ‘The Agency
and Authority of Agnes of France and Margaret of Hungary in the Aftermath of the Fall of Constantinople (1204-
1206),” Question Journal, 3 (2019), pp.28-37.
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0.54. Homoglotts and Alloglotts

‘And again, there is the Hellenikon [lit. Hellenism/Greekness] being both of the same
blood and homoglosson [lit. of the same language], and common establishments of the
gods and customs of the same type, of which it would not be fitting that the Athenians
become traitors.

av01c 8¢ 10 EAMVIKSV, €0V SUonpov T Kai OpudyAmccov, kol Oedv i8pduatd e kot
Kai Bucion §j0ed te dudTpoma, TOV TPoddTag yevésHor Adnvaiovg ovk Gv v Eyot.” 0

Homoglotts, Ionic Greek homoglossoi, and later atticized to homoglottoi
[opdyhoooovopdyrmttol] is used by our sources to identify individuals with whom they
shared a mother-tongue.!!! The term originated with the father of History, Herodotos, in the
fifth century BCE. In a performative context, homoglotts could imply an ethno-linguistic group
bound together by mutual intelligibility and extending as far as this community was spread.!!?
Its antonym, alloglotts [aALOYAwcoOVaAAOYA®TTOL] implied linguistic otherness. From 1180—
1204, as the empire lost several key territories, Greek authors could define most renegade
peoples by this. It further reinforced the conception of a Greek-speaking Roman ethnos,
primarily based around Constantinople, opposed by speakers of other languages, allowing an
additional ethnic element to the ‘ethne.’

It must be maintained that despite the claims, linguistic cohesion was far from assured.
Historical linguists, notably Juan Signes Codofier, have posited the existence of Byzantine
dialects. This theory positions Hellenization of indigenous Anatolian languages as a slower,
even ongoing, process in the medieval period.'!? It potentially creates sub-divisions of Greek-
speakers. In Anatolia, dialect operated as a mark of distinct ethnicity, referred to as ‘coAotkog’
and the study of non-Atticizing Greek in a Byzantine sphere has grown in recent years. Previous
assumptions that only Pontic Greek can be studied or reconstructed have been challenged.!!'*
While Pontic Greek has produced the most material, it was the conclusion of the editors of The
Cambridge Grammar of Medieval and Early Modern Greek that Pontic grammatical
constructions and morphology can be hypothetically extended to Cappadocia and then the
surrounding regions.!!> While these might not have been fully independent languages, more
akin to regional dialects, the theory that this can create sub-imperial identities is supported by

119 Nigel Wilson, ed., Herodoti historiae 8.144, 2 vols. (Oxford: 2015). Adapted translation.

11 On the paradigm of homoglotts and alloglotts, terms which exist within linguistic studies in a not dissimilar
sense to the Byzantine usage, see the monumental study by Louise Dabéne which popularised the terminology in
modern research of concepts of ‘native’ and ‘mother-tongue,’ see Reperes sociolinguistiques pour l'enseignement
des langues, (Paris: 1994); Laurent Gajo ‘Lieux et modes d'acquisition du FLE: enseignements, pratiques,
pratiques d'enseignements,” Bulletin suisse de linguistique appliquee, 71 (2000), pp.15-33; and more recently in
exegetical studies of historical interlingualism by Wolfgang Vondey, ‘A Political Theology of Glossolalia:
Reconciling the Tongues of Babel, Jerusalem, and Corinth.’ Journal of Pentecostal Theology, 33.2 (2024), pp.233-
251.

12 For discussions of these terms see Savvas Kyriakidis, ‘The idea of civil war in thirteenth and fourteenth-century
Byzantium,” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta, 49 (2012), pp.243-256; Stouraitis, ‘Collective
Identifications,’ pp.140-142.

113 Juan Signes Codofier, ‘Identity through language in the Byzantine Commonwealth,” Revisiting the Byzantine
Commonwealth, pp.66-791 idem., ‘Byzantine identity: territory and language,” in: The Mediterranean: A View
from the East, ed. Daniela Dueck, (Seville: 2024), pp.195-220.

114 For an overview see Angela Ralli, ed. The Morphology of Asia Minor Greek. Selected Topics, (Boston: 2019),
esp. pp-1-15.

115 David Holton et al. ‘Morphosyntax,” The Cambridge Grammar of Medieval and Early Modern Greek,
(Cambridge: 2019), pp.1767-1858, esp. pp.1819-1820.
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the works of sociolinguists who argue that language is only a secondary aspect to ethnicity,
subordinate to homeland, region, and social class.!!®

The Roman author Polybios (200-118 BCE), was particularly influential in Byzantine
depictions of sameness and otherness.!!” In the second century BCE, Polybios recorded the
precursor to Republican Rome’s invasion of the Balkans. The claim was made that the Greeks
had never been subjugated by a foreign people, for their historical conflicts were merely a
hegemonic struggle between those, who were homophyloi to each other.!'® The Macedonian
advocate then took the stance that it was the alliance with an invading foreign power from Italy,
the allophyloi, which was a greater threat. The Republican Romans who gathered as a ‘cloud
from the west’ [vépog amo Thig éomépog] were a danger to both ‘yourselves and all of Greece.”!!”
Although in later centuries the ‘Romans’ became the Greek-speakers themselves, the paradigm
remained remarkably consistent. Byzantine ethnicity, like Greek ethnicity, was paradoxical.
Self-identifying regions could be divided and hostile but also potentially united around a
broader concept.

A second essential paradigm adopted by thirteenth-century Byzantines from Polybios’
Historiae related to the composition of armies. The paradigm, originally relating to Carthage
but later transposed to any other polity, was that armies were inferior when they were neither
‘homoethne’ nor ‘homoglottoi.’ In narrating Carthaginian attempts at rebuilding after the First
Punic War, Polybios writes:

‘The consequence was that when the total force was assembled... it produced at once a
spirit of dissension and sedition, and the soldiers began to hold constant meetings,
sometimes of particular nations and sometimes general. As they were neither all
homoethneis nor homoglotts, the camp was full of confusion and tumult and
turbulence. For the Carthaginian practice of employing hired troops of various
nationalities is indeed well calculated to prevent them from combining rapidly in acts
of insubordination or disrespect to their officers, but in cases of an outburst of anger or
of slanderous rumours or disaffection it is most prejudicial to all efforts to convey the
truth to them... Some of these troops were Iberians, some Celts, some Ligurians, and
some from the Balearic islands; there were a good many mix-Hellenes [pu&éAinveg],
mostly deserters and slaves, but the largest portion consisted of Libyans. It was
therefore impossible to assemble them and address them as a body or to do so by any
other means; for how could the general be expected to know all their languages? And
again to address them through several interpreters, repeating the same thing four or five
times, was, if anything, more impracticable...The consequence was that everything was
in a state of uncertainty, mistrust, and confusion.

‘domep Gua T@ cvAdeyOfivon TavTag... €00€C deopd Kol oTAoIS €yevvaTo Kol
oLVOpPOUOL GUVEXETS EYIVOVTO, TOTE PEV KATO YEVT, TOTE & OpHoD TAVTOV. ®G O™ v uid’

116 Stephen May, ‘Language rights: Moving the debate forward,” Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9 (2005), pp.319-
347, esp. pp.328-332; John Edwards, Language, Society and Identity, (Oxford: 1985).

117 polybios, The Histories, ed. and trans. William Paton (Cambridge, M.A.: 2010), 9.28, 29; On Polybios’ works
in Byzantium of which all but the first five of his forty book Historiae come exclusively through Byzantine
anthologies and excerpta, see Panagiotis Manafis, (Re)Writing History in Byzantium: A Critical Study of
Collections of Historical Excerpts, (London: 2020), pp.226-228; John Moore, The Manuscript Tradition of
Polybius, (Cambridge: 1965).

18 polybios, §9.37.7-8, ‘tdte pév yop vnep fyepoviog kai §6Eng éphotipgicle Tpog Ayatovg koi Mokeddvag
OpLo@OAOVG Kai TOV ToVTOV Nyeudva dimmov.’

119 Ibid. §9.37.8.3, ‘cpdv adTdv éneonacuévorl Kol kord maong EAlddoc.’
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0pocOv@Y uno’ opoyAAOTTOV DIap)ovVTOV, TV dEiag kol BopvPov Kol Tig Aeyopévng
TOpPng mAfpeg 10 otpotdmedov. Kapyndovior yap del ypdpevor moikidoig kol
cBogopikaic Svvhpest, mPOg HEV TO UN TOYEMS GLUEPOVICOVTOS AmEBEV unde
SvokatanifkTong givan Toig fyovpévolg 0pddc otoydlovial, molodvieg €k TOAGY
yYevév v dOvauy, Tpog 6& 1O yevouévng opyng 1 SaPorfg §j otdoews dddEon kol
mpabvol kol petadeivar todg fyvonkdtac OAocyepdS AoTOXODGIV. oD Yap olov
avBpomivn xpficOot kaxig cvpPaivel Tag TotavTag duvapels, dtav draé gig Opynv Koi
dwfolnv Eunécmot TPog Tvag, AAAL" dmodnplodceOat 0 TeEAEVTOIOV KOl TOPAGTOTIKNV
appavery §140eotv. O kol Tdte GLVEPT Yevéshon mepi avtovg foav yap ol pev IPnpec,
o1 62 Keltot, Tiveg 8¢ AryvoTtivor kai Boapeic, ovk OAiyor 8¢ wEEAANveS, GV ol mheiovg
adToporoL kai SodAor T 88 péytetov pépog adTdv v AiPuec. S16mep ot dkkAncibcot
cvvadpoicavio mévrag Opod dvvatdv fv odt’ ANV oddepiov evpécBor Tpdc TodTo
pnYoVV. TG YOp 010V TE; TOV HEV YOp oTPaTNYOV £idéval TAG EKACTOV SIOAEKTOVG
4ovVaTOV" 010 TAEWOV@V O EpUNVE®V EKKANGLALELY, Gua TETPAKIC KOl TEVTAKIC TEPL
TanTod Aéyovta Tpypratoc, oxedov m¢ ingiv £t 1od mpdcdev advvatdtepov. .. €€ OV
MV doaeeiag, dmotiac, dméiog, dmavra mAnpn.” 12

This judgement of military strength in the Republican state continued to be studied, heavily
quoted, and employed as a model in many ages of Byzantium.!?! In the second half of the
twelfth century, Eustathios of Thessaloniki composed a commentary of the //iad and wrote a
prose paraphrase, of the kind common in Komnenian Byzantium to interpret Classical texts for
a contemporary audience.!?? He states that Troy had fallen because it was ‘neither homoethneis
nor homoglottoi’ and that armies should be arranged by race [pVAa] ‘or else all shall be
confused and mixed.’1??

There are many examples of twelfth-century Byzantium’s interpretation of Classical models to
reflect their own world. Like in Polybios’ Carthage, in Eustathios’ account of Troy the besieged
city suffered because it had a mixed alloglot population and so lacked the means to
communicate, correspond, and create taxis, or order. Across this thesis the argument will
reappear in the account of Nicholas Mesarites for John Axouch’s failed coup, John Apokaukos’
descriptions of preferred episcopal sees, and Theodore II Laskaris’ descriptions of a rebelling
Balkans. The terminology to define ordered Romanness by language groups is equally
omnipresent in the main narratives of Niketas Choniates and George Akropolites. On a
practical element, Byzantine authors would supplement these terms by referring to matters of
military miscommunication caused by unintelligibility amongst the army.!?*

120 Ibid., §1, p.67.1-12, Adapted translation.

121 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §4, trans. Angold, p.45; Leonara Neville, Heroes and Romans in Twelfth-Century
Byzantium: The Material for History of Nikephoros Bryennios, (Cambridge: 2012), pp.40-41; Simpson,
Choniates, pp.251-253; Penelope Buckley, The Alexiad of Anna Komnene: Artistic Strategy in the Making of a
Myth, (Cambridge: 2014), pp.66n.124; Prokopios, Gothic Wars, ed. and trans. H.B. Dewing, (Oxford: 1940),
XXX.17-18.

122 Panagiotis Agapitos, ‘The Politics and Practices of Commentary in Komnenian Byzantium,” Byzantine
Commentaries on Ancient Greek Texts, 12th-15th Centuries, ed. Baukje van den Berg,(Cambridge: 2022), pp.41-
60, esp. p.43.

123 Bustathios of Thessaloniki, Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homeri Iliadem
pertinentes, ed. Marchinus van der Valk, (Leiden: 1971), I, p.548.1-11. ody’ 0poebveic eivon dnioi tovg &v i
Tpoig 008’ OUOYADGGOVG. .. Tva U VPG Kol GLYYE®mGL TO Tav.’

124 The criticism was of course contrary to the wide-spread imperial practice of employing foreign mercenaries
both before and after 1204. See John Birkenmeier, The Development of the Komnenian Army 1081-1180, (Leiden:
2002), pp.232-233; Pachymeres relates the 1259 Battle of Pelagonia almost as a proverbial episode of Polybios.
A rumour of a scandal breaks out amongst the troops and communication issues prevent resolution. See
Pachymeres §1.31, trans. Cassidy, pp.39-41.
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0.55. Dytikoi

Known by both self and external identification, Dytikoi [dvtwkoi] is a geographical term
referring to ‘the Westerners.’ Its usage prior to the thirteenth century was abstract and not
specific to a particular people. With the sole requirement being that an individual or group
comes from ‘the West,’ either the etymologically linked ‘dvon,” or the synonymous ‘€omepd’,
many peoples over the course of the Byzantine millennium could be described as such. In the
eleventh century the lands in contact with the First Bulgarian Empire were described as ‘the
West’ by authors based in Constantinople. John Geometres (died ¢.990) described conquests
by Tsar Samuel in the poem On the Rebellion [Eig v dndctactv] as follows:

‘Concerning the West, who can choose the words?
The mass of Skythians roam and weaves about,
as if it was their own patris.

Ta mpdg dvot 8¢, moiog E€eimotl Adyog;
200GV pEv avtnv TAnog, ®g pev matpion
Awopéyet te Kai meprrpéyet KokAo- 1%

These lands in the Balkans were considered a rightful Roman ‘West” despite their current
control by the Bulgarian Empire. Therefore, their reconquest by imperial forces and re-
subjugation was a return to Byzantium, not a novel annexation. Without further conflict
throughout the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the term ‘Westerner’ and its derivatives moved
abroad and referred primarily to the ‘Latin West’ and the inhabitants of Italy, France, the Holy
Roman Empire, and anyone else who contributed to the crusades. As such, it functioned
primarily as a term of external opposition. Anna Komnene describes the First Crusade as ‘all
the West and the entire genos of the barbarians.”!2

Regarding the growth of self-defined homoglot communities within Byzantium, we know of
some other displaced peoples who maintained distinct bonds of confraternity linked to
geographical origin. A 1048 typikon of a community in Thebes (modern Greece) describes the
continued practices of a group of settlers originally from Naupaktos who would meet at least
once a year to continue their tradition of processing an icon of the Virgin from Naupaktos. The
typikon, signed by 49 individuals of both clergy and laity, was active as late as 1120, and it was
preserved because it was carried by the population to Italy during the Norman sack of Thebes
in 1147.127 1t is a noteworthy precursor to the self-definition that we see after 1204. Within the
chronological scope covered by this thesis, there were comparable phenomena of displaced
Byzantine groups in exile. C.1208 Michael Choniates addressed two letters to the
‘Hagiosophitai’ of Evripos (Chalkis), who were likely displaced deacons of the former
patriarchate forming a collective brotherhood in exile.!?8 Meanwhile in Ioannina, a group of
Constantinopolitans were settled within the acropolis of the city shortly after the fall and

125 John Geometres, in: Anecdota Graeca e Codd. Manuscripts, ed. John Cramer, 4, (Oxford: 1841), p.272.23-25.;
Mitko Panov, The Blinded State: Historiographic Debates about Samuel Cometopoulos and His State (10th-11th
Century), (Leiden: 2019), p.42.

126 Anna Komnene, Alexiad, ed. Diether Reinsch, (Berlin: 2001), §10.5.4.12-13, ‘néica yap 1| éonépo Kai 6nTOGoV
vévog BapPapwv.’

127 John Nesbitt, ‘A Confraternity of the Comnenian Era,” BZ, 69 (1975), pp.360-84; Leslie Brubaker, ‘Performing
Byzantine Identity,” pp.131-132.

128 MC, Epistulae, §§102, 103.
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remained there as a discrete faction.!?” There is a suggestion based on an undated semeioma
written by one Dytikos that the group was organised as a Constantinopolitan unit. The
document, likely dating to the 1220s, concerned one Theodore Diabatenos ‘Primikerios of the
Varangians’ and his marriage to Kale Mardaropoula.!*® There is no further evidence to confirm
whether or not Diabatenos was genuinely leading a reconstituted Varangian Guard in loannina
to protect the fugitive Constantinopolitans. Later in 1232, following the fall of the Epirote
Emperor Theodore Komnenos Doukas and the regime that had fostered their prosperity, there
were isolated reports of violence between autochthonous loannites and Constantinopolitans.
This suggests that the acceptance and integration of the capital’s refugees depended on a viable
patron and protector.!*! The terms used; ‘autochthones inhabitants of the patris’ [0l adTOyO0VEC
dmowkot ti¢ matpidog] who after political collapse became briefly aligned with the ‘mixture of
foreigners’ indicates a period of hostility.!3> Once more, the evidence is too fragmentary to say
more. These hints and mentions of diasporic peoples united by birthplace and separated from
the larger community simply help flesh out an understanding of the continued stratification of
Byzantine society.

After 1204, a network of newly independent bishops was formed within the Epirote state. In a
vast dossier of their epistolary communications, they repeatedly self-identified as the
‘Westerners,” and Dytikoi.'*® They owed their positions to Epiros’ expansion, either through the
restoration of their sees or as entirely new appointments of the local rulers and synods. The
thirteenth-century Dytikoi were a more far-flung and better attested group than the preceding
examples. Through their letters, the Dytikoi frequently demonstrated a capacity to self-identity
as a discrete network of learned bishops and secular authorities based on their location relative
to Constantinople. Authors adopted oppositional geopolitical/ecclesiastical ethnonyms: ‘the
West,” ‘the Western Provinces,” and ‘the Churches of the West.”!3* This spatial identification
did not override all other loyalties or identities, rather, we get the impression of a long process
of growing acceptance that the circumstances had changed. Much still linked the Byzantine
successor-states, they could recognise one another as being of the same genos, reference the
imperial age before 1204, and were to a great extent formed of a generation that knew each
other either personally or by reputation. While the Dytikoi linked by the Greek language were

129/ On Ioannina post-1204 see Tonia Kiousopoulou, ‘Spatial Organization in Late Byzantine Cities (13th-14th
Centuries),” in: The Routledge Handbook of the Byzantine City from Justinian to Mehmet II (Ca. 500 - Ca. 1500),
ed. Nikolas Bakirtzis, (Abingdon: 2024), pp.96-99.

130 Apokaukos, ed. Nikos Bees, ‘Unedierte Schriftstiicke aus der Kanzlei des Johannes Apokaukos des
Metropoliten von Naupaktos (in Aetolien),” Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher, 21 (1971-1974), §4,
p.60.20-21, ‘Kon 8¢ tovng to Gvopa, gig yapov t@ mpiknpie tdv v Toavvivolg Bapdyywv, 16 kip Ocoddpw,
€E¢d0t0.”; Lambropoulos, §34, p.293. On changes to the Varangian-Byzantine relationship in the thirteenth
century see Sverrir Jakobsson, The Varangians: In God's Holy Fire, (Cham: 2020), pp.99-100, 139-140, and 159-
162. This particular mention of Epirote Varangians escaped the author.

B1 John Apokaukos’ 1232 Semeioma, ed. Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Ilepi cuvoiiopod tdv
Toavvivev petd v epaykikniy kataktnoiv tfg Kovetavivoundlews,” dedtiov ¢ 1otopiic kot e0voloyikig
etoupeiog g EAdadog, 3 (1891), pp.451-455; Brendan Osswald, ‘The Ethnic Composition of Medieval Epiros,’
in: Imagining frontiers - Contesting Identities, ed. Steven Ellis, (Pisa: 2007), p.132; Donal Nicol, ‘Refugees,
Mixed Population and Local Patriotism in Epiros and Western Macedonia after the Fourth Crusade,” in: XVe
Congres international d'études byzantines, Rapports 1. Histoire. (Athens: 1976, repr. London: 1986), pp.3-33.
132 Apokaukos, ‘Iepi cuvoikiouod,” p.455.

133 Joannis Smarnakis, ‘Political Power, Space, and Identities in the State of Epiros (1205-1318),” in: The
Routledge Handbook on Identity in Byzantium, eds. Michael Edward Stewart, David Alan Parnell, and Conor
Whately, (London: 2022), pp.300-311.

134 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §15, p.265.22 ‘Tév Sutikdv... Tfj dvticii.” §24, p.285.28 “fudg uépn... 1o dvtikd. §26,
p.289.19. §26, p.291.4-5, ‘év dhoet ynpevovcog kkinciog,”; Smarnakis, ‘Political Power.’
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identifiable as homoglotts, they were differentiated from others by experience and autonomy
under the anomalous geopolitical conditions of their new society, and they tell us as much.
Numerous times, the Epirote Dytikoi try to explain why they have created a parallel church and
imperial state. Linked by ideas of exile and abandonment, almost an origin tale is provided in
a letter of 1220 rebuking the leader of the rival church in Nikaia for claiming authority over
them.

‘Physically a chasm opened between us, which the Latin tyranny compounds. [It
divides] the leading inhabitants from the physical location of [your] throne, and
therefore the highest offices of the East from the West. You did not think to look after
us humble ones through letters, considering us like a tattered garment or useless vessels
that are discarded. In this corner of the West we were abandoned.

‘cOPOTIKAG Yop €ipyet 10 petald yaouo, Omep italkn Tupavvig NUiv EnefdOpevoev:
GAL" a0TOC £V VYNAOIG Katowk®V Kol Bpdvou Kol Tomikng Bécemsg: vynAdTEPa YOp TO
EQA TOV OLTIKAV: £l TODG TOMEWVOLG NWAG 10TV 10 YpapdV 00K NEIMoAg §| G PAKOG
amokaOnuévov Muag Aoywodpevoc 1 ¢ dypnotov okedog, &v yovig Tad
TOPPEPPLUUEVOVG TH] SuTuch.” 133

That these letters, which are essentially schismatic and secessionist, have survived at all is a
testament to the interest in this generation. The manuscript preserving the majority of the
letters, Ms. Petropolitanus 250 (and its addenda in 257) contains the works of an independent,
imperial Epiros of the 1220s.13¢ As well as the main body of John Apokaukos’ work, it also
includes works by multiple authors which attest to a more complex composition. Within
Petropolitanus 250, there are the works of Basil of Ohrid, John Apokaukos, chrysobulls of
Emperors Theodore Komnenos Doukas, and letters from his successor Manuel, Euthymios
Tornikes, George Bardanes, George Mesymeres, Michael Choniates, Niketas Choniates
(Epistulae), Patriarchs John VIII Xiphilinos, Germanos II, Manuel Sarantenos, Theodore
Prodromos, and Euthymios Malakes. The collection in a single codex of such disparate authors
on both sides of the Nikaian-Epirote conflict is an apt illustration of the networks of the Dytikoi
and of their internal and external communications. Letters were received and retained for
further study to influence later compositions. It may have been at the monastery of the
Mesopotamon that Michael Choniates’ works were first collected after his death c.1222 by
George Bardanes, Choniates’ former mentee. This may explain the presence of Niketas
Choniates’ letters. The collection then passed to the Mesopotamon across the straits from
Bardanes’ see in Kerkyra, where he likely bequeathed them at his own death ¢.1238.137

This composite manuscript also encourages speculation. Petropolitanus 250 has been
tentatively associated to the scribe Nikandros, active throughout the mid-thirteenth century and
identified as the copyist of five manuscripts, one dated to 1255.13% If Nikandros copied

135 Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §15, p.265.17-23.

136 Description of ‘I'peu. 250’ see Irina Lebedeva, et al., Kamanoz epeueckux pyxonuceii Poccutickoii
HayuonanoHou oubnuomexu [Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque nationale russe], (Saint-
Petersburg: 2014),

137 Angold, Church and Society, p.211; A description of the history of the Mesopotamon monastery is in Donald
Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros: 1267-1479: A Contribution to the History of Greece in the Middle Ages,
(Cambridge: 1984), p.245.

138 Anna Gioffreda, ‘L'Ambrosiano C 279 inf. e il copista Nicandro, Medioevo Greco: rivista di storia e filologia
bizantina, 13 (2013), pp.127-138; Nikandros’ dates his work in Grec 01944 (Bibliotheque Nationale de France,
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Petropolitanus 250, the manuscript should be dated to the reign of Michael II Komnenos-
Doukas (1230-1268), likely to the period preceding the Battle of Pelagonia in 1259, when
Michael was at the high-point of his imperial ambitions, championing the Epirote claim to
independence, and his uncle’s legacy. The manuscript’s composition, the fact that there is no
introduction, no break between the works of Apokaukos, imperial chrysobulls or any other
author, as well as its utter lack of ornamentation or illumination, encourages us to view this
product of the Dytikoi as a functional item. Likely gathering narrative material on Epiros as
told through the language of the Dytikoi, it was probably commissioned as means for Michael’s
own chancellery to support his claims to independence.

0.56. Panspermia (of Ethne).

‘There are some who hold that the semen, though a unity, is as it were a ‘panspermia’
consisting of a large number of ingredients; it is as though someone were to mix and
blend together a large number of juices into one fluid... So, they say, it is with the semen,
which is a mixture of a large number of ingredients; and in appearance the offspring takes
after that parent from whom the largest amount is derived. This theory is obscure, and at
many points a sheer fabrication. At the same time, it aims at a more satisfactory statement,
viz., that this “panspermia” is something that exists not in actuality, but only potentially.’

“gioi yap Tiveg of pact Ty yoviv piav odoay olov mavoemeppioy eivol Tva ToA®Y: domep
0DV &l TIG KEPAGELE TOALOVG YLLOVG €iC &V VYPOV... ToDTO cuuPaivery ko &mi Thig Yoviig
ToADLYoDC oBonNg” 4P’ 0D Yap v TV Yevvaviav TAEIcToV &yyéviTal, ToVTe YivesOar
TV HopPTNV €01kdG. 0vTOG 8¢ O AdYoc ob Gogng MEV Kol mAoouatiog £6Ti moAkayf,
BovAeton 08 kol PéATIoV Adyewv un évepyeiq dmdpyew, GAAG katd dOvapy, fiv Aéyet
navomepuioy: gkeivag pv yap adbvarov, obtag 8¢ Suvatov-1*0

The term panspermia [mavomeppia], is primarily attributed to the philosopher Anaxagoras
(sixth century BCE) as discussed in Aristotle’s treatise De generatione animalium.'*® De
generatione describes the various theories of zoological and human conception, and of
panspermia, an indistinguishable, inseparable mixture of biological seed presented at
conception through which one’s paternal qualities are transmitted. Aristotle dismisses the idea
that the seed comes from both parents and is in competition to decide both gender and
characteristics. He concludes that in everything there is a core element of chance. As a result,
any characteristic could skip generations as the seed of many ancestors lay dormant in the
generation of life. De generatione’s discussion ultimately frames the treatise with a warning
against the causes of both visible and behavioural deformity and deficiency. Changes to the

BNF); Charles Astruc, Les Manuscrits grecs datés des Xllle et XIVe siecles conservés dans les bibliothéques
publiques de France. 1. XIlle siécle. (Paris: 1989), pp.28-31.

139 Aristotle, Generation of Animals, ed. & trans. Arthur Peck, (Cambridge, MA: 1943), 769a.29-b.2; While
panspermia also features in Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione, the latter work with its focus on
metaphysics is less pertinent to this thesis. See idem. La Generazione e la Corruzione, ed. & trans. Maurizio
Migliori, (Milan: 2013), 314a.28-30, p.6; For the debate between Democritus and Anaxagoras see Herman De
Ley, ‘Pangenesis versus Panspermia, Democritean Notes on Aristotle’s Generation of Animals.” Hermes, 108.2
(1980), pp.129-53.

140 Despite the attribution of the origin of ‘panspermia’ to Anaxagoras (particularly in the outlandish modern
theories of cosmic biological generation), the term does not survive in his own writings, merely those of his
commentators. The closest allusion in his surviving work is Fragment 4, ed. Herman Diels, Die Fragmente der
Vorsokratiker, 2, (Berlin: 1952), p.34. For a history of the term, see Robert Temple, ‘The prehistory of panspermia:
Astrophysical or metaphysical?’ International Journal of Astrobiology, 6.2 (2007), pp.169-180.
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mixture could manifest in physiognomy or alter created life, resulting in something out of
harmony with nature. Aristotle’s warnings were attached to panspermia for generations,
normally in relation to flora and fauna, but with a lingering warning to protect the natural order
from outside influence and prevent the generation of monstrosities.

The term panspermia, while never totally absent from Byzantine texts, re-entered Greek
discourse in the twelfth century in a resurgence hereto unstudied.'*! It was likely prompted by
new commentaries on Aristotle’s minor works composed by Michael of Ephesus (1118-1130),
a philosopher in the literary circle of Anna Komnene (1083-c.1153). Anna, the polymath
daughter of Alexios I, convened a literary salon which continued beyond her entry into a
convent in 1118. Michael’s commentary expanded upon Aristotle’s rejection of panspermia.
More freely critical of Aristotle than his predecessors, Michael shifted his argument almost
exclusively towards human society and monstrosities arguing that there were more criteria in
the creation of humans and positing that ‘likeness and unlikeness’ in the child were dependent
also upon conditions of ‘foods, lands, winds, and all other things he said.’!*?> Conventionally,

Michael made also several passing comments making both ‘God and Nature’ responsible for
life.!43

Following Michael’s commentary, there was resurgent interest in panspermia as a term of
human ethnicity particularly in how it related to peoples being ‘mixed.’ It reappears during the
reigns of John and Manuel Komnenos as unequivocally a polemical term, most frequently as
the idiom ‘panspermia of ethne’ [moavoneppio Tdv €6vdv], to refer to an amorphous ethnic
enemy, conflated with imperial nemeses in the court poetry of Theodore Prodromos (c.1118-
1158). Prodromos first used it when describing John’s triumphs over the Pechenegs classicized
as the ‘western panspermia of the Getae.”!** A later poem (translated in the prologue for this
thesis) employed the imagery as Manuel Komnenos was portrayed standing alone against a
panspermia of the entire western ethne of the Second Crusade.!* Prodromos used the imagery
in six different works each denoting the mixed nature of Byzantium’s ethnic enemies. He
established ‘mixed panspermia of ethne’ [mowiinv 1®v €0vdv... Ttavoneppiov] as the primary
usage, although there are later moments of the panspermia being qualified as either specifically
Latin, Bulgarian, Kievan Rus, or a combination of these. Post-1204, Patriarch Germanos II’s
depiction of Constantinople as a panspermia (Section 2.8) and one weakened before 1204 by
its composite mixtures of peoples receives specific discussion. The final expansion of the
panspermia to include the Dytikoi and the Balkans is discussed in Section 3.17.

141 A text attributed to Emperor Leo VI (886-912) describes Zeus creating the Olympian gods out of his divine
‘panspermia,’ Leonis VI Sapientis Imperatoris Byzantini Homiliae, ed. Theodora Antonopoulou (Turnhout:
2008), p.4.64. Michael Psellos also briefly considered the term in his own commentary to De generatione, see
Linos Benakis (ed)., Michael Psellos Kommentar zur Physik des Aristoteles, (Athens: 2008), 3.12.21-27.

142 For Michael’s commentary on panspermia see John Philoponus (Michael of Epheseus), De generatione
animalium commentaria, ed. Michael Hayduck, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (Berlin, 1903), 6, pp.183-
85, here p.185.35-36 “Opodtnto kol dvopoldtnta Kol ai Tpo@oi kol ai ydpon &vepol te kol tdAka mave’ doa
gipnket.”’; On Michael see the introduction to James Wilderbing and Julia Trompeter, Michael of Ephesus on
Aristotle, (London: 2019), pp.1-6.

143 Michael of Ephesus, p.64.10, ‘e0ldync odv, pnoiv, 6 0ed¢ kai 1) pvoic Todto Ednuodpynocey:’

144 Theodore Prodromos, Historische Gedichte, p.25.35, ‘1 duopikn 8¢ tdv [etdv mavoneppio.’

145 Tbid. p.30.47.
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0.6. Hypothesis

This thesis shall establish through a series of case studies three aspects of thirteenth-century
rhetoric relating how the (former) Byzantines constructed identities. Drawing together theories
of performative ethnicity, Constantinopolitan Exclusivism, and the fluctuating terminologies
of inclusion which our sources employed, an analysis of these phenomena will be presented. It
will contextualise and compare the tensions of Constantinopolitan society in the years
immediately preceding 1204 with the rhetoric of the fragmented rival polities that came after.
Having established that there was rhetoric that privileged one birthplace over another it will
investigate the changes that occurred when the source of that singular virtue, Constantinople,
was lost.

If we place Constantinopolitan Exclusivism in the field of simple snobbery relating only to
social class then it contributes only to explanations of strain and instability before 1204.
However, if we can acknowledge it as part of a greater trend, a need to categorise and classicize
their contemporary world into one which fit ancient models and sub-divided their own cultural
group, then the rhetorical war waged across the Aegean can add a new dynamic both to the
study of the thirteenth century and to Byzantine identities in general. Always moving, always
contextual, the group identities of Byzantium were negotiated in binary paradigms which
couched social, political, and religious differences in ethnic terminology. Such was the binary
paradigm of ‘Roman’ vs ‘Barbarian’ and of a chosen ethnos amongst gentile ethne, which will
necessarily reduce anyone excluded from an author’s groupings into something else. As this
thesis traces the usage of language current at the court of the Komnenoi and Angeloi to the
period after the fall, new connections and conclusions can be drawn in how the Byzantines
discussed, even politicised, ethnicity. We might shift emphasis from proving the existence of
ethnic groups to unlocking the perceptions of ethnicity within broader Byzantine source
material. Which aspects of Romanness did certain individuals lack, how consistent were those
claims, and could they be refuted?

Within the social constructionist theory, ‘pariah groups’ were often created to separate minority
groups from a host population. Often distinguished by wealth, education, or language, the
‘boundaries of pariah groups are most strongly maintained by the excluding host population.’14¢
While ‘pariah groups’ are discernible pre-1204, the situation is complicated after. Those
provincials who were a pariahs in 1200, after 1204 became the literal neighbours of our sources
and the binary paradigm of Romanness had to follow events and re-draw the boundary of
inclusion. In a fragmented political scene the projection of different ethnic groups using either
valid or invalid ethnonyms continued to use the same terminology discussed above, gradually
expanding the binary paradigm of Romanness to make ‘foreign’ enemies of former citizens.

146 Barth, Ethnic Groups and Boundaries, pp.30-32.
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Section One:
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1.0. Ethnicity and Ideology in 1200: Constantinopolitan Exclusivism and the
Legacy of Andronikos Komnenos

This chapter is a study of the use of rhetorical ethnicity and otherization by Constantinopolitan
elites before the loss of the capital and their displacement in 1204. It will establish trends
towards projection and political distortion of origins and ethnonyms, as well as an exclusivism
which privileged Constantinople in its relationships with provincial populations. Both
phenomena persisted, even directed, the rhetoric of the age of exile between rival Greek-
speaking states and so contextualise trends begun in the unsettled age of the late Komnenoi and
their Angeloi branch. Discussed in this section are two prime cases. First, an imperial
inscription set up in a provincial city, which publicly condemns and otherises another ethnos
of the empire. Second, the rhetorical devices used in a narration by a member of the fallen
regime describing the combined threat of the ethne, alloglots, and homoglotts in the last days
of the Angeloi regime, just before the arrival of the Fourth Crusade.

1.1. The 1193/94 Christoupolis Inscription

In 1937, a young Georgios Bakalakes (1908—1991), future Professor of Archaeology at the
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, published in the Apyaioioyixn Epnuepic an inscription
that has remained little known to this day.'*” He announced his discovery and published a
transcription of a marble plinth, which was until that point occupying a position in the external
ramparts of Kavala’s predominantly Ottoman-built castle, a fortress overlooking the Aegean
Sea in south-eastern Macedonia. Functioning as a cornerstone in a north parapet facing
Kavala’s aqueduct and the city below, the stone was reused from an originally Byzantine
context.!* Displayed now in Kavala’s Archaeological Museum, it has remained overlooked by
many Byzantinists owing to its publication’s proximity to World War Two, suspension of the
journal, and a general lack of awareness. Absent from all standard works on Byzantine
epigraphy, this opening section seeks to correct this oversight. The inscription speaks to
domestic instability within the Byzantine Empire, and an attempted reconstruction of what was
presumably a church amidst a general rebuilding of the city of Kavala, Byzantine Christoupolis,
in 1193/4. As well as a narrative of recent events, it is also the strongest and most explicit
textual evidence that we yet possess. demonstrating the isolation and identification of internal
Byzantine populations as enemies. As such, the inscription allows for a transposal of
‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism’ from an almost entirely elite context to a public one. With a
Byzantine population openly condemned as the cause of imperial decline, the inscription marks
a significant shift in the usage and context of ethnonyms for political purposes.

Carved in close-set uncial characters between 1.2cm and 2cm high, the full Christoupolis
inscription was published as measuring approximately 70cm wide by 41cm high and 14cm
thick, while a diagonal break renders the last part partially lost and very uncertain. Since 1937,

147 Georgios Bakalakes, ‘Ot tehevtaior Kopuvnvol €& emypagic g Kapdhog,” Apyoioioyuci Epnuepic, 100
(1937), pp.464-472. 1 am grateful for the staff of the Archacological Museum of Kavala for their permission and
assistance in photographing the inscription and searching their own records. The inscription was mentioned but
given without reference or further discussion by Velika Ivkovska, An Ottoman Era Town in the Balkans: The Case
Study of Kavala (Routledge: 2020), p.48; In older scholarship it was referenced by Paul Lemerle, Philippes et la
Macédoine Orientale a I’époque Chrétienne et Byzantine (Paris: 1945), p.176; Bakalakes’ rendering of the
inscription has been reproduced just once (without any discussion) in an overcorrection of several lexicographical
errors while retaining multiple others, in a general narrative of the city by Nikolaos Georgiades, ‘XpiotoOmoinc,
H Bvlavtivn KaBdra,” Byzantina, 32 (2012), pp.160-161.

148 Bakalakes, ‘Ot tehevtaior Kopvnvoi,” pp.464-465.
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an additional break has rendered the beginning of each line lost. This leaves the remainder
measuring 61cm wide, 51cm high and 14cm thick. It is possible that the original measurements
were incorrect. To reconstruct those lost characters, we rely entirely on Bakalakes’ lithographs.
Meanwhile, for the remainder, modern photographs are presented below. The text of the
inscription retains a dodecasyllabic metre and an element of classicising vocabulary, but its
execution does not match the literary quality. The execution is replete with non-standard
orthography, the spelling of repeating words being inconsistent within the inscription itself, and
the inscription has neither border nor frame.!* The provincial origin and the inexperience of
its craftsman is suggested by a complete lack of any decoration, ligatures, or orthographical
varia, usually an opportunity for craftsmen to demonstrate their command of aesthetic. When
compared to Christoupolis’ two other known inscriptions, both from the tenth century, the
1193/94 example has little in common with either.!>® Basileios Kladon’s rebuilding of
Christoupolis’ walls in 925/26 possessed accentuation and protocol, while the unnamed and
undated tower rebuilding of the same century was incised with a prayer invoking God
directly.!>!

Bakalakes’ reading of the inscription was imperfect and is not consistent with the museum’s
currently displayed transcription. With the exhibited one bearing additional errors of its own,
there is need for subsequent correction. Therefore, a fully updated epigraphic edition,
standardised Greek, and first translation of the extant fifteen lines of this inscription read as
follows:

Transcription:
1 KATAKAV[GEN]TA AE TOVTON CHN TW OIKW KATE
KAVCAN A€ THN MOAIN TOTE NMACAN OTE KATHAGEN
€N KOCTANTINOVMOAEI KOMNINOC ANAPONIKOC O TIPANIC[AC]
€K MAPAATONWN KE CVNWN AAEZIW TW TOV MANOVHA €2 OC
5 $VOC TEXOENTI KAl AVCTVXWC APZANTI THC BACIAIAC.
<0 PHOEIC> ANAPONIKOC BVOICAC TOVTON CHN TH TEKOVCH
THC BACIAEIAC HPZEN- KAl TVPANNHCAC TOVC KOINWNOVC™ EICATNAZ
MONOKPATOPI CHN TH CIZIFO TOYTOV + EAGON A€ MAAHN €[IC BIeV]
NOVC TWN ATTEAWN ANEIAEN TOVTON WC MAPABATHN OPKWN:-
10 Ke BACIAEVEI KAl $HMIZETE MONOC ICAAKIOC- HN OVTOC
ATTEAWN KAAAOC KE BAACTOC ANAPONIKOV TOV AQIAIMQV™

15 THOANV[MN]HTW KAL ANAC[I]W IKONI [... ]'**

149 For discrepancy between literary quality and execution see Andreas Rhoby, Byzantinische Epigramme Auf
Stein Nebst Addenda Zu Den Bdnden 1 Und 2, (Vienna: 2014), pp.73-75.

150 Tubula Imperii Byzantini, (Vienna: 1976-), 15 vols.; Peter Soustal, Makedonien, Siidlicher Teil, (Vienna: 2022),

discussing Kavala/Christoupolis in 77B, 11, pp.351-355; Flora Karagianne, O: Bolavtivoi oikiouoi oty Maxedovia

HEoo. aTo T opyaioloyikd deoougve. (4°5-15° arwvag), (Thessaloniki: 2010).

151 Rhoby, Stein, GR62, GR63, pp.239-243. All three inscriptions share dodecasyllabic metre.

152 Alternatively, ‘KV>C<NOUCE [Bootetavovg],” Bakalakes, ‘Ot tedevtaiot Kopvnvoi,” p.466.

153 Ibid., p.466. Alternatively, Bakalakes, [tod Avyélov]. This section, concerning Isaak’s lineage, is less legible.

154 These final three lines are very uncertain. The currently exhibited and tangential reconstruction is here

reproduced, with reservations.
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Standardisation into dodecasyllabic verse:

1 KatakavBévta 0& todTov oOV 1@ oiK®
KOTEKOLGOV O TV TOAV TOTE TAGOV
Ote katiriBev &v Kovotavivoumdiet
Kopvnvog Avopovikog 6 Tuppovvioag

5 éx [Maprlayovav koi cuvav AleEiom
1@ 100 MavounA €& 06pvoc teyBévTt Kol
duotuy®dg Gpavtt Thg factreiog.
‘O pnbeig Avopovikog Pubicag todTov
ovv 1] Tekovon ThC Pactreiag fpEev-

10 K01 TUPAVVIGOG TOVS KOWV®VOLG EIGATOE
povokpatopio 6OV 11 60LvYo ToVTOL
EMDV 0¢ may gig BiBuvoug 1dv Ayyéhmv
aveidev TodTOV OC TapaPdatny dpkwv:
kol Baciredet kol nuileton povog

15  ’loadxiog v ovtoc Ayyélmv KAGSog
Kol PAocTdc Avopovikov Tod dotdipov.
Tovtov 10 dydoov tii¢ Paciieiog Etog
dverovicOn 6 Tapmdv <oikog TaTPOg
6V iketedm mheiova OLOUOKDG

20 [6vO’] v Ektnoé €€ dopvog [yvnoing]
Tl Tovo[puvInTo Kol Tovayve eikovi. .. >

Translation:
1 After this [katholikon/kastro?] had been burned down,
they then burned down the house and the entire city.
That was when Andronikos Komnenos, the tyrant of the Paphlagonians,
returned to Constantinople and together with Alexios,
5 born from the loins of Manuel, wretchedly ruled the empire.
The aforementioned Andronikos, when he had destroyed'*> him [Alexios]
together with his mother [Maria of Antioch],!¢
ruled the empire and completely tyrannised his fellow rulers.!>’
He held power as sole-emperor together with the wife of [Alexios].
10 Then one Angelos from Bithynia came again
and killed him [Andronikos] as a breaker of oaths.

155 Bubicag, literally ‘sank,’ was likely a reference to the disrespectful deposition of the imperial bodies. The term,
or similar, is known elsewhere. Eustathios of Thessaloniki’s Lament reads that Andronikos ‘entrusted him
[Alexios] to the depths of the sea,” [fv0® Bardcong motedoag] p.52.16.

156 Dowager-Empress Maria Hauteville of Antioch was strangled towards the end of 1182, and her son Alexios I1
either strangled or decapitated with a bowstring before September 1193. Their murderers were Stephen
Hagiochristophorites, Constantine Tripsychos, and Theodore Dadibrenos. Two churchmen sanctioned the deed
and were party to the burial at sea of Byzantium’s porphyrogenitos child-emperor. These were John Kamateros,
future Archbishop of Bulgaria (for whom see below), and Theodore Choumos. NC, CD, §269-274, trans. p.149-
152; Charles Brand, Byzantium Confronts the West, (Harvard: 1968), pp.46-50. The event is recorded also in
western narratives, see Robert de Clari, §XXI, trans. p.50 and legendariums constructed as far abroad as Oxford
recount the tyranny of the ‘Greeks’ under ‘Emperor Andronius’ so that the Trojan war was recast with Andronikos
as a new Greek (Achaean) King Agamemnon, positioning the Crusaders as heirs to the Trojans with an ancient
grievance for its sack. Walter Map, De Nugis Curialium for ‘Of Andronius, Emperor of Constantinople,” in: M.
R. James, et al., Oxford Medieval Texts: Walter Map: De Nugis Curialium: Courtiers' Trifles (Oxford: 1983),
pp-176-179; Teresa Shawcross, ‘Reinventing the Homeland in the historiography of Frankish Greece: the Fourth
Crusade and the Legend of the Trojan War,” BGMS, 77 (2003), pp.120-152.

157 Alternatively: the ‘common people’ [Kotvavovg).
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This sole man reigned and was called

Isaak, of the branch of the Angeloi

and a blossom of Andronikos the famed.
15 In this, the eighth year of Isaak’s reign [1193/94],

<the present house of my father was rebuilt.

Having sworn many vows, I pray for him

in return for having me begotten from his loins as his legitimate son
19 for the most praiseworthy [Virgin]... and all holy icon...>"138

158 Many thanks to Ida Toth, Sophia Kalopissi-Verti, and Andreas Rhoby, for their advice and recommendations

regarding this inscription.
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Figure 1.1-2. Christoupolis 1193/94 marble plinth inscription with edited light and in negative. Kavala
Archaeological Museum. Photos taken by author 9/06/2024 & 15/09/2025. Presented with permissions.
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Figure 1.5. Opening lines of Kavala inscription, exposed to light and edited for contrast. Third Line: KOMNINOC
ANAPONIKOC.

Figure 1.6. Approximate measurements of the extant Kavala inscription (cm). Estimated owing to irregularity. Visual
measurements by Dr Michael Joyce-Badea.




The inscription provides, in no uncertain terms, a public condemnation of the rise and reign of
Andronikos I Komnenos (1183—1185) and a narration of his overthrow by Isaak I Angelos
(1185-1195).159 It narrates the execution of Alexios II Komnenos and his empress-mother, with
implicit reference to its circumstances and establishes Andronikos as tyrant, oath-breaker, and
murderer, on both personal and imperial levels. It is foremostly a piece of propaganda for the
new Angelos dynasty, dates itself to their eighth regnal year, and refers to their previous
rebellion in Bithynia where Isaak and his family raised Nikaia against Andronikos. Despite
Bakalakes, Georgiades, and the Kavala Archaeological Museum’s own displayed interpretation
that the rebuilding was in response to the damage caused by the Norman invasion of 1185,
there is nothing in the text that explicitly states this.!°

The Christoupolis dedication is therefore a most unusual survival. Byzantium is only rarely
known for narrative inscriptions of this kind, relating the court affairs of the capital in a
provincial city. Far longer than the usual ‘raised up from the foundations what time had laid
low’ or ‘raised by order of X’ formulae common to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the
complex style and measured dodecasyllabic metre suggests a highly educated composer of an
epigram executed by a less-skilled provincial craftsman.!®! However, not even Isaak II’s own
rebuilding of a tower of Constantinople’s Land Walls received such prolonged treatment.!6?
The Christoupolis inscription’s closest comparandum, also of a lengthy civic narrative
celebrating a new construction, is an 1175 poem commemorating the refortification of
Dorylaion.!®3 The Dorylaion epigram in sixty-two verses of hexameter created a poetic
encomium for Manuel Komnenos celebrating the completion of works and the emperor’s visit
to the city. Now extant only in textual form it is strongly believed to have also been inscribed.!%*
The Christoupolis inscription would therefore be appropriate within that twelfth-century
literary tradition. An alternative option would be to compare Christoupolis’ inscription with the
Bulgarian tradition, of the form that their tsars established across topography important to their
legitimacy. These stone ‘inscription annals’ were performative dedications marking a site of
rebuilding that emphasised legitimacy and continuity while situating a site within a relationship
with a political centre.’!®> For comparison, we have the inscriptions of Tsar John Vladislav

159 Jean-Claude Cheynet, Pouvoir et contestations @ Byzance 963—1210, (Paris: 1990), pp.427-435; Savvas
Neocleous, ‘Andronikos I Komnenos: Tyrant of Twelfth-century Europe,” The Medieval History Journal, 22
(2019), pp.92-130.
160 Bakalakes, ‘Ot televtaior Kopvnvoi,” p.468; Georgiades, ‘Xpiotovmoing,” pp.160-161.
161 On dodecasyllabic poetry in the Komnenian age see Elizabeth Jeffreys, ‘Why Produce Verse in Twelfth-century
Constantinople?’ in: "Doux remeéde...". Poésie et poétique a Byzance, (Paris: 2009), pp.219-228; Marc
Lauxtermann, Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geometers, (Vienna: 2003), pp.131-147.
162 [saak II’s inscription commemorating the 1187 rebuilding of tower thirteen of the Land Walls was precisely
this laconic:

‘+ mpootdéu avtokpdtopog AyyAédov Toaaxkiov |

TOPYOG €K TOPACTACEMG Alpévt Bactieiov Etel gyqe”
See Nicholas Melvani, ‘The Epigraphy of the Land Walls of Constantinople,” in: Materials for the Study of Late
Antique and Medieval Greek and Latin Inscriptions in Istanbul. A Revised and Expanded Booklet, eds. 1da Toth,
Andreas Rhoby, (Oxford: 2020), pp.142-149.
163 Foteini Spingou, ‘A poem on the refortification of Dorylaion in 1175,” Byzantina Symmeikta, 21 (2012), pp.137-
168; Magdalino, Manuel, pp.96n.281, 456; For a later comparandum see Rhoby, Byzantinische Epigramme, Gr99,
pp-325-333.,
164 Magdalino, Manuel, pp.96n.271, 456.
165 For the corpus of ‘stone annals’ in Bulgar inscriptions see Veselin Beshevliev, Die protobulgarischen
Inschriften (Berlin: 1963); For comparison with Christoupolis see the Vitola inscription, discussed by Jordan
Zaimov and Vasilka Tapkova-Zaimova, Bitolskijat nadpis na Ivan Viadislav, samodarzec balgarski, (Sofia, 1970),
32-3; Al, 1, pp.15-16; trans. Petkov, Voices, p.39.
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produced in both 1013 and 1016 in the early eleventh century for constructions at Vitola, and
by Tsar John II Asan during the Second Bulgarian Empire after 1230. These public renderings
of deeds done, battles fought, emperors overthrown, and new ages begun could potentially
(though less likely) have some echo within Christoupolis’ Greek inscription. !¢

For authorship we can make only educated guesses. One possible composer of the text of the
inscription is Theodore Balsamon, the titular Patriarch of Antioch, residing in Constantinople.
Known primarily for his legal canonical text the Nomokanon of Fourteen Titles, Balsamon also
composed a corpus of epigrams with several dedicated to Isaak I1.'®7 Within that corpus were
epigrams for tombs, books, dedicatory inscriptions, and schedography which attest to a career
beyond 1195 when Isaak was deposed. While we cannot certainly identify Balsamon as the
composer of the text of the Kavala inscription, there are a number of repeated motifs and
phrases. Balsamon had also lauded Isaak’s descent as ‘Isaak Ausonokrator, descended from the
loins of the Angeloi’ [ Toadkiog Adcovokpatop, &€ ° Ayyehkiic 0c@vog katnyuévog]. % While
falling short of ever explicitly naming Andronikos Komnenos, Balsamon also referenced
contemporary events. An epigram 7o Emperor Kyr Isaak Depicted in an Image on Horseback
with Crown and Bare Sword praised Isaak’s actions which had ‘ceased the tyrannical
slaughter... [and] cut off the head of tyrants’ [Tupavviknyv &mavcev avopoxtaciav... 0 & ' av
KateomdOioe Topdvvev kapac].'® While not definitive evidence, between Isaak and Balsamon
there was a personal relationship and Balsamon wrote one epigram for a book on military
tactics which the emperor had given him as a gift. Alternative authors could be Niketas
Choniates, who composed an oration celebrating the 1186 marriage of Isaak to Margaret of
Hungary,!”° George Tornikios, who acclaimed Isaak’s ascent to the throne,!”! or Eustathios of
Thessaloniki who proclaimed Isaak in a sermon to be a ‘liberator and great emperor’ [tod
ghevbepwTod peydiov Pocihémc].!’? Lacking certain authorship, we can at least place the
Christoupolis inscription within the rhetoric of Isaak’s court and the foundational legend he
projected of his ascension to the throne. The spelling variances for ‘Kootavtivoumoier” and
‘Kopvivog’ as well as the mutable phonetic spelling of ‘“tipavic[ag]’ (line 3) and ‘tvpavvicag’
(line 7) have little importance beyond confirming inexperience. While we have no details
regarding either patronage or knowledge of whose house was being rebuilt, obvious candidates
are the local bishop, or an imperial official for the rather humble city of Christoupolis.

The historical record does not dispute the inscription’s narrative. In September 1183 having
murdered Alexios II, Andronikos was crowned as emperor. He shortly after married the late
emperor’s betrothed, the twelve-year-old Frankish Princess Agnes. Andronikos himself being
in his sixties compounded the horror of the deed but he was equally at fault for gross perjury.
Alexios’ murder broke the 1171 oath sworn in Hagia Sophia by many nobles and foreign rulers

166 T am grateful to Sophia Kalopissi-Verti for this suggestion.

167 Konstantin Horna, ‘Die Epigramme des Theodoros Balsamon,” Wiener Studien, 25 (1903), pp.165-217; the
most extensive discussion of this corpus is by Andreas Rhoby, ‘The Poetry of Theodore Balsamon,” in: Middle
and Late Byzantine Poetry: Texts and Contexts, eds. Andreas Rhoby, Nikos Zagklas, (Turnhout: 2019), pp.111-
146.

168 Horna, ‘Die Epigramme,’ §29.

169 Ibid., §10 for book epigram, and §43 for warrior-horseback image. See also §14 a translatio of the Hodegetria
icon as response to Alexios Branas’ 1187 rebellion. Rhoby, ‘Theodore Balsamon,” pp.132-133.; Note the potential
wordplay between ‘androktasian’ and ‘ Andronikos.’

1" NC, OE, §5, pp.35-44.

17! Tornikios confirms that labelling Andronikos a ‘tyrant’ had begun early in Isaak’s reign, see the oration of
George Tornikes, magistros of rhetors and from 1200 Metropolitan of Old Patras, narrating Isaak’s ascension to
the throne in: Fontes rerum Byzantinarum, ed. William Regel, (St. Petersburg: 1917), 11, p.256.27-257.2; See Jean
Darrouzes, Georges et Demetrios Tornikes. Lettres Et Discours, (Paris: 1970), p.40.

172 Bustathios, Lament, p.2.5.
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to safeguard the young emperor’s minority.!”® The brief reign was unsettled and unpopular, and
while Andronikos crushed rebellions in 1184 in Nikaia and Prusa, his regime completely
unravelled when the Sicilian Normans crossed the Adriatic and sacked Thessaloniki in August
1185. The Angelos family, responsible for the uprising in Nikaia from late 1183 to early 1184,
suffered the blinding of four brothers for their rebellion. The two spared brothers Isaak and
Alexios (both of whom would themselves rule as emperors before suffering blinding in coming
decades) proved continued centres of resistance. In Andronikos’ final year, as the Norman
threat loomed, persecutions against all potential threats escalated. On the night of the 11%
September 1185 Isaak, not yet thirty, resisted an arrest in a private residence in Constantinople
when he acted ‘alone’ to slay Stephen Hagiochristophorites, Andronikos’ pansebastos and
logothete.'’ Riding to Hagia Sophia and crowned with the suspended crown of Constantine
the Great, support for Andronikos melted away. Isaak’s supporters seized Andronikos as he
attempted to flee and subjected him to a brutal mutilation and death in the Hippodrome. With
a grizzly revolution began the turbulent reign of Constantinople’s aristocrats who slowly lost
the empire.!”

There is no simple solution for answering why this ‘Gesta Isaaki Angelorum’ was located in
Kavala/Christoupolis of all places in Byzantium. Assuming that it originates there, by no means
a certainty, the modest city appears an unlikely candidate for singular focus by Isaak’s regime.
Moreover, the level of narrative detail suggests its creator’s contact and dealings with major
urban centres, either Thessaloniki or Constantinople. We should not dismiss Christoupolis’
position on the Via Egnatia but more likely we should imagine that the inscription is one small
piece of a larger programme of multiple sites. There may have been several more similar
inscriptions commemorating Isaak during his reign. He is known to have commissioned
fortifications at Philippopolis,'’® Anchialos,!”” churches at Anaplous,'” and throughout his
reign maintained a fascination with his miraculous ascension to the throne.!” It is possible then
that plaques such as this were established at other refortified sites to spread the Angelos
‘legend.” The rather small size of the inscription would suggest something similar to the
inscribed chrysobull on a marble slab erected in Corfu/Kerkyra in 1228 set up either above or
adjacent to a church doorway at eye height, or if military above a walled gate.'®°

The need for Isaak’s rebuilding in these provinces was dire. While the Angeloi were relatively
secure in Anatolia, the Balkans were in uproar. The Bulgarian-Vlach rebellion begun in 1185
by the Asan dynasty, ostensibly over a refusal of a pronoia grant, was exacerbated by landed
local elites in the Lower Danube submitting to the uprising and withdrawing from imperial
rule. While interpretations range between ethno-nationalistic and economic, the result proved

173 NC, CD, §275, p.153; Igor Medvedev, ‘H cuvodikn andeacn g 24 Maptiov 1171 og vopog yia t Sradoyn
610 Bpdvo tov Bulaviiov,” in: To Bu{avrio otov 120 oudhva.: Kavoviko Aikaio, Kpdrog ko Korvwvia, ed. Nicolas
Oikonomides, (Athens: 1991), pp.229-238.

174 Bustathios’ Lament draws a colourful description of Hagiochristophorites as a low-born slit-nosed creature.
More on him below. Lament, §44.23-29, trans. p.45.

175 The Angelos family’s Nikaian rebellion is known through NC, CD, §280-283, trans. pp.156-157; Ephraim,
§4929-5131.

176 NC, CD, §402, p.221.

177 1bid., §434, p.238.

178 Ibid., §442, p.243.

179 Ibid. §443, p.238. See also §423.21-24, p.233, ‘Isaak was absolutely convinced that he had received the throne
from God, who alone watched over him.’

130 This was that inscription’s theorised purpose in Andreas Rhoby, ‘Indelible Archives: Law and Donation in
Middle and Late Byzantine Inscriptions: Documents and Vocabulary,” in: Byzantinische Rechtsgeschichte im
internationalen Kontext: Akten einer Tagung der Akademien der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen und Sofia (28.9.-
1.10.2021), ed. Peter Schreiner, (Berlin: 2024), p.104.
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unstoppable for the Angeloi emperors and rebellion rapidly detached provinces from the
empire.'8! A refortification of the cities such as Kavala, located within a few days march of
Constantinople after damage either by the Normans, Asanid Bulgaria, or forces of the Third
Crusade is certainly possible. In late 1204, as the armies of the newly crowned Latin Emperor
set out to conquer the Balkans, they remarked at the strength of Isaak’s rebuilt Christoupolis,
‘qui ere uns des plus dorz del munde,” not that it stopped the mighty city from immediately
surrendering to Baldwin. !

181 Stankovic, ‘Stronger Than It Appears?,” pp.35-48; Francesco Dall’Aglio, 'Qualche consideratione sulla
fondazione de 'Secondo Regno Bulgaro,' Ricerche slavistiche, 9 (2011), pp.55-64.

132 Villehardouin, §280. It should be noted that each of the cities captured in this campaign: Christoupolis, Serres,
and Thessaloniki, receive similar hyperbolic treatment. For the fortifications of Kavala on an archaeological
record see Karagianne, Ot Bo{avuivoi Oixiouoi oty Maxedovia, pp.138-139.
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1.2. Tyrant of the Paphlagonians

Isaak Angelos came to power with the deconstruction of Andronikos’ regime. His predecessor’s
reign was to be frequently depicted over the course of the Angeloi period (1185-1204) as
something populist, violent, anti-aristocratic, culturally barbaric, and spatially ‘eastern.’
However, the Christoupolis inscription is hugely important, because on lines 3-4 is our only
material evidence for a phenomenon we otherwise know of only in literary texts. This being
that Andronikos was proclaimed a tyrant by the Angeloi with an ethnic appellation: ‘The Tyrant
of the Paphlagonians’ [Kopvnvog Avopovikog 0 tuppavvicoag ék [Tapiayovav]. Governed by
‘éKk,” Andronikos is both coming ‘out of the location of the Paphlagonians’ and the despotic
figurehead ‘of the Paphlagonians.’ This introduction and attribution of Andronikos informs the
reader of the inscription in Macedonia, and potentially across other sites in the Balkans, that
the Paphlagonians were complicit in his crimes and in the troubles of the empire and the enemy
of whomever the donor, acting on behalf of Isaak II, believed themselves to be. This is so
crucial because it allows us to move the hostile classicising ethnographical shifts in other
authors of the period from the textual sphere to the public.

B S AR RS e T
Figure 2. Detail of lines 1-3. ANAPONIKOC O TIPANIC[AC].

The treatment of Andronikos is an interesting prototype of ethnic projection which helps
contextualise the following periods. On multiple occasions under the Angeloi, narratives were
constructed that made Andronikos’ initial uprising across Anatolia an uprising of rustics and
provincials that threatened the elites of the capital. The consistency of these accounts suggests
a grain of truth to that reasoning which was exploited. Andronikos had marched through
Byzantine Anatolia across provinces that were socially and physically distanced from
Constantinople. Whilst there he had rallied their populations against perceived foreign forces
subverting the capital, and likely with polemic that governance and economic prosperity had
been usurped by Latins, totemized by Alexios II’s mother and regent Maria of Antioch.!®* This
seems the only way to explain the wave of ethnic violence against the wealthy Italian merchant
quarter along the Golden Horn. Conversely, however, Andronikos’ opponents would later
create the opposite perspective that, in bringing a Paphlagonian mob to Constantinople, it was
he who had brought a ‘foreign’ element into the capital.

We possess two contemporary Greek narrative sources for the rise and fall of Andronikos. In
both of them we find evidence of otherization, beginning with Andronikos’ entry into
Constantinople as a symbol of intra-Byzantine orientalism. Choniates describes the distinctive
clothing worn by Andronikos when he met the leaders of Constantinople to demand their
surrender, dressed in ‘a violet-coloured garment of Iberian weave, open at the sides and
reaching down to the knees and buttocks and covering the elbows; while on his head he wore
a greyish black headdress shaped like a pyramid.’!®* Eustathios of Thessaloniki, a prolific
scholar and imperial orator to Manuel I, also narrates that when Andronikos crossed the

183 NC, CD, §243, trans. p.137.
134 Ibid., §252, trans. p.141.
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Bosporus into the city he received Alexios II’s regents’ surrender dressed ‘with a smoky-
coloured headdress above his diadem’ described by our author as ‘a custom of Laz origin.”!8>
The similarities in the two descriptions suggest either genuine information or intentional
misrepresentation and othering of the fallen emperor as an eastern presence.

As Niketas Choniates informs us, upon ascending the throne Andronikos styled a very different
court and senate, populated by men promoted from families external either to the Komnenoi or
Constantinople. The Paphlagonians were a key element to this replacement of Manuel’s
supporters and they were identified frequently and solely, as the key supporters of his seizure
of the throne:

‘He rewarded the Paphlagonians for their goodwill towards him and everyone else who
joined him in his rebellion, honouring them with dignities and lavish gifts. Splendid
dignities and magnificent offices were transferred to certain individuals according to
whim, and he promoted his own sons. Stripping others of their offices, he awarded these
as suited him to those who followed after him in the same way that those apostates of
the living God in former times followed after Baal...

Some of these men were expelled from house and patris and separated from their loved
ones, while others were given over to prison and iron manacles, while still others had
their eyes gouged out without any formal charge being brought against them. They were
accused in secret because they were scions of eupatrides, and the fact that they were
often victorious in warfare or distinguished by noble stature and excessive elegance, or
by some other praiseworthy trait, nettled Andronikos and inspired in him no great
expectations.

ApeBopevog 6¢ thg mpoOg avtov gvvoiag tovg IMapAaydvag koi movia dAAov
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QuAoTipolg 80e&umoato... kol Td Aaumpd o0& TV ASlopdtov Kol 0 TV 0PEIKimV
peyodompenty, domep ot €30Kel, peToTOElG €Ml TGV pEV TOUG €0TOD TOIdOG
npovPdreto, dArog O’ Vmelfipev €tépovg, €keivovg dmmovbev, ol omicw avTod
gmopevincav mg tod Baod mpdtepov ot dnoctdvteg (HVTOG OBe0D. ..

Ol p&v toivov 1dV avBpOT®V ArnAabvovio oikov Kol matpidog kol TdV GATdToV
amodticTavto, ol 0 ElPKTOIC Kol YEWPOMEDALG GONPOIC Tapedidovto, GAAOL TOVG
00BoALOVG EEeKOTTTOVTO, aiTioy OVdEUiOY TPOINAOV ETOYOUEVIV EAVTOIC EVPICKOVTEG,
10 8¢ eivan T®V eOmoTPId®Y GLOTNAGS £yKaAOVUEVOL KO KOTO TOAEHOV TOAAAKIG
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eépey  €moavetov  vmokvilov  Avdpévikov, 008 dyaBoc Ekeive Tag EAmidog
vrofdidov.’ 186

Let us consider also the famous sermon given by Eustathios, when he occupied the
Metropolitan see of Thessaloniki in 1185 in an extensive and highly emotional Lament for the
Fall of Thessaloniki after its violent and humiliating sack by the Norman Sicilians.!®” Blame
was laid at Andronikos’ door more than any other. Eustathios isolated the moment Andronikos
ordered the cruel death of young Alexios II as the beginning of broader calamity. The narrative

185 Bustathios, Lament, §50.25-26, ‘plyic pév kamvikod koAdppatoc tod mepi keparfv, énep Aalddev gixe Thv
adpopunv’.

188 NC, CD, §257.83-258.97, adapted trans, p.144.

137 Bustathios, Lament, ed. and trans. Melville Jones, pp.1-160.
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from that point is of varying pretenders and rampaging foreigners seeking to exact revenge
upon Andronikos’ empire for his crimes. A pseudo-Alexios II had thus appeared in Vagenetia
and travelled to Sicily and given them a pretext for invasion.!®® However, guilty of injuring the
Latin West alongside Andronikos’ person were the Paphlagonians, who Eustathios considered
to be the cause of all recent disasters:

‘But the Great City could well find fault with Andronikos from the very beginning of
his entry there, because his foot did not bless it. Nor did he stand there in righteousness,
as the sequel showed in full. As soon as the inheritance of Constantine the Great came
upon him, at once the Paphlagonians who were with him, a wicked ethnos and
barbarians in the eyes of the ancient Hellenes followed their orders and sprang upon
those members of the Latin race who in accordance with long established custom were
set apart along the shore of the horn of Byzantion on the eastern side, and were settled
thickly there to the number of more than sixty thousand... This was a bad thing, but the
cure for it which was practised by the Paphlagonians was just as bad, because of their
unreasonable violence. When they had entered the Great City, and had run up against
the Latins and, as might be expected, had attached to themselves others who had a taste
for revolutionary activities, they attacked the Latins, who were not expecting this, with
the most terrible results. And in so doing they sowed the seeds from which we, and
many others with us, have reaped sheaves, so to speak, from the meadow of Persephone;
for it is from this action that our present woes came upon us.

‘Evtad0a €otiv inelv @¢ 0 pev eindv «edAOYNGE o€ 0 Oedg éml T® T Lovy AOIdHOG
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nlaydoavteg €mi tovg Aativovg (gik0¢ 0¢ mAviwg kol dAAOVLG TOV TOLDTA
vemtepilechar erAovviov cuvaipecBal avtoig) €mépyovtor toig Aativolg ovk Gv
éAmilovot kai dratiBevton 0 Edegvotata Kol oméppata EKElva Tpokata-BdAlovat, ae’
GOV NUETG kol ToAlol Etepot oDV MV Tebepikapey Aeludvoc Iepsepdvne, obtm @dvar,
Spaypota.’ ¥

The association of Andronikos with Paphlagonia then climaxes in a discussion of his decline
into paranoia. Eustathios describes:

‘While in his [Andronikos’] heart he was exercising imperial rule over the Great City,
with his tongue he was always speaking of Paphlagonia; he eloquently described the
advantages which it possessed by comparison with the deficiencies of Constantinople,
and boasted of the treasures which were stored under guard for him there.

188 Thid., §42-54, pp..53-65.
139 Ibid., §32.29-34.20, trans. pp.33-35. My emphasis.
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Eustathios reviles the Paphlagonians for their violent entry into Constantinople and condemns
them for both their contemporary deeds and, through a classicising ethnotype, for the sins of
their ‘ancestors.’ For Eustathios, Andronikos’ Paphlagonians are the heirs of ancient evil. When
Andronikos unleashed them upon the Latin quarter and promoted them and their ilk to office
he is portrayed as effecting a change upon the culture of Constantinople. When Melville Jones
commented upon this line in his edition of Eustathios’ Lament he remarked that: ‘No passage
in surviving Greek literature emphasises the 'barbarian' nature of the Paphlagonians by
comparison with the Greeks.”!'”! However, knowing of the Christoupolis inscription and
comparing it to other moments of Paphlagonian ridicule such as those Magdalino identified in
earlier Komnenian prejudice, we may refute this hypothesis and posit an Angeloi-era
preference for distinguishing and othering the Paphlagonians amidst a broader conflict.!*? The
portrayal of Paphlagonians in the late twelfth century as the heirs to an ancient hatred
demonstrates both Eustathios and other Constantinopolitans identification of their own people
with the Classical Greeks, as was increasingly frequent in Komnenian Byzantium, and a
utilisation of that model to portray a civic political dispute as an external ethnic one.!”
Otherising and differentiating the Paphlagonians as a people merely renewing an eternal war
with the Greek world, inherently irrational and harbingers of collapse, is thus the first of several
instances of denying a group’s Byzantine past, with all the nuances of Roman, Greek, and
Orthodox Christianity which that corresponds to, in favour of a stricter exclusivity.

Paphlagonian support for Andronikos’ insurrection, the identified cause of later catastrophe,
rested upon genuinely well-established Komnenian connections. When Andronikos gathered
men around the Paphlagonian capital Kastamon and other regions, he was exploiting a tradition
of Paphlagonia as a heartland of provincial Komnenian power since the eleventh century. At
Gounaria ‘all the soldiery of the region’ had elected Isaak I Komnenos (1057-1059) from a
newly founded mustering ground.!®* Thereafter, both court histories of Alexios I’s (1081-1118)
reign propagated his family’s connection; portraying him weeping at his abandoned
grandfather’s house in Kastamon after the loss of imperial control to the Turkish raids that
followed the Battle of Manzikert in 1071.!%° The reconquest of Kastamon, the Komnenoi
ancestral kastro, by John II (1118-1143) was celebrated by a triumph in 1134 and
commemorated in three poems by Theodoros Prodromos.!'?® Prodromos’ poems were restrained
and mediated the link. They reflect little of the imperial family’s heritage in the region as a

190 Ibid., §40.34-42.4, trans. pp.41-43.

191 Melville Jones, Lament, p.178.

192 Paul Magdalino, ‘Paphlagonians in Byzantine High-Society,” in: H Bvlovrivii Mixpd Acia. 6og ar.-1206
or., (Athens: 1998), pp.141-150.

193 See also NC, OE, §301, trans. p.167, for Choniates calling himself both a ‘Hellene’ and a ‘Roman’ while
narrating the crimes of Andronikos against this group.

194 John Skylitzes, Synopsis, p.456; John Haldon, Warfare, State and Society in the Byzantine World 565-1204,
(London: 1999), p.151. For a GIS reconstruction of the location of Gounaria and Paphlagonian roads see Cahit
Mete Oguz, The Northern Heartland: A Study of Roman Paphlagonia in the Middle Ages, (PhD thesis, Simon
Fraser University: 2023), p.41.

195 Nikephoros Bryennios, Nicephori Bryennii Historiarum ed. Paul Gautier, pp.197-198; Anna Komnene,
Alexiad, p.14.

196 Prodromos, Historische Gedichte, §§3, 4, and 8, praises Kastamon’s recapture(s) and lists it for subsequent
triumphs in §5, 9b. Only §8.199-206 potentially implies any Komnenian connection as patris.
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patris and instead present the expedition as a conquest of non-Roman territory comprising the
eastern ‘power of the Persians.’!®” This lack of admission of prior loss appears deliberate and
purposefully obscure. Only the fact other conquests were not celebrated so extensively hint at
its totemic value. In corroboration, a residual Komnenian connection appears very much alive.
Andronikos is by far the most explicit. In 1181 he exploited his governorship of Paphlagonia
to rally Kastamon’s support against the regency of Dowager-Empress Maria and her lover the
protosebastos Alexios Komnenos (1180-1182).!°% After Andronikos’ rise and fall, imposters
pretending to be Alexios Il rallied support in Anatolia twice in a decade. A first fled the capital
for Anatolia and from 1189-93 led a force eight thousand strong, recruited from across
Anatolia, before being cornered in the Meander Valley. A second Alexios II was assassinated
in 1197 after a two-year insurrection while rallying support in Tzoungra, modern Cankiri, in
southern Paphlagonia.!”® Accepting lingering sentiment for the Komnenoi which could be
stirred into political insurgency against Constantinople, we should consider what else polarised
the two regions.

1.3. Paphlagonian Ethnicity

Paphlagonians remained a particularly identifiable group of Greek-Orthodox people who were
regularly attacked by urban elites. Insults were levelled on cultural grounds referring to either
custom or language, with both linked to the rurality of the region. For Niketas Choniates,
Andronikos’ habitual resort to incest, cruelty, blinding, and murder was a direct consequence
of his having travelled extensively amongst the ‘barbarian’ ethne of the east. His tendencies
were understood as a reproduction of ‘their’ behaviours.??’ As seen, a public declamation in the
epigraphy of Kavala/Christoupolis in 1193/4 against the ‘Tyrant of the Paphlagonians’ can also
be compared to their dismissal in the 1185 oration of Eustathios as ‘barbarians’ and ethnic
enemies of the ‘Hellenes’ as part of an ideological shift which positioned them outside the
Greek-speaking world. While it is only in the late twelfth century that we observe the conflation
of Paphlagonia into a barbarian space whilst still being an imperial province, since the tenth
century Paphlagonians had been heavily ridiculed for their rusticity, their customs for public
song and dance, and a general lack of learning.?’! Establishing this milieu, both as a perceived
other and (rarely) as a self-identified one further illuminates the implications of Isaak II’s
Kavala/Christoupolis inscription publicly decrying Andronikos as an invading tyrant of
‘barbarian’ Paphlagonia.

The differences between the Constantinopolitan-educated elites and Paphlagonians are likely
more than simply rhetorical. We can make only educated guesses regarding language in

197 Roman Shliakhtin, ‘Master of Kastamon, Emperor of Eternity: loannes Komnenos as Border-maker and
Border-breaker in Theodoros Prodromos’ poem ‘On the advance to Kastamon,” in: From Constantinople to the
Frontier: The City and the Cities, eds. Nicholas Matheou et al., (Boston: 2016), p.430.

198 Anthony Bryer, ‘David Komnenos and Saint Eleutherios,” Al1, 42 (1988/89), p.176; Brand, Byzantium
Confronts the West 1180-1204, p.39.

99NC, CD, §420-423, trans. pp.231-233, and again §462-463, trans. pp.253-254.

200 1bid., §353.15-20, trans. p.195. ‘In a word, Andronikos would not have been the least of the Komnenoi
emperors had he mitigated the intensity of his cruelty, had he been less quick to apply the hot iron and to resort to
mutilation [...] Such practice he copied from the ethne with whom he mixed [8mep &k @V 20vav, 0l¢ TPocEEEY, ]
when, more than other, he was compelled to wander.’

201 For a recent thesis on the role of Paphlagonia in pre-1204 Byzantine society, with particular attention paid to
geography see Oguz, 4 Study of Roman Paphlagonia; Magdalino, ‘Paphlagonians in Byzantine High-Society,’
pp. 141-150; Charis Messis, ‘Movoikr, 30p0g kai Auapt) evmyic: Aoyoteyvikes eikoveg tig [agpiayoviag kotd )
Méon Bulovtivn mepiodo,” deltiov Kevipov Mixpoaoiotikdv Zmovdwv, 20 (2017): pp.63-88; idem. ‘Régions,
politique et rhétorique dans la premiére moitié du 10e siécle: le cas des Paphlagoniens,” REB, 73 (2015): pp.99-
122.
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Paphlagonia in the manner of Juan Signes Codofier’s research on dialects, but a distinct
regional-cultural identity and reputation of Paphlagonia is known from many examples of
Middle Byzantine literature. They were notorious in Constantinople as producers of eunuchs,
thieves, and in the De Thematibus as a ‘genos of mules’ [0 @V OV Yévoc].2? In one tenth
century poem by Constantine of Rhodes, Paphlagonians were mocked as a people more akin
to the pigs they farmed than the learned culture of a Constantinopolitan elite.?’> Evidently a
lingering reputation persisted into the twelfth century. Even before Andronikos’ coup we find
in the satirical underworld of the 7imarion, a twelfth-century work set in Thessaloniki, a remark
in the final words of the play. As the autobiographical author returned from the realms of the
dead and rejoins the living, he asked his companion to find a body-collector to prepare some
newly dead for the journey to Hades:

‘Only it mustn’t be any respectable class of person who might resent the job but rather
one of those filthy Paphlagonians from the market who will see a profit for himself in
being sent down to Hades with some pork.

povov Eotmoay | TV GEUVOY Kol KaBapodlaitmv avopdv, ol téyo dv pucaytncoviat
Vv dokoviay, GAAY TV év pakéAAo kol pumapodwitov [Taplaydvev, ol képdog av
Nynowvtal To petd yoipeion kpéatog kad’ Adov otédlecHou. 204

The repeated resurrection of negative tropes for the Paphlagonians would repeat until the eve
of the Turkish conquest and beyond. During the fourteenth century the Paphlagonian origin of
Nikephoros Gregoras was attacked by his religious opponents. Gregoras was described as ‘this
barbarian... who had departed from the land of the Paphlagonians for the Queen of Cities...
and partaking in the education of the Hellenic muses, he managed to lose his barbaric customs
and accent [pwvnv] but not the barbarity of his manners nor mind... revealed himself worse
than his homophyloi,” in an attack that once more framed the conflict as Hellenes against
Paphlagonian barbarians.?®> The late-twelfth, thirteenth, and fourteenth centuries therefore
marked Paphlagonia’s frequent transformation in rhetoric from rustic to barbarian ethnos.

On the part of the Paphlagonians we are less informed. At times we can detect anti-urban
settlement by those who occasionally involved themselves in the workings of the capital. This
is evidenced by a number of hagiographies for local narratives such as Sts. Philaretos the

202 De Thematibus, ed. Immanuel Bekker, (Bonn: 1840), p.29.15-16; Messis, 'Régions, politique,” pp.99-122. The
‘mules’ imagery is returned to by Germanos II where it implies ethnic mixing. It is likely mocking rusticity here.
203 The poem of Constantine of Rhodes to ‘Theodore the eunuch from Paphlagonia’ in: Pietro Matranga, Anecdota
Graeca e mss. bibliothecis Vaticana, Angelica, Barberiniana, Vallicelliana, Medicea, Vindobonensi deprompta
(Rome: 1850), pp.625-626; Magdalino, ‘Paphlagonians in Byzantine High-Society,” pp.141-143.

204 Pseudo-Luciano: Timarione, ed. Roberto Romano (Naples: 1974), p.47; Timarion, trans. Barry Baldwin
(Detroit: 1984), p.76.

205 D. Kaimakes, Pilobéov Koxkivov Aoyuatié Epya, (Thessaloniki: 1983), p.480, ‘I'pnyopdg 8 ovtociv &k
BapPapwv Topd TV 1@V TO eV PaciAida TovtVvi, Kol TV peydiny AV tdv EkkAnoidv Tob Xpiotod puntépa,
g yop Mapraydvev dpunto yiic, kol aywyiig Kol todeiog évradba kai povong EAANvikiic petacydv... 10 pHev
BépPBapov f00g dunyémn kai THV ewviy amoBalelv Eoye, TdV 88 TpodTV T Kol THC YvdINS 1O BépPapov od pévoy
ok £oyev amoPaielv, dAAG Kol mpooetelpydoato kol TPooEdnkey €k mAvL Tol TOAAOD TOD TEPLOVTOG TMV
opoPOAV yeipov T0 ToodTa Paveic.”’; Messis, 'Régions, politique et rhétorique,” pp.73-74n.26; Anatolian Greeks
in Paphlagonia did not survive as a distinct ethnic group into the Ottoman and modern periods. The nineteenth
century cadastres depict them as a minority but a Turkish majority was likely by the fourteenth century. See Dimitri
Korobeinikov, ‘The Cumans in Paphlagonia,’ Journal of Black Sea Studies, 18 (2015), pp.29-44.
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Merciful of Amnia, George of Amastris, and Alypios the Stylite.2% The Life of Philaretos, itself
supposedly written by the grandson of the saint during the eight-century Arab incursions,
demonstrates a particular religious and social assumption as a Paphlagonian ‘svyevi¢’ and
landholder in the regions of Galatia and the Pontos.?’” That text attempted to emphasise the
bonds between emigres to the capital and the province, as the saint’s widow returned to
Paphlagonia after his death to rebuild the churches destroyed in the wars.2®® Why they should
choose to do so is perhaps revealed by another example. St. Alypios, who continued to be the
subject of hagiographical compendiums into the thirteenth century, was a saint whose original
Life had carried a distinctly anti-Constantinopolitan message. A seventh-century hagiography
narrated his literal refusal to enter Constantinople. Alypios abandoned his companions at the
ferry-crossing in Chalcedon because ‘he despised trips to the city because of their tendency to
drive the soul to passionate pleasure-seeking’ [toig moATikoig &xdnuiong fKioTo
ovvndoueEVoC PGov petakAtvovoag Yoy £ri ta H10éo kol umadiotepal.’? It was a section
removed by Symeon Metaphrastes’ tenth-century (Constantinopolitan) revision to portray mere
‘dislike at being abroad’ [taig 8xdnuioug dyOopevoc v].2!? In both versions Alypios was then
led in relief by a saintly intervention to return to his patris of Paphlagonia to begin a thirty-
year stint atop his pillar.2!! In a noteworthy revival, the cult of St. Alypios was revisited once
more by the Cypriot monk Neophytos the Recluse in the thirteenth century. Cyprus, which in
1209 had pledged themselves to the patriarchate in Nikaia in return for the appointment of a
new archbishop, was the first external boost to the authority of the institution in exile.?!> We
might question then if overtures to Paphlagonia influenced Neophytos’ creation of a new
thirteenth-century encomium for the saint ‘Alypios from Hadrianople in the land of
Paphlagonia’ as an effort to heal the breach with the frequently rebellious region. Notably, it
also removed all references to the saint yearning to abandon urban centres for the quiet of his
patris in Paphlagonia.?!3

Undoubtedly there were socio-economic differences reflected in the friction between urban and
rural landscapes. Promising to address these is likely to have been a source of popular support,
for what we know of Andronikos’ domestic policies 1183—85 reads as a revival of the provinces
against urban centres. Detail is lacking but both Niketas Choniates in the capital and his brother
Michael in Athens report a series of policies aimed at provincial renewal. Andronikos was
known in his brief reign to have eased Manuel’s heavy taxation, reestablished the office of

206 George of Amastris ed. Vasil Vasilievsky, Russko-vizantijskie issledovanija, 2 (St. Petersburg: 1893), pp.1-73;
Lennart Rydén, The life of St. Philaretos the merciful written by his grandson Niketas: a critical edition with
introduction, translation, notes, and indices, (Uppsala: 2002).

207 Ibid., pp.26-28.

208 Ibid., pp.116-117.

209 Delehaye Hippolyte, Les Saints Stylites, (Brussels: 1923), pp.76. Text at §10, p.155; trans. Charles Kuper, ‘The
Greek Life of Alypios the Stylite (stylite and monastic founder of Hadrianopolis,” in: The Cults of Saints in Late
Antiquity, (Oxford: 2018), §10.

210 Symeon’s version in Hippolyte, Les Saints Stylites, p.177.

211 From Alpios’ pre-tenth-century Life literally, ‘He returned the fruit to its native land from which it was grown
to preserve the native-land’s joy,” §7 [0 @&dc, &1L TOV €& aTiiC PUVTO THG TATPIdOG KAPTOV AT] TAAY T TOTPidL
cOTNPOV EDPPOGLVNG anédwkey.] p.152. Note an emphatic double use of patris.

212 Angold, Exile, p.19, Cyprus’ early support was short-lived. Continued involvement from Patriarch Germanos
inflamed relations with the Latin regime and caused the Cypriot Church to break contact, in idem. Germanos I1,
pp.42-45; and Germanos’ letters in Sathas, Meoaiwviki BifrioBnky, 11, 9-10; Konstantinos Chatzepsaltes, 'H
ékkAnoio Kompov kai 0 év Nucoidg oikovpevikov matpapyeiov apyopévon tod 1y p. X. aidvog,” KyprSpud 28
(1964), pp.141-144; Gastgeber, ‘“Epiros Dossier,”” pp.99-102.

213 Joannis Stefanis, ed. Ayiov Neopirov Zwldusve Epya, (Thessaloniki: 2018), pp.593-598. Neophytos’ text is
fairly unspecific, the sole use of an ethnonym, ‘Hellenic graves’ [10 yopiov EAAnvik@v toppov] in the idolatrous
sense referred to ancient, malignant graves surrounding Paphlagonia. p.595.
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praetor as a means of reducing corruption amongst tax collectors, and purged the system of
aristocratic purchases of state offices.?!* The Indian summer of Andronikos’ early reign, which
sits oddly alongside a tyrannical image, informs us also that the emperor had succeeded in
enlisting some notable, but second-rank, families in his state offices. We are fortunate enough
to know the family name of the most prominent.

24 NC, CD, §325-326, trans. 179-180; MC, OE, §30.6-14 praises the ‘Most brilliant praetor who has attended to
our affairs before all others so that the unequal taxation might be re-distributed.’ [0 mavunéplapnpog npaitwp mpod
ve OV GAA®V T k0O’ NUAG Eneckéyarto. .. avadachein... 1 The oporoyikig ddikiog DAPOPLOG TPOPACIC] see
also §§32, 40; Anthony Kaldellis, The New Roman Empire: A History of Byzantium, (Oxford: 2024), p.701.
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1.4. The Mesaritai: Supporters and Survivors of Andronikos’ Insular
Constantinople

‘[John Mesarites] was brought to the attention of the emperor by his father
[Constantine], as a precious pearl or ruby worthy of the imperial crown. That harsh and
difficult emperor, Andronikos it was, took him on as a gift from the Gods and kept him
close, so that nobody else would carry him off. Though disagreeable to everybody else,
he was sweetness and light where my brother was concerned. He arranged the payment
to him of a hefty salary by the keepers of the private treasury and the provision of
additional supplies and fabrics... Of course his progress in imperial service was slow,
partly because of his attachment to reading and learning and partly because of the
emperor's evil temper, even if he always showed him the greatest kindness, until with
the assent of God the hand of Angelos smote [ Andronikos] an almighty blow and felled,
as though he were some worthless and mangy vermin, that frightful man, who had the
look and the roar of a lion.’

Kol TpoonyOn th Pacirein mepL®ME VIO TOD GEETEPOL TATPOG OG EVIYLOG LAPYALPOG Kol
MBog Avyvitng T Pactuki] touvig katdélog. Kol 0 Poaphc €keivog kol SVGKOAOG
Boaothevg, Avdpovikog & oDtog, ¢ Eppotdv TL TodTOV AvOlauPAvel Kol GOC uf
oLANOfN Vol Tapd tivog £ykoAmileTat, kol 0 £’ dmacty andng £mi TOOUD ASEAPD MOVG
gyvopileto. torydp kol €toiovg 006elS PapVOAKES TAPEXEWV OVTR TOIG OIKELNKOIG
OncavpoOAAEL TPOHTPEYE Kol S1UTPOPAS TAPEXELY DIEPEKTEPIGGOD KOl OKEMAGHLOTAL!
[...] duéder kai Bpadeiay €mi td Pacilela Ty mopeiav memointo dMpata, TOVTO HEV Kol
L TO mpooteTnKéval T dvayvdoel kol toig pafnuact, todto 8¢ kol 0 10 Tod
KPOToOVTOG KaKOMOEG, Kiv €KEIVOG €’ AT TO TAUTOAAQ EXPNOTEVETO, EMG OVTOV
vevoet Beod 1] Ayyehkn Bpidpew mataypov Endtae xeip Kol OV eoPepov €keivov Kai
Aeovi®on kath PAERpO, KOt €PLYUOV ®G OVTWOOVOV Kol EEitnAov koTéppose
KvddaAov. 213

The ecclesiastical author Nicholas Mesarites (c.1163—.1217) is our window to the
Constantinopolitan milieu which supported the ethicized-violence and insular policies of
Andronikos Komnenos’ regime. Nicholas Mesarites’ several works and letters written between
the years 1200 and 1215 attest to momentous changes within Byzantine society. Within that
tumultuous era, the Mesaritai family were peripatetic. They were notable individuals at the
courts of Andronikos I, Alexios III, and later Theodore Laskaris in Nikaia. As seen above, John
was Andronikos’ personal confessor and resumed the role for Alexios III. Nicholas from ¢.1195
until April 1204 held the high-ranking position of imperial skeuophylax and sacristan of the
relics of Christ’s Passion in the Pharos Chapel. However, it was their father Constantine, who
first played a pivotal role in securing the family’s promotion to such prestigious offices. We
know the outline of Constantine’s career as he climbed the imperial legal bureaucracy. From
1166 Constantine was a kouropalates and krites [judge] of the Velum, then was appointed to
the Hippodrome, and most likely after 1182 under Andronikos reached the climax of his career
with the combined posts of protasekretis, giving him responsibility for drafting imperial
chrysobulls, and an ad hoc role of president of ‘all the senate.”?!

215 Mesarites, Epitaphios §19.7-25, adapted trans. Angold, p.157.

216 An author in his own right, Constantine Mesarites’ surviving work is a series of biblical exegeses which have
received little attention. Francois Halkin, ed. Inédits byzantins d'Ochrida, Candie et Moscou, (Brussels: 1963),
pp-32-55; For Constantine as koroupalates and krites in 1166 see Stergios Sakkos, O watrp pov ueilwv pod éonrv,
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When Andronikos began his insurrection from a position of semi-exile to challenge the regency
on an anti-Latin momentum, he had only a meagre force and he did not take Constantinople by
storm. What he needed were factions within Constantinople and it is from Nicholas’ writings
that we learn how multiple members of the Mesaritai family became key supporters of
Andronikos in the 1180s. Nicholas, too young to serve Andronikos directly, survived his
overthrow where other family members did not. When he reached prominence ¢.1195 we can
probably see the perspective of a family which had once united behind Andronikos’ policies
being revived at the close of the twelfth century. Known for his unconventionality as an author,
Mesarites’ word choice and detail create a vivid authorial perspective.?!” From the epitaphios
Nicholas prepared for his brother John’s funeral in 1207 we glean most of our information for
the family. John Mesarites had had some tumultuous early plans to be a run-away monk in
Alexandria but was foiled by his father’s pleas to Emperor Manuel. Nicholas gives the unlikely
resolution that Manuel directly intervened and enforced his return. There is an element of insult
levelled to Manuel in the narrative, which Angold’s edition did not address, particularly
regarding why Manuel was contemptuously likened in the epitaphios to Hesiod’s ‘cawing crow
[kpdln kopdvn].”?!® There is in fact very good reason for animosity.

The Mesaritai family’s place within Manuel’s Komnenian empire was somewhat middling.
They held offices but were distinctly ignoble and unaligned with the network of aristocratic
alliances who provided the state with its military commanders and governors. This was the age
of the Komnenian System, the patrimonial network of aristocratic families which
simultaneously ‘brought the empire's military command structure within the imperial genos...
[and] lowered the social status of all families who did not belong to the favoured Comnenian
elite... to a second-class aristocracy of civil and religious officials.’?!” Our knowledge of the
Mesaritai within this second-rank of the pre-1180 elite is greatly enhanced by an aside found
in the work of the legal canonist Theodore Balsamon referring to one Theodore Mesarites,
likely Nicholas’ uncle. As part of an entry discussing the right of widows to choose their own
husbands in the absence of fathers and grandfathers, it concedes to certain women the right to
choose their own second-marriages, but a caveat is made when pertaining to ‘noble women’
[eVyeveig yuvaikat]. As Balsamon recorded it, Emperor Manuel:

‘Our mighty and sacred emperor put an end to corruption arising through arranged
marriages of noble women who were joined with ignoble men and punished the latter
severely. This was done to the imperial secretary Kyr Theodore Mesarites, having taken
as wife the daughter of the sebastos Bryennios without the emperor’s approval.

‘O 8¢ kpatadg kol Gylog MUAV Paciieds dtopbopdy GLVOIKESIY ELYEVAV YUVOIKDY
oLvaPBEIGDY AVOPAGL JUGYEVEST O1ECTACE, KOl TOVG CLUVOPOEVTOG LEYAAMS EKOLOGEY:

1. "Epidec kai abvodor kazo, tov 1ff” aicwva, (Thessaloniki: 1966), p.155.6-7; Jules Pargoire, ‘Nicolas Mésarites,
métropolite d'Ephése,” Echos d’Orient, 47 (1904), pp.219-226. For protasekretis and the less defined leadership
of Andronikos’ senate see Mesarites, Epitaphios, §6.24-25, [€£ dvaxtopikiig Emkpicews TG GVYKAATOL ThoNG
TPOKAONTOL Kol TO TPMTOACNKPNTIKOV OQ@iKlov avaldvvutal, TNV oidectumTdtny KAfjow, 10 mpwtdbpovov
6voua]. The office is unusual, protothronos being normally reserved for bishops presiding over suffragan sees.
217 Alexander Kazhdan, ‘Nicephorus Chrysoberges and Nicholas Mesarites: A Comparative Study,” Studies on
Byzantine Literature of the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, (Cambridge: 1984), p.250.

218 Mesarites, Epitaphios, §12.20, trans. Angold, p.150.n60. A reference, perhaps, to Manuel’s suppression of the
emerging family. The full quotation would be ‘And do not leave your house unpolished whilst you are building
it, lest a cawing crow sit upon it and croak.’ [unde d6pov moidv avenifeatov KoToleinew, un tot Epelopévn Kpatn
Aaképula kopavn.] Hesiod, Works and Days, ed. Martin West, (Oxford: 1978), §746-7.

219 Magdalino, Manuel, pp.187-188.
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010eV Tl MEMOMKMG Kol €ic TOV POSIMKOV YPOUUOTIKOV KOpov Oeddmpov ToOV
Mecapimyv, 100 cefactod 10D Bpuvevviov v Buyatépa ywpig eidnoemg Pactiikiic gig
yovaika Aapovra. 2

We can identify two specific individuals who suffered punishment for this crime under Manuel
but themselves or their relatives returned to hold key positions under Andronikos. One of these
was Andronikos’ chief minister and epi fou stratou, Stephen Hagiochristophorites. Eustathios
informs us of the specific punishment for the crime. Under Manuel’s regime
Hagiochristophorites had been whipped, mutilated, and his nose slit for attempting to marry an
‘guyevn] yovy,” a noblewoman.??! Balsamon leaves it ambiguous if rhinectomy was meted out
to Theodore Mesarites but Manuel had likely done something similar. It was this discrete
partitioning of the imperial nobility from the dysgeneis that reinforced the ‘Komnenian
System.” Therefore, despite serving in what had formerly been a reasonably high office of the
state bureaucracy, the Mesaritai family before 1180 had suffered a firm demonstration of their
exclusion from the upper aristocracy. Even the Bryennioi, an extended branch of the
Komnenoi-Doukai genos, were beyond them and they had been publicly refused the
opportunity to ‘marry-up.” This humiliation of the family would certainly explain Nicholas
Mesarites” unfavourable depiction of Manuel as a ‘cawing crow.’??? Vengeance for the insult
to the Mesaritai family would be exacted in the years to come.

In 1182 Andronikos Komnenos set to work dismantling Manuel’s circles. It is here we find
Nicholas Mesarites’ father, Constantine, as a pivotal player. We gather from Nicholas’ more
nuanced portrayal of Andronikos, a generally reviled emperor, that Constantine Mesarites was
a key figure in the reign of Andronikos and their fortunes became tied to his success. As
representatives of a discontented middle-aristocracy, unable to advance beyond the judiciary,
Constantine and his fellow kritai played a role in forcing the senate’s agreement to the
capitulation of the city to the usurper. 22> Through this politicking, multiple excluded families
achieved their hereto blocked advancement. It was almost certainly Andronikos who placed
Constantine in a position of oversight in the senate, while John became a personal confessor to
the new emperor. To Nicholas Mesarites whose family owed much to Andronikos’ patronage
the memory of the emperor is distinctly nuanced; an unstable figure, doomed by his wrath yet
generous to his family.

Andronikos’ 1185 overthrow spelled disaster and a temporary end to the prominence of the
Mesaritai. Both Nicholas’ father and an unnamed brother perished violently. By Mesarites’
account they died being hurled from a great height, potentially alongside the emperor in the

220 Balsamon, Zovrayua, 1V, p.189, trans. Magdalino, Manuel, p.211; The noblewoman was likely the daughter of
Joseph Bryennios, who in 1166 signed himself pansebastos sebastos in Sakkos, O mozip pov,” pp.154.14-15.

221 Eustathios, Lament, §44.23-29, trans. p.45. ‘Stephanos was his first name, and his surname
Hagiochristophorites; and those who are of the right opinion gave him the nickname Antichristophorites after he
had departed from the ways ordained by God. His earlier history had marked him out as the very image of
worthlessness. He had contracted a marriage out of his class, committing the crime of making a noble alliance
above his own eugenos, but the penalty which he had paid was no mean one [orep a&iav yapov €dyevi], dédmke
Tipmpiov ovK &yevvil, there is a pun here, lit. the punishment was not ignoble]. His nose was cut off, because he
had done wrong by cavorting with one whom he should have left alone, and from his back strips of chastisement
went glancing down.’

222 Mesarites, Epitaphios, §12.20.

223 Other chief civic officials who supported Andronikos are known from Choniates and Eustathios. Constantine
Patrenos, judge of the Velum, and Michael Haploucheir, judge and protonotarios of the dromos. NC, CD, §266,
270, 336, trans. pp.148, 150, 185; Eustathios, Lament, §22.10-25, 44.18-48.23, trans. pp.23, 45-49, records in
detail Andronikos’ usage of the kritai to bring down the regency government.
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Hippodrome.??* While Nicholas presumably was too young and too ecclesiastically inclined to
warrant reprisals, of the prominent Mesaritai John alone survived by retreating to the monastery
of St. Daniel the Stylite at Anaplous in Phyrgana in North-Western Anatolia (potentially, near
or at the same location the future Germanos II spent his initial years after 1204). While it is
dressed up in the epitaph as a religious reclusion, given his role as Andronikos’ personal
confessor, we should imagine John was hounded from the city by Isaak II'’s regime. Only the
deposition of Isaak by his brother Alexios III in 1195 saw John’s reappearance in the capital,
now seemingly with the patronage of the Kamateros family.??> With his brother entitled
didaskalos of the Psalter and acting once more as confessor to an emperor, these conditions
were the backdrop for the launching of Nicholas Mesarites’ own career.??

The two main authors for the Byzantium that weathered the Fourth Crusade offer useful
parallels to one another. Both Nicholas Mesarites and Niketas Choniates lost rank and office in
Constantinople after April 1204. Losing his status under Alexios III, Mesarites lived for several
years under the Latin conquerors fighting for Orthodox ecclesiastical representation, before
moving to Nikaia in 1208, and finding valuable if itinerant employment there. He ended his
life as Metropolitan of Ephesos. In contrast, Choniates struggled and hesitated, attempting to
serve the Latins and only eventually opting to support Theodore Laskaris’ struggle to reunite
Byzantine Anatolia from Bithynia. Where Mesarites never wavered, Choniates’ delays and
uncertainties might reveal other differences in the nuances of social status. Choniates’ own
career and ultimate penury shall be discussed in section two. However, whereas Niketas
Choniates was originally from Chonai in South-Western Asia Minor, Nicholas Mesarites, and
as he would have us believe much of the Mesaritai clan before him, all originated from
Constantinople. He is uniquely proud of this fact, and it influences much of his work. Where
Choniates commonly asserts he is a ‘Roman’, in his own work from before 1204, Mesarites
was almost never this. He was foremostly a Constantinopolitan, proud of his patris and ‘a
native of the queen of cities’ [tig T@Vv tfic Pacthevodong avdryevic].??” He disliked provincial
Byzantine homoglotts, Italians, Georgians, Germans, Turks, and essentially all other alloglots,
excepting only the Varangians. With the exception of referring to the official titles of ‘Emperors
of the Romans’ and institution of ‘the army of the Romans’ Mesarites’ use of ‘Roman’ seldom
refers to a people. It reappears after 1204, but inconsistently and with many concessions and
substitutions for the topographical term he prefers; a group identity defined as
‘Constantinopolitan’ [Kwvotovtivovrolitat] and as a church simply ‘Greek’ [[paikog]. 228

224 Mesarites, Epitaphios, §5.6-8. ‘kai Odvarog Nuetépov motpodg kai Platog viol avtiic dmoPincic katappayéviog
G’ VymAod kai OpvPévog TV OAoUELELOY, TO UEYIOTOV TG TaTPIKig NUAY oixiag duvokAnpnua.’ Trans. Angold,
p-144. “The greatest piece of ill-luck to befall our patrimonial house, the death of our father and the sudden demise
of [another of] her sons, who was thrown down from a height, [leaving] his whole body smashed to pieces.’ It is
not unlikely the place of execution was one of the columns of the hippodrome’s spina, where Andronikos and then
Alexios V were killed.

225 1bid., §24, trans. Angold, pp.161-2. Close ties developed either in the 1180s or more likely the mid-1190s
between the Mesaritai and the Kamateroi. Nicholas wrote multiple letters to John X Kamateros and
recommendations to imperial spiritual advisors were achieved primarily through the support of the patriarch.
Angold, Mesarites, pp.312-319.

226 Angold, Mesarites, pp. 42, 160.

227 For discussion of Constantinople as Mesarites’ patris see Galatariotou, ‘Travel and Perception,” p.240.

228 Mesarites, Epitaphios, §49.13, p.62.
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1.5. Ethnic and Constantinopolitan Exclusivism in Mesarites’ Warning: The Coup
of John ‘the Fat’ Axouchos Komnenos 1200/01

‘But, at a given signal, some others from John’s bodyguard [clad] in full armour broke
in from the Augoustaion through the western gateway. Overbearing, rough and ill-
disciplined they shouted out, “From now on all will be well with us and with Romania;
no longer will we be overrun by these barbarians, not by the Skythian,??® Bulgarian,
Tauroskythian,?*? Persarmenian,?! Illyrian, Triballos,?*? Paion,?*3 Alaman,?** Italian,?*
Iberian,?¢ Libyan,?*” nor even today by the Persian,?3® who has achieved great success
in Asia. They will lick the dust off our feet (Ps.72, 9, Is.49, 23); all will bow down to
our authority. They will submit their stiff necks to the yoke of servitude. The Queen of
Cities can now rest easy; all the rulers of the world will make obeisance to you with the
noblest of gifts. Behold another Joshua, son of Nun, sent by divine providence to
obliterate the kingdom of the Canaanites, who will destroy the Bulgarian!

229 Each of these classicising ethnonyms refers to contemporary events and shall be parsed. Cumans: Allied to the
Bulgarians since the 1185 revolt and in 1200 were also in a state of war with Byzantine allies in the Kievan Rus
civil war. For Cumans in the Bulgarian revolt, known primarily from Latin sources, see Francesco Dall’ Aglio,
“The Opposition Between Bulgaria and the Latin Empire of Constantinople: A Necessary Hostility?’ in: Medieval
Bosnia and South-East European Relations. Political, Religious, and Cultural Life at the Adriatic Crossroads,
eds. DZenan Dautovic, et al., (Leeds: 2019), p.73.

230 Kievan Rus: as Niketas Choniates informs us, the Rus were at civil war between Romanos Rurikovich and
Romanos Mstislavich, the former aligned with the Cumans, and thus an enemy of Byzantium. Mstislavich in some
analyses was married to Euphrosyne Angelina, a daughter of Isaak II, and had previously succeeded in attacking
the northern Bulgarian border to relieve pressure on Thrace. NC, CD, §522.25-523.49, trans. pp.206-207,;
Alexander Maiorov, ‘The Alliance between Byzantium and Rus before the Conquest of Constantinople by the
Crusaders in 1204,” Russian History, 42 (2015), pp.272-393.

231 Armenians: Choniates uses the term ‘Persarmenian’ for the Danishmenids who had made Kastamon their
capital prior to its two reconquests in the 1130s by the Byzantine army, NC, CD, §19.2, trans. pp.12-13.; Mesarites
appears to be using the term differently, unsurprisingly as the wars with the Danishmenids were well before his
lifetime. In Palastrevolution ‘Persarmenian’ appears once more, when Mesarites praises his ‘Cilician and
Persarmenian companions.’ Here the term appears to distinguish between those from Cilician Armenia with whom
Byzantium was currently in communion, and Armenians from Caucasian Greater Armenia.; Mesarites,
Palastrevolution §18.27-28, trans. p.60. For ‘Persarmenian’ for Greater Armenia see also Prokopios, The Persian
Wars, 1, §10.

232 Both Illyrian and Triballos refer to Serbs. Less than two years prior Grand Zupan Stefan had rebuked his wife,
Alexios III’s daughter Eudokia, and charged her with adultery. The expulsion of the princess from court sparked
a civil war with Stefan’s brother who had the backing of the emperor. NC, CD, §531, trans. p.292; Macrides,
Akropolites, p.116n.7. Cf. Vlada Stankovi¢, ‘Stronger than It Appears? Byzantium and its European Hinterland
after the Death of Manuel I Komnenos,” SOOAS, pp.35-48, which completely ignores the divorce.

233 Hungarians: Following Andronikos’ usurpation in 1182 Béla I1I, Manuel’s son-in-law, invaded Ni$-Branic¢evo
and only agreed to peace in 1185 with Andronikos’ successor when Isaak II married Béla’s daughter. Isaak was
forced to recognise the new frontier and annexation of lands in Dalmatia, notably Sirmium. Paul Stephenson,
Byzantium s Balkan Frontier: a political study of the Northern Balkans, 900-1204, (Cambridge: 2000), pp.282-
284.

234 Germans: Possibly a lingering reference to the passage of the Third Crusade. Reappears as an uncultured
mercenary in the imperial guard who had to be restrained from looting the palace by Varangians, Mesarites,
Palastrevolution, §31.21, trans. p.73.

235 Ttalian merchants had repeatedly enriched themselves at Byzantine expense and later attempted to loot the
Pharos chapel with the Georgians, see Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §16.3, trans. p.56.

236 Ibid., Georgians: Repeatedly identified throughout as greedy looters.

237 Either the Almohad Caliphate, or simply Arabs in general.

238 (Seljuk) Turks: Here begins the first instance of the narrative which otherwise ridicules Axouchos for Turkish
ancestry persecuting Turks.
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Al 8¢ yapdle éppintovto Kai 1) El6TOPELGIS AveTOG Kol Evobev TV advTOV 0 Toavvng,
KOTAPMOUEVOS TOD KT TPAOTNTA TOVS TOAOL PAGIAETG EKVIKNOAVTOG. GAAL Kol €K TOV
100 Avyovote®vog Bupdv SvTik®Vv eionmoncavteg €k ovvOnuatog £tepol Tipeg
o1dnpdepoxtol Hracmictal Tod Toavvov kai émtdppodot itapol kai dddekTot “m¢ £0
ve T ‘Popoidt 10 4nd todde Kol MUIV’EMEP@OVOLY, ‘00 KOTAGTPOTNYNOEL TIG £TL
BapPBapog tavtng, ov Xxkdong, ov Bovdyapog, ov Tavpookhong, ov Ilepoapuéviog, ovk
TAAp1og, 00 Tpiarrods, ov [aiwv, oOA Alapavodg, ovk Traddc, ovk "Ifnp, od Aipug,
0VK 00TOG O T £yGha Katd TV Actav ioybdwv [Tépong v onuepov. TOV TOV TOdIMdV
nudv Agiéovot yodv, Vmokbdyovst mavteg, dovievovsovsty, VO {uyov dovAeing
TEGOOVTOL Ol TPONV AOTAV AKAUTESTOTOL TPAYNAOL. dydAlov Toivuv 1) Baciiehovasa, ol
Bactelc yap THg NG KDO1GTOL dSDPOLG TAVTEG GOl TPOGKLVI|GOLGLY. APTL OV Amefdlov
KOopov amérlapeg, dneceicw TV VPpLv, TEPLEdNo® TOV TG AYOAMACEDS CTEQAVOV.
iSov #\log obtog vidg Nawfi Incodc, ék Oeiog mpovoiag Gmestaluévog Tog TAV
Xavavaiov Bacireiog éEapavicnv, dALL kai kataotpédynv OV Bovdyapov.” 23

In spite of its short duration and utter failure, the attempted coup of John Paxys or ‘The Fat’
Axouchos Komnenos received significant attention from contemporaries. Situated towards the
end of the reign of Alexios III Angelos Komnenos (1195-1203), almost two years before the
Crusaders arrived, the events capture Constantinople at a point of political and social crisis.>*
Four contemporary Greek-speaking authors either reference or describe the uprising, one
author twice. This quantity of sources and the fact that all other sources fail to align with
Mesarites’ own account is just one intriguing detail regarding content; for his text is unusual in
several regards.?*! Nicholas Mesarites’ account of the failed coup of John ‘the Fat” Axouchos
Komnenos, entitled A Narration in the Form of a Speech, is less valuable for its accuracy than
for its intent.?*> We cannot know how much of the content was written before and after 1204
or if Mesarites, like Choniates, rewrote his works after 1204 in a way that projected the post-
Fourth Crusade tensions onto pre-conquest episodes. The scholarly consensus that he did not
is based on the fact that Mesarites is believed to have constrained himself to adding only
paratextual information to his works and left the main body alone. Mesarites’ texts have long
been recognised as having had a highly limited circulation and for leaving no literary impact
in Byzantine circles. Therefore the surviving manuscript(s), though composite of several hands,

239 It is notable that of all enemies, Bulgarians were considered the greatest threat to the court of 1200. Mesarites,
Palastrevolution; §3.8-24, adapted trans. Angold, p.44; Johannes Koder, ‘Ruling Elites and the Common People:
Some Considerations on their Diverging Identities and Ideologies,’ in: Identities and Ideologies in the Medieval
East Roman World, pp.52.

240 Byzantine sources for the coup are: NC, OE, §10, p.101; NC, CD, §526-529, trans. p.289; Mesarites,
Palastrevolution, trans. pp.31-74; Euthymios Tornikios, ‘Discours d’Euthyme Tornikés (1200-1205),” ed. Jean
Darrouzes, REB, 26 (1968), p.66; Nikephoros Chrysoberges, Nicephori Chrysobergae ad Angelos orations tres,
ed. Maximilian Treu, (Wroclaw: 1892), p.1; For a brief overview of secondary literature: Michael Angold, ‘The
Anatomy of a Failed Coup: The Abortive Uprising of John the Fat (31 July 1200),” in: SQOAS, pp.113-134; idem,
‘Byzantine Politics vis-a-vis the Fourth Crusade,’ in: Urbas capta, pp.55-70; Alexander Vasiliev, ‘Mesarites as a
Source,” Speculum, 13 (1938), pp.180-182; See also Brand, Byzantium Confronts the West, pp.98, 122-124, 248-
49; Anthony Kaldellis, ‘The Chronology of the Reign of Alexios III Komnenos for the years 1198-1202 AD and
its Implications,” Byzantina Symmeikta, 32 (2022), pp.59-82.

241 Michael Angold, ‘Mesarites as a source: then and now,” BMGS, 40 (2016), pp.55-68; Beatrice Daskas, ‘A
literary self-portrait of Nikolaos Mesarites,” BMGS, 41.1 (2016), pp.151-169; Kazhdan, ‘Chrysoberges and
Mesarites,” pp.224-255.

242 Mesarites’ works, of which there are many, mainly come down to us in two manuscripts in Milan Cod.
Ambrosiani gr. F93 and Cod. Ambrosiani gr. F96 which once formed a single codex. The narration of John’s coup
is in the latter F96 folios 17-31". Augustus Heisenberg published the critical edition as Die Palastrevolution des
Johannes Komnenos in 1907; Annaclara Cataldi Palau, ‘Deux lettres inédites (Milan, Ambrosianus F96 Sup.,
ff.15v-16v)’ in: Manuscripta Graeca et Orientalia, eds. André Binggeli et al., (Leuven: 2016), pp.187-232, p.191.
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in Mesarites’ sections are thought to contain the autograph, i.e., written in Nicholas’ own hand.
Others may have come from a single copy of the autograph dictated during his later
incumbency in Ephesos after 1214. The addition of several notes at irregular points supports
the theory that he personally revisited his texts. These are only tentative conclusions but the
limited manuscript tradition and his unwavering praise for the short-lived heir Alexios
Palaiologos (d.1203), and Emperor Alexios III, who would have died after 1211 having fought
as an enemy of the Nikaian state to which he joined in 1207, suggests that Mesarites performed
only very minimal revisions.

At its heart the Narration is a series of four episodes of ethnic competition between the
Constantinopolitan indigenous population and a composite threatening force of both foreigners
and provincials alike. The insistence on projecting this message onto all events overwhelms
the story, and makes its internal narrative a logical paradox. This is neatly illustrated when
shortly after the above proclamation of a dawning age of restored imperium ruling humbled
ethne, Mesarites described its consequences: ‘These wretches shouted out these things and
more besides and accompanying them came a mixed crowd formed from every genos and
age.”?* Confirming in his later descriptions that these were alloglotts, quite why a heterogenous
crowd would support their own subordination defies easy understanding. Further discussion of
this point is given below. The usurper, John Axouchos Komnenos, was himself not a prime
candidate for an ethnic revival of unmixed Hellenic Romanness. His homonymous Turkish
grandfather was taken as a child when Nikaia was recaptured in 1097 and raised as a childhood-
friend and grand domestic of John II. This John Axouchos had married his son Alexios to Maria
Komnene, the daughter of John II’s eldest son the porphyrogenitos heir-apparent Alexios
(d.1142). The product of this marriage, John ‘the Fat’ led a quieter life than his forebears, until
he became a figurehead for a failed coup organised by Alexios Doukas Mourtzouphlos.?** Their
push for the throne, begun in the evening of the 31% July 1200, failed spectacularly by
morning.?* Lacking the support to defend the palace, John was overwhelmed within hours and
decapitated as he fled. The architect of the coup, Alexios Doukas Mourtzouphlos, was
imprisoned where he would remain until August 1203.24

However, despite its minimal impact the narrative of John’s failed coup is crucial for witnessing
the climax of Constantinopolitan Exclusivism. Mesarites delivered the text as a speech before
the court of Alexios III and his empress. The genre of the Narration veers between oration and
history, employing ethopoeia, psogos, and encomia to enhance its characters. The narrative
possesses a strong sense of first-person authorship describing Nicholas’ own actions and
interactions with multiple others. Several tropes are employed for the reason of his writing;
that his tongue was overworked from answering questions, he wishes to clarify details etc., but
the performativity of the text can be ascertained behind these vague senses of urgency and
social pressure. Mesarites’ insistence on writing a full response was inherently to clarify and
exonerate his own actions during a failed coup to the court of Alexios.?*” Designed to be read

243 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §4.24-26, ‘Tadto koi ToOtov TAein ol dAdoTopeg énefowv, Kai cupmapfv ToOTOoIg
GOUUIKTOG OYA0G €K TAVTOG YEVOLG Kal NAKiag mdong’

244 Mourtzouphlos’ name is given only in the paratext of the manuscript, now presumed written by Mesarites
himself, previously thought written in 1259. Angold, Mesarites, p.34.

245 While the calendar day is clear, the year of the coup is still debated. We accept here the chronology of Kaldellis,
“The Reign of Alexios III Komnenos,’ p.70.

246 For Mourtzouphlos’ release and service under Alexios IV see Robert de Clari, pp.77-83; Benjamin Hendrickx,
‘Alexios V Doukas Mourtzouphlos: His Life, Reign and Death (?-1204),” Hellenika, 31 (1979), pp.108-132.

247 A rendering of what was entitled by Mesarites as ‘Adyog agnynuatikdg.” For performativity in Byzantium see
Reading in the Byzantine Empire and Beyond, eds. Theresa Shawcross, Ida Toth, (Cambridge: 2018), especially
Margaret Mullett, ‘Object, Text, and Performance in Four Komnenian Tent Poems,’ pp.414-429.
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almost as a defence, at several points the narrative breaks to address his audience, including
the imperial couple by name.?*® In the course of its delivery Mesarites articulates a warning
both implicit and explicit about the danger of foreign influence in Constantinople, while
attempting at multiple points to define what a ‘foreigner’ was. In the course of arriving at that
conclusion, the narrative ties itself in knots, rendering multiple moments paradoxically flawed
so that it does not make consistent judgements. Mesarites depicts Axouchos as a Turkish
usurper and threat, a representative and ethnotype of the entire Turkish people, and yet places
him at the head of an attempt to restore Byzantium and make good its recent defeats to the long
list of ethne given above. It is only the first of several inconsistencies which reveal more about
Constantinopolitan society than has been hereto recognised. It is through the insistence on what
he is protecting that we can see the link with Andronikos and a consistency in a Mesaritai
family outlook that continued to seek to remove foreign influence from Constantinople,
beginning with the 1182 Massacre of the Latins but lasting until 1204. We should remember
that the Augoustaion, where the narrative begins, is also the site of the Magnaura, one of
Constantinople’s two Senate Houses.?*® The narrative then quite literally begins with Nicholas
Mesarites addressing the place where his father, intimate supporter of an anti-alloglot emperor,
culminated his career and presided before his execution. In such scenarios we should perhaps
not look for sound judgement.

As a final point, we should note that the list of ta ethne given by Mesarites are common within
twelfth-century Byzantine literature. The styling of emperors by the epithets of the peoples
they had conquered had been revived under the Komnenoi.?** However, while in the same vein,
Mesarites’ usage is inverted. Rather than a triumphal rollcall of those who had been defeated,
this was a foreboding list of those who had infiltrated and overrun the empire and for the good
of the city must now be expelled. Inspirations for such a transposal could be Mesarites’
reworking of the ten ethne who were dispossessed to form the Promised Land of the Israelites
(Genesis 15:17) while the phrasing shows elements of merging with (Deuteronomy 7:1)’s
description of the Seven Enemies of Israel.?>! Both lean heavily on Mesarites’ adherence to the
model of the Byzantine Orthodox as God’s Chosen People.

248 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §24, 25, 29.

24 [Fig.3] The convening of the Senate at a separate palace of the Magnaura is only sporadically certain, it may
have been subsumed into the Great Palace by the eleventh century. Asuman Denker, Byzantine Palaces in Istanbul,
(Istanbul: 2011), pp.19-21.

250 Prodromos’ poems contain numerous examples of idealised tribes conquered by John and Manuel Komnenos,
and Hagia Sophia’s 1166 Conciliar Edict heralded the emperor with a string of his subjugations. Cyril Mango,
‘The Conciliar Edict of 1166,” DOP, 17 (1963), pp.315-330; Prodromos, Gedichte, §1.87-1.99, §4.233-4.237,
§16.1-16.12, §17.91-17.95.

251 Eshel’s work highlighting the continued usage of the Byzantines as the New Israelites in opposition to the
disloyal and godless ethne was employed throughout the twelfth century to emphasise Constantinople’s
importance to foreigners. The bleed through effect here is that Constantinople, the New Jerusalem, being overrun
by the godless Gentiles makes defence and perfection of the city a religious duty. Eshel, Elect Nation, pp.139-159
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Figure 3. Map of the Great Palace of Constantinople. 'Old Upper Palace’in red, and ‘Lower Palace’in Green. Michael Featherstone,
‘The Everyday Palace in the Tenth Century,” The Emperors House, (Istanbul: 2015), p.150.
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1.6. Outline of the Coup

The events of the attempted coup can be described succinctly. John Axouchos Komnenos’ coup
was closely modelled on the formula that had brought Isaak IT Angelos’ to power in 1185.252 In
daylight hours when the forum was busiest their supporters were to gather and proclaim an
emperor within the Augoustaion. Adjoining this forum was Hagia Sophia where they would
occupy the cathedral and commandeer the patriarch for a coronation using one of the suspended
ancestral crowns. Following this and utilising public support the conspirators were to seize
control of the Great Palace and the emperor’s personage and install their claimant on the throne.
The emperor would be seized and subjected to the small mercies of a Constantinopolitan mob.

The proclamation of John in 1200 was successful; however, according to Mesarites’ eyewitness
depiction, it was also the only part to go well. John’s conspirators filled the square outside the
Hagia Sophia and issued their proclamation. They found some supporters but it is hard to tell
how many. Their coronation was botched when the patriarch locked himself in a side-room and
the only ecclesiastic willing to officiate was a ‘rustic’ eastern monk, hardly the same as the
patriarch (who receives rampant praise.)>>® The conspirators then seized the Great Palace,
completely missing Alexios III who was in the Blachernae Palace at the other end of the city,
and occupied it as their troops took to looting the palatial complex. Mesarites himself enters
the narrative at this point as running to the palace to see to the protection of his charge, the
Pharos chapel. He briefly speaks with the usurper John himself about its protection but unable
to secure troops to protect the Pharos and the relics of Christ’s Passion within, Mesarites was
forced to appeal to its would-be looters. Rallying a combination of Constantinopolitan and
Cilician-Armenian penitents Mesarites turned them into defenders of both the Pharos and the
Nea Ekklesia against John’s alloglot supporters. In the fight he claims he took a wound.
Meanwhile, Alexios III dispatched his son-in-law and heir apparent, Alexios Palaiologos, with
a contingent of both his native [cvyyeveiag] household guard and the Varangians who arrive
via boat on the Golden Horn.?* After steeling themselves in another ethnic debate, these troops
quickly located John Axouchos Komnenos and decapitated him in a newly constructed building
attached to the Hall of the Chrysotriklinos. One account makes grisly mention of his fleshy
head displayed outside.?*

1.7. Ethnicity as Rhetorical Psogos: John ‘the Fat’ Axouchos Komnenos

Related to two emperors, John Axouchos’ mother was the granddaughter of Emperor John II.
However, three generations later this member of the extended Komnenoi was recognised and
criticised on ethnic grounds as a Persian, the classicising ethnonym for a Turk.?>® This
association was surely a new development, a product of his failed treason, for the Axouchos
family had been high in imperial service for decades, though their position was repeatedly

252 Choniates himself made this connection to several attempted coups, see NC, CD, §423.25-424.32, trans. p.233.
253 Mesarites, Palastrevolution §5.18-25, ‘tic yodv 16V 4o Hitiov dvatoddv Nalipaiog. .. dmdvnpoc...dypotkog.’
254 1bid., §25.13.

255 Tornikios, ‘Discours d’Euthyme Tornikés,” §1, p.69.15-16, ‘You, who wished to be the head of all, are now
seen only as a head. [kai TOvV ke@aAVv Gmdviov ivol OedcavTo Lovoy T ThV drdvtov kepuAfic Sixa Osdonto].’
256 Alexander Beihammer, ‘Strategies of Identification and Distinction in the Byzantine Discourse on the Seljuk

Turks,’ in: Visions of Community, pp.499-510.
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tenuous.?>’ Regardless, ethnic difference had not previously been conceived of as a barrier but
was purposefully invoked here.

Only a discussion of the act of treason offered the opportunity, like Andronikos and his
Paphlagonians, to create a new inherently opposed, ethnic other. In this way Axouchos, like his
father, lost his contemporary reputation and any familial networks and ties to the Byzantine
state and could be likened to an eternal Persian enemy. Mesarites narrates that when fleeing
through the Mouchroutas, a Seljuk-inspired section of the Great Palace, John was ‘an actor on
this Persian stage set, which happened to be the handiwork of a relative on his grandfather’s
side... He took great gulps of wine as he greeted the Persians pictured on the walls of the
building and raised a toast to them.’?>® There is no evidence either to corroborate that the elder
John Axouchos had brought Turkish painters to court but similar palatial paintings were
attested to also by the Jewish traveller Benjamin of Tudela.?>® Scenes of conquest portraying
Manuel I’s wars and victories against the Turks, known to us at the Blachernae, while they
would surely inspire little confidence in anyone attaching themselves to an ethnically Turkish
coup, did offer further opportunities for defamation.?¢°

Mesarites was not alone in seizing the opportunity and warning to capitalise on Axouchos’
Turkish ancestry. The other Byzantine sources for the moment recognised and rhetorically
weaponised it to a lesser extent. Euthymios Tornikios, deacon and rhetor to Alexios III,
conveyed in his own oration how John’s ‘Persian’ bloodlines had come close to the imperial
throne:

'For this descendant of the Persian race [John Axouchos] then was born and raised to
an evil fate. You [Alexios] have always known this man to be vain, obese, and idle of
the unfavourable seed of Ishmael, whose god is his belly, which I say according to the
divine and holy Paul [Philippians 3:19]. This man, although close to the imperial genos
and although enriched and warmed by the loving womb of the emperor, did not act
within this brotherly love but rebelled due to his inborn wickedness. For the serpent is
cunning. Once a Persian, always a Persian. And as the saying goes, this ape is an ape.?%!
— He could not set aside his ancestral Persian evil and arrogant mind. %2

257 John ‘the Fat’s’ father protostrator Alexios Axouchos, had a shorter career than his own father, suffering
tonsure on suspicion of collaboration with the Turks in 1167. Alexios denied all accusations and prejudice seems
likely, based on his heritage which reportedly inspired a decoration of his home with paternal Turkish motifs. The
charges seem to have limited his son to a quiet and private aristocratic career until 1200. See Kinnamos, §264-
270, trans. pp.199-201; Georgios Charizanis, ‘O Ilpotootpdtopog Ale€log Afovyoc, O Xefaoctokpdtopag
AAEEL0g Kopvnvog kat o Movaotikd Kévipo tov ITomukov Opote (B' Misod tov 120v at.). [Ipoconoypagikd Kot
aALd Zntpata,’” BF, 30 (2011), pp.671-693.

258 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §28.1, trans. pp.70-71; Paul Magdalino, ‘Manuel Komnenos and the Great Palace.’
BMGS, 4 (1978), pp.101-14.

259 These were in a palace adjacent to the Blachernae. Sandra Benjamin, The World of Benjamin of Tudela,
(London: 1995), p.135.

260 Alicia Walker saw in this and the two-faced praise of the Seljuk-inspired Mouchroutas building where
Axouchos wanders later as being othering via architectural ekphrasis and placing John firmly outside of Byzantine
society on an additional artistic level through such lines as ‘This Persian hall is more delightful than the Lakonian
ones of Menelaus.” Alicia Walker, ‘Middle Byzantine Aesthetics and the Incomparability of Islamic Art: The
Architectural Ekphraseis of Nikolaos Mesarites,” Mugarnas, 27 (2010), p.88.

261 Aesopian fable: the ape cannot be a fisherman, if he attempts, he shall drown in his stolen net.

262 Tornikios, ‘Discours d’Euthyme Tornikés,” §1, pp.66.17-67.6. ‘Andyovoc yop 100 mepotkod To0Tov yévoug
&vtadfa £ml Kokt cEeTEPQ HOipQ Kal UG Kal avatpapeic, —ioTte TvTmg TOV potoiov EKeivov, TOV kpeoPoapi] te
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Tornikios’ text is tropic, both biblical and Aesopian, but despite its brevity in depicting events
it shares with Mesarites an important device — ethnotypes. The use of ‘ethno-symbolic’
characters, a term recently expounded upon by Claire Weeda, for stereotyped individuals within
literary sources was a narrative technique whereby individuals take on the qualities and
proclivities of their entire race.?®® Tornikios’ use of ethnotypes was a means of showing that
Axouchos had an innate hostility that had merely waited to reveal itself. There is of course, no
evidence that Turks, Seljuk or otherwise, made any contact with John. Nor that he repudiated
Orthodoxy, nor that he even spoke Turkish, being three generations removed. There is no
evidence in any source of Turkish mercenaries during the attempted coup. If there had been,
they would surely have joined Mesarites’ narrative when he describes foreign mercenaries
serving Axouchos. The projection of a previously Byzantine aristocrat as a ‘Persian’ on account
of an at-most two and likely only one grandparent being of Turkish heritage (we do not know
who his grandfather married), means we should view the consigning of Axouchos as ‘Persian’
as a political attack. He is likely being compared to another recent usurper, this time from the
Anatolian provinces, Theodore Mangaphas also known as ‘Morotheodoros’ [Foolish Theodore]
which was a rendering of the original old Turkish meaning of his surname ‘Mankaphas’ or
‘stupid.” Theodore had rebelled in Philadelphia in 1188/89 against Isaak II and his Turkish ties
seem more active than John Axouchos’. Sultan Kay-Khusraw helped Mangaphas both in
recruiting from Seljuk lands and offering a safe harbour from which he could raid Byzantine
territory and a slave market on return. Byzantine bribes and demands secured his transfer to
Isaak II’s agents, but with caveats that preserved his sight in captivity. 2** Such a recent and
violent figure of mixed ancestry likely contributed to Axouchos’ personification.

It is likely that Mesarites’ depiction of Axouchos was a conflation of all previous Turkish
hostility. Mesarites’ depiction of John’s hybrid ethnicity brands him in the same vein of the
ethnotype of Persian or Turk, focusing on the comparison of the Turkish/Persian foreigner
against the nobly born Constantinopolitan but is more layered than others. As opposed to the
outright demonisation of Turkish ethnicity that traditional encomiasts such as Tornikios prefer,
Mesarites repeatedly portrays John at multiple points as revealing his Turkish origins through
his actions - both past and future. The narrative is written to create prolepsis and on three
occasions flashforward scenes prophesise encroaching death and the inherent weakness of a
Persian against a Greek/Roman.?%> These are hidden within parataxic discussions of
ungainliness, depression, and sweaty-drenched anxiety, which are projected as typically
Persian characteristics. John, while seen only briefly, is beheld as scarcely functionally human.

Kol dmo@dAov, 10 dydpiotov omépua tod Topanh, od 0ed¢ 1 kotia, katé ITadrov Aéym OV Belov kol iepdy —
obtog, k&v T Yével mpoonyyoe T® Pacikd, kdv @uioiktolg kOAmowg tod Pociiémg vmelomvupodto Kol
omeddAmeTo, GAL’ 0Ok Mydma Tiig EupvTov Tovnpiag deictacOar, 6 deig 6 oroldc. ITéponc & avdic 6 IIéporng dv,
— xai TodTo oM mifnKog, KoTd TV mapopiay, 6 TONKOG—TNV TPOYOVIKTV aTOD KoKiay Kol TO yoDpov @povIua
Kol TEPGIKOV 00K GmédeTo-’

263 Weeda, Ethnicity in Medieval Europe; idem. ‘Characteristics of Bodies and Ethnicity, c.900-1200,” Medieval
Worlds, 5 (2017), p.98.

264 Mangaphas’ twice attempted rebellion, the first being an attempt in 1188/9 to proclaim himself emperor and
minting coinage. He picked up the epithet of ‘Morotheodoros’ after his failed 1199 rebellion. See Dimitri
Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks in the Thirteenth Century, (Oxford: 2014), p.52; NC, CD, §400-401;
Macrides, Akropolites, §7, p.122n.7.

265 Ibid., §11, 28.1.
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“His hair was coarse and dyed black;?¢ his shoulders were blubbery and bulky, which
was a family trait passed down to him from the genos of his grandfathers, while the
small of his back was swollen and fleshy. Paunchy and pot-bellied he was a useless
burden on the imperial throne. Approaching a little closer I stood on the right and saw
that he was hardly breathing and scarcely alive.

2> @ Kol 10 £keivov TPOGOMOV ISETV AMEKDAVE—TPIYOG TE TETAVOGUEVOGS HEAUVTEPOG
¢ Kol Tpayeiog, KATOAAMAOVG T@ €K TATT®V €’ aOTOV KATIOVTL YEVEL, DOV TUEAETS
1€ Kol VIEPOYKOVS, LUETAPPEVO OINKOTO T& Kol KATAoUPKa, TOD PoctAMKoD £KEtvOL
Bpovov dxboc dtdolov, mpoydotopo Kol mpokoilov. &yyicac obv TovTe EoTnv &K
deE1dv kol todTov dmvouv Edpaka Kol Huovijto oxeddv’ 267

With full reference to his genos and inherited characteristics of his Turkish family, John
becomes something abominable. A creature of mixed and unhuman aspects, useless [€Tdo10¢],
and as he resembled all Persians, he represented a reminder that such were the inherent
weaknesses of his mixed ancestry, a ‘Turk’ could never be allowed to sit on the imperial throne.
While both Mesarites and Tornikios use common Persian stereotypes stressing John’s fleshy
build and alcoholic tendencies, no less than three times does Mesarites prophesise John’s
eventual decapitation. He repeatedly pictures him being so startled or depressed that his head
might just hang so low it could drop off.?®® These comments are designed to imply a distinct
inherited characteristic of John’s, a biological ugliness that betrayed, even caused, his actions
and fate.?® Undoubtedly an invention after events to demonise the treason of the deceased
culprit, we may also develop the isolation, distortion, and invention of ethnicities further. This
unexplored aspect is addressed below, because from the example of John comes an ethnic
deluge. There are more cases at work in the text than just the antagonist, whom Nicholas meets
only sparingly. Others are more directly addressed at various points.

1.8. Alloglot Ethnotypes

‘We took up a defensive position, as the outer gates of the church came under attack
from a dark cloud of ethne, who were gnashing their teeth [Psalm 35:16] and calling
on, not their idols, but their saints. This cloud consisted of men clad in armour, whose
appearance and speech told us that they were Georgians and Italians... I went in secret
dread of seeing those ethne stringing words together in their own tongues.... I decided
to engage those alloglot brutes in conversation through a window — of which there were
not a few. “Who are you?’ I asked. “Where do you hail from? What is your business?
Make known your genos, your profession, and the reason for your coming here. They
made an awkwardly phrased reply in a broken dialect and had difficulty getting their
tongues round the words. They told me in their awkward way — their eyes full of anxiety
— that they were members of the new emperor’s bodyguard.

266 This was in contrast to the Angeloi, for certainly Isaak II and likely Alexios III and their Komnenoi-Doukai
cousins, from several potential portraits were remarkable for their ‘bright red-blonde hair’ [trv Tpiyo mopodc].
NC, CD, §452.16.

267 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §11.6-12, trans. p.51.

268 Ibid., §29.1; The motif is somewhat shared in Tornikios, ‘Discours d’Euthyme Tornikés,” §1, pp.69.4-70.4.

269 Notably, these are not Turkish characteristics shared with earlier Komnenian literature. John Skylitzes’
ethnographic introduction of the Turks rather highlights Turkic vigour and skill-at-arms. Synopsis, §442-446,
trans. pp.416-424.
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DpovpoHvimv ovv UV Tpocéfarev aipvndov &mi to mpdBvpa Tod Ve VEQOG E0VEV,
TOVG OOVTOG AVTOD TETPLYOG OV KOTA TAOV AVOONUATOV OAAY KoTd TOV Ayiov adTdv.
10 0¢ vépog "IPnpeg kai Ttarol G1OMpOPPAKTOL, (G MUV 1) TOVTO®V dYIg TapioTa Kol 1)
OLOAEKTOG [...] OV &V devd KEKPLUUEVDS EDPOV TOVG £ €BvDV, Taig 1dloug otV
SLAEKTOLG GuveipovTag AGYoLG [...] o¥T® YoV T kaTd TO 0e€10V KAITOg T® TPOG TOV
vadv elclovil dopaAdg Stadépevoc ¢ pot kai 8doxto, € mpovmTov S1d TOD
Bupdiov—eiye yap odk OAiyog OmAc—rToic popmTdTolc éxeivolg Stehéyonv Kai
AALOYA®GGOIS Kol ‘Tiveg €mnpatov ‘€oté; mobev mh maptte; Tig 1 LUOV Epyacia;
KataAéEate TO YEVOG, TO EmtndgLpa Kol TV aitiov The Evradba apifems.’ kaxkeivol pot
TOPOKEKIVILLEVT TH] PPACEL, TAPOKEKOUUEVT TH SOAEKT®, TOPAPOP® TN YADTTY, T®
€ldel ocecofnuévol, tetapoypuévor T dUpOTO, ®OC €1g TG Gyl TPOCKLVIGOVTEG
EMAO0acY dmekpivavto kal edydploTov avamépyor @oviy, 0ti Tot Tov véov Paciiéa
dopvpopnoaveg Stopepevikacty dtpmrot.’?’°

Having in previous sections created the upheaval and antagonists within the narrative,
Mesarites then entered its events directly. In an episode set within the Pharos Chapel, we learn
the limits of his religious community. The Pharos gave Constantinople its claim to be the centre
of Christian Orthodox religiosity on Earth. Containing the Crown of Thorns, the Holy Nail, the
Lance, His Funeral Shroud — generations of emperors had expanded and protected the
collection.?”! Mesarites describes rallying a group of Orthodox Constantinopolitans and
Cilician Armenians to repel a ‘dark cloud of foreign ethne’ who hound upon the gates of the
Pharos Chapel. Mesarites had arrived at the Pharos Chapel and found it under attack from
armed men but not yet breached. The Pharos, which formed part of the palatial complex, housed
the relics of Christ’s Passion and was entered only by the express permission of the emperor
and a select clerical staff. A ‘nightwatchman [6p@vaiog]” alone was within.?”? The author
informs us that he used an extended ekphrasis of the relics within; from the Crown of Thorns
to the Stone that bore ‘witness to Christ’s resurrection from the dead’ until the first wave of
would-be looters fell silent.?’? He informs us they were mostly labourers, masons, and
carpenters. The references to the overwhelming sanctity of the church’s contents worked and
these attackers swore to become the Pharos’ defenders. The chapel’s nightwatchman then
allowed Mesarites and his new companions entry. The ethnicity of these penitents is only
revealed two passages later when he praises two groups respectively, both ‘my Cilician and
Persarmenian companions... [and] my fellow autochthones and fellow homopatrie, good
native stock that you are’ for their repentance.?’* The inclusion of Cilician Armenians in an
address to the group whom Mesarites calls ‘brothers, who have all been born again through the
Holy Spirit and baptism,” was probably in reference to the contemporary state of co-Orthodoxy

270 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §16.1-33, adapted trans. Angold, p.56.

27! The Pharos received its final addition from Manuel Komnenos’ when the emperor ordered a translatio of the
Stone of Unction, Christ’s burial slab, from Ephesos and Manuel personally carried it upon his back through
Constantinople. Ivan Drpi¢, ‘Manuel I Komnenos and the Stone of Unction,” BMGS, 43 (2019), pp.60-82.

272 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §15.32.

273 Ibid., §13. For a reconstruction of the relics of the Pharos from this speech see Holger Klein, ‘The Crown of
His Kingdom: Imperial Ideology, Palace Ritual, and the Relics of Christ’s Passion,” in: The Emperor's House.
Palaces from Augustus to the Age of Absolutism, eds. Michael Featherstone et al. (Berlin: 2015), pp.201-212;
idem., ‘Sacred Relics and Imperial Ceremonies at the Great Palace of Constantinople,’ in: Visualisierungen von
Herrschaft: Friihmittelalterliche Residenzen, Gestalt und Zeremoniell, ed. Franzo Bauer, (Istanbul: 2006), pp.79-
99.

274 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §18.27-30, ‘Tvvépi0e K& koi [epoappévie. .. dg dyadog Practdg cov antdydmv
GUUQLAETO OUOTIATPLE, OG EMAVETOV GOV,
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between the two churches.?’® The Cilician Armenians were thus distinguished from the native
Constantinopolitan population but privileged as recognised coreligionists of the Byzantine city.
It is an unusually particular and specific judgement of who is inside or outside of the religious
community of 1200.

The narrative’s strongest identifying criteria of members of foreign ethne were language and
dress, with both linked strongly to patris. When a second wave of attackers came, opposed by
Mesarites and the first, by origin, appearance, and verbal communication Mesarites identified
to Alexios III’s court the assailants as Georgians and Italians, grouping them together either as
ethne twice, or as ‘allogeneis.” However, it is in his demands to know their origin and business
of work that the narrative demonstrated the centrality of language. Despite the fact that some
of these mercenaries were evidently bilingual and could communicate with Mesarites, it was
‘these alloglot brutes’ [10i¢ popwtdrolg €keivols. .. GAAOYA®GG015], the Georgians and Italians,
whose language he ‘feared,” and who demonstrated their inability to assimilate to ‘his society’
by their broken speech. They threatened and were directly opposed to the group for which he
lacks any other term than ‘we/us/ours’ [oi Nuétepor].?’¢ To Mesarites these alloglotts replied in
a broken ‘polluted’ dialect of Greek, likely reflecting the personage of John Axouchos, their
usurping emperor.?’” The passage represents several elements. Firstly that Greek continued to
be a cosmopolitan language, in that it was the medium of cross-cultural oral communication.
It also demonstrates stratifications imposed by levels of fluency, register, and education were
being relayed to multiple other criteria. The degree to which Byzantine society was
multilingual, a fact which textual evidence clearly attests, is being performatively challenged
by the extent that Greek-speaking elites would go to present their society as having only one
language. This has been a topic of multiple studies. First-language Greek elites could impose
Greek as a language of authority decrying other languages, a phenomenon seen across this
thesis, and which does not reflect the diversity of their population.?’8 It is evident that the
episode here was intended to humiliate, otherize, and compound the preceding criteria to create
strict defining lines of community before the imperial court.

A combination of these elements manifested in the framing of the battle at the Pharos. As
negotiations broke down, the scene became not merely the clash of the godly against the
godless or the native against the foreigner but as a contest of cultures, represented in ethnically-
aligned saints. In the narrative, the Georgians and Italians used ‘their own saints’ as battle-
cries.’’” When the Constantinopolitan Orthodox alliance defeated these outsiders they
compelled the foreign mercenaries at spear-point to place their heads upon the floor in
proskynesis, abandon these foreign cults, and swear oaths to the Greek saints upon the Pharos’
walls. 280 It is a highly dramatic expression of how divided Christian communities had become

275 Ibid. §12.20-21. ‘mapaxoid Vudc, adehpoi, S yap 1ol dyiovmévieg dveyevvhOnuev mveduoTOg Koi
Boartiopatog, ) meprotépw mpofite.’; Azat Bozoian, ‘Collections of Documents Concerning Armenian-
Byzantine Ecclesiastical-Political Relations,” in: Armenian Perspectives (Richmond: 1997), p.77; Andrew Stone,
‘Nerses IV ‘The Gracious’, Manuel I Komnenos, The Patriarch Michael III Anchialos and Negotiations for Church
Union between Byzantium and the Armenian Church, 1165-1173,” JOB, 55, (2005), pp.191-208.; On communion
with Chalcedonian Armenians and prohibitions upon non-Chalcedonian Armenians c.1195 see Balsamon, Guide
for a Church under Islam, §6, p.74, and §32, p.102.

276 Mesarites, Palastrevolution §§16.29, 18.

277 1bid., §16.25-27.

278 For an overview of literature on this topic see Arietta Papaconstantinou, ‘Byzantine Linguistic Pluralism
Revisited: An Introductory Essay,’ Journal of Late Antique, Islamic and Byzantine Studies, 2.1-2, (2023), pp.172-
182; and primarily Nicolas Oikonomides, ‘L’ “unilinguisme” officiel de Constantinople byzantine (VIle-Xlle s.),’
Byzantina Symmeikta, 13 (1999), pp.9-21.

279 Mesarites, Palastrevolution. §16.1-3.

280 bid., §16.15-17.
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and how Mesarites was manifesting the very firm lines between the competing traditions of the
inhabitants of Constantinople. Furthermore, it is overwhelmingly suggested that the Pharos,
including its saints, represents Byzantium. Mesarites calls his chapel ‘another Sinai,
Bethlehem, Jordan, Jerusalem, Nazareth, Bethany, Galilee, Tiberias, Holy Basin, Last Supper,
Mount Tabor, the praitorion of Pilate, and the place of the skull, or Golgotha,” and in service
to that elaborate metaphor, the Pharos was a metaphor for an impending alloglot onslaught
upon all Constantinopolitans.?®! The enemies followed ‘Amalek’ (1 Samuel:15), the Orthodox
alliance new Israelites.?®? The Orthodox defenders, again referred to merely as ‘fuétepor’ or
‘our people,’ counsel him to order the captives’ execution and not give them the chance to break
their vow and risk endangering the Church.?83 That they are not killed but made obedient to the
Orthodox holy figures resolves the disloyalty of the foreign ethne present throughout the
narrative. He writes that he could not profane the sanctity of the church. The mercy of this
reestablished hierarchy, in the service of which Mesarites say he was heroically wounded,
marked the victory at the holiest site in Constantinople, the ‘dark cloud of ethne’ was defeated,
and Mesarites’ narrative vindicated. The consistent identification and reduction of Christian
geo-religiosity to this one city and chapel indicates that the narrative functions as ekphrasis of
the Pharos and the Greek Orthodox Church beyond its direct description of Christ’s relics.

This subtle manipulation of conventional identifications aligning hostile Christians as enemies
of God serves as a valuable comparison to discussions of terminology used both before and
after 1204. Equally his narrative has parallels after 1204 when the pamphlets of the Errors of
the Latin Church circulated claiming occupying cardinals in churches surrounding
Constantinople would plaster over Byzantine saints in favour of Italian ones, dispersing relics,
and recognising nothing of local custom.?®* The episode at the Pharos was designed therefore
to show the capabilities and supremacy of the Orthodox religious tradition and the Greek-
language against a foreign invader.

1.9. Constantinopolitan Exclusivism at the Nea Ekklesia

Despite the triumphs of the composite Orthodox force in the Pharos, Mesarites’ narrative was
not a message of shared unity across a pan-Orthodox community under an imperial church
opposing a religious other. While he valued their participation as loyal subjects and
subordinates to the imperial church’s hierarchy, in the next episode of the narrative we see the
climax of a process of inter-Byzantine spatial othering known as Constantinopolitan
Exclusivism.

Leaving the Pharos, Mesarites hurried to the Nea Ekklesia — the monumental church built by
Basil I in the ninth century — and left another highly personal and subjective description that
for the first time conjured the ethnic concept of the panspermia. In this short scene Mesarites
described a group of Orthodox clergymen as they looted one of the largest churches in the city,
and a symbol of imperial power. The huge church, ‘a masterpiece worked by human hands, but
beyond human intelligence,” was surrounded by three ranks of assaulters. Mesarites therefore
called out to his allies:

281 Ibid., §14.

22 Tpid., §18.10

283 Ibid., §§16.29, 18.

2840n the Errors see Section 3.5, p.157. Jean Darrouzés ‘Le mémoire de Constantin Stilbés contre les Latins,’
REB, 21 (1963), §403-405.
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““Advance comrades,” I told them, “and bravely oppose these looters, who are no better
than wild beasts. They are like savage wolves with no place in the sheepfold of the
church, or like dirty swine rampaging against us. If we don't bravely resist them, they
will kill us and carry off the sacred [vessels]; they will completely scatter these among
the ethne and make them disappear.”

debp’ 1t°,” émewmmv, ‘cuvepyol, TOig Onprotpdémolg tovTolg koi Gpmall yevvaimg
AVTIKATAoTNTE: G AVKOL Kol Ay dyprot EEvot Th) pavdpg tadn Thg EkkAnciog 1 Kol
O¢ popol Tveg oveg kaf’ MUV Enslcéppnoay: € yop W yevvoing kol TovTolg
AVTIKOTOOTMUEY. KTEVODOIV MUAG, TO 1epd AQOPTACOLGL KAmL TNV TAV £0vadv
TavomepUNdOV dlocmepodaot Tadto Koi dpavidcovst.” 83

As Mesarites sent forth his ad hoc force of labourers, their delivery of the Nea Ekklesia relied
upon them defeating another notably foreign group. A corps of ‘iron-wearing barbarians’
[cWdnpoppiktov BapPapwv Ouadog] had to be defeated or else, with Mesarites’ and his
companions’ deaths, they would loot the church and the great treasures of Byzantium would
vanish,?8¢

The holy vessels would be lost, scattered ‘panspermédon’ as Mesarites put it, to the enemy. The
image of these religious items, scattered and lost to barbarous ethne, marks an interesting
development both for its innovation and doubly in its application. The pluralised ethne which
contained within it the provincial Greek-speaking populations of Byzantium. We know this
because Mesarites tells us precisely who was assaulting the church. Most egregious of all to
him were the final group, who were Orthodox churchmen. Of these, he stresses to the court
both their origin and to the extent to which they had joined the alloglotts in assaulting the
imperial city. It is in this example that we see how Mesarites projected the provincial Byzantine
in opposition to the Constantinopolitan:

‘I heard what was happening. Caught thieving at that time were monks and priests, who
certainly weren’t native to Constantinople, not nursed [by it] nor bred in it, [0V Tig
Kovotavtivov Opéppata kol yevwquotal], not native to it nor raised in it [00K a00ryeveig
ovk avtdyBovec]. Together with the common people and the alloglotts they imitated
those people at the crucifixion, who divided the Lord’s tunic among themselves, or
those who make the sacrifice of shame by desecrating and profaning the holy places
(Hosea: 4.19).

Kai fikovotai pot td mepi Tobtou Kol katepmpadnoov tvikadta Nalipoiot Kai iepeig
oLV dyedaiolg kol dALoyAm®ccolg, ov Thg Kwvotavtivov Opéupata kol yevvipato, ook
ah01yevelg ovk aTOYBoVES, TOVG GTOVPMTAS EKEIVOVG LULOVUEVOL, TOVG TOV OEGTOTIKOV
Ydva dacpepioavtog 1| Tovg ThHe aioyvvng Butag dcov €¢ 1O Td Gyl cLAAY Kol
Kooy, 287

The narrative here targets the Greek-speaking clergy who had relocated to Constantinople and
now sought to enrich themselves at its expense. Missing the irony that his own ‘native’
companions had attempted precisely the same before his intervention, Mesarites offers a new
paradigm to the court; that the provincial Greek Orthodox had betrayed them, joined the

285 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §19.31-38.
286 Thid., §20.16.

287 Ibid., §21.23-28.
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alloglotts and true Constantinopolitans stood alone. In this, Mesarites was building on an
attitude found in the milieu of Constantinople that anyone outside the City walls was an enemy.
This attitude derived in part from the image of a hostile Paphlagonian ‘ethnos’ looting the
capital in 1182, but also from the many rebellions and instabilities since. His words culminate
the twelfth century’s general rise in hostility towards Byzantine provincials. Exclusivism
stretched into the cultural sphere, and Mesarites weaponised their non-Constantinopolitan
ethnicity to expel provincials from ‘his’ society on distinct criteria of (lack of) education,
descent, and upbringing. Expressing an incredibly narrowed image of Greek Orthodox social
identity, Mesarites brands the provincial not just as another ethnos assaulting God’s people but
as the enemies of God Himself who profaned like the ignorant non-Christian foreigner. For
Mesarites these people were showcasing their rustic, alien origins despite their holy vows and
were now in contestation with his people, the ‘true’ inhabitants of Constantinople and the heirs
to its religious-cultural traditions.

In linguistic terms Mesarites’ language for doing so informs us both of his own intended
audience for the narrative, who were now outside of his social grouping, and primarily how
Mesarites thought of himself. Mesarites tells us himself that to be a member of ‘his’ people is
to be ‘avbiyevic’ (native-born), and ‘avtdéybwv’ (sprung from the land itself). Language and
religion alone do not qualify an individual — birthplace and upbringing do. No churchman was
given an ethnic term in this passage, primarily because there is no consistent agreed-upon term
for inner-Byzantine distinctions between Greek-speakers. These individuals kept the same
institutions, language, religion, dress, and even occupation as Mesarites himself and his
audience. But the court are being warned and reminded of the provincials’ perfidy. When a
second secular group of builders also took the chance to loot the Nea Ekklesia, they handed
over their goods in shame. These individuals receive lesser indignation, presumably on account
of the scale of their betrayal and hypocrisy being reduced. No-one is described as ‘Romaios’
nor ‘Graikos.” The previous catch-all of Constantinopolitans can no longer be used, because
that would imply commonality with these now disgraced individuals.

1.10. Storming the Great Palace: A Competition of Indigenous and Migrant
Ethnic Groups within the Byzantine Army.

In a final scene of ethnic commentary — and also the final scene of Mesarites’ narrative of
John’s botched coup — the author conjures up the first passage for which he was no longer
present. The imperial response to the coup offered the opportunity to offer a (more
conventional) encomium of the imperial couple and their heir-apparent. Mesarites addresses
all three, Alexios III, the Empress Euphrosyne Doukaina Kamatera, and then their son-in-law
Alexios Palaiologos as a narrative of family, nobility, and ‘natural’ superiority.

This family unit around Alexios III is addressed in rhetorical tropes of idealised appearance
and virtues.?8® Their partnership is the opposite of John Axouchos who suffers damning psogos.
They are three, he is one and alone; Alexios III is in fine health, John is sweating and drunk;
the troops supporting the emperor are many, John’s are few; Alexios’ imperial bearing, robes,
and signs of office distinguish him, John was only picked out by his being overweight and
Turkish.?®® Furthermore, Emperor Alexios is vindicated by the quality of men who support him,
his son-in-law Alexios Palaiologos — the then heir apparent — is ‘by nature superior’

288 Ibid., §25.11, ‘oixoyevic To0T0 Koi dvopdoet TIC.
289 Ibid., §25.8-§26.
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[ueyoropuic] to everyone.?*® The implication was that he possessed everything which others
in the narrative lacked; distinguished dynastic descent, spatial upbringing in Constantinople,
education and experience, and he exemplified this in his appearance and actions. All of these
‘virtues’ are encompassed in the chosen ethnonym for these final passages, ‘avtoxBwV’ i.e.
‘indigenous.’

Alexios Palaiologos and Georgios Oinaiotes the parakoimomenos led a combined seaborne
force from the Blachernae palace to sail down the Golden Horn and dock in the Great Palace.?”!
Palaiologos’ household guard rallied some Varangians stationed there, gathering ‘like a mother
her children,” having first found them cowering in store-rooms.?> Together, they prepared to
storm the palace. Their force was arranged in rows of seven ‘according to phyle’ or ‘race’ [€§
gkaotng eUATc] in full armour.?®® However, some of the ethne (i.e., the Varangians) turned
cowardly at the prospect of a night-time attack and refused to commit.?** Their cowardice
prompted Oianaiotes to address ‘our own race’ [t0 quétepov vdrov] and call out:

‘Rise my people, like a lion’s whelp; roar like a lion; don’t rest until you have eaten
your prey. What do you intend to do? Why are you holding back? Seize the moment
before it is too late, so that no alloethnés can steal our glory; so that the ethne cannot
say, “Where is the army of the Romans?” Lest the heathen say in their boastful way to
one another, “We have been victorious, we have won the day, we have shared out half
the kingdom,” lest the mercenaries rejoice, having emigrated from their native land; or
else immigrants [mapenidnuot] shall sing their own praises. We shall first seize back
control of the palace buildings. If we desire, we shall hunt down, as slaves, those who
have lately invaded it.

A0OG 0OVUVOG AVACTO MG GKVIOGC, O ALV YouptdOnTL, oL Ko on; -Emg eayng OMpav.
Ti uéldete; ti 08 dvadveoe; apndotate 10 THG GPAG OWE, Ui TV NUETEPAY eDKAELOV
TOV AAAOEBVDV TIg KepdN oM, U eimwot ta E0vn ‘mod éoti TdV "Popaiov otpatdc; un
elm T &repog mpdg 1OV Etepov dAaldv €0vikOG  ‘EVIKNGOUEV, EKPOUTNOOUEV,
Swapoipdoopev g Paciieiog 0 fuicv: pn kieicOdow ol wcdwtoi oi tfig cE®V
dmowotl yewvopévng, un do&ucOdotv ol mapemidnuot. Ol TV AVOKTOPIKDY OiK®V
nponyno®uebo  kvprot: el BeknTov MUy, @¢ oodAot £péyovtar ol ApTiwg
gnepokmpdoavteg.’>?

In this scene, another instance of ethopoeia, the content of the speech is the same message that
Mesarites has been consistent with throughout the narrative.?® The foreigner both within and
without the capital city, victorious for a decade in overturning Constantinople’s authority, must
be made subject to Byzantium’s own aristocrats and cannot be allowed to excel them. Mesarites

290 Tbid., §§25.17, 25.38. Despot Alexios was the designated heir for the throne until his death ¢.1203. At
Palastrevolution §25.22 he is described as ‘naturally superior to all by word and deed,’ [katd mpd&v koi Adyov
TOAVTOV PLEYAAOPLAC VITEPEXOVTAL].

1 DOSeals, 1951.31.5.776. Oinaiotes’ seal is published.

292 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §25.32, ‘®¢ ptnp voooia émicuviyayev avtic.’

2% 1bid., §25.33.

294 Ibid., §25.35, ‘€dethavdpovv oi &€ 40vav.’

295 Ibid., §25.43-55, adapted trans., p.67.

296 Mesarites considered himself an author of ethopoeia and character portraits. Amongst the works he describes
completed before 1207 is An Ethopoeia of a Mathematician who sought to become Patriarch of Antioch yet was
conflicted. See Bernard Flusin, ‘Nicolas Mésarités. Ethopée d'un astrologue qui ne put devenir patriarche,’
Travaux et mémoires. Mélanges Gilbert Dagron, 14 (2002), pp.232-241; trans. and commentary Angold,
Mesarites, pp.41, 297-305.
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was obviously eager to attach himself to their ranks and act as their spokesperson. When the
army was steeled and did advance it was exclusively with Palaiologos’ household as a
‘vanguard of our race’ [mpopayog 1 fuetépo uAQ].2°” Encomium of Palaiologos as the future
emperor allowed Mesarites to reinforce the didactic message that only those native to the city
could save it, and only those who came from traditional established families, which he was
desperate to position the relatively new Mesaritai as, could deliver it.>°® The opponents within
this paradigm are also its opponents, mapenidnuot, translated as ‘migrants,” ‘interlopers,” or
‘foreigners.’ It served as an antonym to the conception of being ‘natural,” ‘indigenous,’ ‘native’
and not one of the ‘immigrants’ in a usage almost overwhelming in this passage. It is the
culmination of an ethnic paradigm that dominates the text.

The ‘indigenous’ army advanced into the Great Palace and swiftly overcame the resistance of
Axouchos’ supporters. They caused his flight into the aforementioned Mouchrotas, the Turkish-
designed section of the Great Palace, where the last of his bodyguard were routed. Fleeing once
more, Axouchos arrived in the imperial stables where he was wounded and seized. There his
hair was pulled out, and he was dragged back through the Mouchrotas to the Triklinos of
Justinian where he was disembowelled. Then at the Skyla, the gateway from the same chamber
to the Hippodrome, Axouchos was decapitated. The added insult of the pretender’s Persian
ancestry being the site of his undoing was undoubtedly an additional layer of irony.?*® The
ekphrasis for the Mouchroutas which declared it superior to the palaces of Menelaus, and which
Walker noted reserved the highest achievements for Byzantine architecture, mirrored the scenes
of native triumph where Constantinopolitans proved their superiority.?® Mesarites proudly
claimed to the imperial court that following John’s death he refused sanctuary to his fleeing
and wounded supporters. Not bearing to pollute his ‘Church of Surpassing Purity’ with the
blood of John’s followers he closed the doors to their calls for mercy and they were hunted
down.**! The final sections detailing the movements of imperial troops are notable for the
employment of Mesarites’ very sparse group identifiers. There is a very rare usage of ‘Roman,’
here reserved for the army.**?> The Byzantine army having been demonstrated as multi-ethnic,
warranted the ethnonym, yet it was evidently very much divided into a hierarchy of peoples
physically arranged by race in which the Constantinopolitans went first. This very strict usage
of ‘Roman’ inferred it purely as an arm of a political state, an army for a future emperor, where
his presence necessitated the use of the term, for it is never used again.’%

For the narrative’s ‘army of the Romans,’ it is evident that the climactic triumph of the native
was Mesarites’ opportunity for revealing the purpose of the composition. Having positioned
Palaiologos and his ‘vanguard of our race’ as the greatest soldiers of all, Mesarites addresses
his audience and said, once more in the first person:

‘Oh you gathered here, I am an eye-witness [to these things]. But because of Christ
Pantokrator... the authority of the emperor remains unshaken and is glorified from
generation to generation. Then, I hope that such an inauspicious sight will never again

27 1bid., §26.34.

298 Ibid., §25.21, ‘mavtév peyologudg drepéyovia.’

299 Magdalino, ‘Manuel and the Great Palace,” p.106; Walker, ‘Architectural Ekphraseis of Nikolaos Mesarites,’
p-87.

300 1bid., p.93.

301 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §29.20, ‘6 tfic dmepdyvov dmokatactain vadc.’

302 Tbid., §25.15, ‘16v "Popoiov otpotdg.’

303 Yannis Stouraitis, ‘Trapped in the imperial narrative? Some reflections on warfare and the provincial masses
in Byzantium (600-1204),” BMGS, 44 (2020), pp.1-20
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fall upon my eyes. May neither I nor any other native of the Queen of Cities ever again
gaze upon such a display.

O mopdviec, TeDfopar GAAL YOp TavVTOKpATOpL... 1 TOD Kpoarodviog pym
GKOTACEIOTOC, KLOOIVOUEV &V Yeveoic yeve®dv, WUN OGLUTEGOL TMOTE TOODTOV Em
09BoApOTG pov amotpématov BEapa, unkéTt 8’ Emdyopat deipata toldi Unoé Tig TV
hg Pactievoviong avdryevig. %

With a focus once more on the immutability of inherited hierarchy, Mesarites defines his self-
identity as being one of these endangered yet superior aristocratic natives of Constantinople.
This moment marks the first time he describes himself in the singular in the narrative and it is
naturally performative and context-driven. The word choice is particular, the invocation precise
and exclusive, and he has warned ‘his’ people in an extended parable of home-grown
supremacy. Mesarites’ Diegesis preaches mistrust of provincials and alloglotts speakers alike.
It also demonstrates a particular ability to identify an individual, here Axouchos but also a
Germanic member of the Varangians, as bestial, defined by a singular aspect of their ancestry
and characteristic and make of them an ethnotype. It is far from the last time this will occur.

1.11. Conclusion

In all likelihood the coup of John ‘the Fat’ Axouchos Komnenos had only the support of a small
aristocratic clan and some hired mercenaries of the kind that continually flocked to
Constantinople for work. John was able to overpower neither the patriarch, emperor, nor
imperial kin, and his ‘reign’ lasted only a few hours. Yet the importance of Mesarites’ account
is not in its accuracy but in the didactic message, the heritage of ethnic loathing it captures
resurgent, and the polemic in which it distorted events to make members of Byzantine society
into enemies within.

Mesarites’ Diegesis captured a Constantinople in crisis and a Byzantine elite, even grasping
sub-elite, identity in transition. The moment was seized to mock a man with Turkish heritage,
albeit generations diluted, who was regardless of this a Komnenos. Personal factors motivated
Mesarites to defend his emperor Alexios Il and patriarch John Kamateros in a manner that was
both novel and the culmination of Constantinopolitan Exclusivism. The opportunity to deliver
encomiastic passages for Mesarites’ patrons and redeemers after a decade of insignificance was
seized. He used it to impart to the imperial court the true feelings of a threatened and scared
Constantinopolitan who disliked the growth of foreign interest in the city, the Italians with their
trade, the Turks with their raids, the Varangians with their disinterest, and all the subject peoples
who no longer recognised Constantinopolitan suzerainty. It was a message founded in the reign
and legacy of Andronikos I in the 1180s and given the opportunity reappeared so that internal
identities could be polemicized once more.

We may draw a picture of the layers of ethnicity which Mesarites attributes to ‘his’ own
community. Firstly, he is a Constantinopolitan, one of the aristocracy (to which he
enthusiastically asserts the Mesaritai are), an Orthodox churchman, a supporter of Emperor
Alexios and the Kamateroi (both empress and the patriarch to whom he owed advancement),
and only lastly a Greek-speaker.’®> Romania and Romaios were political identities which

304 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §31.38-42.
305 Mesarites’ later documents even use the term ‘Tpaikdg’ in his negotiations with Latins, as seen all throughout
Neue Quellen II, §17.24, p.17.
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asserted commonality and unity, and Mesarites knew only Constantinople. The
Constantinopolitans of the court are the audience to whom he is speaking and, writing in the
first person, Mesarites is on ‘our’ [their] side. By their actions, the non-Constantinopolitan
Greek-speaker has demonstrated their disregard for ‘our’ institutions, values, and property and
joined with the migrant and the foreigner. Nicholas’ view is that provincials outside the city are
no longer the same people. He has demonstrated the culmination of the process of unravelling
the social and ideological fabric of the empire.

To conclude, we must disregard a positivist reading of the narrative, that a remarkable amount
of people overlooked John’s Turkish ancestry and attached themselves to a xenophobic coup
manned by alloglotts aimed at the purging of alloglotts. Therefore, we come to a more
analytical reading. Mesarites composed a complex narrative of allusions to Classical models
of Polybios which sought to create a unified ethnos of a singular patris. It was addended to by
Old Testament concepts of a chosen people and so manufactured a struggle between the
‘Byzantine chosen people’ and ta ethne. It facilitated this through ethopoeia and an invented
call for expulsion which reflected his own family’s views and a need for aristocratic acceptance.
What is critical for this thesis’ understanding is the demonstration of the existence and
persistence of this form of narrative, with its tools of inversion and demonstrably false
ethnonym attribution. It was a trend that accelerated at the turn of the thirteenth century. Ethnic
distortion in Constantinople left a legacy which can be traced in the disparate dialogue
exchanged between Byzantine fragments after the Latin sack of April 1204.
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1.12. Constantinople Conquered, The Orthodox Church Unravelled:
The Last Days of Patriarch John X Kamateros (1204—06)

The Fourth Crusade began on the 15 August 1198 with a Crusading Bull issued by Innocent
Pope III. Aimed at the recapture of Jerusalem, conquered by the Fatimids in 1187, it ended in
April 1204 with the dismantling of Byzantium. The history of the diversions to make good
Venice’s losses is well-known. First Zara, a maritime city subject to the Kingdom of Hungary
was conquered and looted in November 1202. Then was the arrival of Isaak II’s son, Alexios
(IV) Angelos, who presented a new plan. After escaping Constantinople in 1201 he had sought
refuge at the court of his brother-in-law the German Emperor Phillip of Swabia (1198-1208)
and evidently constructed a plan to finance the struggling crusade with funds from Byzantium’s
treasury if they placed him upon the throne. This narrative of causes and ad hoc planning is far
less important for this thesis so here provided is a simple narrative. After arriving before
Constantinople, besieging the city twice, fear and catastrophic fires forced the rapid turnover
of five (or six) emperors in two years until the murder of the young Alexios IV Angelos ended
any hopes of financing the crusade. Then the imperial city was attacked, conquered, and
comprehensively looted over the night of 12"-13™" April 1204. Nineteenth-century scholars
tried to record every narrative and named relic of those removed from Constantinople over
those days but conflicting reports and proliferating relics make tracing any items including
Mesarites’ charges very difficult.%

The two Byzantine state institutions, emperor and church, mirror this diffusion. Only the latter
managed to escape disaster without rival or contender challenging their position. The
Ecumenical Patriarch at the time of the sack was John X Kamateros (August 1198—May/June
1206). What little we know of Kamateros’ earlier incumbency in Constantinople is defined by
his correspondence with Pope Innocent III, which produced a series of conventional hostile
letters in defence of Orthodoxy and criticising the Papacy.’”” As a Kamateros, John was the
second of his family to become patriarch in fifteen years. Frankly, the hugely influential family
had dominated Constantinople for the last quarter of the twelfth century.3%® In a letter to Basil
Kamateros, Michael Choniates even referred to the family as the ‘golden genos.”**° During the
siege, one source claims that in February/March 1204 Kamateros had accompanied Alexios V
Mourtzouphlos into battle with the Crusaders. There is an unsupported assertation by Alberic
of Trois Fontaines that the Crusaders put the armoured patriarch to flight, seized an imperial
icon which he carried, and then paraded it.>!°

306 paul Riant, Exuviae sacrae Constantinopolitanae, 2 vols., (Geneva and Paris: 1877-78); Alfred Andrea,
Contemporary Sources for the Fourth Crusade, (Leiden: 2008), pp.204-264; David Perry, Sacred Plunder: Venice
and the Aftermath of the Fourth Crusade, (Pennsylvania: 2015).

307 See Aristeides Papadakis and Alice-Mary Talbot, ‘John X Camaterus Confronts Innocent I1I: An Unpublished
Correspondence,’ Byzantinoslavica I, 33 (1972), pp.26-41; Linda Paterson, ‘Greeks and Latins at the Time of the
Fourth Crusade: Patriarch John X Kamateros and a Troubadour Tenso,” in: Languages of Love and Hate Conflict:
Communication and Identity in the Medieval Mediterranean, eds. Sarah Lambert, Helen Nicholson, (Turnhout:
2012), pp.119-140; Eleni Kaltsogianni, ‘Nikephoros Chrysoberges' Encomium of the Patriarch John X Kamateros:
A New Fragment,” Parekbolai 10 (2020), pp.141-149.

308 Georg Stadtmiiller, ‘Zur Geschichte der Familie Kamateros,” BZ, 34 (1934), pp.352-358. Basil Il Kamateros
(1183-1186).

309 MC, §129.4-5, ‘ypvcoc yévog.”

310 Alberic of Trois Fontaines, in: Sources for the Fourth Crusade, p.299; Jonathan Phillips’ rather sensationalist
narrative conflates Alberic, Robert de Clari, and the Devastatio Constantinopolitanae to portray an armoured
Kamateros leading a part of the army, struck by Peter of Bracieux during the fight and falling from his horse, and
ultimately losing the icon. This should almost certainly be rejected. See Jonathan Phillips, The Fourth Crusade
and the Sack of Constantinople, (London: 2005), pp.229-230.
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While the family survived the fall and Basil Kamateros continued prominently in Nikaia, John
had a more precarious fate.3!! The patriarch fled first with Niketas Choniates to Selymbria with
few if any possessions. Given that theological conflict had driven the two to blows in 1198, to
the extent that Niketas penned an entire oration against John Kamateros that failed to derail his
path to the patriarchate the next year, we might assume Choniates had reconciled himself to
John by 1204 or else their exile was additionally tense.’!? Competing reports then exist on
Kamateros’ movements after 1204. Leaving Choniates at Selymbria he shortly moved on.
Choniates records he died on the 26™ June 1206 at Didymoteichon.?!3 Nikephoros Kallistos
Xanthopoulos, a century later, placed Kamateros’ death due to thirst during the siege of
Adrianople as it fell to the Latins.?!* There are additional reasons to believe Kamateros retained
both importance and purpose, and that he continued to travel. To his enemies, the fall of an
Ecumenical Patriarch who had once been so haughty to the Pope’s demands but was reduced
to vagrancy became a figure of mockery for troubadour songs written after the sack. In the
Occitan dialogue of Elias Cairel ‘patriarch[a] Juan’ had become a humiliated figure who had
vanished into the wilderness whom petitioners might seek out if they too wished to make absurd
requests.3!3

However for those for whom Kamateros still represented the religious head of the Orthodox
oirovuévy he continued to occupy an office that was neither extinguished nor vacated by the
partition of the empire after April 1204. Kamateros when he left Constantinople took many
senators of the urban elite with him, including Niketas Choniates, but potentially also multiple
upper members of Hagia Sophia.!® He then lived for two further years in rather active exile in
Thrace. In his exile the aged patriarch maintained epistolary connections with his now
dispersed network of bishops and clergy and performed several actions that became hugely
influential. These shall be examined below. The patriarch is the presumed recipient of two

311 Three of Niketas Choniates letters are addressed to Basil in Nikaia. NC, OFE, §§1, 7, 11; Simpson, Choniates,

p.23.

32NC, OE, §8, ‘To the Chartophylax of the Great Church.’

313 NC, CD, §633.57 trans.p.347. Akropolites places the patriarch in exile in the same city, without mentioning
when he died. Akropolites, §7, trans. p.119.

314 Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos, PG, 147, col. 464.56. “laévvng Siékovog 6 yapto@oraé 6 Kapotnpdg éri
10D avtod Ade&iov péypt armoewg Kovotavivoumdrewg & €', pijvag 1, nuépac . "Elnoe 8¢ kol peta v
Ao tig Toremg £ B, &v Adpravovmodet pijvag B, Nuépog 18, kai £vdeig Hdatog and Tiic Enfécemg TV
Aativov televtd. [potepov 6 (nmbeig o tdv €v Nikaig kol tod Pociiémg Oeoddpov T0d Adokapt
mapntoaro.” John Kamateros, previous deacon and chartophylax under Alexios until the fall of Constantinople,
incumbent for five years, eight months, seven days. He died two years after the fall of the city in Adrianople on
the 14" day of the second month owing to a lack of water caused by the assault of the Latins. Earlier, having been
summoned by those in Nikaia and by Emperor Theodore Laskaris, he declined.’; On Kallistos Xanthopoulos see
Ecclesiastical History and Nikephoros Kallistou Xanthopoulos: Proceedings of the International Symposium,
Vienna, 15th - 16th December 2011, eds. Christian Gastgeber, Sebastiano Panteghini, (Vienna: 2015).

315 Paterson, ‘Patriarch John X Kamateros and a Troubadour Tenso,” pp.126-127.

316 Later Epirote authors estimated in 1227 that half of the refugees from Constantinople, including the elites, fled
to the Balkans and were incorporated into ‘the West’ as it became Epirote territory. Chomatenos, PD, §114,
p.373.78-84, ‘After the fall of the megalopolis, those of the senate who remained living, some looked to the East,
others fled far to the West, and thus divided both the imperial court of the senate and the archbishops’ unity. And
I think half, if not more, of those subject to the ruling throne of Constantinople are now in the West.’

‘Meta yap Vv Ghwov Tiig peyaronoiemc, 6ot Tig cuykAnTov Bovdiig (@vTeg évameAeipOncay, ol eV Tpog TV
GVOTOANV ATEIBOV, Ol O& TPOG TNV SVGV EUAKPLVAY PVYOSEVOVTES, Kol 0VTMG 008’ ) Evtadba Pacthikn TpdPAncig
cuykATov Bovfic fipoipnos kol dpyepatixiic cupmvoiog kai cuvSpoptic, kol olpol, Mg, i umn O TALov, GALG ye
70 fjuov g V1o oV Tig Kovoetavivoumdrewg Opovov Erapyiog &v tf] dvoetl tuyydvov €otiv.’; Nicol, ‘Refugees,
Mixed Population,’ p.11.
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letters from Nicholas Mesarites, seeking advice about what should come next in his life after
the loss of Constantinople.?!” We do not have the replies.

Mesarites’ letters give some image of the Constantinople Kamateros had fled. The first two
years following the fall had been exceptionally difficult. Some former officials tried to make
careers under the Latins but few prospered.’!® Mesarites, in an unexplained tragedy suffered
the death of his wife and children, along with the loss of his family home. His wretched
descriptions of Constantinople make it difficult to isolate fact from rhetoric. He describes
suffering disease and plague, and long visits to nearby monasteries to grieve city, kin, and
status. Living in poverty and having tried to defend the remaining Orthodox congregation,
Mesarites finally gave up and resolved to abandon the Constantinople that had once defined
him. Therefore Mesarites sought guidance and new employment from Kamateros, requesting
the patriarch’s advice on his next destination. Should he now leave and travel east to Nikaia,
where he would encounter rivals from his earlier career, or westwards to where the ‘Skythians’
(of Asanid Bulgaria) roam and who terrify him.3!° Mesarites’ perspective of moving to live
under their authority, having probably lived his entire life in Constantinople is highly telling.
Nikaia, a Byzantine ‘city of victory,” would offer advancement and a possible church career.
His second option of joining the Patriarch in the West would have placed him in a far more
dangerous situation, for the Patriarch was at that time dealing with the likely collapse of a
carefully constructed alliance between Alexios III Angelos and the Bulgarian Tsar. That
alliance which had led to victory at the Battle of Adrianople in 1205 and the capture of the new
Latin Emperor, was by 1206 in freefall. After the death of Kamateros and his brother, Mesarites
resolved by March 1207 to go East. First to Nikaia carrying a petition, he stayed there for a
month before returning to Constantinople, and within weeks returned to Nikaia where he then
remained.’?° His accounts of these journeys, of learning how to live amongst the Anatolian
people, to avoid displaying his wealth and education for fear of attracting bandits, are an
interesting case of a displaced figure finding his world had become a lot bigger. Abroad,
experience of wild land was valued. He obeyed the caution of fellow travellers, refraining from
singing learned hymns like the 7risagion because they implied wealth worth stealing. Thus
Mesarites learned to disguise his voice as ‘deep and barbarous’ [Tpay0 te kai Bappapov] and
gradually calmed his arrogance towards the wider world.>*!

Despite his absence from most histories, John X Kamateros did perform multiple deeds on
behalf of the Orthodox Church after leaving Constantinople. In contrast to the accounts of
Choniates and Kallistos, Demetrios Chomatenos the future Archbishop of Bulgaria at Ohrid,
offers a very different narrative. At a synod in 1217/18 Chomatenos provided a new account of
the final days of Kamateros. Wishing to contextualise the actions of the Bulgarian clergy
Chomatenos narrated that when Constantinople fell in April 1204 the patriarch had first gone
to the court of the Bulgarian Tsar Kaloyan. He had done so in order to join the deposed Emperor
Alexios III Angelos who had been a guest of Kaloyan since his flight into Bulgaria in July

317 Cataldi Palau, ‘Nicolas Mesarités: deux lettres inédites, pp.187-232, trans. Angold, Mesarites, pp.312-319.
318 Simpson, Choniates, pp.22-24.

319 Mesarites, ‘Deux lettres inedites,” pp.228. ‘el émi Suopmv kol té ZxkvOikd, cuvovtipata Evipopo, ££0Aaxtodva
KepBéperov, koi Xapmpevelov amonvéovta:’ trans. Angold, p.317. “...if towards the setting sun there are the
Skythian people, who are terrifying to encounter, because they howl like Cerberus and snort like Charon.” The
future state of Epiros was evidently not a centre of large resistance in 1206.

320 Angold, Mesarites, p.195.

321 Mesarites, Neue Quellen II, §10.35-36.
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1203.32? In an overlooked source, the occasion warranted a narration of the last acts of Patriarch
John Kamateros.

‘For since, as has been related, the solemnity of both the Empire and the Patriarchate
disappeared from the once-blessed Constantinople by the invasion of the ethne, and the
bishops were scattered, some here, some there, indeed, most of them ended their lives
in this very exile; The authority of the empire in all the western provinces was devolved
upon the Bulgarians at that time, when even the Emperor of the Romans [Alexios II1]
himself fled from Constantinople and came to them. Even the then Patriarch of
Constantinople (that man was John Kamateros) came to negotiate not only with the
emperor of the Bulgarians, but also with the Bulgarian patriarch. It was not
unreasonable to consider having such a hegemony when those bishops upon those lands
were in despair of the restoration of Roman authority. However, if the matters had been
peaceful and had stayed in the established order, they would have been considered
usurpers, if, lacking any sense of propriety, they had insolently invaded in that regard
and, having driven out the incumbent bishops, treated the gift of divine grace as plunder.
But since they were appointed to the churches when they (i.e. the churches) were
virtually ‘widowed,’ their ordination could not be prejudicated against, nor would
likewise the designation of ‘adulterers’ be suitable for them.

EMe1dN yop €k thg evdaipovog mote Kwvotavtivovndriemg i) Tdv 0vav Emdpout], Og
deinmran, 1 g Pactieiog 1€ kol iepapyiog cepvOTNG NEAVIOTOL Kol SIECTAPTGOV
8AAog GAlood ol apyiepsic, MV kai ol mAsiovg kai &v avtii TH Vmepopiq TOv PBlov
anélmov, 1 é€ovoia 8¢ g Pacireing katd dVcv oYedoOV Tt Tdca v Toig Bovdydpoig
nePEDTN kAT EKEIVO Kopod, OmoTe kol avtog 6 Paciieds Popaiov, euyds €k Thg
Kovotavtivovmdrewg  yeyovadg,  ékelvolg  mpooédpope Kol O TNVIKAOE
Kovotavivouroreng matpiépyng (Todvvng éxeivog fv 6 Kapatnpog) sig oukiov td
Bactiel 1V BovAydpwv, dAAL o1 kol adTd T® Bovdyapik®d matpiapyn EAnivdev, ook
NV dmetcog dvvofjoar Ty otV fyepoviav kol dpylepeic Exev év Taic V' oty
YOPOLG EV TM AmoyvdVal TH¢ avakinoemg thg Popaiov apytis. Tote 6’ dv og EémPntopeg
ghoyicOncav, dtav, TV TPAYUATOV NPEUOVVTOV Kol &V T@ KaOeGTOTL LEVOVTOV, (G ETL
10D KLVIKOD o Tol Bpacuvopevol Kot keivov EnéPnoay Kol Tovg KafeaTdTAG APYLEPETS
aneldoovieg Gpmaypo v Thg Belag ydprtog dwpedv €momcavto. Emel 08 ®¢
ANPELOVGOLG TOAG EKKANGIaLG EmeknpOyONcav, 00 TPOKPLO VTIOOVTO GV &V TT) COETEPY
YELPOTOVIQ, 008’ 1) TAV poy@v Tpocnyopio iomg tovTolg apudceiey’>??

Chomatenos’ account is vague, probably intentionally so, but there is good reason for believing
he may have even been present at the meeting.*?* However, current scholarship has allowed
neither Kamateros nor this narration its place in thirteenth century historiography. The
conception of a Byzantine-Bulgarian alliance between 1204 and 1206 united in resisting the
Latin conquest has been posited multiple times but always overlooked the importance of the
patriarch. Alexander Vasiliev, Petar Nikov, and most deeply Alexandra Krantonelle have

322 Alexios likely had the means to encourage Kaloyan’s hospitality. He reportedly fled with ‘one thousand pounds
of gold and other imperial ornaments made of precious gems and translucent pearls.” NC, CD, §547.75-76, ‘kai
déxa ypvoiov &vBEpevog kevmvapla kol KOGHovg dAAoLE PactAikovg €k ABwv TIHOAPOV GLYKEWEVOVG Kol
papydpwv dtopavdv,” trans. p.299.

323 Chomatenos, PD, §146.93-110.

324 In the context of 1217/18, Chomatenos sought a renewed mediation with Bulgaria. He was serving before
1204 as apokriseis, [legate], between the Archbishopric of Bulgaria in Ohrid and Constantinople. Being likely
fluent in both languages, his role would have been invaluable. See Section 3.11, p.170.
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looked at the alliance’s formation and dissolution yet Kamateros’ own role remains essentially
underexplored.’?° Both Alexios III and Kamateros were briefly considered by Krantonelle, who
postulated that any such meeting between the two exiled heads of Byzantium and Kaloyan
must have taken place between the 13" April and the summer of 1204. As presumably the
elderly patriarch would have taken more than a few days to reach Bulgarian land this can be
redated at least to May. However, Krantonelle dismissed both Alexios and Kamateros’ arrival
as essentially desultory and meaningless, considering both to be deposed authorities and she
concluded the meeting as bearing no importance on later events.*?® Other evidence points to a
more meaningful meeting. The alliance according to one Latin source, the Corpus
Chronicorum Flandriae, was responsible for some ‘five-thousand armed men’ [quinque
milibus hominum] leaving with Alexios and joining ‘Johannes... King of the Vlachs.’3?” There
is therefore likely far more to the final actions of Kamateros than older scholarship has allowed,
both in their immediate effect and then their memory. The final patriarch left a legacy that was
either distorted or purposefully forgotten. Kamateros’ authority in the Balkans was frequently
invoked by John Apokaukos in Naupaktos as the authority by which various properties were
granted to his see. Kamateros was remembered often in the era of exile. Six of Apokaukos’
letters from the period 1217-1230 refer to land privileges he had received from the pre-1204
era and the ‘ayiwtdrov natpiipyov kdp Todvvov tod Kapotnpod. 8

Chomatenos’ narrative of Kamateros’ final days is very distinct. He describes an ad hoc
arrangement that came to exist between Alexios, Kamateros, and Kaloyan, modelling his
language on a passage of Eusebios’ Ecclesiastical History describing St. Mark’s visit to Peter
in Rome.*?” Caveats are used, accepting the canonical irregularity, but employing oikonomia
where ‘it is not unreasonable to think’ [0k fv dmewkdc &vvofjcar] that an agreement could be
struck between Byzantine and Bulgarian. There are obvious inconsistencies and questions
raised by Chomatenos’ telling of Kamateros’ actions after 1204. It is unclear if Kamateros came
to Bulgaria to be a patriarch to the Bulgarians, something ostensibly within his rights as head
of the Orthodox Church, or to recognise Archbishop Basil of Turnovo’s patriarchal rank, or to
grant it something approaching localised autocephaly in return for an alliance. Any of these is
possible, and all would be best swept under the carpet after 1206 when the Bulgarian alliance
ended and they rejoined fighting alongside the Latins. Chomatenos’ continued ridicule of a
Bulgarian ‘Patriarch’ in 1217, (see, pp.170-178) has to jump over a decade of recent history to
fit his narrative. It obscures what we know of Kamateros’ last acts as patriarch in Bulgaria.
Chomatenos' specific claim that Kamateros granted the rights for local and independent church
appointments to the territories currently governed by the Bulgarians can, through other
evidence, be contextualised; this other evidence does not, however, paint Kamateros in quite
the same noble light.

325 Alexander Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire, (Madison: 1952), 11, p.190; Alexandra Krantonelle, H
kot twv Aativwv EJlnvo-Bovkyopixn courpalne ev Opaxn 1204-1206, (Athens: 1964).

326 Ibid., pp.61-65.

327 Corpus Chronicorum Elandriae, ed. J.J. de Smet, (Brussels, 1837), I, p.133 ‘Et sic intrantes Constantinopolim
et Alexium quaerentes minime inveniunt; nam cum quinque millibus hominum fugam capit versus Johannem
regem Valachiae.’

328 Apokaukos, ed. Bees, ‘§§10.51, 51.31, 52.23, 57.18, 72.17, and Sophrone Pétrides, ‘Jean Apokaukos, Lettres
et autres documents inédits,” Izvestija Russkago Archeologiceskago Instituta v Konstantinopole 14 (1909),
§12.20.

329 Busebios, Ecclesiastical History, ed. Gustave Bardy, 11.17 p.42. ‘dv kai Adyog &yxet katd KAandiov émi tiig
Podung &ig opdiav MOty TléTpw, T0ic €xeioe TOTE KNPHTTOVTL. KOi OVK AmeKOg av €in To0to ye’. ‘Tradition says
that he came to Rome in the time of Claudius to speak to Peter, who was at that time preaching to those there.
This would, indeed, be not improbable...’
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It is not known how long Patriarch Kamateros spent with Kaloyan and Basil. The ‘Byzantine-
Bulgarian alliance’ however loosely it was arranged, led to some successful local resistance to
the Latins and ultimately the Battle of Adrianople in April 1205, with the capture of the Latin
Emperor Baldwin of Flanders. It definitively ended with the Bulgarian sack of Adrianople and
Veroia in April 1206 when citizens in Adrianople and Didymoteichon refused to accept
Kaloyan’s authority and in anger massacres occurred. Later legend depicted Kaloyan
henceforth calling himself the ‘Roman-slayer.’33* With the collapse of unity, Alexios III fled
south while Kamateros died in Didymoteichon/Adrianople.**! Fugitive emperor and patriarch
both, Alexios and Kamateros’ sojourn at the Bulgarian court was remembered in the Balkans
as the point at which the institutions that defined Byzantine society and church hierarchy were
effectively ended.

The epistolographical register for John Kamateros’ final acts as patriarch do however, support
Chomatenos’ claims of deregulated autocephaly. It is evidence that has gone almost
unrecognised by scholarship. The register attests to Kamateros’ actions in exile throughout the
Byzantine-Bulgarian alliance. It firstly confirms part of Chomatenos’ account, that in the
unprecedented circumstances, ecclesiastical regulations were relaxed for all the Orthodox
Church likely at Bulgaria’s request. Kamateros’ correspondence survives in a register entry in
the Oxford Bodleian MS.Roe 18 (f.106y). This firstly confirms that Kamateros maintained an
epistolary communication with the bishops of Anatolia. Although the language of these letters
has been lost, summaries from the patriarchal register have survived in the manuscript
compiled by Constantine Sophos in 1348. Two notes refer to Kamateros’ activities in his years
of exile 1204-1206. The first of these stated that:

‘During the same reign [of Theodore Laskaris], many western or other metropolitans
(driven from their own dioceses by the Latin domination of the time), were established
also by the occasion of a vote of the synod in vacant metropoles and bishoprics in
Anatolia.

‘Enti tfig avtiic Paciieiog moAlol untpomoiital dvtikol kot £Tepot, did TV THVIKODTO
Emkpateloy TOV Aativov ££eAaBéviec TV olkelV EKKANCIAV, £YKOTEGTNOOV YNO®
Kol THG ouvddov mpookaipmg YMPELOVCOIS UNTPOTOAESL KOTO AVOTOANV Kol
gmiokomaic.”3*?

This decision was taken in line with the general line of pragmatism and oikonomia, ensuring
continued income for bishops. It also set a precedent to be later used by the Nikaian faction to
address how the bishop in Nikaia could also be that of Constantinople. Bishops already invested
as metropolitans at this time were moving to unoccupied sees due to the Latin conquest.
Uncanonically, but certainly to avoid losing rights of reclamation, they were not forced to give
up their title of their previous office. Consequently, in episcopal lists drafted over the next two
decades an individual could be recorded as bishop of both ‘Melanitzion and Corinth.3*
However, Kamateros’ final great act as patriarch was one that has been scarcely recognized. As
an attempt to resolve the issue of ecclesiastical vacancies after 1204, it was performed in a

330 Akropolites, §13, trans. Macrides, p.130; cf. Choniates’ less structured narrative, §627, trans. p.343-345.

331 Choniates, ed. Van Dieten, §633, trans. Magoulias, p.347. Choniates makes the point of calling Kamateros’
passing a ‘podok® Bavat®d’ ‘a gentle death’ which presumably precludes him from death at the hands of the
Bulgarians.

332Jean Darrouzés, ‘Notes inédites de transferts épiscopaux,” REB, 40, (1982), p.157-170, p.159; cf. Papadakis,
Talbot, ‘John X Camaterus Confronts Innocent I11,” pp.26-41.

333 Darrouzes, ‘Notes Inédites,” p.167.
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manner that cascaded throughout the Orthodox Church for the next thirty years, splintering
Byzantine society and provoking an seven-year schism. The final entry, and the last recorded
act of Kamateros prior to his death, is remarkable. It reads:

‘During the same reign [of Theodore Laskaris] a synod of various bishops gathered at
the capital, Nikaia, by a written order of Patriarch John Kamateros, who had at that
time emigrated somewhere in Western Thrace and was unable to cross to Nikaia
because of the domination of the Latins. The synod elected and ordained many
candidates for the Asian dioceses deprived of bishops.

‘Eni tfig avtiig Paciieiog katd v peyodldmolv Nikowov dBpoisbeico ohvodog
dpopov apylepéwv Emtponf) £yypdow tod matpiapyov Tmdvvov tod Kopatnpod,
TVIKADTO TOPOIKODVTOS OV THS SLVGLUKTG Opdkng kol un dvvapévov dwafijvar gig
Nikaav o v 1@V Aativov dvvacteiav, Eyneicato Kol £xelpotdvnoe ToAAoVG €ig
gkkAnoiog dotavig ynpevovcac apyepénv.’ 33+

These acts, surely dated between 1205 and 1206, opened the floodgates of the Orthodox Church
to profound and spiralling problems. By his own decree Patriarch Kamateros had suspended
canon law where the appointment of metropolitans and bishops was his own prerogative.
Granting the synod of Nikaian bishops the right to autocephaly permitted the selection of
individuals outside of patriarchal choosing to the sole-surviving Byzantine institution that was
henceforth entirely at the mercy of regional powers. In the post-1204 era it was likely intended
as an act of continuity, but in granting provincial autonomy to ordinations it instead risked
institutionalising regional separatism. If we consider again the narration of Chomatenos in 1217
that ‘upon the widowed churches they proclaimed they would not take into account previous
judgements in their own elections, nor would the title of adulterers be fitting for them,” we
should consider this in reference to Kamateros’ relaxation of the laws of canonical ordinations.
Chomatenos was claiming Kamateros suspended canon law not just in Anatolia under Nikaia
but also in the Balkans.?3® The candidates of local/secular rulers formerly under the Ecumenical
Patriarchate could now claim legal election to the church but support only regional interests.
We have many examples of this over the next thirty years and Chomatenos himself was a dual
beneficiary: both his own appointment to Ohrid by a regional power was permitted, as were his
appointments of partisan bishops and metropolitans all across the Balkans, each of whom was
directed to make legal recourse to Chomatenos’ quasi-patriarchal permanent synod.**¢ The
consequences of Kamateros’ decision would ultimately echo for the next three decades. As the
bishops of the Western Balkans, now gathering around the ambitious rulers of Epiros, explicitly
invoked his example and convened their own synods to create a self-ordained parallel church
they remembered that it was Kamateros who had given an ecclesiastical dimension to the
splintering of Byzantine society.

334 Darrouzes, ‘Notes inédites,” p.159.

335 Chomatenos, PD, §146.109-110. 'Enci 8¢ ¢ ympevodoalg toic éxdnciog éneknpiydncov, od TpoOKpiuLL
VITIGOWVTO GV €V T GEETEPQ YEPOTOVIQ, 0VS’ 1) TOV POtV TPocTyopia I6mg TOVTOIG APUOCELEY.’

336 Giinter Prinzing, ‘A quasi patriarch in the state of Epirus: The autocephalous archbishop of "Boulgaria" (Ohrid)
Demetrios Chomatenos,’” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta, 41 (2004), pp.165-181.
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Section Two
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2.1. Kings David Ex Patria: Forming a Homoglot State from the
Nikaian-Paphlagonian War for Western Anatolia

The last years of Constantinopolitan society before the Fourth Crusade captured the city in
1204 were beset by divisions. The rhetoric of the previous four decades had privileged a
singular class of people, long boasting of their superiority, who had been proven inferior in
catastrophic fashion. The tensions between the former ruling elite and the provincial population
had to be navigated and reimagined for any successful response to prove decisive. Therefore,
over the course of the following three decades, and as the subject of this section and case study,
Nikaian rhetorical ideology reimagined precisely that relationship. Nikaian rhetoric therefore
demonstrated significant shifts in the language of an ethnos formed of gene. It restructured the
concepts of homeland, and it reimagined who their Roman Empire was for. Its context for
doing so was, once more, in a fight to the death with Komnenian Paphlagonia and secessionist
tendencies. These were combated in a series of orations, synods, inscriptions, and epistles
redefining the Nikaian Roman Empire as a homoglot Hellenic state.

The inhabitants of Constantinople facing Latin rule were confronted with a series of decisions.
The most obvious was whether to remain in Constantinople under foreign rule, enduring
deprivations and lootings, or depart for centres of resistance. However, there was no clear
singular centre of opposition either in April 1204 or in the months that immediately followed.
A rapid turnover of emperors in Constantinople after 1203, from Alexios III to Alexios IV,
Nicholas Kanabos, Alexios V, two Constantines (a Laskaris and a Doukas, quickly deposed)
exacerbated a very significant issue; if the political and religious elite of the city did depart, to
where and to whom would they go? Uncertainty was a product of political fragmentation, and
the choice of destination while significant, was unclear. This very issue was reported by
Nicholas Mesarites on the 2" October 1206 as posed by the Orthodox clergy of Constantinople
to the party of the Cardinal Legate Benedict of Santa Susanna.?*” The negotiations as recorded
by Mesarites depict a failed negotiation for a modus vivendi for the Orthodox underneath Latin
rule and their new Latin overlords. Despite the installation of Nicholas Morosini as a Catholic
Patriarch of Constantinople by the Venetians, the continued correspondence and shepherding
of Patriarch John X Kamateros had continued until his death in 1206. Obviously wishing this
hierarchy of religious resistance to continue, the Orthodox congregation of Constantinople
demanded the election of Kamateros’ successor. In an attempt to prove their commitment to a
compromise the congregation cited their continued residency in the city in contradiction to
those who had left, saying:

‘The monks: “Listen patiently, your lordship! We, whom you see here assembled, are
neither stubborn nor impudent, but have been and still are being terribly humiliated by
you. If we were as refractory as you say we are, we would, along with other
Constantinopolitans, have departed for the lands of the Emperor Theodore Komnenos
Laskaris and for those of Kyr David Komnenos and for those of the barbarians who
share our faith, even for those of the Turks, as many have done fleeing from the constant
hardships and daily murders, which you inflict upon us.”

“Oi povayoi- ‘@xovcov, ® Oéomota, pakpoOOUmC. MUElG, odc Oplg &viadda
ovvnBpoicpévovg, ovk EopEV avBddelg o0dE dtameiveotol, GAAL Kol c@Odpa Kol
gramevodnueyv Kol tametvovpeda mop’ UGV Ko’ EKAoTNV. €1 YOp NUEV TO10DTOL 010V

337 Mesarites posed the paradox twice. Once here and again in a letter to the displaced Patriarch John Kamateros,
see Annaclara Cataldi Palau, ‘Nicolas Mésarites: Deux lettres inédites,” pp.228-229; adapted trans. Angold,
pp.315-317.
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gpng akatddektor, Novvapeda kol Muelc o¢ kol ol Aowmoi Kwvotoavivovmoliton
ameABeiv gic v 10D Adokapt ydpav Tod Paciiémng kip Ocodmpov Tod Kopvnvod kai
gic v 10D Kopvnvod kdp Aaid koi eic tég tdv opomiotov Nuiv PapPaponv xdpac, ALY
Kad €ig avTnVv TV T®V TovpKmv, 6 Kol TOALOL TETOMKAGL PEVYOVTES TAG €€ VUMV Kb’
gkaotnv OXiyelg kol Todg kadnuepvodg Bavdtovg.”’ 338

Mesarites’” account provides one of the earliest references to the polity of the Grand Komnenoi
and the foundation of two rival states and contenders to Greek Orthodox leadership in Asia
Minor. It identifies two main destinations where the first flood of refugees from the patris of
Constantinople had gone and where ‘we... the remaining Constantinopolitans’ [fpeig... ol
ool KovotavtivovmoAitat] could go. In this text we hear also of the rivalry in the immediate
years between the newly proclaimed, but not yet crowned, Emperor Theodore Laskaris (1208—
1222) and David Grand Komnenos of Paphlagonia (1204-1212/14), a contest framed as a
struggle of a true latter-day David against a false.>*°

Our impression of the early years of exile is understandably chaotic. Prior to 1203, an attempt
had been made at imperial succession under Alexios III Angelos. Lacking a son, his daughters
had been married to various prominent families. In a move designed to appoint an heir, Eirene
Angelina had married Alexios Palaiologos as he was made despotes in 1199, but an early death
in 1203 meant the sudden elevation of the husband of Alexios III’s second daughter Anna, the
despotes Theodore Laskaris.>*® Laskaris, therefore, was likely heir to the throne. When Alexios
I1I’s regime unravelled in 1203 and he fled the city on the night of the 17 —18% July, it would
appear Theodore Laskaris either was amongst the party of the refugee emperor or, having been
briefly imprisoned, very soon after escaped.>*! He was certainly not in Constantinople in April
1204.3*> However, while Alexios began his travels in the Balkans and the Bulgarian court (see
pp.144-150) Laskaris went east, travelling the Byzantine cities of Anatolia with his imperial
princess-wife before finally arriving at Nikaia. By the time of the Partitio terrarium imperii
Romaniae’s creation in the autumn of 1204, describing and dividing Byzantium’s territories
amongst the Crusaders, Laskaris had used his imperial wife to overcome the reluctance of the
inhabitants of Nikaia and grant him entry.’** Using Anna as his demonstration of loyalty to
Alexios III’s regime, Laskaris succeeded in uniting the lands of southern Bithynia, Prousa,
Mysia and Smyrna. He secured his eastern frontier with tributes to the Seljuk Sultan Kilij
Arslan III and then to facilitate a southern expansion towards Chonai, Laodikeia, and
Philadelphia in August 1204 made an alliance with the sultan’s uncle, the deposed Ghiyath al-
Din Kay-Khusraw 1 (1192-6, 1205-11). With Laskaris’ financial backing Kay-Khusraw
regained his throne in Konya between 22" February and 23" March 1205 and thereby provided
for the fledgling Nikaian state a peaceful and stable eastern frontier, and until the 1210 return

338 Mesarites, Epitaphios, ed. Heisenberg, p.62.9-16, adapted trans. Angold, p.183.

3% For the most recent in-depth treatment of the early years of the Empire of Nikaia see Ilias Giarenis, O
ovtorpatopas Ocodwpog A’ Kopvnvog Adoropig. H ovykpotnon koi n edpaiwon s avtokpatoplias ¢ Nikoiog,
(Athens: 2010).

340 Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, p.50; Cheynet, Pouvoir et Contestations, p.443-444. Palaiologos’
depiction in Mesarites strongly suggests his place as future emperor. See Mesarites, Palastrevolution, where he is
called ‘spiritual son, [66¢@V0g vIOV]’, §25.19, trans. p.66.

341 Korobeinikov’s theory that Laskaris left the capital in autumn 1203, and not with his father-in-law, can simply
not be definitively proven, Byzantium and the Turks, p.128.

342 Akropolites, §5, trans. Macrides, p.118, Macrides’ commentary pp.82-83.

343 Nicolas Oikonomides, ‘La décomposition de ’empire byzantin,” in: Byzantium from the Ninth Century to the
Fourth Crusade (Athens: 1976), pp.3-28; Antonio Carile, ‘Partitio terrarum imperii Romaniae,” Studi Venezii, 7
(1965), pp.125-305; Van Tricht, Renovatio, pp.47-59.
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of Alexios III, a powerful ally.*** Even following that event, the time of war was brief.
Following the Battle of Antioch-on-the-Meander in June 1211/12 and the death of Kay-
Khusraw who had been manoeuvred into a restoration attempt for Laskaris’ father-in-law, the
succession of Kay-Khusraw’s son saw the alliance renewed, titles recognised, and peace
maintained for the remaining decade of Laskaris’ reign.’#’

The northern-eastern frontier was an entirely different issue. Towards the Black Sea were the
lands of the Grand Komnenoi, the two grandsons of Emperor Andronikos Komnenos. The
younger of the two brothers, David, was ensconced in the Komnenian heartlands of
Paphlagonia, with the major cities of Herakleia-Pontika, Amastris, Amisos, Tarsia and
Klaudiopolis.>*¢ The response to the challenge posed by this strip of coast stretching from the
Sangarios river across the Black Sea littoral forms the case-study of this chapter. The
scholarship of David’s twelve-year reign over these lands has attracted attention from
historians of Nikaia, Trebizond, the Latin Empire, and more generally the transition of Anatolia
to majority Turkish control.**” Both David and his elder brother Alexios Grand Komnenos
(1204-1222), had co-founded the Empire of Trebizond with Iberian support mere days before
Constantinople fell.**® They did so with the backing of Queen Tamar of Georgia (1184-1213)
with whom they were related through marriage. It is unknown if the early Grand Komnenoi
were raised at the Georgian court or had fled to it recently, but their expedition ostensibly
served both parties. Tamar secured a western flank of Georgian expansion against Turkish raids
and an indebted prosperous maritime city with which to trade, while the Grand Komnenoi
brothers gained an opportunity to reclaim Trebizond, which their grandfather Andronikos had
ruled as Doux of Chaldia. They would attempt to extend that power. Alexios established
dominion in Trebizond and Sinope, while David between 1204 and 1205 expanded their control
westwards into Paphlagonia, where the Komnenoi had held estates since the eleventh
century.’#

3% Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.133-137; Bar-Hebraeus, p.362.

345 On the discrepancy in date of Antioch-on-the-Meander see for 1211, Giinter Prinzing, ‘Der Brief Kaiser
Heinrichs von Konstantinopel vom 13. Januar 1212,” Byzantion, 43 (1973), pp.412; cf. for 1212, Filip van Tricht,
‘La politique étrangere de l'empire de Constantinople, de 1210 a 1216, in: Le Moyen Age, 107.3 (2001), pp.409-
438; and Klaus Belke, Tabula Imperii Byzantini 13. Bithynien und Hellespont, (Vienna: 2020), pp.194-195.

346 For an overview of the archaeology of Paphlagonia see Klaus Belke, Tabula Imperii Byzantini 9. Paphlagonien
und Hondrias, (Vienna: 1996). For the archaeology of David’s capital of Herakleia-Pontika in the Byzantine
period see Wolfram Hoepfner, Herakleia Pontike-Eregli: eine baugeschichtliche Untersuchung, (Vienna: 1966),
pp-46-49; For the Anatolian lineage of the Komnenoi see Basileios Katsaros, ‘To “npofinpa g katayoyns” tov
Kopvnvav,” Bolavtiaxa, 3 (1983), pp.111-122.

347 Alexander Vasiliev, ‘The Foundation of the Empire of Trebizond (1204-1222),” Speculum, 11.1 (1936), pp. 3-
37; Ruth Macrides, “What’s in the name “Megas Komnenos”?* AI7, 35 (1978), pp.238-41; Anthony Bryer, ‘David
Komnenos and Saint Eleutherios,” A7, 42 (1988-89), pp.163-187; Rustam Shukurov, ‘The enigma of David Grand
Komnenos,” Mésogeios, 12 (2001), pp.127-129; Ian Lester Booth, ‘Theodore Laskaris and Paphlagonia, 1204-
1214: Towards a Chronological Description,” A7, 50 (2003), pp.150-224; Vincent Puech, ‘The Aristocracy and
the Empire of Nikaia,” in: Identities and Allegiances, pp.71-72; Sergei Karpov, ‘The Black Sea Region, Before
And After The Fourth Crusade,’ in 1bid., pp.283-292; Van Tricht, Renovatio, pp.31, 158, 186-188, 239-240, 351-
357; Angelov, Imperial Ideology, pp.130-140; Michael Angold, ‘Mesarites as a source: then and now,” pp.55-68,
Alexander Vasiliev, ‘Mesarites as a source,’; Angold, Exile, p.58; Ilias Giarenes, ‘O Aapid Kopvnvog, cuovidputig
KOl OTPATIOTIKOG NYETNG TG avtokpoatopiog g Tpanelodviac. O aydvag Kuplapyiog, n avtimopddeon pe Ty
Nikowa kot 0 poAog TV Aoyiwv,” Bulavriaxa, 25, (2005/06), pp.169-190.

348 Cf. that David is the elder brother see Bryer, ‘David Komnenos,” p.184 and Odysseas Lampsides, ‘O
AVTOYOVIGHOG HETOED TV Kpatdv g Nikatog kot tov Meydiwv Kopvnvov dd tv kKAnpovopio tg fulavtivig
wéac,” AI1, 34 (1977-1978), pp. 3-19. Given Choniates’ depiction of David as ‘exalting his own brother whose
name was Alexios, he became his forerunner and herald, ’ this seems unlikely. See Choniates, CD, §626, trans.
p.343.

3% Booth, ‘Theodore Laskaris and Paphlagonia,” pp.211-216; Bryer, ‘David Komnenos,’ p.176.
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David, merely seventeen-years-old, had himself proclaimed as a sub-imperial ruler of a
principality in Paphlagonia that emphasised a Komnenian continuity but stopped short of the
imperial title. Niketas Choniates, partisan to the Laskarid cause, immediately sought to
discredit them. Frequently referring to both David and Alexios on account of their youth as
‘youths’, ‘striplings’, even ‘children’ [t& pepdkia], he disparaged their position as heirs to
Andronikos and that perceived legacy of Constantinopolitan terror. Choniates’ texts relished
the prospect of their defeat as a further blow against the memory of Andronikos. However, that
very link to Andronikos and the revolution that had brought him to power in 1182 made the
early Grand Komnenoi something akin to populist figures, utilising a name far more
recognisable to Asia Minor than Laskaris. As Andronikos’ heirs gathered lands to themselves
and fielded armies, a highly active epistolary programme of letters were sent to the lords and
cities of Anatolia, provoking a response from Nikaia that redefined the cultural and religious
loyalties of Anatolian Greek Orthodoxy.
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2.2. The Sources

Epigraphic Evidence

The transition of control in Northern Paphlagonia in the early thirteenth century is recorded by
two inscriptions, the latter of which is now lost. What was likely the seat of governance of
David’s territories in Paphlagonia, Herakleia-Pontika, was almost completely rebuilt over the
thirteenth century prior to the Turkish conquest (1360).3°° The city was besieged unsuccessfully
in 1205/06 and again in 1208 by Theodore Laskaris after a refortification of the city was
completed by David. The tower, attached to the northern ‘Girls’ gate (Kiz Kapisi) of the city
at a height of 15 metres, reads in a monumental inscription spread over six marble blocks
measuring ten metres in length:

‘David, purple-born [imperial] blooming offshoot,

sprung from the loins of his grandfather Andronikos,

builds from its foundations a new tower

and skilfully revives the whole of Herakleia-Pontika that has been stricken by time,
a new tower for all of.

Year 6715 [1206/7], tenth indiction.

“t 6 moppupovOnc Aa(vi)A e0BaAN G KAASOG

Thmmov eLElg Avaktog €€ Avopovikov
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Figure 5. Kiz Kapisi, Herakleia-Pontika (Eregli). Part of the inscription of David Komnenos. Photograph taken from Andreas
Rhoby, Stein, p.1034.

350 Klaus Belke, Paphlagonien und Honorias [TIB, 9], (Vienna: 1996), pp.212-216.

351 The inscription has been published several times, most recently with a German translation by Rhoby, Stein
(Vienna: 2014) TR43, p.1043. The English translation here is my own. For alternative reading see, Lloyd Jonnes,
The Inscriptions of Heraclea Pontica, with a Prosopographia Herecleotica, (Bonn: 1994), p.25.
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Figure 6. Kiz Kapisi inscription incorporated into a residence in the 1950s. Photograph taken from Hoepfner,
Herakleia Pontike-Eregli, plate 10b.

The connection to Andronikos and the broader imperial Komnenoi dynasty was pivotal to
David’s domain and his appeal.’>?> Such a public declaration of loyalty and inheritance in
Paphlagonia set Andronikos’ heir on a mission of vengeance against the Angeloi dynasty which
Theodore Laskaris, as Alexios III’s son-in-law, represented. Comparing Herakleia-Pontika’s
inscription to Isaak II’s inscription of 1193/94 in Christoupolis/Kavala demonstrates an
ongoing struggle for the narrative of Andronikos and legitimacy being fought amongst former
imperial territories. Therefore, at the conclusion of the war and Paphlagonia’s annexation there
was an attempt to co-opt Komnenian loyalist sentiments. In an inscription on a single block
upon the citadel on the acropolis, undated but certainly linked to the annexation in 1212/14 of
Paphlagonia to the Nikaian Empire, the following read:

‘If, like the proverb, the stones should cry out,*>?

And the inanimate stones emit a speechless shout,

Cry out the tower-maker made you,

A small command [...]

Of autokrator Theodore Laskaris, the Komnenos-sprung.
He raised this tower, stranger.

“F v ol AiBot kpdlwaov €k mapotpiog
népyov Bornv dAarog, dyvyog mE[T]pa
TOV TUPYOTOLOV KPA[Ee TOV KTicOVT Gle

352 While no longer accepted, this inscription has encouraged some thought that David was himself crowned
emperor, see Alexios Savvides, Bolavuiva otaciaotika kol ovtovouiotike Kiviuato, ota Awdekavhoo kol oty
Mixpa Acio 1189 - ¢.1240 u.X., (Athens: 1987), pp.266, 285-286.

333 Luke 19:40.
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KéAevoua pukpov [...]
Kopvnvoevodc Aackdpov Ocoddpov
avtokpatodg TOV Topyov Eye[i]pe, Efve. 34

The two inscriptions publicly present the conflict and transition of power to Laskaris from
David to the populace of Herakleia-Pontika. David reminded all Paphlagonians, and any other
Anatolian peoples, entering the city both of himself and of the dynasty responsible for their
security for nearly two centuries. Laskaris’ more subtle and smaller imperial epigram informed
only the citadel’s governor and garrison. Both frame their contenders as two candidates of an
intra-Komnenoi struggle, intentionally stressing in each context their continuity from the
Constantinopolitan Komnenoi. David positions himself as the heir to his grandfather
Andronikos through his father the sebastokrator Manuel, and Laskaris as a more abstract
Komnenos-sprung, simply attached himself to the pre-1185 imperial family. Notably, to both
sides it is in their interests to diminish the Angeloi. David could position himself quite naturally
as a dynastic heir to particularist sympathies while Laskaris had to, by necessity, tread a thin
and delicate line that avoided any mention of his actual Angelina wife and claim to the throne.
It was crucial he do this when, as we have seen, the Paphlagonians had been on the receiving
end of Constantinopolitan ridicule, insult, and ethnic condemnation since 1183, if not before.
Avoiding the language of the Kavala inscription of 1193/94 with its naming of ‘Andronikos
tyrant of the Paphlagonians’, or the forms of othering present in the 1185 Thessaloniki sermon
of Eustathios which made the Paphlagonians into the cause of the ruin of Byzantium, Laskaris’
word choice was an exceedingly shrewd one.

Throughout the nine years of conflict with
Paphlagonia, the Nikaian state developed both its
legitimacy and political ideology. Nikaia’s maturation
into an imperial power which had subjugated its rivals
was only complete with Alexios III’s capture in 1211
and David’s destruction in 1212 or 1214. Only with the
annexation of Paphlagonia was Laskaris able to
consolidate control of Western Anatolia, and the
remainder of his reign was dedicated to a slow
rebuilding of economic and diplomatic soft power. In
that expansion Nikaia achieved some recognition of its SIS
rights as Roman Emperors from the Seljuks and [
Armenians of Asia Minor. It is critical however that ==
each of the physical exempla of early Nikaia’s external
legitimacy, the five Cappadocian church inscriptions
by Greek Orthodox Seljuk subjects that name Laskaris ‘TTopyog Xaréwng[...]
as emperor, date from after 1211. Only after Alexios Eﬁ‘;&ggg;p‘l’é’g;j:‘[ctg[m ]
III’s capture, the fall of Paphlagonia, and the end to a  ggeswpoc 1 dadpfo...]
composite struggle of dynasties and regional loyalties
was his authority recognised. Epigraphic dedications in Tower of Chalane ...................

. g . butit confuses the advice ..................
Gulsehir (Zoropassos) at Karsi Kilise (1212), Tatlarin askaris erects ..............
(1215), and the katholikon of the Archangelos Theodore the Miracle...’
monastery in Camil, near Urgiip (1216/17), should
remind us of the slow process for Laskaris to gain

Figure 7. Nikaia, ‘Tower of Babel’inscription. Southern
Gate.

Transcription, Rhoby, Stein, TR96, pp.705-708.

354 Rhoby, Stein, TR44, pp.593-494; TIB 13, pp.804, 918; Jonnes, Heraclea Pontica, p.26.
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recognition as an Emperor of the Romans-in-exile.’*>> Outside Nikaian court circles, in 1208
Michael Choniates addressed Laskaris simply as ‘Emperor of the East’ (Letter §94); not until
1217, in a letter sent from the Balkans, did Choniates present the polity as more than a centre
of refuge, and Laskaris himself as the equal of an emperor in Constantinople (Letter §179).35
A period of consolidation is to expected and the only known public inscriptions before 1211
which name Laskaris as emperor, though both now lost, emanate from either Nikaia itself>>” or
in Laskarid-held Prousa.’*® Both name him a Komnenos. Through a comparison with other
datable evidence we might ask how meaningful it was that in that the lands which Theodore
controlled he endeavoured to style himself a ‘Komnenos Laskaris’, whereas in the public
epigraphy of others, even when being recognised emperor, he was known simply as ‘Theodore
Laskaris.”3*° It could reflect a struggle for legitimacy waged across Anatolia. Later evidence,
suggests that Laskaris did eventually establish his state’s dynastic claim, as seen by a 1219
treaty with Venice where he was recognised as ‘Teodorus, in Christo Deo fidelis Imperator et
moderator Romeorum et semper augustus, Comnanus Lascarus.’ 3¢

Textual Sources

Texts provide most of our knowledge for the conflict between David Komnenos and Theodore
Laskaris, and they all present the perspective of the latter’s camp. For the most part, these are
highly hostile to David. Written closest to events is Oration 14 by Niketas Choniates, most
likely completed in the summer of 1206. Choniates, an accomplished orator who had performed
several times at the courts of Isaak II and Alexios III, produced a work entitled Speech drafted
to be read before Kyr Theodore Laskaris, reigning over the eastern Roman cities when the
Latins conquered Constantinople and, out of Moesia, John [Asan] overran the western Roman

355 For the 1216/17 inscription ‘dv &tod¢ ¢[y]kc &v Siktidvog, ¢ émi Pacoiréog Ocoddpov Adokapn [sic.],” see
Georges Kiourtzian, ‘Une nouvelle inscription de Cappadoce du régne de Théodore I Laskaris,” delniov ¢
Xpioriovikng Apyoroloyikng Evoupeiog, 4 (2008), pp.131-138; Tolga Uyar, ‘Thirteenth-Century 'Byzantine' Art in
Cappadocia and the Question of Greek Painters at the Seljuq Court,” in: Islam and Christianity in Medieval
Anatolia, ed. Bruno De Nicola, (Farnham: 2015), pp.215-252; idem., ‘Carving, Painting, and Inscribing Sacred
Space in Late Byzantium: Bezirana Kilisesi Rediscovered (Peristrema-Cappadocia),” in: Architecture and Visual
Culture in the Late Antique and Medieval Mediterranean, eds. Vasileios Marinis et al., (Turnhout: 2021), pp.207-
222; Sophie Métivier, ‘Byzantium in question in 13th-century Seljuk Anatolia,” in: Liquid & Multiple: Individuals
& Identities in the Thirteenth-Century Aegean, eds. Guillaume Saint-Guillain, Dionysios Stathakopoulos, (Paris:
2012), pp.235-258.
336 MC, Epistulae, §§94, 179.
357 A lost Nikaian inscription dated to 1206/07 recording a renovation of Nikaia’s destroyed kastron was recorded
in the nineteenth century as:

+ dvekavel®On d10Avtov kdotpov Nikaiog

émi tig Pacireiog Tod Kopvnvod kbpov

Bcoddpov 10D Aackdpn &tel ,qyig” K(OGOV).
See Rhoby, Stein, p.707n.1365; Published by Packard Humanities Institute as PH278021
[https://epigraphy.packhum.org/text/278021?hs=60-65].
358 Sencer Sahin, Katalog der antiken Inschriften des Museums von Iznik (Nikaia): entfernte Umgebung der Stadt,
(Bonn: 1982), No. 480, 481, 482. For the so called ‘Tower of Babel’ [IT0pyog XaAdvng] see no. 481 with
republication and further discussion by Rhoby, Stein, Nr. TR96, pp.705-708; For the post-1208 October inscription
in Prousa naming Laskaris ‘oD evoefeotdtov Nudv Poaciiéwg Ocoddpov Kopvnvod 100 Aackdapov’, see
PH278701 [https://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/278701]; and discussion in Naomi Pitamber, Replacing
Byzantium: Laskarid Urban Environments and the Landscape of Loss (1204-1261), (PhD thesis, University of
California Los Angeles: 2015), pp.80-81; Nicholas Melvani, ‘State, Strategy, and Ideology in Monumental
Imperial Inscriptions,” in: Inscribing Texts in Byzantium, (Abingdon: 2020), p.175.
359 Uyar, ‘Thirteenth-Century 'Byzantine' Art in Cappadocia,” pp.215-217.
360 Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden zur dlteren Handels, 11, pp.205-7.
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regions with Skythians.>®! The oration provides a highly detailed and rhetorical depiction of
campaigns in 1205 against both David in Paphlagonia (July—October) and to a lesser extent
against Manuel Maurozomes in Laodikeia (between October 1205-March 1206).362 A further
brief mention of David in Oration 13, a Lenten selention of February 1207, informs us of the
courtly rhetoric that was used to describe David. Both Orations depict him as an enemy of
Laskaris and all true Byzantine Romans. Character defamation and damnation via psogos were
employed with multiple biblical analogies of enemies of Israel.’®3 David even inherited from
his grandfather a likening to the Old Testament pagan deity Baal which Choniates had earlier
employed for Andronikos.’®* Critically however, there is a great deal of difference in the
portrayal of David in the Orations and his depiction in the narrative history. Oration 14, as said
above the most substantial source, was written while Choniates was planning his departure
from Latin Constantinople and sought employment in Laskaris’ court. The 1207 Lenten oration
informs us that Choniates’ petition worked, and he had reached Nikaia before February 1207.
A further selention for the start of Easter 1208 (§17) and a 1211/12 oration (§16) praising the
victory at Antioch-on-the-Meander where the Seljuk Sultan was killed, round out the four
surviving speeches written in this last phase of Choniates” life.3%

Choniates’ Oration 14 survives in the sole manuscript that contains the entirety of his oratorical
works, Codex Marcianus X1 222, dated to the thirteenth or fourteenth century. In its current
edition it forms a collection of orations (and a few brief epistles) presented not chronologically
but thematically. The preceding text /3, is a sermon composed at Nikaia for the emperor several
months after this one. Oration 14 is the longest text that Niketas addressed to Laskaris, but
despite the name it is not really an oration as it was sent as a letter and not performed by the
author. It places the text in the highly unusual, though not unattested, tradition of orations given
via proxy.3®® We can reconstruct its context. At the time of writing, David’s forces have been
recently defeated and driven off by Laskaris’ army. It was sent to Theodore Laskaris in the
summer of 1206 after both the Latin conquest of Constantinople in April 1204 and following
Choniates’ own return to the capital in June 1206, having previously spent two years living at
a secondary home in Selymbria. Those roughly six months in Constantinople were marked by
a failure to find a position with the Latin regime. Oration 14 therefore acts as a petition to join

31NC, OE, §14, pp.129-147, “Tod avtod- Adyog kdobeig émi 16 dvoryvmsdijvar gic Tov Adokopty kbp Ocddmpov
Baotievovta @V £pov Popaik®dv morewv, dte ol Aativol kateiyov v Kovotavtivodmoly, 6 8¢ ék Muaciog
Toavvng katéTpeyxe pet Tkvddv tag dvowkag Popaikag xopac.’; For dating see Nikolaos Chrissis, ‘Ideological
and Political Contestations in Post-1204 Byzantium. The orations of Niketas Choniates and the imperial court of
Nikaia’ in: The Emperor in the Byzantine World: Papers from the Forty-Eighth Spring Symposium of Byzantine
Studies, ed. Shaun Tougher, (London: 2019), pp. 249; Simpson, Choniates, pp.63-67; Oration 14 was recently
partly published in English translation, however almost all the sections that detail Laskaris’ campaigns against
David Komnenos and Manuel Maurozomes were omitted. See Georgios Chatzelis, Jonathan Harris, Byzantine
Sources for the Crusades, 1095-1204, (London: 2024), pp.206-207; for an older German translation see Franz
Grabler, Kaisertaten und Menschenschicksale im Spiegel der schonen Rede: Reden und Briefe des Niketas
Choniates, (Graz: 1966), pp.220-249.

362 For chronology of events in the speech see Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.141-142.

383 NC, OF, §13 pp.120-128, trans. Grabler, pp.206-219; On psogos see, Alberto Puertas, ‘Psogos: The Rhetoric
of Invective in 4th Century CE Imperial Speeches,’ Brill s Companion to the Reception of Ancient Rhetoric, eds.
Sophia Papaioannou et al., (Leiden: 2021), pp.170-191.

364 NC, OE, §14, p.134.6; idem., Historia, §258, trans. p.144. [Kings, 17:16; Jeremiah 39:29]. Manuel
Maurozomes, who had married into the Turkish court, was in turn made into a new Ahithophel, the scheming
advisor of the Biblical David [2 Samuel: 15-17]; Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.56, 139-147.

365 NC, OE, §17, pp.176-185, Grabler, pp.299-314, §16, pp.170-175, Grabler, pp.286-298.

366 See eleventh-century letter §140 of Michael Psellos, Michael Psellus: Epistulae, ed. Stratis Papaioannou
(Berlin: 2019); Floris Bernard, ‘Michael Psellos,” in: Companion to Byzantine Epistolography, p.138; and the
fourteenth-century panegyrical letters of Demetrios Kydones for John VI and John V discussed by Florin Leonte,
‘The Letters of Demetrios Kydones,” in ibid., p.158.
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the Nikaian court and a display of rhetorical skill.**” Throughout this time Choniates’
prominent companion was John Belissariotes, Niketas’ brother-in-law and predecessor as
logothete ton sekreton in 1196, but Belissariotes died ¢.1208 shortly after arriving in Nikaia.*®
Essentially bereft of allies, Choniates’ three appeals to the future patriarch Theodore Eirenikos
and Basil Kamateros, logothete in the Nikaian court, were continued pleas for position that
ultimately went unheeded.*’

Oration 14 broadly follows the structure of imperial orations as established by Menander
Rhetor in the third century CE. Therefore, Choniates pivots between praise of Laskaris’
accomplishments in war, and in the latter sections, to present those deeds performed in peace.®”°
The text is an attempt at restoring himself in the eyes of a Greek-speaking administration, of
regaining employment, position, and status but also of attempting to present and maintain a
continuity between Constantinople and Nikaia. Laskaris is depicted as a legal, natural, and
divinely-ordained occupant of a title he has only just claimed (Summer 1205). There are pleas
for him to put on the ‘red boots’ of imperiality, but we should note Laskaris would not be
crowned until the patriarchate was reconstituted (March 1208).3”! The text positions Laskaris
as the natural choice for empire. Through marriage to Anna Komnene Angelina, Alexios III’s
daughter, Laskaris was elevated to quasi-imperial status and Choniates presents the imperium
as his inheritance to claim. Meanwhile, the catastrophic state of Byzantine affairs is depicted
with oratorical flourishes. Blunted and dusty weapons are taken up again by eager hands and
as a result of Laskaris’ legitimacy and God-given prowess he is inspiring the people to believe
once more. By reorganising the institutions of the imperial city of state and imperial offices,
Choniates proclaims imperial rebirth: ‘Thus you [Theodore] have revived the extinguished
wisdom of the Romans.”372

The highly distinct final sections of Niketas Choniates’ Chronike Diegesis, known as the LO
recensions covering events from 1203 until 1206, were first written between 1204—1208. The
summer 1205 campaign narrated at length in the oration is recounted in just twenty-seven lines
in the Chronike but the text does provide more information for the summer-autumn campaign
of 1206.37 However those details are part of the further revision between 1208 and 1211, and
perhaps even until his death ¢.1217.37* By that point Choniates had tried and failed to gain
senior office and, with the exception of an embassy in 1213, appeared disillusioned with the
inactivity and rapprochement towards the Latins of the Laskarid court.>”> Therefore in this final

367 For Choniates’ fall from grace, see Michael Angold, ‘Niketas Choniates in exile,” in: Bibliophilos: Books and
Learning in the Byzantine World, eds. Charalambos Dendrinos, Ilias Giarenis, (Berlin: 2021), pp.17-34.

368 NC, OE, §15 is the monody read at Belissariotes’ grave; Simpson, Choniates, p.20.

39 NC, OE, pp.202-3, 209-11, 216-17. Basil, representing a last major figure of the Kamateroi, may have been
seen as Niketas’ route back to imperial affairs. These letters circulated at Nikaia with Choniates’ other major late
work, his anti-Latin and anti-Armenian treatise the Panoplia Dogmatike. On this see Simpson, Choniates, pp.26-
40; Angold, ‘Choniates in Exile,” pp.20-27, and this thesis, p.157.

370 Menander Rhetor, eds. Donald Russell, Nigel Wilson, (Oxford: 1981), p.85.

SIU'NC, OE, §14, p.132.1-2.

372 1bid., §14, p.131.22-23. &l mog dvaddiyelg obtmg 1 dnesfnkoc 7idn tdv Popaiov epévnua:

313 NC, CD, §626.57-71, trans. p.343.

374 These are the LO body of manuscripts (finished in 1210/11), the post-1204 versions of the text, which include
effectively everything post p.614 of the published De Gruyter edition and relates events related to Nikaia, Laskaris,
and David. See NC, CD, pp.xci-xcix; Simpson, Choniates, pp.68-77; Foteini Spingou, 'Classicizing visions of
Constantinople after 1204: Niketas Choniates' De signis reconsidered,” DOP, 76 (2022), pp.181-220; Chrissis,
‘Orations of Niketas Choniates,” pp.252-253.

375 Chrissis, ‘Orations of Niketas Choniates,” pp.253-255; For Choniates’ death see Basileios Katsaros, ‘A
Contribution to the Exact Dating of the Death of the Byzantine Historian Nicetas Choniates.’ JOB, 32.3 (1982),
pp-83-91.
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recension of the Chronike where loyalty to Laskaris is diminished, David’s treatment is far
more balanced. Following a further period of disfavour and repulsion with Nikaian politics,
David features rather than an enemy of God’s People but in a didactic narrative that depicts
both David, Theodore Laskaris (and a short-lived Komnenos claimant Manuel Komnenos
Maurozomes) as part of ‘a three-headed monster constituted of the stupid.” His final revisions
are a universal condemnation of all Byzantines’ failure to unite.3’® It was in this a-text recension
that all the Komnenoi became equally worthless.?”” Descriptions of Laskaris as a mighty
defender against the Latins were excised. These last versions portrayed both David and
Laskaris just as guilty as any other Byzantine provincial lord. Therefore, with such an erratic
swing between opinions we must be careful. Across different sources, do we hear Laskaris’
ideology or Choniates? Is it possible to get to the character of the Paphlagonian state through
the rhetorical conventionalities of encomia in the Orations that make David an inconsistent
monster? Only through a very careful reading and analysis with other authors do we start to
understand the supporters of David as a second great eastern bloc, and alternative refuge, for
the Constantinopolitans.

Other key sources for the conflict between Theodore Laskaris and David Grand Komnenos
include the five synodal acts of Patriarch Michael Autoreianos, composed between 1208 and
1212. Contained within MS. Parisinus 12344 in the Bibliothéque Nationale de France and
published by Nicolas Oikonomides they allow us to follow the narrative of the struggle later
than Choniates’ Orations.>’® Naming David and his brother as the key enemies of Laskaris’
empire, the acts detail the escalation of the war as an oath of loyalty, a homologia, was
circulated firstly at Nikaia and then all of Anatolia to reject any enemy ‘Roman or foreign,
crowned or uncrowned, and not even the grandsons of Lord Andronikos’ [Popaioc fj £€0vikdc,
goteppévog kal pn totodtog, i kol adtoi ol &yyovor Tod kdp Avdpovikov].>”® Subsequent acts
promised a remission of sins to those who died fighting for the ‘people of God’ and their
various patrides. These valuable documents describe a culture of disputed loyalties resolved
through oathtaking and ecclesiastical innovation that defended Nikaia from its enemies. They
have however been only inconsistently engaged with by scholarship.3*°

Final detail for the Nikaian-Paphlagonian conflict is added by Nicholas Mesarites’ later
writings. A Lenten sermon dated to the 8" March 1215 provides fragmentary and uncertain
detail for the annexation of Paphlagonia.’®! No source definitively narrates David’s defeat or
death. What we can reconstruct is that matters rapidly deteriorated for the Grand Komnenoi
after 1211. One theory is that David likely lost Herakleia-Pontika in 1211/12 and was captured,
tonsured (and likely blinded), then died on Mt. Athos in 1212 as the monk Daniel while still a
young man.*$? That information comes from a manuscript colophon in Vatopedi monastery on

376 NC, CD, §625.44-46, trans. p.343.

377 Ibid. §529, trans. p.290.

378 Nicolas Oikonomides, ‘Cinq actes inédits du patriarche Michel Autdreianos,” REB, 25 (1967), pp.113-45.

37 1bid. p.123.35-36.

380 Ibid., p.123.35-36. For the oath in Nikaian court culture see Angold, Exile, pp.65-66.

381 Mesarites, Neue Quellen 1I-11I pp.3-96, trans. Angold, pp.235-254.

382 The colophon is ambiguous. In a passage dated to December 13" 1212, MS Vatopedi 760 f.294a reads:
‘gxoyunOn 6 edoePéotartog péyac Kopvnvog kopiog Aaid, 6 d1d tod Ogiov kai dyyeAicod oyfuatog LETavouacelg
AavmA povayoc.’ For a David Grand Komnenos identification see Bryer, ‘St Eleutherios,” pp.183-186; Shukurov’s
chronology presents a hypothetical political coup against David by his brother and subsequent damnatio
memoriae; Shukurov, ‘Enigma of David Komnenos,” pp.125-131; Van Tricht notes the existence of another David
Komnenos, who had served in Thessaloniki as doux during the unsuccessful defence of 1185, as potential
identification for the monk Daniel. Van Tricht then posits two sieges of Sinope, with David killed in the first in
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Mt. Athos and is much disputed, but ultimately David does disappear from our sources.*33 An
alternative solution will be offered below. Meanwhile, David’s brother Alexios Grand
Komnenos assumed control but was captured as Sinope fell in 1214 by the Seljuk Sultan Izz
al-Din Keykavus I (1211-1219). The events, narrated by the Seljuk historian Ibn Bibi tells of
how one ‘Tekfur Kyr Aleks [Alexios]’ of the land of Ganit [Pontos] was captured while hunting
with five-hundred cavalry’ in reprisal for a raid into Seljuk territory.’84 Taken within sight of
Sinope’s city walls he was tortured while the Sultan demanded the city’s surrender. Only after
repeated ordeals did Sinope’s inhabitants relent and save the life of Andronikos’ remaining
grandson.>® Sinope was taken, cutting the lands subject to Trebizond off from a contiguous
border with Nikaia and restricting the once populist leaders of ‘the uncrowned,’ to their Pontic
base. Keykavus’ conquest of Sinope was then declared in a vast series of eighteen inscriptions
that demonstrated the Sultan’s power, the hierarchy of emirs in the Seljuk state, as well as our
only example of a bi-lingual inscription that visually demonstrated a subordination of Greek to
Arabic.38 With the exception of brief reconquests of Sinope in 1228-1230, and again from
1254-1263, Trapezuntine power remained essentially limited both in manpower and territory
to north-eastern Anatolia behind the Pontic Alps and a few outposts in Cherson.*®” Anatolia,
with the exception of that northern strip of land, knew only Nikaia as a Greek-speaking power.

2.3. The Challenge of David Komnenos

Aside from the epigraphy shown above, David’s and his brother’s socio-political ideology as
an alternative refuge to Laskaris is known through a series of campaigns and the textual and
sigillographical sources that pertain to it. In his Chronike Diegesis Choniates briefly describes
two campaigns of David in 1205-06. Narrating in his history the campaign of 1205, the same
subject addressed in Oration 14, Choniates described the foundation and immediate
curtailment of the empire of the Grand Komnenoi:

‘David Komnenos enlisted Paphlagonians and the inhabitants of Pontic Herakleia and
hired as mercenaries a division of Iberians who lived on the banks of the Phasis River.
With these he subjugated towns and cities, and exalting his own brother whose name
was Alexios, he became his forerunner and herald. He was to spend his time in the
regions of Trebizond, and, like the proverbial Hylas, his name was invoked but he was
never seen.

0 & ¢k Kopvnvdv Aawid otpatoroynoog [agrayovag kai ot v [Hovtiknyv oikodov
‘Hpaxiewav kai poipav peboodpevos IpMpwv tdv mvéviov tod OActdoc KOpg Kol
noAelg Vmemolelto kol TOV oikelov peyoAdvev kaciyvntov, ® 1 KAfjolg AAEEL0G,

1211-12, the city subsequently retaken by Alexios, and then lost again in 1214. Latin Renovatio, pp.355-356n10.
Ultimately, given Alexios III’s tonsure to a monastery within Nikaia in 1211, it would also seem at odds with
Laskarid practice to use Athos as David’s place of exile.

383 Giarenis theorised that the majority of David’s lands were conquered in 1207 and he became a monk in 1210,
having been curtailed since three years prior, and then died on Athos in 1212. There is little to recommend this
theory given the continued military operations of Nikaia in 1212 and 1214 and Autoreianos’ condemnations of
Andronikos’ ‘grandsons’ (in the plural) ¢.1208. Giarenis, ‘O Aafid Kopvnvog,” pp.183-187.

384 Tbn Bibi, Die Seltschukengeschichte des Ibn Bibi, trans. Herbey Duda, (Copenhagen: 1959), pp.64-68.

385 The reluctance of the city to save Alexios could indicate animosity between the two brothers and Alexios” hand
in David’s downfall, Shukurov, ‘Enigma,’ pp.129-131.

386 Scott Redford, Legends of Authority: the 1215 Seljuk Inscriptions of Sinop Citadel, Turkey, (Istanbul: 2015),
pp-166-169, 235-243.

387 Tbn al-Athir, p.291; Andrew Peacock, ‘Sinop: A Frontier City in Seljuq and Mongol Anatolia,” Ancient
Civilizations from Scythia to Siberia, 16 (2010), pp.103-124.
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TPOdPONOG €keivov kol mpokfpvE &yiveto. O 6& Eueldev del ypovimv &v Toig Thg
Tponelodvtoc puépeot Kai mapolpakog £deikvuto “YAug, povovprevog Kod U Ontovo-
uevog.”388

Choniates does not hide that David, given prominence over his brother, gathered Paphlagonian
support using the name of his family. We are reminded again of the connection between
onomastics and Komnenian support in Paphlagonia (see p.51). The young Alexios Synadenos
mentioned as David’s general was likely a son or relation of the Andronikos Synadenos posted
as doux of Trebizond before 1179.3% While David himself captured coastal Sinope and
Oinaion, this young Synadenos led an inland campaign to capture Laskarid-held Nikomedia
but was ambushed by Laskaris in a mountain pass.>*® Choniates frames his destruction as
complete.’*! Synadenos was likely brought as a prisoner to Nikaia where he was rehabilitated
as an example of the praise Laskaris received in Oration 14 for turning friends into enemies.**?
In panic at this capture of the only general we know of aside from the two Grand Komnenoi
brothers, David returned to Herakleia-Pontika and regrouped.

Having failed rather spectacularly in fighting a direct war for westward expansion against
Laskaris in 1205 David attempted a different strategy in 1206. Following several defeats by a
brief Bulgarian-Nikaian alliance, the Latin Empire under Henry of Flanders (August 1205—
1216) was keen to grow its Byzantine clients. By March 1206 David Komnenos, proud heir of
the architect of the Massacre of the Latins, was considered a Latin vassal.’** By summer 1206
Nikaian forces had been ousted from Nikomedia under the command of Baron Thierry of Looz
(1205-07) and we begin to hear a little of David’s new policy building an anti-Nikaian coalition
in the campaign of 1206.3%4

‘Theodore Laskaris raised an army to fight David in the Pontos. He forced his way into
Plousias, a city of archers and warriors, and nullified her friendship with David, and he
would have taken Herakleia and forced David to take flight, had not the Latins
encamped at Nikomedia provided assistance to David, who had made a treaty with
them, thus placing Laskaris in an uncertain position. On the one hand, zeal and daring
incited him against the Latins, while on the other, he drew back from the task at hand.
While he was of the opinion that he should enter Herakleia and occupy the city, and
then he thought that he should take the opposite course; it was as though both options
were being anxiously weighed in the balance. Deeming it more expedient, rather than
more daring, to quicken his pace against David's protectors [Unepacmiotdg], he resumed
his march. When the Latins were informed of his approach, they were unwilling to risk

B8 NC, CD, §626, trans. p.343

38 Andronikos’ seals have been recently republished. Uyesi Nilgiin Elam and Alexandra-Kyriaki Wassiliou-Seibt,
‘Ist Andronikos Synadenos um die Mitte des 12. Jahrhunderts in normannische Gefangenschaft geraten?’ BZ,
114.1 (2021), pp.163-170.

390 For a detailed discussion of these military movements see Alexios Savvides, Byzantium in the Near East, pp.67-
71; The coastal route David took is outlined by Mete Oguz as route A3 (Herakleia-Oinaion). See, The Northern
Heartland, p.23.

¥INC, OE, §14, p.141.

392 See Section 0.54, pp.27-30; and NC, OE, §14, p.144.14.9. The Synadenoi reappeared in Nikaian aristocratic
circles from 1222. See Akropolites, §23, trans. Macrides, p.169; Angold, Exile, p.69; Korobeinikov, Byzantium
and the Turks, p.138.

393 According also to Latin sources David had accepted Latin suzerainty. See Henri de Valenciennes, Histoire de
["empereur Henri de Constantinople, ed. Jean Longnon, (Paris: 1948), §551-553; Villehardouin, §453; Van Tricht
Renovatio, p.110.

394 Villehardouin, §482; Van Tricht, Renovatio, pp.110n23, 146n187, 174, 179n90, 182, 255, 262, 267-268.
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a fight at close quarters and so withdrew during the night and entered Byzantion
[Constantinople].

David reasoned that he had been unexpectedly saved from a danger which had crept
very close, no further removed than his knee from his leg, and so again he took firm
possession of Herakleia. Rewarding his Latin allies in Byzantion, he welcomed the fleet
of provision ships carrying cured pork and requested that they support him a second
time. Furthermore, he implored, by means of letters and treaties, both to those who
had submitted to Laskaris and also to all his own land to join him and unite with
the lands subject to the Latins. And indeed, as they agreed to these things, he was
informed that Laskaris had departed Nikaia for Prousa. David also went forth from
Herakleia, exulting in the allied forces which had recently been sent to him from
Byzantion. He carried out combined military manoeuvres, crossed the Sangarios River,
and ravaged the towns subject to Laskaris. He left there several days later. Some of the
hostages received from Plousias he put in chains for defecting to Laskaris.

AAO kKol Oeddmpog 0 Adokapig katd Tod &v [Iovio Aavid otpatidv dyeipog Thg HEV
[Mhovotédog EnéPn Kol Tfig Tpog Aavid erriag Eketvny dméotnoe, ToEdTIda ndicay ovoay
Kod pépov: eike 8 av ol ‘Hpdrkhewav kol tov Aaid dpamétny ékelbev Edeiéev, el pn
Aativov 11 Nikoundovg mapepfardviov kat’ énucovpiav Aavid, énei kol elye To0T01G
Aonid omEIGANEVOS, &V AUEVOiQ KATEST O AdoKapIC. EIAKE HEV Yap odTOV &viedDev
npoBupio kol TOua katd Aativov, 8keifev 8 avdig dvtéona o &v yepoiv Epyov, Ooel
kai évtog Hpaxieiag oidpevov givar kol kupiedety Tiig moOAemc, Kai moAAAKIC EKATEPOV
Kol ®G €l TpuTAvNS Cuyod Kol PETO GLUVOYNG EKOGTOV. O O’ EKEKPIKEL GLULPOPDOTEPOV
paAlov fimep OpacvtepOV £l TOVG VIEPACTIOTAS 160t ToD Aavid, mavakdumTel Pev
€lg adTovG, TV MOcvE MOPEIKADS: 01 0 TA TEPL TOVTOL TLOOUEVOL GLGTAONV WEV
TOPOUKIVOLVELEY OVK Eyvaaoay, pebdictaviat 8¢ vuktog Kai giciact o Buldvtiov.

‘O 3¢ ye Aawid o¢ obkovv €RGAeTo katd vodv, Tapd 06&av Tod Kivdvvov pucbeig, Ov
Eyylov £lye TPOGEPTOVTA K01 GYESOV 003’ o YOVU kvAuNG £00ToD APLoTapEVoV, Ampis
pev xoi v thg Hpoaxieiog Egetar toug 6’ v Bulavtio Aativovg tiig cvppdyov
StopePOEVOS GTPATLAG GLTNY®DY TAOI®mV de&lodtan Kataywyais Kol KpEaoty VElog
TOPYNPOIG Kol Top’ avT®V aiTelTol deVTEPOV GUVAPCY Kol MTapel Tailg mpog TOV
AdoKapty ypagaic Koi 6rovoais Tolg DTOKENEVOLS ORIt KAKEIVOV Evidttecot Kol TV
O adTov Ty yopav toic Yo Aativoug ykpivesBat. duélel kai ig elye TadTa
katabepévoug, moborto 0¢ kol Tov Adokapty €k Nikaiog ig [Ipodoav petdpavta, €€
‘Hpaxeiog mpodeiot Kol avtdg @ GUUHOYIK® yovpidyv, dnep ék Bulavtiov mpoceydg
gkelve AmMESTAATO, yopuvacioy e Kol AvAmEpay £0VTOD KAKEIVOV TO0VUEVOS, TOV
Zayyaplov dtaag ToTapdv HINKOOVG KOUOTOAELS T Adokapt Ekelpe. kol ped’ Muépag
pev antog €keibev pebiotatar opmpovg €k thig IThovoiddog de&dpevog, Eviolg 08 Kai
deopd mep1féuevog St 10 oeag Tpooywphioat T Adokapt: 3%

This episode is critical for understanding the scale of Byzantine political disintegration. In these
two campaigns we understand both the appeal of David, and the danger the Grand Komnenoi
posed to a nascent Nikaian state. We learn what their name when invoked might represent.
Having changed tactics after his 1205 defeat, David was actively writing to the towns and lords
of Anatolia with the aim of discrediting Laskaris, convincing them to reject his still uncrowned
rule, and recognising David’s right to govern the Anatolian territories of Byzantium on behalf

35 NC, CD, §640.13-641.40, adapted trans. from p.351.
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of a Latin Emperor in Constantinople. The detail in the passage suggests that Choniates by
1211 was well informed. He knew the order of events, David’s reactions, and demonstrates the
order of arrival of information into Herakleia-Pontika. If these details are to be believed, it is
likely that whatever encyclical letters David sent across Anatolia made mention of this and
Choniates had it to hand when he was writing some years later. It is critical to highlight that in
David’s pursuit of subverting Laskarid rule he did achieve success. He not only won over, with
a composite army, the towns of the Sangarios frontier but he had achieved something greater,
he was now receiving military information detailing the movements of Laskaris’ army. He was
being informed at what time the city would be most vulnerable. That three-hundred Latin
auxiliaries were sent ahead as a foraging party and were ambushed likely, given their location,
on their return to Nikomedia, is almost an afterthought to the scale of what a subversive
network within Nikaia might be able to accomplish.

The letters David received and wrote himself are lost to us. However, the evidence that they
were sent is not. Almost unheard-of for a short-lived Byzantine successor-state, we possess a
series of David’s seals [Figs.8.1-3]. Each of the three variants is highly unusual, featuring a
reverse with a dynastic claim to rulership. Each stresses David’s Komnenian connection as
either grandson to an emperor, or descendant of many. On the obverse of two of these seals of
David are depictions of his homonym, the Prophet-King David, an invocation otherwise
unknown in Byzantine sigillography.3® The first [Fig. 8.1] shows King David as a boy in noble
but sub-imperial garb, wearing a rounded crown with praipendoulia, and the second [Fig. 8.2]
as an enthroned bearded King David with an imperial stemma. The Prophet-King David is not
found as sole intercessor on any other Byzantine seal but was probably used here for its
connection with monarchy. The only known usage, notably on the rise in the twelfth century,
is of an Anastasis scene similar to ecclesiastical iconography where David and Solomon rise
from a sarcophagus.®*” Conspicuously, David’s own brother utilised that scene in an Anastasis
scene for his own seal, likely denoting ideas of the rebirth of kingship [Fig. 9].°® The two
brothers therefore utilised the same imagery, but David altered it slightly so that his first seal
pulled David from the background to the foreground and positioned a young beardless David
in contemporary quasi-imperial clothing upon a curule. We gain little of Paphlagonian
education from the craftsmen behind two of David’s seals. Besides the highly unusual
dedication to King David, they spelled their two dodecasyllabic couplets of intercessory prayer
phonetically but syntactically incorrect, [Figs. 8.1 & 8.2] ‘mpoputng,’ not ‘mpoennc.’

There is a probable link between David changing his seal from the boy-prophet David to adult
King David and the orations circulating at the Nikaian court. Potentially, we might posit that
the delight Choniates had in 1206 in ridiculing David to the Nikaian court in Oration 14
prompted the iconographic change. Multiple times the Grand Komnenoi, who were also
attracting exiled noblemen, were frequently described as ‘seducers of the people.” Framed as
youths, popular for their appearance and their bearing, they encourage licentiousness and
treachery but shall frequently embarrass themselves by not (yet) being men. There are an
unusually high number of sexually ambiguous slurs slung at this Pontic threat. In Oration 14,

396 King David is only present on the eleventh-century seals of the Rus rince David Igorevich. Alexandre Soloviev,
“Apywv Pooiac.” Byzantion, 31 (1961), p.241; Fedir Androshchuk, ‘What does it mean to be Greek in Rus’? On
identity and cultural transfer,” in: Wanted: Byzantium. The Desire for a Lost Empire, eds. Paul Stephenson, Ingrid
Nilsson, (Uppsala: 2014), pp.66-67; Victoria Bulgakova, Byzantinische Bleisiegel in Osteuropa: die Funde auf
dem Territorium Altrusslands, (Wiesbaden: 2004).

397 John Cotsonis, The Religious Figural Imagery of Byzantine Lead Seals I, (London: 2020), p.254.

398 Paris Gounaridis, “Eva poAvBd6Boviio Tov Adetiov A' Meyalokopvnvov,” Byzantine Symmeikta, 13 (1998),
pp.247-261.
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Choniates pitted Laskaris — a military leader, ‘the equal of the deeds of a true David’
[Tpodipivev d¢ &k TV Epywv TOV Aavid aAndilovta] — against the corrupting adolescent Grand
Komnenoi who had seduced the Pontic regions where ‘the people there were inclined towards
those youths, like upon like, devoted to those entirely ill-starred demonic men and the sheen of
their smooth womanly bodies.’3*® The insults against the Grand Komnenoi, that they were the
Pontic ‘meirakia’ ‘youths’ or ‘lads,” who came along as young, sexually wanton seducers of
the people are meant to compare feebly in every aspect in comparison to the emperor.*%
Laskaris need only combat their decadence, accept the crown, and become the new emperor.
If word of these insults reached David, and we know that letters were being exchanged in both
directions, then David may have altered his seal to depict an older King David in response to
either this speech or the 1207 selention.

David’s other seal [Fig. 8.3] bearing St. Eleutherios, is more obscure in both patron and
meaning. Anthony Bryer, who most recently published it, dated its striking to August 1207 and
placed it at a local fair at Tarsia on the banks of the Sangarios river, connecting it with a
movement of pig herders and a cult of Eleutherios of Tarsia.**! However, this cult was most
likely long since ended. That St. Eleutherios martyred at Tarsia was a koubikoularios, a civil
dignitary. It conflicts with David’s representation of St. Eleutherios which was seemingly a
portrayal of St. Eleutherios the Hieromartyr, the bishop from Illyria. While conflation of the
two saints is possible, we should note that Bryer’s theory that places David in Tarsia is less
convincing than our other evidence of a more general revived thirteenth-century interest in St.
Eleutherios, related to events in 1204. Following restoration in 2015, we can now see much
clearer the donor portrait in the Old Metropolitan Church of Veroia of one John Amarianos,
likely a governor or commander in the armies of Epiros. Amarianos paid for a new cycle of
frescoes for the church following Veroia’s capture between 1219-21. He then chose to depict
himself offering the Metropolitan Church to St. Eleutherios, a young man in bishop’s robes
[Fig. 10].492 These two depictions of Eleutherios, within fifteen years of each other, attest to a
thirteenth-century revival of an unusual and rarely depicted saint.*** Most likely playing upon
onomastic themes of liberation and freedom (éLevBepia), quite what David was connoting with
this, liberation from the illegitimacy of Laskaris or from obedience to a vacant/exiled church,
is pure conjecture. When St. Eleutherios features again in later thirteenth- and fourteenth-
century depictions in Venetian Crete he is always a bishop. We can therefore reject Bryer’s
hypothesis and assert that there is little exclusively Pontic or Paphlagonian about
Eleutherios.*** His resurgence was a subjective message of justice and liberty.

39 NG, OE, §14, p.139.13-16.

40ONC, OE, §14,p.139.15-16. ‘ctirBovti 10 odpo yovarkddel Aeidtntt’. Interestingly enough, the connection with
the biblical David who as a ‘lad’ or peipa& when he led the Christian people was employed in a more positive way
in an earlier oration by Niketas for Isaak Angelos who was barely 30 years old when he campaigned against the
Bulgarian-Vlachs in October 1187. Simpson, Choniates, p.52.

401 Bryer, ‘David Komnenos,” pp.173-175.

402 Eleutherios is known to us from Orthodox painting manuals as a ‘young bishop with incipient beard [Néog
apyyévig iepopdptug].” See Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Epunveio e Zwypogucnc Téyvng (St.
Petersburg: 1909), pp.156, 197.

403 Thanasis Papazotos, H Bépoia kai o1 Naoi ¢ (11oc-1800 ai.) Iotopixij ka1 opyaioloyixii 6rovd twv uviusioy
¢ wolng, (Athens: 1994), pp.92-93.

404 Angeliki Lymberopoulou, The Church of the Archangel Michael at Kavalariana. Art and Society on
Fourteenth-century Venetian-Dominated Crete, (London: 2006), p.49.
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Figure 8.1 Obverse: AA[BIJA BAC[INJE/VC] O MTPOPVTHC. Reverse: AA[BI]A RACINEV ACPANEC TPAPWN KVPOC AA[BI]A

KOMNHNOV RACINEKTONOV TINJ. Transliteration: 6 mpop[i]tns Aafio foociled dopalss ypapdv kbpog Aafiio Kopvnvod facidercyovon

yivov. Translation: King David, be a secure guarantor of the documents of David Komnenos, descendant of emperors. DOSeals,
1951.31.5.1706.

Figure 8.2 Obverse: AA[BI] A BACINEVC O [POPU- HC Reverse: AA[BI]A RACINEV ACPANEC TPAPLIN KVPOC AA[BIA
KOMNHNON RACINEVITONOV NS, Transliteration: AafBi]d Paciiet aopaléc ypap@yv kpog Aali]é Kouvnvod BactieyyOvou yivoo.

Translation: King David, be the sure guardian of the correspondence of David Komnenos, descendant of the emperors. Zacos, 1,
no.2754 Roma Numismatics Limited Auction IX, 22 March 2015, Lot 954, Unsold (£1500 res).

Figure 8.3 Obverse: O AIOC EAEVOEPIOC. Reverse: +AA[BIJA KOMNHNOV [TOP®[VIPOBAACTOV NOIOVC EAEVOEPIOC
[IPOCKVPOI G€0Y [OV]THC Transliteration: AafBild Kouwvqvol moppupofidorov Adyove Elevbépioc mpookvpol @Qcol Ovg.

Translation: May Eleutherios, the priest of God, confirm the words of the bearer-of-the-purple-blossom David Komnenos. Seal at The
Barber Institute of Fine Arts, SL0160. Image courtesy of the Henry Barber Trust.
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Figure 9 Figure 4 Obverse: HANACTACIC Reverse: AAEEIOC O KOMNHNOC. O AT'EQPI'IOC.
Translation: The Holy Resurrection. Alexios Komnenos. St. George. Seal of Alexios I Grand Komnenos.
Excavated from Trebizond citadel, now in Athens Numismatic Museum, BE 726/1998.
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Figure 10. Old Metropolitan Church in Veroia, Greece. John Amarianos as donor (1) with St. Eleutherios (r). Inscription:
Aénoig 100 dodlov | 1od Tw(avvov) tod Auopi|vod. O dyiog | EAevlépiog. Photo taken by author May 23, 2024.
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2.4. Reshaping the Criteria of a Roman Ethnos in Nikaia (1205-1214)

The process of rebuilding a Roman Empire in Nikaia mutated political and religious ideologies.
The consequences of ideological realignments in the immediate years after 1204 are felt
throughout the entire period of exile. To combat other Anatolian lordships, singular stress is
placed on shared characteristics between Anatolians and Constantinopolitans as a means of
establishing continuity and common ground. They include the previously seen terms
homogeneis but foremostly homoglottoi.**> Only one attempt has been made to understand the
context of these terms, and that was with an eye towards the Palaiologan restoration.**¢ That
methodology’s broad approach to two centuries of discussion and lack of contextualisation of
material makes its conclusions problematic.

Between 1204 and 1214 several enemies surrounding the Nikaian state attempted to subvert its
authority. David Grand Komnenos in Paphlagonia is only one of four rivals mentioned in
textual sources. There were three lesser ones: Theodore Mangaphas notably of mixed
Byzantine-Turkish descent in Philadelphia, Sabbas Asidenos in Miletos in the Meander Valley,
and Manuel Maurozomes Komnenos in Laodikeia. Laskaris as the champion of a new Israel
must defeat these rivals. All his enemies posed challenges and all but Asidenos feature in
Choniates’ Oration 14 of 1206. Three figures from the Old Testament were presented as the
enemies of a chosen Christian Roman state and its recreation. Respectively, Bel an idolatrous
god [Daniel 14: 1-22], Dagon the pagan god of pre-Judaic Palestine [1 Samuel], and
Ahithophel, the betrayer who defected from King David to his rebel son, becoming the first
suicide [II Samuel 15:31-37; 16:20—-17:23]. The first two were defeated and/or subjugated by
the end of 1206 by Laskaris while Maurozomes, our Ahithophel, continued to fight for several
years. Laskaris’ ongoing conflict with Maurozomes and David Komnenos is commented upon
further in the Selention Easter oration of 1208.407

Laskaris’ success in subordinating these regions occurred in fits and starts, and not without
significant setbacks. He had inherited the disunity of Byzantium in 1204, complete with
provincial separatist tendencies amongst local elites, some of which were reflected in the
Partitio Romaniae confirming which regions had ceased paying imperial taxation by 1203.408
The risk of cities and independent lordships aligning with Latins, Turks, or Armenians through
marriage and titles was very real. Therefore, against these challenges there was a need to forge
anew a Roman Nikaian group identity, one that certainly utilised previous bonds of kinship,
birthplace, and education, but also one that in the face of foreign conquest and collaboration
had to be broader than the exclusivism of the previous century. That process, from transplanted
‘Constantinopolitan Exclusivism’ to a larger but strictly Greek Anatolian Orthodox

4SNC, OE, §14, pp.132.6, 137.7.

406 Pantelis Papageorgiou, ‘Offspring of Vipers: the attitude of the ‘eastern’ literati towards their ‘Opoyeveig’ of
the ‘west” under the new socio-political conditions of the late Byzantine period,” Scandinavian Journal of
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 6 (2020), pp.85-114.

407 Maurozomes was also closely allied with the Seljuk Sultan Kay-Khusraw I and cannot have been a true latter
Ahithophel [i.e. an advisor and ally to the false David] but rather was just being considered a traitor. Manuel
Maurozomes was a grandson of Manuel I Komnenos, his father Theodore Maurozomes had married an illegitimate
daughter fathered by Emperor Manuel on Theodora Vatatzina. He had every right then to call himself Manuel
Komnenos Maurozomes and by his marrying his daughter to Kay-Khusraw was granting to the Seljuks the prestige
of Emperor Manuel’s Komnenian bloodline; Claude Cahen, The Formation of Turkey, The Seljukid Sultanate of
Ram: Eleventh to Fourteenth Century, (London: 2001), p.45.

408 Teresa Shawcross, ‘The Lost Generation (c.1204-¢.1222): Political Allegiance and Local Interests under the
Impact of the Fourth Crusade,’ Identities and Allegiances, pp.11-12; Oikonomides, ‘La décomposition de I’empire
byzantine,’ p.15.
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Romanness, can be sequenced. As the paradigms of in-groups and out-groups continued, the
rhetorical panspermia opposing a chosen ethnos began to shift.

2.5. The Eupatrides

Niketas Choniates’ texts have an important function for the purposes of this thesis’ exploration
of ethnicity and its manipulation. This is best evidenced by his deployment of criteria of ethnic
commonality and distinction. Choniates posits an argument in his orations and in the revised
latter stages of the CD of who is to blame for its collapse and what should, but did not currently,
unite Byzantine society. He stresses in his first oration to Laskaris how he should address other
Greek Anatolian populations. In the narrative opening to Oration 14 Niketas leans upon the
common ground shared between exiled Constantinopolitans. Appealing to Laskaris on a
fraternal basis, with a view to their common history and narrating recent events they had both
experienced, he wrote:

‘Since Roman affairs have been overthrown and a western panspermia of ethne has
overcome the very best and most beautiful of cities, all we others of the old aristocracy
have been scattered to the winds elsewhere. They ran to save their lives and while some
have emigrated out of the patris [Constantinople], others remained within it. They
[other Byzantines] did not bring aid to the fatherland but rather the patris having been
invaded... willingly submitted to the rulers of ethne and disgracefully surrendered their
freedom for the pleasures of bread and the indulgence of wine.

“TOV 0¢ Tpaypdtev JAL®MG Proéviav Kol mavoreppiog €6vav Eomeplag XEPOoAUEVNS
TV TPOTICTNV Kol KOAAGTNV TOV TOAewV Kol ALV GAAN SlookedacBiviov TOV &
MNNEG EVTATPLODV KO TAVTOV TOV TEPL YVYTG TPEYOVTOV KOl TAV HEV ATOVACTAVIOV,
6V 88 pewvévtov pév ém tiig motpidog, ok dmapvvavtov 88 T TaTpidt... olg £kovTeg
101G KPOTODGLY VIEKLTTOV £BveSt Kol TpHPOVG BPTOL Kol KOTLVAIOL KEPAGLATOG TNV
ghevbepiav dyevvarg amedidovro. %

Both Choniates and Laskaris had served under Alexios III in Constantinople. However, Niketas
had fallen hardest. His reputation as Grand Logothete and senior member of the civil service
for the Angeloi emperors were blots on his record. He had lost his position with the restoration
of the blind Isaak II and Latin-supported Alexios IV in January 1204. With the Latins outside
the walls, large sections of the city burned in two catastrophic fires, those last two months had
made plain that in those months of effective siege, Byzantine-Latin collaboration had utterly
failed as a viable imperial policy. Regardless, despite the strongly anti-Latin imagery
throughout Oration 14, it is worth remembering then that throughout 1206 Choniates had tried
precisely what he condemned others of doing and futilely sought employment under the Latin
regime.

Choniates frames himself as an aristocrat who shares with Laskaris a patris, lost to the ‘western
panspermia of nations.” The last line of the oration makes this explicit, when he imagines the
speech not as his own words but as the words of a personified Constantinople itself: ‘Wailing
and cut-off, these things the wet-nursing city and common patris of the Romans says to you,
oh emperor.”#!? The former logothete’s positioning of himself as a peer runs somewhat counter

409NC, OE, §14,p.130.29-131.4.

40 NC, OE, §14, p.147.16-20, ‘Tadta 0 yohoUyxdg cot moOMg koi ko v Popaiov matpig oipdlovco kol
KomTopévn eNnoi, Bacthed: O 6¢ TV mapaxkAncemv Koplog khbot pev t@v todtg OAoAyudv, €in 8¢ kai 0 6oV
T18eig Kpatog ebBVLOV TOAVYPOVIOY.’
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to the Constantinopolitan society discussed in section one. Choniates’ depiction of himself as
one of these elite Romans offers a different perspective, but a comparable setting, to Mesarites’
speech. Choniates himself, as per his patronymic, was not from Constantinople but Chonai.
Consequently, at times of mass representation the Chronike Diegesis employed the concept of
multiple patris, one private and, as seen here in the oration, a ‘common’ patris of
Constantinople which Choniates could emphasise that he too shared in.*!! There was also a less
frequently seen conception of a common ‘patris of the Romans’ as a term to refer to all
Byzantine territory either currently or formerly subject to Constantinople. That use of the term
only appears twice, once in an early chapter of Choniates’ Chronike as a criticism of
Andronikos Komnenos and again at the end of Oration 14, given above.*!?

However, we could reason that Choniates’ assumption of an exchanged patris in 1205 ran
counter to Constantinopolitan thought in 1200. When Mesarites in 1200 had imagined an
exclusive community of co-believers limited to the native-born to the city of Constantinople,
the authigeneis, he set a firm boundary for his distinction. For Choniates, his primary concern
is with the eupatrides, driven from Constantinople the Queen of Cities. We should ask
therefore, would Mesarites have considered Choniates’ as one of the authigeneis? Or, would
Choniates’ well-known pro-Latin policies have made him precisely the sort of target Mesarites’
Diegesis took aim at, those who as provincial ‘foreigners’ to the city had invited in the alloglot
foreign genos (GAAOYAwTOV Yévog)?*!® Choniates’ eupatrides then were distinct from
Mesarites’ ‘indigenous’ authigeneis community, as it included the elites of the city who were
in imperial service and whose office, career and education had ‘ennobled’ them, where birth
had not. As Choniates imagined the eupatrides flocking to Laskaris, they were therefore a
broader group, men and women who served the imperial regime from a number of different
patrides. Rhetorical topoi made these eupatrides the new Judeans, and the first tribe of Israel
to acknowledge him as emperor.*!* Other tribes, representing their own parris but united by a
common one, would soon follow suit.

2.6. Anatolian Homoglotts

The community projected in Choniates’ Orations made shared Hellenic language a crucial
component to rebuilding the empire and a diving line against Latin and Turkish conquerors. It
was through language and verbalising his authority that Laskaris was subjugating and unifying
the cities of Anatolia. In the final pages of his Chronike Diegesis Choniates, even displaced
and disillusioned, was advocating for loyalty along linguistic lines.*!'> Despite the bluntness of
this dichotomy and that it had no reality in the state before 1204, by summer 1205 Laskaris had
achieved a compromised control over three cities through mediating dialogue. The precedent
established by his entry to Nikaia was continued and would be a frequent aspect of Laskaris’
early career. With minimal dynastic right, it is quite probable that Theodore Laskaris was
poorly known to Anatolian populations before this. He appears to have achieved supremacy by
signalling something of a change in the relationship between imperial power and the majority
Greek-speaking cities by representing a new insistence on homoglotts’ unity.

411 Chonai where it appeared was usually qualified as ‘my’ patris. See NC, CD, §178 ‘“tijv £nod 10d cuyypagpéng
matpida’, §422 ‘gic v &v taig épaic Xavaig,” §638 N €nod tod cuyypapéwc Niknta totpic ol Xdvat.’

42NC, CD, §228.28 ‘aid for the common patris’ [tfig kowiic matpidog deéhuov]; OF, §14, p.147.16.

413 Mesarites, Palastrevolution, §21.23-26; NC, OE, 16.175.30-34; Chrissis, ‘Orations of Niketas Choniates,’.
44 NC, OE, §14, p.130.33-35; Simpson, Choniates, p.76.

45 NC, CD, §602, trans. Magoulias, p.331. ‘It was an evil thing to be in service to a Latin who in speech is
unintelligible to a Hellene,’ [&i kol movnpov £¢ Oepanciav ypflua Aativog, pwvr dodpemvog “EAinct].
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Terms are repeatedly used with reference to the strategies Laskaris employed to unite the
Anatolian Cities and ‘alter their opinions’ [kat’ ékeivov T0g yvodpag petadepévong]. 416

‘Rivals become allies, opponents become protectors, and yesterday’s enemies are
today’s marching leaders. Oh, from this battle is birthed peace! Oh, that strife that has
brought forth friendship and has unified into one the divided minds.

ol AVTILoyOl GO0, DTEPOCTIGTAL Ol AVTITOAOL, KOl TGV 00MV 1YTOPEG CNLUEPOV OL
¥0&c molepntopeg. ® pdyng €xelvng lpNvnv HOELGOUEVNG O VEIKOLG MOVIGOVTOG
PMav kol cuvayavtog ic &v Ta dicotdta epoviuata.

What Choniates in Oration 14 knew of Laskaris’ political strategies from afar would have
depended on word of mouth and news sent through letters. While praise for an emperor’s
peaceful activities typologically follows warfare as part of the genre of imperial orations we
must make allowances that it is evident that Laskaris’ achievements in battle were in 1205
matched or even exceeded by those of bloodless subjugation.*!® The paradigm could equally
be inverted, and we should note the strong condemnation levelled at Laskaris’ other rival in
Oration 14, Manuel Maurozomes Komnenos, who had allied with the Turks against Nikaia.

‘[Maurozomes] reckoned to be brave only against Ais fellow citizens; he has cut down
the homoglotts who did not agree with him, as if they were foreigners [dALOQUAOV].

0 Kotd pOVeV TV oikelov idmg avopilechar Ekelpe TO Uy GLUEPOVODV OPOGYAMTTOV
G GALOQLAOV- 410

The implication of this judgement was that it was the time for every homoglott to be fighting
the foreign invasion as a concerted force of those unified by the criteria that united an idealised
Byzantine Empire, of homogenous religion and Greek language. By extension Maurozomes
was in his actions betraying this wider community to which he should belong. However, the
debate over a national identity in the lands of the former Romania is far from universally
established in scholarship.

2.7. The Nikaian Holy War?

We cannot confirm if further subversive letters were sent by David Grand Komnenos to the
Anatolian archontes after 1206, but we do know how they were countered. At a synod
convened between 1208-1210, the lingering subversion of Grand Komnenoi influence was
directly opposed through the leadership of Michael IV Autoreianos (1208—14), the first
Ecumenical Patriarch installed in Nikaia. When John Kamateros died in May 1206, the
patriarchate had remained vacant for two years until an appeal from Mesarites on behalf of the
Constantinopolitans reached Laskaris, beseeching him as the proclaimed Roman Emperor, to

46 NC, OF, §14, p.144.14.9.

47 1bid., §14, p.144.14.9-14.

418 Menander Rhetor, Basilikos Logos, pp.84-85. On imperial orations in this period see Ida Toth, Imperial
Orations in Late Byzantium (1261-1453), (DPhil thesis, University of Oxford: 2003), especially for the role of
peace-making, pp.17-18. Toth observed the increased emphasis on military valour in Komnenian-era orations to
continue under the Angeloi and Palaiologoi, pp.27-28, 43-44.

4NC, OE, §14, p.137.5-7.
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find amongst Nikaia’s ad hoc synod of displaced or Anatolian-based bishops a successor.*?°
The election on the 20™ March 1208 for Kamateros’ successor installed Michael Autoreianos,
the former megas sakellarios in Hagia Sophia, as first Nikaian-Constantinopolitan Patriarch.*?!

From Autoreianos we possess a series of synodals acts, five of which were published by
Oikonomides in 1967.422 These five acts circulated as a series of missives to the sees of Anatolia
compiled from multiple hands around fifty years later in a manuscript owned and signed in a
monocondyla by Theodore Skoutariotes, historian and Metropolitan of Kyzikos (1277—
1283).4?3 In content and character they vary between highly conservative and fundamentally
radical, at odds with Orthodox doctrine. Autoreianos, whose first deed was to crown Laskaris
in Easter 1208 in the first coronation outside Constantinople in centuries, bound the offices of
emperor and patriarch to an unusually tight degree. Of Autoreianos’ acts known between 1208—
1210, the three most important are; firstly, a declaration of ‘indulgence’ for remission of sins
of all soldiers who die in Laskaris’ wars [Evtad0a toig év 1 moréu® cvyywpei];*** secondly,
a letter of forgiveness of sins for Laskaris personally [{Q8e cuyympel kai 6 Boctiei].*?® Finally,
in April 1208 a homologia oath of loyalty to Laskaris and his family signed by all present
archbishops and circulated across Anatolia to those who were absent.*?

The first two acts of Autoreianos were hugely radical as they essentially adopted Crusader
theology. The first act was addressed to ‘the military, the household, and all the subjects and
all the soldiers of the emperor:*4?7

‘Having received from Him the great gift of his grace, we absolve you, the defenders
of the people of God, for your sins committed in life; those who may meet death bearing
the brunt of battle for the sake of the patrides and on the behalf of the common salvation
and liberation of the people.

[Tap’ob Mueig, Thv peydAnv Swpeav Thg avtov deEdevot ¥apitog, Guyympoduey UiV,
101¢ Vreppoodot Tod Aood tod Ogod, T &v T® Pl memAnpuuerepéva HUTV, 660G TOV
TaTPid®V TPOKIVOLVEDOLOL <KOT> TH|g KOWTg cmtnpiog Tod Acod Kol AVTPOCEWS
gmovpPain kai Odvarog. 4

It is quite surprising that the only definitive example of Byzantium engaging in qualified Holy
War has received so little attention in scholarship. This is due to its claims being essentially

420 Mesarites, Neue Quellen II: 5, 202, 2, 198. The Mesaritai brothers represented the Orthodox community in
these negotiations, which continued their contradictory ethnic terminology. The Constantinopolitans are the
‘Romaic congregation,’ yet the Latins are the ‘Romaioi.’

421 Giarenis, H Zvyxpdtnon, p.245.

422 Oikonomides, ‘Cing actes inédits du patriarche Michel Autdreianos,” pp.113-45.

423 Raimondo Tocci, ‘Bemerkungen zur Hand des Theodoros Skutariotes,” BZ, 99 (2006), p. 127-144.

424 Oikonomides, ‘Cinq actes,” §2, pp.117-119; Regestes, §1205.

425 Ibid., §3, p.120; Regestes, §1206. This letter makes reference to the general indulgence offered to the army.
426 Oikonomides, ‘Cinq actes,” §4, pp.122-124; Regestes, §1207, ‘Top0g £Vomdypagog yeyovig mapd o0 odtod
matpdpyov kip Miyond koi T@v VT’ adToV TAVIWV ApYlepéwV €ig T0 Pactielg OpoAOYElY TOV AdoKapy KOp
Oeddmpov kai TOV VIOV avTod kip NikdAaov kai déomovay TiHv yuvaike odtod Avvay.’

27 1bid., §2, p.117. Tod adtod Ko Tig Kot adTOV peyGANg cLVOS0V TPOG TO GTPUTIMTIKOV KOl GUYYEVEC Kol oikglov
@ PootAel, pdAlov 8¢ €ig ToLG VANKOOVG TOD PacIAé®G Kol oTpaTIdTS Grovtag.; On ‘hypekooi’ see Stouraitis,
‘What did it mean to be Roman,’ pp.46-48.

428 1bid., §2, p.119.70-75.
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uncorroborated by other sources.*?* No narrative source mentions Autoreianos’ proclamation.
With the exception of a document within the fifteenth-century manuscript Athonite Dionysios
219 f.141v recording that Patriarch Autoreianos forgave all sins in a general absolution, these
proclamations which claim circulation across Anatolia are ignored and largely forgotten.*3°
Questions should equally be asked why Skoutariotes alone chose to keep such uncanonical
documents. Despite previous flirtations by emperors in the seventh and tenth century, there had
never been a prior Byzantine ‘indulgence’ as the Orthodox Church had always rejected the
idea.*! Soldiers were, by the canonical law of St. Basil of Caesarea, required to abstain from
communion for three years after killing and this had been employed in arguments from the
ninth through thirteenth century against both emperors’ attempts at blessing soldiery and the
Catholic Church’s creation of the Crusading movement.**? The sole recent engagements with
Autoreianos’ innovations by Dimiter Angelov and Savvas Kyriakidis theorised that the
proclamation stemmed from the rapid recruitment of Western mercenaries, that Autoreianos
sought to rebalance papal prohibitions against serving Orthodox powers.***> However, there is
little reason to believe this. The act’s opening address to the household of the emperor as
“Avdpec Popaior’** amidst other traditional military invocations would seem to exclude a
solely foreign minority contingent and secondly, Autoreianos’ subsequent document informed
the emperor that he had sent the first with the ‘mraveéfactog €ni tfic Tpanélng,’ a title normally
invested upon a close relative serving as steward.**> Given that Autoreianos’ second document
made a point of forgiving the emperor’s own sins, and that he was remembered for this general
absolution in the fifteenth century, we remain convinced that the intended target was the
Nikaian soldiery en masse.

The motivation behind such religious innovation would appear to address some of the issues
present in Constantinopolitan society which Laskaris was addressing in Nikaia. He was
engaging with the cities diplomatically, as we know from Oration 14, to support his claim to
restore a sanctified monarchy. He did so by sharpening divisions between Catholics and
Orthodox and by making them monolithic, emphasising the need for unity, and most of all a
call for an end to polyarchy.**® The plea that followed this then addressed the soldiery
emphasising their descent from a singular genos hailing from multiple patrides.

429 For example, Autoreianos’ acts are entirely missing from the volume, Byzantine War Ideology Between Roman
Imperial Concept and Christian Religion, ed. Johannes Koder, Yannis Stouraitis, (Vienna: 2012); while Tia
Kolbaba discussed Autoreianos exceedingly briefly, describing his acts as ‘Crusader and Jihad inspired,” in:
‘Fighting for Christianity: Holy War in The Byzantine Empire,” Byzantion, 68 (1998), pp.194-221, p.207n.46;
Yannis Stouraitis treats it as an aberration but acknowledges its unprecedented nature in ‘Jihad and Crusade:
Byzantine Positions towards the Notions of ‘Holy War,”” Byzantina Symmeikta, 21.1 (2011), pp.11-63, at p.58.;
Angeliki Laiou treated it simply as an interesting contrary footnote in, ‘On Just War in Byzantium,” in: 7o
Elinvikwv: Studies in Honor of Speros Vryonis, ed. Jean Longnon, (New York: 1993), p.172n.2; eadem., ‘The
Just War of Eastern Christians and the Holy War of the Crusaders,’” in: The Ethics of War: Shared problems In
Different Traditions, eds. Richard Sorabji, David Rodin, (Ashgate: 2006), p.41; Giarenis, ‘O Aapid Kopvnvog,’
p-185.

43ORegestes, §1215. F.142r. Many thanks to Matthieu Cassin for scans of this manuscript.

431 See the account of John Skylitzes, Synopsis, §274, trans. p.263; Kolbaba, ‘Fighting for Christianity,” p.205.
432 This includes Constantine Stilbes’ most recent List of Errors, see p.73 para. 60. Traditional Byzantine rejection
of soldier martyrdom employs St. Basil’s Canons 3 and 13; Nicolas Oikonomides, ‘The concept of ‘holy war’ and
two tenth-century Byzantine ivories,” in: Peace and War in Byzantium, ed. Timothy Miller, (Washington D.C.:
1995), pp.62-86; Kolbaba, ‘Fighting for Christianity.’

433 Angelov, Imperial Ideology, p.100; Savvas Kyriakidis, ‘Crusaders and mercenaries: the west-European soldiers
of the Laskarids of Nikaia (1204-1258),” Mediterranean Historical Review, 29.2 (2014), pp.139-153.

434 Oikonomides, ‘Cinq actes,” §1, p.117.1.

435 Angold, Exile, pp.148, 152.

436 Oikonomides, ‘Cinq actes,” §2, p.118.39, ‘mdvtmg o Thc moAvapyiog dtaktov dvarpdy.’
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‘For the liberty and the glory of our genos, and the honour and protection of our fathers,
wives, and children... Rise up, emboldened by God and take up the ancient dignity, and
do not allow the nobility of the patrides that bore you to be overthrown.

10070 8¢ Vmep Thg €leBepiag Tod Muetépov yévoug Kkai gvdoéiog kol matépwv kol
YOVOUIK®V Kol TEKVOV TIURG Kol oLoTdoems... Kol davdotnte Bappodvieg Oed kol
avaAdfote T0 TPOTO EPOVALLOTA, KOl TV EVYEVELOV TAV EVEYKOVGMV DUAS TATPIO®V
Katapprefvor ur koradéEnce. 7

Attention should be paid to the insistence by Autoreianos in two passages on a singular people
from multiple homelands and how distinct this is from the Constantinopolitan rhetoric pre-
1204. It demonstrates a transition away from Constantinopolitan Exclusivism began very early
as it was recognised how important it was to encourage and foster conceptions of group
homelands. It is striking how insistent Nikaian rhetoric was on defending ‘the faith handed
down to you by your father,” and fighting for ‘the paternal patrides’ across multiple Nikaian
sources. The theme is particularly prevalent during the patriarchate of Germanos II. Germanos’
patriarchate for which we are better informed than the interceding incumbencies, describes his
actions between 1204 and his elevation to patriarch in 1222 and his time in rural Anatolia
instructing the people that they would not ‘betray the religion of their birthplace and the
customs of their fathers.’**® These were messages confirming an expanded network of kinship
that bound them to a shared and inherited territorial land, for performative acts of loyalty in
service of its redemption, and an insistence on shared customs against an enemy.*** The reach
of this Nikaian policy and their ability to turn social practice into social experience and foster
this group identity born of commonality must rely on what little we can reconstruct of post-
1204 communication between institutional centres. A separate letter by Germanos to the
Orthodox congregations in Constantinople in 1222 informs us how the church was
communicating with parishes both within and without Latin rule. Germanos writes:

‘Our mediocrity exhorts you in the Lord, Orthodox Christians in Constantinople, to
distribute the present letter of my mediocrity to all the churches, and to impose on these
the injunction that every Sunday and on other festive occasions it be read out for the
strengthening of the Orthodox people.’#4°

Spreading Germanos’ message was a network of officials from great to small. What little we
know of lines of communications between towns, villages, and urban centres, is that
relationships were normally centred on elder representatives [tpecfitepot] nominated by the
smaller polity to engage with government officials and relay messages.**! Allowing for some
disruptions due to war and instability it was through these secular and ecclesiastical links that
Autoreianos’ message fifteen years earlier would have likely travelled.

7 1bid., §2, p.117.9-11, 16-18.

438 Lagopates, §1, p.216.14-15, trans. Angold, Germanos 11, p.20, 87 ‘ufte i éveykopévng antodg TV EDGEREIY
Tpoddovar Kol €0n ta mhTpio.’

439 For such reasons, that Anthony Smith, the father of ethno-symbolism, regarded some Late Byzantine dialogues
as heavily ethnicizing, creating a narrative of the ‘nation’ or ethnos. See Smith, Origins of Nations, p.55.

449 Gerard Ficker, Die Phundagiagiten: ein Beitrag zur Ketzergeschichte des byzantinischen Mittelalters, (Leipzig:
1908), p.125, trans. Angold, Germanos II, p.117.

4“1 Dimitris Krallis, ‘Popular Political Agency in Byzantium’s villages and towns,” Byzantina Symmeikta, 28
(2018), pp.11-48.
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Autoreianos’ third act was to solidify these notions of paternity and homeland liberation with
an oath of homologia taken in April 1208.#*2 In 1171 Emperor Manuel had set a precedent of
asking his court to swear a near identical homologia, to his two-year-old son Alexios II. The
oath, which survives in full lacking only a list of signatories, called upon a broad range of those
present to recognise and swear [OpoAoy®] their commitment to Manuel’s son, empress-wife,
daughter, and any other legal offspring, should Alexios predecease.*** The absolute failure of
this document to protect the imperial heirs notwithstanding, its formula and intent were long-
lasting. We are unaware of any similar oaths taken under Andronikos or the Angeloi but
Manuel’s document was certainly the archetype for the Nikaian homologia taken by all Nikaian
bishops between 1208 and 1210.

Autoreianos, surely at the direction of Laskaris, promulgated a civic identity that required oaths
from the civic office, military, and Roman subjects in both cities and villages.*** The action,
surely more encompassing than anything Manuel had ever attempted, promulgated a civic
Roman identity that was defined by oaths to the emperor and his family which contained a
declaration that all who did not recognise Laskaris were enemies of the mighty and holy empire
of the Romans, and the kingdom of God. It is here that we have the strongest condemnation
against the leaders of other hellenophone homoglot polities.

‘All those present shall sign . . . they shall not confer nor speak against you . . . let us
not recognise any other whomever he may be, even if he be Roman or foreign [¢6vikdc],
crowned or uncrowned, nor even these grandsons of Lord Andronikos [David and
Alexios Grand Komnenos.

[...] It has been decided that absent metropolitans and archbishops, wherever they may
be, must sign this fomos, as well as the patriarchal archons. The participants in the great
synod will take care that the bishops subject to them act according to our decision.

TOLOYPOPODUEV TO TOPOVTA. .. KO OV [T) PPOVICOLUEV T| LEAETNOMLEY, TOTE KOTA GOV,
1 T0D cOUATOG G0V T THG Pactieiog cov, AAL 0V3E ETEP® Tvi, ExOp® Kol ToAepin TG
Booctleiog cov, cvpPpovicmuey, Omoloc av koi & ovtog, Popoiog § £0vikoc,
€0TEUIEVOG Kol [T TO10DTOG, T Kai anTol ol &yyyovol Tod kDp Avdpovikov.

[...] Tetdmotor 8¢ kai TOdg OmMOLONmOTE GVTOG TAOV LNTPOTOMTDV TE KOl
apylemokoénT®V, o0 TO P Eviavba Tapeivat vov, DTToypayaL &V T@ TapOVTL TOUG GAAL
Kol TOUG BE0QIAESTATOVS TOTPLOPYIKOVG ApyovTac. MeAnoel pévTol Toig cLVEDPOLS
NUGV, 10l¢ TG HeyOANS cuvodov kol TovG VT aDTOVg BEOPILESTATOVG EMGKOTOVG
TOPACKEVAGOL TOICOL KT TRV fueTépav Emikpioty. 4

Due to Andronikos’ grandsons being the only named opponents of the empire in the document,
we may safely confirm that the Nikaian homologia was necessitated by the challenge of David
Komnenos. The oath, which surely sought to address moments of betrayal such as during the
1206 campaign sought to address any future recognition of these ‘uncrowned.” Many questions
remain unanswered regarding the Orthodox venture into Holy War and civic oaths led by

442 On oath-taking in the later empire see Savvas Kyriakidis, ‘The Use of Oaths in the Conspiracies and Revolts
against Andronikos II Palaiologos (1282-1328),” JOB, 71 (2021), pp.269-284.

443 Medvedev, ‘H cvvodikn amd@aoct,” pp.229-238.

444 Oikonomides, ‘Cing actes,” §4, p.123.9-11, ‘10 moMtikdv Te Gmov Kol TO GTPATIOTIKOV Koi TOVG Kot THv
POUATKTV <TAV> 8¢ EMKPATEIY TRV TE TOAE®V KAl YOPAV 0IKATOPOS .

4“5 1bid., §4, p.123.27-36, p.124.59-65.
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Michael Autoreianos. By the time of his death, the patriarch had become deeply unpopular,
supposedly for his reopening of the ‘The Father is greater than I’ (John 14:28) controversy, an
issue settled unsatisfactorily by Manuel I from 1166-1170 which allowed for hierarchy within
the Trinity.**¢ A position of ultra-Orthodoxy, rejecting imperial interference in church doctrine,
only a few years after that leader had taken several truly uncanonical steps in service of imperial
authority might also suggest who was really behind the unorthodoxy of the early Nikaian
Church.

The details of David’s career subverting Laskaris after 1208 are mostly tangential. Vanishing
from both Nikaian and Trapezuntine narrative sources David is not mentioned again, excepting
his potential Vatopedi obituary. By 1212 when David had fallen, the independence of his
Paphlagonian domain was near an end. Mesarites, on return from a visit to Constantinople
reported that Alexios had suffered a catastrophic defeat in Paphlagonia, likely to the Seljuks,
and half of Paphlagonia was annexed without major conflict in 1214. It seems likely that he
had suffered damnatio memoriae from which we cannot return him. Theories proposed for why
Alexios was directly administering his brother’s territory have been offered. David may have
been tonsured or blinded by his brother for his pro-Latin tendencies or as might seem equally
possible, he had suffered a popular uprising from a Paphlagonian population who after 1208
had been placed outside the sworn boundaries of communion and opposed by every single
bishop of Anatolia. We cannot know. Potentially there was a rewarding of the Paphlagonian
church when the see of Pontic-Herakleia, David’s capital, was shortly thereafter raised to
metropolitan rank but the evidence is hardly conclusive.**’ The diatribes against the
Paphlagonians were ended, its population enrolled in the Nikaian army, and the identity of the
Nikaian emperor as a Komnenos-Laskaris maintained.**

What is more critical are the elements shared between Choniates” Oration 14, and the acts of
Autoreianos. Choniates, as restored court orator, records early Nikaian ideology. In the 1205/6
oration, Choniates had posited the idea that those homoglot populations who rejected Laskaris,
notably Paphlagonians, should be treated as a separate and disobedient latter-day tribe of Israel.
Consequently, unless they accepted unification they should be denied communion. In
describing the war between Laskaris and David in 1207, in Oration 13, the language of
rebuilding a composite New Israel through negotiated subjugation reappears. Oration 13 once
more asserted to the Easter-time court that Laskaris was the real David:

‘He [David] entered firstly upon that tribe of Judah and then all of Israel. My [Christ’s]
kingdom is also here, residing upon the eastern Roman cities, and shall just as the first-
born David, mightiest of the kingdoms of the earth, later prevail over all those other
tribes and possess the promised land of Zion.

‘wg &kgivoc Thc Tovda mpdtmg EméPN QUARC, eita kai Tod movtog Topand, kol 1)
Bactieio pov &g dedpo TdV Tpog dktiva Popaik®dv vreplldvovca toiemv mémofey mg
0 mpwtdtoKoV Bépevog TOV Aowid, Dyniov moapd toig Paciiedor tThg YRS, Koi

446 Manuel had settled the issue controversially with his Ekthesis and inscribed 1166 Edict in Hagia Sophia,
praising his own divine wisdom. Magdalino, Empire of Manuel, pp.287-291; Mesarites, Fourth Lenten Sermon,
§1-11 trans. Angold, pp.242-246, 251-261; Cyril Mango, ‘The Conciliar Edict of 1166, DOP, 17 (1963), pp.313-
330.

47 Jean Darrouzes, Notitiae Episcopatum Ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Géographie ecclésiastique de I’ Empire
byzantine, 1 (Paris: 1981), p.164.

448 For Paphlagonians in the Nikaian army see Akropolites, §71, trans. Macrides, p.330.

114



TPOCEMOOVG VOTEPOV EKEIV® TNV TOV ETEPOV PLADY KANpovyNov Kol ThHg Ziwv v
Katdoyeow.’ 4

Comparing the two speeches, the motif of truth vs falsehood appears in both Orations 13 and
14. Tt deviates significantly therefore from the model of Meander Rhetor. Just as Choniates
speaks from afar, so too does he imagine Laskaris. The use of distance in the letter is constant
and allows for a particularly dramatic passage. The climax in the latter stages of /4 features
ethopoeia and an imagined Laskaris as a shepherd where he wanders the hills of Paphlagonia
and addresses the subjects of David Komnenos.

‘For you do not weigh their sin, nor do you ignore what they have done, nor do you at
least reproach them for those things, using righteous anger: You ought to say these
words to them, divinely sounding emperor, and in no way will you deem it necessary
to attack:

“Oh men, as I testified to you often, sending forth messengers carrying matters
in peace, but by no means, are you reciprocating, I called and you did not listen,
I warned those present and you did not heed. I bared my chest to you, and I
intended to embrace you eagerly, yet by your opinions you cut off the paths to
me.” I said, “Will I come to you with the rod [of punishment], or in love and
gentleness of spirit? And with your deeds you have chosen the rod that strikes.
Now then, in such a way how will I receive the stiff-necked and shameless to
my face? I have sounded the horn to return, as a shepherd in the mountains
seeking his lost and lawless flock as they approach an abyss. But you, unlike
the ones bleating, did not return to the summons of animals. Moreover, you
went further astray. And since my shepherd’s-pipe appeared useless, the
war-horn sounded. As sheep, I have gathered together for slaughter those
who will destroy you. Then [will be] the killing from which we will derive
neither benefit nor purpose, if you persist in these things. There is no advantage
to you in these acts [which are] according to an opposition born of poor
judgement. Resistance and folly will bring you no gain; you have shut off mercy
from yourselves.

I came, and you turned away; I arrived and spoke, but I found you listening to
another, your eyes turned elsewhere. [Therefore], let this man rise up and help
you! You have not eaten the bread, nor drunk the wine and you have not
received the hands [of communion]. You exchanged my imperial rule for
unlawful tyranny! You joined with other ‘powerfuls’ rather than siding in Christ
with the Lord. Where will you go to continue being devoted to those who have
fled? Into the hills? But behold they have been searched like fields now fit for
horses. Onto the walls? Or onto the Acropolis? But I shall scale them and take
them by a mere shout, and if you were entirely unshakable in these things I
would concentrate part of the soldiery [to the task]. Shall you take heart in those
whom you have hoped shall save you? But how shall he [David] save others,
who cannot save himself?”

‘00 yap 1oTdc avToig TV Auaptioy, 000 Opdc Omoin dedpdKacty 1 YoV Ekeiva
opiow €neykaAelg dikaim Bupd YpOUEVOS: ,,(G SIEULAPTVPAUNY VUV TOALAKIC,

“9NC, OF, §13, p.127.23-28.
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® &vdpec, T el eipyvnv mépmoV dyyélovg, AL oddaudg dvinomdcocde,
EKOAECH KOl OVK MKOVOOTE, MAEUMKEW TO TOPOVTO KOL OV TPOCECYETE.
dveméTaco TO oTépvov DUV Kol TpodvmC elyov évaykaticacol, Dueic 8¢ kai
T0C 0800¢ pot mPOC TOA YVOMOG Setappedoate ,.&v PAPdm, eimov,
Héhevoopal mpOg VuAC § &v aydmn kai mpadtnTl mvedpatog; “xkoi oig
Sienpafachs 1OV mAfTTovia mpoeidece oximwvo. vV obv, dmwg TOVG
OKANPOTPayNAOVG Kol Gvoldels 1@ TPocHN® eicoéopat; mfynoa To
AVOKANTIKOV OG £l TOUVI® TOWUNV €ig 0p1n TAAVOREVE Kol Gvopiog Kol
BapaBdpa, GAL’ 00K £TECTPAPNTE TOV KNPLYRATOV O TAOV GUPLYRATOV TA
TV {Oov PAnydpeva: pailov pév odv Kai dtakvpittey mpofOnte. Kol did
T0UTO MYNoeY 1] oarmyE 10 VooV @aveiong GvoviTov TG GUPLYYOS Kol
0g gig mpofata ceayilg Tovg 6hoBpevoovTag VU cuviiBpoisa. pOOvog
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gmepeivate: €lg 00dEV dpelog DUV T dpdpeva pet’ avtiotacty €& afoviiog:
Eantoig 1OV &leov dmekAeicate. EméonV Kol Améotnte: EAOMV kol AdANcag
g0poV SAA® TAG AKOAC VIEXOVTOG, £TEPM TO SppATA PETOVIOG: AVAGTATO Koi
Bondncétm toivoy ékeivog HUiv, ob OV dptov Nodicte kai TOV oivov énivete kol
101G MUpaGt TOG XElpag vreiyete. Evwopov Pactreiog tvpavvioa NALGEacOE:
xp1ot@®d Kvupilov mpocpottiicat Suvapevol TEp 0TmON TPOCESPAUETE. TT| O Kol
TEPEVYEVOL EXOVTES TOLOVTOLG TPOGOVELYETE; €1G OpM; GAL’ OO¢ immAatov mediov
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Oepanevely €llecBe; kol ndc dv €owoev €tépovg O pn odlewv Eovtov
duvauevog;” 40

Comparing the shared content in our sources from 1206 and 1208, it would appear that as part
of the reconstruction of the Orthodox Church, control of communion and access to Orthodoxy
was to be equated with Nikaian rule. Choniates’ somewhat conventional positioning of the
Romans as a chosen elect nation who alone were the real Christians was being aligned with a
patriarchate that required active oaths for continued membership. Controlling access to
communion based on political allegiance is the mentality of an Orthodoxy under siege.
Developed one step further from Magadalino’s ‘fortress-mentality’ of the church pre-1204,
these were evolving strategies of a church and political order facing destruction that needed
means to compel their rival homoglotts to submit.*’!

2.8. The Panspermia in Nikaia (1204-1230)

The panspermia in Nikaian rhetoric features in three forms: Italian, generically ‘western’, and
lastly Constantinopolitan. The first two are literal and the thirds rhetorical. All three are
distinctly negative. It is remarkable how quickly the idea of a panspermia occupying
Constantinople enters the parlance of Byzantine authors after 1204. As seen above, as early as
summer 1205 the former capital under Latin rule was described with the term.*? The
Crusaders’ members, Flemish, Frankish, Venetian, and German most likely warranted the
phrase that all peoples had - as once feared - become mixed.*>?

BONC, OE, §14,p.142.32-143.25.

41 Magdalino, Empire of Manuel, p.368.
$INC, OE, §14,p.130.29.

453 See Section 0.4, pp.16-21.
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Several years after his arrival into Nikaia and in his final performance as court orator, Niketas
Choniates alluded to the term once more when praising Laskaris’ 1211/1212 victory at Antioch-
on-the-Meander.

‘And may you terrify and defeat not only the barbarians in the east, but also the alloglot
and widely-spread [Hom. 11. 2.804] genos that invaded us from the west, and may
you be yourself the longed-for liberator of renowned Constantinople and a redeeming
Zorobabel.

Kol dofdV kal vik®v od poévov 10 mpoc €m PapPapov, AL kol 1O dSvoudbev
gnelodpricav MUV TOAGTEPES Kol AAAGYAOTOV YEVOS: Kol €ing adTOg O TPOGOIOKMUEVOS
EhevbepT Thg Aoyiung morewe Kovotavtivov kai 6 émaviymv ZopoBafer’ 4>

Nicholas Mesarites, who remained in Constantinople until his brother’s death in 1208, was
equally consistently referring to an ‘Italian panspermia’ ruling over the city he had once sought
to defend from foreign influence. In the Epitaphios, read over his brother’s grave, Nicholas
could claim that his brother had continued the fight against the Latin conquest with ‘honey-
sweet language and fire-breathing words... in the realm of dialectics so that his skill was
displayed not only in the ruling-city and the Italian panspermia but also spread to Phoenicia,
Palestine, Egypt and the Pentapolis and as far as the message of our Lord runs.’*>> From the
1208 Epitaphios to the 1215 Sermon, Mesarites’ theological position towards the Latins altered.
From 1215 onwards the image of the occupying panspermia became tinted with charges of
heresy.*¢ In 1215 Nicholas Mesarites, now Metropolitan of Ephesus, delivered a sermon that
described at length his journey from Nikaia to Constantinople as he was sent to negotiate for
the protection of Constantinopolitans’ monastic property. He then proceeded onward to
Herakleia-Pontika to report to Laskaris on recent failed negotiations with the Latins.*’
Unusually, the Sermon opened ‘I bring news, having departed from both Nikaia and then
Constantinople, once [our] beloved earth and patris, and also from the fertile and productive
soil of the Paphlagonians.’*® An unusual juncture, the Sermon both celebrated the annexation
of Paphlagonia and, at the culmination of the sermon, spread the imagery of panspermia to his
congregation. Debating various theological controversies Mesarites urged, ‘Let us root out
every tare of the heretical panspermia [ravoneppia aipetikii] for the sake of the good seed of
the Church of Christ.”*° It was a usage of the term that blended together the political and
religious aspects of ethne. While supplying some details about the collapse of the Grand
Komnenoi in Paphlagonia, in the context of performative literature the Sermon demonstrated a
growing Nikaian ideological link between political loyalties, religious identities, and a stark
condemnation of all external powers.

$4NC, OE, §16, p.175.30-34.

455 Mesarites, Epitaphios, §17.16-20, “fy pelypé YA®coa & kol Tupimvoug o pév Tdv Adymv... oD uéyo 0 khEog
£V SIOAEKTIKOAG TOPAGTACESTY KATA LOVNV THV BacidAevovoay kol Ty Ttadikny Tavereppiov, GAA kKo Doivikog
kol [oAaotiviy Afyvrtov 1€ kol Ievidmoiy kal 6onv 10 10D Kupiov mepiEdpapov evayyého.” Adapted trans.
p.142.

456 Mesarites, Fourth Lenten Sermon, trans. pp.233-295.

457 On persecution of Orthodox Greeks in Latin Constantinople, particularly in 1214, see Akropolites, §17, trans.
Macrides p.155-156. The Sermon liberally deployed Andronikos Kamaretos’ Sacred Arsenal in §34-49, trans.
pp-277-288. On the Sacred Arsenal, see Section 3.5, pp157.

458 Mesarites, Fourth Lenten Sermon, §1, trans. p.252 ‘dmoyyeidw émi Nikowdv te dmbpovtt wdmi
Kovetavtivovmol, 10 mote eikov Edapoc, v motpida, Kami danedov [aplaydvev mtoldyovv koi naueopov.’
Note the positive reception of the Paphlagonians upon their incorporation to the empire.

49 1bid., p.295.
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It is because of this text which lurches between genres of travel narrative, news heralds,
theological-anthological disputation, and finally a sermon that we hear of the annexation of
Herakleia-Pontika. Paphlagonia was divided between Laskaris and Sultan Keykavus, the
former taking David’s capital after the latter tortured a captive Alexios Grand Komnenos in
September to force Sinope’s surrender on the 15 November 1214.4%° In contrast to the public
suffering of the surviving Grand Komnenos brother, Paphlagonia was reportedly taken without
major battle. The striking contrast between Alexios’ humiliation, David’s disappearance, and
Theodore Laskaris’ success, is demonstrated upon the rebuilt fortifications of Herakleia-
Pontika (pp.91-92). Theodore Laskaris now inscribed ‘Laskaris Komnenos’ in David’s
conquered capital made it plain which Komnenian heir had triumphed.

2.9. The Constantinopolitan Panspermia

The destruction of Paphlagonian independence through localised political-ecclesiastical
hostility arguably demonstrated the capacity of the Nikaian Church to reconnect the fragments
of Byzantium. Following the poorly evidenced years of Laskaris’ later reign in which he
appointed three short-lived patriarchs and was survived by Patriarch Manuel I Sarantenos, the
Nikaian society that began their third decade of exile started to demonstrate a break with the
social values of the pre-1204 age. The patriarchate itself prompted a challenge to the exclusivity
of elite society when ethnicity and origin once more entered the vocabulary of churchmen.

In 1223, with the appointment of Germanos II as Nikaian Patriarch a striking challenge was
issued to the concept of Constantinopolitan Exclusivism which inverted almost every paradigm
of pre-1204 society and the concept of panspermia. It was both a perfect development with
Mesarites’ own later usages of the term while simultaneously radical. It is well established that
pre-1204 preference for a Constantinopolitan origin and upbringing in the city as the entry to
an elite community was transplanted into the Nikaian.*$! It is most indicative then that with an
emperor who himself assumed power as a son-in-law of non-distinguished ancestry and had to
defeat Theodore I’s brothers to seize power, that John III Vatatzes chose his patriarch to be
Germanos II (1223-40). Germanos, born to fishermen in the village of Anaplous on the
Bosporus, had overcome his own obscure origin and served as a deacon in Hagia Sophia at a
remarkably young age, being in his early or mid-twenties when he was ordained, and still barely
thirty when the city had fallen.*¢? He fit the policies of John III, and expanded under Theodore
I1, in promoting ‘new men’ to positions of trust.*®*> For several years after 1204 Germanos had
returned to rural Anatolia, dwelling in the mountain monasteries outside the small town of
Achyraus, south of Prousa in modern Bigadi¢. Upon ascending to the reconstituted patriarchal
throne, Germanos found himself in a difficult position. The legitimacy of his claim to be the
Constantinopolitan Patriarch was debatable, the Epirote rivalry had hugely expanded in their
claims to independence, and undermining his authority at home were criticisms that he was not
descended from the old families of Constantinople. The early years of Germanos signalled a
shift in Nikaian social values, but it was not a smooth transition.

460 K orobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.104-105; Redford, Legends of Authority, p.40.

461 Macrides, made notice of Theodore II’s encomium for Akropolites’ birthplace in Constantinople, while also
himselfin the 1250s seeking to promote ‘new men’ to counteract the rising popularity of Michael VIII Palaiologos,
see Akropolites, pp.6, 88; Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.61-68; Angeliki Laiou, ‘The Byzantine
Aristocracy in the Palacologan Period,’ Viator, 4 (1973), pp.131-151.

462 Angold, Germanos I1I, pp.16-18.

463 Jovanovi¢, Michael VIII and the Publics, pp.120-128.
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Multiple parties within Anatolia appear to have rejected or resented Germanos’ patriarchal
authority. He spent much of his early incumbency battling malcontents in Lykia, people he
labelled as Bogomils.*®* It’s unlikely that this was an actual revival of the heresy of Basil the
Bogomil, burned at the stake in the 1110s. Rather, it would appear a composite resistance to
the provincial patriarch’s own authority that was given an old name. In Nikaia, shortly after
ascending the throne in 1222, Germanos came under a different critique from his peers, that
his parentage was too rustic. Nikaian society, formed of many exiled Constantinopolitan
families, revived the same exclusivism and insistence on specific genos and patris that had
been current before 1204. Germanos’ response was dramatic. As a consequence, it is in his
sermons where our concepts of panspermia and patris overlap. Evidently not one of the
eupatridai, Germanos responded to the personal attack of his own rustic beginnings, by
challenging the claim that Constantinople could ever produce ‘pure’ and ‘noble’ men and
composed a highly unusual and reactionary paradigm to their enforced boundaries of nobility.
In his sermon he proclaimed that those who flaunted their birth in pre-1204 Constantinople
were themselves tainted because there simply did not exist any noble births inside the former
capital due to the mixing of so many diverse peoples living within. Several historians have
noted that his description of Constantinopolitans was unusual, but it had until recently lacked
extended attention.*6®

‘What do they say? That our patriarch is not one of the well-born, nor can those who
bore and nurtured him boast of being natives and sucklings of the Queen of Cities. What
are you talking about? Are we worthless for this reason? What virtue is there in the
filthy spawn of courtesans and the fruits of adultery, the off-spring of slave-girls bought
for money, originating perhaps from the Rus, or from the descendants of Hagar and the
rest of the panspermia of ethne? 1 used to think that the Great City was like an ark
against the flood, not for its own fauna, but as a shelter for the panspermia of ethne it
housed: thus did it fail to avoid disaster, shipwrecked under the weight of my crimes—
because as an heavy burden they are too heavy for me [Ps. 38: 4-6].

[...] See what a perfect image of a whore our Jerusalem had become, behaving
shamelessly to all, since when in earlier times it was full of judgment and righteousness
lodged in it, but it now houses murderers [Isaiah 1.21]. It had been corrupted when the
seeds of these half-barbarians filled the city of Constantine. Have they not filled the
City of Constantine with bastard children and patent half-breeds? Has
Constantinopolitan ground ennobled and made respectable those who resemble mules
through their mixing of gene? Will the soil of the City of Constantine make them well-
born?

[...] I did not recognise the ancient patris. I know that I am a citizen of paradise, that I
am a noble [e0yevic] man of the Anatolian [Eastern] Sun, for paradise is in the East,
and that the king of all of those is upon the earth, due to the grace of God and the Son
of the Most High.

464 Very little is known about these ‘Bogomils’ beyond Germanos’ own writings. His efforts began in a September
1223 encyclical letter against them, following which he spent almost all 1225 travelling Anatolia debating
Bogomils wherever he found them. A sermon of March 1227 declared their ‘overthrow.” Angold, Germanos 11,
pp-30-33; Janet Hamilton, Bernard Hamilton, Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World C. 650-C. 1450,
(Manchester: 1998), pp.37-41, 268-274.

465 Magdalino, ‘Byzantine Snobbery,” p.65, and Angelov, Imperial Ideology, p.97; 1 am grateful to Michael Angold
for proofs of his recent translation of the patriarch’s sermons. The following translations are my own, but with
some adaptations from his Germanos I, pp.197-205.
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[...] Today [the deceiver] spits in your face because of your past shame; with the West
having fallen to the works of darkness He [Christ] turns away and, remembering his
native land, turns towards the East, for that is where paradise is. He [Christ] is seeking
his ancient patris and his former nobility and the sun of righteousness. Choosing the
likes of me the Lord moulds a second and better creation... I have been made beautiful
by the purple of the Lord’s blood and have been honoured by the engagement ring of
the Spirit on my right hand. This is true eugenia and good fortune without end.

Kai i pacty ovtor; Ov Tdv €D yeyovoTmv matpiépyng 6Tiv 6 uétepog, ovd’ oi todtov
yeyeEVWNKOTEC KOd OpéyavTeg yevviuoTa sivar avyodot kai Opéupata tiig Paciievodong
T®v torewv. Ti Ng dprote; dtyol mopd TodTo NUEIS; EvIol Kol evyevelc, 6601 TG
untpwcag @divag Eivcov év avtfi; Kai mod Onoelg tag pumapdg tdvV EToupiowv
KLOPOPIog Kol TAG Lo OI0Vg TAPACTOPAS, TOVS €5 APYVPOVAT®V BEPUTOUVAY TOKOVS
€K T®V Padg Tuy OV dpunpévav 1j €K TdV aroyovav Thc Ayap Kol Thg Aowt|g tdv £0vav
navoneppiog; Eotkéval yap &yd v peyardmoity vmetdonalov Tf) éml 10D KoTakAVGHOD
KIPot®d ov (Hov ardyov kat’ Ekelvny, AL TOC TAV £0vAV BoAapedovoav
TavVomeEPUiag, €l kol TOV KATOKAVGHOV 0V SLEQPLYE, VOLOYNCACH TR POPT® TOV UMDV
gyrinuatov: g yap eoptiov Bapv Efapuvincay €n’ avtnyv.

Ti 6¢ dptumwg 00 TOpYMG dyig €yevéto TH) kab’ Muds Tepovoainp dmnvoicybvince TPOg
mévtog kol ped’ fig mpodtepov dkoundn Suconocivny vilv kortdlovial povevtal Kai
vevoBevpévov  omeppdtov kol mpodniwg puoPapPapov v Kovotavtivov
gnMpocav; Edyeveic apa odTol kol Tipot, ol Toig NHIOVOLlS TPOGEOIKOTEC Sl TNV &K
dpopwv yevadv Enyuéiov kai EEgvyevinoet tovtovg thg Kovotavtivov 10 €dagog;

OdK fyvomcd pov v apyaiav motpida - 0ido étt moAitng iyl Tod nopadeicov, bt
e0yevng TV Ap MAoL AVOTOAGV—KOT GVOTOALG Yap O Topdoelcog —OTt PactAeng
Tavtov TV &ml Y1|g, 6Tt Katd Yaptv Ocog Kol vidg VYIcTOoV.

‘Euntdel cov ofjuepov 10 TpoOcOTOV LIEP THG TOTE aioyOVNG Kol ATOGTPEPETOL LET
TV duoudv kol T €pyo ToD OKOTOLG Kol OTPEPETOL TPOG AVATOAAS, VOGTOV
puvnobeic—exeioe yap 6 mopadelcoc—rai (NTel Vv dpyoiov TaTpida Kol TV TPpOTNV
evyévelav kai Thc dtkatocHvng Tov fjAlov. TolodTov pe Tapaiafdv 6 6eomoOTNG devTEPQV
TAACY AVATAGTTIEL TNV KPEITTOVA... EYKOAA®OTGO® Kol Tfj TopevpQ TOD dEGTOTIKOD
aipartog kol T® €mi thg 0e€10g daKTLAlW dppaPfdvi Tod Tvedpotog Evapaictd. Todto 1
aAn0ng edyévela kai 1 ad1ddoyog edkAnpioa.” 466

The critical description of Constantinople, the heart of the Byzantine world, as an ethnic
panspermia, polluted and debauched before 1204 was a condemnation without parallel by the
head of the Orthodox Church. It was a universal denunciation of the population who lived
inside the city before it fell, and a complete reversal of how Niketas Choniates had constructed
panspermia in 1205.

As evidenced in the closing statements, Germanos was defending the native Anatolian
population from the encroachment of Constantinopolitan society and seeking a mediation
towards a new beginning. Having had his own geographical origin weaponised, Germanos’

466 Germanos 11, ed. Lagopates, §10, pp.282.19-283.6, p.282.37-283.4, p.286.19-23, p.287.1-16, cf. partial trans
Magdalino, ‘Byzantine Snobbery,” p.65.
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response was to invert the paradigm, assigning weakness, sin, and inherent corruption to the
inhabitants of Constantinople who had lived in such a heavily diverse and ultimately conquered
society. In rebutting critiques regarding his lack of prestigious ancestry, Germanos in return
named Constantinopolitans a distinct race that were, firstly, an unholy mixture of ethne, and
secondly, conceived through the union of different and alien gene. Through this argument
Germanos was conjuring the worst implications that his detractors were the very monstrosities
discussed in the classical treatises of panspermia. His ‘mixed’ opponents were the bestial,
mulish heirs of those born without virtue and had wrought their own destruction.**’” Germanos
finished with a Christian message, that they were doubly sinners unworthy of God’s
benevolence. The Constantinople of this sermon was the site of the panspermia which had
come to embody all that was wrong with Byzantine society. It was not Greek, Hellenic, Roman,
or Orthodox but Russian, Islamic, servile, full of prostitutes and concubines, and had become
mixobarbaroi, or half-barbarised. There is something of a sense of lost grandeur in his words,
stressing that he knew of Constantinople as an ancient patris and what it had been in previous
days but that the blame for the fall of the city was on what it had become and those who had
inherited and inhabited it. Germanos’ shifting ethno-racial boundary of good birth made
nobility Anatolian. While he certainly offered a broader catchment zone in the 1220s than one
focused on pre-1204 Constantinople, it was just as wilfully assigning negative cultural traits
with professedly inherited weaknesses, only this time to all Constantinopolitans or indeed
anywhere else.

Contextualising the provincial homoglot population within Nikaian society may help
understand Germanos’ viewpoint beyond simple personal tensions. Germanos may have
represented the views of Anatolian autochthones who had gained in prominence during exile.
In Efi Ragias’ study of Nikaian documents pertaining to the regulation of tax assessment in the
first half of the thirteenth century, from the 1232 Apoke Psomion [Amoxn youiov] there is
evidence of substantial inflation.**® Ragia believed that when comparing the praktikion of the
Lampsakos in Constantinople (dated to 1219 but unchanged since before 1204) to the 1232
document, the fiscal value of farmers possessing oxen had increased by 2.5 times. She judged
that the zeugaraia, the chief fiscal unit for assessment for the epithelia taxation for provincial
workers on cultivated land, had tripled from pre-1204 to 1232. For these people, the coming of
Nikaian politics was a huge tax hike. If that development had been accompanied by a cultural
insistence upon singular language and birthplace within Constantinople, then likely it was an
incendiary development.

Germanos and Theodore II Laskaris would intermittently project Anatolia as the heartland of a
Greek Christian Empire. This Nikaian emphasis upon Anatolia from the mid-1220s onwards,
combined with an expanded exclusion of peoples Germanos named polluting, was sweeping.
He and other Anatolians alone were ‘pure’ and ‘noble’ because, unmixed, they did not have the
blood of foreigners in his veins. While other letters sent to the Constantinopolitans would
maintain a more traditional claim to their city, at his base in Nikaia, Germanos II as patriarch
and head of the Orthodox Church was reshaping society in this manner. Towards the closing
stages of his sermon, he announced that it was only through the Lord ‘choosing the likes of me’
that there could be a rebirth.

467 Aristotle, Generation of Animals, 769a.29-b.2. ‘And indeed, this is what comes next to be treated. after what
we have already dealt with—the causes of monstrosities, “Kai yap £xopevov tdv gipnuévov £6Tiv einely Tepi TOV
TOOVTOV TOG OLTIOG.

468 Efi Ragia, ‘Agrarian Policy in the Early Palacologan Period,” TM, 25.1 (2019), p.541; Actes de Chilandar, 1
(AA 20), pp.15 (§45), 16 (§55).
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2.10. Ethno-Linguistic and Spatial Demarcation in the Early Nikaian Empire

Amongst the most prominent attributions of scholarship for the Empire of Nikaia is the period’s
role in developing the ideology of ‘Hellenism’ in Byzantium. It was a process defined by
reshaping the identity of the inhabitants of the empire in lines with conceptions of Hellas, the
Greek language, and continuity with a pre-Christian and pre-Roman era to an extent not
previously known in Byzantium. Earlier scholarship was divided if the identification of authors
with notions of being the heirs of the Hellenes of Classical Greece contradicted or even
overrode their conceptions of being Romaioi.**® It is the opinion of this thesis that the two (and
other) identities co-existed, even overlapped at times, but that their (re)expansion occurred in
a state of perennial opposition. Each time identities of Hellene, Greek, or Roman were invoked
was in moments that sought to combat, suppress, and negotiate with divergent political
loyalties. This occurred through policies of ethnic propaganda, assimilation, and if they failed,
with war.

Undeniably, the period of the Nikaian Empire witnessed greater emphasis on Hellenization in
the Nikaian Empire, particularly in the later reigns of Laskaris’ successors, John Vatatzes and
Theodore I1.47° Such a development is well attested through letters to the popes, sermons
eulogising Hellenic or Anatolian characteristics written by the Nikaian Patriarchs, and it was
aided by the establishment of the Nikaian Roman Empire in a land where Christianity and
Greek-language were the majority in all lands not occupied by alloglotts.*’! As seen throughout
the twelfth century the emphases placed on birth and birthplace had shifted, not so much in
meaning but in intensity and frequency.*’? Despite remaining inconsistent and flexible in what
community they signified, the importance associated with a prestigious genos was undeniable.
In exile, to move past this and recreate a more unified community required finding different
bonds. This section has demonstrated these as they were first experimented with, a literal oath
of loyalty taken by all peoples under the Orthodox Church to recognise Laskaris and no other.
However, to both expand their state into other Greek-speaking rivals and to undermine their
own loyalties, the Nikaian state needed to further develop their state ideologies and their
singular claim to be people united by a single language and merely temporarily disunited by
current events.

If there was to be a resurgence in Hellenism, it was benefited by the appointment and character
of both Patriarch Germanos Il and Emperor John III. There had been a growing willingness to
use ‘Greek’ and ‘Hellene’ to refer to theological discussions with the Latins. Kaldellis saw in
this a means of clearing ambiguity between the two Romes, but this does not apply for every
case.*’3 Mesarites, for instance, had consistently used ‘I'paixog’ to refer to his language-group
since 1208.47% In 1234 Germanos engaged in a series of negotiations with the Latins for a

469 Vacalopoulos, Origins of the Greek Nation, pp.27-46; cf. Angold, ‘Byzantine ‘Nationalism’ in the Nicene
Empire,” pp.49-70; Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, pp.317-388; Magdalino, ‘Hellenism and Nationalism’;
Eshel, Elect Nation, pp.175-180.

479 Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, pp.202-216.

47! The sources give some hint of this. In a 1225 sermon, long before Nikaia crossed into the Balkans, Germanos
II gave a sermon on the incomprehensibility of other languages. [...] if you were to enter a barbarian church,
though it be Christian, you would pass your time without understanding the words of the gospel, because they
would be in a foreign language.” Germanos II, Select Sermons, §15, p.230; Héléne Ahrweiler, ‘L’expérience
nicéenne,” DOP, 29 (1975), p.24.

472 Nathan Leidholm described the complex link until 1204 between genos of ethnicity and genos as family;
Leidholm, Elite Byzantine Kinship, pp.51-52.

473 Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, p.353.

474 Translated by Angold, Mesarites, pp.203, 254, 263, 289. The first, a discussion of the legacy of the Hellenic
language for Greeks is in a theological setting, the others refer purely to language.
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potential religious reunification. In the recordings of the meetings Germanos identified himself
as the head of the ‘Church of the Greeks’ [} t@v I'pawkdv ékkAnoia] and part of a displaced
‘Empire of the Greeks’ [1] Bacireia tdv I'pok@dv]. His opponents were the papacy and the
‘Church of the Latins.’#’> No-one was identified Roman. However, shifting terminologies did
not cease there. In the same negotiations, Germanos presented a historical example of
friendship to the embassy of cardinals. In a quite remarkable allegory, Germanos described the
sixth-century Justinianic reconquest of Italy as an example when the ‘Empire of the Greeks’
had defended the ‘Italians’ of Old Rome from ethne.*’¢ Germanos, who otherwise maintained
in his formal address a full entitlement as ‘Archbishop of Constantinople, New Rome and
Ecumenical Patriarch,” had adopted a new stance that continually repositioned contemporary
and historical terminologies. He also demonstrated a personal ideological preference for
‘Greek’ over ‘Roman.”*”’

The final example of this Nikaian stance is given below. In a powerfully worded reply to Pope
Gregory IX dated to 215 May 1237, John III staked the secular imperial claim to a Hellenic
genos. Relations between the papacy and Vatatzes were particularly fraught. Multiple letters
sent by Gregory refer to Vatatzes as ‘excommunicatus’ from May 1236 and ‘inimicus Dei et
ecclesie Romane’ by 1237.478 With the call of a crusade, Gregory sought to escalate Nikaia
from mere schismatic Christians to heretics and launch an assault upon Anatolia. Therefore, to
defend Nikaian land Vatatzes composed the below reply emphasising a Byzantine legacy that
stemmed entirely from the Hellenic people and language.*’® Vatatzes named himself Roman
Emperor on the grounds of his genos and laid claim to all Hellenic peoples wherever they might
be. In that letter, John expounded upon the nature of imperial rights, saying:

“To begin with, the forefathers of our Imperial Majesty from the family of Doukai and
Komnenoi, not to mention others, were ruling over the gene of the Hellenes; these men
of my genos held the realm of Constantinople for many hundreds of years. And the
Church of Rome and its prelates called them the Emperors of the Romans.**°

‘[...] For although we have been forced to move to this place [i.e. Nikaia], nevertheless
we have, by the grace of God, the immovable and unchangeable right to reign and to
rule. For it is said that he who reigns rules over an ethnos, a people, and a population,
and not over the stone and timber of which walls and towers consist.

475 Aloysius Tautu, Acta Honorii Il (1216-1227) et Gregorii IX (1227-1241), (Vatican: 1950), no. 179a, 240-49;
Sathas, MB, 11, p.45; Brubaker, Disputatio, p.114.

476 Ethne used here in the biblical sense to mean barbaric non-Christian, at a time when the Italian Romans formed
part of Byzantine Christendom. Christos Arampatzis, ‘The Unpublished Letter of Patriarch Germanos II of
Constantinople to the Cardinals of Rome,” EEBX, 52 (2004-2006), pp.363-78, p.376.64-65. ‘xai tfig Pdung
molaKig kpatndeiong Vo £0vdv 1 Pacireio tdV Ipoukdv Tiig TVpPAVVIdOC adTHV Elvtpdoato.’; Brubaker,
Disputatio, p.118.

477 1bid., p.107.

478 Koji Murata, ‘Dei et ecclesiae inimicus. A correspondence between pope Gregory IX and John I1I Batatzes,’
Communicating Papal Authority in the Middle Ages, (London: 2023), pp.159-166.

479 John Vatatzes’ letter to the pope published by loannes Sakkelion, ‘Avékdotog émicTol) 10D avToKpdTOpPOg
‘Toavvov Aovka Batdton mtpog tov [amav I'pnydprov,” in Inyéc tijs Totopiag tod Néov EAnviouod (Thessaloniki:
1965), pp.50-53; Luca Pieralli La corrispondenza diplomatica dell imperatore byzantino con le potenze estere nel
tredicesimo secolo (1204-1282). Studio storicodiplomatistico ed edizione critica (Vatican: 2006), pp.124-5, 11.41-
67; The letter has been partially translated, both by Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp 41-42; and
Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, pp.370-371.

480 Old (Italian) Rome is implied here, following on from an introductory section where Vatatzes criticised the
pope for not addressing him as emperor Pieralli, La corrispondenza p.124.46-52. Adapted trans. Korobeinikov,
Byzantium and the Turks, p.42.
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[...] If Constantinople is the cause [of the pope’s disdain] ... we affirm... we shall never
stop warring against those who have subjugated Constantinople. If we did, we would
injure natural laws, the customs of our patris, the tombs of our fathers, and the divine
and holy precincts if, because of all the strength of these things, we did not fight on.

Avtika oi thg Paciielag pov yevapyor, ol Amd Tod Yévoug T®V AovkdV TE Kol
Kopvnvév, tvo, um) todg £Tépovg Aéym, ToG 6o Yevayv EMVIK®Y EpEavTag: ovToL YoV
ol ék t0D €uoD Yévoug, €ig MOALNAG TV £KOTOGT[VAG] TNV ApYNV KATEGKOV THG
Kovotavtivovmdrews: odg on kai 1 th¢ Poung ékkinoia, kol ol tadtng lepapyikds
npoiotapevol, Pouaiov adtokpdtopag avnyopevov.

[...] Hpueig 8¢, €i xoi tod tomov PracOivieg petekivinpuey, dAid tod dikaiov, Tod €
TV ApyMV 1€ Kol TO KPATOS, GUETOKIVATMG KOl QUETONTOTOS EYopev, Bgod yapitt:
g€0voug kol yop 6 Pacthevov, kai oo, kai TA0ovg dpyev Aéyetatl Kol KpaTelv, dAL’
o0 T®V MOV 1¢ Kol ELAWV, & TA TElYN CLVIGTAOGL KOi TO TVPYDUATA.

[...] Ei 8¢ mepi 11 Kovotavtivoundrewg €otiv 0 Adyog...dwPefatovpeda. ..ondénote
mavcopeda poydpevol koi mohepodvieg toig katdyovot v Kaovotavivodmoiv. "H
YOp Gv adkoinpev Kol pUGE®G VOLOVG, Kol Tatpidog Bespoic, kol matépmv Tdoovg, kol
tepévn Ogia kol iepd, i pun €k mdong thc ioydoc Tovtwv Eveka dtayovicoueda. 8!

Vatatzes’ letter was, first and foremost, a response. It was a situational treatise refuting any
argument either previously given or forthcoming from the Papacy, that without Constantinople
he could not assume the imperial title. As per a situational response, Vatatzes was negotiating
an identity that defended a patris. In a preceding section it allowed a diatribe of the Latin
Empire’s illegitimacy and a critique of their papal support.*®? Within that context, the
ethnographical terms used were ones of contrast and distinction. The political ideology within
John’s letter has numerous notable elements and has attracted different interpretations.*?
Korobeinikov saw in this letter a discussion of titles and legitimacy that emphasised continuity,
Angelov isolated it as an extended retort to the slur of being dubbed a ‘Greek’ by the pope.
However, we have demonstrated that Vatatzes’ own patriarch used that language by volition.*34
Angelov viewed it also as a milestone use of ‘Hellenic gene [yevi] éAAnvikd]’ and as precursor
to when John’s son Theodore IT would utilise ‘Hellene’ as his dominant ethnic identifier.*
Conversely, Kaldellis viewed it as a letter that boasted no more of Hellenism than it did
Romanness, and simply defended the Nikaian position using the terms their opponents had
used.*®¢ All interpretations should agree that the ethnic identity projected was particularly
explicit.

481 Pieralli, La corrispondenza, p.125.94-126.101. Adapted from partial translation in Kaldellis, Hellenism in
Byzantium, pp.370-371 and Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.41-42. Final paragraph previously
untranslated.

482 Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, p.42.

483 Panagiotis Christou, Oi wepiméteig 1@V é0vik@dv dvoudrwv t@v Eiljvov (Thessaloniki: 2003), p.134; Angold,
‘Byzantine Nationalism,” p.56; Paris Gounaridis, ‘Grecs,” ‘Hellenes’ et ‘Romains’ dans [’état de Nicée’ in:
Apiépwuo otov Niko Zfopavo, eds. Vasilis Kremmydas et al., (Rethymno: 1986), p.251; Angelov, ‘Byzantine
Ideological Reactions to the Latin Conquest of Constantinople,” Urbs Capta, p.302.

484 Angelov, Imperial Ideology, p.96; Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.41-43.

485 Angelov, Imperial Ideology, pp.96-98.

486 Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, p.371-372.
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In Vatatzes’ letter there are themes that stretch back to the foundation of Nikaian ideology.
Their position had remained fairly consistent since the wars of subjugation with David
Komnenos. They were defined by language group, but the terminology had become more
entrenched as Nikaian elites assimilated into their surroundings. When Choniates’ Oration 14
compared Theodore Laskaris’ travels and dialogues to win over the cities of Anatolia to the
tribes of Israel there had been insistencies on homoglotts. However, Vatatzes’ projection of
himself as emperor responding to significant threats was to promulgate the conception of the
‘Emperor of the Romans’ reigning over a pluralised ‘Hellenic gene.’ It is a clear continuation
but significant adaptation of Choniates rhetoric in 1205. When Vatatzes’ chancellery used gene
in the context of this letter, it was to encompass the pre-1204 empire but with an important
caveat, that there existed a plural Hellenic gene and they (and only they) belonged rightfully to
him. Leaving space for multiple distinct but homoglot peoples helped explain the continuation
of other post-Byzantine states, Epiros, Trebizond etc., who were currently outside his authority
but justly belonged within it. The trajectory from homoglotts to Hellenes in a letter that
emphasised kinship and a geographic cultural memory marked a culmination of Nikaia’s
conceptualised genos as they drew their first boundary for future expansion. Their restored
Roman state, triumphing in a just return, was to be a land of the Hellenes and the Greeks.

Pluralising the homoglot Byzantine people while simultaneously restricting inclusivity to
Greek-speakers had been an element of Nikaian identity since Choniates’ Oration 14 in 1205.
The New Israelites that will reconstitute the fabric of Byzantium were formed from distinct
peoples, contemporary manifestations of the other eleven of the twelve tribes of Israel.
Biblically, the tribes were united by Saul through conquest, election, and crowning of the first
king [1 Samuel]. This aspect of the leadership of a scattered but Chosen People and their
prospects for expansion and solidification was linked by Choniates to the reclamation of Sion
and Jerusalem. i.e. Constantinople. In the act of praising the recent victory over David,
Choniates seems to insist that before such an assault could be mounted Nikaia, as New Judah
must reunite the other tribes.*®” The motif features also in Germanos II’ compositions. The
image of a composite New Israel was not new to Greek Orthodoxy. Since at least the ninth
century Byzantine authors had been referring to co-Christian neighbouring rivals as separate
tribes of Israel.*®® Throughout the 1220s the image persisted, although the emphasis on
fragmentation and exile seems to lessen over time. As Nikaia established itself as an Anatolian
power, several sermons were given framing their current society as a New Israel. Twice
Germanos II asserted himself as part of a composite Israel but an outsider to Judah and Nikaian
society. He deflected criticisms of a rural origin by claiming his humble beginnings were the
same as Gideon, born of the lowest of the tribe of Manasseh before he was appointed to judge
the twelve tribes of Israel.*3? A shift occurs when the tribes of Israel begin to be imagined as
purely homoglot and an implicit assumption that Nikaian Israel’s limits coincided with the
Greek language. Linguistic divisions had been reinforced by political events after 1204.
Armenians, an ethnos distinguishable by both language and church, were a populous group

487 See the recent thorough discussion of the concept in Eshel, Elect Nation in Byzantium.

488 Theodore Daphnopates in the tenth century made a notable oration regarding the cessation of war with Peter
of Bulgaria in 927. In that text Daphnopates had gone so far as to claim that within this Greater Byzantine Israel
‘there were neither foreigners nor alloglots. The war was between brothers and fathers with sons.” [6ti1
GAAOYEVEIS GALOPVAOIG NS e AALOYADGGOIS GAAGYA®OGOL, Liol 88 TATPAct Kol ASEAPTIG AdEAPOL Kol TATEPES
vioig avtéotnuey, énavéotueyv.] Ivan Dujéev, ed. and trans., ‘On the Treaty of 927 with the Bulgarians,” DOP,
32 (1978), pp.258.55-58.

489 Germanos 11, Selected Sermons, in 1223 in §1, p.87, and 1224 §13, p.201; cf. Judges 6. For the Manasseh tribe
in Byzantium see Barbara Crostini, ‘Famous Forgiveness: The Reception of the Prayer of Manasseh in Byzantium
(with a Transcription of Hesychios of Jerusalem’s Scholia from MS Oxford, Auct. D.4.1),” in: Hellenism, Early
Judaism, and Early Christianity eds. Radka Fialova et al., (Berlin: 2022), pp.145-178.
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around the Troad (Troy). Despite recent statements of communion and theological parity from
Cilicia (encountered in Section 1.53), these Armenians apparently supported the Latins against
the Greeks immediately after the conquest.*”® Villehardouin writes of them “detesting Greeks’,
and Choniates that the Armenians ‘would not in any way cease from urging Baldwin and the
other counts to cross the straits and subdue, like an appointed offering, the eastern cities.’**!
The Armenians, like all other alloglotts, are notably excised from the image of rebuilding Israel
and the image is absent from documents celebrating the brief 1213 marriage between Theodore
Laskaris and the niece of the King of Cilician Armenia.**?

This insistence on equating the Greek language with implied ‘natural’ loyalty encouraged over
a century of Greek scholarship to see in the period of the Nikaian Empire the ‘birth of the Greek
nation.” Greek historians dating back to Constantine Sathas in the nineteenth century and
propagated in the late twentieth by Apostolos Vacalopoulos have maintained an argument of
collective national awakening.*>® The conception had also gained a degree of acceptance in
Anglophone scholarship, though recent studies have been more moderate.*** Having flirted
with the development of ‘proto-nationalism’ in this period in the 1970s, Western historians
have slowly moved away from such terms on the basis that national awakenings and national-
ism were distinctly eighteenth-century concepts and should not be posited back.**> The
resultant image produces a somewhat tentative, spotty image of a national awakening.
Hellenism as a politically unifying ideology appears as a concept linked heavily to peoples,
kinships, and loyalties rather than a fixed conception of space, and any progression was
seriously interrupted by the violent overthrow of Theodore II’s heir in 1259. Shawcross has
convincingly argued that following John I'V’s deposition and blinding after the reoccupation of
Constantinople in 1261 the new Palaiologan dynasty created a deep breach that provoked
lasting hostility between the reclaimed capital and the loyalties of the Laskarid ‘Hellenes’ of
Anatolia.**® That does not suggest a community that held inherent ethnic commonality to be
more important than personal loyalties. As the collapse of Byzantine Anatolia is beyond the
scope of this thesis, study has been limited to 7ow Byzantine fragments interacted and utilised
ethnicity, with only limited discussion of their effectiveness at reunification.

The ethno-symbolic theories of Anthony Smith have thus far been favoured by recent western
scholarship, advocating Smith’s theories that posit that characteristics of nationalism can exist

490 For Byzantine-Armenian church relations in this period see Stone, ‘Negotiations for Church Union between
Byzantium and the Armenian Church,’ pp.191-208; Boghos Levon Zekiyan, ‘St Nersés Snorhali en dialogue avec
les Grecs,’ Actes du XV Congres International d’études byzantines, Athénes Septembre 1976, IV (1980), pp.420-
441; Charles Frazee, ‘The Christian Church in Cilician Armenia: Its Relations with Rome and Constantinople to
1198,” Church History, 45 (1976), pp.166-184; See also the ecumenical sermons translated by Mesrob Ashjian,
St. Nerses of Lambron: Champion of the Church Universal, (New York: 1993).

“INC, CD, §601, trans. p.330, ‘obtor yép 008 Bpoyd Tt yodv kadveiikay Tov Boddovivov évéyovteg kol tovg
dAlovg kountag Eepebilovieg mg i mpokeipevov Eppatov dofijvar v OV £Pov TOAE®V YeipoOoW.’;
Villehardouin, §385 p.103.

492 Alexey Pavlov, ‘Sinodalnaja gramota 1213 goda o brake grecheskogo imperatora s doceriju armjanskogo
knjazja,” Vizantijskij Vremennik, 4.1-2 (1897), pp.160-166.

493 Sathas, MB, 7, p.21; Vacalopoulos, Origins of the Greek Nation, pp.28-45; Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium,
pp-360-388.

494 Kaldellis, Romanland, p.274.

495 Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, p.203.

4% On the ‘Arsenite Schism’ and repeated pro-Laskarid uprisings from 1262 until 1305 see Teresa Shawcross, ‘In
the Name of the True Emperor: Politics of Resistance after the Palaiologan Usurpation,” Byzantinoslavica, 66
(2008), pp.203-228; Dimiter Angelov, ‘The Confession of Michael VIII Palaiologos and King David,” JOB, 56
(2006), pp.193-204; Ruth Macrides, ‘Saints and sainthood in the Early Palaiologan Period, in: The Byzantine
Saint, ed. Sergei Hackel, (San Bernardino: 1983), pp.73-79.
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in pre-modern societies of ethne, but that they do not equate to a modern nation. Therefore,
attention must be allocated to ascertaining if the Nikaians achieved the following criteria of
ethnic symbolism: a collective self-identification, common ancestry, territorialisation, and
consistent shared customs and laws.*’” If these criteria can be met then Smith’s theories would
posit the completed phenomena of ethnogenesis and (re)creation of an ethnic nation. Firstly,
there must be the possibility of ethnic crystallization, meaning the sheer time needed to
integrate both elites and a common population with such criteria. This is then followed by
‘vernacular mobilisation’, the emphasis upon the above criteria by elite groups, ‘cultural
politicisation,” and the creation of a sense of loyalty and duty to the common group. We could
cite evidence from the 1208 homologia in support of this. Finally, there is the stage of ‘ethnic
purification,’ the galvanisation of the need to guard an internal culture against rival external
groups into a clearly defined group, essentially hostile or at least hierarchical to outsiders.*®
This requires enemies being named and forcibly foresworn. In the context of Nikaia (1204—
1237) this essentially means whether historians and historical sociologists view the period of
exile as a time of ethnogenesis creating a more unified people, or simply a time of policies
supporting the preservation of the old community. It can also be viewed, as is the opinion of
this thesis, that the Nikaian response was part of a long process of ideological contraction on
behalf of the imperial court, and that the attempt to mollify that process of exclusivism and
solidify a Nikaian community was ultimately cut short.

The issues inherent to the creation of Nikaian ethnic identity were that it bound all of its
identifiers, ‘Roman,’ ‘Hellenic,” and ‘Greek’ as an inherently political identity, an oath, in an
age of political fragmentation. As Nikaian identity was the first identity created after 1204 it
lacked the ability and flexibility to recognise other splinter-states born out of Byzantium as
anything other than illegitimate. This created clear demarcations between ethno-linguistic
groups of Turks, Franks, Bulgarians, and others but lacked the ability to consistently engage
with other states either led by, or containing, homoglotts on any other basis than as legitimate
lord vs. illegitimate rebels. Where Vatatzes referred to a singular ethnos born of multiple
Hellenic gene he was likely allowing himself the caveat that at present he was ruling only those
Hellenic gene. It allowed claims for a broader state but one still imagined as a single linguistic
group. Thus according to the models of Polybios and his homoglotts it would be stronger than
a combination of several. The fact that Nikaian ‘Byzantium’ had only just become an
overwhelmingly Greek-speaking state was of lesser importance. Lacking an ability to recognise
other homoglot states as legitimate, it provoked critiques, even from its own subjects for how
it sought to define all aspects of public life with political identities. These will be explored
below. Regardless, the clash between Laskarid Nikaia and David’s Paphlagonian domain
provoked the first instance of this identity formation, and a stamping out of deviance. The
Paphlagonians, the great cause of Byzantine downfall since 1182, had been subjugated and
made Romans once more. Its manner of doing so, of suppressing spatial identities and long-
held loyalties, had taken radical new developments.

497 Anthony Smith, Ethno-symbolism and Nationalism. A Cultural Approach, (Abingdon: 2009), pp.23-60.
498 Idem., ‘The Ethnic Sources of Nationalism,” Survival, 35.1 (1993), pp.48-62.
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3.1 Making Bulgaria of the Epirote Byzantine ‘West’

Historical Overview

The state of Epiros was, for a period of some ten years, the most prominent power within the
formerly Byzantine world. At the height of its power between 1224 and 1230, Epiros appeared
to both its own supporters and Latin opponents as the greatest threat to reclaim Constantinople
after 1204.4%° Were it to achieve this aim, as seemed probable in the 1220s, it would make
obsolete the authority, prestige, and very purpose of the Roman Empire of Nikaia. More than
the challenge of sheer territorial mass and soldiery, however, the fact was that this Roman
Empire of Epiros-Thessaloniki exposed the chief weaknesses of its Laskarid rival.
Compounding a geographical expanse which stretched across the entire Balkan Peninsula, was
Epiros’ dynastic claims and a political ideology and policy which encouraged the reengagement
and reinvestment of former imperial peoples. Epiros’ legitimate inheritance of Roman
Byzantine lands, name, and ambitions, was subject therefore to a long process of revisionist
and teleological historical writing that saw it discredited, destroyed, and ultimately reimagined
as an alloglot and barbarian state.

It is not a novel position to state that there is a false transparency to the histories we possess
for the thirteenth-century Byzantine world. Much of Ruth Macrides’ work well-established that
when the historian approaches the main source for the period 1204-1261, George Akropolites’
Chronike Syngraphe, ‘Akropolites’ thirteenth century has become our thirteenth century.”>%
Emphasising a direct and singular continuity between the Laskarid Nikaian state and the
Palaiologan state which reconquered Constantinople in 1261, it is a paradigm that influenced

499 For the narrative history see Nicol, Epiros; Frangois Bredenkamp, The Byzantine Empire of Thessaloniki (1224-
1242), (Thessaloniki: 1996); Nikolaos Lappas, IloAitixi iotopio tov kparovg the Hreipov koza tov 130 ou., (PhD
dissertation, University of Thessaloniki: 2007); for a political history and chronology of key events see Alkimini
Stavridou-Zaphraka, ‘The Political Ideology of the State of Epiros,” in: Urbs Capta, pp.311-325; idem., Nixaia
kot ‘Hreipog tov 13 noucdva, 1ocoroyixy avuropabeon otnv mpoorddeid Tovs va OVOKTHEOVY THYV ODTOKPATOPIO.
(Thessaloniki: 1990); the third volume of the Tabula Imperii Byzantini provides an inventory of surviving material
culture in Epiros: Peter Soustal, Nikopolis und Kephalénia, Tabula Imperii Byzantini 3, (Vienna: 1980); more
recent studies of the artistic ideologies of Epiros have been published by Leonela Fundi¢, Art, Power, and
Patronage in the Principality of Epirus, 1204-1318, (Abingdon: 2022); idem., ‘Art and Political Ideology in the
State of Epiros During the Reign of the Theodore Doukas (1.1215-1230),” Byzantina Symmeikta, 23 (2013) pp.217-
250; for introductions to culture, demographics, and religious ideology see Giinter Prinzing, ‘Epiros 1204-1261:
Historical Outline -Sources - Prosopography,’ in: Identities and Allegiances, pp.81-99 and idem., ‘Das Kaisertum
im Staat von Epeiros. Propagierung, Stabilisierung und Verfall,” in: llpoxtika Aicbvods Zvumosiov yia to
Aeomotaro g Hreipov (Arta, 27-31 May 1990), ed. Evangelos Chrysos (Arta: 1992), pp17-30; an updated
narrative of Epiros was the thesis of Brendan Osswald in L'Epire du treizieme au quinzieme siecle: autonomie et
hétérogeénéite d'une région balkanique, (PhD dissertation, University of Toulouse: 2011), and became the basis
for a series of studies on the region idem., ‘The Ethnic Composition of Medieval Epirus,” in Imagining Frontiers,
Contesting Identities, (Pisa: 2007), pp.125-154 and idem., ‘The State of Epirus as Political Laboratory,” in: Epirus
Revisited. New Perceptions of its History and Material Culture: From the Thematic Session "Epirus Revisited" of
the 23rd International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Belgrade, 22-27 August 2016, ed. Christos Stavrakos,
(Turnhout: 2020); for a recent but somewhat problematic legal study see Alexander Liarmacopulus, Legal History
of the Despotate of Epirus (1204-1215), (Athens: 2015); elsewhere recent research at the University of loannina
in prosopographical, sigillographical, and archaeological studies has been published in a collective volume edited
by Efstratia Sygkellou, Mecarwviky Hrepog. H vearrepn Epevva. Eéeliceic kou mpoortikés/ Medieval Epirus. The
Recent Research. Developments and Prospects, (Arta: 2024).

500 For the foundational argument see the preface, introduction, and commentary to Ruth Macrides, George
Akropolites: The History. Introduction, Translation and Commentary, (Oxford: 2007), as well as idem., ‘The
thirteenth century in Byzantine historical writing,” Porphyrogenita: Essays on the history and literature of
Byzantium and the Latin East in honour of Julian Chrysostomides, ed. Ruth Macrides, Charalambos Dendrinos,
Jonathan Harris, (Aldershot: 2003), pp.62-76.
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later Byzantine authors in addition to early historiography. Macrides directed much of her
career to deconstructing these emphases of later narratives onto prior periods.>*! This chapter
accepts these positions as foundational in order to analyse further the criteria behind later
judgements, while contextualising them within other moments of ethnic performativity and
distortion discussed in earlier chapters.

The case-study of Epiros, particularly in its imperial age until 1242, remains a part of Byzantine
history that is both poorly understood and disparately published. Its territories existed outside
of a single national boundary, and it is rarely treated as a discrete field of study. However, for
an overwhelming majority of the period 1204—1235, Laskarid Nikaia remained restricted to
Anatolia. For the peoples of the Balkans, it was the Epirote state which led the Orthodox
counterattack. Successful in campaigns against Crusaders, Bulgarians, and Venetians, the
Epirotes successfully resisted foreign conquest then expanded eastwards across Macedonia and
Thessaly. They provoked a targeted crusade from the Papacy, defeated it in 1223, and in 1224
put an end to the Latin Kingdom of Thessaloniki by annexing the city and claiming it as a new
capital. Proclaimed a Roman Empire in 1225, crowned in 1227, by 1228 the Epirote state of
the Komnenoi-Doukai governed more cities than the Roman Emperor in Nikaia and achieved
recognition as ‘Imperator Grecorum,” granting its ruler equal rank with Nikaia in international
diplomacy.>??

While the Laskarids were at peace with the Latin Empire after 1212, respecting a treaty that
lasted a decade, their inaction ultimately cost them the loyalty and respect of the Greek
Orthodox bishops of the Balkans. As the Epirote sources themselves inform us, for a long time
Nikaia had been an ephemeral presence. It is remarkably poignant that after 1204 there is only
one confirmed movement of Nikaian troops from Asia into Europe before the year 1235.5%3
That event was a humiliation. Around 1225 at the request of the populace a sole campaign
installed a small Nikaian garrison into Latin-held Adrianople. However, in a show of military
force Nikaia was soon ejected from the city by the Epirotes. As the Nikaian soldiers were led
home, they were given the chance to recognise the Epirote ruler and make proskynesis before
retreating to Asia.’** The episode aptly captured the self-belief in the western provinces of the
former Byzantium that they were fully equal and independent of the east. Adrianople’s quick

301 For the teleological aspect of thirteenth century sources, the DPhil thesis of Matthew Kinloch remains the most
recent development to Macrides’ original framing of Akropolites’ text as a distorting and fallible narrative.
Kinloch assessed individual episodes from Akropolites’ Chronike, establishing that both primary and secondary
literature had used many statements of self-identified hearsay to create a Nikaian ‘metanarrative.” See Matthew
Kinloch, ‘Rethinking thirteenth-century Byzantine historiography: a postmodern, narrativist, and narratological
approach’ (DPhil thesis, University of Oxford: 2018), pp.101-171.

502 Akropolites, §24, trans. Macrides, pp.171-172; Nicol, Epiros, pp.103-105. Where Epiros governed, attempts
were made to restore Roman law and administration. Efforts have been made to ascertain the themata and
katepanikia that were recreated under strategoi and doukes. Lists compiled in the 1950s compiled evidence for
the Epirote themata of Vagenitia, Acheloos, Skopje, Derbon, Sosxos, Drama, Molisko, Kolonias, Veroia, Stanos,
Diabolis, Nikopolis and Thessaloniki. Dimitar Angelov, ‘K voprosu o praviteliakh fem v Epirskom despotate i
Nikeiskoi imperii’ [Concerning the Rulers of the Themata in the Despotate of Epirus and the Empire of Nicaea],’
Byzantinoslavica, 12 (1951), pp.56-74. On the same methodology of the elder Angelov we could also add Voleron,
Serres, Prilep and Pelagonia (Bitola). However, some of these administrative units may have been no larger than
cities, a product of the Komnenian sub-division of themata in the twelfth century and others a product of the wars
since. Governance appears ad hoc and unclear. Osswald argued for only five administrative themes that can be
definitively isolated from sources based on a treaty of 1210 and a simple lack of information for after. Osswald,
L’Epire, pp.347-358. For a map of Epirote territories in 1215 see ibid., p.49 and in 1228 see below.

503 Angold, Germanos 11, p.56. Angold states 1246, overlooking the siege of Constantinople in 1235-36.

504 Akropolites, §24, trans. Macrides, p.172; Nicol, Epiros, pp.103-105. One officer, John Kammytzes, did not
dismount and refused to recognise Theodore. The Nikaian emperor made Kammytzes megas hetaireiarches as
reward.
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capitulation to Epiros reflected that in the absence of the Laskarid dynasty, the various peoples
of the Balkans were, until 1246, in a cultural and historical narrative of their own; contested by
Epirotes, Latin Crusaders, Venetians, the Papacy and Bulgarians.

This chapter addresses the matter of the Byzantine ‘Dytikoi,” as a community that self-identified
as discrete ‘Westerners,” and the growth of a rival, alternative Roman Empire in Epiros. That
state reached the height of its power and created a lingering memory of influence and territory
in the first reign of a Roman Emperor in Epiros, Theodore Komnenos Angelos Doukas (1215—
1230/37-46). The chapter will then assess how, through a long rivalry with the Empire of
Nikaia, Epiros’ culture was projected into an ethnic other. The Nikaian narrative, compounded
by synodal and epistolary sources transformed Epiros in manners similar, yet more developed,
to the examples of previous chapters. Epirote independence proved longer-lasting and more
spectacular than either tensions in Constantinople in 1200 or the direct conflict with David
Grand Komnenos in Paphlagonia. Nikaian textual sources for the struggle with Epiros were
not expressing causes of decline or short-lived disunity but of long-term political opposition.
The core of the state formed in Epiros would never again be united with Nikaia or
Constantinople in any meaningful, lasting form. The Epirote-Nikaian conflict had time to
crystallise and gain multiple dimensions that previous tensions did not. Two achievements
cemented Theodore’s rise. In 1217 Theodore captured of Peter of Courtenay, the shortest-
reigning Latin Emperor, causing Pope Honorius III (1216-1227) to call for a disastrous crusade
against Theodore to defend Latin Thessaloniki and redeem the captive Peter and cardinal
legate.’® That crusade was agonisingly slow to materialise, lack of information only later
revealing that Peter was already dead, so Theodore released the legate and made pretence of
loyalty to the Crusaders. Unrepentantly fraudulent, at the same time he continued to
campaign.’’® The delay and confusion in relating the discrepancy between Theodore’s
overtures to Honorius sealed Latin Thessaloniki’s fate and not until 13* May 1223 do we have
confirmation that Theodore was even excommunicated.’” Capturing Platamona in 1219 and
Serres in 1220, only the encirclement of Thessaloniki itself provoked the final crusading bull
by Honorius. By the time the crusade led by William of Montferrat landed at Halymros (near
Volos) in early 1225, Thessaloniki had already fallen and the crusade collapsed with
dysentery.>*® When Theodore conquered Thessaloniki in Autumn 1224 there had already been
plans since 1219 to crown him in the city. The Metropolitan of Naupaktos John Apokaukos
foresaw that ‘Thessaloniki, a noble city befits a noble man’ [TtOAig e0yevig e0YEVET TpEmovGO,
noMg Oettariog] and prophesised that when Theodore took the city and came to venerate St.
Demetrios’ myrrh-producing tomb, he should say “Thus exalting, I may bravely await another

395 Bullarium Hellenicum: Pope Honorius Ill's Letters to Frankish Greece and Constantinople (1216-1227), ed.
W.0. Duba And C.D. Schabel, (Turnhout: 2015), §§31, 33, 35, 36, 41, 48, 190-91, pp.15-30; account of
Courtenay’s capture in the William of Tyre continuation, L’estoire d’Eracles in: Recueil des historiens des
croisades, I, Historiens occidentaux, (1844), pp.290-294. French translation of passage Brendan Osswald, ‘Trois
notes sur I’histoire de Durazzo (Durrés) au Xllle siécle,” Mélanges de I’Ecole frangaise de Rome - Moyen Age,
133 (2021), pp.131-168.

306 Bullarium Hellenicum, §§50, 51.

507 Tbid., §176. The letter proscribed on pain of excommunication any Catholic from ‘offering provisions,
weapons, horses, and knights from serving in his army or from offering transportation to the lands of Theodore.’
‘auctoritate nostra inhibentes ne quis equos, arma, victualia, seu etiam milites, aut aliud quodlibet auxilium
presumat insuis navibus aut galeis in terram dicti Theodori transportare.’

508 For the Platamona campaign see Apokaukos’ letters in ‘Epirotica’ §4, pp.246-248 and Papadopoulos-
Kerameus, ‘Epistolae,” §12, p.269-270; Lambropoulos, §33; Nikolaos Chrissis, Crusading in Frankish Greece A
Study of Byzantine-Western Relations and Attitudes, 1204-1282, (Brepols: 2013), pp.56-82.
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anointing from this 0il.”*% Probably in late 1225, Epiros made good on this prophecy. Theodore
was proclaimed with the title of ‘Emperor of the Romans.” While the coronation took until
1227 to enact, Theodore needed time to court the Balkan bishoprics, the creation of a rival
Roman Empire in the Balkans escalated into an ecclesiastical schism between 1227 and 1233.
Announcing the creation of an independent Epirote Church to collectively crown Theodore
Emperor of the Romans, it was not easily forgotten. Hostility outlasted the loss of hegemony.
Rivalry persisted beyond Epiros’ major defeat in 1230, the collapse of Asanid Bulgarian
overlords after 1241, and even after the Nikaian annexation of Thessaloniki in 1246 and their
attempted conquest of Epiros in 1259, so that projection of a hostile otherized ‘Dytikoi’ identity
remained.’!® Despite the brevity of Epirote supremacy, the conflict inherited and then
influenced the ethnic language of politics for Laskarid-Palaiologan emperors who struggled to
reestablish their authority in the Balkans.

There is a teleological nature to the narrative sources of the Byzantine thirteenth century that
shapes the first three decades, arguably the first half of the century, to mirror the political
situation of the second. George Akropolites, Nikephoros Blemmydes, Theodore Skoutariotes,
George Pachymeres, the monk Ephraim, and Nikephoros Gregoras were all either witnesses to
the Nikaian reconquest of Constantinople in 1261 or lived in the capital city afterwards.
Therefore, to greater and lesser extents, all our narrative authors discuss Epiros with knowledge
of their failure to capture Constantinople or their later refusal to submit to either the Laskarids
or the Palaiologoi who retook Constantinople.

509" Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §4, p.246-248.; Lambropoulos, §33; Ilisas Giarenis, ‘IItuyxéc Tng 18£0A0yIKNg
avtimopabeong Nikowag kot Hmeipov. O pdrog tov ypiopatog, oto Meoamwvikn ‘Hrepog,” in Ilpaxtixa
Emiotnuovikod Zvuroaiov, ed. Costas Constantinides, (Ioannina: 2001), pp.99-122; Alkimini Stavridou-Zaphraka,
‘TToArtikn 1deoroyia Tov kpdtTovg g Hreipov,” Byzantiaka, 31 (2014), pp.155-178.

510 Smarnakis, ‘Political Power,” pp.304-307; For the later narrative of Bulgaria’s collapse under multiple minority
rulers amidst the Mongol invasion, see Alexandru Madgearu, The Asanids: The Political and Military History of
the Second Bulgarian Empire (1185-1280), (Leiden: 2016), pp.228-266; John Giebfried, ‘The Mongol Invasions
and the Aegean World (1241-61),” Mediterranean Historical Review, 28.2 (2013), pp.129-39.
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3.2. Constructing ‘Bulgaria’ from the Principality of Epiros (the Empire of
Thessaloniki) in Narrative Histories

Before addressing the Epirote sources and society itself, this chapter will first establish the
existence of its distortion. Here presented are a selection of the well-known examples of
ethnicity projected upon Epiros. The main narrative history in whose work we find this was
written by the Nikaian general, diplomat, and civic functionary, George Akropolites (1217—
1282). Akropolites wrote his Chronike Syngraphe several years after the recapture of
Constantinople in 1261, likely beginning in 1267. He composed it at the court of Emperor
Michael VIII Palaiologos (1259—-1282), whom he served first as praetor, then logothetes tou
genikou, and ultimately as megas logothetes.>'! Holding the last position for two decades,
Akropolites became the voice for the Palaiologan restoration. As he continued his career in
Constantinople, the Chronike strongly emphasised the political ideology and legitimacy of
Nikaia, presenting the Laskarid dynasty and then Michael VIII as the sole heirs to the Byzantine
imperial throne. Within that milieu, Akropolites regarded the Epirote state as a rival and
through his writing sought to prove it both lesser and unlawful. In addition to the leanings
natural to one in high imperial service, Akropolites’ personal experience factored into this. Born
in Latin Constantinople of somewhat humble stock, he had gained a preliminary education
while his father served the Latins in an undefined capacity. Then at age 16 in 1233 Akropolites
moved to Nikaia to complete his studies and took service with John III Vatatzes Doukas (1221-
1254) and continued to serve John’s successors, both Theodore II Laskaris (1254—1258) and
Michael Palaiologos. By Theodore II, Akropolites was promoted and married to Eudokia, an
unknown in-law of Michael Palaiologos. He achieved significant advancement after Theodore
II’s early death and in the chaos of the Arsenite schism that pitted Laskarid loyalists against the
Palaiologan usurper, Akropolites strongly aligned with Michael VIII. In his accounts, he
supported Michael’s elevation to the throne in 1259, while minimising the sidelining and later
blinding of the legitimate Laskarid heir, John IV.

Akropolites’ personal experiences, especially his lengthy imprisonment in Epiros, as well as
his place in the court of Michael VIII, greatly colour the narrative we possess. Between 1257
and the 1259 Battle of Pelagonia the major witness and sole historian for the period of exile
was a prisoner captive in Arta at the court of Michael IT Komnenos Doukas (1230—¢.1268).5!2
While serving as praetor, Akropolites had been sent to subjugate the Albanian principality of
Arbanon and the surrounding region that had been allied to Epiros since the 1200s.°!?
Provoking an uprising, Akropolites was besieged in Prilep and delivered to Michael II. While
we might suppose that Akropolites survived his captivity as a result of his rank and station, he
also presents his release from Epiros as a matter of importance for Michael VIII as the emperor
personally negotiated on his behalf.>!* Throughout that experience of governance and captivity
there is nothing in his Chronike Syngraphe to suppose that Akropolites formed any ties with
the Epirote West. Rather, the experience confirmed and exacerbated his prejudices. Akropolites
repeatedly dubbed Michael II Komnenos Doukas, the Epirote ruler contemporary to him, as
the ‘renegade,” or more literally the ‘apostate’ [0 dmootdrog].’!> Ongoing conflict between
Palaiologan Constantinople and provincial powers continued beyond the 1261 restoration. That
conflict marked a key difference between the Palaiologan empire and the pre-1204 state and

511 On the date of the composition of Akropolites’ History, see Macrides, Akropolites, pp.31-34, and see also pp.19-
25; DOSeals, 1951.31.5.1285, provides Akropolites’ last title from his own seal.

512 Akropolites, §70, trans. Macrides, pp.328-329.

513 Chomatenos’ PD, §1 (c.1216), deals with the marriage of one Epirote ‘Komnene,” who had been wed to
Demetrios Progonos, the late ruler of Arbanon.

514 Akropolites, §79, trans. Macrides, p.354.

515 Akropolites, §82, trans. Macrides, pp.365-366.

134



was not resolved before the Palaiologoi began their rapid territorial decline in the mid-
fourteenth century. Therefore, the extent to which provinces were successfully (re)assimilated
into the empire is rather dubious.

Two events in the 1250s and 60s heavily shaped sources against Epiros and ensured that
decades-old events maintained their relevancy in contemporary rivalries. Between 1256 and
1257 the Nikaian Emperor Theodore II Laskaris faced down a tremendous war in the Balkans
against both Bulgarians and Epiros to defend his recent conquests. Belief that Nikaia had
secured the peninsula and restored singular centralised rule proved short-lived. The Palaiologoi
discovered instead their inability to enforce submission or break-apart homoglot and alloglot
regional powers. When the army of the Nikaian Emperor and his generation of Anatolian
Byzantines returned home the region simply rose in rebellion. The private correspondence of
Emperor Theodore II presented these tensions succinctly. He imagined himself as an
antiquarian in the Balkans with no connection to the contemporary cities. The alloglot
inhabitants of Italians, Bulgarians, and Serbs, represented a limit to his world. Theodore wrote
that civilisation ended at the Rhodope Mountains, and that in the future any imperial army must
become made entirely of ‘Hellenes.” Laskaris mused, ‘Shall the Persian help the Hellene? The
Italian rages, the Bulgarian profanes, and the Serbian constrains with violence. Only the
Hellene, by nature seizing the opportunity, can help himself.’>!¢ When the conflict inherited by
his successor reignited two years later and was described in Akropolites’ Chronike Syngraphe,
he simply re-drew the limits of Hellenism, culturally ostracising Epiros.

‘The renegade Michael was encamped with his wife and his retainers in the area of
Kastoria. Suddenly the report reached him that the Roman armies were crossing the
valley at Vodena, advancing against them.’!” Hearing this message and receiving no
small fright in their hearts, they rushed to flight and set all their men in motion... They
drew back then as far as their own boundaries, namely the Pyrrenaia [Pindos] mountains
which separate Old and New Epiros from our Hellenic land.

0 0¢& amootdTne MiyonA petd thg cvlvyov avTod Kol TdV oikeiwv mepl Ta thHg Kaotopiog
pépn éotpotonédevey. devm 08 EnfjAbe Tobt® Pon, d¢ td Popaikd otpatedpata o
16V Bodnvdv téunm Stapdvio kat’ antdv yopodoty. ol pdv ovv dkodoavteg T pmviig
Kol TToioy ov opiKpay &v yoyt] Aafoviec mpdg Spacuov avTol 1e GpUncav Kol TavTog
100G £0VTAHV &kivnoav... cLVESTAANGAY oDV péypl TV oikeinv dpwv, ltovy T@V
[Muppnvaimv dpdv, & o1 dropilel TV maraidy te kai v véav "Hrepov thig EAAnvidog
Kol fuetépag yiig. ™18

Akropolites’ definition of Hellas, of one that aligned with political divisions to end at the Pindos
mountains, differed substantially from the writings of Theodore I1.°" In Laskaris’ Second
Oration Against the Latins, Laskaris set the limits of the Hellenic genos, to include numerous
lands outside of Nikaian control. Theodore’s Hellenes, ‘first of all peoples on account of its

516 Theodore 11 Laskaris, Theodori Ducae Lascaris Epistulae, ed. Nicolaus Festa, (Florence: 1898), §44.79-84
‘ol tig 0 Pondnowv Muiv; Ilépong ndg Pondhcel td "EAAnvy, Trahog xoi pdhoto paivetar, Boviyopog
npogavéotato, ZépPog i Pia Pralopevog kol cuotéddetar povov 8¢ 10 EAnvicov anto Bondel savt@dvoikobey
hopPdavov tag dpopuds’; Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, pp.170-175.

517 Vodena, modern Edessa, was notably the final personal stronghold of Theodore Komnenos Doukas until the
1250s. Akropolites, §49, trans. Macrides, p.249.

518 Akropolites, §80, trans. Macrides, p.356.

519 Angelov relates in detail the differences in Theodore II’s geographical definition of ‘Hellas.” See Byzantine
Hellene, pp.202-216. On the differences in depictions of Hellenism between Akropolites, Nikephoros Blemmydes
and Theodore II see Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, pp.380-383.
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aptitude and knowledge’ inhabited lands that stretched from the Pontos to the Adriatic within
a network of winding rivers and gulfs. Naturally, he included within this all the Anatolian lands
of Nikaia, but so too the Peloponnese, Thrace, Constantinople, Crete, all the way to Dyrrachium
and Naupaktos, the cities comprising the northern and southern extent of the Despotate of
Epiros, were considered Hellas. Only at Moesia and beyond a small part of Scythia did
Theodore think the Hellenic genos ceased.’?® The lack of consistent ethnography between the
two authors, despite essential contemporaneity and shared political perspectives, illustrates
how difficult and muddied viewpoints could be. We surmise that our sources, while they are
commonly used to represent official outlooks, are ambiguous. They reveal personal aims more
than shared belief. Theodore II Laskaris evidently envisioned a shared heritage and ecumenical
Hellenism that might unite these lands; Akropolites a Constantinopolitan Roman vision that
projected outsiders into other ethnonyms.>?!

In an attempt to break the Epirote people away from its regional elites, Nikaia attempted to
promulgate a synodal decree that demanded the excommunication of the entirety of the Dytikoi.

‘So a measure was devised which would achieve the Emperor's purpose, although its
effect was proved to be minimal: the whole domain of the ruler [Michael II of Epiros],
with its cities, its regions, and all the classes of the population under their chief were to
be placed under an interdict and an anathema, both by proclamation and by synodal
tomos [decree], and it was to be stipulated that no communion at the Lord's mysteries
was to take place in the area, not even for those in extremis, no baptisms, nor burials,
nor any of the rites normally practiced by Christians were to be performed. The idea
was that such straits would cause all the population, or a majority among them, to revolt
against their own ruler, and when he had been bound to be handed over by them, they
would submit to the yoke of obedience imposed by the person devising such a measure.

Kai pé0odog évedev mvoeiton 8t fic dvucBein 10 cmovdalopevov, el kai AoVVTEAG
ameAnieykror, TO n‘]v gxeivov Gﬁwwoow EMKPATELOY, TOG TOAELG TOG YDPOS TOV
TOULYT] LETA TOD MyeROVOG Aadv, Apoptopd KabvmoPefAficOot kol dvadépart, 61(1 1€
QOVT|g Kai rouou ovvodikod, kol mpicOat, pte TV decmOTIKOY pvoTpiov sivai
TIVO KOW®VOV €KEToE PN 0’ €m” aToic LeTOAAAEEST, UNTe PamTicpovg §j kndevoels 1j ti
gtepov  teElelcBol TOV VEVOMIGUEVODV  YPIOTIOVOILG, ¢ Ov &k T®V TOOLT®V
(’xvayKaoudtwv i mévteg, §j 10 TAO0C, TOD CEMOV AVTAV KATEENVESTNKOTES BPYOVTOG,
&V 5eopoTg VT’ avTAV £V AYYT YEYOVOTOG, DTOTaYTi auxsva P0G TOV pebodevcipevov
KAMvoot, TadTo dtovoovuevoy, av TEpag o00Ey, TadT’ dvamidtTovia 1@ 0EAey, ®V TO
nparTecOon 1O dovotaTov, Td, PPovEoVT’ ava Bupdv, & p’ o tekéecbot Euehiey.’ 522

The measure, aimed at causing an uprising in Epiros to overthrow their leaders, failed due to
the intervention of Nikephoros Blemmydes, the imperial tutor, philosopher, and counsellor.
Blemmydes advocated for prudence and negotiation, a continuation of Nikaian policies that
had won the Laskarids Anatolia and avoided such drastic splits of the Orthodox Church. He
warned of:

‘Innumerable crowds of Christians, guilty of no crime, whom we are driving, against
their will and against the Lord’s will, far from the proffered hand that would help them,

520 Christos Krikones, @goddipov B’ Aacképens Iepi Xpiotiavikiic Ocoloyiag Adyor (Thessaloniki: 1988),
p.138.34-45; Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, p.213.

321 Cf. Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium, p.381.

522 Blemmydes, CV, §1.81, trans. p.89; Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, p.178.
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and far from his dominion... Would it not be fine if we brought them together? And if
we encouraged them? And if we won them over?’

Kol MUES dpTiL, TOLG O ToG0VTOVG TOD O080TMOTOV KAUATOVG, ooV TO €9’ £0VTOIG
@povdoVG TolEly Emerydpeba, kol 10 KpATioToV EPyov aOTOD KATOAVOUEV, £CUOVG
YPLOTIOVIKOVG UIKPOD O€TV Ameipovg, NOKNKOTAG 0VOEV, ThG TOD TPOSAAPOUEVOL XEPOS
EKOTOVTEC AKovTog GKovTag, Kal THg adtod Kupldtnrog tdppm TBéuevoL. [Tdtepov ov
KOA®S cuvayopev; OO kakdg oikodopoduey; OV kKaAdc motpépopey.” 23

We know very little about further negotiations beyond Blemmydes’ claim that he succeeded in
shifting the anathema and excommunication solely to the Epirote ruler. Repeatedly.
Blemmydes mediated on behalf of an independent Epiros. He respected Epiros’ right to exist,
calling it ‘self-governing and self-appointed’ [ad0ékactol koi avbaiperor].’** He even studied
in Epiros, used its libraries for books he couldn’t find in Anatolia, and freely made relationships
across the Aegean including with the independent Gabalades kaisares of Rhodes.”?*> Such
moments reflected the ties which continued to connect former Byzantine territories. In addition,
Blemmydes maintained a warm epistolary contact with the Epirote ruler and aptly
demonstrated the chasm between projected political divisions of former imperial lands post-
1204 and an enduring shared cultural sphere.>2¢

After the 1261 reconquest of Constantinople, Epiros continued to play a role in the factionalism
of the deeply unhappy early years of Michael VIII Palaiologos. Following clashes in 1259,
Michael VIII resumed the war against the Epirotes in 1265 but achieving little returned to the
capital in ignominy. There he continued to face opposition from Patriarch Arsenios who had
opposed Michael’s path to the throne at every turn as sworn protector of the Laskarid dynasty.
When Palaiologos’ returned he intimidated Arsenios’ supporters.’?’ In response Arsenios
formally rebuked the emperor as he sought to pray at the Hagia Sophia for waging an
‘éupuAiovg moAépovg’, a ‘civil war’ against Epirote Christians who, amongst other aspects,
shared the Orthodox faith.5?8 Because it was an unjust war against a man who was ‘one flock
in Christ’ Arsenios claimed, it had failed.’*® We cannot know how widely the Patriarch’s
judgement was shared. What we can suppose is that supporters of Michael VIII, including
Akropolites, wished to defend the emperor, and did so by attacking Epiros and Arsenios’
argument. If they could demonstrate that they had betrayed the faith, had transformed from
homoglottoi or a similar term into another ethnos or genos, then in their political conflict they
could be more certainly regarded as opponents.>® This then was the paradigm of our sources
through which we are constantly forced to look through, reflecting a much later, highly
polemic, and debatably genuine historical reality.

A monarch would remain independent in the capital at Arta with only brief interludes until the
city fell to the Ottomans in 1449. While useful context, we should obviously avoid teleological
perspectives, Epiros’ lasting independence was not guaranteed to either side. To the thirteenth-
century generation of interest to this thesis, the twelfth-century Byzantine Empire of the

523 Ibid., §1.83-84, trans. p.90-91; ‘Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, p.178.

524 Blemmydes, CV, §63-64.15-16; Angold, Church and Society, p.540.

525 Alexis Savvides, “H ‘P6dog kai 1} Avvaoteia tév Faparddwv my Iepiodo 1204-1250 p.X.,’ deltiov, 24 (1981),
pp.358-376.

526 For Blemmydes’ letter to Michael II see J.B. Bury, 'Inedita Nicephori Blemmydae,' BZ, 6 (1897), pp.528-531.
527 Pachymeres, 111, §24.

28 [bid.. 111, §26.

529 Tbid. 111, §26.6 ‘Eneldfmep kai pidc pavdpag éoté 100 Xp161od.’

330 Kyriakidis, ‘The idea of civil war,” pp.243-256; Stouraitis, ‘Collective Identifications,” pp.99-116.
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Komnenoi, stretching from Dyrrachium to Trebizond remained in living memory. A more
productive investigation should assess both how and why Epiros grew into an alternative state,
how it offered populations like Adrianople a choice to either support or deny their own imperial
mission, and the challenge this posed. Then, having ascertained the means of provocation, we
might continue to trace the ethnic distortion and condemnation common to other chapters of
this thesis, while ascertaining the particularities of the conflict in this region. Framing Epiros
as an ideological, religious, and cultural alternative, and the condemnation which that
provoked, are key issues for further unpacking innovations and changes to social and group
identities within the former Byzantine world.

Akropolites’ image of the Epirotes in the early decades of the thirteenth century is therefore
informed by the author’s context, his biases, and the politics of late thirteenth-century
ethnography. One of the most notorious examples of Akropolites’ (mis)representation of Epiros
concerns the narrative of the coronation of Theodore Komnenos Doukas, who crowned himself
Emperor of the Romans in 1227 at the height of Epiros’ power. The event itself was a
provocation. It represented the transition from undefined polity to imperial monarchy, and the
response it elicited was polemically divisive, a trend that continued in Akropolites’ re-telling.>3!

‘But the Archbishop of Bulgaria, Demetrios, crowned him with the imperial diadem
since, as he said, he [Demetrios] was independent and was not obliged to give account
of his actions to anyone, and for this reason had the authority to anoint emperors—
whomever, wherever, and whenever he wished. When Theodore was proclaimed
emperor, he dealt with affairs in an imperial manner: he appointed despotes and
sebastokratores, megaloi domestikoi, protovestiarioi, and all the rest of the imperial
hierarchy. But, being naturally unsuited to the institutions of the imperial office, he
handled matters in a Bulgarian or, rather, barbarian fashion for he did not understand
hierarchy or protocol or the many ancient customs which have been established in the
palaces.

0 8¢ BovAyapiog dpylenickomog Anpitplog 10 PactAikov meptdrdhokel ToDTOV S1éonpa,
a¢ Epackev, aOTOHVOLOG MV Kol undevi eDBVVAG dpeilmv dodvat, kKai d1d TadTo EEovaiay
Eyev Pacidéag ypietv obg te av kai 6mov Kol d1e fovrotto. Pacideds obV dvoryopevdeig
0 Beddwpoc Pactukdg &ypfito 10ig TPAyHaot, OeomdTag TE€ TPOLVPAAAETO Ko
oeBOCTOKPATOPOG LEYAAOVG TE DOUECTIKOVS, TPMTOPESTIOPIONS Kol TV AoV TacoV
A& Paciikny. apudg 6¢ Exmv mepi Tovg Th¢ Paciieiag Becpovg BovAyapikdtepov fy
paAlov PapPapikdtepov Tl VIOBECESL TPOGEPEPETO, OV TAEW YIVAOOK®V 00O
Katdotacty ovdE doa év toig Pactreio dpyaia E0ua kabeotikacty. 332

When the account was written it was describing events three decades earlier. In 1227 at the
time of Theodore’s coronation, Akropolites was only an eleven-year-old child living still in
Constantinople. However, as an adult he chose to provide an account of Theodore’s coronation
that fully otherises, barbarises, and ‘Bulgarises’ the Epirote state and the emperor with whom
it reached its zenith. The Epirote Roman Emperor, Theodore Komnenos Angelos Doukas, a
great-grandson of Alexios I Komnenos, nephew of Manuel I, cousin to Isaak IT and Alexios III,
at one point himself a commander in the Nikaian army of Theodore Laskaris c.1204-05, yet
despite all of these was recast as a Bulgarian. We can only assume the insult rang as hollow to
contemporaries as it does to a modern audience but it is a reminder of the ease with which the

331 See Section 3.9, pp.184-202.
332 Akropolites, §21.11-22, trans. Macrides, p.162; Smarnakis, ‘Political Power,” p.305.
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‘Roman’ ethnonym could be removed.**? In the judgement of Akropolites’ narrative, Theodore
was a barbarian irrespective of his aristocratic birth as the son of a Doukas sebastokrator, and
his generational kinship to the imperial family. It overlooked a Greek-language education
within Constantinople, all previous acts of service, and any of these easily demonstrated facts
to create a judgement within the boundaries of contemporary Byzantine historical writing to
create an ethnic Bulgarian and a barbarian. In this respect Akropolites’ treatment of Theodore
to make Romanness contingent to political loyalty goes one step further than his predecessors’
portraits of John ‘the Fat’ Axouchos Komnenos. For Theodore, there was no evidence of
foreign parentage required to make a Roman ‘usurper’ a barbarian. The development continued
the trend of the twelfth-century authors yet was only the first of such moments in Akropolites’
narrative.

Having established that much of Akropolites’ writing projects the situation of the 1250s and
1260s into the context of the 1220s and 1230s, we can now look at the criteria for such
judgements. In a recent PhD thesis, Athanasios Eleutheriou has judged the state of Nikaia to be
an ‘empire of propaganda.’3* We might posit that Nikaia projected perspectives of the situation
in the 1250s back into the past, with a key agent being George Akropolites. While the thesis
has not considered Epiros, it has demonstrated the capacity for a positivist reading of our source
material as well as the dangers that transpire from such an approach. Eleutheriou takes to task
several of Akropolites’ claims, including that the towns of Stenimachos, Peristitza, Krytzimos,
Tzepaina, Ohrid, Oustra, Perperakion, Kryvous all went over to Tsar Michael Asan in 1254,
‘For the inhabitants, being Bulgarians, sided with those of the same race (homophyloi), shaking
off the yoke of those who spoke another language.’>** Eleutheriou queried this statement and
its relevance to one of the better-known moments of supposed ‘national awakening’ at the city
of Melnik in 1246. This was, as is known in historiography, the geographic setting of the
supposed speech that saw the population of Melnik, reportedly living in that part of Macedonia
since the Bulgar conquest of 1205, declare themselves as of ‘the pure Roman genos, all driven
from Philippopolis’ [fueig 8¢ mhvteg kol €k Primmovnorews Opudpeda, Kabapoi 10 yévog
Popoiol] as a substantive enough reason to join the advancing Nikaian empire.>*¢ Multiple
scholars have supposed that this speech conveyed an ideological policy, and in fact promoted
the paradigm of the post-1261 Palaiologan state.>3” We might go further however, and suppose
that the court culture in which Akropolites wrote presented itself as a solely Greek-speaking
one, deeply mistrusting (amongst others) the Bulgarians.

It is certain that an anti-Bulgarian, but essentially broader anti-alloglotts attitude was present
in Akropolites’ Chronike Syngraphe. It belonged to a period of strongly politicised ethnicities
and projected a message that concealed that many Greek-speakers, formerly under either Epiros
or various Bulgarian lords, had not rejoined the empire. The population of Melnik as it appears
in the chancellery documents of despotes Alexios Slav in the 1210s was decidedly bi-lingual

333 Macrides, Akropolites, p.95; Page, Being Byzantine, pp.99-101.

334 Athanasios Eleutheriou, IIAnQvouioxi kivyridtyre, edvoloyikyi obvleon ke n ewdve tov "¢Alov” oty
ovtokparopia ¢ Nikoiog (1204-1261), (PhD thesis, Kapodistrian University of Athens: 2020). Hypothesis on
p-266.

335 Akropolites, §54.108.2-5, trans. Macrides, p.281, ‘Bo0Ayopot Koi yop TuyxdvovTeg oi oiktopeg Toig OLo@vAolg
TPOGETPEKOV, TOV LuYOV TAV AAAOYADGO®Y Amoceldpevol:’

336 Ibid., §44.27-28, adapted trans. p.231.

337 Much about the speech is unusual. Philippopolis was infamous for Bogomilism and anti-ecclesiastical
resistance, not Romanitas. The city had been recently criticised as such by Villehardouin in the early campaigns
of the Latin Empire, Villehardouin, §399. To depict the people of Philippopolis as a city of unyielding Roman
loyalists is frankly inconsistent. Angold, ‘Byzantine “nationalism,” pp.49-70, esp. pp.63-65; Macrides, ‘George
Akropolites’ rhetoric,” in: Rhetoric in Byzantium, ed. Elizabeth Jeffreys, (Oxford: 2003), pp.201-211.
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and it is unlikely that the Greek-speakers widely attested in Epirote sources detailing a multi-
ethnic society from 1215-1236 had fled in their entirety by 1254.53% Our understanding of
human migrations, both forced and voluntary, makes that doubtful.** It would be more
appropriate to see a continual and broader Bulgarisation to how Epiros and the mixed ‘Western’
population of Balkans were depicted and events distorted. Accepting that paradigm, we could
then interpret that Akropolites’ text had a progression to his work, there was first the original
Bulgarisation of Theodore Komnenos Doukas, and then the entire population of Macedonia
made ‘Bulgarian’ by their loyalty to a foreign power.

We should consider also Akropolites’ depiction of the defeat of Demetrios Komnenos Doukas
(1244-1246), Theodore’s younger son, during the Nikaian annexation of Thessaloniki in 1246.
The event was ignominious. Demetrios, subordinate to Nikaia since his brother’s act of
demotion in 1242, refused to supply the Nikaian Emperor John III Vatatzes Doukas with a
market or to act as befitted a despotes loyal to his Emperor.>*® Consequently, a conspiracy
formed uniting a group of sympathisers within the city with a small force of Nikaian troops.
The result allowed Vatatzes’ army to gain control of a city gate and enter. Demetrios was
delivered to Vatatzes and was saved from blinding only by the intercession of his sister Eirene,
wife of the Bulgarian Tsar, who managed to gain a pardon on account of her brother’s youth.>*!
The end to Komnenoi-Doukai Thessaloniki after twenty-two years was then recorded in a
manner that denied, dismissed, and rewrote the identity of the entire regime:

“The city of Thessaloniki thus became subject to the Emperor John or, rather, to the
Romans; for those who had ruled her were opposed to the Romans.

1 H&v obv moMc Oeccalovikn odtme Vnd TOvV Paciiéa yéyovey Todvvny, pdilov 88
1o Popaiovg: ol yap avtiyv kpatodvieg dvavtidppovec Popaiolg £téhovy. 42

Akropolites presented the Komnenoi-Doukai of Thessaloniki, and by extension the entirety of
their land in the Balkans as non-Roman. The qualification for this was that being outside the
community of the Nikaian Roman Empire made them into something ‘other’. His perspective
posits Roman as a purely political identity not defined by language, religion, or family, but
entirely by political agency and loyalties. That is the opposite of the ‘Roman nation’ espoused
by the school of Anthony Kaldellis and Aleksander Jovanovi¢.** This ideology propagated

338 Basileios Demos, ‘EQvoloyikd otorgeio ota £pya tov Anunrpiov Xopotiovov,” in: [poxtixd AieQvodg
2Zoumootod yio to Aeorotaro, pp.280-285. There is a heavy emphasis on Greek as the language of legitimate power
in several overtly pro-Palaiologoi passages. In a later passage discussing the acclamation of Michael VIII,
Akropolites presented it as exceptional that the Cumans transplanted to Anatolia by John III acclaimed the emperor
‘not in a barbaric voice, but in Greek and intelligibly’ [énei 6& 10 TxvOuov fipovto yévog, o PBapPapikde
amexivovto aAAd kol ‘EAANVIKGC T€ kai cuvetdg]. Akropolites, §76.158.17-20, trans. Macrides, p.346n.10.

53% Normal practice saw a large part of the community either slowly return or make arrangements with new
overlords. For migrations, both forced and voluntary in this period see Migration Histories of the Medieval
Afroeurasian Transition Zone Aspects of Mobility between Africa, Asia and Europe, 300-1500, eds. Johannes
Preiser-Kapeller ef al. especially Yannis Stouraitis, ‘Migrating in the Medieval East Roman World, ca. 600-1204’
pp.141-165; and Alexander Beihammer, ‘Patterns of Turkish Migration and Expansion in Byzantine Asia Minor
in the 11th and 12th Centuries,” pp.166-192.

540 For John Komnenos Doukas’ demotion see Akropolites, §40, trans. Macrides, pp.215-216.

541 Tbid., §45, trans. Macrides, pp.237-238.

542 Ibid., §45.12-15, trans. Macrides, p.238.

543 Kaldellis, Romanland; Jovanovi¢, Michael VIII and the Publics, Kaldellis’ argument has been discussed.
Jovanovi¢’s claims are simply too broad and sweeping to reflect the nuance of the period. See p.5 ‘the majority
of the urban population in the Sultanate of Rum was still Roman’ or p.29 ‘The Hellenophone inhabitants of the
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within Constantinople after 1261 made the Palaiologan state the only Byzantine-Roman state.
It denied a rival Byzantine claimant family’s Roman legitimacy and, aside from demonstrating
a purely political loyalist conception of Roman identity that was subjective, demonstrated that
it could be cast aside at will. We shall observe one final mention in Akropolites:

‘The western genos is by nature inert in regard to defending towns. For such are the
inhabitants of the western parts, readily yielding to all potentates In this way they avoid
death and preserve most of their wealth.

ot dALol porakioBEviec—eOoEL Yop LITAPYEL TO SLTIKOV YEVOG TPOS PLALEELS BoTEWV
HoABOKOTEPOV— TOODTOL Yap €loV 01 T®V SVTIKAV OIKNTOPES, PUOiwS TAGL TOIG
dVOGTEVOVGIV VTOTUMTOVTES. EVTEVOEY TOVG OAELOPOLE ATOPLYYAVOLGL Kol TO TAEI®
AV GPETEPOV TEPLOVGAV dracdlovot.” 4

The identification of alternate geme in Byzantine contexts is a complex issue. loannis
Smarnakis saw in this passage evidence that the victorious Nikaians back in Constantinople
considered that the Epirotes ‘had a different ethnic identity to that of the Romans.”>* 1t is
certainly the suggestion, but the question is likely not one of ethnicity, but of loyalty
represented as ethnicity. Accepting this judgement as the state of affairs in the 1270s as the
culmination of processes of otherization, it is the chapter’s intent to further discuss moments
of projection and distortion in Akropolites. Can we detect where that ‘ethno-political’
exclusivity had begun, what criteria it used, and how it had developed since 1204?

The other major source for attitudes towards the Byzantine ‘West’ is George Pachymeres, who
was likely the first Greek-language historian to mature and gain much of his education outside
Constantinople in centuries. Born in Nikaia around 1242 he followed Michael VIII Palaiologos
to Constantinople in 1261 and was ordained deacon before rising through the church ranks to
protekdikos. Pachymeres’ wrote a History of both Michael and his successor Andronikos II that
frequently laments the collapse of Byzantine Anatolia, which he calls ‘the Eastern provinces’
T AvatoAkad. .. taEeic]. In his narrative, Pachymeres identifies the constant need to transport
troops to combat the ambitions of ‘the West’ of Michael II of Epiros as a major cause of the
decline.>*® Notably in a passage narrating the 1263 treaty made between despotes John
Palaiologos, commander of his brother Emperor Michael Palaiologos’ armies, and ‘Michael of
the West’ [MuyamA 0 tiic dvoewg] there was a later addition by the author. In a complaining
palinode he added to the passage:

‘Then again, the emperor attacked the Dyfikoi. For it was not possible, it was not, for
those people to remain in their place.

Téte totvuy kol TéAy dmemelpdto TV SuTik@V- 0VSE Yap fv, 00K NV, &1l TadTOd pévely
gkeivovg.”>

empire in exile together with their once-compatriots living in Epeiros, the crusader states such as the Principality
of Achaea or Lusignan Cyprus, and the Saljuq Sultanate of Rum saw themselves simply as Romans.’; cf. Yannis
Stouraitis, ‘Collective Identifications in Byzantine Civil Wars,” pp.99-116.

544 Akropolites, §80.55.56, trans. Macrides, p.357.

45 Smarnakis, ‘Political Power,” p.306.

546 Albert Failler, ‘Signification du terme "Dutikoi" dans l'histoire de Pachymére,” in: Actes du XVe Congreés
international d'études byzantines, 4, (Athens: 1980), pp.114-120.

547 Pachymeres, 111, §20.25-26, Emphasis added. cf. 1.6.
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The extent to which Pachymeres’ upbringing influenced this view is not yet quantified. His
Roman patris was firstly his home in Anatolia and then the imperial capital of Constantinople.
He had little first-hand knowledge of an independent and crowned Epirote Balkans and
evidently considered it a source of weakness and pain for imperial governance.

The perspectives of the narrative historians are important and useful; they inform us of Epiros’
reception by other Greek-speakers. However, they only tell us how Epiros was considered and
remembered after 1261 and the restoration of the Empire by the Palaiologoi. We need also to
consider how long had the ideology that the Epirotes belonged to a different ethnic group been
current. Is it possible to detect the Nikaian response and contemporary distortion to Theodore’s
rise, or how much ethnic hostility was shared between pre and post—1261 attacks on Epiros?
How quickly did political fragmentation and conflict gain an ethnic element? To answer these
questions we need to turn to the writings of the Nikaian generation from 1220 to 1240,
primarily Patriarchs Manuel Sarantenos and Germanos II, Nikephoros Blemmydes - the
grammatician and monk who tutored Theodore II Laskaris.’*® Through them, we might
understand whether ethnic distortion and misrepresentation of Epiros amidst the projection of
an inherent ethnic hostility were creations of the reign and restoration of Michael VIII
Palaiologos or if they could be found earlier. Most of all, we should query what had changed
about the West? What, in some authors’ eyes, had become irredeemably Bulgarian about the
Epirote Roman Empire?

548 Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, pp.80-88.
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3.3. Historical Foundation: Michael I and the Angeloi Network

Before considering Epiros’ own sources regarding the ethnic identities of its rulers and subjects,
a detour into the circumstances of their political foundation and state ideology should first be
given. Much has developed since the eminent history The Despotate of Epiros was published
by Donald Nicol in 1958 and a modern monograph dedicated to the History and culture of an
independent Epiros remains desirable. It is no longer correct to think of the early history of
Epiros as an independent state when so much of what they did was in the service of the exiled
emperor Alexios III. Rather, early Epiros should be viewed as an extension of the kinship
network of the Angeloi, a connection of familial ties, marriage alliances, and patronage that far
outlasted Alexios III’s career as emperor and only gradually transformed into a monarchy. As
should be acknowledged the Byzantine successor state formed in the western Balkans by the
descendants of the sebastokrator John Doukas (d.1200) is commonly, though anachronistically,
referred to as the Despotate of Epiros.’** John Doukas, a commander at the famous imperial
defeat at Myriokephalon in 1176 and later promoted by his nephew Isaak II Angelos, left six
sons three of whom (Michael, Theodore, and Manuel) would independently rule former
Byzantine territories. Those sons’ own descendants would then govern either Epiros or
Thessaloniki until 1318. The title ‘Despotate of Epiros’ however is entirely a creation of their
enemies and adopted by historiography.>>® For the generation we are concerned with here
referred to their land as either ‘Romania,” ‘the West,” or simply by referring to the geographical
theme or city i.e. Bulgaria, Ohrid, Nikopolis, Epiros, Vagenetia etc. While the title of despotes
was granted by emperors in Nikaia in 1242 as an attempt at downgrading their ambitions, it is
the opinion of this thesis that there is significant evidence of that term’s usage both before and
after Epiros’ assumption of the imperial crown in 1224/7. Similar to the Constantinopolitan
Komnenoi, the two titles despotes and ‘Emperor of the Romans’ were also used concurrently
until the end of the thirteenth century.

For those early years between 1204 and 1224, the period termed the ‘Indefinite State’ of Epiros,
the imperial pedigree and connection to previous imperial families was repeatedly invoked.>>!
This ideology rested heavily on the legacy John Doukas left his sons. The sebastokrator was
the product of the unusual marriage of Alexios I’s daughter Theodora Komnene to Constantine
Angelos, a union that hugely elevated the stock of her husband and had him entitled
pansebastohypertatos. Consequently, John bequeathed to his descendants the ability to style
themselves using any of the three imperial houses of the late eleventh and twelfth centuries.*?
His seal, reconstructed from two halves catalogued separately, show a pride and familial
legitimacy that placed him in the upper echelons of imperial ideology. Depicting an exquisite
rendering of the Deesis it reads:

“This metrical seal is the property of John, of-purple-descent and son of a Doukas
mother, also descended from the Angeloi on his father’s side, and a sebastokrator by
appointment.

5% Despotes, a title normally reserved for the emperor’s brother or son, was first given by Manuel I in the 1160s
for his heir apparent and son-in-law Bela. cf. Magdalino, ‘Neglected Authority,” pp.316-323; Rodolphe Guilland,
‘Recherches sur 1'histoire administrative de I'Empire byzantin: Le despote, deondtge.” REB, 17 (1959), pp.52-89.
550 For Akropolites and Pachymeres’ later and hostile description of the Epirote rulers as ‘Despots of the West” see
Failler, ‘Signification,” pp.114-120.

551 Osswald, “Epirus as Political Laboratory,” pp.13-37; idem., ‘Aux origines du despotat d’Epire: quelques notes
prosopographiques concernant le sebastokrator Jean Doukas et son fils Michel Ier Comnéne Doukas,” Mesaiwvika
kot véa EAMnvia, 13 (2019), pp.9-44.

552 John’s brother Andronikos was the father of Isaak Il and Alexios 11l Angelos, making his children the cousins
of the Angeloi emperors; Varzos, §§90, 93.
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Figure 13. Seal of the sebastokrator John Doulkas.

oTyoueTpia ktdong oepayig Todvvov mopupoyévvoug Aovkovng UnNTpds modog 5
Ayyehdv 8¢ matpdbev katnypuévou kai 6efactokpdTopog £k tiig a&iag. >3

The seal established an unusual if highly prestigious lineage. Claiming the then current imperial
house of the Angeloi, it also invoked the legacy of the Doukai/Komnenoi and demonstrated a
late twelfth-century understanding of porphyrogennes [moppupoyevviig] as a term notably
distinct from porphyrogenitos [moppupoyévvntoc]. This was related to the fact that John was
not actually born in the purple birthing chamber of the imperial palace. He was not the son of
a reigning emperor, but his mother had been the daughter of one. Komnenos was simply
implied. It is a distinction worth noting for the only other attestation of porphyrogennes, or ‘of-
purple-descent,” was one of the homonyms employed by the court poet Theodore Prodromos
to refer to the reigning Emperor John II Komnenos, another child of Alexios 1.°°* The
conception therefore of an extrapolated porphyry lineage and of the prestige and the potential
capacity for rulership imbued within that term remained undefined.®>> However, for the
children of John Doukas it was a gift and was recognised as such. Well before the imperial
disintegration finalised in 1204, John’s children invoked the connection and its potential >3
John’s eldest son Constantine Angelos’ seals had called himself a ‘grandson of a purple-born’
[Toppvpogdog Ekyovog] prior to an attempted coup against Isaak II that saw him blinded.>>’
When Theodore Komnenos Doukas rebuilt a tower in Dyrrachium in 1217, well prior to his
assumption of the crown, the inscription invoked John’s legacy and named him ‘This child of
a happy man John, the sebastokrator, the flower of the [imperial] purple, Theodore supreme in

533 DOSeals, 1951.31.5.537 (top left and bottom right), DOSeals, 1951.31.5.2858 (top right and bottom left).

334 Prodromos, Historische Gedichte, §7.9.

535 ¢f. Macrides, ‘What's in the name,” pp.238-245.

536 For John’s younger brother Alexios Angelos Komnenos’ 1164 inscription at St. Panteleimon at Nerezi, Skopje
see Ida Sinkevi¢, ‘Alexios Angelos Komnenos, a Patron without History?’ Gesta, 35 (1996), pp.34-42.

357 DOSeals, 1958.106.486; NC, CD, §435-437, trans. pp.239-240.
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military command, Doukas Komnenos, firm, strong-handed.’*>>® The repeated invocation of

imperial-adjacent epithets was testament to the cultural memory and enshrinement of a family
legacy. It was by that point not just a reference to the 1122 marriage of the porphyrogenita
Theodora Komnene and Constantine Angelos, but of what that represented. John Doukas may
have been only the cousin and sebastokrator of Isaak Il but there was an element of inherited
prestige that would continue to define the early years of the Angelos-Komnenos-Doukas
domains in Epiros.

An independent lordship was first founded in Arta [Aptag], the capital of the theme of
Nikopolis, by John’s illegitimate son Michael. The outline of Michael’s career before 1204 is
known in sketchy details. We have a probable seal, wherein he is styled Michael Komnenos
sebastos, by that point a highly general term used as an honorific to all members of the extended
imperial and aristocratic families.>*® It is known from Niketas Choniates that under Alexios III,
Michael had served as doux and anagrapheus [500 kai dvaypoeevg] in the themes of Mylassa
and Melanoudion.>®® An Anagrapheus by the late Komnenian period was usually responsible
for taxation and land cadastre serving as either the direct subordinate or precursor to an
individual becoming doux and governor of a theme itself.’*! It would appear Michael
performed both functions. According to Choniates in 1200 this illegitimate tax-collector prince
rebelled, seeking help from the Seljuk Sultan Sulayman I (1196-1204) and raided the towns
of the Meander Valley ‘showing himself to be worse than the foreigners [yeipov TdV
aMoedrov] and a more pitiless murderer.’3? While a sign of military ambition, all should be
read with the awareness of Choniates’ disapproval of Michael’s independence after 1204.
Michael then reappears amongst the retinue of Boniface of Montferrat, the founding Frankish
King of Thessaloniki (1204—1207), initially accompanying the campaign to Macedonia before
departing to quell unrest in Epiros. Before leaving, he swore an oath of allegiance to Boniface
to serve the Frankish conquest.>®* However, Michael proceeded to marry either the daughter or
widow of the recently murdered governor of Nikopolis and assumed authority in Arta.’%*
Eschewing conventional titles Michael was known only by his father’s rank and dynasties; as
another ‘uncrowned’ power he occupied a unique liminal zone of authority.’®> For the next

558 Fundié, Art, Power, and Patronage, p.17. ‘Tloic obtog &vdpdg evtuyode, To(dvvov) cePactokpatodvioc,
avBoug Topevpac, Ocddwpog péYeTog év atpatnyiog, Aodkag Kopvnvog, ebcbevig, Pprapdyeip’.

359 DOSeals, 1951.31.5.2914; Cf. Wassiliou-Seibt, Siegel mit metrischen Legenden 11, no. 2126. ‘crémoig Mo,
TaypdTov apynyéta, yéver Kopvnvov kai oefactov d&ig.” Trans. ‘Commander of the hosts, may you watch over
Michael, a Komnenos by genos and a sebastos by rank.’

360 NC, CD, §529, trans. Magoulias, p.290.

561 Pagona Papadopoulou, ‘Coinage, Numismatic Circulation and Monetary Policy under John Il Komnenos
(1118-1143),” in: John Il Komnenos, Emperor of Byzantium: In the Shadow of Father and Son, eds. Alessandra
Bucossi, Alex Rodriguez Suarez (Abingdon, 2016), pp.183-200; Efi Ragia, ‘H avadiopydveoon tov Ogpdtov ot
Miukpd Acio tov dwdékato aimva kat To Bépua Mvidoong kot Melavovdiov,” Byzantina Symmeikta, 17 (2008),
pp. 223-38.

562 It is possible that Michael received this help from the party of John Tzelepes Komnenos, son of Alexios I’s son
Isaak, who had converted to Islam and married a daughter of Sultan Masud I, and been at the Seljuk court since
the 1150s. John’s absence from the history of his brother Andronikos’ reign in the 1180s suggests a death by then,
although a son named Sulayman Komnenos is purported. The other prominent Komnenian in Seljuk service,
Manuel Komnenos Maurozomes, did not arrive in Konya until after Sultan Sulayman’s death in 1204. Varzos
pp-480-485; Sophie Métivier, ‘Les Maurozomai, Byzance et le sultanat de Rim. Note sur le sceau de Jean
Comnéne Maurozomes,” REB, 67 (2009), pp.197-207.

363 Villehardouin, §301, trans. Smith, p.81.

564 These details come from the hagiographical Life of St. Theodora of Arta written by the monk Job in the late
thirteenth century. With major chronological errors, it is of more use for the later reception and mythologising of
Epiros’ founding amidst opposition to the Palaiologoi. PG 127:903-8 and in translation by Alice-Mary Talbot in
Holy Women in Byzantium: Ten Saints’ Lives in English Translation, (Washington D.C.: 1996), pp.323-335.

565 On Autoreianos’ attempts to forestall any recognition of the ‘uncrowned’ c. 1210, see above, p.113.
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eleven years Michael continued to break his oath of loyalty to the Latin Empire, despite
apparently renewing it four times, and ruled independently respecting the sanctity of neither
Venice nor the Crusaders.’®® On the potential dedicatory monogram on the church of St.
Nicholas Kremastos in Aitoloakarnania he was merely ‘Michael,” and in his 1210 treaty with
the Venetians, and the Latin Empire sources, the founder of Epiros remained untitled.>¢’

This illegitimate scion established himself in Arta by capitalising upon the city’s modest yet
notable development in recent decades. Arta, ancient Ambrakia, was re-fortified in the tenth
century with its Hellenistic walls incorporated within the medieval citadel. The name first
appears in the ‘Deeds of Robert Guiscard’ in 1082 when Arta was under siege from Bohemond
of Taranto during the first Norman invasion.>®® The outcome of that siege remaining unknown,
imperial attention grew and there is likely evidence of Komnenian-era rebuilding in Arta’s
castle.’®® The city’s industries and population expanded over the course of the twelfth century
resulting in it replacing Naupaktos as the governor’s seat of the theme.’”? Still towered over
today by a much-later developed castle of some Skm circumference, Arta may not have
equalled Dyrrachium in prestige but its citadel was protected and it is theorised that Michael
busied himself with the fortification of the lower city of both Arta and the growing city of
Toannina.>’! As a capital, Arta’s environs did offer advantages. Some 12km from the Ambracian
Gulf its connection to the sea via the Arachthos river snaked through the wetlands southwards.
Similarly, its western approach winding through the fertile plains towards the Pindos Mountain
range offered a defensive line to the city and agriculture on which it depended. Early Epirote
conquests were Larissa and Salona. In 1213 Michael broke his vassalage to the Venetians and
captured Dyrrachium from his former masters.>’? Both that city and the island of Corfu/Kerkyra
were taken and became key outposts for the Komnenoi-Doukai of Epiros, much as they had
been for the Komnenian empire of Constantinople before them. In both cities, the continuity
and legitimacy of the Epirote Komnenoi were emphasised and the towers of Dyrrachium rebuilt
and inscribed with the family name.>”3

Despite these early suggestions of a regional lordship, we should theorise that the manifestation
of a Western Balkan imperial ideology came later. To explain the ease with which Michael of

366 Alkmini Stavridou-Zafraka, "To a&lmpe Tov “Seomdtn” kot to. deomotikd &yypaga g Hreipov,” in Costas
Constantinides ed., Medieval Epiros: Proceedings of a Symposium (loannina, 17-19 September 1999), (loannina:
2001), pp.73-97.

567 The contract with Venice is published in Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, pp.119-120; See Fundié, Art, Power;
and Patronage, p.26.

368 Geoffrey of Malaterra, De rebus gestis Rogerii Calabriae et Siciliae comitis et Roberti Guiscardi ducis fratris
eius, trans. Kenneth Baxter Wolf, (Ann Arbor: 2005), I11.39.

59 Myrto Veikou, Byzantine Epirus: A Topography of Transformation. Settlements of the Seventh-Twelfih
Centuries in Southern Epirus and Aetoloacarnania, Greece, (Leiden: 2012), pp.146-147. Likely Komnenian
brickwork is present in the masonry of the Alichniotissa part of the castle, overview of the eleventh/twelfth
centuries pp.40-41, 47, for large residences and workshops expanding around Arta pp.93-97 and fortifications up
to 1204 pp.143-155; Dejan Radicevi¢, ‘Fortifications on the Byzantine- Hungarian Danube Border in the 11th and
12th Centuries,” in: Fortifications, Defence Systems, Structures and Features in the Past, ed. Tatjana TkalCec et
al., (Zagreb: 2019); Paul Stephenson, Byzantium s Balkan frontier.

570 Arta in the Partitio Romaniae was recognised as an episkepsis, i.e. the seat of a bishopric and notable for its
economic output. On the development of Arta from its tenth-century foundation to centre of regional governance
of Nikopolis see Myrto Veikou, Byzantine Epirus, pp.45-47.

57! Tonia Kiousopoulou, ‘Spatial Organization in Late Byzantine Cities (13th-14th Centuries),” in: The Routledge
Handbook of the Byzantine City from Justinian to Mehmet II (Ca. 500 - Ca. 1500), ed. Nikolas Bakirtzis, Luca
Zavagno (Abingdon: 2024), pp.96-99; Varvara Papadopoulou, Byzantine Arta and its Monuments, (Athens: 2007),
pp-18-19.

572 Tafel and Thomas, Urkunden, 1, pp.119-120.

573 Fundi¢, Art, Power, and Patronage, p17.
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Epiros changed his allegiances we should consider that the early regime of Michael in Epiros
was always until 1211 loyal to the authority and kinship network of Emperor Alexios III
Angelos, Michael’s first cousin. Despite his Anatolian raid there is no reason to assume that
there was a personal breach between the two. What little we can piece together of Michael’s
post-1204 career suggests that he never envisioned his lands as a discrete Epirote domain.
Rather, until 1212 he was primarily engaged with attempting to secure the towns of the
Peloponnese (known as the Morea) against Latin expansion using the familial networks of the
deposed but still active Alexios II1.°7* Alexios, who after his flight in 1203 went first to the
Bulgarian Asanid Tsars, journeyed south in 1204 and lent his rank, name, and leadership to the
piecemeal resistance. His actions at the Bulgarian court shall be returned to later. Regardless,
Alexios was in Thrace until 1204 where he had escaped with a retinue of ‘those Roman notables
who boasted of Thrace as their patrides and were not un-glorious in war.’>’> Macrides supposed
that this was the same regional powerbase that had first put Alexios on the throne in 1195.57
The fugitive Alexios III departed Mosynopolis in the summer of 1204, first for Thessaloniki,
and then journeyed south. There he met and joined with the other notable Byzantine noble
defending the Balkans from the Latins, Leo Sgouros (1200-1208).%"7 Sgouros, the rebel lord
of Naufplion, Corinth, and Thebes, had previously with his father Theodore belonged to a
family promoted in the 1190s by Alexios III. Despite receiving a venomous depiction in the
works of the Choniatai brothers, who despised him for besieging Athens and causing the death
of their nephew, Sgouros was amongst the ranks of the sebastoi. The about-turn from rebel
before 1203 and renewed ally after 1204 became a career trajectory shared between Sgouros
and Michael of Epiros. In late 1204 Alexios, currently journeying with a retinue and whatever
remained of the imperial treasury, legitimised Sgouros’ authority by marrying him in Larissa
to his daughter, the princess Eudokia Angelina. According to Theodore Skoutariotes, Alexios
made Sgouros panhypersebastos, even despotes, and presumably reinforced these rather
obsolete titles with what financial and military support he could offer.>’® The result was that
Sgouros continued to hold out against Latin assaults for a further four years. The union of
Eudokia Angelina and Sgouros reunited the two families and it seems likely that military
commanders were exchanged or appointed.

Alexios Savvides was amongst the first to note an alternative interpretation of Leo Sgouros’
death in 1208. Savvides posited that bereft of an heir, Sgouros’ widow Eudokia appealed to her
first cousin Michael Angelos Komnenos Doukas to dispatch his legitimately born half-brother
Theodore (the future Epirote Emperor) to shore up the collapse.”” Due to previously
unconsidered archaeological finds, this connection may have more to it than previously
ascertained. It is possible to suppose that there were other Sgouroi local to, or even employed
in, the cause of Michael of Epiros. In Northern Epiros itself, the grave of one Michael Sgouros
sebastos was discovered in the village of Brrar, some 50km east of Dyrrachium in modern day
Albania and published (in Albanian) in 1987. Overlooked by modern western scholarship, it is
dated by an inscription to 1200/01 (6709) and attests to a family chapel created by Sgouros for

574 Michael Kordoses, ‘Ot Zy£oeig 10D MiyanA Ayyehov Aodka pé v Iehondvvnoo,” Hrepwtikd Xpovika, 22
(1980), pp.49-57.

SBSNC, CD, §612.46-49.

576 Macrides, Akropolites, p.79n.485.

STTNC, CD, §608, trans. pp.333-334.

578 Skoutariotes, Synopsis Chronike, in MB, 7 (1894), §453.26-28, ‘fiv kai gig KoptvOov deuxdpevog cuvélevoe
0 Tyovp®d, Ekeloe KoTapyovl, kai deomdtny todtov tiunoce.’ The title panhypersebastos is known only from a
seal, potentially pre-1204; Alexios Savvides, ‘A note on the death of Leo Sgurus in A.D. 1208, BMGS, 12 (1988),
pp.289-295.

579 Savvides, ‘A note on the death of Leo Sgurus,” pp.293-295.
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himself and up to five of his kin.’®® The grave demonstrates a further regional link for the
families aligned to the restoration of Alexios III. In the Peloponnese, Theodore slowed the
Latins’ progress and maintained a separate front to the war with the result that it was not until
1212 that the Latins took Argos and were finally secure in the south.’8! The delay bought time.
By the moment of Frankish Achaea’s triumph, Michael had broken another vow and taken the
wealthy fortress-city of Dyrrachium from the Venetians.’®? In doing so he reinforced the
foundations of an Epirote state and the westernmost bulwark of the formerly Byzantine
Balkans.

Figure 14. Michael Sgouros’ sarcophagus excavated at Brrar (1200/01). National Historical Museum, Tirana. Image
published by Konstantinos Giakoumis, ‘Commemoration, and Tomb Purchases in Albania,” p.171.

When control passed from Sgouros to Theodore the fragmented regime of Alexios III doggedly
continued. The small network of individuals loyal to him had proved there was surprising
longevity for regional power in the Balkans without Constantinople. Our two sources,
Choniates and Akropolites, portray Alexios’ actions in this period differently. Choniates, who
wrote the final pages of his Chronike with dejection until 1215 relates that in 1205 Alexios,
journeying back north after the nuptials, was captured by Boniface of Montferrat, the Latin
King of Thessaloniki. Forced to surrender the ‘imperial insignia’ [td tfi¢ factieiog. .. cOuPoia]
Choniates states that Alexios and his wife were resident in Thessaloniki until the catastrophic
defeat of the Latins at Adrianople in April 1205 at which point they were sent to the ‘King of
Germany,” or in a variant reading to Lombardy.’® Akropolites meanwhile states that he was

580 Note the recent incorrect identification of Michael Sgouros ‘sebastos,” an honorific title widely utilised by
various prominent nobility, as ‘sebastokrator’ by Konstantinos Giakoumis in “‘For a Christian Ending to Our
Life” Church Endowments, Commemoration, and Tomb Purchases in Albania and the West Balkans (Thirteenth-
Nineteenth Centuries)’ in: Pro refrigerio animae: Death and Memory in East-Central Europe, Fourteenth-
Nineteenth Centuries, eds. Angela Jianu, Gheorghe Lazar, (Abingdon: 2023), pp.114-143, at p.117. The
excavation report by Aleksandér Meksi and Damian Komata, ‘Kisha ¢ Shén Méris€ s¢ Bérrarit,” Iliria, 2 (1987),
pp-215-27 publishes the Greek text: ‘MvnoOntt K(0pie) tov dodrov cod Miyond cefactov tov Zyodpav dpa
cupPudt kol tékvorg, Apny. "Etoug quO'’. Meksi’s identification of the Sgouroi as an Albanian family cannot be
sustained. A Michael Sgouros grammatikos was a notary on a document from 1192 written to Genoa and is
probably the same individual. See Fotini Vlachopoulou, O Biog xou H IloAiteia tov Aéovrog Zyovpod Bvlavtivod
Apyovra g Bopeioavorolikns Ilelomovviioov onic Apyés tov 13 Aidva, (Masters’ thesis, University of
Johannesburg: 2009), pp.18-19; Cheynet, Pouvoir et Contestation, p.139.

81 Savvides, ‘Leo Sgurus,” pp.289-295.

82 Macrides, Akropolites, p.144n.1; for the 1212 date of Dyrrachium’s fall see Raymond J. Loenertz, ‘Lettre de
Georges Bardanés, métropolite de Corcyre, au patriarche oecuménique Germain 11, 1226-1227,” EEI1X, 33 (1964),
p-116.

83 NC, CD, §612, 620., trans. pp.335, 339.

149



taken in captivity to a destination of Montferrat.’®* Despite modern scholarships’ acceptance,
it seems unlikely Alexios ever reached these foreign lands.’®> All that is certain is that at the
time of Choniates’ Chronike, recounting events up to 1206, he had yet to regain liberty.
Akropolites and Skoutariotes simply narrate that Alexios was seized by men from Lombardy
while journeying to Epiros to stay with Michael and that Arta was forced to pay a great ransom
to redeem the fallen emperor and his empress wife. It was only then, after residing with Michael
for up to two years and planning for the future, that Alexios made his final gamble and sailed
for Attaleia in southern Anatolia. Alexios entrusted Michael with the ailing empress and on his
departure was accompanied by Michael’s brother Constantine together with a large quantity of
sacred vessels pillaged from the environs of Ohrid which they sold in Anatolia.>®® The likely
recipient of these gifts and Alexios’ next choice of ally was, by Orthodox law, also his son.
Alexios arrived at the lands of the Seljuk Sultan Kay-Khusraw who, according to multiple
sources, had been adopted and baptised as Alexios’ son-in-law in 1203 and had joined him in
that year’s nighttime escape from Constantinople.’®” Alexios used this tie and pressed upon
Kay-Khusraw to launch a campaign that might suppress the 1208 coronation of Theodore
Laskaris as emperor and reclaim an empire in Asia Minor. Laskaris’ refusal launched an
unlikely war between two adopted sons of Alexios III, the spiritual adopted godson and his
son-in-law. The June 1211 Battle of Antioch-on-the-Meander was a costly victory for Laskaris
that sealed victory with the surprise decapitation of the Seljuk Sultan, spelling the end of
Alexios III’s career. Akropolites, who wanted to emphasise the more natural transition from
Alexios to his son-in-law Laskaris, narrates that Alexios was captured, tonsured, and concluded
his life in the now-lost Hyakinthos monastery in Nikaia. The later chronicle of Theodore
Skoutariotes, Bishop of Kyzikos in the 1270s, adds further detail. At the judgement of the army
and a Nikaian ‘senate’ Alexios, like his five brothers before him, was blinded [ctepodot Tod
pdovg TV 0eBuludv].>®® It was only now, with Alexios’ mutilation and soon death, that the
Byzantine West was set loose to pursue its own path.

3.4. The Despotai of Alexios III Angelos: Reconstituting the Komnenian System?

While Alexios III was alive and maintained a semblance of authority, the efforts of Epiros were
in support of the head of the family. It is often claimed that its early rulers went untitled, and
ideologies remained conservative.’®® We never hear of an Epirote response to Alexios III’s
demise at the hands of Laskaris but as their state of loyalism ended c.1211 upon his death, it is
demonstrable that Epiros began to act as an autonomous Byzantine state. The first evidence of
this is numismatic. A minute silver currency of high-grade aspron trachea has been recovered
in recent years of Michael I. Bearing the name of MIXAHA ASKAC on the obverse and a reverse

of a beardless Christ inscribed I[HCOV]C ) EMMANSHA it has survived in only six known

384 Macrides, History, p.80.,n.480.

385 Cf. Kaldellis, History of New Rome, p.762.

86 Akropolites, §8, trans. Macrides, p.124; Ephraim §7565 states Empress Euphrosyne died in Arta; For
Constantine Angelos’ involvement and appropriation of church property see Apokaukos’ letter published by
Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Zoppoin eig v Iotopiav g apyleniokomng Aypidog,” in: Recueil de
mémoires en l'honneur de l'académicien B. J. Lamanskij, (St. Petersburg: 1907), I, pp.227-250. p.243.14-19;
Lambropoulos, §60.

587 For Alexios’ alliance with Kay-Khusraw, and discussion of the adoption of the sultan as his son-in-law in 1203,
see Korobeinikov, Byzantium and the Turks, pp.122-125. For the baptism see Akropolites, §8, trans. Macrides,
p.124.

588 Skoutariotes, in Heisenberg’s addendum p.278 no.6.; For an introduction to Skoutariotes’ chronicle see
Konstantinos Zafeiris, ‘The Issue of the Authorship of the Synopsis Chronike and Theodore Skoutariotes,” REB,
69 (2011), pp.253 -63.

589 Osswald, ‘Political Laboratory,” pp.13-37
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examples.’”® Due to their extremely low frequency, for over a century numismatists have
struggled to place the coin issue in any certain context, deeming a ceremonial usage alone.>”!
A possible solution would be that the currency dates to the short period of time in which
Michael was subject to the Venetians after the 1210 treaty, after Alexios III’s final defeat, and
before his breach of contract in 1212.%9?

Figure 15. Aspron trachea of Michael I. Lot 173, New York Sale January 2021.

Angeliki Laiou’s study of coinage circulation through Epirote texts established a number of
different terms including indications of preference for certain denominations.**® The concurrent
terms nomismata trikephala, nomismata trikephala prattomena, and trikephala protimomena
(lit. ‘three-headed coins,’ “full three-headed coins,’ ‘three-headed coins of the preferred type’)
would suggest that there was an acknowledgement of debasement that Michael sought to
address.>** In that context, a limited coinage of a ceremonial collection to be a guarantee of
purity to the Venetian tribute would be possible.

As discussed there is little evidence that Michael was granted the title of despotes, the highest
honour an Angeloi emperor could bestow. However, the title of despotes does appear through
inscriptions, seals, and references in later works describing investments by Alexios to at least
three individuals. As already stated, Alexios had likely bestowed the title to Leon Sgouros in
1204, and we know that an attempt was also made to support John Chamaretos whose family

390 Hendy, DOC, 4.2, pp. 623-624; Petros Protonotarios, ‘H vopuspatokonio tov Bulaviivod kpdrovg the Hreipov
(1204-1268),” Hreipwtika Xpovika, 24, (1982), pp.130-150; idem., ‘Monnayage du ‘Despotat’ d’Epire,” Revue
Numismatique, 25 (1983), pp.83-99; loannis Touratsoglou, ‘Monnaie byzantine aux Xlle-XIIle si¢cles, Revue
Numismatique, 158 (2002), pp. 387-390; Harry Mattingly, ‘A Find of Thirteenth-Century Coins at Arta in Epirus,’
The Numismatic Chronicle and Journal of the Royal Numismatic Society, 3 (1923), pp.31-46. Note the incorrect
reading of this coin in Sears Catalogue §2227 as ‘AEZIIE.’

1 See Julian Baker, Coinage and Money in Medieval Greece 1200-1430 (Leiden: 2021), who supposes a
‘symbolic or representational’ use. p.1352.

392 Giinter Prinzing, ‘Epiros (Including the Ionian Islands) and the Italian Powers 1204-C.1267: Between
Cooperation and Confrontation,” in Bisanzio Sulle Due Sponde Del Canale D otranto (Spoleto: 2021), pp.53-56.
393 Angeliki Laiou, ‘Use and Circulation of Coins in the Despotate of Epiros’ DOP, 55 (2001), pp.207-15.

5% 1bid., p.208 n3,4,5.
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defended Lakonia in the southern Peloponnese from the Latins.’*> At this time, and given his
promotion to replace Sgouros in 1208, it is possible that Michael’s brothers Theodore and
Constantine as Alexios’ legitimately-born cousins were also made despotai. Support for this
view comes from later in the 1210s and an inscription upon the village church of Episkopi at
Mastron, where the bishops of Achelos shepherded a small see. A fragmentary preservation
makes rendering the inscription difficult but as published it reads:

‘The brothers [...] bearing crowns... to the throne of the empire [. . .] of the despoina
Anna the most pious great Komnene [... <dedicated by>] the despotes Theodore and
Constantine, all by maternal descent of the imperial genos of Alexios Komnenos,
entirely your servant; for the greatest beauty of <the final kingdom>.

1 TO[... dde]hpong
[ceeeieennenns GTEPN |POPOVG
[ceeennnn. noopl...... lef...... v] Tpog Bpo-
vov PBactrieiag. .. deomo[ivng Av]vag el Asvcepe]otdng pe-

5 vaAng Kopvnvig [...... ] deon[6]tn Ocod[w]p[® xai K]ovotavtive
€[k untpd]mtoc mhvtog [yé]vel Baciiém[v]
Kopvnvov ArE[Eov] [tov] doDAov ooV mhvimg: gvedéatat[og] yop
<Blaci]reiog [o]xd[tng] >

While the inscription poses numerous problems regarding identities it does indicate that
Theodore and Constantine were styling themselves despotai several years after Alexios III’s
demise. The Anna Komnene of the inscription is Theodore’s daughter Anna, betrothed c.1219
to the Serbian prince and future king Stefan (II) Radoslav Doukas. Two surviving golden rings
[fig. 17.1-2] were also produced to commemorate the betrothal, with a Greek inscription
reading:

‘The pledge of Stefanos, a shoot with roots of Doukas, receive in your hands Anna,
born a Komnenos.

Mvijotpov Xte@dvov Aovkikig pilng xAdadov Kopvnvoeuiic toiv yepoiv Avva
déxov.”>7

The Episkopi at Mastron inscription should probably be dated prior to Anna’s departure for the
nuptials in Prilep/Skopje in 1222/23.5% The reference to ‘Alexios Komnenos’ once more

95 NC, CD, §638, trans. p.350; The Chamaretoi, a poorly known family, remained connected to the Epirote state
until 1222 when they appealed to Demetrios Chomatenos for his help against one Daimonogiannis who governed
Monemvasia. For their use of the title of despotes in letters and seals see Paul Magdalino, ‘A Neglected Authority,’
BZ, 70 (1977), pp.316-323; Andreas Mazarakis, ‘The Lead Bulla of the Despot loannis Chamaretos,” Studies in
Byzantine Sigillography, 11 (2012), pp.111-118; Chomatenos, PD, §22; Charis Kalliga, Byzantine Monemvasia:
The Sources (Akroneon: 1990), pp.81-85.

596 Greek text published Fundi¢, Art, Power, and Patronage, p.15. Translation my own.

597 Translation: ‘.” See Rhoby, Byzantinische Epigramme auf Ikonen und Objekten der Kleinkunst, (Vienna: 2010),
pp-292-294; Jeffrey Spier, Late Byzantine Rings, 1204-1453, (Wiesbaden: 2013), pp.21-22, pl.1a.

598 For a recent narrative of Serbian history after 1204 see Vlada Stankovi¢, ‘Rethinking the Position of Serbia
within Byzantine Oikoumene in the Thirteenth Century,” in: The Balkans and Byzantine World before and after
the Captures of Constantinople, 1204 and 1453, ed. Stankovi¢ (London: 2016), pp.91-102. The betrothal was
arranged by Chomatenos in document §10 of PD and officiated by Apokaukos. For confirmation of the marriage
see Apokaukos’ letter, ed. Bees, ‘Unedierte,” §54, pp.110-111; Lambropoulos, §23; and recently Ivana Komatina,
‘Nevestinska ki¢enja suncorodne kcéeri. Brak Stefana Radoslava i Ane Dukene / nova tumacanjac
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invokes their descent through Alexios I’s porphyrogenite daughter Theodora and the elevation
of the Angeloi family. It is ambiguous if despotes is being used as an honorific, or if Alexios
IIT had indeed granted the title to his cousins but the reference to the term and the brothers as
‘crown-bearers’ [otepn@dpot] could suggest a tangible office. Regardless, there are multiple
indications of ties to the ‘last’ emperor being invoked as a source of legitimacy. This was also
the case with the aforementioned John Chamaretos and the Gabalas family of Rhodes, who
continued to style themselves despotes and kaisares into the 1220s and 1240s respectively.>®
The most powerful invocation is in the Serbian monastery complex of Studenica where artists
were continuing to inscribe the name of ‘Noble Emperor of the Greeks Kyr Aleksi’ IIT Angelos’
[CBBATOY IIPA TPBUCBKATO KYP AJTBKBCE sic.] as father-in-law of the future Serbian
King in 1209.5% At additional points within the Studenica monastery founded by Radoslav’s
father Stefan Nemanji¢ (1196—1228, crowned 1217), Nemanji¢ equally employed the title of
sebastokrator that Alexios III had bestowed on him. Serbia’s involvement within the Angeloi
network continued as a matter of prestige and priority and they demonstrate the potency of this
‘Komnenian-Angeloi System’ in exile as it continued to bind together an extended royal family
around the displaced Byzantine and affiliated elites. The Serbian connection serves as a good
measuring mark for the standing of Byzantine emperors and claimants post-1204 to express
their power in alloglot courts.

Epiros may have been commemorated in the same way. Between 1222 and 1233 Stefan
Radoslav (1228-1233) dedicated the monastery of MileSeva. He depicted his wife and son
standing opposite a Byzantine Emperor dressed in the narthex. Heav11y defaced and now
unnamed, that figure’s apparent red-blonde hair and beard o

and simplified loros are distinctive features of the
individual. There are only two contenders commonly
believed that this portrayed: either Alexios III Angelos,
Stefan’s now long-dead maternal grandfather or his living
father-in-law, Theodore Komnenos Doukas of Epiros.
There are few details shared between the MileSeva fresco
and the Alexios III miniature in Codex Mutinensis graecus
122. Assuming that Alexios III was not intended, the
individual shown was the heir to the imperial networks
Alexios had left in the Balkans, Theodore, the Epirote
Emperor of the Romans, in 1228 at the height of his power.
This latter option is the opinion of this thesis.
Hypothetically, Theodore was commemorated here to give ;
legitimacy and prestige to his daughter the Serbian Queen a,\‘“k bgoafgng? axZops @

and project his role as father-in-law to the Serbian King. o, 16 alexios 111 Angelos, as depicted in
There is much to recommend the view as the careers of both  Codex Mutinensis graecus 122 f.294v.
rulers were indelibly linked, and Theodore viewed Serbia

as an extension of his empire (see pp.199-201). Allied since

the 1219 betrothal, it has even been posited that Radoslav’s

[[Nymhostolisma of the sunlike daughter: the marriage of Stefan Radoslav and Anna Doukaina. New
interpretations],” Istorijski Casopsis, 72 (2023), pp.117-144.

599 Mazarakis, ‘Lead Bulla,” pp.113-114; The Gabalas family passed the rank of kaisar from father to son and it is
posited they had received it from Alexios III. Savvides, ‘1| Avvaoteio t@v Fafarddov,” pp.358-376.

600 The full Slavonic inscription detailing Studenica’s construction by the Sebastokrator Stefan Nemanja in the
year 6717 (1209) is given in Ljubomir Maksimovi¢, ‘L’Ideologie Du Souverain Dans L’etat Serbe et la
Construction De Studenica,’ in Studenica et L’Art Byzantin Autour De L’Annee 1200 (Belgrade: 1988), p.44. The
inscription is in a dedicatory portico to describe the royal couple’s lineage.
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scyphate coinage was struck from dies sent from Epiros.®°! The fall of Theodore in 1230
precipitated the fall of Radoslav, at least as depicted in the Serbian sources of the 1250s and
1260s.592 However while both reigned Theodore Komnenos Doukas and Stefan Radoslav
Doukas represented two monarchs of a reconstituted Komnenian system, heading an imperial
genos ruling a composite empire of Greeks, Serbs, Bulgarians, and Albanians, which sought to
rebuild an empire containing them all.%%* This mosaic of alloglot peoples aligned in kinship and
politics prompts various questions which await further discussion. To what extent were the
links between their cultures maintained, did lower-level marriages take place, was coinage
shared, how fluid were border territories, and so forth? These will be added in the course of
answering how, to Akropolites’ eyes and the readership of a Constantinopolitan court, could it
be justified that Theodore Komnenos Doukas had ceased to be a Komnenian Byzantine Roman
and become a Bulgarian?

Figure 17.1-2. Wedding Rings of Serbia and Epiros, 1219—1224. Above: Belgrade National Museum.
Below: Royal Ontario Museum.

1! On Radoslav’s coinage bearing CTE®QANOC RIZ, see Rastislav Mari¢, Studije is srpske numizmatike
(Belgrade: 1956), p.67; Vladimir Penchev, ‘Kade bile kovani monetite na bulgarskiot car Ivan II Asen’ [Where
have the coins of the Bulgarian Tsar Ivan Asen II been struck?],” Macedonian Numismatic Journal, 2 (1996),
p.109.

602 Following Theodore’s defeat and Radoslav’s deposition, the usurping Serbian King Vladislav (1233-1243)
married Tsar John Asan’s daughter Beloslava, effectively taking the same junior role to the Bulgarian tsar his
brother had held for Theodore. See Madgearu, The Asanids, pp. 209-10; For an overview of relations see Ljubomir
Maksimovic, ‘Serbia's View of the Byzantine World (1204-1261),” pp.121-131; Domentijan, Zitije svetog Save
[Life of St. Sava], ed. Tomislav Jovanovi¢, (Belgrade: 2001), pp.312-314.

603 For identification as Alexios III see Branislav Todi¢, ‘Novo tumadenje programa i rasporeda fresaka u
Milesevi,” in: Na tragovima Vojislava J. Puriéa, (Belgrade: 2011), p.67; For Theodore see Vojislav Djuri¢, ‘La
peinture murale byzantine Xlle et XIlle siecle,” in: Actes du XVe Congres Internationale d’études Byzantines,
(Athens: 1979), p.219.

154



Figure 18. MileSeva Monastery, Narthex South Wall. Imperial figure of Emperor Alexios Il Angelos or Theodore Komnenos Doukas standing next
to unidentified figure, right. On left panel, Sts. Constantine and Helen. (1222-1234). Photo courtesy of the Blago Fund.
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Figure 19. MileSeva Monastery, Detail of Imperial Figure (1222—1233), likely Theodore Komn
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3.5. Bulgaria and Byzantium: Co-Orthodox and Co-Fraternal?

‘They make it law to praise the holy in only three languages, Latin, Greek, and Hebrew,
but not in any other [language] of the faithful nations.

NopobBetodor povaig tpict yAwcooig 10 Oeiov doforoyelv, Aatviki), EAANVIKT] Kol EPpaiki,
ETéPQ 8& UNdepiol TOV ToTEVGAVTOV £0viy. 004

One of the more remarkable texts written in the aftermath of the Sack of Constantinople in
1204 was an updated and extended list of the Errors of the Latin Church. It was composed by
the former teacher of the Patriarchal School of the Orphanotropheion, Constantine Stilbes, who
had recently become the Metropolitan of Kyzikos - a town on the south eastern shore of the
Sea of Marmara.®®®> Stilbes had left Constantinople very shortly before the city’s fall to be
installed as Metropolitan of Kyzikos, and it was in his new residence that he wrote the longest-
ever instalment on this highly polemical subject entitling it The Errors of the Latin Church
Concerning Dogma and Writings [To aitiapota thg Aativikiic ékkAnciog 6ca mepi Soypdtmv
kol ypae@®v].0%® Stilbes’ work belongs to a popular genre of polemical writings, more
commonly known as ‘The Byzantine Lists’ which have been most thoroughly studied by Tia
Kolbaba.®®” The Lists were composed primarily as pamphlets and were likely intended for a
more general consumption than most other Byzantine literature. Lower in linguistic register
and less rhetorically embellished, they were a literary counterpart to the imperially-sponsored
polemical anthologies that circulated throughout the twelfth century such as Euthymios
Zigabenos’ Dogmatic Full-Armor [IlavomAio doypotikn] and Andronikos Kamateros’ Sacred
Arsenal [Tepd OmhoOkn].5%® While the latter two works were florilegia, i.e. theological
anthologies of authoritative excerpts concerning matters of theology and doctrine, the purpose
of Stilbes’ Errors of the Latin Church was to remodel the list of theological differences between
the Catholic Latins and Orthodox into a holistic cultural attack in response to the Fourth
Crusade. The most striking feature of Stilbes’ approach to this subject is his blend of ethnic
religiosity, which he used in order to unite the entire Orthodox oikumene against the Catholics.
In the specific case of liturgical languages, Stilbes’ concern is the matter of shared heritage. He
posits both that the Latins ‘do not recognise saints if they are not of their own race’ [Mvipog
aylov ovk €mteAodov €l Ui TAV o0TOIG S0KOLVTOV OLoPLAMV avToig] and that the Latins
compound this. Where the Latin Crusaders rule, they compound the cultural attack by imposing

604 Jean Darrouzés, ‘Constantin Stilbés,” p.63 para 9; For a similar near-contemporary defence of non-Greek
liturgical languages see Balsamon, trans. Vicuso, Guide for a Church under Islam, §6, p.74.

605 Alexander Kazhdan in the ODB states that Stilbes was appointed to Kyzikos as late as early 1204 while Timothy
Miller opted for the closing years of the twelfth century. Stilbes was certainly a witness to the two great fires that
struck Constantinople in 1197, about which he wrote a poem “The Incineration of New Babylon”: The Fire Poem
of Konstantinos Stilbes, ed. and trans. T. Layman (Geneva: 2015); Timothy Miller, ‘Two teaching Texts from the
Twelfth-Century Orphanotropheion,” Byzantine Authors. Literary Activities and Preoccupations, (Leiden: 2003),
pp.9-20.

606 Darrouzes, ‘Le mémoire,” p.61.

607 Tia Kolbaba, The Byzantine Lists: “Errors of the Latins,” (Urbana, 2000). While Constantine Stilbes’ list is
not a main point of study in Kolbaba’s book, she discusses his work and offers a description of his 'List’ in her
appendices, p.178.

608 Jan Louis van Dieten, Zur Uberlieferung und Verdffentlichung der “‘Panoplia Dogmatike” des Niketas
Choniates, (Amsterdam, 1970); Alessandra Bucossi, ed. Andronici Camateri Sacrum Armamentarium: Pars
prima, (Turnhout: 2014).
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a fate when the liturgies of John Chrysostom, Basil, Gregory the Great and more Orthodox
Fathers cannot be performed intelligibly across the polylingual Orthodox world.®%

Stilbes’ Errors of the Latin Church is strikingly explicit in its links to contemporary events as
it details and describes the sack of Constantinople through the criminal acts of the Latins.®!°
However, amongst the appalling records of rapine and slaughter, the plundering of churches,
imperial tombs, and the destruction of a millennium of accumulated wealth, Stilbes chooses to
include the above-cited passage concerning the permitted liturgical languages of both churches.
Juxtaposing the Latin position to Orthodoxy’s linguistic plurality, his focus on liturgical
languages should be understood as an attempt to demonstrate a clear cultural difference
between Byzantium and the Catholic West.®!! The restrictions of the Latin Church brought by
the Crusaders were being exploited by Stilbes to broaden the offended party, no longer just the
Greek-speaking Byzantines but the entire Orthodox world. Anyone who did not use Latin,
Greek, or Hebrew tongue as a fundamental part of their religious identity should consider
themselves to have been assaulted by the Latins. Stilbes even tells us to whom this pamphlet is
addressed: ‘The Greeks and all nations in the Orthodox faith’ [I"paukovg kai wav €0vog €ig v
0p06d0&ov TioTiv].01?

Stilbes’ poignant condemnation of violence and liturgical restrictions is, therefore, an apt
starting point for understanding the shared cultural spheres of the former Byzantium in the
thirteenth century. The Orthodox Church inhabited a much more diverse world than that of
Roman Italy. The Orthodox Christians in Armenia and Georgia use their own languages and
alphabets while the Serbs, Albanians, Rus, and, most critically for our purposes, the Bulgarians,
used the ones of Byzantine invention: Old Church Slavonic written in the Cyrillic script. The
legacy of the proselytizing ninth-century missions of Sts Cyril-Constantine and Methodios, as
well as their student and successor St. Clement of Ohrid, was a bond that Byzantine bishops
were not willing to surrender. To insist on excluding the Slavonic Creed risked cutting the
Byzantines off from one of their greatest cultural achievements, the Christianisation of the
Slavs and a language that rendered the Gospels and Church Fathers comprehensible to the non-
Greek-speaking peoples of the medieval Balkans. Condemnations of Catholicism’s linguistic
restrictions, the ‘trilingual heresy,” were not a new feature of inter-Christian discourse and
Stilbes’ complaint echoed back to the original mission.®'* However, the insistence on Bulgarian
inclusion is a noteworthy yet underappreciated priority for the Orthodox Church in the
thirteenth century. As a result of the Fourth Crusade, Orthodoxy was transitioning from being
Constantinople-centred to a polycentric institution in the later medieval period. The Byzantine
Orthodox Church’s prioritisation of religious unity over ethnic homogeneity had long

609 Darrouzés, ‘Le mémoire,’ pp.73, para. 48, 49. Additional cultural critiques were broad and holistic. They range
from the Latins not venerating Constantine the Great as Equal-of-the-Apostles, Latin customs that allowed dogs
to lick their owner’s plates, eating of pork rinds, and a doubtful claim that Latins drink their own urine ‘like the
Armenians.’ Ibid., p.80, para. 72, 73; p.81, para, 75, p.81, para, 75.

610 1bid., pp.81-86, para. 76-98.

611 Despite the papacy’s support for the original missions of Sts. Cyril-Constantine and Methodios to Moravia in
the ninth century, that manifests in the hagiographies of those two saints, under Pope Stephen V the use of Slavonic
as a liturgical language was banned in 890. Mirela Ivanova, Inventing Slavonic Cultures of Writing Between Rome
and Constantinople, (Oxford: 2024), p.167.

12 Darrouzes, ‘Le mémoire,’ p.73, para.49.

613 See for example, Vita Constantini, in Medieval Slavic Lives, ed. and trans. Marvin Kantor (Ann Arbor: 1983),
p-71, “When he [Cyril] was in Venice, bishops, priests and monks gathered against him like ravens against a
falcon. And they advanced the trilingual heresy, saying: “Tell us, O man, how is it that you now teach, having
created letters for the Slavs, which none else have found before... We know of only three languages worthy of
praising God in the Scriptures, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.”
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reinforced the imperial state in Constantinople before 1204, but, by the late twelfth century,
many of the satellite ethne of Obolensky’s ‘Byzantine Commonwealth,” were rapidly breaking
away to form independent quasi-national churches.®'* What had once been imagined as a
Bulgarian-Byzantine relationship with ‘neither allogeneis, allophyloi, nor alloglottoi,” where
war when it occurred was merely between ‘brothers, fathers, and sons,” had become a strained
relationship but it did continue to be a factor into the thirteenth century.®'> However, attempts
to reengage with co-Orthodox communities after 1204 and to express a continuation of a
centralised Orthodoxy amidst a transformation and transplantation of impérialité have been
underappreciated before 1261.%16 This chapter offers an alternative to the restrictive ideologies
discussed in other chapters by focusing on the concept of geographic origin not as an exclusion
but as a shared inheritance. It underscores the consistent effort and priority given by the
Byzantine Church to a shared Greek-Bulgarian tradition in the (post-)imperial Balkans.

This chapter is an investigation into the strength of the Byzantine-Bulgarian relationship, into
the production, protection, and prolongation of the hybridity of an identity for those living in
the liminal and shared spaces. It additionally discusses the potency of the institutions that
operated as shared cultural centres within the former provinces of Byzantine Macedonia. These
lands subject to either Bulgaria or Epiros in this period have few consistent toponyms and were
inhabited by multiple peoples. Both thirteenth-century contemporaries and modern historians
recognised and commented on this fact. Multiple peoples claimed a shared genesis that resulted
from the proselytization missions to the Slavs. Gerhard Podskalsky has advocated for the
existence of a persistent spatialised identity until the nineteenth century broadly definable as
‘Macedonian’ which includes Bulgarians, Serbs, and Greeks, to which we could also add
evidence of Albanians.®!” The heterogeneity of the former Byzantine Balkans, in sharp contrast
to the largely homogenous character of the Empire of Nikaia whose territories were essentially
Greek-speaking, led to a growth of differences.®!®

The Byzantine-Bulgarian relationships that connected the central Balkan provinces between
the eleventh and thirteenth centuries are primarily known through the writings of bishops,
whose corpora of surviving letters to colleagues and acquaintances express their concerns,
advice, and response to contemporary events. Byzantine letters make use of elaborate formulae
and fopoi. The conventions of their genre as well as their elaborate rhetoric make these sources
complex and frequently opaque. In older scholarship, the apparent lack of specific information
caused many a frustrated claim that ‘the average Byzantine letter was about as concrete,
informative, and personal as the modern, mass-produced greeting card.’®!® However, recently
letter registers have been increasingly reappraised; certainly for their prosopographical details
which allow for the tracing of careers and families but also for the evidence of the more intricate

614 Stouraitis, War and Collective Identities, p.8; idem., ‘Reinventing Roman Ethnicity,” pp.70- 94.

615 Theodore Daphnophates, ed. Dujcev, ‘On the Treaty of 927, pp.258.55-58. ‘611 purj dAAoyeveic dGAAo@OAOIG
und~e AALOYADOGO1G AAAOYAMGGOL, V01 O€ TATPAGCL KOl ASEAPTIC AOELPOL KO TATEPEG VIOIG AVTEGTNEY,
Emavéotnuey.’

616 The approach of soft power in the Palaiologan period was given specific focus in the introduction to a recent
edition of Travaux et Mémoires. See Marie-Héléne Blanchet, Raul Estangilii Gomez, ‘L'Empire byzantin sous les
Paléologues, entre déclin et ruine: révision en six étapes d'un legs historiographique ancien’ in: Le monde Byzantin
du Xllle au XVe siecle: anciennes ou nouvelles formes d'Impérialité, Travaux et Mémoires, 25.1 (2021), pp.7-87.
617 Gerhard Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien und Serbien 865-1459, (Munich:
2000), pp.165-167.

618 Angelov, ‘Byzantine Ideological Reactions to the Latin Conquest of Constantinople,” Urbs Capta, p.299;
Angold, 'Byzantine 'Nationalism;’; Magdalino, 'Hellenism and Nationalism' p.16.

619 George Dennis, The Letters of Manuel II Palaeologus: Text, Translation, and Notes, (Harvard: 1977), p.xix.
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relationships, rituals, and intent behind distance communication.®?® Letters served a purpose;
they communicated a need, opinion, or desire, and the manifestation of authorial ‘self” from
afar. Additionally, utilisation or deviation from the topoi of the genre could represent degree of
familiarity or tone. Some letters provided opportunities for rhetorical and dialectic expression,
demonstrating learning and wordplay that invoked auctores and authorities, and these were
often later gathered by the authors and students of the craft into compilations for use as models
for similar compositions.?! Within Byzantine epistolography there existed a scale of
complexity and incredibly curt and brief letters could coexist in collections by the same author
alongside far more lengthy discussions of the same subject.®*> While the expression of a single
theme can often dominate an entire exchange, other letters were humbler and could be praised
for their simplicity. One matter that remained constant is that the letter collections as we have
them today are not homogenous primary material. They were gathered to present an author as
a composite figure and an educated discourser upon the subjects covered. As such, indeed as
some letters themselves tell us, the correspondence that we possess was designed to be read by
many more people than just the addressed parties.

3.6. The Byzantine Archbishops of ‘All Bulgaria’

The narrative of the Byzantine-Bulgarian relationship of the thirteenth century relies heavily
on either the creation or distortion of what had become the origin myth of the Bulgarians: their
conversion to Christianity and the creation of a written language. The collective memory of
that narrative, what it meant to join imperial Orthodox Christendom and the place of the
Byzantine archbishops as authorities in its retelling is of pivotal importance. It is the narrative
and implication that underpins a thirteenth century revival and perpetuation of a Byzantine
Bulgaria. Generations of historiography have pivoted between emphasising the similarities and
shared culture of Byzantium and Bulgaria.®** While Greek historiography has been discussed,
the school of Bulgarian historians who follow in the theories of Petar Mutafchiev (1883—1943)
or Ivan Dujcev (1907-1986) advocate for the shared heritage of the region as it was inherited
and shaped by the peoples of Macedonia and Bulgaria. Mutafchiev sought to dispel ‘the widely
held delusion that Byzantium had always been a Greek empire’ or that ‘Romaioi indicated a
state, not a national belonging.’®* Dujéev meanwhile posited the argument of a ‘Slavia
Orthodoxa’ or Byzantino-Slavism which placed the origin of Bulgarian (and broader Slavic
culture) in the conversion mission sent from Constantinople.*> An unpopular historical trend

620 Tropes of exile, poverty, living in a state of near-death until a letter has arrived to revive them, are just some.
See Floris Bernard, ‘Epistolary Communication: Rituals and Codes,” in: 4 Companion to Byzantine
Epistolography, ed. Alexander Riehle, (Leiden: 2020), pp.307-332.

621 The exchange between Michael Choniates and Euthymios Tornikes (and later his son Demetrios) was one such
relationship, a friendship that developed over a shared passion of written Attic Greek. MC, Epistulae, §§147, 153,
159, 170, 176, 180. See Foteini Kolovou, ‘Euthymios Tornikes as a letter writer. Four unedited letters from
Euthymios Tornikes to Michael Choniates in the Codex Buc. gr. 508, Yearbook of Austrian Byzantine Studies, 45
(1995), pp. 53-74.

622 Stratis Papaioannou, ‘The Epistolographic Self,” in: 4 Companion to Byzantine Epistolography, ed. Alexander
Riehle, (Leiden: 2020), pp.339-345.

623 For a balanced and nuanced discussion of the trends in Bulgarian scholarship on Byzantium see chapters 4 and
7 of Diana Mishkova, Rival Byzantiums. Empire and Identity in Southeastern Europe, (Cambridge: 2023).

624 Translated quotations of Mutafchiev’s work taken from Mishkova, Rival Byzantiums, pp.134-135; Petar
Mutafchiev, Kniga za balgarite, (Sofia: 1987), pp.26-28; idem. ‘Gartsi, vizantiytsi i elini,” Demokratsiya 3.1,
(1922), pp. 3, 58-63, 4, 84-89.

625 Tvan Dujéev, ‘Les Slaves et Byzance,” in: Etudes historiques a I'occasion du Xle Congreés international des
sciences historiques, Stockholm, aoiit 1960, (Sofia: 1960), 1, pp.31-71; Discussion of Dujcev’s work in Mishkova,
Rival Byzantiums, pp.229-235; Jonathan Shepard, ‘Byzantine Emperors, Imperial Ideology, and the Fact of
Bulgaria,” Bulgaria Mediaevalis, 2 (2011), pp.545-561.
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during the communist period, both will be upheld here with certain nuances. Mutafchiev was
insistent that Byzantium did become an exclusively Greek empire by the final stages of its
history. This chapter however is concerned with those who sought to preserve a multi-lingual
state. It returns then to the narrative and manner of the conversion of the Bulgars, their
incorporation into the empire, and an analysis of differences and mutations between the period
of the centralised Byzantine state before 1204, and the provincialized age after. The dichotomy
reflects the scale of resources, ambitions, and opportunities available to religious authorities in
each period. We might see how in an age of narrowed communities, defined heavily by
language, attempts were made to preside over a variety of culturally distinct peoples.

One of the more descriptive details about the position of Byzantine ecclesiastics in Bulgaria is
given by John Apokaukos, the Metropolitan of Naupaktos (1200-1233). In a letter he advises
George Bardanes on which bishopric to choose shortly after his refusal of Glavenitsa (modern-
day Southern Albania) on account of its meagre prosperity:

“Thus, in previous times, and indeed until now, the most distinguished thrones of
bishops, the Bulgarian bishoprics, were so highly praised and exalted on account of
both their income and their pleasant location that many of the students of the Great
Church, myself among them, would dearly wish to occupy a Bulgarian throne, if the
disapproval of self-promotion did not prevent the pursuit of this office.

Obtog Noav €l OV avomy Opodvov kai péypt viv ol TV EmcKOTOV ETIPOVEGTEPOL
Bpdvot, ai ¢ kata Bovdyapiav émiokomai katd T€ TPOGAHI0LG KT T€ TOMIKAG 0ECELS
Kol Dynioloyovpeval kol peyollopeval, Mg Kol ToOALOVG T®V THS HeYIANG EKKANGIOG
TPOPiL®V Kol oLV Ekelvolg KAUE, €1 UM TO QIA000EETV dlekmdAvcey, £pav EmPival
Bpdvov Bovdyopiikod. 626

As Apokaukos evidently saw no great breach between the history and occupancy of Bulgarian
bishoprics between the period of pre-1204 and the time of his writing in ¢.1218, it is necessary
to understand the context of Byzantine Bulgaria and its competing traditions.

When the Bulgarian Empire was reannexed to Byzantium in 1018, after nearly three decades
of war, its governance and ecclesiastical organisation were entirely transformed. Despite being
briefly conquered by Emperor John Tzimiskes in the 970s, Bulgaria and the Danube River
frontier had not been Byzantine territory for four hundred years.®>” A major part of the
reintroduction of imperial administration was the dissolution of the Bulgarian Patriarchate of
Preslav and reestablishment of the ¢Archbishopric of All Bulgaria’ in the city of Ohrid.®?® The

626 Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,’ §6, pp.251-252.33-37,

627 The infrastructure of Tzimiskes’ conquest of Bulgaria is best illuminated by the Taktikon Scorialensis, which
lists the themes and offices of command, initially strategoi, created for Berea, Dristra and Preslav-loannoupolis.
Published by Nicholas Oikoinomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des 1Xe et Xe siecles, (Paris: 1972),
pp-255-277. A narrative of Tzimiskes’ conquest is provided by: Leon the Deacon, History books 8-9, ed. C. B.
Hase, Leonis Diaconi Caloénsis Historiae libri decem (Bonn 1828), trans. Denis Sullivan, Alice-Mary Talbot,
The History of Leo the Deacon: Byzantine Military Expansion in the Tenth Century (Harvard: 2005), pp.175-222;
Skylitzes, Synopsis, pp.284-313, trans. Wortley pp.271-298; Stephenson, Byzantium s Balkan frontier, pp.51-55;
Anthony Kaldellis, ‘The original source for Tzimiskes' Balkan campaign (971 AD) and the emperor's classicizing
propaganda,” BMGS, 37 (2013), pp.35-52.

28 Much of Bulgaria’s conquest is attested sigillographically through finds in Preslav and published in Ivan
Jordanov, Corpus of Byzantine Seals from Bulgaria, 3 vols., (Sofia: 2003-2009). An absence of seals for civic
officials but an abundance for the strategoi of Dorostolon/Dristra attest to the presence of large armies until the
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extant three sigilla issued by Emperor Basil II (976-1025) at Ohrid in 1020 confirmed great
and highly specific powers upon the incumbent.®”® Firstly, the archbishop was made
responsible for the entire ecclesiastical discipline of the Bulgarian theme. This included the
oversight of some twenty-three suffragan bishops, though their number was seemingly reduced
to eleven by 1204.9° In return for this duty over an often-unruly Bulgarian people, a strain
which many appointees lament, bishops were also tasked with raising taxation. This granted
the archbishop of Ohrid the right to collect the kanonikon tax from the bishoprics and towns of
his expansive diocese. The Vlach populations in Bulgaria and the Turkic tribes around Varda
were included within this remit.%3! These economic privileges were combined with the status
of autocephaly, which meant that the archbishop was officially appointed by the emperor
himself from a selection of three candidates proposed by the Synod of Ohrid.®*? Consequently,
imperial policy was to make the appointment of archbishops to Ohrid a highly lucrative
extension of imperial power into the conquered territories of Byzantine Bulgaria.

A great deal of our understanding of the relationship between the imperial exclave of Ohrid
and the Bulgarian society in which it sat is provided by the letters and letter networks of its
archbishops. The first most notable of these is the letter collection relating to the tenure of
Theophylact, Archbishop of Ohrid (1088-1126).5%3 Despite complaining relentlessly about
being removed to the fringes of Byzantium in his private correspondence, Theophylact seems
to have engaged fully with the Bulgarian culture of Ohrid.®** The legacy of the conversion of
the Slavs was the staging ground for Theophylact’s policy of Greek-Bulgarian hybridity. He
intertwined the two peoples by producing the first Greek hagiography of St. Clement of Ohrid,
most likely drawing on a lost earlier Slavic text, which highlighted the conversion of the
Bulgars. The emphasis of this work was on the deeds of Sts Cyril-Constantine and Methodios
as founders and missionaries, less in a pan-Slavic sense than a purely Bulgarian-Greek one.%%
Clement, is said to exceed Constantine and Methodios. He is ‘another St. Paul and the
Bulgarians another Corinthians’ [kai [Tadiog @Ahlog toig BovAydpoig Kopwvbiog dAloig
vevouevog] and is credited as their leading disciple with the creation/refinement of the

annexation. The subsequent creation of themes of Bulgaria, Sirmium, Serbia, and Parduvanon, while downgrading
of'the region of Dristra to a katepanate under Basil I, has been interpreted as a movement away from militarisation
towards regular administration: Alexandru Madgearu, Byzantine Military Organization on the Danube, 10"-]12"
Centuries (Brill: 2013), pp.7-100, esp. pp.34-36, 56; cf. Catherine Holmes, Basil I and the Governance of Empire
(976-1025), (Oxford: 2005), pp.392-447.

629 Mitko Panov, ‘Ohrid Archbishopric and Ecclesiastical Identity in Byzantium,” in: “Days of Justinian I”, ed.
Mitko Panov (Skopje: 2021), pp.82-93; Heinrich Gelzer, ‘Ungedruckte und wenig bekannte
Bistiimerverzeichnisse der orientalischen Kirche I1,” BZ, 2 (1893), pp.22-72.

830 Giinter Prinzing, ‘The Autocephalous Byzantine Ecclesiastical Province of Bulgaria/Ohrid How Independent
Were Its Archbishops?,” Bulgaria Mediaevalis, 3 (2012), p.365.

81! Alan Harvey, Economic Expansion in the Byzantine Empire, 900-1200, (Cambridge: 1990), pp.105-6. ‘The
kanonikon was a payment in both cash and kind which does not appear in the exemption lists because it was
exacted by the church. The payment was standardised by Isaac Komnenos at one nomisma and two miliaresia
together with six modioi each of wheat and barley, six measures of wine, one ram and thirty birds from a
community of thirty households.” Note the presence of the Vlach Tzola in Chomatenos, PD, §136.5-6.

632 Madgearu, The Asanids, pp.51-52.

633 Theophylact of Ohrid, ed. Paul Gautier, Théophylacte d’Achrida Lettres, (Thessaloniki: 1980).

634 Eleftheria Papagianni, ‘Ot BovAayot 67Ti¢ emotoAéc Tov OcoguAdktov Aypidac,” avelinvio lotopucd Zvvéidpio
(Mouog 1989), (Thessaloniki: 1989), pp.63-71.

635 [lia Iliev, ‘Prostrannoto Zitie na Kliment Okhridski. Kriti¢no izdanie (The Long Life of Saint Clement of Ohrid.
A Ciritical Edition),” Byzantinobulgarica, 9, (1995), pp.60-120, trans. Dujcev, Kiril and Methodius: Founders of
Slavonic Writing, pp.93-127; Grutskite Zitija na Kliment Okhridski, ed. Alexander Milev, (Sofia: 1966), pp.76-
146, repr. 1. Basileios Anastasiou, ‘Biog Kwvotavtivov-Kvpidiov, Biog MeBodiov, Biog KAnquevtog Aypidog,’
Eretnpic Ocoloyixng Zyolng Hovemornuiov Osooalovikng, 12, (1968), pp.162-184. Odd references in the Greek
to ‘we Bulgarians’ [toig BovAydpoig iuiv] suggest a Bulgarian interlocutor, Iliev, p.101.880.
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Glagolitic Slavic alphabet.5¢ Clement’s achievement therefore enabled the diffusion of the
‘divine Gospels from Greek texts into the Bulgarian tongue.’®*” The text makes the notable
attribution of the 864 baptism of King Boris, normally said to have been performed by St.
Methodios, to Clement’s own hand. Then from this example thereafter the Bulgarian ethnos
followed their king’s example becoming Christians.®*8

Obolensky and Angold have convincingly argued that throughout his time, and especially
through his rewriting of this hagiography, Theophylact was attempting to Hellenise Bulgarian
culture.%®® Margaret Mullett, who has produced the most substantial literary analysis of his
letters, has sought to provide a context for Theophylact’s otherwise seemingly disingenuous
comments about the Bulgarian people. She has noted high dissonance between Theophylact’s
condemnation of the Bulgarians for their inherent vices and sins and his efforts to present
Bulgaria as a Christian nation, to say nothing of Theophylact’s own gradual assimilation into
Bulgarian culture. Mullett has advocated for each of Theophylact’s works to be presented,
contextualised, and analysed entirely as a representative of their respective genres.®*® If in one
work he complains hyperbolically about ‘the Bulgarian nature, the nurse of all evil’, it is —
Mullett claims - because of the context of the letter, in that particular case, because a Bulgarian
peasant called Lazaros committed arson that damaged private property.®*! Mullett’s argument
for a more holistic approach to Theophylact’s life and work is especially compelling when
considering the archbishops’ efforts to promote local Bulgarian interests, related both to
education and to two local cults: Sts. Clement and Achilleios.®** This resulted in his second
literary work on another aspect of shared Byzantine-Bulgarian heritage: a hagiography
narrating early Bulgarian history through the Martyrdom of the Fifteen Martyrs of
Tiberiopolis.*** Theophylact’s focus was again on the connection of contemporary Bulgaria
with a shared Christian past, this time providing Tiberiopolis with its contemporary Bulgarian
name Xtpovpuit(n.®** The work has a great deal in common with his Vita Clementis, focusing
upon the conversion of the Bulgarians where they transitioned from being ‘before not a people,

636 Theophylact, ed. Iliev, ‘Long Life,”, p.101.863.12; Angeliki Delikari. ‘The Cyrillo-Methodian Mission,
Theophylact of Ohrid and the Long Life of Saint Clement,’ Kirilo-Metodievski studii, 25 (2016), pp.192-198.

37 Theophylact, ed. Iliev, ‘Long Life,” p.82.59-61; ‘They refined/discovered the Slavonic letters, then they
translated the holy Scriptures from the Greek language into Bulgarian’ ‘€€gvpickovot pev 10 ZOAofevika
YPAUPOTO, EpUNVEVOVGL O TOG BE0mVEDGTOVG YPAPAS £K TG EAALGS0G YAMTTNG €ig TV BovAyapury.’

38 Ibid., p.85.184-186, ‘And besides, this Boris was a recipient of the blessing of baptism, whence the Bulgarian
nation too began to be deemed worthy of holy baptism and to be Christian.” “Hv yéip 6 Bopiong obtog kol AAwg
yvopng deéidic kol tod dyofod Sextikfic, 8¢’ oD kai O @V Bovdydpwv E0vog tod Ogiov te KaTaéodcbo
Bartiopatog kai yprotioviley fip&ato-’

639 Dimitri Obolensky, Six Byzantine Portraits, (Oxford: 1988). Obolensky’s chapter on Theophylact of Ohrid
pp-34-83; Angold, Church and Society, pp.170-172.

640 Mullett, Theophylact, pp.269-270.

4! Trans. ibid.; Gautier, Théophylacte, §96.34-35, ‘pvo1g 8¢ PovAyapik mdong kokiog Tdnvog.”

642 Suggestions of Theophylact’s personal involvement with Bulgarian society that could have built a scriptorium
come from letter §103, where Theophylact reveals he was tutoring Bulgarian students in Greek, and addresses
them during a period of sickness. Gautier, Théophylacte, §103, ‘Toig noudevfgio vm’ avtod Bovdydpoig.” This
letter remains the only evidence of any such students.

643 Mullett, p.238; Eirini Sophia-Kiapidou, ‘Critical Remarks on Theophylact of Ohrid's Martyrdom of the Fifteen
Martyrs of Tiberiopolis: The Editorial Adventure of a Text from the Middle Ages,” Parekbolai, 2, (2012), pp.27-
47.
844 Idem., Moptipio twv dexarévie Maptopwv e Tifeprodmoing. Kpruikii éxdoon, amdédoon ora eAlnviké xoi
vropvnuotiouog, (Athens: 2015), p.44 The critical apparatus provides the full title present in Oxford Bodleian
Barocci 197 £.589r: ‘Moaptiplov v ayiov vooéwv iepopaptopav IE” v év Tifeprovmdrel T BovAyapikdg
gmovopalopévn Zrpovppitln poaprupnodviov €mi tiig Poaciieiog 100 dvooePodg Toviovod tod mapafdtov
GLYYPAPEV VIO BE0PLAAKTOV TOD GYIWTATOL GpylEmickdTov mhong Boviyapiag.’; Paul Gautier, Deux oeuvres
hagiographiques du pseudo-Théophylacte, (PhD dissertation, Paris: 1968).
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but a barbarian ethnos, yet became and is now called a people of God’ [0 mpiv 00 Aadg, GAL’
£0vog BapPopov, viv «hadg Ocod» yivetar koi kaAeitar.]* Mirela Ivanova has observed an
intentional continuity in Theophylact’s narrative. By omitting Tsars Peter (927-969), Samuel
(977-1014), and the wars of recent Bulgarian rulers, it asserts a pan-Christian community
through the dual tradition of Roman-Bulgarian place and personal names. By narrating the
movement of martyrs between Thessaloniki and Stroumitsa/Tiberiopolis Theophylact’s
Tiberiopolis becomes a constructed narrative of Bulgarian history that emphasises a spatial
hybrid unity, not monoculturalism.®* The ongoing debate about Byzantine ethnicity and some
scholars’ insistence on an essentialist doctrine of assimilation into Byzantium and the language
of the ‘Romaika’ has regrettably shifted the focus away from the overlapping identities of those
who lived in provincial Byzantium. Theophylact provides evidence of the existence of hybrid,
multi-layered identities long into the Byzantine millennium.®*’ Moreover, in a much-discussed
statement from Theophylact in his letters to the deposed empress Maria of Alania in 1095,
Theophylact himself suggests that he considered himself, after seven years, as fully belonging
to the Ohrid milieu by both those among whom he lived in Ohrid and those who had known
him before:

‘I have a charming story to offer to the lady who is truly full of grace. During my stay
in this city—it was such a long time ago—all of my belongings, which are normally
pleasant and fragrant, rotted and started emitting a foul smell. Then, I returned to the
Bulgarians—I, a genuine Constantinopolitan and strangely a Bulgarian—smelling of
decay as they smell of goatskin. And what is worse, these people will assume that you
also found me disgusting, although it was due to you that my stench became abundantly
and pleasantly sweet—smelling.

"Eyo 8¢ Tt xai yapieviicacOot Tpog v TV Yopitov dAnddg yépovoav. Kdteyu toivov
émi Bovdydpoig ateyvidg Kovotavtivovmoritng, 10 EEvov Bovdyapog andlwv compiog
¢ €kelvol ToD TOV KOOIV Ypacov Kol TO devotatov 8Tt pe ol ékeivol avOpmmot Kol
mapd 6od Bdeivydiivar oifjcovtar, 1) yop av 1| campia pot edmd1460n Kai péAo tAovsing
Kol YoplEvimg; '™

The classism and tropes concerning the Bulgarians were always present, particularly in
communications with the capital. Regardless, we see also the sense that a bishop, having spent
a long time amongst his provincial population, believed he had come to represent them both in
the city and abroad.

The resultant picture of Ohrid in this period has been fleshed out into an age of economic
expansion and prosperity, with multiple new basilicas erected over the course the twelfth

645 Sophia-Kiapidou, Maptiopio Tewv dexonévie, p.166.

646 Mirela Ivanova, 'Seeing Like a Church: The Politics of Theophylact of Ohrid's Fifteen Martyrs of
Tiberioupolis,” Travaux et Mémoires, 26, (2022), pp.675-94.

847 Pohl, ‘Early medieval Romanness,” pp.21-22; Koder, ‘Remarks on linguistic Romanness,” pp.111-114; cf.
Kaldellis, Romanland, p.143.

%48 Translation adapted from Eirini Sophia-Kiapidou, ‘Theophylact of Ohrid’s Vita of Clement of Ohrid and the
Martyrdom of the Fifteen Martyrs of Tiberiopolis,” Kalligraphos - Essays on Byzantine Language, Literature and
Palaeography (Berlin: 2023), p.74; Gautier, Théophylacte §4, p.141.55-62. Translation adapted from Mullett,
Theophylact of Ohrid, p.261; cf. Paul Stephenson, The Legend of Basil the Bulgar-Slayer, (Cambridge: 2003),
p-83.; Note alternative translation by Dirk Krausmiiller in: Moving Byzantium: A Sourcebook, ed. Claudia Rapp,
pp-261-262.

164



century.®®® The archbishop’s palace, while non-surviving today, is described as pleasant, tall,
and attracting the envy (and potential animosity) of the local inhabitants of Ohrid. The
impression of prosperity has a somewhat mixed representation in Theophylact’s letters.
Frequently, he writes to bishops, to the emperor, and to the patriarch to complain of the
oppression of imperial tax-collectors hoping to gain tax exemptions.®*® To Nikephoros
Bryennios, the son-in-law of Alexios I Komnenos, he writes of the ‘dnuociov dvvoiag’ and
“yevdoroyieg’, the ‘public opinion’ and ‘lies’ shared by Ohrid’s inhabitants and tax-collectors
that he lived in luxury while they swarmed below.>!

‘[They say] my mountains flow with milk, that I am stuffed with I know not how many
talents for my supplies, that I am immensely rich and live like a satrap, that in
comparison to the riches of the archbishop those of the Persian would seem shabby, that
the palaces at Susa and Ecbatana are mere huts compared with my airy, high-rise
residence, where in summer I cool the furnace of my fleshiness.

[...] T 8¢ dpn pov yéecOar YEAoKTL Kol TAAGVTOV OVK 010 OGOV GUUTOPIGLLOIG ASPOV
givai pe kol Baddmlovtov SiopdcaTo Kol dysy coTpamkde, HOALOV 8¢ Kai LKpOTPEmT
eovijval v Kol o Mndkd 10ig ApylEmOKOTIKOIG Tapafe®POVIEVH Kol TO £V ZOVGOIG
kot 'ExBatdvorig Baciieio koAvPog dteyvadg Tpog To UG TOAVOPOPO. KOl TOVG PUTIGTOVS
oikovg, 0ig £vOepilmv dvayvym TV TV EmPAIVOUEVOV HOL GAPKMY Kavoy: 02

Until recently archaeological evidence did not allow further pursuit of a lost mighty palace
lording over the villagers.®>® Excavations published in 2020 in the vicinity of Ohrid’s Hagia
Sophia cathedral have, however, revealed lower walls of an multi-levelled episcopal complex
formed of typical eleventh- and twelfth-century brickwork, as well as surviving frescoes of
archepiscopal robes, and a series of structures which potentially stretched some 30m all the
way to the shores of Lake Ohrid.®>* Establishing the vast size of this likely palace helps to
understand how subsequent archbishops of Ohrid worked to make the reputation which
Theophylact denied a reality. One sebastos John Komnenos who later took the monastic name
Hadrian, probably a younger brother of Emperor John II Komnenos, was made Archbishop of
Ohrid ¢.1157 and he held this office until his death ¢.1163. %> He may even have hosted his
nephew, Manuel I, at Ohrid during one of the emperor’s campaigns on the Danube border.
Owing to the Du Cange Register compiled in the 1170s, we possess a list and description of all
Ohrid’s Archbishops of Bulgaria up to John/Hadrian Komnenos.®*® As a consequence, we can

649 Mullett, Theophylact, pp.60-65; S. Curéi¢. Architecture in the Balkans: From Diocletian to Suleyman the
Magnificent, c. 300-1550 (London: 2010), pp.571-575.

650 This kind of complaint is tropic. Bernard, ‘Michael Psellos,” Companion to Byzantine Epistolography, p.133;
Alan Harvey, ‘The land and taxation in the reign of Alexios I Komnenos: the evidence of Theophylakt of Ochrid,’
REB, 51 (1993), pp.139-154.

8! Gautier, Théophylacte, §96, p.487.64-76; Including the patriarch, there may be several individuals with this
name. Stadtmiiller, ‘Kamateros,” pp.352-358.

652 Trans. Mullett, Theophylact, p.132.

653 Such was Mullett’s belief in 1997, Theophylact, p.66.

654 Pasko Kuzman, ‘Archaeological Discovery to the South of the Saint Sophia Church in Ohrid,” Arheoloski
Informator, 4 (2020), pp.141-162. That palace was repurposed by Serbian governors in the fourteenth-century,
and later by the Ottomans until its dismantling in 1808 upon which the governor’s residence was rebuilt in
Samuel’s Fortress, Ohrid’s citadel.

655 Giinter Prinzing, ‘Wer war der ,,bulgarische Bischof Adrian* der Laurentius-Chronik sub anno 1164?,’
Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, 36.4 (1988), pp.552-557.

656 Vasilka Tapkova-Zaimova, ‘The Du Cange Catalogue,’ Studies in Medieval Bulgaria and Byzantium, pp.209-
235; idem., ‘/IrokamxoB crucek.” Palaeobulgarica, 3 (2000), pp.21-49. Tapkova-Zaimova reproduced on p.27
the 1740 transcription of Michael Le Quien, Oriens Christianus, 2, (Paris: 1740).
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comment with some accuracy upon the choice of candidates for the archbishopric. While
John/Hadrian Komnenos was undoubtedly the most prestigious, all the others were deacons of
Hagia Sophia, chartophylakes, and as eugeneis carried patronymics. Theophylact’s successor
Leo Bugos/Mungos had even previously served as d10dokorog Tdv €6vdv, a teacher of foreign
students, before ascending to Ohrid’s episcopal throne.®’

John/Hadrian Komnenos was the first archbishop to commit an act of historical conflation that
would have critical importance throughout the thirteenth century. During his incumbency the
title, and by extension the rights and privileges, of the Ohrid Archbishopric of All Bulgaria
were expanded to include the long-abandoned sixth-century colony of Justiniana Prima. Its
full styling read: ‘apyrenicrkonog tig [IpdtNng Tovotviaviig kai mdong BovAyapioc.” Justiniana
Prima and its episcopal see had been founded as a colony to honour Justinian’s birthplace but
had lapsed in the intervening centuries.%® The city was something of a failed project,
abandoned less than a century after its founding. However, at its foundation the colony’s
diocese had been granted full archbishopric status along with numerous other caveats within
Novel XI establishing the great extent of its powers.%® Eliding with Justiniana Prima therefore
allowed Ohrid to claim multiple ancient privileges, in particular the rights for Justiniana Prima
to be outside the jurisdiction of any patriarch.®®® Only Cyprus would have comparable status,
a significant comparison given one source’s claims that [saak Komnenos (1185-1191) was later
crowned emperor by the archbishop of that island.®¢!

Ohrid’s history becomes murkier
after John/Hadrian Komnenos. The
final certain archbishop prior to
1204 is one John Kamateros,
distinct from the contemporary
Ecumenical Patriarch of
Constantinople John X Kamateros
(1198 — May 1206).92 Prior to
election, as deacon this John
Kamateros had presided over the
disreputable burial-at-sea of
Emperor Alexios IT in 1183.5%
Potentially, some of this John Figure 20. 1191, St. Geofge, Kurbinovo. Archbishop John Kamateros upper

Kamateros’ Correspondence right figure. Fragmentary fresco cycle of Isaak Il and Margaret of Hungary
. flanked on left. Grozdanov, Kurbinovo and Other Studies, p.266.
survives. A John Kamateros who

857 Tapkova-Zaimova, ‘Du Cange,‘pp.27, 33.

658 Vujadin IvaniSevi¢, ‘Main Patterns of Urbanism in Cari¢in Grad (Justiniana Prima),” in: New Cities in Late
Antiquity. Documents and Archaeology, ed. Ethymios Rizos, (Turnhout: 2017), pp.221-232.

659 Novel XI of Justinian is in: Corpus luris Civilis ed. R. Schoell, 111, (Berlin: 1954), p.94.

660 Stanislaw Turlej, Justiniana Prima: An Underestimated Aspect of Justinian's Church Policy, (Krakow: 2016),
pp.50-61.

86! Savvas Neocleous, ‘Imaging Isaak Komnenos Of Cyprus (1184-1191) and the Cypriots: Evidence from the
Latin Historiography Of The Third Crusade,” Byzantion, 83, (2013), pp.297-337; The claim that an archbishop or
potential patriarch (Antiochene or unilaterally promoted Cypriot), had crowned Isaak emperor comes from the
Syriac Chronicle of Patriarch Michael (1166-1199), Chronique le Michel le Syrien trans. by J.B. Chabot (Paris:
1905), 111, p.402.

862 DOSeals, 1951.31.5.2400. Seal published of a ‘John, Archbishop of Bulgaria’ could relate to either Kamateros
or Komnenos. ‘Tov nopevapynv Bovdydpov Todvvny motov povaotiv, untpomdpbeve, oxénolg.”; Maksimovic-
M. Popovi¢, ‘Les sceaux byzantins de la région danubienne en Serbie,” SBS, ed. Oikonomides, 2 (Washington
D.C.: 1990), p.224.

83 NC, CD, §274, trans. p.152.
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may be the Bulgarian archbishop was the recipient of three letters penned by George Tornikes,
Metropolitan of Ephesos. The subjects of these letters were dogmatic and concerned a matter
of disagreement concerning the creed, but John Kamateros appears without title or office.®¢*
Despite their content focusing greatly on remembering the duty of Greeks to speak with Greek
and a reference to George’s uncle (Theophylact of Ohrid) having previously served as
Archbishop of Bulgaria, John is not given a title and regrettably it is not enough to securely
identify both time and place.®®> Hypothetically, if these letters are addressed to our John
Kamateros (incumbent in Ohrid ¢.1191-1215), then they should be dated later. What little we
know of John Kamateros’ archepiscopal activities in Bulgaria comes from a translation of a
Slavic prayer for St. Mihail Voyn (Michael the Warrior), a ninth-century military saint believed
to have lived during the reign of Tsar St. Boris-Michael. St. Mihail was a suitable model for
Byzantine-Bulgarian cooperation, as in life the saint had served in the imperial army before
embarking on a set of dragon-slaying exploits. Kamateros appears to have composed a series
of prayers for the saint and within the last lines of his odes included an acrostic of his own
name ‘TQANN...X.’%%¢ The tentative association of this text aside, we have no extant letters
written by John Kamateros for the duration of his incumbency as archbishop. Only in other
aspects does Kamateros demonstrate himself an influential figure. He is identified as donor of
the monastic church of St. George Kurbinovo near Lake Prespa, built 1191.5¢7 Kurbinovo, an
outstanding example of late Komnenian-Angelid art was executed by skilled artisans likely
from Constantinople. The church embodies the wealth and connections of twelfth-century
Ohrid. Remaining fragments even
confirm Kamateros had himself
and Emperor Isaak II Angelos
painted together on Kurbinovo’s
facade.

The end of John Kamateros’
incumbency as Archbishop is
recorded in the writings of his
successor, Demetrios
Chomatenos. In  those of
Chomatenos’ documents which
pertain to Ohrid ¢.1216/7 it is
stated that Kamateros had been in
office until ‘mépvot’ i.e. last
year. %68 If Demetrios
Chomatenos, prior to succeeding him had been serving under Kamateros in Ohrid as
chartophylax, then it is probable that Kamateros was briefly restored when Epiros captured the
city in 1215/16.

'\ F ]

Figure 21. 1191, St. George, Kurbinovo. St. George (below) and feet of an
archbishop, likely, Kamateros (above). Author’s photograph, taken 01/09/25.

664 The letters were published and dated to 1153-1155 associated with an unspecified John Kamateros. See
Georges et Demeétrios Tornikes, §§10, 11, pp.15, 127-134, also p.128n.4.

665 A potential reading would be that it was an intentional slight on Tornikes’ part to ignore Kamateros’ office and
merely allude to his own family’s experience in Bulgaria.

666 Sergey Yurievich Temchin, ‘Ohridskiy arhiepiskop loann Kamatir kak veroyatnery avtor slavyanskoy sluzhbet
Mihailu Voinu iz Potuki, [ The Archbishop of Ohrid John Kamateros as a Possible Author of the Slavonic Liturgical
Office for St. Michael, the Soldier of Potuka],” Starobulgarska Literatura, 55 (2017), p.32.

667 Cvetan Grozdanov, ‘Sur les portraits des personnages historiques a Kurbinovo,” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog
Instituta, 33 (1994), pp.85-102; idem., Kurbinovo and Other Studies on Prespa Frescoes, (Skopje: 2015), pp.118-
123.

668 Chomatenos, PD, §10.43.
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There is no clear paradigm for either the deposition or retention of bishops in the face of
Bulgarian and Latin expansion after 1204. The situation depended either on personal oaths of
submission to the conquering powers or to absorption into the centres of Orthodox
resistance.®®® Deposition when it occurred rarely involved either an exile over a great distance
or a complete cessation of contact with their congregation. While the patriarch licensed Nikaia
to encourage migration to new dioceses in Anatolia, the Epirote episcopal letters talk far more
of bishops serving from a close distance. When the Metropolitan Michael Choniates was
expelled from Athens in 1205, he had removed himself to Kea an island off the east coast of
Attica and continued to guide his flock as best he could across the straits.’° Choniates’
communication with the Metropolitan of Thebes reveals that the latter did the same from
Andros.®”! The Patriarchs of Constantinople-Nikaia developed the practice of sending
encyclicals to the Orthodox congregation of the former capital with news, greetings and
blessings.®’? Following their example, Kamateros may not have even left the environs of Ohrid
or its dependent villages.®”® The only evidence that Kamateros did briefly leave Macedonia is
his signature on a synodal act in October 1213, when he appeared in Nikaia as one of several
undersigned bishops confirming the Nikaian church’s support for Theodore Laskaris’
impending marriage to the daughter of the Armenian Cilician King Levon (1187/1198-
1219).7* While evidence that Kamateros was there in 1213 he is also the only signatory of a
Balkan see, all others were Anatolian. Given that other evidence suggests bishops commonly
held two offices simultaneously upon migration to Anatolia (uncanonically but permitted under
the 1205 flexible precept of oikonomia), the visit may have been temporary.®’

The candidate to succeed Kamateros became the most prominent of all Ohrid’s archbishops,
and a leading figure in ecclesiastical and geopolitical developments. Before the fall in 1204 it
has been theorised that Kamateros selected a deacon amongst the clergy at Hagia Sophia to
serve as his apokriseis, responsible for administering matters and organising communications
between Ohrid and the patriarchate. Both Giinter Prinzing and Ilia Iliev have demonstrated that
between 1191 and 1203 the man selected to hold this post was one Demetrios Chomatenos.
Their theory is based on a reference in the communications of John Apokaukos, writing much
later, in defence of Chomatenos. We learn much from Apokaukos’ response that: ‘I have known
the shepherd [Chomatenos] for a long time, since the time he was apokriseis to the

%69 The Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 asserted in its opening chapters the proclamation that the Greeks needed
to take an oath of loyalty that accepted Papal Primacy. See Chris Schabel, Nikephoros Tsougarakis, ‘Pope Innocent
I1I, the Fourth Lateran Council, and Frankish Greece and Cyprus,’ Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 67.4 (2015),
pp.742-759.

670 Michael appointed the monk Lukas of Hagios Georgios in the island of Makri to administer the spiritual needs
of Athens, sending his own sigillion as proof of the deputization. MC, Epistulae, §99, p.132.35-40. In letter §116,
p-193.7 (c.1207) Michael replied to his nephew’s complaint about his ‘ill-considered and ill-examined ordinations’
[tac dokémtoug kai adokipudotoug yepotoviag]. Most likely, Michael’s delegates were provoking tension with the
Latins.

671 MC, Epistulae, §91.

672 Germanos 11, ed. Lagopates, §1, pp.350-353; trans. Angold, §3, pp. 103-107.

673 Prinzing differs and believes that Kamateros, potentially with Chomatenos in tow, departed for Nikaia and was
there, at least in 1207. Giinter Prinzing, ‘A Quasi Patriarch in the State of Epirus: The Autocephalous Archbishop
of "Boulgaria" (Ohrid) Demetrios Chomatenos,” Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta, 41 (2004), p.172.

674 Pavlov, ‘Sinodalnaja gramota,” pp.165-166; Corrected and amended Pavlov, Sbornik neizdannyh pamjatnikov
Vizantijskogo cerkovnogo prava, [Collection of Unpublished Monuments of Byzantine Church Law], (St.
Petersburg: 1898), pp.138-140; Regestes, IV, p.17; Prinzing, ‘Quasi Patriarch,’ p.174.

675 Darrouzes, ‘Notes inédites de transferts épiscopaux.’
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patriarchs.’®’® If this is the case, then Chomatenos was well-prepared for assuming the
archbishopric and its hybrid character, and had experience representing it abroad. He had also
already witnessed first-hand the changes that accompanied the fragmentation of Byzantium.

3.7. Ohrid under the Bulgarian-Vlach Empire: The ‘Tyranny of the Drougoubitai’
(1203/06—.1216)

Ohrid remained under some remnant of Byzantine control during the turbulent years following
the Bulgarian-Vlach uprising in 1185, until the annexation of the city by King/Tsar Kaloyan
(1196-1207). This event is loosely dated to the period between 1203-06.5"7 It was then
conquered by Theodore Komnenos Doukas (1215-1230) and incorporated within the
‘Principality of Arta/Empire of Thessaloniki’ in the opening campaigns of his expansionist
reign. Throughout the intervening years Ohrid had been under the control of Kaloyan’s
successor Boril (1207-1218). The period is remembered by Demetrios Chomatenos, who
succeeded John Kamateros as Archbishop of Ohrid c.1216, as ‘the period of the tyranny of the
Drougoubitai’ [1® koupd thc Apovyovprrdv toppavvidoc].6’® The chronology of these events
is far from clear.

The major powers surrounding Ohrid during this time were relatives of the Asan dynasty. At
Kaloyan’s murder outside Thessaloniki in 1207, his nephew Boril (1207—1218) usurped power
from the heir-apparent but thereafter struggled to gain legitimacy. In the same year, Boril’s
brother, the sebastokrator Strez, replaced Dobromir Chrysos in controlling the territory which
surrounded the fortress at Prosek (Demir Kapija, North Macedonia).®” He would remain
independent until Theodore annexed Prosek in 1219.9%° Meanwhile Alexios Slav, a nephew of
the Asan tsars Peter and Kaloyan, ruled from the fortified cities of Melnik and Tsepina vast
swathes of the Rhodope Mountain range that gave him the security to pursue an autonomous
diplomatic policy.®8! Strez and Chrysos were loosely allied to Bulgaria until Boril’s deposition
and the restoration of the legitimate heir John/Ivan IT Asan in 1218.%%2 Alexios Slav was

676 Apokaukos, Epirotica, §17, p.272.17-19. ‘Todtov éyd 1@V ékdotote Bovkyopiog dmoxpicelg mopd Toig
TATPAPYOLG TOOVHEVOY Eyvidploa €k pakpod’; Lambropoulos, §70; Prinzing, PD, p.11n.45; Iliya Iliev,
Ohridskiyat arhiepiskop Dimitar Homatian i balgarite [The Ohrid Archbishop Demetrios Chomatenos and the
Bulgarians], (Sofia: 2021), pp.93-94.

77 Dimiter Angelov, ‘Prosopography of the Byzantine World (1204-1261) in the Light of Bulgarian Sources,’
Identities and Allegiances, pp.101-121.

78 Chomatenos, PD, 81.91. Drougoubitai is a term with multiple meanings. It is normally connected with the
region around the Strymon and Serres. Omeljan Pritsak, ‘Drougoubitai’ in: Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, ed.
Alexander Kazhdan; Franjo Barisic, ‘Vesti Dimitrija Homatijana o "vlasti Druguvita" [Informations de Demetrius
Chomatianos sur le "pouvoir des Drougoubitai"], Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog Instituta, 20 (1981), pp.41-58;
Ivan Dujcev, ‘Dragyvista-Dragovitia,” REB, 22 (1964), pp.215-221; Nicol, ‘Refugees, Mixed Population,” p.11n.45.
679 Robert Mihajlovski, Ordance Petrov, ‘New evidence from the fortress of Prosakos, Demir Kapija: the seal of

George Oinaiotes, sebastos and parakoimomenos,’ Patrimonim Mk, 15 (2017), pp.227-231.

680 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §3, pp.244-246; Lambropoulos, §35; Nicol, ‘Refugees, Mixed Population,” p.26.

681 Alexios Slav, still in power just before 1230, from 1208 was married to an illegitimate daughter of Henry of
Flanders and made princeps and despotes of Philippopolis. After her death in 1218 he allied himself to Epiros. By
1220 Slav had gained sufficient wealth and authority to found a monastery in Melnik dedicated to the Virgin
Spelaiotissa, for which the sigillion charter survives, granting it revenues and gifts. The sigillion, a blend of Greek
and Slavonic legal terminology, is preserved at the Athonite Vatopedi Monastery. See Akropolites, §24, trans.
Macrides, p.172; Jacques Bompaire, Archives de I’ Athos Vatopedi I, (Paris: 2001), §13; Ivan Biliarsky, Word and
Power in Mediaeval Bulgaria, (Leiden: 2011), pp.64, 279; Kalin Yordanov, ‘“Frankski” gerb ot familnata
grobnitsa v manastira “Sv. Bogoroditsa Pantanasa” v Melnik [“Frankish” coat of arms from the family tomb at
the Panagia Pantanassa Monastery in Melnik],” Bulgaria Mediaevalis, 11 (2020), pp.195-235; Angelov,
‘Prosopography,” pp.101-121; Van Tricht, Renovatio, pp.378-379.

%82 Giinter Prinzing, Die Bedeutung Bulgariens and Serbiens in den Jahren 1204-1219, (Munich: 1972).
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noticeably more fluid and drifted between Latin, Epirote, and Bulgarian ties. Lacking Bulgarian
narrative sources, it is very difficult to ascertain precisely when lands changed hands. We would
hope to rely upon hoards, but multiple coinages circulated concurrently and these Bulgarian
warlords and principalities all made use of billon frachea, which predominantly lacked
dedications. This debased coinage, known in earlier scholarship as the ‘Bulgarian’ series and
now termed ‘Faithful Copies’, were further complicated by a Latin imitation coinage and
served alongside coinage already in circulation. The result produced a commonly acceptable
but regionally indistinguishable means of exchange. The Bulgarian Tsars would not mint their
own coinage and allow for confident identification until well after 1220.683

Ohrid did not take part in the original uprising of Peter and John /Ivan I Asan in 1185 and some
twenty years were required for it to capitulate to a ‘national’ Bulgarian uprising. There is an
important distinction to be made then between the First and Second Bulgarian Empires, that
reflected the genesis of a hybrid Byzantine-Bulgarian ethnicity in the 150 years of Byzantine
rule. Ohrid, Sofia, and Skopje, key parts of the ninth and tenth century Bulgar empire of Boris
(852—-889), Symeon (893-927) or even that of Samuel (997-1014), were not central to the
Second Bulgarian state. The Asanid Bulgarian empire was on the Danube, geographically
further north and as it expanded into Thrace and Macedonia it was entering lands far more
defined by their affinity with the Balkan Byzantines than antagonism.®** When the Synodikon
of King Boril was issued in 1211 to declare anathema against Bulgaria’s enemies, Ohrid was
still under Bulgarian control. The document’s intention was to solidify an independent
Bulgarian Church and to emphasise political independence, hence article §91 ‘To John Asan
the King, called Belgun, who freed his people from Greek slavery, eternal remembrance!’%%?
However, despite three entries invoking the names and deeds of Sts Cyril, Methodius, and
Clement, the Synodikon never mentions Ohrid.®3® The emphasis is entirely on the northern
territories, and not on Macedonian cults like Tiberiopolis, and, as such, it directly contradicts
the narrative of the conversion of the Bulgarians that Theophylact’s Vita had propagated. The
Synodikon made St. Clement solely the ‘Bishop of Great Moravia,” claiming him for the
Bulgarian Empire of the thirteenth century. %7 It did so by directly capitalising on the
weaknesses of Theophylact’s text. In Theophylact’s hagiography, despite Clement being
claimed as the founder of Ohrid’s spiritual mission as an archbishopric for connecting Greeks
and Bulgarians, he is mentioned in the context of Ohrid only twice.®3® Far more space is given
to his journeys to Rome and the Hyperborea. This ‘oversight” will be addressed in the great
response work of Demetrios Chomatenos’ own Vita Clementis in the age of Epirote
expansion.®®’

We do not know definitively if there was a Bulgarian archbishop of Kaloyan or Boril’s choosing
appointed to Ohrid. There is not one mentioned in the Synodikon, although that text’s
fragmentary preservation makes a definitive use uncertain.®®® Chomatenos’ vast dossier of
materials begins in 1216 with the Epirote conquest of the region. Much of his early
correspondence has to deal with decisions and appointments made under the Bulgarian regime.

683 Michael Hendy, Coinage and Money in the Byzantine Empire 1081-1261, (Washington D.C.: 1969); Hendy,
DOC, 4.2; Baker, Coinage and Money, pp.76, 87, 1220-1221.

84 Cheynet, Pouvoir et Contestations, pp.450-453.

%85 Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, p.211. For the belief that Belgun is a Cuman word indicative of a mixed ancestry,
see also Butler, p.211n.8.

686 From this we might even contend that John Kamateros had never been ejected from office.

687 Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, §90, p.211.

688 Theophylact, ed. Iliev, ‘Long Life,” §54, p.98.745, §70, p.102.915.

689 See Section 3.8, p.178.

890 Butler, Monumenta Bulgarica, pp.203-204.
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In Chomatenos’ correspondence the ‘Boulgarepiskopoi’ [ fovlyapoemnickdnor] specifically the
bishops appointed by Asanid Bulgaria during the period when Kaloyan and Boril had expanded
into Ohrid’s suffragan dioceses were a source of great controversy. Not having been appointed
by a Byzantine-Greek archbishop, they were vulnerable on two counts. Firstly, to the Epirote
Church the elections were simply uncanonical. Kaloyan’s negotiations with the pope had
elevated an archbishop who acted as a patriarch and this was unlawful to Chomatenos’ mind.
The second was that according to Apokaukos’ letter to Patriarch Manuel Sarantenos in 1222
there appears to be a conception in the fragmented world created after 1204 world that a bishop
or priest appointed by a foreign power would be acting on their appointee’s behalf as an
agent.%®! This point shall be returned to. The question of how to deal with the Boulgarepiskopoi
was first asked of Basil Pediadites, the Metropolitan of Corfu (d.1218), who had been in office
since ¢.1201 and had avoided dethronement.®®? Pediadites’ long career and his education and
tenure in 1160s Constantinople as poictop t®v ypoppat®dv made him something of a
provincial authority in the early years after 1204. His letter refusing the Pope’s invitation to the
Fourth Lateran Council in 1215 amplified that reputation. Articulating and defining
Orthodoxy’s obedience to the Seven Ecumenical Councils made up of the five patriarchal seats
of the Pentarchy, Pediadites reasoned that as the Pentarchy seats could not be called, and that
without an Orthodox Patriarch ‘our throne of Constantinople is widowed,” he concluded that
the Pope’s council was by very definition non-ecumenical and invalid.%** Constantinides
believed that this letter was public, perhaps even encyclical, and thus was one of the reasons
Pediadites was approached with such reverence by John Apokaukos and remembered after his
death as a spiritual champion by Theodore Komnenos Doukas.®** Pediadites’ omission of the
authority and standing of the Constantinopolitan-Nikaian Patriarchate would doubly have
encouraged Theodore’s support. Pediadites therefore was a precursor to the role that
Chomatenos was about to fill, a spokesperson and legal recourse of the western fragments of
Byzantium.

The Boulgarepiskopoi matter raised another matter we as historians should investigate. How
many Bulgarians were appointed as bishops in pre-1204 Byzantine Bulgaria? The first
Archbishops of all Bulgaria in Ohrid after Basil II’s conquest were seemingly Bulgarian, but
from Leo of Ohrid’s tenure (1037-1056) they were all Byzantines educated in Constantinople

%1 In ¢.1207/08, David Grand Komnenos of Paphlagonia had dismissed one such bishop sent by the Nikaian
Patriarch to his bishopric of Amastris. Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §17, p.275.28-31. ‘Did not that Lord David
Komnenos therefore have the deacon of the church Pammakaristes [Patriarch Autoreianos’ selection] whipped
and dismissed, because he sailed to Amastris after having been elected there, in order to inspect the city’s affairs?
[0 8e Kopvnvog ékeivog kBp Aavid oV LAcTIEW NKIGATO Koi AIEREUYOTO TOV TG EKKANGIAG d1dKovov EKEIvoV
tov Toppoxapiotiyv, 6tt yneiobeig &v Audotpidt avémievoey v adTlj, OC TEPIOKOTHONL TA KOT aOTHV;];
Lambropoulos, §70.

92 Pediadites received letters from Chomatenos, Apokaukos, and sent letters to Innocent III and Constantine
Stilbes. These have been published respectively by Konstantinos Manafas, “EmictoAn; Bacileiov Iledwaditov
untporoitov Keprvpag mpoc tov nanav Tvvokévtiov I kal 6 ypovog matpropyeiog matprapyeiog Miyyoi A’ tod
Avtopeonavod,” EEBX, 42, (1975/76), pp.429-40; and Foteini Springou, ‘Basil Pediadites: Living in Corfu: A
Letter to Constantine Stilbes,” Sources for Byzantine Art History Volume 3: The Visual Culture of Later Byzantium
(1081-c.1350), (Cambridge: 2022), pp.952-957. He was also the author of the treatise ‘On the Loss of Thorns’
potentially written after Theodore Komnenos Doukas’ capture of the Latin Emperor Peter of Courtenay in 1217,
published by Athanasios Karpozilos, ‘Bactieiov [ediaditn Exppaoig dhdoemg dxavdlbwv’ Hrepwtixd Xpovikd,
23 (1981), pp.284-298; For Basil Pediadites’ life and works see Costas Constantinides, ‘AoyioctOvn otV
‘OpbodoEn émokonn Keprvpag katd tov 13° aidva: H zmepintoon tod Bactieiov TMadwditov,” Hrepwrika
Medetquaro Zitnuo Awo Ty Ivevuotixny Zown 2ty Meoaiwviky Hreipo, (Ioannina: 2018), pp.65-83.

93 Manafas, “Emictol) Baotheiov lediaditov,” pp.435.24-25, “viv uév yap téong ynpevet kad fudc Opdvoc tiig
Kovotavtivoundrems,” This overlooking of the Constantinopolitan-Nikaian Patriarchate is potentially another
legacy Pediadites left to Epiros.

94 Constantinides, ‘BactAeiov Iedioditov’ pp.72-73.
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belonging either to Hagia Sophia’s clergy and/or prominent families. Concerning the bishops
suffragan to the archdiocese we have only hints, but they lean towards suggesting that
bishoprics were reserved for Greek-speakers first and foremost. We glean a little more from
the search to secure George Bardanes a bishopric between c¢.1217-1219. Bardanes, was a
student of Michael Choniates and continued to serve the exiled Metropolitan of Athens. In
c.1208 held the quasi-titular positions of hypomnematographos and chartophylax and was a
frequent representative for the ageing Metropolitan.®®> Choniates rewarded his service and
unusual degree of learning in an age of exile and sent Bardanes to Nikaia in search of
appointment and made simultaneous enquiries with Apokaukos in Naupaktos. Apokaukos’
reply to Bardanes provided the background to the previously discussed reputation of the wealth
of Bulgarian sees amongst the clergy of Hagia Sophia (see p.162) but also continued to say:

‘And even if these present anomalous times have rendered all these things entirely
untrue, it is still true to say, I think that in these distant places the bishoprics of Grevena
and Vonitsa are superior, being entirely Hellenic and composed in their population of
Greeks [['pawkdv]. Then if you wish to be a bishop to possess one of these vacant
bishoprics, that of Grevena is superior. The loving Lord shall make it so and the
philanthropic angels appoint [you].

Kol K&v oo Kol To0Tog TévTmg 1 Kopikr) avopoiio nypeimosy, AL el Tpoonket v
anBeiav Ayev, Dmepeépey vopilo kol €ig T Eoyata Tadta v T®V ['pefevdv Tig
Bovditing, todto povov tontng DIEPTEPOVONG OVTHG, TOV TAVTO EAANVICUOV KOl TO
péoov keicOat I'patk®dv. Av te yodv €mckonijoat 0eANGELS AV T€ KATEXEW AVETICKOTMOG
gmokonny, 1N TV [pefevdv dmeptépa iotm @iliog kdplog, iotwoav eLavOpwmol
dryyehot.” 6%

Given Apokaukos’ reference to multiple sees and places in Bulgaria desired by multiple bishops
in the preceding part of the letter we should assume that he is referring to more than just Ohrid
itself.®7 His own personal feelings were that it was preferable to avoid the sinful ambition of
wealth and also to be in less diverse locations. He suggests that Grevena, of which our
knowledge of the Byzantine town is of a highly modest fort (modern Spilio) and a collection
of small villages, was considered fully Greek.®®® Vonitsa meanwhile is more problematic.
Apokaukos in 1222 directly contradicts this description of a purely Greek region in a semeioma
which was convened to record the rape, impregnation, and injuries suffered by the maiden
Vlasia Sgouropoulos and her father at the hands of one Constantine Avrilionis, who was
described as a Vlach by genos and an emigrant [&moikoc] amongst the Romans.®° Avrilionis
was not even alone in the assault, but assisted by ‘people of his own genos’ [pned’ opoyevodg

695 Ekaterini Galoni, I'ecopyioc Bopdavyg: ZvuPoliy oty pelétn tod Biov, tod &pyov kai tijc émoyiic, (Thessaloniki:
2008).

696 Bees, ‘Uedierte,” §6, pp.251-252.39-41; Lambropoulos, §37.

7 Ibid., ‘oi 1@V émicKOmOV Emeavéctepot Opovot, ai ¢ kotd Bovkyapiav émickomal katd 1€ TPocOI0VE KATE
Te Tomkag Béoelg.’

9% Modern archaeology suggests Grevena was an isolated region of Hellenised Slavs. A twelfth century rank and
seal of one Constantine Kabasilas, bishop of Grevena, remain the only evidence of a bishopric. John Rosser, ‘Dark
Age Settlements in Grevena, Greece (Southwestern Macedonia),” in: Les Villages dans I'Empire byzantin, I[Ve-XVe
siecle ed. Cécile Morrisson, (Paris: 2005), pp. 279-288.

99 Bees, ‘Unedierte,” §5, p.61.21-22, ‘Epnoe yp, dg Adptaodvng tig, Pouoiov dmoucog, Svopa Kevetavtivog,
BAdyovc tod1t0 10 YEVOG 0 KapOc mvOpacey GvOpmmog, katd ypovov Tov tépiov, Bhaciav, trv avtod Buyatépay.’;
Lambropoulos, §12, p.271; The phrase could be a sarcastic literary allusion on Apokaukos’ part to Vlachs’ Dacian
heritage. See Florin Curta, ‘Constantinople and the Echo Chamber: The Vlachs in the French Crusade Chronicles,’
Medieval Encounters, 22 (2016), pp.456-457.
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Aaod]. Evidence such as this suggests that Apokaukos’ depiction of a region as having a ‘pure’
demographic was entirely rhetorical — as indeed were such views from most other authors.
Apokaukos’ perspective is interesting. He has already expressed his disagreement with a
previously common practice of avaricious members of the Constantinopolitan clergy to seek
the episcopal sees of Bulgaria as a means of gaining wealth.”% It is unclear how widespread
this practice was. We certainly cannot say from the meagre evidence that a// bishoprics within
Bulgaria pre-1204 were occupied by ethnic Greeks, but it is enough to suggest that there were
many. Therefore, we should accept Chomatenos’ perspective that the advance of Asanid
Bulgaria and the installation of the Boulgarepiskopoi was a new development, one that
impoverished the Greek-speaking clergy.

Chomatenos’ letter to Pediadites in 1217 regarding the matter of the Boulgarepiskopoi
culminated in an unusually strong declaration of co-Orthodoxy between Greeks and
Bulgarians.”®! It followed a series of Chomatenos’ questions to Pediadites asking if the bishops,
as well as the priests that they have ordained, were to be kept in office after the restoration of
Greek (Epirote) authority. The letter is noteworthy for its reference to a ‘Bulgarian Patriarch,’
some seventeen years before the Patriarch Germanos II recognised this title on behalf of the
Constantinopolitan-Nikaian Patriarchate in 1235.792 Chomatenos knew the legal limits of his
own archdiocese of ‘Ohrid and all Bulgaria’ and the reference to a ‘Bulgarian Patriarch’ should
be read as mocking. To Chomatenos, claiming superiority over the ambitious and unilateral
self-promotion of Basil the Archbishop of Turnovo (who had received his rank in ¢.1203 from
Pope Innocent IIl as a reward for abandoning Orthodoxy) was a prime opportunity to
demonstrate his own leadership of the Ohrid archdiocese and its Bulgarian congregation.’®
The letter begins with a presentation of Basil as a latter-day Maximos the Cynic, a reference to
Maximos’ own act of opportunism in his brief usurpation of the Constantinopolitan patriarchate
in 380. Maximos, who had seized upon the illness of patriarch Gregory of Nazianzus to satisfy
his ambitions and supplant a still-living legitimate authority, was forced to flee the wrath of the
Constantinopolitans when they supported the latter. There were contemporary echoes. Basil of
Turnovo, like Maximos, had invoked the Italian papacy for support. Departing for Italy,
Maximos had rallied the backing of Ambrose of Milan and other western bishops. Having been
confirmed in a first synod, he was finally deposed in a second in 382 when all facts were made
plain. Chomatenos, giving this exemplum to Pediadites, ponders if there should be a repeat of
history. He questions if ‘it seemed best to reject both them [Boulgarepiskopoi] and those
ordained by them. For the Cynic Maximos and his followers, in accordance with the
enforcement of the Fourth Canon of the Second Ecumenical Council, were named Pharisees
and adulterers.”’** If the Boulgarepiskopoi were to be condemned as such it would follow that
additionally their appointees, and all of those who had performed rites of birth and death during
the past decade of Ohrid and its suffragan churches’ existence would be deemed uncanonical.
Chomatenos sought to avoid this obvious escalation and so sought Pediadites’ advice and

700 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,’ §6, p.251-252.37-39; Lambropoulos, §29.

701 Chomatenos, PD, §8.

702 Joannis Tarnanidis, ‘Byzantine-Bulgarian Ecclesiastical Relations during the reigns of John Vatatzes and Ivan
Asan up to the year 1235,” Cyrillomethodianum, 3 (1975), pp.28-52.

703 Tsar Kaloyan (1196-1207) received recognition from Pope Innocent 111 as Rex Bulgarorum et Blachorum as
well as the restoration of a Turnovo archbishopric. Migne, PL, vol. 214, col.1112-1113 (n. CXV), 1115-1116 (n.
CXVID); vol. 215, 155-156 (n. CXLII), 288-292 (n. V-VII), 551-554 (n. CCXXX, CCXXXI); Butler, Monumenta
Bulgarica, pp.219-232.

704 Chomatenos, PD, §8, pp.49-50.87-89, ‘Toig usv odv &do&ev dmopantong 060 adtovg Te Koi ToVG Tap’ odTdV
YEPOTOVNOEVTOG: LOtXODS Yap 0DTOL Kod EmPHTOpag TOVTOVG MVOHOGAY Kol TOV Kuvikov Mééov, Tov 16 8
KOvOVL TG 0IKOVUEVIKTIG OEVTEPUG GLVOSOV EUPEPOUEVOV.
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approval by emphasising affinity and syncretism between Bulgarians and Greek-speaking
Romans.

‘[...] it was recognized that it was unworthy of the philanthropic tradition of the Church
not to accept them. They argue that these individuals not only do not oppose our
doctrines of faith but also strongly agree with us and observe the same ecclesiastical
laws and rites. They assert that all the divine Scripture (including the lives of the saints
and their deeds), translated into their own language from our books directs and guides
their polity. Even if their so-called patriarch was later elevated to the patriarchal dignity
by the pope of Elder Rome, he was nonetheless initially ordained an archbishop by the
lawful Roman (Byzantine) archbishop, namely the bishop of Vidin, and by another two
bishops. And if even the one who ordained him [Kaloyan] subsequently met his end by
the sword, having been hated by the Bulgarians for seeking to rise up against Romania,
they say it does not prejudice against the priestly office of those who had been
previously ordained.”®

For, the one ordaining, in performing an ordination, does not pass on his own affliction,
be it spiritual or physical; rather, he summons the grace of the all-holy Spirit and, by
performing ordination, he bestows it on the one being ordained. Even junior doctors
know how to treat the physical ailments, while the spiritual ailments [can be treated]
only by those who have received authority from God to make legal and canonical
decrees. In this manner, the Church Fathers also accepted those who had been ordained
by heretics but had converted to Orthodoxy. They determined that it was necessary to
receive such individuals who turned away from heresies. They assert that these
individuals should not be considered Pharisees or usurpers.

Toig 8¢ dmddov €yvirotn kol Tod erhavBpmmov €0ovg Thig ékkAnoiag dvaiov To un
deyxOfvar avtovg, Enel, pactv, obte AvTidoEDGIV MUV €ig TA THG TioTEMG dOY AT, GAAL
Kol Mov Opo@povodot kol Td o0Td MUV €v T €KKANGLUOTIKT KOTAOTAGEL TNPODOL
Béopia, 611 kKol maca 1 Oeia ypaen (Kol tdv ayiov ai moAteion Kol ol flo) €k t@®V
NUETEPOV SEAT®V €l¢ TNV AOTAV peTayAwTTticheion didAekTov TV adTdV Tolteiov
iBhvovot kail cuvéyovot kol O AeyOUEVOG 08 TOTPLaPYNS AVTAYV, KAV VOTEPOV €lG TO
TaTpLoPy KoV a&iopa tapd Tod tana g tpesPutépag Poung dviyon, AL Tv apynv
€1g TOV Thi¢ ApytepwovvNg Pabuov mapd Eriokomov Evvopov kal Popaiov, 1od Bidivng
gkelvov, kol £T€pmv 000 Emokonmv Tporyon. Ei &’ &1t kol avTtdg O XEPOTOVIGOS HETA
tadto Elpetl £tedelmOn, pondeic mapd T®V Bovdydpwv S 10 EAEécBot TV TPOg TV
Popoaviav éndvodov, GAL’ o0 Tpokpively ToDT0, PO, Tf iepOcLVY TOV TpoayBivimv:’

0 XEPOTOVDV YAP €V TA YEPOTOVELV OV HETAGIOMAGL THG Oikelng VOGOV, £lTE Yoyikn E0TV
elte cOUOTIKN, T YEPOTOVOLUEV®, GAAL TNV XAPWV TOD Tavayiov EMKOAOVUEVOS
[Tvedpatog telelot 61" avtiic TOV yepotovodevov. Tag vocoug o€ 10D yelpotovodvtog
COUOTIKAG LEV 0DG0G ToAdES lTpdV 010001 BepamedeLy, Yuykdg 6 ol TpoioTacOot TV
VoK@V Kol kavovik®v Beomicpdtov ééovoiav Aafovieg mapd Ogod. OVTm Kol TOvg
Tapd alpeTik®V yepotovnBéviag petafordvtag mpog TO OpBOdoLov o maTépeg
€0é&avto kai, dnmg del TovTOVG €€ aipécewv €motpépoviag déxechal, diwpicavto,
Srotetvovtan 8¢ pundé hoyilesBan TovTovg poryovg kai dmpritopoag.”’%

705 This protection against what would be effective Donatism had to be strongly argued.
796 Ibid., §8, p.50.94-117.
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Hostility to the Pope and to Kaloyan defines the letter, but the matter of the Boulgarepiskopoi
divides Chomatenos. The intent to distinguish between the Bulgarians who were homofronousi,
who shared their books, their faith and rites, belonged to Romania and hated the
Drougoubitai/Asanids for their invasion of Byzantium is an underappreciated aspect of
Chomatenos’ texts. This position reaches its apogee in the declaration that ‘the Bulgarians are
not heretics, but Orthodox’ [¢AAd prv o1 BobAyapot oy aipetikoi, GAL’ 0pBodd&ot] and that
they should be fully accepted is powerful; even though Chomatenos effectively concedes that
he does not know how to proceed.”®” Evidently, the matter split opinions. Division threatened
the fabric of his city and any potential inclusion of the Bulgarians into an Epirote mission.

Theodore Komnenos Doukas is credited with ordering a Synod in Ohrid in 1217/18 to attempt
a middle ground and settle the matter of the Boulgarepiskopoi. The resultant synodal decree,
entry §146 to Chomatenos’ dossier, features a number of compromises that re-established a
working Ohrid archdiocese. Previously, a unified ecclesiastical response had not been
forthcoming from the Epirotes. The unnamed bishop of Moglena (modern-day Almopia,
Greece) had been in favour of suspending all canon law regarding ordinations and allowing all
innovations in accordance with the ‘difficulties of current times.”’%® His perspective was that
many ordinations in Theodore’s Epirote territory had already taken place with neither
patriarchal nor synodal approval, and that it served no-one to persecute the appointees. This
should perhaps have been better appreciated by Chomatenos, given his own installation in
Ohrid solely at Theodore’s discretion, but both disagreed.”” The Asanid Bulgarian Empire
continued to be critiqued, and the Archbishop of ‘Zagora’ [Turnovo] was further reduced to the
impersonator of a patriarchal dignity which had unlawfully usurped Chomatenos’ own.”!?
Regarding the ordinations several similar questions are again asked, here addressed to the
gathered bishops:

‘How are the Boulgarepiskopoi not equal, and their rejectable ordinations not similar,
to Maximos the Cynic?’ If the Boulgarepiskopoi were equivalent to Maximos, should
they be cast out in accordance with previous writings and ecclesiastical tradition?

TS oyl Kol ol BovAyapoemickomot kol dkoroVBwS kai ol wap’ adTdV YepoToVNOEVTES
amoPAntol Ecoval, Tapd TaG EYYPAPOVS KOl KOVOVIKAG TOPAOOGEIS VEMTEPIKAS TOG
yepotoviag Th ovvepyig thc Bovdyapikig é€ovoiag deEapevol Kav TOVT® T@ KUVIKD
Mo&ium Tapopotodpevor’.”!!

However, in the synod’s resolution we might potentially see some of the mollifying advice and
caveats offered by Pediadites as one canonically-trained bishop to another. Chomatenos
pondered that if the Bulgarians were to be treated unreservedly in the light of Maximos, it
would go too far. Were they to regard all ecclesiastical services, baptisms and funerals as
uncanonical it would render anyone who had died in the past decade of Asanid rule as unsaved
souls.”'? Such a decision would be inflammatory.

7 1bid., §8, p.51.147-148.

708 Ibid., §146, p.425.67-69. ‘Ti|v 10D Kopod Kai TdV TpaypdTmv duokorio.’

799 Later critiques voiced by Germanos Il in 1222 attacked Dytikoi ordinations on these grounds. These are
reconstructed from Apokaukos’ defence. See Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §17, pp.272.23-26; Lambropoulos, §70.
710 Zagora from Old Slavonic ‘beyond the mountains’ is usually associated with the region beyond Philippopolis,
near modern Stara-Zagora, Bulgaria.

"1 Chomatenos, PD, §146, p.424.52-55.

"2 1bid., §146, p.425.78-86.
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The resultant proclamation reestablished the ecclesiastical framework for Ohrid as a centre of
Greek-Bulgarian Orthodoxy. Chomatenos accredits ‘the Great’ Komnenos Doukas, through an
intermediary of the bishop of the Albanian diocese of Kanina [td Kd&viva], for pressing and
finding a practicable compromise. This concluded that if a bishop had been ordained in
‘Zagora’, i.e. by the Archbishop of Turnovo, they were to be expelled from the Epirote Church.
The resolution effectively safeguarded the archepiscopal rights of Ohrid while restoring its
jurisdiction over the reconquered parts of the archbishopric by deposing only those Bulgarian
bishops who had expelled a Greek bishop and taken their position. We have little exact
knowledge of where this had taken place, but Chomatenos allows the detail that it was unlikely
any other living bishops were still awaiting reinstallation.”!® It was, therefore, a fait accompli.
Combined with the deployment of Kamateros’ relaxation of self-appointment restrictions
(section 1.6, pp.78-84), Epiros broadened their state’s foundations while reflecting the
fragilities of their political reality. All the appointees of ‘deacons, subdeacons, and priests’
[Vmodtakovol Kai drakovor Kai iepeig] performed by the Boulgarepiskopoi from their time in
office were to be retained in post, including those who had directly received their ordination
from the Bulgarians, provided it was not to a novel see. The instruction was that, in line with
its philanthropic nature, they were to be welcomed and embraced by the Orthodox church.”!4
The decree was judicious on multiple grounds. Bishops were rarely born or educated in the see
they occupied. If Kaloyan and Boril had been operating on the same methods as the Byzantines
before and neighbouring them, their candidates for bishoprics would have been political
supporters, second sons of aristocrats, and the most educated and polemical voices of their
interests and campaigns which had supplanted the Greeks. Such individuals could not be
retained.

The decrees and precedence of the synod of 1217/18 established a modus operandi for the
expanding Epirote state. Its rulings stand as the first documentation for Chomatenos’ vision of
an independent ecclesiastical hierarchy defined by the lands reclaimed and politically loyal to
Theodore. As an exercise in state-building it demonstrates an entirely inseparable relationship
between church and (splinter-)state after 1204. Chomatenos’ Epirote Church and the inclusion,
retention, or expulsion paradigms under which it operated were identical with the limits of
Theodore’s secular authority. The appropriation of rights of appointment, which were claimed
were legally given by Kamateros a decade prior, gave it a legal foundation. From a sociological
perspective the question should be asked whether this began the ethnogenesis of a “Western’
[dVTikot] Byzantine-Roman identity (pp.30, 188-193). There are indications that it was so. A
carefully cultivated independence found its roots in this document of 1217/18. For the first time
the churches and provinces of Epiros are referred to collectively by their leader Chomatenos as
‘the Western regions’ ‘€oméprog Afi&ic’ and ‘00o1g kAipo’ with the Archbishop of Ohrid as their
voice.”!?

713 Ibid., §146, p.427.136-140.
"4 1bid., §146, p.427.143-155; Nicol, Epiros, p.85.
715 Chomatenos, PD, §146, p.423.20, p.425.75.

177



3.8. Demetrios Chomatenos: A New St. Clement of Ohrid

The motif of shared origin was highly contested in the Byzantine world after 1180, and
especially after 1204. As the focus increasingly shifted to noble birth, correct spatial origin,
and more entrenched differences between the Hellenophone Byzantines and their alloglot
neighbours, exclusivity and cultural superiority were more common than inclusion. However,
a too often disregarded work produced in thirteenth-century Epiros offers a different view. This
work provides insights to suggest that St. Clement and Theophylact’s mission of Greek-
Bulgarian proselytization was, in the wake of the Boulgarepiskopoi synod, being begun anew.
We should recall an entry in Constantine Stilbes’ Errors of the Latin Church. It claimed that
the Latins attempted the destruction of depictions of Orthodox saints whom they saw as foreign.
Therefore a decision to reinvest in St. Clement and his teachers, a cult once banned by the
Papacy and unknown to the Franks was a polemical, ideological, and political decision.”!®
Therefore, the thirteenth-century production of a new, concise, and updated reworking of the
vita of St. Clement of Ohrid, commonly called the Ohrid Legend, should inform our
understanding of one vision of Macedonian group identities, particularly when it is attributed
to one specific author — Demetrios Chomatenos.”!”

This is crucial because the Ohrid Legend account has been unfairly critiqued by some scholars
as brief, historically inaccurate, and a poor addendum to an earlier work.”!® However, for
informing us more about Chomatenos’ ambitions for Epiros, rather than the saint, it is
invaluable. Podskalsky’s dating of this work to 1230-1236, when Chomatenos’ ecclesiastical
domain was crumbling and the Epirote imperiality failing, is given without rationale.”'® The
vita should probably be dated earlier, to the late 1210s and 1220s and the age of Epirote
expansion. Its purpose was to reproduce the proto-foundational myth of St. Clement as
Evangeliser of the Slavs but also to bind him to Ohrid and the liminal Macedonian region of
Theodore’s expansion. It is a mission statement concerning the multiple ethne that the Epirote
Church sought to reconnect. Returning to the moment at which the Byzantines Christianised
the Slavs allowed Chomatenos to imagine himself as rebuilding the Greek Orthodox
connection to the Slavic world through the cult of St. Clement. While Theophylact had left a
highly useful model, Chomatenos could refine it in a new direction that focused on the heritage
and history shared between the co-Orthodox peoples set amidst the journeys and space both
they and Clement traversed.

Chomatenos’ new hagiography tells the life of St. Clement in middle-register Greek at a
fragment of the length of Theophylact’s eleventh-century vifa. Its brevity has led some scholars
to suggest that Chomatenos wrote this work as either an introduction or preamble to its earlier

16 Darrouzes, ‘Stilbes,” pp.73, para. 48, 49.

7089 (Mosin 39) in the possession of Ohrid’s National Museum. The version of the Vita Clementis Ochridensis
(Short Life of St. Clement)/Ohrid Legend used in this thesis was published as Demetrios Chomatenos, Grutskite
zitija na Kliment Okhridski, ed. Alexander Milev, (Sofia: 1966), pp.167, 174-182. It has also recently been re-
edited by Ilia Iliev, Proizvedeniya na Dimitar Homatian, otnasyashti se do balgarskata istoriya. Razlichni trudove,
zhitie na Sv. Kliment Okhridski. Uvod, prevod i komentar (Gratski izvori za balgarskata istoriya, tom XII1)) [Greek
sources for Bulgarian history. Vol. 13, Works of Demetrios Chomatenos, relating to Bulgarian history: various
works, life of St. Clement of Ohrid], (Sofia, 2023); For discussion cf. Prinzing, PD, p.53. For an English translation
see Ivan Dujcev, Kiril and Methodius: founders of Slavonic writing: a collection of sources and critical studies,
(New York: 1985), pp.127-130.

"8 Milev, Grutskite Zitija na Kliment Okhridski, pp.174-75; Gerhard Podskalsky, ‘Two Archbishops of Achrida
(Ochrid) and their significance for Macedonia's secular and church history: Theophylaktos and Demetrios
Chomatenos,’ Byzantine Macedonia: Identity Image and History (Leiden: 2000), pp.139-148.

"9 Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur; p.296. The manuscript tradition, in both Greek and Slavonic, would not
agree with that. See below.
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counterpart.”?* We would go further. A targeted policy of reinvestment would coincide with
other contemporary activities expanding St. Clement’s cult. Recent archaeological research in
Ohrid has dated the complete demolition and reconstruction of the church of St. Panteleimon-
Clement to the thirteenth century during Chomatenos’ incumbency as archbishop. Enlarging
the tomb which housed Clement’s body, Chomatenos also expanded the size and scale of the
church in a building phase attested by fragmentary surviving frescoes, foundations, and the
terracotta tiles of the tomb itself.”?! Establishing that context, we should likely place the vita as
the culmination of Chomatenos’ rebuilding of Ohrid where the text would be read before a
congregation in the new church.

In its content, Chomatenos’ hagiography shares much with its predecessor, focusing on the
conversion of King Boris. We might note the similarities in the phrases:

‘He [Boris] transformed this barbarian and rugged nation into a holy one through his
personal zeal, having accomplished an apostolic work and thereby deemed worthy of
apostolic grace.

‘Kol PapPopov obtw kol ®pov &Bvog gig €Bvog dyov dw TG oikeiog omOLOTI
peTEMOINCEY  AMOGTOMKOV €pYoV AVUGOG KOl OMOGTOMKAG O todTo A&1m0Eelg
yapirog.’’??

However, Chomatenos’ text has an updated and highly current spatial identity, linking Ohrid to
the thirteenth-century liminal Macedonian zone as well as Albanian Illyria and Serbia. In
contrast to Boril’s Synodikon that gave Clement no geographical placement, in Chomatenos’
text the bond between Ohrid’s environs and Clement cannot be overlooked. While the focus
upon parity between the Greeks and the Bulgarians was present in the original, this idea is
embodied in the very character description of Chomatenos’ St. Clement:

“This man, our great father and illuminator of Bulgaria, his genos hailed from European
Moesia which many men know are also Bulgarian, while of old [they were] from
Olympos near Prousa and were moved towards the Northern Ocean and the Dead Sea
by the hand and authority of Alexander. After many years travelling, they crossed over
the Danube and all the neighbouring territories received them; Pannonia, and Dalmatia,
Thrace, Illyrika and many cities of Macedonia and Thessaly.

[...] He [Clement] particularly resided around the city of Lychnidos in Illyria, which
was the metropolis of surrounding cities and is now called Ohrid in the language of the
Bulgarians. He also renamed Kephalonia to Glavinitsa in the Bulgarian tongue, where
he left monuments.

Obtog O péyag mothp NUAV kol tfig BovAyapiog @ooTHp O pEv YEVog EIAKEV TGV
Evponaiov Muceév, odg kol Boviydpovg 6 moAdg 0idev &vOpmmog, mdlot udv 8k tod
katd [Ipodoav OAdumov Tpog TOV fOPEIOV MKEAVOV KAl THV vekpav BdAlaccav VIO THS
AAeEAVIPOL YEPOC KOl EE0VGT0G EKTOMIGOEVTMOV, HETA OE GUYVAV YPOVOV TOPAIPOUTV
duvapetl Bapeia 1oV "Iotpov TepaiwbEVIOV Kol TG YEITOVEHOVTO TAVTA KA POCAUEV®V,

20 Jordan Ivanov, Balgarski starini iz Makedonija, (Sofia: 1931), pp.314-321.

21 Pasko Kuzman, ‘Arheoloshki svedoshtva za dejnosta na Sveti Kliment Ohridski vo Ohridskiot region
[Archaeological Evidence for the activity of St. Clement in the Ohrid Region],” Slovene, 2 (2016), pp.147-149.
722 Chomatenos, Vita Clementis, §14.6-9.
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[Movvoviav koi Acipotiov, Opdknv koi TAvpikov kol moAdd thic Maxedoviag kol
OettoAiog.

MdéMota 6¢ tag dtpipag émoteito meplt v Avyvidov TAlvpiov oA, TdV TEPIE
TOLE®V OVGOY PNTPOTOALY, Ty VOV Axpic Katd v Muce®dv dvopdletor YADGGAV, Kol TV
Kepoinviov petovopacOsicav tf) BovAydpov ooviy TAofwvitlav, &vBa ol
vropvAuaTo kKatodélowey. 2

It is certainly by design that the territories Clement travelled were the very territories in which
Chomatenos was writing and constituted Theodore’s Epirote state.”?* There was a need for an
appropriate ethnonym to describe this people. In one passage Chomatenos wrote that Clement
was descended from the ‘faithful Orthodox ethnos of the European Moesians,” and it is evident
that he was attempting to find a neutral term acceptable to both Bulgarians and Greek-
speakers.””> The ‘Moesians,” an anachronistic and typically geographical rather than
contemporary ethnic term, was meant to encompass multiple peoples. Chomatenos’ projected
origin of the Moesians positioned them in Antiquity and simply made the Bulgarians originally
Greek, stating that it was Alexander the Great who had moved them over the Danube.’”?® This
equated the Bulgarians with any Hellenic people. Of other lands mentioned, only Pannonia
remained outside Epirote control, and its ambiguity left open the idea of religious/political
expansion further north into Asanid land. The hybrid identity of the text is further enhanced by
how Chomatenos onomastically frames his environs in a narrative of continuity. Just as Ohrid
was once Lychnidos so too was the surrounding town of ‘Kephalonia’ or ‘in the Bulgarian voice
Glavinica.”’?” All mirrored the journey of the narrative’s Moesians-Greeks-Bulgarians and
Chomatenos’ projected flock.

Throughout the Ohrid Legend, a didactic element can be detected; Chomatenos instructs the
assembled congregation to go out and seek various extant monuments and inscribed pillars,
dotted around the landscape recording the deeds and miracles of Clement.”?® Clement’s tenure
as bishop left behind physical monuments, a ‘holy school’ [t0 igpdv @povtictiplov], and the
Monastic Church of the Megalomartyr Panteleimon. Within these buildings, Clement’s
treasures were still to be found:”?’

‘He bequeathed to us such memorials and sacred books in Ohrid, and original works
from his holy hand, revered and honoured no less than by the entire people, just as those
Mosaic and divinely inscribed tablets.

3 1bid.,, §1, 6.

24 No mention is made of Clement’s time in Rome. Pannonia likely could not be omitted and as seen below a
northern expansion was certainly envisioned. Stefan Rohdewald, Sacralizing the Nation through Remembrance
of Medieval Religious Figures in Serbia, Bulgaria and Macedonia, (Leiden: 2022), p.58-60.

25 Chomatenos, Vita Clementis, §1.1, 'Obtoc 6 péyac motip Hudv kai ¢ Bovlyapiog eootip 10 pév yévog
gilkev tdv Edpomaiov Muedv’, §2.5, ‘kai tiic 0pfoddfov micteme 1@ Mucdvy &0vel.’

726 In earlier narrations of the campaigns of the 970s ‘Moesians’ had previously been the term of choice to refer
to Tzimiskes’ conquest of the province from enemy rule as a return: ‘“Moesia, since it belonged to the Romans and
was a part of Macedonia from of old.” Leo the Deacon, History, ed. Hase, 103; trans. Talbot and Sullivan, p.153.
727 Chomatenos, Vita Clementis, §6.

"281bid., §9 ‘Trilag 8¢ Mbivac &v tf Kepodnvig oty id&iv Sypt kai gig 168€ pdvov colopévag, &v ol ypapupaTo
gykekolamtal, TV €ig Xpiotov mapd 00 £Bvouc mpocélevoy kai oikgiwotv onuetovpeva.’ ‘Until today it is
possible to see stone pillars preserved in Kephalonia, in which letters are carved, commemorating the coming and
union of the people in Christ.” These stone pillars, now lost, were sketched and published following a WW1
Austro-Hungarian occupation of the region. Reproduced by lliev, Ohridskiyat arhiepiskop Dimitar Homatian,
p.288.

729 Chomatenos, Vita Clementis, §8.
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A0 TooD T KaTaAEAOTEY UiV Dopvipato Kol iepag BifAovg €v T Aypidt, kai tig
Ayiog yepdg moviuato o, ody MTTov mopd moviog tod EBvouvg oefoueva kol
Tudpeva, o¢ kai ai Moocaikoi koi 0oypagot Thdkeg keivar.” 30

These aspects of the Ohrid Legend, reveal a spatial, unifying, and inter-ethnic purpose of the
work emphasising shared heritage. This Greek language instruction made the Moesian Clement
a ‘Great Father and Luminary of Bulgaria’ and Ohrid his space as a point of cultural unity
between the two peoples.”?! Even pagan Bulgaria received a kinder treatment. Rather than the
Bulgarians existing as the ‘stupid’ and ‘ignorant dullards’ of Theophylact’s life of Clement, to
whom the Greeks flaunted their superiority, by Chomatenos they are treated more evenly, when
he claims that it was merely that ‘the Bulgarian nation had not yet been fully enlightened by
baptism’ [Enei ¢ 10 BovAydpwv €0vog ovnm ndv énepdtioto 1@ Ponticpatt] and needed a
shepherd to lead them to God."3?

The success of Chomatenos’ presentation of Ohrid and St. Clement’s cult is seen in the
proliferation of his composition. Several manuscripts preserve his text, but one of the earliest
that dates from the thirteenth century demonstrates that potentially within Chomatenos’ own
lifetime his Ohrid Legend was translated into Slavonic.”?* The earliest manuscript of a bi-
lingual Greek-Slavonic text was edited by Victor Ivanovich Gregoravich. In the introduction
to the text Gregoravich identified the manuscript on palaeographical grounds as thirteenth
century. Gregoravich describes MS 47 (formerly L.r.13) and its discovery at the Bulgarian
Zographou Monastery on Mt. Athos in 1847 as well as his removal of a folio which was then
deposited in Moscow’s Rumyantsev Museum (No.1858).7** Several other either monolingual
or bilingual manuscripts were catalogued in the mid-nineteenth century and two later editions
followed without altering the text.”**> A very damaged manuscript from Ohrid itself (MoS$in No.
89(39)), once held at either the Church of Blessed Mary or St. Panteleimon-Clement and
carrying the Greek text of the Ohrid Legend is dated to the thirteenth century and may be our
oldest or even autograph text.”3

Various studies have been performed on Chomatenos’ archdiocese and his application of the
law in Epirote territories. Research into onomastics and prosopography has determined that his
congregation and legal jurisdiction continued to incorporate a heavily mixed populace of
predominantly Bulgarians. In the years that followed as Epiros continued to annex the lands

730 1bid., §9.

B1bid., §1.1 ‘6 péyac mathp Hudv kai tfig Bovdyapiac pmotip’.

732 1bid., §10.

33 Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur, p.297.

734 Victor Ivanovich Gregoravich, Izoiskania o slavyanskih apostolah, proizvedennvie v stranah Evropeyskoy
Turtsii [Research about the Slavic Apostles carried out in the Countries of European Turkey], (Saint Petersburg:
1847), p.6; No work has yet either challenged or developed Gregoravich’s identification of the manuscript on
palacographical grounds to the thirteenth century. The dating was accepted by Pazel
Safarik, Pamatky hlaholského pisemnictvi, (Prague: 1853), pp.LVII-LIX; Jordan Ivanov, Vizantiski izvori za
istoriju naroda Jugoslavije 1, (Belgrade: 1955), pp.297-302; Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur, p.297. 1 have
been unable to find a modern catalogue number of this folio in the National Library of Russia.

35 Georgi Balashchev, Klimenta, Episkopa slovrenski i sluzhbata mu po stara slovenski prevod s edna chast gratski
paralelen tekst transliterated [Clement, bishop of Slovenia, and his office in an old Sloven translation with one
part of a Greek parallel text], (Sofia: 1898), pp.23-30; and Jordan Ivanov, Balgarski starini iz Makedonia
[Bulgarian Antiquities in Macedonia], IT (Sofia: 1931), pp. 314-321.

736 For description see Vladimir Mos§in, Les manuscrits du Musée national d'Ochrida, (Ohrid: 1961), p.208;
Francois Halkin, ‘Manuscrits byzantins d'Ochrida en Macédoine yougoslave,” Analecta Bollandiana, 80 (1962),
p.21.
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that had been under Asanid Bulgarian rule they had many times to follow a middle path.
Chomatenos’ dossier entry §81 dealt with a land dispute in Veroia dating after 1219 between
one Manuel Sbenilos and Panagiotes that disregarded entirely the legal support of the Veroian
bishop installed by Asanids. Panagiotes, who appears to have collaborated with the Bulgarians,
again ‘during the time of the tyranny of the Drougoubitai,” had had his supporting evidence
thrown out.”>” The justification was:

‘If the barbarians are entirely barbarians, the laws of the Romans are nothing to them...
as the law for barbarians is their own will... for nothing concerning the deeds of the
Bulgarians has its basis in law.

Ei yap BapPapot mavimg ol Bovryapot, vopor 8¢ Popaiov Bovdydpoig ypijna eikoiov
Kol pundevog aglovpevov Aoyov (vopog o0& BapPapolg to id1ov BEANU)... (0VOEV yop
Bovkydpoic kai TpaEelg £k VOUIK®Y apydv &xovoat thv cdotacty).’’38

However, despite such hyperbole there was often overture and compromise. In the above case,
Chomatenos found in favour of the Bulgarian-aligned Sbenilos. While the target was evidently
the infringement upon the authority of the Epirote Church and an Asanid Bulgarian
collaborator, Chomatenos found in favour of Snebiloi, whom onomastics would suggest was
of Bulgarian descent, over Panagiotes a more obvious Greek. There are multiple cases where
he mediated sympathetically for those with probable Slavonic roots.”>® Overall, studies of
Chomatenos’ dossier as a whole continue to pose challenges resulting from its vast number of
cases and we must be careful to avoid overly selective evidence. The article concerning
Chomatenos’ ethnography published as part of the 1990 international proceedings on Epiros
offends on just that ground and lists insults against the Bulgarians rather than contextualising
Chomatenos’ individual cases.”*® Were they to do so they would find a staunch dichotomy
between the supporters and limits of the Asanid Bulgarian Empire (which he deemed an
‘amootooia’) and Bulgarians in his community.”*! More recent analysis has found Chomatenos
to have held Bulgarians to Roman law on many occasions, accepted their testimony, and was
lenient with punishments. Primarily with cases of divorce and inheritance Chomatenos’ ruling
frequently found in favour of the least amount of time away from attending church, and
financial compromises that provided each party with a form of income. The language of these
low-level cases is indicative. In some cases of the archbishop’s ruling, Bulgarian nouns e.g. a
rug [t(épya, uepra] were transliterated into Greek and there is much to suggest Chomatenos
was not alone in accepting the terminologies of the pluralistic world in which he lived. In
another land dispute we hear of him specifically calling one knetzes [kvéting] Leon Argyros to
give oral witness, a man bearing a title of Slavic origin but a dynastic name of the middle
Byzantine aristocracy, and evidently a local archon of Ohrid who had knowledge of the family
of the plaintiffs loannes and Georgitzes Kontos and a vested interest in the proper application
of property law in Ohrid.”* This narrow window of time for Chomatenos’ vast dossier, between
1215 and 1236, demonstrates an active and busy man at the head of a legal synodal court which

37 Chomatenos, PD, §81, p.276.91 ‘v 16 kaip® Tfic ApovyouPurdv Topavvidoc’.

738 Ibid. §81, p.281.273-280.

39 liev, Ohridskiyat arhiepiskop Dimitar Homatian, pp.274-276.

740 Demos, ‘EOvoloyikd ototyeia,” pp.280-303.

741 Chomatenos, PD, §52, p.191.25, dnoctacia’; discussed by lliev, Ohridskiyat arhiepiskop Dimitar Homatian,
p.264.

742 Chomatenos, PD, §40, p.148.57; lliev, Ohridskiyat arhiepiskop Dimitar Homatian, p.287; Notably absent from
Jean-Claude Cheynet, ‘Les Argyroi,” Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta, 40 (2003), pp.57-90.
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offered stability and a degree of impartiality to
those who lived anew under Epirote Roman law.

The discovery of an ornate wooden statue of St.
Clement dated to ca. 1230 serves as a vivid
illustration of Chomatenos’ concerted effort to
renew Greek Orthodoxy’s appeal to a broad
base.”*> While we have no other surviving
material culture from his incumbency it reminds
us that there was a physical and visual element
to Chomatenos’ patronage. The narrative of the
conversion of Bulgarian nation and the link to
the contemporary space of Macedonia under a
Greek-led Church formed a second aspect of the
Epirote ecclesiastical settlement. By preserving
Epiros’ renewed attempt to incorporate
Bulgarians to a Greek-led but heavily diverse
Macedonia, Chomatenos’ hagiography
functions as an extension of the synod of 1217,
and of the Epirote attempt to recreate the
Byzantine Archbishopric of All Bulgaria. It
reiterates the foundation myth of the Bulgarians
but also of the Greeks and the Albanians who
lived alongside them. This microcosm of
pragmatic ecumenism was not, however, to
exist uninterrupted for long.

Figure 23. ¢.1230 Statue of St. Clement, St.
Clement (Mary Periblepta) Church, Ohrid
Museum.

743 Rohdewald, Sacralizing the Nation, p.59; Milcho Georgievski, The Icon Gallery - Ohrid, (Ohrid: 2024), §10.
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3.9. Imperial Epiros 1225/27-1230: Transforming a Komnenian Revival into
Ethnic Secession

The 1225 proclamation and 1227 coronation in Thessaloniki was a triumphant assumption of
the title of ‘Emperor of the Romans’ celebrating an apparent reunification of the Byzantine
Balkans.”** Theodore Komnenos Doukas’ domain now encompassed almost the entire Via
Egnatia, from Dyrrachium to Thessaloniki and onwards to Christoupolis, Adrianople, and
Vize.” The ideology that emanated from Epiros during that period accomplished two things.
Firstly, it established an imperial court hierarchy and independent church that recreated some
elements of the Komnenian System pre-1204. Theodore was positioned as imperial heir in both
physical and textual material. Secondly, through the mouthpiece of Chomatenos in Ohrid, the
religious centre of his empire had shifted north and reflected that the Balkans encompassed a
broad variety of alloglot peoples. However, the narrative that survives of imperial Epiros was
of a barbarian Bulgarian state, one which in pro-Laskarid/Palaiologoi sources no longer shared
the same ethnic identity as the Epirote Dytikoi. That transformation and discreditation of the
Komnenoi-Doukai Epirote Roman Empire is discussed in this chapter. Firstly, we must
establish the weaknesses that allowed this transformation, and which grains of truth of
legitimate cultural difference they were exploiting.

The imperial proclamation massively escalated the rivalry between Epiros and Nikaia.
Theodore was equating his Western polity of liberated churches and cities with the Roman
Empire of Nikaia. The act established a parallel, rival Byzantium in the Balkans. As there was
still no direct confrontation or war between Epiros and Nikaia, the contest for Byzantine
imperiality was waged on an ideological plane that pressed the issue of divided loyalties.
Notably, there was a three-year gap between Theodore’s capture of Thessaloniki in 1224 and
his actual coronation. The delay was due to the abject refusal of Constantine Mesopotamites,
the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki, to autonomously crown a second emperor. When the matter
was discussed at a Nikaian synod convened at Magnesia in 1225 a compromise was offered to
appoint Theodore junior emperor under John III Vatatzes, an offer swiftly rejected.’*® The
Nikaian response was not outrage at the division of the imperial office itself, co-emperors were
common even after 1204, but at the divided authority behind it and what it represented.”*” A
Byzantine emperor’s coronation by custom, if not law, required a Patriarch of Constantinople
and that was one title in the fragments of Byzantium that was not shared. When Epiros was
forced to defend the coronation, their response was to ask in turn:

‘For this the tyrannical circumstance of the time necessitated. When was it ever heard
that the same person would pastor the metropolis of Nikaia and be called the Patriarch
of Constantinople? But thus, so indeed the same thing happened in the West.

T0DTO Yap 1| T0D KOpod TEPIGTACIS TVPOVVICAGH EMEICTYUYE: TOTE YOP NKOVGON TOV
avtov  unTpomoltv  Nikaiog mowpaivewy kol matpapynyv  Kovotavivovmdiemg
AMéyeoBat;) obtw 81 kol &v Tf dvoet Tadtd ToDT0 CLUPBEPNKE.’ 748

744 The chronology is uncertain. This chapter follows the chronology of Stavridou-Zaphraka, ‘The Political
Ideology of the State of Epiros,” pp.318-319; Angold, Germanos 11, pp.35-36.

745 Akropolites, §24, trans. Macrides, pp.172-173.

746 Blemmydes, CV, pp.56-57; Stavridou-Zaphraka, Nixaia ko1 Hreipog, p.71.

47 Akropolites’ record remains the only reference to the proposal. Akropolites makes plain the offer was
ecclesiastical, hierarchical, and personal, but not military. Akropolites, §21, trans. Macrides, p.163.

748 Chomatenos, PD, §114, pp.372-373.73-75.
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We shall start first with Epiros’ political
ideology which was more conventional. From
the five years that followed Thessaloniki’s
capture, Theodore embarked on multiple
campaigns and tours of his territories, passing
through several cities where he took care to
publicly proclaim himself in continuity with
the Constantinopolitan Komnenoi. This is best
attested in Corfu/Kerkyra where an inscribed
chrysobull dated to June 1228 announced
Theodore taking his place in a long line of
imperial sons, brothers, uncles and cousins to
whom he was related in the Komnenos and
Angelos dynasties. For every emperor given,
Theodore’s blood connection to each was
stressed. Inscribed on a marble plaque of 1.20
x 0.6m and today housed in the Palazzo
Braschi in Rome it is the most complete
physical statement of Epirote political
ideology. The chrysobull evidences a
developed ideology that resulted from the
elevation of the principality into an empire.
The act itself is concerned with Theodore
Komnenos Doukas’ reconfirmation of gifts of
pronoia and ‘free’ [mopoikotr éhevBépor] and
‘unfree workers to ecclesiastical land’
[ayrodovlot], on both the island of Corfu and
the theme of Vagenetia, on the shore
opposite.”* It names George Bardanes as
metropolitan and given the elaborate
inscription upon his own tomb, we should
expect that Michael Choniates’ pupil
composed the text of Theodore’s
inscription.”>?

In the inscribed chrysobull, Theodore invokes
both legal precedent and the actions of several : :
previous emperors. They are all Theodore’s T S e
own familial relations and he positions Figure 24. 1228, Theodore Komnenos Doukas Corfu/Kerkyra
himself relative to each. From Alexios I Chrysobull. Guillou, 'Recueil des inscriptions,’ Pl. 38.

749 Transcribed in André Guillou, ‘Recueil des inscriptions grecques médiévales d’Italie,” Publications de I'Ecole
Francaise de Rome, 22, (1996), pp.59-65. Workers granted p.61.23-24; Rudolf Stefec, ‘Die Regesten der
Herrscher von Epeiros 1205-1318,” Romische Historische Mitteilungen, 57 (2015), pp.15-120 §55, Rhoby,
‘Indelible Archives,” p.104; For the additional May 1228 chrysobull for Naupaktos which is preserved in a
manuscript copy see ibid §56 and Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §29.

750 Bardanes’ 1229 letter explicitly states he was recently hosting Theodore on Corfu. See Loenertz, §5, p.181.
Bardanes’ epigraphical skill is attested by a 31-verse epigram carved in marble in the Church of Sts. Peter and
Paul on Corfu. His epitaph states that it was written in 1224, two decades before his actual death c.1242. As his
letters complain so frequently about poor health, it would seem Bardanes was preparing his mortal legacy before
he was forty; Wolfram Horandner, Andreas Rhoby, Anneliese Pau, Byzantinische Epigramme in Inschriftlicher
Uberlieferung, 3.1, (Vienna: 2014), pp.435-439.
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Komnenos (1081-1118) through to Alexios III (1195—-1203) astonishing stress is placed on the
link between Theodore as a Komnenos and his role as their heir. Emphasising the legitimacy
of an imperial genos reaching back over a century this Epirote Roman Empire was presented
as an unbroken continuation of Komnenoi and Angeloi imperiality. Therefore, Theodore
reconfirms the chrysobulls of ‘the great-grandfather of my imperiality Kyr Alexios’
[rportanm(ov) thg Pacii(eiag) p(ov), kop AAeEuov)], the privileges of the ‘uncle of my
imperiality, Kyr Manuel’ [0&i(ov) t(1]g) Pactiei(ag) kOp Mav(ov)yA]. The more recent legacy
of the Angeloi, still in living memory, were equally invoked as the ‘privileges of Kyr Isaak and
Kyr Alexios, the emperors, autokrators, and first cousins of my imperiality’ [rpoctéypa t(od)
kUp Toaaxi(ov) (kai) T(od) kOp Ale€lov ... TdV Pacihé(wv) (kail) avtokpatop(wv) T(fic) o
Bacirei(ag) p(ov) mpoteéudéipwv].”! It served Theodore to portray himself as sole heir to the
Constantinopolitan imperial family that had united the Komnenoi, Doukai, and Angeloi, and to
conveniently minimise the twenty-year interregnum since Alexios III had lost the throne. As a
whole, Theodore’s edict is comparable, though smaller, to other plaques erected by nearly
contemporary emperors, notably Manuel I’s 1166 Conciliar Edict, erected to mark the
settlement of the ‘My Father is greater than I’ controversy.”>? That monumental edict is well-
known, remaining in situ in Hagia Sophia until 1567. Its uncovering in 1959 revealed the most
substantial late Byzantine epigraphy yet known and probably serves as a comparison to how
Theodore was seeking to style himself. Where Manuel’s inscription was comprised of five
marble slabs (four surviving) with a total width of 4.12 x 1.05m and thereby much larger as a
whole, the individual plaques had a somewhat comparable size to Theodore’s chrysobull.
Taking for instance Manuel’s first part, that primary individual slab measures 2.05 x 1.16m and
is larger but not incomparable. Whereas the Constantinopolitan Edict had an ornamental
border, the Corfu one had none. The lettering on the Corfu edict, while professionally done and
without lexicographical mistake, is also distinctly more close-set and less ornate. The closing
formula of the Corfiot inscription is noteworthy for its full entitling of Theodore as ‘Theodore
Komnenos Doukas, faithful in Christ God, emperor and autokrator of the Romans’ [}
Beddmpog &v X(p1ot)d 1@ Oed motog Paciiens (kai) avtokpdtmp Popai(wv) Kopvnvog 6
Aovkog T]. Like Laskaris, Theodore is styled as no less than a full Roman Emperor, with no
distinction drawn between the territorial extent of the pre-1204 age and his own Western Balkan
state.

When the coronation was performed two years later Theodore appears to have embarked on a
fairly wide-spread artistic programme of installing representations of his likeness and
references to his coronation along the Via Egnatia, the road that was now the main artery of his
empire from Thessaloniki to Dyrrachium. Potential portraits survive in Ohrid, Veroia, and
Thessaloniki. Of the last it has been posited that Theodore portrayed the achievement and high
point of his career inside the metropolitan church of St. Demetrios inside his new capital. An
unlabelled fresco on the northeastern fagade of the easternmost pillar facing the sanctuary
depicts a young saint in the royal garb of the thirteenth century. With the beardless face of St.
Demetrios the figure is neither a soldier nor a churchman but an aristocrat with nimbus. He is
dressed contemporarily to the thirteenth century. Demetrios holds in his right hand a horn of
oil used for anointing, and in his left the imperial crown. For this reason this fresco has been
identified as a product of the fulfilment of Epirote prophecy (see p.131) and a commemoration
by the Komnenoi-Doukai of Theodore’s coronation and St. Demetrios’ role.”>?

5! 1bid. p.61.

752 Mango, ‘The Conciliar Edict of 1166, pp. 313-330.

753 Euthymios Tsigaridas, ‘Totxoypogia Tov ayiov Anuntpiov otov vaod tov Ayiov Anuntpiov @eccolovikng,” in:
Aapov: Tuntixog téuog arov kadnynth Niko Nikovavo, (Thessaloniki: 2006), pp.209-212. Additional probable
portraits, now anonymised, are in St. Erasmus in Ohrid and the Old Metropolitan Church in Veroia.
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Figure 25. ¢.1224—1230, Church of St. Demetrios, Thessaloniki. Fresco of eponymous saint holding horn of oil and crown. Author's
photograph, 21/05/2024.




3.10. Epiros’ Religious Ideology: New Moses and Demagogue of the Dytikoi

In tandem with Epiros’ imperial ideology, the religious ideology being propagated on
Theodore’s behalf by the network of the Dytikoi continued to voice a multi-lingual Orthodoxy.
As Epiros achieved further military success and annexed additional territories, the Western
Church followed the precedent of the Boulgarepiskopoi synod and acted independently
following their archbishop. Prompting numerous outraged letters from Nikaia, they fought a
canonical battle to prove the legitimacy of their actions. Ultimately, in 1227 a synod in Arta
was convened where the gathered Dytikoi took an oath of sole loyalty, a homologia, to
Theodore.”* It may also have been commemorated in sculpture.’>> The same year, Chomatenos
informed Patriarch Germanos of the decision and provided a rationale for their actions. Shortly
after George Bardanes announced the state of ecclesiastical independence and schism.”>°

In their self-identifications, the two documents offer slightly different descriptions of the social
stratification of Theodore’s state but position it within a geographical ‘Western” homeland. The
Arta synod produced a Praxis Synodiki which was likely sent to all the churches and bishoprics
which it represented.

‘Paul, the divine apostle, spoke about faith in Christ. For it is with your heart that you
believe in righteousness and with your mouth you profess you are saved. We, this
apostolic ecumene and, all these bishops in the Western lands, being both those on high
thrones and the humblest proedroi.”” Just as we believed in the righteousness of hearts,
indeed [we believe in] the proclamation and coronation and anointing of our mighty
and holy lord and emperor Kyr Theodore Doukas, this we both affirm [homologia] by
mouth and we write by hand.

[TadAog 0 Ociog dmdcTolog TEPL TG €ic XP1oTOV S0AEYOUEVOC THGTEWMC, KOPIiQ HEVY,
PNO1, TIOTEVLETOL €15 SIKALOGVUVTV, GTOATL 0¢ OpoAoyeita gig cwtnpiav. Todto 10
ATOCTOMKOV oikeloDpEVOL Kol NUETG ol Kotd poipav tadtnv TV SUTIKNV £MiGKOTOoL
ndvteg, doot Opovov VYNAOTEP®V Kol TATEWVOTEP®V VTAPYOUEV TPOEdPOL, Omep
EMOTEVOAEV €IG SkaloGVVTY Kapdiag, TNV Avaydpeucty ONAadT Kol GTEUHOTOPOPIioY
Kol xpicty Tod Kpataod kol dyiov MUAV avdéviov kol faciiéng kdp Oeoddpov 10D
Aobka, ToDT0 Kol oTOpaTL Oporoyoduey Kol yeipi ypdgouey.’ 8

54 Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §24, pp.285-286; Lambropoulos, Synodal §14, p.273; Stavridou-Zaphraka, ‘Political
Ideology’ p.318; Bredenkamp, Empire of Thessaloniki, pp.170-177; On the size of the synod we can make
educated guesses. Prosopographical evidence shows twenty-one bishoprics within the Western Church whose
attendance was presumably required by the synod. For comparison, to secure approval for Laskaris’ wedding to
Philippa Roupenid, niece of the Armenian King Levon Nikaia had only the signatures of the patriarch, three
archbishops, two metropolitans, and six bishops. Pavlov, ‘Sinodalnaja gramota,” pp.165-166, The listed
undersigned were the incumbents of Patriarch of Constantinople, archbishops from Ohrid, Ephesos, and Kyzikos,
and bishops from Sardes, Laodikeia, Philadelphia, Prusa, Kios, and Melitoupolis.

735 Theoretically, due to iconographical similarities between Theodore’s coronation issue coinage and the roundels
of a presumably-Komnenian emperor in Dumbarton Oaks and Venice, sculpture was produced at this synod for
the act of oath-taking. Olga Karagiorgou, ‘““The Emperor’s New Clothes”: Looking anew at the Iconography of
the Tondi,” in: The Tondi in Venice and Dumbarton Oaks Art and Imperial Ideology between Byzantium and Venice
(Venice: 2019), pp.147-150.

756 Chomatenos, PD, §114, pp.370-378; Loenertz, ‘Lettre de Georges Bardangs,” pp.117.413-14; Athanasios
Karpozilos, The Ecclesiastical Controversy between the Kingdom of Nicaea and the Principality of Epirus (1217-
1233), (Thessaloniki, 1973), pp.80-81; Prinzing, ‘A Quasi-Patriarch,” pp.175-176.

57 For proedroi in a thirteenth-century context, see ODB. Proedros was previously a civic functionary referring
to the president of a senate, but in this period refers to a bishop officiating within a vacant bishopric either as a
second see or as one unconfirmed in it.

38 Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,’” §24, p.285.12-19; Lambropoulos, Synodal §14, p.273.
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The proclamation of an imperial Epirote state informs us about Theodore’s ideology and the
fine line he was treading.”® In contrast to the Nikaian homologia of 1208, which this was
certainly in response to, at no point was an ethnonym used to describe the clergy present.’?
The Epirote homologia did not approach the clergy as Romans or Hellenes but as Dytikoi,
defined purely by territory controlled. Throughout the entire document, ethnic terms such as
‘Roman’, or ‘Bulgarian’ are utterly absent. The synod was distributing an act and proclamation
across the Balkans that at no point made Theodore an ‘Emperor of the Romans.” While
Theodore was a descendant of emperors, the synod’s declaration of faith in Theodore was a
shared ‘opinion of all Christians here’ [émikpiceot Kol mhvi®V T@V eviadba ypioTiavdv].
Evidently, the defining union of this synod in Arta had decided to subsume the various peoples
of Theodore’s empire within a broad concept of ‘all Christians.” Theodore was simply
proclaimed ‘Emperor’ of this gathering without a possessive ethnonym.

This ambiguous decision can be unpacked further if we insert the figure of Demetrios
Chomatenos and his composition of the Ohrid Legend/Short Life of St. Clement. Neither the
Ohrid Legend nor the older Life of Clement contains references to a Roman people beyond the
dismissed messages of the Pope of Old Rome. The ethnonym of Roman is thus utterly absent,
establishing a narrative political ecumenism that was current in all the narratives of the
conversion of Bulgaria. The Life of Cyril-Constantine had gone further in a passage where
Cyril had been at the Khazar court debating theology with a Muslim and a Jew. Cyril discredits
Judaism by saying when Jerusalem had fallen so too had the practice of animal sacrifice, and
now all taxes went to Rome. When a Khazar asked, ‘How had Rome remained standing for so
long?’ in comparison to other empires, Cyril replied:

‘It does not, for it has passed as the former ones [. . .] Our kingdom [tsarstvo] is not
Roman, but Christian [. . .] The Romans worshipped idols, but now, one from one, and
one from another people and tribe, rule in the name of Christ.

NE APhXKHTh CE, MHMO LLIAO EO IECTh AKO H Npouaa [. . .] HaWE Eo UapcTEO HKCTh
PHACKO N'h XPHCTOCORO [. . .] pumaane naoakxs npnaexaxs, civ e 0B WTh Cero
OBk OTh HNOIO €3hIKA H NAEMENE B'h XPHCTORO HME LLAPCTRSKTH. 0!

This tradition of the Slavic world established the common practice of calling the Byzantine
Emperor not ‘Roman’ but a Tsar either of the ‘Christians’ or the ‘Greeks.’ It was often as a
means of expressing unity and commonality.”®> We might see within Chomatenos’ homologia,
an otherwise ethnically ambiguous document, the preservation of such a tradition and the
archdiocese of Byzantine-Bulgaria projecting Ohrid as a centre of revived political
evangelicalism. To achieve that end the gathered western bishops had signed the foundational
document and given the approval of half of the former Byzantium to a new imperial state.

739 No definitive work deals with the ideology of Theodore’s state/empire. Stavridou-Zaphraka, ‘Political
Ideology’ remains the essential brief introduction; Nicol, Epiros, pp.76-103.

760 Potentially, this was a deliberate response to Theodore Laskaris receiving his own homologia from an
unspecified number of bishops in 1208, Stavridou-Zaphraka, ‘Political Ideology,” p.318.

76! Trans. Ivanova, Inventing Slavonic, pp.72-73; Slavonic text eds. Fransciscus Grivec and Fransciscus Tomsig,
‘Vita Cyrilis, Vita Constantini in Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses. Fontes,” in: Radovi
Staroslavenskog Instituta 4, (Zagreb: 1960), §10.52-56, pp.95-143.

762 Nikolov, ‘Tsardom of the Greeks?,” pp.31-34; Angelov, ‘Prosopography,” p.111.
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Theodore’s empire and its people were united by religion and geography but lacked a clear
ethnonym. Komnenian authority and personal achievement were the central unifying factors
and therefore later sections set forth Theodore’s qualifications: ‘Descendant of emperors,
worthy of imperiality, forged soldier, vigilant protector’ who ‘receives the reward of empire’
[tV thic Bactieiog dvtipicBuov] as a result of various labours. The enemies of Theodore’s
empire were ‘Godless Latins’ [60éov Aativov] and ‘the Skythians out of the Haimos
mountains’ [Aipov Xxv0@dv]. The first is self-explanatory but the latter, like Drougoubitai, was
a spatialised and qualified ethnonym that made it very clear who had disturbed the church
hierarchy. It was also a way of avoiding the continuing matter that Theodore’s empire and
church contained vast populations of Slavic-speakers recently reclaimed from Asanid
Bulgaria.”®?

The imperial tradition of the ‘Senate’ which the homologia claimed to call upon had some sense
of validity. In a separate letter to Germanos, Chomatenos reasoned that Epiros’ ruling class
contained at least half of those who had fled Constantinople of both senatorial and ecclesiastical
rank.”® Its choice of ruler had attracted them. Unlike Nikaia’s elevation of the Laskarids or the
patriarchal appointment of Germanos, their leader was not a man ‘ignoble and anonymous like
Saul’ nor an ‘ignoble servile and apostate king like Jeroboam’ or an Ephraim who ‘conspired
with allophyloi to divide Israel’ but a Komnenian heir.”®> While each of these exempla were
sarcastic and cutting remarks against Nikaia’s own actions since 1204, the defence of
Chomatenos was that Epiros had fought for and earned its own survival, had succeeded in
Constantinople’s absentia to religious leadership, and had yet breached no canon of the church.
It asked only for recognition and autonomy of its achievements. He acknowledges that a
unification of the provinces, what he termed a ‘cuvacmionodg,” remained an ultimate goal, but
was simply unattainable in the current conditions.’”®® The Epirote stance merely requested, via
demonstration of recent events, that both sides recognise that.

To announce Theodore’s coronation in 1227 Demetrios Chomatenos sent the below letter on
behalf of the gathered leaders of the Balkan territories. He composed a declaration that was
communal in defence of himself but also projected Theodore and the respective Dytikoi as
leaders of a multi-faceted state. Chomatenos presented a polity that was multi-layered and
stratified. It also took cares, like with the Boulgarepiskopoi to find legal precedents for all of
their actions. The result gave the Western Church and State an aspect of legal justification that
other successor states lacked.”®’

‘But since there has been a confusion of worldly affairs of a kind, I believe, never before
experienced even now by the Romans, so that even our blameless faith is endangered
in doctrines and customs by the destructive ethne, foreign and divergent, which have
ravaged the greatest rule of the Romans. There has been a common opinion among
those remaining in the West, both from the Senate and the ecclesiastical order and

763 Vasilievsky ‘Epirotica. §24, p.285.25. Epiros’ alliance with John Asan was formed in 1228, see pp.200-201
below.

764 Chomatenos, PD, §114, p.373.77-83.

765 Tbid. §114, p.374.122-127, ‘Tiva 8¢ S tiig ypiceng €ig v Poaciielov meplomiy Tporydyousy; Apd ye 1@V
adooivtov Kol Avovioumv ®¢ €l Tva Zaovd, viov Kic, 6vovg vEpOVTO TOTPIKAG Kol TOVIP@ TVEDLOTL
gvepyoduevov, 1| TepoPodp Svoyevi] kol dyvdpove ola Sodlov kai dmootdtmy, 1| Eepoip, xatd Sépodv
TOPOIOTPNGOVTO KOod UETH TAV AALOOA®V T@ TopanA cuvemtifépevoy;’

766 1bid., §114, p.372.46.

767 For a judgement of Chomatenos as ‘a more erudite canonist than the Patriarch’ see Macrides, Bad Historian or
Good Lawyer? Demetrios Chomatenos and Novel 131, DOP, 46, (1992), pp.187-196; Donald Nicol,
‘Kaisersalbung: The Unction of Emperors in Late Byzantine Coronation Ritual,” BMGS, 2 (1976), pp.44-45.
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indeed with the entire multitude of the military, to, by the grace of God, elevate to the
throne Kyr Theodore Doukas, and also to anoint him as emperor due to the
circumstances that arose here at that time because there was no expectation of union
[cuvaomiopod] from elsewhere — for the East barely manages to defend itself, being
constantly surrounded by many difficulties — and so that those hostile to us, who daily
mock us, may be humbled, submitting to both the imperial name and authority, by
which this mighty and holy emperor of ours expelled them from this region with
immeasurable sweat and toil, and so that the populace, and especially the military, may
have a firm and unwavering opinion towards this demagogue [dnpaywyov], knowing
that they are no longer under a mere general who is easily scorned, but under a mighty
emperor. For the fearsome and revered aspect of the imperiality not only encourages
and exalts the subjects [vmnKkooLC] but also restrains rival sentiments.’

‘AAL €meidn TV KOGUIK®DY TPayUdTmV YEYoVe GOYXVOIC, OTola, MG Sy@uaL, oVSETm
Kol VOV ¢ v Popaiov Ekopacey, g Kivduvedoatl Kol adTv aKpoTnplacdivol Ty
apountov miotv MUdV ddypaci te kol €0ect TV TV peyiotv tdv Popaiov apynv
Aopnvopévov E0vav, Ekeviolg oot Kol AmeRPaivovst, GKEYIC YEYOVE KOV T@V &v Tfj
dvoel TEPLEIPOEVTOV Ao TE ThHG CLYKANTOL POVATIC Kai TG lepapyikilg TaEEmC, val 68
KOl GUUTOVTOC TOD OTpaTiOTKoD puplomAnbodg dvtog, T yéprtt tod Oeod
npoPAndfvar i Paciiéa TOv avayeypappévov Aodkav kbp Beddwpov, dua O kol
yxpodfvar S T mopactdvto TnViKodTo &vtavbol meplotatikd, Ot & dAhayoev
cuvoomiopod mposdokia odk v (1] Yap Eda AREG poyig Exel Emopkely Eavth, MG
TOAALGV Kol TOOTNV SLCYEPEIDV EKAGTOTE TEPIKVKAOVOMV) Kol v Kol ol KhkAmBev
NUGV SLGUEVETS, ol kaB’ Ekdotnv NUGV Katoydokovteg, Eviebbev cuoTéAhmvTal, 1@
Baotkd vroympodvieg dvopori te kai dEmbpatt, odg 6 Kpatondg ovTog Kod dy1og fudv
Baocthevg €k TG TEPLYDPOL TAVTNG ApVONTOIS WOPDGL Kal TOVOoLg AmnAace, Kol Tpog Ye
tva kKol TO VKooV kol HAAIGTO TO GTPATEVOUEVOV TNV TTPOG TOV dNUAYOYOV TODTOV
YVOUNV otabnpdv oyl kol apEUPacTtov MG OVKETL ONAAOT VIO YIAG oTpatnyd Kol
EOKATAPPOVIAT®, GAL’ VO POCIAET KPATALOTATM TOTTOUEVOV KOL BYOUEVOV: O1O€ Yap TO
¢ Pacireiag eoPepov Kai aidésyov 00 povov Bappuvery kol dydALety ToOS HITNKOOVG,
GG kol vrevovTio kataotéAe poviuata.’ s

The image of Theodore as a demagogue is an invocation from Old Testament models.
Thirteenth-century authors’ identifications of the Nikaians as New Israelites, driven from their
home into exile are well established, but the Old Testament’s presence in Epiros is lacking
attention.”®?A close reading of the texts praising and proclaiming Epiros finds that there is one
previously overlooked reappearing image, Theodore was being projected as a new Moses and
demagogue of a vast, varied, yet certainly exiled people.

The demagogue image first appears in 1217, in a letter written to Theodore by Apokaukos
concerning his brother Constantine’s taxation of Naupaktos. Apokaukos begged Theodore that
as his brother had become a new Pharoah, Theodore could be a new demagogue like Moses
and that as ‘our demagogue’ he should end the tyranny.”’® The image is then considerably
expanded as an ideology in 1219 in a letter by Chomatenos describing Theodore’s public

768 Chomatenos, PD, §114, p.372.37-57; Karpozilos, Controversy, p.71; Bredenkamp, Empire, pp.136-138;
Stavridou-Zaphraka, ‘Kowwvoia,” p.315.

%% Angelov, ‘Byzantine Ideological Reactions,” pp.293-310.

770 Bees, ‘Unedierte,” §38, p.97.13-23, ‘cot kai GUGTPATNYOV KOi GUUTOAELODVTO TG TUETEP®D SNUoy®Yd Kod Kot
Moocéa... TAnyfjvat Todtov Kol devTépg TANYT Topd 60D Tod NUETEPOL dNpoywyod.’
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hanging of a bandit, one Petrilos, together with his sons.””! Chomatenos justified the execution
with a quote from the Basilika and used the opportunity to praise Theodore as a ruler:

“You do not crave glory, nor money, nor possessions, nor softness, nor luxury, nor
anything else that takes hold of those who crawl upon the ground and are enticed by
this life’s deception, laying claim to pre-conceived stratagems and demagoguery, but
you struggle with divine zeal on behalf of your homeland and your homophyloi
[opo@vrmv].” 7

After this passage rejecting the sins and temptations of the temporal world, Chomatenos made
a biblical connection in the following paragraph:

“Thus, you [Theodore] endure hardships and sufferings each, and there is never the time
during this for rest. Therefore, you resemble that great Moses, the demagogue and
general both.

Kai obtm dvonabeiong ¢ kol tolommpiong Eavtov Tapafariels EKAoTOTE, Kol OVK E0TL
001 KapOg &V ToVTOIG AvEGEMG 0VdETOTE 0VdaU0D. KdvtedBev kol Mwotjv €kelvov Tov
uéyav, TOV dnuaymyov te kai otpatnyov eixovilelg,”’”?

Were these to be the only such mentions of demagogue, we might attribute less importance to
them. Nicholas Mesarites did in one work call Laskaris a demagogue gathering peoples into
Nikaia, and the image is obviously undergoing a resurgence.”’* It implied a leadership
regardless of crown, dependent on the support of the people, the demos.””> Leadership for its
own sake should be avoided but divine demagoguery was a sign of God’s favour. Therefore, as
becomes apparent throughout the 1220s when multiple authors begin to use the model as a
source of justification, these instances were the start of an entire demagogue cult of Theodore
that ultimately entered diplomatic texts.

Tantalising fragments stress the strength of Mosaic demagogue adopted as an imperial image
for Theodore, as it had been for Bulgarians during the eleventh-century empire of Samuel, and
Byzantines before.”’¢ It was even incorporated into Chomatenos’ texts regarding St. Clement
of Ohrid. A Greek-language akolouthia for Clement might allow us to expand Theodore’s
religious ideology in an additional way. Copied into a manuscript dated to 1497/98 is a chant
bearing the acrostic dedication of ‘Demetrios, Archbishop of the Bulgarians’ [1] dxpdotiyog
Kinpevta tiud mopevapyng Boviydpwv Anuntprog] within the work Other Canons for our
Holy Father Clement.”’” 1t confirms that Chomatenos’ development of the cult of St. Clement

77! Chomatenos, PD, §110, pp.363-367.

772 Tbid. §110, pp.363.20-364.24, ‘00 S6ENG Ep@V, 0O XPNUATOV, 0D KINUATOV, 00 TPLGTS, 00 YASTG 0088 TIvog
dAAov, GV decpodviol oi youai cupduevol kol taic Tod Piov TovTOL AmdTong SelealOpEVOL, THC TPOKEUEVIC
otpatnyiog 1€ Kol dnpaywyiog avrurotdj, dAla (fjAov EvBgov nAoig VmEp Thg maTpidog cov Kol TV OpOPOA®Y.’
773 Ibid. §110, p.364.24-28. Emphasis added.

774 Mesarites, Neue Quellen Il p.11, trans. Angelov, Byzantine Hellene, p.253, ‘leader of his people.’

775 See examples from biblical exegesis composed by Emperor Leo VI and John Chrysostom. Leonis VI, ed.
Antonopoulou, §3.48, ‘TIdAo pgv ovv 6 dnuaywydg Topank Mabofic’; John Chrysostom, On Genesis 3, in: PG,
526, 527.3.

776 Ivan Biliarsky, ‘Old Testament Models and the State in Early Medieval Bulgaria, in: The Old Testament in
Byzantium, ed. Paul Magdalino, (Washington D.C.: 2014), pp.262-270.

777 Ivan Snegaroff, ‘Quelques copies inédites d’akolouthies grecques de St. Clément d’Ochrida,” Godishnik na
Dukhovnata Akademiia "Sv. Kliment Okhridski," 5 (1955/56), p.224. “"Etepog kavav tod €v ayiolg Tatpog fudv
Kinpevtog Aypidog.’
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had survived him. The liturgy chanted ‘You who cleansed the ethne of Moesia through baptism.
You who are the archbishop’ [kai ta £€0vn th)g Mvuoiag ékkabapng t@ Porticpatt. apylepéov
orapyeig].”’® In Chomatenos’ chant there was then a repeated echoing call of ‘New Moses,
[Néoc Mwiofic].””” It was the case therefore that Clement’s epithet, identical with the Epirote
Emperor Theodore’s, was being performed in the cathedral and Epirote rhetoric of a ‘New
Moses’ was imbued with Ohrid’s saint.

The demagogue image appears again in the letters of George Bardanes as a caveat that excused
or even superseded oath-breaking. This related to an additional controversy, second to the
coronation, concerning an oath of loyalty taken by Theodore Komnenos Doukas to Theodore
Laskaris prior to either of them being crowned emperor, ¢.1205.78 This oath, supposedly
similar to those taken in 1208, is mentioned by Akropolites as a ‘pledge of faithful service’
[miotv SovAeiac] and does not appear to be a later invention.”8! A letter sent by George
Bardanes from Kerkyra/Corfu c.1226-7 refutes a lost, presumably furious, letter by Patriarch
Germanos:

‘[...] Concerning our great and mighty emperor. For zealously, we cannot endure nor
bear the immense slanders against him in your letter without groaning... we cry ‘Oh
hear, Heavens, and shine your light upon the earth’ against such falsehoods. What say
you, have you ever seen, the most noble and valiant among emperors, our Kyr Theodore
Doukas, associating with Hagarenes or partaking, even briefly, in their polluted way of
life? Have you known him to be recalled from there with compassion by the former
Emperor in Asia, Laskaris? Or has the goodness, the beneficence, and the favour by
which the demagogue [Theodore] used the subordinate-commander [Laskaris], or
rather, the general commanded the soldier, escaped you? For he [Laskaris] was not
wearing the crown then, nor had the ruler of Asia yet donned the purple robe, but he
was moving from place to place, not finding rest for his feet and being spurned by the
mouths of the mighty.

1OV TePl 10D KpatioTov Kol ayiov PaciAémg Nudv: thAodvteg yap Eniokapey Kal TOV
Oopoadyéo yoAov oy olol € éoupev kotaméttely ovdE Thg Myvyiove kat’ odTod
oLKOPAVTIOG TAG €V TGO YPAUUOTL ACTEVOKTL KOPTEPEY aveydueda- [...] mpoayoueda:
“dicove ovpave Kol Evotifov 1 YR, o0 Uy ALY Kol “HAle KpOYOV Gov TAG AKTIvag
dvoodpev Tpog THY TocHVTNY Ywevdnyopiav: dpo yap Exelg einelv dg 1ebéacal Thmote
TOV €V PocIAeDOIY €DYEVESTOTOV T€ Kol AvOPIKMTATOV, TOV AodKa KLpOV Beddmpov,
TOPUCKNVODVTA HETA TAV €K THS Ayap Kol QAlag VOU® ThG GAoYNUATdI0VS aVTdY
dwitng &m’ OAiyov yobv ovppetéyovia; &yveg avokAnbévia todtov £€keibev
QUAOKTIPUOVOG VIO ToD TTpofePaciievkdtoc év T Acig, 100 Adokopt, TOTEPOV OV
S18habév g Ta THC evmotiog, T THC eVEpyEsiag, To THS EVpEVEiag, St MV O dnuaywydg
1@ Vmootpaty®, &l PovAecbe O¢, O oTPATNYOS T OTPATIOT) OLAOTIUOTEPOV
aneypnooto; OVOENTW Yap £0TEENPOPEL TO TOTE 0VTE PNV TopPLPIda O ThHG Aciag dp&ag
nepePaAreTo, GAL TV TOTOVC TOT®V ApeiPmv undE Toig Tosiv EVpickwV AvAmOVGLY,
mpOg O0¢ Kol KATOoTUGLLOUEVOS VIO TOV TOAADY dvonvimg Olokelpévov kol
AmomTLOVIOV TO TG KLPLOTNTOG oTOMIEL. 782

778 Ibid., p.225.

77 Ibid.

780 The date of the oath and Theodore’s departure from Nikaia is ambiguous. This thesis proposes that Theodore
was in Epiros leading his brother’s army by 1206.

81 Akropolites, §14, p.25.1, trans. Macrides, pp.144, 146n.6.

82 Galoni, Bapddvng, pp.426-427.
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Theodore’s projection as demagogue was employed to grant him immunity from oaths and
imbue his state with the broad evangelical message of St. Clement. It had the equal effect,
however, of making his Komnenian Empire one rooted firmly in the Bulgarian archiepiscopate.
To the Nikaian empire across the Aegean, these were vulnerabilities. Nikaia, confronted with
the loss of Hellenophone authority, would soon capitalise upon them so that the ideological
othering of Epiros could begin.
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3.11. Making Epiros into Bulgaria: Condemning the Church and the Coronation
of Theodore

As demonstrated above, Epiros’ own imperial ideology was largely conventional.
Paradoxically, it was depictions of universal church and state in an unconventional, particularist
age. It emphasised Theodore’s role as Komnenian heir and his martial virtues as monarch but
also projected a shared Orthodoxy based around Macedonia-Moesia amidst reemphasised
Greek-language proselytization to the Slavs. They had also attempted to prove that Nikaian had
been ineffectual in their role as emperors and patriarchs. While not seeking to dismiss Nikaian
claims to the patriarchate and recognising the Romanness of Nikaia, Epiros’ public
correspondence in contrast to Nikaia had not made a Hellenic identity key to its assumption of
imperiality. The Nikaian defence was to go on the attack, exploit differences, and find a manner
of proving that the true emperor and rightful heir to Constantinople was always in Nikaia. The
Nikaians adopted the stance that ecclesiastically Epiros was utterly uncanonical and divided
the Greek Orthodox Church. While existing in the realm of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, it is
striking that in this matter we encounter repeated images of ethnic distortion. The battleground
was once more in epistolography.

The Nikaian approach before 1225 had been frustration tinted with recognition of their own
limitations. Epiros’ autonomous church appointments had provoked a number of letters well-
studied through the works of Karpozilos, Nicol, and Bredenkamp. From the time of Michael I
between 1204—1215, then accelerating until 1227, the Epirotes were installing their own choice
of bishops in liberated cities where displaced incumbents could not be found. News filtered
through slowly from the fragmented Balkans to Nikaia and the empowerment of the local synod
was part of the legacy of John X Kamateros and his grants of local autonomy after 1204.783
The reconstituted patriarchate in Nikaia objected that a synod under Michael and Apokaukos
had installed the bishops Kalospites at Larissa and Dokeianos in Dyrrachium in 1213.78 Both
appointments were submitted to Nikaia for confirmation but went without response from
patriarchs Theodore II (1214-1216) and Maximos II (1216).7% As patriarchs ignored the
matter, so it continued and accelerated with Theodore’s conquests across Thessaly and
Macedonia. Patriarch Manuel Sarantenos (1217-1222) finally attempted to control the issue.
In a letter from 1217 Manuel agreed to confirm all appointees but insisted that such actions not
take place again.’8¢ To settle the dispute at length, a pan-Orthodox synod was proclaimed,
calling the patriarchs of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria to Nikaia for Easter 1220 to
discuss all ordinations since 1204.787 The entire Dytikoi declined to attend. By 1222 Epiros’
restored bishoprics included Larissa, Leukada, Kerkyra, Gardiki, Vonitsa, Ohrid, Serres, and

783 See section 1.6, pp.78-84.

84 Karpozilos, Controversy, p.73.

85 1bid., Controversy, pp.73-74; Mentioned in the letter of Manuel Sarantenos, §16 in: Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica’
pp-268-269. The lack of response to this appeal is confirmed in Sarantenos’ words p.268.12-14 “ava@opd... péypig
dmokpiceng. .. maTprap®dV SuoyépavavTmy, olpaL, TPOg TO ToD TPAYUATOS TOAUNPOV.

786 Translation of Manuel Sarantenos in Karpozilos, Controversy, p.75: ‘Moved by brotherly love and wishing to
see the beautiful and undefiled body of the Church no longer divided, after you have begged forgiveness, we
decided to issue along with the brethren a synodal act ratifying your request. However, we warn you that the
repetition of uncanonical ordinations will bear the consequences of the canons of the Church both against the
ordaining bishop and the ordained.’

787 Proclamation and invitation is Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §14, p.264.10-17; Lambropoulos, §44.
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Neas Patras.’”®® They represented two decades when the patriarchate was not consulted in filling
vacant bishoprics in the Balkans.”®

Between 1219 and 1221 in a letter that contained their refusal of Nikaia’s synod, Apokaukos
sent a treatise critiquing the political actions of Nikaia over the past decade. He complained of
a great ‘silence’ felt in the Epirote Church and, owing to a lapse of communications, of their
sense of complete separation.

“This very fact, O divine and sacred head, namely the long-lasting neglect by your high
priesthood towards the Churches of the West over many years and the prolonged silence
towards us who are under your pastoral hand has compelled all of us to agree with the
present address: our entire clergy has deemed this an outright separation from one
another, seeing both the long indifference shown toward the vacant most holy Churches,
and the fact that we, your bishops, are deemed unworthy of patriarchal letters.

“Todto YoV 0010, Oeilo Kol igpd KEPAAT, TO €K THG ONG LEYAANS lepapyiog TPOG TAG
Katd OVotv EkKANGiog €mi pakpoig nAiolg dvaoyorov kol Tpdg NUAg Tod¢ VO THV of
TOWOVTIKNV YElpa €K o1yflg Hokpdg ampocadontov nvdykacev Gmoavtag €ig Tnv
TapodoOV KOTOVEDGOL AVAPOPAV, BVTIKPUG YWOPIGUOV A GAAMNA®V 1MyNoapéVoL
oLUTavVTOg ToD KOO MUAS lEpATIKOD TNV T HOKPAV GPPOVTIGTIOV TAV XNPEVOVCHV
AYIOTATOV EKKANGLOV Kol TO TOVG GOLG NUAS EMGKOTOVS YPUUUATOV U Kota&lodoBot
deonotikdv.’ 70

Apokaukos listed also Nikaia’s political actions as breaches of trust. For example, Theodore
Laskaris’ long-term treaty with the Latin Empire after 1212 had been enhanced in 1218/19 by
the Nikaian Emperor’s marriage to Mary of Courtenay, the daughter of Empress Yolanda
(regent 1217-1219), in the naive hope of inheriting Constantinople.””! We hear of the
differences in religious-political objectives when John Apokaukos opined that Nikaia had
betrayed their Orthodox brethren through conciliatory relations with the Latins.”®? The letter
culminated with a plea to the patriarch to cease his appeasement of Latins and ‘avoid schism’
[un oywobijvar]. It is noteworthy that the first mention of schism does come from the Epirote
side. Where Karpozilos saw Apokaukos as a ‘conservative ecclesiastic who always strove for
some kind of rapprochement,” a different interpretation would see Apokaukos’ letter as
distinctly provocative.””® The letter, after a long list of the accomplishments of Theodore,
finished with a plea for harmony and unification, as well as a somewhat overlooked rhetorical
plea for equal cooperation.”*

788 All bishoprics listed in Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica’ §17; Lambropoulos, §70. The complete ordination document
for a Bishop of Serres is in Chomatenos’ dossier, §80.

89 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §17, p.274.10-276.11; Lambropoulos, §70; Nicol, Despotate, p.79; Karpozilos,
Controversy, pp.69-79; Angold, Germanos II, p.214 n.531.

790 Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §24, p.290.30-36; Lambropoulos, Synodal §15.

! Van Tricht, Renovatio, pp.364-367.

792 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §15, pp.265.31-266.21; Lambropoulos, §44.

793 Karpozilos, Controversy, pp.73-80, here p.74.

794 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §15, p.267.29-32. ‘What if these things were heard by the ears of many, and what if
the two worked together, unified, and fought side-by-side?’ [Ei 8¢ &i¢ Totadta kol Hoa T8 TV TOAADY EMARpOGEY
axodg, Ti 8’ v gipydoavto 0o, &v 1@ dvouatt Tod Ogod, cuvovieg aAANAoI Kol cuvacrilovteg;] Potentially, this
offer was remembered by Akropolites when records an attempt by Vatatzes to placate Theodore with junior co-
emperor two years later.; Lambropoulos, §44.
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The Nikaian response to this warning letter of schism came in February 1222. Letters from this
point deviate heavily from the standard for Byzantine communication. As most recently
assessed by Emmanuel Bourbouhakis, there were strict rules of rhetoric and ritual to Byzantine
epistolography.” Their letters were a means of manifesting presence from a distance, of
expressing friendship or desire, as well as authority and social hierarchy. Faux-pas and insult
were made by failing to address individuals by name, dignity, or with correct courtesy. Topoi
of thirst and exile relieved by the words of a desired contact, of brotherhood, and harmony
would be expected. Therefore, it is quite striking that from 1222 the tone of the patriarchs took
a radical shift. That year Patriarch Manuel lambasted the Dytikoi because Dyrrachium’s see
had again been appointed without patriarchal oversight.””® Sarantenos isolated Chomatenos as
the perpetrator and mastermind behind all. In a letter to Apokaukos he lays the blame solely at
the door of Chomatenos and projected a ‘foreign’ Bulgarian ethnicity upon both the archbishop
and his see. Manuel wrote:

‘If, as we are informed, these are the decrees and actions of the grasping [Archbishop
of the] Bulgarians, I am amazed if he has not fallen into much worse. Being a man
foreign so to speak, to ecclesiastical discipline and education, he probably would have
thought, upon assuming power, to reach up and strike even the heavens with his head,
but let it be known that he does not securely know what is at his feet, let alone grasping
securely what is in his hands, given that his hierarchical position lacks the long-standing
custom.

Ei 8’ 6mep kai Evnymueda, 10D th)g BovAydpwv émeinuuévon tadtd ict datdypotd te
Koi Evepynuata, Oavpdlo pev el un kol tpog moAAD yeipova TodTwV 00ToC EKKLAGHT,
dvBpomoc dv EEmtepkdg, d¢ oUTMOC imelv, Kol TG EKKANCLOOTIKNG AY®YRG Kol
TodeVoEMG ByeLoTOG TA TOAAG: ThX Yap v avTog £€ovaiag Aafopevog 06&ete, petd
1OV eindvta, Kol adTOV 00pavOV TPOSAPACTELY T KOPLOT - TANV {oTm unde ta £v mociv
€100C ACPOATMG, domep ON UNde T €v yepoiv PePaimg mavtn kpat®dv ok 1O TNV
iepapuctv adtod Katdotacty ToAloD &vdéety &t Thg dvékabev cuvndeiog.””®’

Manuel’s othering of Chomatenos made the Archbishop of Ohrid an external to Byzantine
society, an ‘GvOpwmog v éEmtepkdg.’ Sarantenos made of the foremost authority on Late
Byzantine law and canonical education a figure lacking ‘ecclesiastical discipline’ [dyoyr] and
‘education’ [naidevoig].”® The following direct reply demonstrated a remarkable character
defence of the archbishop from Apokaukos, as he sought to prove Chomatenos’ credentials and
role within Hagia Sophia before 1204. Apokaukos reminded Sarantenos that Chomatenos had
previously served as ‘apokriseis to the patriarchs’ before 1204, our sole knowledge of
Chomatenos’ previous place of work.”® We therefore assume that Chomatenos had spent time
in service to the Orthodox Church in Bulgaria and had relayed messages from Ohrid to
Constantinople. While we cannot know precisely where he was from, it is unlikely that

795 Emmanuel Bourbouhakis, ‘Epistolary Culture and Friendship,” Companion to Byzantine Epistolography,
pp-279-306; and Bernard, ‘Rituals and Codes,” pp.307-332; Gustav Karlsson, Idéologie et cérémonial dans
l'épistolographie byzantine: textes du Xe siécle, (Paris: 1962).

796 Manuel Sarantenos’ letter is §16 in Vasilievsky, ‘Epirotica,” §16, p.268.25-30.

7 1bid., §16, p.269.9-17.

798 On these terms see Basileios Katsaros, ‘I[Ipodpopikot ‘@copot’ yio thv Opydvmon g avdtepng Exmaidevong
g emoyng tov Kouvnvav amd v npoxopvnvela tepiodo,” H Avtoxparopio o Kpion () To folavtio tov 11°
Awova (1025-1081), (Athens: 2003), pp.443-471; Costas Constantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in the
Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries, 1204-ca.1310, (Nicosia: 1982).

79 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §17, p.272.17-19. ‘Todtov €yd 16V €xdotote BovAyapiog dmoxpiceig mapd Toig
TOTPIAPYOIG TTOLOVUEVOV £Yyvmdploo €K pakpod.’; Lambropoulos, §70.
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Chomatenos belonged to the Bulgarian Greek school of clerics begun by Theophylact, and
more likely he was from Constantinople. Sarantenos’ remarks are obviously false and yet they
continue the trend of ethnic distortion of figures based on their politics. As patriarch of an office
rooted in Constantinopolitan inheritance Sarantenos could hardly have been unaware of
Chomatenos’ role.5%

When the charge changed from autonomous appointments to coronations, the tone of letters
alters. Germanos’ letter sent to Chomatenos after 1227 has been published by Glinter
Prinzing.®’! From this document, as noted, there was no brotherly address from the patriarch’s
letter, no blessing of peace and respect. Rather it was a letter of chastisement, one that ridiculed
Chomatenos’ see.

‘Most blessed Archbishop of Bulgaria, do not let the amusement of your person turn
into discontent, and do not frown when we speak to you in an unusual and strange
manner, bypassing the sweet address of brotherhood and rescinding the dignity of
liturgical collegiality: for the reason for this does not lie in our modesty, but rather in
your ignorance, one must say, or in your invincible forgetfulness.

Moxapiotate apyleniokone Bovdyapiog, GAAG un ocbvayé cov TNV Tod TPOSHTOL
dyvowy €ml TO OTLYVOV NS VTOYAAM TO E€mMOKLVIOV, dovviBmg Kol EEVMG
TPOCOAOVVTI®MV NUAY Koi TO YAVKD TopATPEYOVI®V THS AOEAPOTNTOC TPOGPTLLOL KOO
10 TTig cVAAeLToVpYiog KaBocloVVTOV AEima: OV YOp THG NUAY LETPLOTNTOG EKKPEUNS
N aito, GAAL TNg ofig €ite dyvoldg, ypn Aéyewv, gite ThG AKOTOROYNTOL ANONG
gEfpnTan.” 802

Germanos proceeded to goad Chomatenos, continually conflating him with the ethnos of his
office with the mocking question, ‘For tell me, holy man, upon which of the shepherds of your
flock was the inheritance of coronation permitted; when has an Archbishop of the Bulgarians
crowned an Emperor of the Ausones [Romans]?’8%® The defence Chomatenos could offer to
such charges was to explain the nature of Epiros, and try and layer Bulgaria within Romania.
The most complete articulation of that defence came after Klokotnitsa, likely in 1233. While it
is written to Germanos in penitence, it is surprisingly defiant. Flexibility and oikonomia were
still made central to the Epirote cause. In the penultimate, but surely crowning culmination of
the synodal decisions of his dossier, their explained rationale deserves further discussion:

‘Because Theodore, from the family of the Doukai, Angeloi, and Komnenoi, had
assumed the leadership of the remaining western part of the Roman dominion and,
mightily resisting the Latin incursions, was constantly drawing many of the regions
under them to himself, taking possession of them — some indeed by the rule of war,
others by methods of strategy. Eventually, he achieved even the liberation of the Serbs,
accomplishing this not with weapons but with a peaceful stratagem. He expelled the
tyrants who were occupying it, delivered those who were wretchedly held in subjection,
and inscribed the name of their land within the bounds of his own authority.

800 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica’ §§15, 16; Lambropoulos, §44; Karpozilos, Controversy, p.82.

801 Giinter Prinzing, ‘Die "Antigraphe" des Patriarchen Germanos II. an Erzbischof Demetrios Chomatenos von
Ohrid und die Korrespondenz zum nikaisch-epirotischen Konflikt 1212-1233,” Rivista di studi bizantini e slavi, 3
(1983), pp.21-64.

802 Prinzing, ‘Die “Antigraphe,”” p.34.3-8.

803 Ibid., p.34.18-20, ‘Eing ydp, iepdrate dvep, &k moimv cot matépmv O Tiig oTepodosiog KAfipog £i60n; Tict Tév
i BovAyapiog dpyemiokdénmv Baciielc ADcOVOV £6TEENQOPTOAY TOTOTE; .
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What came next? The body of the people needed a hierarchical head, so that what was
shaken might be stabilised, what was cast away and led astray might be restored, and
what had been defiled by the abomination of the Latins might be cleansed by the
appropriate rites of purification. For this, they appealed to their liberator [tod
ghevBepwtod], entreating him persistently and considering the failure of their request
unthinkable.

So he [Theodore] turned to a synod in exile, namely the assembly of the Illyrian
hierarchs (which later also took on the name of the Bulgarian episcopate, for so it
remains unchanged to this day). He addressed them collectively and initially failed in
his request (for this sacred synod knew that granting his appeal would violate the
traditions of the fathers, should they yield to the ruler’s demands). However, as he
persisted, sometimes entreating, sometimes compelling, and at times justifying his
request with pious reasoning—one of which was the disorder and confusion in worldly
affairs—this holy assembly at last, though reluctantly and with difficulty, yielded to his
supplications. Seeing that canonical precision was being overwhelmed by the waves of
circumstance and that both the Church’s customs and the salvation of the people were
in jeopardy, they chose to overlook, for the sake of a noble cause, the restrictions that
had been imposed on our overlooked churches. Indeed, the sacred canons—particularly
the fourth of the First Council and the twenty-seventh of the Sixth—clearly address
such matters. Thus, they selected one to lead the Church, proceeding with the sacred
rite and laying hands upon his head, invoking the Holy Spirit... That person was I, the
very one who now stands before you, answering for my elevation to this position. I
testify to this before the all-sovereign God and this tyrannical moment in time—a
witness whom none could dismiss as false, unless one considers that time itself has a
soul, a tongue, and a sense of judgement.

Ot 8¢ mvikadTo 10D VTOAEAEUPEVOD Katd dOow pépovg <thic™> 1dv Pouaiov
Nyepoviag v apynv deldvvouto Oeddmpog 6 ek Aovkdv kail Ayyéhov kKol Kopvnvdv
Kol T0ig AaTvikaig Opproic Kpotoudg avOlotdpevog HTEGTO TOALAG EKACTOTE TV VT
adTOVG YOPAV Koi TPOG £0TOD TANTOG TOOVUEVOG TV, TAC HEV SNAadh TOAELOV VOU®,
TG 0¢ neBdooIS oTpaTNyIKaig, EOdveL Aoov kal v TV ZepPinv levbepiav Epyov
AOmAOv pMYOVIG TOMGOAUEVOS, KOl OmMEANDVEL UEV TOLG KOATEXOVTIOS TLPAVVOLG,
AvtpodTat 68 ToVG AOAIMG KATEYOUEVOLS Kal TO THG XDOPOS aVTAV SVOU THS CPETEPUS
g€ovaiog Toig Opolc £yypaeetat.

Ti 10 émi tovtowg; Xpnlet dpylepatikiic 10 o®dpo Tod Acod KePUARG, tva TO
oecarevpévov ompiln kol 10 Aroopévov Kol TEmAavnIEVOV dvacmdonTtal Kol TO
pepolvcpévov thg Aativav Boshuyuiog dnokaddpn mepippavtnpiolg TpocKovst: Tepi
TOVTOV deitat ToD EAevBepmToD Kol AVTIBOAET MTap®dC Kol TNV THS aitnoems dmoTuyioy
nyeital GvOmolsTOV.

[Ipdoeioty Hrepopie cVVOHSW Kol TG TPOKAOMUEVED TaVTNG, T TOV TAALPIDY iepapydV
oNAadn, 1 kol v T@v Bovdydpov Hotepov <ke>kAnpwpévn EnikAnotv (dodievta yop
€g 0edpo €kelto tavT), Kol KooV ToUTolg TOV AdyoV TOLETTOL Kol TV HEV TPATNV
40TOYET TOD TTpoKEEVOL PovAevpatog (110M Yop 1 iepd 6VVod0g adTn TAg TaPAdOGELS
TOV TOTEPWOV TOPAVOUTCOVO, €1 ONAAOT TG TOD KpaTodvtog Emikapuedein denceov),
el 8 ok Gvénkev oDTOC, TO PV ikeTeDMVY, TO 8¢ Prélov, To 58 ddomordy edroyiog
TG oikelong mpotdoesty, OV piot MV 1) KOGUIKY GUYXVOIC Kol TO TV TPOyHATOV
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dvmpodov, léev OyE yodv kai poMc 6 iepdg 0vTog GVALOYOC TAiG 0dTOD TOPAKAGEST
Kol OpdV v dxpifeiav Partilopévny Toig KOUAGL THS TOV TPAYUATOV UETAPOATG,
gykvduvevopeva 8¢ Tantn Td te THe EkkAnciog €0 kol 10 cotprov T0d Aaod, TO pev
VTOTTELOUEVOV VIEP O10TKNGIYV OpUNUA Kol TO EXNPTNUEVOV EMTIHOV TOTG £mloDoL €V
vepopiolg EkkAnciong 1@ t€wg mopeide did e TOV ToD KaAod CHAov, dud 1e TOV TH|g
oikovopiog Adyov kai S1d TV évestdoay duoyépetay (Gv 81 Kol oi Oslor kovoveg, & Te
ONAadN TETOPTOG THS TPAOTNG GVVOSOL Kol <6> AL ThG EKTNG TPOVOTUTA HELVIVTOL),
ynoeiletal 6& TOV TPOoTNOOUEVOV TH|G EKKANGIOG TDTNG Kol 0VT® Tpodyet katd tO €00¢
10 1epdv, TNV PYEIPa 60VG TN TOVTOL KEPOAT] Kol T® [Tvedpart. [...] AVTOG 08 fiuny €Yo,
0¢ On Kol mopioTopol GHUEPOV Kol AOYOV VIEX® THG EURG TOOTNG TPoay®YRG Kol
ouvIieTNL TODTNY VIO HapTUPL T® ToUPacIAel Oed Kol TG TVPAVVE TOHTY Kalpd, OV
0VK AV TI MG Yevdoudptupa Topaypdyarto, i i moté T’ av €in €kelivog yoyn tig Koi
yA@ooo kai aicOnoic Euminkrog kai mapdpopoc.” 804

Chomatenos’ final defence of Epiros’ foundation tells us how under duress, it could self-
identify. A Roman West led by a Bulgarian-Illyrian episcopate, and under whose leadership it
had sought legal and political legitimacy in a time of unprecedented dissolution. Establishing
what little precedent they had, Epiros had grown to meet diverse subject populations. Its
ideology of identification blurred boundaries constantly. This letter, written in Greek,
apparently carried by the Bishop of the Serbs to Patriarch Germanos demonstrated at least two
alloglot peoples, Bulgarians and Serbs, who were essential to the Roman Epirote state.®%
Chomatenos does not present the West as a monoethnic state for an ethnic Roman group, but a
political and religious community constituting Romania. The attempt to invoke canon law
again supported an older conception of Byzantine society which had been a consistent recourse
and framework for the past decade. The milieu it created in turn allowed the homoglot state of
Nikaia the chance to critique the Epirote court as no longer Greek and/or Roman, but something
foreign. Chomatenos’ letter, and several others like it, were met by the ruling elites in Nikaia
with rhetoric of mockery, religious censure, and eventually the same form of ethnic distortion.
Theodore was referred to simply as the ‘possessor of the western cities and regions’ without
reference to ethnonym, genos, or name.’% They viewed the Epirotes under Chomatenos’
leadership as becoming predominantly ‘Bulgarians,” bound up into the monolithic, panspermic
‘other.” Germanos condemned Chomatenos, similar to his predecessors and through both tone
and word choice placed Chomatenos outside of the brotherhood of the Greek Orthodox Church.

3.12. The Battle of Klokotnitsa 1230

Within the period of Theodore’s supremacy, no source called Epiros a barbarian ‘other,’
Bulgarian or similar. Such a claim only began after his defeat. Following capture in 1230 and
release in 1237, Theodore assumed a new role as advisor for his two sons, before disappearing
from our sources in 1252. The ethnic distortion of Epiros was firstly directed purely at
Chomatenos as Archbishopric of Bulgaria. For the later creation of a broadly ‘Bulgarised’
Epiros, that narrative began at Klokotnitsa.

As is well known and has been mentioned frequently over the course of this chapter, Theodore
Komnenos Doukas’ empire collapsed on the 9" March 1230 at the hands of Tsar John Asan.
With the exception of his brother, the entire imperial family was captured. The narrative of

804 Chomatenos, PD, §150, pp.433-441.35-83; Angold, Germanos 11, p.52; Karpozilos, Controversy, p.93.

805 Chomatenos, PD, §150, p.433.2-3. This is either the Archbishop of Serbia, i.e. St. Sava, or else the Bishop of
Servia, see Prinzing, PD, p.264.

806 Prinzing, ‘Die “Antigraphe,” pp.35-35.57-60.
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these events is not the chief concern here, for much effort has been spent trying to understand
why Theodore, with his wife and children present, would attack a power he had recently
concluded an alliance with. In the immediate prelude to the battle Theodore signed a year-long
peace treaty in September/December 1228 with the Latins. Negotiations with the Imperatorum
Constantinopolis styled Theodore as Imperator Grecorum thereby securing the first external
recognition of his title as emperor. Following this truce Theodore would be free to march upon
Constantinople.®” The obvious threat to a long siege was from the nominally Catholic
Bulgarian Empire which had been allied to the Latins since 1228, but possibly since as early
as 1225. The relationship was antagonistic, for Theodore had been expanding his lands at the
Bulgarians’ expense since 1216 and what they had lost in territory, the Asanids were attempting
to redeem in diplomacy. As such, the Bulgarians had proposed that in the absence of an adult
Latin Emperor the young Baldwin II should be betrothed to John Asan’s daughter and Asan
could act as regent. 8%

As unlikely as it was that Latin Constantinople would accept a Bulgarian regency, Epirote
diplomacy attempted a counter policy of their own alliances with several regional powers. In
the early 1220s Theodore had betrothed his niece Maria Petralaphina as child-bride to Alexios
Slav and secured either neutrality or the active allegiance of the long-time despotes of
Melnik.3? Eastern lands were entrusted to Constantine Maliasenos, Theodore’s nephew by
marriage as Michael T Doukas’ son-in-law.*! The larger power of John Asan, despite
Theodore’s many conquests in Macedonia, remained. Therefore, between 1225 and 1228, after
the capture of Adrianople that secured the advance on Constantinople, Theodore attempted to
neutralise Asanid Bulgaria. He married his brother despotes Manuel to Maria Beloslava, the
daughter of John Asan, sealing an alliance. Potentially, it could have led to a joint assault upon
Constantinople but ultimately the treaty became infamous. In March 1230 Theodore advanced
from Adrianople, ostensibly to attack the Latin Empire, but came instead into Bulgaria. He was
then captured in a conflict with the tsar. According to legend, the broken treaty was held aloft
on a standard and Theodore’s decade-long success ended overnight. Thus was the bizarre
capture of Emperor Theodore Komnenos Doukas at Klokotnitsa.?!!

The decision to march north and attack Bulgaria divides many historians. Nicol believed
Theodore’s advance into Bulgaria tried to cover his back for an assault on Constantinople.?!?
Bredenkamp believed it to have been an ambush of the imperial family.?!3 Most recently Kalin
Yordanov, expanding on Bredenkamp, has seen in the conflict a form of proxy war in which
Theodore campaigned to effect the reinstallation of Alexios Slav into his recently lost fief of
Philippopolis.®!* Strategies aside, Akropolites’ re-telling of Theodore’s campaign depicts the
emperor setting out north from Adrianople towards the Hebros river, trying ineffectually to

807 The discrepancy results from the treaty signed in December but seemingly actioned from September. Roberto
Cessi, Deliberazioni del Maggior Consiglio di Venezia, (Bologna: 1930), 1, §140; Van Tricht, Renovatio, p.358.
808 For the earlier date see Ibid., pp.395-396.

809 See Akropolites, §39, trans. Macrides, p.172. Additionally, Michael Angold, ‘The Petraliphas Family during
the period of exile (1204-1261),” in: Epiros: The Other Western Rome, (Forthcoming: 2026).

810 See Demetrios Polemis, The Doukai: A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, (London: 1968), pp.142-
43.

811 Akropolites, §25, trans. Macrides, pp.178-179; Nicol, Epiros, pp.104-105.

812 Nicol, Epiros, p.110.

813 Bredenkamp, Empire of Thessaloniki, pp.151-152.

814 Yordanov’s theory is that Theodore sought to defend the rights of Alexios Slav, a claimant to the Asanid throne,
due to his recent marriage to Maria Petraliphina, Theodore’s niece. It could help resolve one of the mysteries of
Epirote studies. Kalin Yordanov, Printsat na Filipopol: nepoznatiyat despot Aleksiy Slav v svetlinata na novi izvori
i otkritiya [The Prince of Philippopolis: The Unknown Despotes Alexios Slav in the Light of New Sources &
Discoveries], (Sofia: 2022), pp.181-194.
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provoke a confrontation on the river’s banks, before being ambushed by a force of one thousand
Cumans in the service of Asan. The narrative allows neither side an aptitude for command or
prowess. Indeed, there is much to suggest that we should mistrust Akropolites in this passage,
as it appears as an episode of psogic character assault. Theodore was relegated to ‘a man who
conducted himself arrogantly and in a most disorderly fashion, not only in imperial affairs but
also generally in all civil matters.’®!> The passage reads purely didactically, Theodore broke his
‘oaths’ (given in the plural ‘tovg dprovg’) with Asan, much as he had done with Theodore
Laskaris in ¢.1205, and therefore received a rightful reward of defeat and destruction.?!6

Akropolites’ re-telling of the battle is wildly inconsistent, particularly with its own terminology.
Having earlier labelled him a Bulgarian, Akropolites then claims Theodore’s army consists of
‘Romans’ and ‘Italians,” and the Bulgarian army of ‘Skythians.” The lands overrun by Asan’s
army afterwards were also ‘Roman.’8!” As a further point in onomastics, we should note that
much regarding Klokotnitsa in Akropolites’ Chronike is heavy with implied meaning. Theodore
marched to Klokotnitsa a Komnenos and after his defeat became an Angelos. The narrative
allowed him only a distinct, lesser, and failed dynasty when compared to the triumphs of John
[T and Michael VIII, who Akropolites consistently calls Komnenoi.?!® The longevity of the
Bulgarian annexation suggests again that Akropolites’ account may be concealing further
elements of what occurred. Their expansion was actually not that extreme, only Thrace and
Macedonia passed to Asanid control, effectively restoring the 1225 borders. Akropolites,
Ephraim, and Skoutariotes all made the claim that Adrianople, Didymoteichon, the theme of
Voleron, Serres, Pelagonia, Prilep, Thessaly, Elbanon [Arbanon] and Illyrikon [Dyrrachium]
passed to John Asan but many of these conquests were exceptionally transitory.®!® They were
more likely seeking to discredit Michael II Komnenos Doukas, who had reclaimed Arta and
many of these territories by the time they were writing. Many narratives of Klokotnitsa were
designed to delegitimise Epiros. Matthew Kinloch studied the various western sources for
Klokotnitsa and found little valid historical detail. He judged that Akropolites’ account tells us
nothing beyond hearsay regarding the battle and merely serves as a narrative tool to degrade
Theodore.??° Kinloch concluded that given that Akropolites’ remarks were mostly just hearsay,
his sources were merely rumours capitalised upon thirty years later when the text was
composed. Consequently, Akropolites’ need to Bulgarise Epiros took priority over accuracy.
Akropolites concludes the section on Klokotnitsa by recounting that Manuel, Theodore’s
successor, retired to Thessaloniki with his wife and was ‘not troubled on the whole by the
Bulgarians, since he shared his bed with Asan’s daughter by a concubine.’3?!

Seeking for elements of Bulgarian culture within Epiros after Klokotnitsa, it is striking that we
finally hear a little of the Asanid voice. After Theodore’s defeat his brother Manuel assumed
governance in Thessaloniki but was subordinate to John Asan, being married to his daughter.
Commemorating the moment the central Balkans passed for a decade after 1230 to Bulgarian
control, John Asan commissioned a monumental inscription within the Church of the Holy

815 Akropolites, §24-25, trans. Macrides, p.178. quoted passage §25, p.41.17-21, ‘6 u&v odv Ayyshog Oc63wpoc
Toc petd tod Aoty Tadvvov omovddg SleAdcac, olo 8keivog avip OpaciTEPOg Kol ATAKTOTEPOV PEPOUEVOS OV
povov év Bactieiog AL kol £v TAoY AmADE TO1G TOMTIKOIG,.

816 Ibid., §25.23; Kinloch, Rethinking Thirteenth-Century Byzantine Historiography, pp.139-155.

817 Akropolites, §25, pp.41.24-p.42.21, trans. Macrides, pp.178-179.

818 Later Nikaian coinage is also theorised to depict a fallen angel wing, the defeat of ‘the Angeloi’, i.e. the Epirote
Komnenoi-Doukai. See DOC, 4.2, pp.473-474.

819 Akropolites, §25, trans. Macrides, p.179; Ephraim, §8109-8116; Skoutariotes, 474.17.

820 On various sources and their significant chronological faults which conflate the defeat, capture, and blinding
of Theodore to one episode, see Kinloch, Rethinking thirteenth-century Byzantine historiography, pp.139-155.
821 Akropolites, §26, p.44.1-5, trans. Macrides, p.182.
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Forty Martyrs in Veliko Tarnovo. There we catch a glimpse both of what the imperial Balkans
had been as well as Asanid Bulgaria’s perspective of Macedonia in the thirteenth century.

‘In the year 6738 [1230] I, John Asan, in Christ God faithful Tsar and Autocrat of the
Bulgarians, son of the old Tsar Asan, built from the foundations and adorned with
paintings the whole of this most honourable church in the name of the Holy Forty
Martyrs with whose help in the twelfth year of my reign, in the year this temple was
being painted, went to war in Romania [Pwmann(x)] and routed the Greek [rpsukax]
army and captured Tsar Theodore Komnenos himself and all of his bolijars. I conquered
his entire land, from Odrin [Adrianopolis] to Drach [Dyrrachium], the Greek [rpaukx]
[part], as well the Serbian [cpnBck®®] and Albanian [apsanack®] parts. The cities
round about Constantinople and the City itself were ruled by the Franks but even they
obeyed the hand of my tsardom, because they had no other tsar but me and they lived
their days thanks to me. God ordained it to be so, because without Him neither word
nor deed can be accomplished. Glory to Him for all ages! Amen.

B ak(T) 2 an n(p) 7. agn Iw dek(n) Bw X3 B3 ghphnt u 1 cam(o) Aphikeun
BABrApwMb chib cTaparo dckik upk cuzpa(X) w(T) 3auaana. n nucanne(m) Skpaci(x)
Ao Konua: npEu(c) THRR CiR LPLKWE B'h HWA CThI(X) .M. MENKB. HX2KE 11(0)M(0)LHHR
B .iB. AK(T) Up(c)TBA Mmoero &b Nexke A'k(T) nucaadle ca Xpamn cb. H3AE30X Ha
EPANL B PWMANH(R) H pAAELI(X) BOHCKR IphlUKA®. H camaro upk kiop Oopawpa
Bomnnna sax cn Behmn soakpni ero. a 3ema gea npkax w(r) Oppuna n a0 Apauk
FPLLUKR. H ELJIE JKE APBANACKR H CPRECKARR. T'hKMO CRIILI(M) IparoEo(m) okp(c)TH
Lprkrpa(a) v camoro Toro rpap APphiKaX® GPR3H. N'h H TH MOA PRKR LP(C)TEA MOEM®
NOBHNOBAXFR CA NONExke MHOro upk ne HWEXR pas3ek mene H MbNOLA parH Afin
CAORBA HCNPORAKAAALPE BB By Tako noBeaA'kBhILY. HEO BE3 HErO HH AKAO NH CAOBO
ChEPBLIAETh CA. TOMOY CAARA. B’k BEKBI, AMHNR 7822

From the inscription we infer that Theodore’s empire, a part of Romania, was effectively
inherited by the Bulgarian state. The Romania it refers to is a shared concept, constituted of
Greek, Serbian, and Albanian regions and also a conception the Bulgarians were part of. The
Romania consisted of the regions and the identical titles that both Theodore and Asan claimed.
The reference to Constantinople and ‘the City’ confirmed that the spatial ideology was
unchanged since before 1204 and there was still a centre. To the ideology of the inscription,
this was almost a civil war, one that while defensive, had caused a triumphant expansion.
Within that Roman community there were multiple ethno-linguistic regions but their
representation is simplified. While there were words at Forty Martyrs for the Serbs and
Albanians, there is no mention for the Bulgarians living under Theodore’s rule.??* It confirms
from the other side the heterogeneity of the Epirote domain but also that the Bulgarians, similar
to some Byzantines before them, could in the triumphant ideology of this inscription equate all
Bulgarians with the Asanid realm.

822 Slavonic inscription in Popkonstantinov, A, 2, pp.166-168; trans. Petkov, Voices, p.425; Angelov,
‘Prosopography,” p.111.

823 For a discussion of the Serbian regions, see Dragoljub Marjanovi¢-Radovan, ‘Serbian Lands in The Tarnovo
Inscription of the Bulgarian Emperor Ivan Asen,’ in: Car Ivan Asen Il (1218-1241). Sbornik po sluchai na 800-
godishninata ot negovo v’zhestvie na b’lgarski prestol [Emperor John II Asen (1218-1241). Volume
Commemorating 800 years of his Ascension to the Bulgarian Throne], eds. Vassil Gjuzelev, et al. (Plovdiv: 2019),
pp.95-101.
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Figure 26.1-2. Church of Holy Forty Martyrs inscription, Veliko Turnovo. 1) Column in situ. 2) Detail of 'Tsar Kyr Theodoros Komnenos’ [ypte
kiop Ooowpa Komnunal. Author'’s photographs, 12/09/2025.




3.13. Conflating the Western Panspermia: Epiros and Bulgaria in the 1230s and
1240s.

With the capture of Theodore Komnenos Doukas at Klokotnitsa there followed eleven years of
Bulgarian hegemony in the Balkans, lasting until the death of John Asan in 1241. This period,
when the hierarchy of the Greek-Bulgarian relationship was inverted, would give Palaiologan
historians their greatest opportunity to misrepresent the ‘West’ as having become something
‘other.” The reign of Manuel Komnenos Doukas (1230-1237), Theodore’s brother, usually
forms something of an epilogue for his brother’s. By the time Manuel was deposed he had
presided over the full subordination of the Epirote Church to Nikaia and the territorial collapse
of Theodore’s Epirote Roman Empire. Only traces of Theodore’s imperial mission were
inherited in the reigns of his brother, his nephew Michael II now establishing himself in Arta,
and in the political ideology of John Asan, but all efforts after 1237 and certainly 1246 were
more ad hoc and based on resistance rather than rebuilding. Lacking the military supremacy of
an Epirote state pre-1230 and with the almost complete disappearance of the Dytikoi bishops,
the Thessaloniki Empire became a client of the Asanid state. From the Nikaian perspective,
seeking to project affairs along ethno-linguistic lines, Bulgaria’s culture had achieved
dominance.

Manuel Komnenos Doukas avoided the captivity suffered by his family members and brother’s
generals and reigned for seven years in a somewhat ambiguous capacity as Asan’s son-in-law
in Thessaloniki. Numismatic evidence suggests that Thessaloniki, likely shortly after the battle,
minted coins bearing the Slavonic legend of Tsar John Asan.®?* Around 1235/36 Manuel, who
had governed Thessaly since 1227 and was already invested with the title of despotes, assumed
the title of emperor.®?*> Both the form and chronology of Manuel’s reign in Thessaloniki is
contested. It appears likely that Manuel ruled in his brother’s name until late 1234 when
Theodore was blinded in Bulgarian captivity. Theodore’s mutilation was the price for a
Bulgarian-Nikaian alliance in the prelude to the unsuccessful joint siege of Latin
Constantinople from 1235-1236.82¢ Between these larger powers Manuel appears to have
quietly noted that Theodore’s blinding had made him ineligible to rule and thus assumed the
imperial title, most likely without a coronation; it was probably in spring 1235 that he began
minting the imperial issue of his coinage in Thessaloniki.??’

In the meantime, with the direct annexation of Theodore’s northern territories, Asanid Bulgaria
pivoted in its religious position. Since 1203 Bulgaria had been a pragmatically Catholic
kingdom with a papally-appointed archbishop. Regrettably, the degree to which Bulgaria
culturally ‘catholicised’ in the near thirty-year-period since 1203 is an argument almost without

824 DOC, 4.2, pp.639-643.

825 When Manuel received the title of despotes is contested. The Episkopi inscription would suggest earlier than
Brendan Osswald’s and Rudolf Stefec’s dates of 1227-1228, although the styling of despotes is sometimes not
that of a title. Rudolf Stefec, ‘Beitrdge zur Urkundentdtigkeit epirotischer Herrscher in den Jahren 1205-1318,’
Néa Poun, 11 (2014), pp 249-370, p. 279; Brendan Osswald, ‘Deux notes de titulature relatives a I’empire de
Thessalonique et au despotat d’Epire (xiiie siécle),” Bulletin de correspondance hellénique, 145.2 (2022), pp.775-
822.

826 John Langdon, ‘The Forgotten Byzantino-Bulgarian Assault and Siege of Constantinople, 1235-1236, and the
Breakup of the entente cordiale between John III Ducas Vatatzes and John Asen II in 1236 as Background to the
Genesis of the Hohenstaufen-Vatatzes Alliance of 1242, in: Byzantine Studies in Honor of Milton Anastos,
(Malibu: 1985), pp.105-136.

827 Evidence that Manuel was still despotes in Theodore’s name is supported by the Semeioma of 1232, dated to
the fifth indiction, which calls on continued support for ‘our holy emperor Theodore.” See Athanasios
Papadopoulos-Kerameus, ‘Tlept cuvoikiopod p.455; Redated by Osswald, ‘Deux notes,” pp.775-822; Hendy,
DOC, 4.2, pp.566-567.
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sources.??® Peaceful relations between Bulgaria and the Latin Empire had prevailed in most of
Boril’s reign (1207-1218) but with the death of Henry of Flanders in 1216 Bulgaria began to
fall out of the Latin orbit, beginning with the 1217 torture and murder of Bishop William of
Philippi taken by Bulgarians as he celebrated Mass.??° John Asan’s reign, begun by deposing
Boril, long suffered the loss of territory to Epiros until the short-lived alliance with Theodore
in 1227 was ended in 1230. The surprise victory at Klokotnitsa placed Bulgaria in the
anomalous position of a Catholic power reigning over multiple Orthodox peoples as far as the
Adriatic Sea.?*® Thereafter, Bulgaria’s realignment with Orthodoxy after thirty years came
swiftly. It began the month after Klokotnitsa when John Asan made a triumphal visit to Mt.
Athos that echoed a very familiar almost commonly Byzantine Balkan tune.®*! In a Slavonic
chrysobull written in imperial red ink that elegantly captures the shared heritage of the
Bulgarian and Greek states Asan wrote:

‘My tsardom willed to grant to the holy monastery of the most holy Mother of God
called Vatopedi, which is situated in the Holy Mountain, the village called Semalto,
which is in the province of Serres, so that this monastery owns and rules over the village
with its people and all its customary rights, and stasi, and appurtenances, and revenues,
with a sovereign and unalienable power for as long as my tsardom lives.

As for those sent out by my tsardom at all times to collect tribute and do what needs to
be done for my tsardom, that is, practors, sevasts, doukes, katepans, one-tenth tax
collectors, psars, apokrisiaries, apodoharies, and all others from small to great, none
of them should have power to enter, nay, even set foot in the properties of this holy
monastery... April [1230].

Asan, Tsar of the Bulgarians and the Greeks.
[AG'RN : 1P : BATAP[W]M : U I'P'LE[0M] 832

The expanding Bulgarian regime was designed to present continuity to the Dytikoi people based
on shared religious and cultural heritage. Asan retained Theodore’s governing structure of
officials, taxation, and titles, and Akropolites confirms this charter was part of a broader policy
of continuity.®*3 It was the direction of power that had shifted. After 1230 a huge increase of
coin finds in Bulgaria bearing Manuel’s name (when compared to Theodore’s) strongly
suggests Thessaloniki’s financial dependency and the direction of its taxation north.®3*

828 The papacy was excised from Boril’s Synodikon §41 by later authors but letters preserved in the Vatican attest
to their alliance. See Madgearu, The Asanids, p.209-212.

829 Bellarium Hellenicum, §66.

830 Francesco Dall’ Aglio, ‘Crusading in a Nearer East: The Balkan Politics of Honorius I11 and Gregory IX (1221-
1241),” La Papauté et les croisades, (London: 2011), pp.173-179; Madgearu, The Asanids, pp.120-121; See also
the 1230 charter with Dubrovnik/Ragusa signed ‘Asan, Tsar of Bulgarians and Greeks,” Gregory Ilinskij, Gramoti
bolgarskih tsarej, (London: 1970), trans. Petkov, Voices, pp.382-483.

831 Stankovic, ‘Importance of Being Roman,” pp.49-54.

832 Michael Laskaris, Vatopedskata gramota na car Ivan Asenja II [The Vatopedi document of the Tsar Ivan Asen
11], (Sofia: 1930), p.5, adapted trans. Petkov, Voices, pp.481-482, here standardising placenames and titles. For
the document’s description see Constantinos Nihoritis, ‘The Slavonic Archive,” The Holy and Great Monastery of
Vatopaidi, (Mt. Athos: 1998), 11, p.633.

833 See Akropolites, §25, trans. Macrides, p.179.

834 Konstantin Dochev, Moneti i parichno obrushtenie v Tumovo (XII -XIV v.), (Veliko Turnovo: 1992), pp.52-
56.
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The inversion of power, of a dominant alloglot ethnos, was fully tolerated by Manuel’s
government for barely a year. While Slavonic and Bulgarian culture were celebrated when it
aligned with Greek and could be presented as subordinate and derived as in the previous
regime, the dominance of Asan was its almost complete antithesis.

3.14. Manuel’s Ecclesiastical Capitulation

The Greek narrative sources, as with Theodore, provide only hostile coverage of Manuel’s
reign. Rather than manipulate his ethnic character they insult his authority and the prestige of
his personal genos. Before Theodore’s 1237 release Akropolites records two episodes of
Manuel’s reign, his installation after Klokotnitsa, and a 1235 visit of Nikaian ambassadors.
Both scenes sought to embarrass him. The first remarks that Manuel survived the battle merely
‘having fled.” The second, after the spring 1235 assumption of titles of basileus and despotes,
jeered the limited extent of the Emperor of Thessaloniki’s authority. In comparison to the
omnipotence of Christ who also used these titles, Manuel reigned over a single city. Akropolites
continually mocks the regime, creating an image of a debased Manuel ruling only by Bulgarian
sufferance. Three times it is repeated that Manuel’s wife the Empress Maria was John Asan’s
daughter ‘born from a concubine’ [ék marhoxfic ékeive yeyévvnrar].83® This should certainly
be considered a further attack upon the ignobility of Manuel’s court, and a not dissimilar insult
to Germanos’ description of sin-filled Constantinople as home to the offspring of Rus and Arab
‘slave-girls’ (see p.119). Both Ephraim and Skoutariotes, less partisan to Michael VIII, omitted
this description.?3¢

The details of Manuel’s policies are known primarily through letters, and his early reign lacks
the most detail.®*7 It seems that sponsored syncretism of Greek and Bulgarian culture, a key
aspect of Theodore’s reign, was absent from Manuel’s, who seems never to have gained the
allegiance of Demetrios Chomatenos. The conventional chronology, which we do not
challenge, theorised that Manuel, restricted to Thessaloniki, was in the aftermath of Klokotnitsa
initially fully subservient to the Bulgarians. John Asan soon made a symbolic visit to Mt. Athos
marching Bulgarian power into the hinterland of Thessaloniki and the heart of Orthodoxy. It is
a fair assumption that Manuel, lacking Theodore’s military and manpower, was entirely
cowed.®® However, by late 1231 Asan’s attempt to subordinate the Thessalonian church to
Turnovo pushed him too far. Asan attempted to fill the metropolitan bishopric of Thessaloniki
— which had probably stood vacant since Mesopotamites had gone into exile in 1225 — with a

835 Akropolites, §25, 26, 38, trans. Macrides pp.178-184, 106-107. For the argument that Anna Asan is not a
concubine and rather her father’s legitimate daughter from a previous wife, see Ivan Bozhilov, Familijata na
Asenevci (1186-1460), Genealogija i prosopografija (Sofia:1985), pp.86-7, 100-1.

836 Ephraim, §8107-8125, Skoutariotes, p.475.11-17.

87For Manuel’s religious position and policies see commentary to his letters in Stefec, ‘Beitrige’ §§7, 8, 9; as
well as Eduard Kurtz, ‘Christophoros von Ankyra als Exarch des Patriarchen Germanos II,” BZ, 16 (1907), pp.120-
142; Osswald, L'Epire du treiziéme au quinziéme siécle, pp.71-72; eadem ‘Deux Notes, pp.775-822; Bredenkamp,
Empire of Thessaloniki, pp.199-243; Alkimini Stavridou-Zafraka, ‘H Avtoxpatopio tng ®eccorovikng emi
Mavouni Aovka (1230-1237). H ewtepwen) mohtwn,” I Iovelinvio lotopixo Zovédpio (29-31 Maiov 1992).
Tpoxtika, (Thessaloniki: 1993), pp.157-178.

838 In preparation for the 1235 siege John Asan’s negotiations with Nikaia he had two aims. Firstly, recognition of
his title as ‘Emperor’ and secondly, the restoration of a Bulgarian Patriarch of Turnovo who would crown his
heirs. Manuel appeared rather meekly in these negotiations. Where the Bulgarian was recognised as
‘Tlaveovoeféotarog Paciieds’, Manuel was merely the ‘beloved son-in-law’ [repumdOntog yauPpoc] of the
Asanid Emperor. Kurtz, ‘Christophoros von Ankyra,’ p.141; Gastgeber, “Epiros Dossier,”’ p.69, ‘mavoynAdtotog
deomoTG Kol Paciiedg kol mepimddntog youppog tig faciieiog cov’.
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Bulgarian, one Michael Pratanos.?*® If Pratanos’ incumbency of the office was on the same

scale as Chomatenos’ appointment in Bulgaria in 1216, then we might presume a similar
installation of a Bulgarian retinue filling the lower offices of the Epirote Church with
appointees loyal to Asan. While we know of only one case of this, the bishopric of Hierissos
near the borders of Mt. Athos, it seems likely there were more.?*° In protest, Manuel undertook
a diplomatic rapprochement with both Nikaia and Rome, sending letters to Germanos II and to
Pope Gregory IX.

This inversion of Theodore’s Greek-led Bulgarian Church into John Asan’s Bulgarian-led
Church in Greece was unpopular in Thessaloniki and is credited with causing the major
concession of Manuel’s reign. At the end of 1231 while still reigning merely as Theodore’s
despotes, Manuel offered to end the schism between Epiros and Nikaia and place the Western
Church under the ostensible authority of the Nikaian Patriarch.’*! Manuel wrote to Patriarch
Germanos in a highly penitent letter that announced not only an end to the schism but inverted
the language of separation into one of parity and kinship. Manuel announced that in pursuit of
friendship with our ‘mighty gambros John Doukas, Emperor of the Romans’ he would
‘renounce our many rights... to end divisions amongst we Romans [[1ei06peba toivov kai
TOAALGL TOV AVNKOVTOV... MUV dikaimv Agelelv 10 THG dloTdoems Oveldog €€ MUYV TV
Popaionv].”?*? While not a complete reversal of Theodore’s regime, it was close. Manuel
expressed a wish to maintain the self-appointed autocephaly of the Epirote Church in his first
letter, but rapidly conceded Chomatenos’ role.®*> Meanwhile the recognition of a separate
Roman Emperor in Nikaia, especially one that professed a kinship through marriage, church,
and ethnonym, ‘we Romans’, was in complete conflict with the exclusivity of the oaths of
recognition in the homologia of 1227. It marked an effective collapse of the Epirote position.

The continued epistolary exchange prompted Christopher, the Metropolitan of Ankyra, to be
dispatched as patriarchal Exarchos to the West to enforce unity and preside over a synod in
Thessaloniki in 1232/33.34* Germanos II was unyielding in victory, and Christopher began the
practice of breaking apart the Epirote Church, attaching some regions to Nikaia while
recognising anything north of Thrace as belonging to Bulgaria. Each elevation of a western
office was a knife to the ambitions of Epiros. It also further delineated the church along ethno-
linguistic boundaries. In 1232/33, the result was achieved in a letter from Manuel to Germanos
as contrite and submissive as it was to prove short-lived. Manuel announced the complete
‘defeat’ of the West. The letter shows the definite influence of Nikaian ideology, likely due to
the presence of the Exarchos in Thessaloniki, and once more framed Byzantine fragmentation
as the disunited tribes of Israel. Therefore, the letter declared that time of conflict ended for

839 Philip Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fiir die Geschichte der Athoskljster, Pratanos at §VIII pp.187-189; p.188,
11, 7-17; Bredenkamp, Empire of Thessaloniki, pp.202-203.

840 Meyer, Die Haupturkunden fiir die Geschichte der Athoskldster, §VIII, pp.187-189.

841 For the most recent and comprehensive treatment of the 1232 reunion of the churches see Christian Gastgeber,
‘Das “Epiros”-Dossier im Codex Vindobonensis theologicus graecus 276. Patriarch Germanos II. und the Union
with the griechischen Church of Epiros (1232/33). Edition und sprachlich-textpragmatische Untersuchung,’ JOB,
66 (2016), pp.61-110; Karpozilos, Controversy, pp.134-158; Tarnanidis, ‘Byzantine-Bulgarian Ecclesiastical
Relations,’ pp.28-52.

842 Stefec, ‘Beitrige,” §7, p.319.20-27. Vind. Theol. gr. 276 beginning under the title ‘ITittéxiov TOd
TOVELTVYEGTATOV de6TOTOV KOP Mavound 1od Aobka TpOg TOV TAVOYLIDTATOV Kol OIKOVUEVIKOV TATPLApYNY KOP
Ieppavov.” This letter’s implications divide scholarship. Stefec viewed it as Manuel surrendering his title as
emperor, ibid., pp.318-323; Osswald theorises it as simply the right to ecclesiastical independence. Osswald,
‘Deux notes,” pp.775-800.

843 Stefec, ‘Beitrige,” §7, pp.319-320.49-56.

844 Angold, Germanos II, pp.52-55; Karpozilos, Controversy, p.94.
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now ‘from a clash between Ephraim and Judea comes one people, one voice praising the lord’
as Manuel conceded the independence of his church.?+°

‘Behold the astounding victory of your holiness, for lo you have conquered even the
West, that which none of your predecessors residing in Nikaia could do.

g0YE Yap Th| 67 Gy1dTNTL THS MOVUTEPAGUTPOL ViKNG, &mel veviknkag idod kai TV dvoty,
Hv 00deic TOV Tpd 60D kab13pLOivTwv &v T Nikaiq veviknkey. 846

However, Manuel’s position as ruler of Epiros, as well as the popularity of these decisions
appears somewhat contentious. It is likely that the act of ‘surrender’ estranged Manuel from
the networks of Dytikoi bishops who had most ardently supported his predecessor. At the synod
convened in Thessaloniki Bardanes, not Chomatenos or Apokaukos, became the voice for
Manuel’s conciliation and it appears the two senior bishops of the realm were absent in
protest.3#” It has been proposed that until Theodore’s blinding in late 1234 both Apokaukos and
Chomatenos had continued to issue documents in Theodore’s name.?*® Even Bardanes, who
acted as Manuel’s ambassador and was the only one of the trio to survive in office until 1237,
openly rejoiced at Theodore’s return that year and Manuel’s fall from power.34

The bolster given to the Nikaian Patriarchate by Theodore’s defeat and Manuel’s capitulation
cannot be overestimated. With only the vaguest promises on their behalf the ‘Church of the
Greeks,” as Germanos henceforth referred to it, was reunited. The ‘Ecumenical’ title they had
claimed since Manuel Sarantenos in the 1210s was now pressed. Analogous to the collapse of
the Epirote Church was Germanos’ initiation of a series of ecumenical dialogues with a group
of papally-deputised Franciscans.?>° In those negotiations Germanos framed his leadership of

845 Stefec, ‘Beitriige,” §8, p.324.19-21. ‘obiétt yod Egpaip kai Tovdog ovd¢ katapdystar o0Toc Ekeivov kol
gkgivog ToDToV, GAL €lg Aadg 6 8& TaxdP, aivouvpeg "opooTOp®S Kol edAoyodvieg TOV Ogdv.’
846 Ibid., §8, p.324.28-30.
847 Bardanes wrote:
‘We gathered together to complete the sacred synod except for one, two or perhaps three, who were
detained for a rational reason.
‘Convenimus itaque in uniiin alius aliunde et omnes ad sacri coetus complementum, except uno aut altero
vel fortasse tertio; qui rationabili detenti sunt causa.’
See Kurtz, ‘Christophoros,’ §2, p.134.8-10; Karpozilos, Controversy, pp.90-92. Bredenkamp is the most insistent
of continued ‘national political feelings’ which rallied to Michael II in Arta, see Empire of Thessaloniki, pp.239-
242. While there is little explicit evidence to support such a claim, continued conflict should be considered.
Demetrios Chomatenos however wrote a highly extended defence of Epiros and his actions in a letter ¢.1232 to
Germanos based on examples of oikonomia which protested his further demotion but ultimately achieved little.
See Chomatenos, PD, §150, pp.433-441; Angold, Germanos II, p.52; Karpozilos, Controversy, p.93.
848 Apokaukos demonstrated this in the 1232 Semeioma, Kerameus, ‘Tlepi ocuvvowiopov’ pp.454-455;
Lambropoulos, §45, p.298; Chomatenos was more ambiguous, see Prinzing, PD, §106, commentary p. 209-218%*,
n.82 where from 1234, but potentially as late as 1236, Chomatenos viewed Theodore to still be the imperial
authority and Manuel merely his despotic representative; Osswald, ‘Deux notes,” pp.777-780.
849 George Bardanes’ letter §25 to an unknown recipient read:
‘I have one remaining comfort, Lord Emperor Theodore on his return from captivity is showing me the
same benevolence and affection of old.
Unum vero mihi tantum relictum est solatium, domini Theodori imperatoris e captivitate reversi antiqua
erga me benevolentia et dilectio.’
Johannes Hoeck, Raymond-Joseph Loenertz, Nikolaos-Nektarios von Otranto, Abt von Casole Studia Patristica
et Byzantina, 11, (Buch-Kunstverlag Ettal: 1965), §25, p.228.23-25. For a summary of this letter see Galone,
Tewpyioc Bopoavyg, p.361 (Latin letter §22). Attesting Bardanes’ duties as Manuel’s ambassador and envoy to
Italy see ibid., Latin letters §§16, 17, 18.
850 For the ‘Church of the Greeks, [f| v I'poikdv ékkAncio]’ see Arampatzis, ‘The Unpublished Letter,’
p.377.111, trans. Brubaker, Disputatio, pp.115-20, here p.120; Regestes, IV, 1257.

209



the Orthodox Church. He described: ‘We Greeks [as the] mother, unshaken in the ancient
Orthodoxy [...] of many ethne of ‘the Ethiopians, all the Syrians, to the north the most valiant
Iberians, the Asags, the Laz, the Alans, the Goths, the Khazars, the innumerable Russian
panspermia, and the conquering basileia of the Bulgarians.’®>! The inclusion of these peoples,
paying particular attention to their military virtues, appears as a scarcely-veiled threat from
Germanos. He was listing the peoples he could hypothetically call upon to enforce his will in
parallel to how the papacy had acted since the Crusades began. In 1232 these peoples were in
communion with one another, they had curtailed Theodore, and Bulgaria (briefly) stood as a
conquering ally of Germanos’ formerly sidelined Patriarchate. The allied image demonstrates
a tremendous shift following Theodore’s collapse and Manuel’s capitulation.

3.15. The Epirote Inheritance of John II Asan

The legacy of Theodore inherited by the enlarged Bulgarian Empire can be detected through
both inference and direct means. Few textual sources detail the dynamics of the subordinate
relationship between Epirote Thessaloniki beneath Bulgarian Turnovo. One of the few, and by
far the most fantastical, is the Flemish rhyming chronicle of Philippe Mouskés (c.1240) which,
similar to Germanos above, depicted a great coalition of Orthodox powers gathering for the
siege of Constantinople in 1235.%>2 That alliance contained:

‘But Vatace and King Ausen
Micalis and the Cumans

and also the Vlachs forthwith
and Toldre, a powerful man,
of whom many have heard,
came to Constantinople

the imperial, the noble city,
to besiege King Jehan.’

Mais Vatace et li rois Ausens
Li Micalis et 1i Coumain,

Et li Blac ausi tout de plain

Et 1i Toldres, uns om poisans
L’oirent dire aus ne sai quans;
Venut sont viers Costantinoble
L’empérial cité la noble,
Pour le roi Jehan asségier.’8>

An army of John III Vatatzes, John Asan, the Christianised Cumans, a young Michael leading
the Cumans,®* and a presumably still-recently blinded Theodore [Toldre] Komnenos Doukas,
offers a somewhat marvellous mosaic of the enemies of the besieged Latin Emperor John of

851 Arampatzis, ‘Unpublished letter,” p.377, trans. Brubaker p.120. The Russian panspermia, seemingly a reference
to the many types of wild peoples to the extreme north is a noteworthy positive, or at least neutral, usage of what
is otherwise a distinctly negative term.

852 Philippe Mouskés, ed. Frédéric De Reiffenberg, 2 vols., Chronique rimée de Philippe Mouskés, évéque de
Tournay au treizieme siecle, publiée (pour la premiere fois avec des préliminaires, un commentaire et des
appendices) par le Baron de Reiffenberg, (Brussels: 1845).

853 Mouskés, 11 pp.613-614, §29039-29046, trans. Madgearu, The Asanids, pp.217-218; Attila Barany, ‘King
Andrew II of Hungary in Philippe Mouskés' Chronique rimée,” in: Byzance et I'Occident. Rencontre de I'Est et de
I'Ouest, ed. Emese Egedi-Kovacs, (Budapest: 2013), pp.27-45.

854 Either Michael Asan or Michael II Komnenos Doukas is possible.
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Brienne (1229-1237). We should note the attention paid to Theodore, and the claim that he was
apparently well-known in the West. Akropolites claimed that following his capture Asan
‘treated [Theodore] well... for a long time [épthoppoveito... éni moAv].” The above evidence
however suggests something different. Mouskés’ rhyming chronicle is the only evidence for
what we otherwise have to suppose, this being that as Asan annexed his empire, the Bulgarian
was physically bringing a captive and humiliated Theodore with him on campaign.

Epigraphic material demonstrates certain developments to Bulgarian ideology. Increasingly
after Klokotnitsa John Asan began to style himself as Tsar of a collection of peoples. The Forty
Martyrs columnal inscription, dated to shortly after the 1230 battle itself, should be sequenced
first. It styles the ruler singularly as ‘John Asan, in Christ God faithful emperor [Tsar] and
autocrat of the Bulgarians’ while simultaneously positioning himself as ruler of a Romania
formed of ‘Serb’, ‘Albanian’, and ‘Greek’ regions, (pp.202-203). A year later at the fortress of
Stanimaka (Asanovgrad) John Asan was projecting an ideology of multiple lands, naming the
Bulgarians and the Greeks but not limited to them:

‘In the year 6379 [1231], fourth indiction, I, Asan, from God elevated emperor [tsar]| of
the Bulgarians and the Greeks, as well as of other countries, installed sevast Alexios
and built this fortress.’8>

Perhaps the most striking aspect of Bulgaria’s assumption of Epiros, and what that meant for
later Byzantine writers, was the inheritance of the ideology of a broadly defined ‘Western’
Emperor. The re-employment of this ideology can be seen in numerous examples of both
textual and material evidence. The term appeared repeatedly during negotiations for a
settlement and alliance between John Asan as Emperor of the Balkans and John III Vatatzes of
Anatolia. The key demand of the Bulgarian Empire in exchange for their assistance assaulting
Constantinople was the restoration of an Orthodox Bulgarian Patriarchate, an objective they
achieved in 1235. The two emperors sealed the pact with a marriage between Elena Asanid and
the future Theodore II Laskaris. It is significant that at this juncture we at last have narratives
to balance Akropolites. Two sources provide very short narratives of these negotiations: the
Story of the Restoration of the Bulgarian Patriarchate,®*® and the Life of Joakim,®*’ the first
patriarch of the restored office in Bulgaria (1235-1236), and in both of them we find the image
of a “Western’ empire.

In the Restoration of the Bulgarian Patriarchate a narrative survives in both a fourteenth-
century Slavonic version and a later Athonite version in Greek. The Greek entitled ‘When the
basileia of John Asan reigned over Zagora and many kastra of the Romans,” and contains
multiple historical inaccuracies.®*® The wrong patriarch is named, Manuel Sarantenos rather
than Germanos II and it gives the name of the Bulgarian Tsar as Kaliman (1241-1246), John

835 Petkov, Voices, p.426.

86 The Restoration survives in Slavonic - where it was interpolated into a version of Boril’s Synodikon at section
§112 - see Mikhail Popruzhenko ed., Sinodik Tsaria Borila (Sofia: 1928), §112-117, pp.82-87; and Greek: Philipp
Mayer, Die Haupturkunde fiir die Geschichte der Athoskioster (Leipzig: 1894), pp.187-9, trans. of the Greek in
Petkov, Joices, pp.436-438; The Greek Restoration accredits Akropolites and supplies additional information, see
p-189.32-32. Angelov, ‘Prosopography,” p.112, n.38.

857 Ivan Snegarov, ‘Neizdadeni Starobalgarski zhitija,” Godishnik Na Duhovnata Akademija "Sv. Kliment
Ohridski", 3 (1954), pp.166-8, trans. Petkov, Voices, pp.285-287, with incorrect reference. For older Bulgarian
bibliography see Angelov, ‘Prosopography,” pp.111-112, n.40.

858 Mayer, Die Haupturkunde pp.187.31-35, “Emi tfi¢ Boctieiog Acévn kupiov Tadvvov, Tod Pactlebovtog kotd
TNV Zoyopav Kol kKpatoovtog Kol oAl 1@V Popaiov kdotpn, yéyove 1 pnOncopévn mpdéig.’
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Asan’s son and successor.®® While the account avoids any ethnonym, it refers to geopolitical
emperors making a joint decision to install Manuel Disypatos as Metropolitan of Thessaloniki
in 1235.8¢0 The Slavonic text is considerably more accurate and uses several terms in translation
which are, as Angelov demonstrated, strikingly current in contexts particularly familiar to this
thesis. They demonstrate a common parlance of the Bulgarian ideology inherited from
Epiros.®! When the bishops gathered for Joakim’s acclamation as patriarch, it was with the
consent of the ‘Eastern Tsar’ and collective decision of ‘all the Eastern metropolitans,
archbishops, and men of the holy mountain’ [MITPpONOANTRI Ke 1 apXIEN(IC)KOMKI ENNICKOMNKI
*KE fi B'RCUBCTHRIA MHHXBI C(EA)ThIA rophi].*? The two monarchs were then presented as a
balanced pair, two halves of Orthodox Romania split between two tsars [irbcapu], Vatatzes as
the ‘Eastern’ Tsar and Asan as the ‘Western. 86

In the fourteenth-century Slavonic Life of Joakim we can push further the continued theory of
inherited ideological spatialisation. That source’s author provides a clear demonstration of a
geo-cultural structure and a religious framing that following Epiros’ subordination, Bulgaria
had inherited the title of ‘the West’:

“The high priests of the entire Bulgarian land came together at a council, seeking to find
someone fitting the rank of highest priest and found . . . [folio missing]. With great joy
the tsar returned to his reigning city of Turnovo. All the high priests of the West
[apXIepen ke Bev 3anaAnkin] installed the patriarch on the see of the great patriarchate
of Tsargrad Turnovo.’864

In this narration of the first appointment of a patriarch in Bulgaria since 1018 this complete
reversal of Chomatenos’ ambitions is presented as the Turnovo Bulgarian patriarchate
becoming the new centre of a “Western” Church. Unanswerable questions exist regarding who
and how many bishops were present, were they installed by Theodore and Chomatenos or by
the Asanids, and how many continued to side with a Balkan patriarchate over an Anatolian?
These fragmentary references, an inherent issue with Bulgarian material, are our only source
of knowledge about continued usage of the Epirote Empire’s recognisable language of
pluralism couched in geopolitics. A continued ‘Western’ Church under Bulgarian leadership
offers a further possible source. Chomatenos’ works, both legal and hagiographical, were
copied either within his own incumbency or those of his successors. The following Archbishops
of Ohrid, John of Bulgaria and potentially one Sergius, are likely contenders to have continued
efforts at Balkan ethnic syncretism where emphasising dual heritage served a continued
purpose.?® However, presently lacking further research upon the manuscript transmission of
the Ohrid Legend any conclusive judgements remain uncertain.

859 Ibid., p.188.18, 22.

860 Ibid. Disypatos’ installation should be dated to 1258; Jovanovi¢, Michael VIII and the Publics, p.190.

861 Angelov, ‘Prosopography,” pp.111-112.

862 Popruzhenko, Sinodik, p.86.

863 Tbid., Given in the dative [yhcagemn].

864 Snegarov, ‘Neizdadeni Starobalgarski zhitija,” pp.166-8, trans. Petkov, Voices, pp.285-287.

865 We lack accurate dates for Chomatenos’ successors after 1236. Both names are known from Boril’s Synodikon,
updated after the 1235 restoration, and afterwards. Archbishop John of Bulgaria was appointed in 1241 and held
office until 1248/50 when he fled to Nikaian Thessaloniki. For his biography see Angelov, Imperial Ideology,
p-66n.137. Blemmydes speaks of being offered the archbishopric during a period of vacancy c.1250, before it was
occupied by Constantine Kabasilas ¢.1259 during the Palaiologan expansion, see Blemmydes, 4 Partial Account,
p-80; Popruzhenko, Sinodik, p.93, §158, trans. Petkov, Voices, p.260. Sergius is a more tentative figure.
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The agency of the Greek element within this process of what Akropolites deemed
Bulgarisation, but in many respects were just continuity, can be detected in various donor
portraits. These attest to the active marital policies of the Komnenoi-Doukai and the Asanids.
Both dynasties became more intertwined as part of the conditions for Theodore Komnenos
Doukas’ release. Having been blinded after a failed conspiracy, and presumably now well into
his fifties, Theodore did not seek the throne again. Instead he secured Thessaloniki for his sons,
proclaiming them emperors, and ruled by proxy. Bulgarian suzerainty for Epiros’ Macedonian
domains continued through a new marriage alliance.®® It was a shadow of the empire that had
been, lacking the ambition and erudition of earlier Constantinopolitan-educated bishops, but in
kinship and familial memory the Western Roman Empire of Epiros lived on. In 1237 Tsar John
Asan married Eirene Doukaina and with her fathered three children, Michael, Theodora, and
Maria. This Michael Asan ruled Bulgaria as a child from 12461256 and his court presented
him as a dual heir to both Bulgaria and Epiros. Theodore was invoked specifically, and through
him the Komnenoi. At the Church of the Taxiarchs in Kastoria, when the city was under
Bulgarian rule following their expansion after Klokotnitsa, the young Tsar Michael and his
mother Eirene (who was later buried within) were presented in Greek as donors. The dedication
reads:

‘Prayer of the servant of God, Michael Asan, son of the great basileus Asan, and his
mother Eirene, daughter of Theodore Komnenos.

+ Aénoig tod 000A0D 10D Beov Mok Acdvn, viod tod] peydiov Pactiémg
[A]odvn, kar, tii¢ unTpodc [avTov] Eipivng Oeoddpov] Kouvnvoo. 867

The Greek invocation of Michael’s father ‘the great basileus Asan’ and through Eirene his
maternal grandfather ‘Theodore Komnenos,” indicates a dual heritage to the reader. Theodore’s
hybrid legacy was remembered and embraced in Bulgaria and his lineage had been inherited
by the Tsar. The continued presence of Theodore’s daughter ensured a continued Epirote
influence in Bulgaria at a royal dynastic level and in this fusion of peoples we could perhaps
read that Epiros and Bulgaria had become one.

The Kastoria donor portrait is only one of multiple instances when the two peoples, Greek and
Bulgarian, were intrinsically linked. At the 1227 Artan synod when Theodore had become an
Emperor, he had been elected by a ‘West,” formed of ‘Western metropolitans, archbishops and
all of us bishops,” but most notably ‘under the autocephalous Archbishop of Bulgaria. 868
History had ultimately caught up and finally united Byzantine Bulgaria with Bulgaria.
Chomatenos and Apokaukos had always been careful to distinguish the Archbishopric of Ohrid
from Turnovo using terms such as ‘Zagora’ or ‘from the Haimos Mountains,” but within the
ethnonym of their leadership vulnerability had always lain. Looking back from the 1250s and
1260s when the Bulgarians had once more become a Byzantine enemy, the continued
profession of Theodore Komnenos Doukas and his daughter Eirene as mother of the Bulgarian
Tsar undoubtedly helped conflate terms which had been left deliberately ambiguous.

866 Osswald, ‘L’Epire, pp.75-78.

867 Inscription, with alternative readings, taken from Eugenia Drakopoulou, H 164y t¢ Kaotopiag Ty Bulovmivi
Kou Metofolovavy Eroyn (120 - 160g Ai.), (Athens: 1997), pp.77-78; cf. Ian Mladjov, ‘The children of Ivan
Asen II and Eiréné Komnéng: contribution to the prosopography of medieval Bulgaria.” Bulgaria Mediaevalis, 3
(2012), pp.485-500.

868 Apokaukos, ‘Epirotica,” §26, p.288.21-23. Address taken from Apokaukos’ 1227 proclamation letter to Nikaia.
‘QUTIKOTG UNTPOTTOMTOIC KO GPYIEMIOKOTIC KOl TOlg VO Mudg €moxkonolg, £tt 8¢ ol Tff katd BovAyopiov
avToKEPAAN apyepatiki] é€ovaiq.’; Lambropoulos, §15.
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3.16. Conclusion

To conclude this examination of the Epirote Roman Empire’s distortion into Bulgaria, we have
asserted that little about Epiros’ imperial ideology was innovative. It was a Komnenian state,
attempting to rebuild a network of marriages at foreign courts, emphasising its nobility and
dynastic descent. However, its conservativism was applied to a new world. The two halves of
Byzantium were pulling apart, one defined by reemphasised linguistic identification, and the
other by a shared heritage and religion. The entire milieu of the Balkans into which Epiros
expanded was against the tide of their efforts. States defined by language were on the increase
and linguistic snobbery was not absent from the private correspondence of the Dytikoi
bishops.®® In their ecclesiastical administration and public religious ideology however, there
was an attempt to turn back the clock and reassert the pan-Orthodox pluralism of previous
centuries. It was starkly in contrast to the Nikaian effort, and Epiros’ multi-ethnic state
remained dependent upon the stability of two decades of military success.

Beyond the vagueness of the Dytikoi as ‘Westerners’, there was not a particularly strong spatial
definition to their lands. The narratives presented were ecumenical (Orthodox), anti-Latin
occupation certainly, yet engaging with the other Balkan powers. What has been presented is
not in many ways the secession of a province or an age of innovation. Rather, it was the
attempted revival and preservation of a multi-ethnic Byzantine Balkans that ultimately lost to
a more Greek-centric narrative. Whereas the homogeneity of Nikaia became something
essential to their ideology, as they positioned themselves as the sole heirs to the Constantinople
of 1204, Epiros had a slower and more organic position. Essentially existent through bonds of
kinship for its first decade, the expansion into Macedonia in 1216 reestablished Greek
Orthodoxy in liminal lands and with an evangelical character. Certainly, this was aided by the
three decades of Bulgarian Catholicism and the papacy where Epiros offered an alternative and
an opposition. The presence of Bulgaria within the Epirote state is felt only sporadically. Within
the church, that image of the ruler as a Demagogue - a New Moses- and of its archbishop as a
new St. Clement, projected them both as dual leaders of a disparate and multi-lingual people
spread across Macedonia. It made them ultimately the antithesis of the Nikaian state. The
Epirotes themselves were a panspermia of ethne in its purest sense, though no extant Dytikoi
source used the word. The struggle with Epiros, for all its dynastic claims and aristocratic
lineages, can and perhaps should be seen then, as the struggle between a Greek Byzantium and
an ecumenical one. When defeated it allowed for the exclusivity of ethno-spatial-linguistic
narrative, which this thesis has traced since Constantinople in 1200, to resurge in force. When
Nikaia triumphed, Hellenism won out over the pluralistic inclusion of Orthodox Christianity.
The Archbishopric of Ohrid lost control of Serbia and Macedonia, the Dytikoi became a
separate genos, the Angeloi branch of the Komnenoi-Doukai dynasty became barbarians, and
Epiros became ‘Bulgaria’ — a foreign place.

A final conclusion should ask therefore, did the Epirote Dytikoi ever form part of Nikaia’s
rthetorical panspermia of ethne, the barbarous, displacing ethnic other? The answer is that the
panspermia which multiple Byzantine authors from 1150 believed threatened or had brought
ruin to Byzantium (and in particular the ‘western panspermia’) conjured by the twelfth-century
poetry of Theodore Prodromos, intermittently reappeared in Palaiologan rhetoric. Epiros was
never explicitly named and attempts at broad and unspecific condemnation, either the 1258
excommunication tomos or outright war in the 1260s, met with resistance. In those contexts
only by conflating their territory with Bulgaria could they become a part. Only one text written
in the late thirteenth-century intimates this. An updated Miracles of St. Demetrios was written

869 Section 3.7, p.173.

215



by John Staurakios, chartophylax for the Metropolitan of Thessaloniki in 1284, and it indicates
that within the local tradition of Palaiologan Thessaloniki, the Epirotes had become an element
of the panspermia on their own ethnic identification. It was in a narrative where the Bulgarians
were not just within the panspermia, they were the leaders of it.87

‘Then a mighty blow struck the Romans with the anger of God when they neglected his
righteousness and let loose upon us the Latin rod [of punishment.] And first fell, (O
judgement of God) the imperial city, highest and strongest, and its ruler fled, a wanderer
straying from place to place. Riches and treasures [fell] to the enemy, Roman armies
dismembered and scattered and were insignificant, so that to say it simply, affairs of the
Romans were sickened unto death. And the soul of Rome so to speak was pitifully
extinguished, all the body of lands and cities had died when the imperial lady and her
handmaidens were taken captive.

Then the beasts of the earth, the ethnarchs fell upon part [of the land], just like in the
time of the most imperial Leon, lord of Rome, when he was weakened. They crept out
of their caves to snarl at Rome and they hunted, wounded, ravaged and bit them.®”! And
like before, just as Gebal and Amon (Psalms: 83:7) arranged against the sons of Israel,
was as a panspermia of all ethne [movonepuio €0vovg mavtdg], with their leader John
of the Bulgarians, or rather loannitsa [Kaloyan] as he is known until now. This man
marched unhindered against the Romans and crossing Macedonia made a desolation of
all. He devastated lands, stormed and razed every fortress to its foundations, plundering,
looting, and deporting entire populations, resettling them along the banks of the
Danube. In short, wherever he advanced, he left desolation in his wake. They assaulted
Thessaloniki with uncontrollable strength, wielding an army more numerous than the
sands; comprised of Bulgarians, of nomadic hordes, Skythians, Khazars, Romans,
Albanians, and the Rus. A panspermia of all gene [mavoneppiov mavtog €k yévoug], as
many as are born in the far-north, a Hydra or a Typhos with a hundred heads, or a
hundred-handed giant or Titan or other beast.’

‘Tiveton 1] Popaiov minyn kpatoid &v 1@ mopopyicor tov Ogov kai dbetficon kol
TaPOEV T0 a0 TOD dtkoumpata kol papdov apinot kad’ nuav v Aatwvikny. Koi tpdta
pev aiiokera, (O Ogod kpudtov!) molc 11 Bactiig, Dynin kol kpatoid Kol LeTémpog
Kol 0 KpatdV QUYAS, AANTNG, TOMOV €K TOMOV MEPUTAAVOUEVOG: KOl YPNUATOV UEV
Onoavpoi 10i¢ ExBpoic oTpatedaTa 08 TO POUOTKO ECKVAUEVO Kol S1ECKOPTIGUEVA KOl
avumdoTato Kol AnAdg einelv, mpog hopav Evocel Popaiolg ta mpdypota: kol o Tig
yuyic th¢ Poudidog, a¢ obtwg sinelv, daneoPnkviog obtwg éhesvdde, dnav tO odua
YOPDY OLOD VEVEKPOTUL Kol TOV TOALE®V Kol THG de0moivng aiyLaAdTOoL YeYovuiag Kol
ai Oepamavideg T Tupavviol cuvamnvEyOncoy.

Tote oM tote Kol Td Onpia TG YHig, ol Kotd pépog €Bvapyiot Tod PACIMK®OTATOL
Aéovtog, Gvoktog onut ¢ Popaidoc, é&acBevioavtog, TV oikelov poiedv é&ep
nHcovTo KoBvidaktov thg Pouaidog, katétpeyov, EMdmovy, népbouvv, KaTédakvov, oV
Iefar kol Apov kaBdmep moior kot TdV VidV Topond, dAld movorepuio £Bvoug
Tavtog, 6te Kol Tdv Bovdydpwv 0 101e kpatdv Todvvng, Toavvitiny 6& pdiiov 1) onun

870lvan Dujev, ‘A quelle époque vécut I'hagiographe Jean Staurakios?” Analecta Bollandiana, 100 (1982), pp.677-
681; On Staurakios see Francesco Dall'Aglio, ‘The Bulgarian siege of Thessaloniki in 1207: between history and
hagiography,” Eurasian Studies 1.2 (2002), pp.263-282; Prinzing, Die Bedeutung Bulgariens und Serbiens, pp.84-
85; Madgearu, The Asanids, p.168.

871 Emperor Leo VI (886-912) suffered many defeats. During his reign Thessaloniki was sacked by the Arabs.
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Eog aptt TodTOV KoTovopdlel. OvTog Kot micay ToD KOADOVTOG Epnuicy EKkoTpaTedEal
katd Popaiov kol tdcav v Makedovaov dtadpapimv, xdpag apaviletl, epodpila Tavta
nopBel kol £dapilel &5 adTdV kpNmidwV €ic YRv: Tpovouevel, Aeniatel, petotkilel to
mAf00¢ Grav kai mwapoyBiovg motoud @ lotpw molel kol ATADG gineilv nacav donv
gnédpapev epnuol. Opud kol Tpog v 1OV OecoaAoVIKEDOV TOAY AKPOTATO (POpPd,
oTpatOv LmEP TV yapobov Emayoduevog €k Bovdydpov, €k dpopddmv vopddmv,
2xuldv, ¢k Xaldpov, ék Pouaiov, €€ AAPavdyv ék 1dv Pog. mavomeppiov mavtog €k
vévoug, omdoa Pookel kKATpo tO vmepPopelov, omdoa Pockel kKATHa tO VmepPopetov,
"Ydpav dv Tig eine poproképnvov §j Toedva katoyképatov ) Ekotdyyeipog Tiyavtag
| Tuwdvag dAlovg Opaceig: 872

John Staurakios, living within the Palaiologan state, assigned many peoples to the army and
panspermia of Kaloyan in 1207. Many are otherwise unattested at the short-lived siege of
Thessaloniki at which Kaloyan was killed.®”* Within Staurakios’ account we also encounter
one of the last discussions of panspermia as an ethnic term. He uses it in a way no other author
has done so, not only as a panspermia of ethne but as a panspermia of gene, and with full
reference to the horrors Aristotle once imagined as a construct of birth weakness and defect.
Staurakios’ usage implies no strong differentiation between either ethne or gene but these
horrors of a Hydra, Typhos, and Titan, were formed of a population that had truly lost all
cohesion. These were tensions that reflected a Palaiologan perspective of what had happened
within the Balkans over the thirteenth century.

While Bulgarians, Skythians, and Khazars, could be identified in Kaloyan’s army from other
sources, two of the last three peoples, ‘Romans, Albanians, and the Rus’ are without attestation.
Rus may simply be mercenaries. However, ‘Romans’ assaulting Roman lands likely were
references to the Angeloi, particularly Alexios III’s and Kaloyan’s brief alliance in 1204/05.
The Albanian element, however, has no place in that context. Arbanon/Albanians were
recognised under the Palaiologoi as allies of Michael II in the revived conflicts on-going in the
1260 and 1270s. They had been allied to Epiros since the 1210s and, in revolt against the
Palaiologoi, had captured George Akropolites and delivered him to Arta. For Staurakios in the
1280s therefore, the realm of the Komnenoi-Doukai-Angeloi represented an extension of
Bulgaria. Continued conflict had made it easy to conflate many enemies into one. Staurakios’
hagiography would be then our third and this thesis’ final reference to a panspermia formed
also of Greek-speaking homoglot populations. After Theodore Prodromos’ poetic warnings
against the raging panspermia, Niketas Choniates’ adoption of ‘western panspermia’ to refer
to Latin-held Constantinople, Germanos II’s ¢.1222 Oration against the Holder of the Inkwell
that lambasted the capital’s panspermia pre-1204 for causing Constantinople’s fall, Staurakios
here named multiple Byzantine populations, homoglotts included, within a panspermia only
defeated by the direct intercession of St. Demetrios. It is a confirmation that ecclesiastical
authors in Thessaloniki had begun to be influenced by the Palaiologan narrative. Akropolites
and Pachymeres had swayed even hagiographical retellings of recent history to assign co-
Orthodox peoples, homoglotts as well as alloglotts to the ethnic other.

872 John Staurakios, ed. loakhim Iberites, ‘ A6yog €ig T0 Oadpoata T0b dyiov Anuntpion,” Maxsdovird, 1 (1940),
§34, p.369.19-370.5.

873 The other hagiographical source for the siege, written a generation later by Constantine Akropolites, mentions
a different list of ‘Bulgarians, Paiones, Moesians, Zeces, Rus, Alans, Skythians, Melanclenes, and Sauromatians.’
See Dall’Aglio, ‘The Bulgarian Siege of Thessaloniki,” p.275.
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4.0. Conclusions: Lost Plurality

Over the course of this thesis, we have repeatedly encountered the phenomenon of individuals
polemicised by ethnonyms which projected them as hostile to a dominant population. Crossing
the permitted boundaries of Roman identity, Andronikos Komnenos became a Paphlagonian,
John Axouchos Komnenos a Persian/Turk, and both Theodore Doukas Komnenos and
Demetrios Chomatenos became Bulgarians. According to the pro-Palaiologan narrative of
Akropolites, until 1242 the entire city of Thessaloniki was considered to be under foreign
governance. In accordance with the binary identity of Romanness, these individuals were cast
as ‘Barbarians.” And yet, each of these cases of ethnic distortion possessed a singular aspect of
truth which could be used to project the stance whereby the polemical hostile ethne were at war
with God’s New Israelites, the Byzantine-Romans. The Komnenoi did have specific loyalties
in Paphlagonia, Axouchos did have a Turkish grandfather, imperial Epiros did have its
ecclesiastical heart in the Bulgarian Archbishopric in Ohrid and engaged with a multi-ethnic
population, and Asanid Bulgaria did directly inherit Epiros’ own ideology. However, prior to
these moments of dispute, each individual had also had a permissible role and/or position
within Byzantine society. They only became the ethnic ‘others’ as situational conditions
demanded. Understanding how and why that process took place, what criteria were utilised,
and how the political-ecclesiastical rivalries struggled with the concept of a fragmenting
Roman/Greek/Orthodox ethnos have been the central points of enquiry in this thesis.

There is no doubt that the weakening and fall of Byzantium caused major crises of identity.
The division of Anatolia between Laskarid Nikaia, the Grand Komnenoi, and the Turks, and of
the Balkans by Latin Crusaders, Epiros, and Bulgaria fragmented an empire but moreover left
a society and its institutions at the mercy of geopolitics. Both the learned authors of our texts
and the secular authorities which erected inscriptions sought to find the sources of decline. As
much as they could seek to blame collapse on the foreign invasions of ethne, there are
demonstrable tendencies to seek inwards. Under pressure to prove that certain peoples had
always been the foreigner amongst them, they created the ethnic ‘others’, the ‘pariah groups’,
who could be blamed for various causes of the decline, which had begun well before 1204. As
a trend it merely increased, rather than began, after the Latin conquest. The acceleration of an
exclusive, performative identity defined by language, by birthplace, by current provincial
location, is evidenced for the periods before and after the Fourth Crusade.

This thesis has sought to demonstrate that this polemic was not simply the rhetoric of elites.
The Kavala/Christoupolis inscription, here given long-overdue attention, confirms that the
projection of othered ethnicity had a broader audience. As ideology shifted, its performance
moved from the small theatra of history-writing and private epistolographic exchanges to the
public sphere. The causes of imperial decline and the legacy of Andronikos Komnenos were
openly publicised on the walls of Kavala/Christoupolis and Herakleia-Pontika. In his imperial
address of 1200, Mesarites seized an opportunity to address the imperial court corroborating
aggression and condemnation of provincial homoglotts and conflating them with alloglotts. A
rhetorical construal, the panspermia of ethne, added an ethnic element to the notion of
barbarianism; crucially, the one which related to Greek and non-Greek-speakers alike. In
Nikaia of 1208/1210, oaths were taken and religious innovation created to solidify the
distinction between the dominant political culture and secessionist homoglot parties. The ethnic
distortion of homoglotts in the primary sources for Anatolia and the Balkans, the heartlands of
Classical Greece and Rome, depict these groups as having lost their ethnic homogeneity. They
threatened both the authorities and the broader public’s place within communion but were
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given, by Nikaia’s newly-sworn community, an opportunity to prove their loyalty and perform
their Romanness.

Modern scholarship of the Byzantine thirteenth century continues to struggle with the
discrepancy of our historical narratives. Excepting Niketas Choniates, all Greek-language
histories were written after the reconquest of 1261 and projected perspectives back onto the
age of exile. This thesis has demonstrated that the conflict with the Paphlagonians, a homoglot
people marked by their own cultural oddities, accents, and political loyalties, was but one stage
in a continual cultural conflict. The narratives of the Nikaian war with David Grand Komnenos
describe the confrontation of a frequently renegade population which challenged Nikaian
legitimacy and undermined ties of loyalty. Had David’s letters continued to be sent and had he
continued to be informed of Laskaris’ movements then the scale of the disaster could have
proved critical. In contrast to other case-studies the restoration of imperial authority in
Herakelia-Pontika was achieved not through references to Romanness or Hellenism, which in
the context of Paphlagonia might have limited resonance, but to a re-alignment of Orthodoxy
with political loyalty and an experimentation with Holy War.

This thesis presents in greatest detail the case study of the ‘transformation’ of Epiros into
Bulgaria. This focus arises from the fact that Epiros constitutes the only instance in which the
target population produced substantial sources through which they could articulate their own
perspective. While Epiros appears in the Nikaian-Constantinopolitan narrative as yet another
ethnic rival, the Dytikoi produced a huge corpus of evidence justifying their own actions. The
thesis provides evidence that Patriarch Kamateros had granted local churches the right to
autocephaly during the Angeloi-Bulgarian alliance of 1204-1205. Given the vacancy and
removal of the patriarchate to Nikaia, the Epirotes had cause to believe that they operated
within a legally justified Romanness of both relaxed and delegated authority. It was only during
the brief chronological window of Komnenoi Doukai supremacy that Nikaian rhetoric mutated
from apathy to antipathy. As far as we can reconstruct the relationship it was aggressive and
antagonistic only on one side. Epiros did not seek to misrepresent Nikaia, they perhaps felt no
need to, while the Laskarids remained ensconced in Anatolia. Their only comparable act was
to refer to Asanid Bulgaria as ‘Zagora’ or as those ‘beyond the Haimos.’ Instead, they embraced
the Bulgarian hybridity of their state, building upon over a century of Byzantine Bulgaria’s
acculturation. As Epiros expanded, they projected themselves as the heirs to an earlier, more
ecumenical, age. Their opponents, defending the rights of the anointed emperors of Nikaia,
were a series of patriarchs and emperors who freely engaged with the ethnic diatribes of
polemic and prejudice which had circulated in Constantinople. Nikaia continued a counter-
tradition which polemicised difference and considered alloglotts external to the Roman
community. Their authors composed new writings on the limits and virtue of Hellenism, as
opposed to the barbarity of Balkan peoples. Its conclusions detailing Epiros’ confrontation with
Nikaia, as the Laskarids linked an exclusively homoglot Anatolian identity with their own
Romanness, must in future be weighed against the dynamics of an imperial Epirote state which
existed in a multilingual space.

This thesis has offered a biopsy of the Byzantine state in the process of being dismantled.
Inspired by the resurgent interest in the ‘Byzantine Commonwealth’ and the shared legacy of
the empire by its former peoples, this study has attempted to move the debate past the insistence
on ethnic Romanness that has come to dominate much scholarship, and to focus instead on
evidence for performative Romanness in specific contexts, or on any suspicious lack thereof.
Romanness, in the contexts of the twelfth and thirteenth century, represented far more than
simple cultural similarities. Romania was made of all of the fragments of the empire; and
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Roman was one identity amongst several. Defined by oaths and communion, sole rulership
over a community which had lost political cohesion caused among other consequences the
movement and shift of ethnonyms. The misrepresentation of ethnic groups, long understood in
Byzantine Studies as a Classical antiquarianism, came in the late twelfth century to represent a
political and class divide in society. Entire homoglot and alloglot peoples, united by religion
and history, became barbarians and lost their Romanness. As the rhetorical panspermia
expanded, the ethnic enemies of Romania were decried across multiple public-facing spheres.
Ultimately, this rhetoric engendered the notion that the ethne opposing the Romans had become
the Romans themselves. This paradoxical outcome highlights the complex interplay between a
performed and conditional identity and a fractured and fluid Byzantium.
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