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Offspring of Vipers: the attitude of the
‘eastern’ literati towards their ‘opoyeveic’
of the ‘west’ under the new socio-political

conditions of the late Byzantine period

Pantelis Papageorgiou

in 1204 by the Crusaders resulted in a redefinition of the Byz-

antines’ self-identification on account of their juxtaposition to
the Latin invaders.! At this historical turning-point, a reevaluation of
Byzantium’s classical heritage had begun which led in a general use of
the term “Hellene” among Byzantine intellectuals.? As a result, this late
Byzantine period that started with the Latin domination of Romania is
strongly connected to the origins of modern Hellenism by prominent
historians.’

In these new post-1204 geopolitical terms, new Latin political en-
tities were created in the former imperial territory; In addition, there
were also three states, unrelated to each other in their origin, whose
leaders claimed the continuity of the Byzantine empire. Two of them,
Nicaea and Trebizond, were established in Asia Minor and the third in
the Greek northwestern frontiers, in Epirus. It should be noted that those
three Byzantine states fought against the western conquerors separately.
Moreover, they were often in a conflict not only in the battlefield but
also in ideological and political matters on account of their common

The dissolution and the fragmentation of the Byzantine empire

I Angelov 2005, 300; Gounarides 1986, 254; Laiou 1974, 17; Malamut 2014, 167-168.

2 Angelov 2019, 205; Angold 1975, 65; Beaton 2007, 94; Mergiali 2018, 120; Page
2008, 126; Vryonis 1999, 32-33.

3 Chatzis 2005, 170, 225; Svoronos 2004, 63, 69-70.
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goal, i.e. Constantinople’s recovery from the Latins. It is also worth
highlighting that the Greek national and the European romantic histori-
ography have considered the controversy between the “Greek” states of
Nicaea and Epirus as the main cause for the survival of the Latin Empire
of Constantinople for more than half a century.*

The collective self-definition of the Byzantines and its social as-
pects is an issue that has recently generated a great deal of heated debate
among scholars.’ In addition, the varying meanings of key terms, such
as Pwuaiog, "Eiinv, I poixog in Byzantine sources of the late period
have been interpreted through different points of view by academics in
particular papers and scholarly congresses.®

In this paper we are not concerned with the aforementioned terms in
connection with the formation of a neo-Hellenic national consciousness
at its incipient stage. The purpose is to focus upon Byzantine learned
works originated in the primary “eastern” centers of power, the Nicaean
court and after 1261 among the circles of Constantinopolitan literati,” in
order to reconstruct their point of view of their “western” kindred people
(Ouoyeveic), primarily the Epirotes. Specifically, this paper will examine
exemplary works such as historical texts, orations and autobiographies
in order to detect the formal perception of “eastern” erudite of the lead-
ing family, the ruling elites and the inhabitants of the state of Medieval
Epirus.

To begin with, it is necessary to note that in the post-1204 geopo-
litical conditions, the traditional meaning of many historical terms had
been modified. Significant transformations were clearly illustrated in the
writings of the educated elites of Nicaea and Constantinople, where the
state of Medieval Epirus (commonly known as “Despotate” in the mod-
ern bibliography) was described in geographical terms such as “60615”

Miller 1908, 83, 96; Paparrigopoulos 1887, 57-58, 67.

Kaldellis 2017, 174, 207; Stouraitis 2014, 175-220.

Kioussopoulou 2000, 135-142; Papadopoulou 2014, 157-176; Mergiali 2018.
Mergiali 2018b, 61-62, where a commentary of the term “intellectual” related to the
Byzantine reality and its uses in the modern bibliography and p. 81, where a clas-
sification of representative fypes of literati is detected in Constantinople during the
Palaiologan era.
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or “comépa’ (west) in contrast to the “€w” (east) which was considered
to be the legal center of power.®

Niketas Choniates by referring to the splitting of the former imperial
territory after 1204, included among the “tyrannies” (zvpavvidog) that
were formed in the western parts of the Greek mainland (¢o7épa), the
state of Medieval Epirus. In effect, he used the verb “usurp” (idiwoaro)
in order to describe the way that power had been acquired by Michael I
Komnenos.’ It is conspicuous that by choosing this particular terminol-
ogy, the historian aimed to delegitimize the existence of the state of Epi-
rus and its ruler’s power. For this reason, Choniates included Michael
among other powerful members of the Byzantine local elites, such as
Sgouros and Chamaretos in Peloponnesus, who expressed centrifugal
tendencies before Constantinople’s fall to the Latins and profited from
the new political circumstances.'”

According to the historian of the Nicaecan empire, George Akropo-
lites, the members of the leading family of Komenoi who took control
of Epirus were just the rulers of the “western” parts (za dvtika uépn/ ta
&v ovoug]) which were occasionally defined by natural boundaries such
as mountains or rivers.!! The historian did not outline the nature of their
political formation and their power was delineated with geographical
terms only. He also denied them any share in imperial power, after the

8 It should be noted that in the sources of the period under study the geographical lim-
its of the terms “6001c” or “comépa” (west) as also the meaning of the adjectives
“dutkdc” and “éoméprog” (westerner) vary depending upon the context of the text in
which the terms are located. Thus, the terms cannot be limited only as definition of
the territories of the state of Medieval Epirus, as it is possible to encompass also cities
or fortresses of other “western” areas, such as Macedonia or the so-called “moAciov
"Hrewpov” (Old Epirus), which were temporarily under the authority of the Byzantine
emperors. A more detailed research would surely be a worthwhile undertaking for the
future in order to separately clarify the geographical viewpoints of each historian or
rhetorician.

Choniates, Xpovikn dinynoig (ed. van Dieten), 638.

Ibid., 638: oi éx TV Pwuaiwv topavvor.

Akropolites, Xpovikn avyypagpn (ed. Heisenberg & Wirth), 157: kai ta év dvoug) péypr
kol To0 avtod o0 Nacerod motouov; 166: v oikeiwv opwv, eitovv v Ivppyvaiwv
Opav, d on dopilel v waiaiay te kal v véay "Hreipov tijc EAAnvioog koi nuetépog
yiic; 171: za Iloppyvaio vmepPaves dpn.
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integration of the city of Thessaloniki, into their new extended territory
whose eastern limit was the city of Adrianople. In this regard, Theodor-
os Komnenos, after his proclamation and coronation as emperor, was
considered to be an usurper (t7j¢ faoiieias opetepiooucvog) who acted
against the Nicaean political order: un Oéiwv uéverv év tjj oikeiq taler.'?
The historian implicitly specified the office that the emperor of Thessa-
loniki should hold: he should be a Despot (t@v dsvtepeiwy puetéyerv tijs
paaoiieiag), 1.e. Nicacan emperor’s territorial delegate in the “western”
parts." It is worthy of note that before succeeding his brother, Theodor-
os was a member of the Nicaean ruling elite and he served the emperor
Laskaris as the rest of the “Rhomaic people” did (¢ kai oi Loimoi tyv
Pouaiwv).'

Akropolites, in order to serve the Nicaean ruler’s purposes, ex-
pressed a derogatory perspective for Theodoros Komnenos; he was de-
scribed as an irrelevant figure to the imperial tradition (dpv@g Eywv mepi
to0¢ Paotieiac Oeorotc) who handled political affairs as a “barbarian”.'
Moreover, there was a clear emphasis on his universalist pretensions to
be the emperor of the “Rhomaic people”.!® On the other hand, it must be
stressed that the historian, despite his hostility to the emperor of Thes-
saloniki, praised his victories over the Latins which were beneficial for
the Byzantines.'’

The 1nitial deposition of the royal insignia by Theodoros’ succes-
sors was followed by the integration of the city of Thessaloniki into
the Nicaean territory. This fact gave the opportunity for Akropolites to
clearly express his views on his emperor’s rivals. Specifically, with-
out defining them by any ethnonym, he presented them as adversaries
(évavtidppoveg) of the “Rhomaic people”. He claimed also that Thes-

12 Tbid., 33.

13 Ibid., 34. See Patlagean 2007, 305.

4 Akropolites, Xpovikn ovyypopn (Heisenberg & Wirth), 24.

5 1bid., 34: Papfapixatepov taic drobéoeor mpooepépeto. See Page 2008, 130.

16" Akropolites, Xpovikny ovyypopn (ed. Heisenberg & Wirth), 40: éfodleto yop ¢
Paailéa éxeivov mavrag Eyxerv Pouaiong.

17 Ibid., 26: uéyo. Pwuoiois éyeyover fonOnua (Latin emperor Peter of Courtenay’s de-
feat in AApovov); 40: wapéaye toic Tralois npdyuota; 41: wroiov woiiny toic Aativoig
&véfale.
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saloniki finally came under the rule of the Byzantines. After that, in his
eyes, the former occupants of the city, the Epirote rulers, were just dom-
inants (kpazovvreg).'® By mentioning that in the year 1246 the city came
under the Byzantine sovereignty, it seems that the historian equated the
period of the Latin domination of Thessaloniki to the period that the
city was under the dominion of the rulers of Epirus. Thus, he considered
them as foreign as the Latins.

The opposition of the Despot of Epirus Michael II to the Nicaean
emperor was emphasized by the use of proverbs, which were verified
by the ruler’s intolerance and treacherous disposition."” Deliberately,
the Epirote ruler was compared to a black man who cannot turn white
(6 Aibioy 0dx olde levkaivesOar) and to a piece of wood that once it
is warped cannot be straight (z0 ompefilov Edlov obdémot’ 6pOov).*° On
account of their unreliable behavior and their infidelity, the leading fam-
ily of Epirus was considered by the Nicaean emperor as the primary
opponent of the “Rhomaic power” after Constantinople’s fall to the Lat-
ins: odx dllovg oiduevog elvar évavtiovg tij 1@V Pouaiwv épyij...cAA° i
700700¢.?!

Akropolites’ negative views were not limited to the members of
the principal family of Epirus. He went further by creating derogatory
stereotypes for the inhabitants of the “western” parts (of t@v Jdvtikdv
oixkntopeg) in a way that reminded the audience of the stereotypes corre-
sponding to the Latins. The “western” subjects were represented, like the
Epirote rulers before, as being unreliable and opportunists due to their
tendency to surrender to every potential sovereign in order to avoid ca-
tastrophes and to maintain their properties.?? Additionally, he portrayed
them as having the natural characteristic of incompetence over guarding
their cities and as cowardly.? It is clear that the historian distinguished

8 1bid., 83: # uév wélic Ocooalovikn obtws mo tov faciléa yéyovev Twavvny, udiiov
o€ vwo Pwuaiovg. ol yop avtny KpotodvTes Evaviioppoves Pwualiols EtéLovy.

¥ 1bid., 143: 6 dvraptns Miyoanl- 6 arootarns Miyanl, 163, 165.

20 Tbid., 89.

2! Ibid., 89.

2 1bid., 167: podiws mhor 10i¢ dvvaoTedovol VTOTITTOVTIES. Eviedlev T00¢ GAEOpovg
ATOPVYYAVOVTL KO TO. TAELW TAV GPETEPWY TEPLOVTIDV OLA.TMLOVOL.

2 1bid., 167: pdoet yop drapyer 10 OvTIKOV YEVOS TPOS PLAGLEIS AoTEWY UOABAKMDTEPOV.
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the “western” inhabitants from the Byzantines not only by creating the
aforementioned pejorative stereotypes but also by delineating the for-
mer as a different nation, 1.e. as “ovtikov yévog” (western nation) having
specific natural negative aspects.

The Nicaean historian continued to consider the rulers and the in-
habitants of the “western” parts as enemies of the Byzantines throughout
his historical work. This is clearly illustrated by the fact that, after the
battle of Pelagonia, the recovery of the city of Arta and the refutation of
the siege of the city of loannina by the “westerners”, 1.e. the Epirotes,
were unfortunate actions for the “Rhomaic affairs™ (dpynv xoxav to.
v Pouaiov eiinpe mpayuota). For this reason, Alexios Strategopo-
ulos was sent to the “western” territories to confront their adversaries
(v Pouaiwv vrevavriorg) just before recapturing Constantinople.®*

Nikephoros Gregoras, referring to the new post 1204 geopolitical
terms, presented the rulers of Trebizond and Epirus as the only figures
who did not recognize the Nicacan emperor’s power. Certainly, the his-
torian considered their territories’ natural fortification, remoteness and
distance from the royal city as the main reasons for the development
of an illegitimate and hereditary power.>> The members of the leading
family of Epirus, the Angeloi, were usually described as one misfor-
tune (kaxov) for the Nicaean empire. The historian focused upon those
figures who challenged the Nicaean authority, starting with Theodoros
Angelos, who became emperor after the deliverance of the “western”
cities (éomépior moLeig) from the Latins and the integration of the city of
Thessaloniki to his territory.?® The “tyrant” Theodoros was portrayed as
a man of action, a rapacious man who plundered the cities of Macedonia
and Thrace on his way to Constantinople.?” His actions were compared
to the actions of other “nations” (£6vy) in the area, the Latins and the

4 Tbid., 172, 181.

25 Gregoras, Pouaixn iotopia (ed. Schopen), vol. 1, 13-14: odzo1 yop ... tijc Pouaixijc
NYEUOVIOS TO. TEPATO, LOYOVTES €K OLOUETPOV, KOl GUO TOIC TAV TOTWY OYVPMOUOOL
opoopa. tefappnKoTeg, TOPOVVIKOTEPOV ERETNONTOV TN Gpxi], Kai ... kobamep TIvo,
TATPDOV KATPOV, QUTHV TOPOTEUYAVTEG.

26 Ibid., 26: adtiko 0¢ kol Pooilsiog éavtd mepitiOnoty dvoua.

27 1bid., 26: dvip Opaotipiog Kol Karva 0e1vog ETIVOTIOOL TPAYUOTA, KOL GEL TOD TAEIOVOS
EQIEUEVOG.
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Scythes, whose behavior towards the local inhabitants was character-
ized as very brutal. For this reason, his defeat by the Bulgarians, before
invading Constantinople, was considered to be a punishment not only
for his contempt for the legitimate imperial power of the Byzantines’
and the usurpation of it, but also for his merciless behavior towards peo-
ple of the same race (duopviovg), who had already suffered from the
Latins and the Bulgarians.?®

Michael II Angelos was a political figure who also preoccupied the
historian. He was defined as the illegitimate son of the first ruler of
Epirus, the first “apostate” Michael Angelos. The former’s power was
presented in terms which reflected the exercise of power in the Latin
West; for instance, he seemed to be the inheritor of his relatives’ ter-
ritories after their deaths and thus the ruler of Aitolia, Thessaly and
their environs.”” After breaking a peace treaty with the emperor John
Vatatzes, Michael aimed at the conquest of the “western” cities (z@v
ovTIK@V ToAewVv) which were subjects to the “Rhomaic emperors”™ (zoig
Pouaiwv Pacilevorv).’® This offensive strategy required the emperor’s
campaign against the apostate (droozdrov) Michael in order to recover
the temporarily lost “western” cities. Gregoras, by characterizing cities
such as Kastoria and Prespa or fortresses such as Prilep and Velessos
as “Rhomaic cities” (dvtrikai t@v Pouoiov molelg), intended not only
to limit the “apostate” ruler into a specific territory but also to present
him as an outsider, as an enemy of the Byzantines who had no historical
rights in those areas.*!

The “apostate” Michael capitalized on various conjunctures, con-
tinued to attack and to plunder neighboring cities (Pwuaiois dmnxoor)

2 Tbid., 27, 28: 1ijc Sixng owe mepielBodons abTév, OV Te THY VOULLOY TEPIEPPOVITE TV
Popaiov faciieiay ... kai &V T00¢ SHoPDHAOVS KAKOTPAYODVTOS ... 0VK AENTEY, Gl
OVOTOYNUATL OVTTOYHUOTO, TPOTETIOEL Kol POVOIS POVOVG.

2 1bid., 47: tedevtnoaons yop tic AAANG ovyyeveiag éxeivov mdong, meptijAbev ion maoa. 1
TV YOpwV EKEIVOV dpyn i Eva tovtovi Tov vobov Miyon).

30 Tbid., 48: tov¢ oikeiovg Drepéforve ypovg éml movIp@w TAV OVTIKAY TOAEWV, af TOIC
Pouoiowv paciiedory vrijpyov drnKoot.

3UIbid., 48: ¢ avéyxnv eivaa §j tov Paciiéo Todvvyy otpatedery én’ éxeivovy, j kivovvoy
elval maoag 6mo 1@ Miyan). tag Svtikdg yevéahor molelg.
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to his territory.* It is worth mentioning that after his son’s marriage with
the emperor’s granddaughter, the title of Despot was assigned to him
by Vatatzes as a result of their affinity.>> After Lakaris’ death, his in-
law (ovumévBepog), the suzerain of Epirus Despot Michael, having no
“Rhomaic people” to confront (unoe yap Exerv Pouaiovs omwg odTov
aroocofnowat), took advantage of the power vacuum in the Nicaean em-
pire. He entered into an unsuccessful coalition with his sons in law, the
prince of Achaia and the king of Sicily, in order to extend his territory to
Macedonia and Thrace.** The Despot Michael and his Latin allies were
defined as adversaries (wroAéuior) of the Byzantines by the historian who
also observed the weakness of their coalition in the different origins of
the Latins from the ruler of Epirus: érepopdiwv dvrwv kai oty ouoyevarv
1@ Ayyédw.*® Despite this difference, Gregoras avoided clearly naming
the suzerain of Epirus as ““Popoioc”: he included him among the adver-
saries (moicuiwv) and always determined him according to the territory
over which he exercised his power. In spite of the defeat of the coalition,
the “apostate” Michael, compared to a “thorny and malicious sprout of a
malicious root” (i.e. the Angeloi family), was again presented as pursuing
an “anti-Rhomaic policy” (kaxd¢ ta Pouoiov oiotifsusve mpayuota).
It was he who finally defeated their armed forces under the leadership of
Caesar Strategopoulos.*

Gregoras’ views of the nature of the Epirote rulers’ power were
once again clearly expressed in terms of possession and heredity after
the death of the Despot Michael II, who was portrayed as sharing his
territory in two parts and bequeathing it between two of his sons.’” Addi-
tionally, after the death of the Latin Despot of Epirus John II Orsini and
the integration of his territories in the Byzantine empire his juvenile son
rebelled against the emperor because he was deprived of his hereditary

32 Tbid., 48.

33 1bid., 49: di0. tag t0d Kidovs uvnoteiag.

3 1bid., 71: fimoe wkpo movioag ueyalng apyic yevioeolar koplog.

3% Ibid., 74.

36 1bid., 83: kai tijc movypdc ékeivig Pilne maAv vmepvovio movipd kol drkavOmon
Praotiuaza; 90.

7 1bid., 110: oyiler uévror koi v Anv abtod émrpdreiay eic 6do uepidac v Ty ey
uiov... apinot Nikngop@ t@ oeomoty ... v 0¢ tépoy ... Twdvvny 1@ vobw moudi.
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patrimony.*® After the revolt’s failure, the region of Epirus was submit-
ted to the “Rhomaic authority” (dmoyeipioc éyeyover i t@d>v Pouoaiwv
nyeuovig) and according to the historian, there was not any chance for
Nikephoros to recover the power in his father’s territories.*

According to George Pachymeres, Michael II Angelos was alter-
nately described either as the Despot of the “western” parts (deomotnv
TV ovoik@v) or as the Despot in the “western” parts (0 v 7] dvoel
oeomotng).** Pachymeres’ last editor, A. Failler, has shown in one of his
papers that the terms “west”, “western” and “westerner” in the former’s
history were exclusively used as a description for the inhabitants of the
western parts of the former Byzantine imperial territory and not for the
Latins.*' In this context, Michael II Angelos was presented, like his un-
cle the emperor Theodoros before him, as claiming the “Rhomaic king-
ship” under suitable circumstances. Specifically, the historian explained
that Theodoros Angelos, whose royal power was limited to the “west-
ern” parts (zpopfePfaciievrkotos éxeioe), took advantage of the political
disorder after 1204 and became emperor by recapturing territories from
the Latin conquerors.* The Despot Michael II followed his uncle’s ex-
ample and profited from the political situation in the eastern parts (v
TPOYUATOV GPPOOTOS Exovimy), 1.e. the power vacuum after Laskaris’
death and the weakness of the Latin Empire of Constantinople. He de-
cided to besiege the historical center of the empire and become himself
the emperor considering that his noble origin gave him a fundamental

3% Gregoras, Pouaixn ioropia (ed. Schopen), vol. 2, 545, 546: 6 uév naic tod tijc Hreipov
KPOTODVTOS TIPOTEPOV KOVIOD KePaAAnviog ... ETELON TOV UEV TOTPDOV KAPOV VIO TQ
Pocilel yevéuevov lde ... arootaciav émvoer.

39 1bid., 553-554: unocuiov &wv &t mpoodokiav émavellelv éc v matp@mov T0od
NYEUOVIKOD KANPOD O1000)V.

% Pachymeres, Zvyypagixai iotopiou (ed. Failler & Laurent), vol. 1, 37.

41 Failler 1980, 116.

# Pachymeres, Zvyypagixai iotopior (ed. Failler & Laurent), vol. 1, 115: zj¢ apatng
exeivng ovyyvoews Coureoovone Pouololg, éavtov dvaloufover xal, micioroic 6601g
101 xat’ Trolodv moléuois évaviopoyabnoag, tis pacileiog émeilnmro, and 191: o¢
Kol PacllKiiS avappnoes koto, ovoty Héiwly, 1ot Aypiodv toiviwoavtos laxwfov,
10pd o1 wieiorols kal omaly éxondoog 1@V Ttaddv, T0is 10101¢ TPOGETOINTOTO.
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advantage: evyevij ve évro kai v Ayyélwv.¥ The alliance, established
for the aforementioned purpose, with his Latin sons in law (the king
Manfred of Sicily and the prince Guglielmo of Achaia) failed owing to
internal conflicts (of ei¢ ouaryuiov KAnbévies kat’ diiniwy coviotovto).
Inevitably, the Byzantines took control of the “western” parts for a short
time because soon after this, the Despot Michael II defeated them and
captured their leader Caesar Strategopoulos.** Oddly enough, this is the
only section of the Pachymeres’ history in which the “eastern” Byzan-
tines are called “Nicaeans” (t@v Nikoéwv) and not “Rhomaic”.*

The loss of “western” territories and fortresses, which after be-
ing detached from the Latins formed the Angeloi’s family heritage,
could not be accepted by the Despot Michael II. He profited from the
changeable nature of the “western” inhabitants (z0 ... t@v Jdvtik@v
evpimorov) and led them to revolt (dwoxiiverv) against the Byzantine
power.*® Besides, the unstable political behavior of the “western” in-
habitants was noted by the historian on several occasions, particu-
larly when they rebelled against the Byzantine authority.*’” Thus, it is
clearly illustrated, that every military expedition for the submission
of the “western” areas jeopardized the empire’s eastern frontiers.*

# 1bid., 115, 117: Tadra toivov 6 Miyonl. v v@ Oéuevog kai katodalovevleig ... fovlnv
Poviedetar ... Tj] molel mpoooywv, wepikobioor kal mepaldijval KaTaoyelV, Kol oUTWS
Paoiredg avayopevBijvor Pouoiwv.

“Ibid., 121: katoyvpdoavies ¢ 0ldv te TpdTepov Kol To0¢ katd SOo1V TOTOVG.

¥ Ibid., 125, 127: mleiotovg te meoelv 1@V Nikoéwv Tapeckebooe, TAEIOTOVS 16 KOl

AdALOVG 0DS eV povedoag, 0bg O¢ TEPLoYV Kal avTOV aipel Kaloapo.

Ibid., 191: todtwv un pépwv 6 Miyani otepoduevog...t100¢ KoTo, 001V DTOTOI0DUEVOG,

EVYEPDC TPOS EAVTOV L0 TO KOI GAAWS TAV SvTIK®V ebpimiotov Emeifev dmoxiivery

avoig.

Ibid., 45: evpioker d¢ ta tijoe ovyKeyVUEVA Kal TPOS dmiatiov kAivavta, and 283: Tote

46

47
T01VOV Kol ALYV GTEmEIpdTo TV SVTIKAV: 0V Yop 1V, oK NV, éml TadToD uévery
éxeivovg. Pachymeres, 2vyypagirkol iotopios (ed. Failler & Laurent), vol. 2, 399: kol
Emel TOALY GVOIOIVELY DPUMY TO. OVTIKA.

# Pachymeres, 2vyypopikai iotopioun (ed. Failler & Laurent), vol. 1, 283: kaitor t@v

KOT' GVOTOANY TOVOOVIWYV, OO, OVVOUETT TAEIOTOIS TOV Ogomotny Exméumet; 317:

ATY0LOVUEVOD TOD Paciléws TOIS OVTIKOIG, ¢ 01j0ev avakolovuévov tj] facileig TO

Aeimov, nobével ta kal’ éw.
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After Constantinople’s recapture, the emperor Michael VIII Palaiol-
ogos laid claim to the western parts of the former imperial territory. In his
opinion, there was not any reason for the Despot Michael to maintain his
rulership in the “western” territories, given that the emperor was already
master of the empire’s capital City (z7j¢ wazpidog).* Pachymeres analyz-
ed the Despot Michael’s argumentation about his rights on his lands (za
kata ovo1v) during the Latin domination and after the recapture of Con-
stantinople. In effect, during the period before the City’s recapture he
represented the Despot Michael as arguing that the emperor should have
claimed Constantinople rather than the “western” territories.>® After the
recapture the Despot was portrayed by the historian as claiming that his
parents took control over those lands by cutting them off from the Latins
and not from the Byzantines, so they bequeathed them to their children.
The historian highlighted the Despot’s views about a hereditary combi-
nation of territory and power, and noted his denial to surrender control
despite the recognition of the emperor’s rightful claims.”! The Despot
Michael was depicted as repenting his unstable behavior (zag mpotépag
raiufoliog) towards the Byzantines and asking for a peace that he was
not willing to respect: zaliv Tov dolov Exporrev.>?

Of particular interest are also the Patriarch Arsenios Autoreianos’
views on the leading family of Epirus and the “western” inhabitants.
Pachymeres included in his text a Patriarch’s short address to the emper-
or after his return to Constantinople from a campaign in the “western”
parts; in this Arsenios Autoreianos expressed his opposition to civil wars
(upviiovg moAéuovg), 1.e. wars among Christians. For this reason, he
advised the emperor not to aim at any civil war and criticized his cam-
paign against the Despot Michael, a fellow Christian.>® Moreover, the

¥ Ibid., 271: &w mov tijc matpidoc Gvrog ToD foaciléwe, dikoioit’ av KGKkeIvog Ta uépn
KOTEYELY.

0 1bid., 275: amoutntéa yop eivar uddiov tov Opévov todg Traloig #j éxeivov T katd
ovav.

U Ibid., 275: yopov fiv of yoveic Ekeivou...IpoceEKTRoOVTO Kol KATPOV KatéAmov Toig
TaLol, TS AV Kol OIKALWS GTOITODUEVOS GTOOMN;

32 Ibid., 285.

33 1bid., 315: O0 t0ov¢ éupvriovg moléuovg améleyov un (nreiv ... Ai vmep vudv ebyal kai
OTEP EKEIVOV TAVTIWG, EMEIONTEP KOL LGS UAVOPAS E0TE TOD XPLaToD.
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Patriarch implied that the “westerners” were not enemies as the emperor
thought.>* From the Patriarch’s exposition, it is clear that in his eyes the
word “@uAn” had religious overtones.

The perception of a hereditary power inscribed in a specific territory
was expressed by Pachymeres as it related to the rulers of the “western”
parts. For instance, after Despot Michael II’s death his power and his
territories were divided, although unequally, among his sons.>® Yet, after
the Despot Nikephoros’ death (0 év dvoer deormotng) his widow Anna,
afraid of various enemies, offered her power and her territories to the
Byzantine emperor in exchange for a matrimony to the royal family. It
1s worth mentioning that Anna (7 xata ovorv faciiicon) was represented
as accepting that her territories could have been integrated, through the
proposed matrimony, to the “Rhomaic” imperial territory as a former
part of it (dpyaio éAleiuuoro Pouoidoc).’® However, the prohibition of
the matrimony on account of the already existing family ties between
the two parts made Anna turn to Philip d’ Anjou, offering him “western”
cities and territories as her daughter’s dowry.*’

According to the emperor and historian John Kantakouzenos, after
the empire’s dissolution in 1204 whilst the “Rhomaic kingship” was re-
stricted in the east (zpo¢ £éw) by the Latins, some local rulers had prof-
ited from the circumstances by usurping the power in “western” prov-
inces (z@v éomepicwv émopyimv). Among them were the Angeloi who had
appropriated the power in “Akapvavia”.>® Indeed, with the term “Akar-

3 Ibid., 315: ob¢ uev a¢ éxpoig éGjteig, ovk xbpaviéor maviwe dikaimg.

>> Pachymeres, 2vyypagixai iotopior (ed. Failler & Laurent), vol. 2, 399: 100 deororov
Miyani &€ avOpamwv yeyovotog kai tov uev Niknpopov i tjj idig. Gpyij katoleiyavtog,
7@ 0¢ ye voOw Twaovvy yawpoy ovk 6Aiyny draveveunkotog ioig; 559: Anuntpiog uev ...
LOIPOL TV TOD TATPOS YWPADV TPOCKEKANPOUEVH 0VK Gmoypdoo. T ueyéder tis kot’
avToV allog.

36 Pachymeres, Xvyypagixai ioropioa (ed. Failler & Laurent), vol. 3, 225, 227:
ATOOTELLELY TPOG Pooiién ... @ate TOV VEOV Paaiién youppov exesivy vevéaOai, kal
A0V YWOPOY Kol EQVTV Kol Taloo ¢ apyoio élLeiuuata Pouaidog éyyelpilerv.

57 1bid., 450: tov 00 Kapodiov viov émeyoufpedoaro Piimrov ... kai wélelS foav kai
xpat to. i Tpoiko, 00bévta.

8 Kantakouzenos, Totopioz (ed. Schopen), vol. 1, 520-521: paciieio uev 1 Pouoiwv
vreywpnoe mpog Ew- Axapvaviog o v apynv AyyeAor mpocemOINooVTO EOVTOIS KAl
GAlo1L GlAaC TGV éomepimv émapyidv, @V Exactol ETvyov émTpPomEOVIES.
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nania” Kantakouzenos seems to designate the large region of Medieval
Epirus, which was a section of the “conépav”, i.e. the western parts of
the empire.> At a critical juncture (ca 1337-1340), when some cities of
“Akarnania” rebelled against the Byzantine authority, Kantakouzenos,
as megas domestikos still, reminded the leaders of the rebels that this
region was unjustly (ddikwg) cut off from the empire in 1204 by the first
apostates (drootnodvrwv), the Angeloi.®® He drew special attention to
the fact that the Angeloi did not liberate Epirus from the barbarians but
usurped the power of a region submitted to the “Rhomaic emperors”.®!
In addition, despite the recapture of Constantinople in 1261 and the op-
erations of the two first Palaiologan emperors, “Akarnania” was not inte-
grated into the restored empire; on the contrary, the Byzantine emperors
had many losses fighting against the “Akarnanians” (4xapvaot).* By
using this term or the wider term “westerners” (éamepiovg) the historian
defined the inhabitants of Epirus. For instance, he used the term “Akar-
nanians” in order to describe the ruling elites of the cities of Epirus and
a division between them at a critical juncture of the 14™ century. It is
clearly illustrated that they were divided in those who supported the in-
dependence of their cities and those who preferred to integrate them into
the imperial territory.® The inhabitants of the cities of Epirus and of oth-
er “western” cities were described by Kantakouzenos with an alternative
but more general term: they were the “westerners” (éomépior). For exam-
ple, the emperor Andronikos IIT led a campaign in the “western” parts

9 1bid., 496: mpog v éomépav, Edmicavia Axapvaviay STOTOIGELY E0DTQ.

0 Tbid., 502: @V mpiTwe avtyy dmootnoaviwv obbadeiq kol dyvouoovvy tij Tpog
Paaciiéa €ig ioioy EaTOIS GpYNV TEPITOINOOUEVDV KOL KPOTOVOUEVDV.

1 Tbid., 520: Ayyélovg yop obk amo Papfdpwv Axopvaviav élevbepaoavtas ktioocar
ovVELRN TNV Gpynv, AL royelpiovg oviag Pouoiwv facilebor ... opetepicoocbor thv
apynv o tov érxeveybévto tote mopo Aativov Pouoiolg moieuov.

62 Tbid., 504.

63 Ibid., 499: 1dyoc Akopvaot moAdg &yiveto ... ol uev ur déyeoar Vo faciiel vroyeipiovg
yiveaOai ... oi ¢ dvtédeyov; 509: of mapa Axopvaar un fovlduevor dovieverv fooilel

.. Kupov €0wToic mpog vewtepiouov givar, 519: obte dikoua olte ovupépovra ovl’
gavtoic olte tois dlloig Axapvaory. For the political orientations of the leading family
and the ruling elites of cities of Medieval Epirus during the critical years 1337-1340,
see Papageorgiou 2021 (under publication).
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(éomépag) against the Albanians in 1337 because they plundered Byzan-
tine cities and provoked problems for the “westerners’: toog éomepiong
aowkeiv.* Remarkable is the fact that the Albanians were described
as politically unstable and rebels, 1.e. with the same characteristics in
which the “westerners” were represented.® In effect, during the civil
war between the emperor Andronikos II and his grandson (1321-1328),
Kantakouzenos suggested to Andronikos III and to his proponents that
before invading Constantinople, they had to submit the “western” parts
(tnv éomépav), given the fact that the “westerners” (éomépior) were by
nature apostates (a00opuntor mpog to¢ arooraoiog) and revolutionaries
(yaipovreg mpog tovs vewtepiouovg); That is to say, they could easily
have supported them against the old emperor.®® Moreover, during Kan-
takouzenos’ reign in the middle of 14" century, when John V Palaiolo-
gos was appointed governor of Thessaloniki, his mother Anna of Savoy
expressed fears for her son’s exposure to dangerous influences. Cer-
tainly, she was afraid of the malice of the “westerners” (z@v éomepicwv
v uoyOnpiav) and their preparedness for revolution (éroiudtnto mpog
vewtepionong).%” She pointed out that in such an environment John V
could be deceived by the “westerners” and a new civil war could have
started.®®

Returning to the subject of the revolution of some cities of Epi-
rus (amootaoacs moleig) against the Byzantine authority at the end of
the fourth decade of the 14" century, it is worth noting that the view-
points of the leaders of the rebels are given in speeches apart from the
main narration, a salient feature of Kantakouzenos’ distinguishing his
work from many other Byzantine histories.® For instance, Kabasilas,
the leader of the revolution at Rogoi, was portrayed as having devel-

64 Kantakouzenos, Totopiocu (Schopen), 495, 498: AABavoi mpotepov tod¢ éomepiong
noikovv.

65 Tbid., 495: AAfavoi, ebyepeic Gvies mpog uetaffolas Kol pvoeL VewTepomToloL.

% Tbid., 104: oi t¢ yop éonépiot...mpoaywpnoovot peodiws 1@ véw Pactiel; 106: 1 1€ yap
EOTEPOL TOAAN KL TOAELS EYOVGO TOALOGS KOL TEPLPOAVEIS ... KOL POOIIS TPOTYWPHTEL

67 Kantakouzenos, Toropior (Schopen), vol. 3, 112-113.

68 Tbid., 113: w5, 1’ éxeiveov écamarnOévroc tod véov Paciléws, oraoic avbic kai Téleuog
uetoév Pouaiwv éapli].

% Angelou 2013, 263-267.
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oped and prioritized a local patriotism as he was determined to avoid
conversing with the “Rhomaic people” (apiocracOor Pouaiwv) and
to act according to what could be beneficial for himself and the oth-
er “Akarnanians” aiming at their liberation from the “Rhomaic servi-
tude” (z7j¢ dovieiag Pwuaiwv).”” He expressed in public his emphatic
anti-Byzantine feelings by claiming that he preferred to die rather than
to be subject to the emperor.” The rebels of Arta also explained in their
speech as constructed by the historian the reason for their defection
(amootooiov) by presenting their historical rights in the area. In their
opinion, “Akarnania” had been under the power of the Angeloi for a
long time and not a part of the “Rhomaic authority”: éx moAldv 7jon
Paciléwv un npocovoay tij Pouoiov fyeuovig yiv.”* For this reason,
they tried to restore Despot Nikephoros to his patrimonial legacy.” It is
also of great importance to note an offer that Kantakouzenos made to
the tutor of the Despot Nikephoros, Richard, in order to persuade the
rebels of the fortress Thomokastron to surrender. He proposed a mat-
rimony between the young Despot and his daughter which would have
resulted in the former’s accession to the “Rhomaic” political system on
account of the emperor’s favor towards him: zepipavii mopo Pouaioig
Onoer.’™

The sources on which this study is based are not limited only to the
historical works of prominent Byzantine intellectuals; furthermore, this
paper aims to combine the evidence presented so far with data as given
by late Byzantine imperial orations, ekphrasis of cities and autobiogra-
phies. This is important in order to detect the viewpoints of the Nicae-
an and Palaiologan rhetoricians towards their “western” kindred people
(ouoyeveig), given the fact that the encomiasts through their speeches
propagandized the imperial policy.

0 Kantakouzenos, Totopioz (ed. Schopen), vol. 1, 513, 514: ¢ Avortelodvra dpaociev
£avT@ T€ KOl TOIS dAL0IS AKapvaat THG doviEiag abTovg EAevlepdv Pouaiwv.

T 1bid., 516: uatlov av amoBaveiv eilounv, f ékeive vroyeipiog yevéaba.

2 Ibid., 523.

3 1bid., 523: Niknpopw mpog v KANPOVouLaw Tod Tatpmov KApov, 1o &pyov dréotnuey
TOVTI KO TAG TOAELS POCIAEWS GTETTHOOUEY.

" 1bid., 532: éya yop avtd v dunv kozeyyoniow Qvyatépa. ... kai faciievs ¢ ic due
evvoiog évera Tiuals te kol moALAIS ebepyeaioug mepipovi] mopo. Pouoiols Onoet.
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Theodoros II Laskaris, in his oration for the emperor John Vatatz-
es, praised his father’s victories over multiple enemies (Latins, Per-
sians, Scythes, Bulgarians, Serbians, Tatars) and he referred also to a
particular “anti-Rhomaic feeling” (uepixnv Pwuaiknv dvovorav).” It
1s very likely that Laskaris implied in this section of his panegyric the
hostile standpoint of the “western” inhabitants and the rulers of Epirus
towards the emperor. It should also be noted that the emperor Vatatz-
es was deliberately compared with the historical figure of Alexander
the Great. In effect, as Alexander was the king of all the Hellenes
(Baoireiov EAAnvav...0A0KkAnpov... Ttapaiafav), the Nicaean ruler was
the emperor of all the “Rhomaic people” owing to his achievement
in unifying under his rule a large part of the former imperial territory
(tnv Adoovitioa yijv...eig &v ovviyaye) including parts of the territory
of the Angeloi.”

Besides, his oration for the city of Nicaea clearly illustrated the
primacy (mpwteia) which was given to the city during the period of
Latin domination. That 1s to say, Laskaris distinguished Nicaea from
other cities which escaped the submission to the Latins and remained
under Byzantine authority (probably Arta, Thessaloniki, Trebizond).”’
He emphasized the revitalizing and connective role of this imperial city
which succeeded not only in saving the Byzantine political system but
also in ending the disunity with the rulers of the “west” (z7j¢ oixeiaxijc
apyfic) and finally unifying the “Rhomaic people”.” It should also be
said that, despite this deceptive reconciliation, Laskaris characterized
the rulers of the “western” parts (t@v dvtik@v dpydv) as “offspring of
vipers” (yevviuorza éxiovav) in order to remind his audience of their

> Laskaris, “Eykopov €ig tov motépa. adtod OV Dyniotatov faciiéa kupov Todvvny
tov Aovkav” (ed. Tartaglia), 27.

76 Tbid., 53.

" Laskaris, “Eykopiov gig v peyoromolv Nikowav” (ed. Tartaglia), 79: mwollai viv
TOAELS ... TV TOD OIKELOD YEVOVS GPYNV E0TEPEWTALY.

8 1bid., 82: todtwv éx o0 nouoipnoey 1 dpxn, 10 UV poloybsion to TPIv ék TS ADung
T7jG EOVIKIG, TO 0’ 0Tl Kal TOOAY OLYOVOLAY TG OIKEIOKHG GPYTIS EKKOWA.T0 KOL EVTOOT.
0. OLPHUEVO. TO TEPIV.
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negative aspects.” After all, he considered the emperors of Nicaea as
the only legitimate emperors.*

The anonymous writer of John Vatatzes’ encomium praised the em-
peror Laskaris’ achievements over the barbarians (zoic fopfapoic) not
only in the eastern areas of the empire, which were called “Hellenic”
(v Eldnvikav opiwv), but also in the European parts (z7j¢ Ebpanyg).
Among the emperor’s enemies (twv évavtiowv) in the European parts,
were, according to the encomiast, the so-called “Illyrians, Thessalians,
Akarnanians” (Getraldv, T lvpidv, Axapvavaov) and the “Macedoni-
ans” (Maxedoor) who rebelled against him.®!' It is worth noting that in
the text as edited by Heisenberg there is not a comma among the three
first above mentioned local groups of inhabitants. Therefore, it is likely
that, in the writer’s eyes these groups formed a territorial front against
the emperor, which could coincide with the territories of the state of
Medieval Epirus during the period under consideration.®*

Jacob of Bulgaria, the ex-Archbishop of Ohrid, in his panegyric to
the Nicaean emperor John Vatatzes, praised him for his accomplishment
in unifying the Byzantines under his ideal rulership. He pointed out that
Vatatzes succeeded in ending the fragmentation in different powers by
becoming the sole emperor according to the admissible Byzantine po-
litical ideology.® It is very likely that the Archbishop Jacob implied that
Epirus, an area remote from the east, was one of those unusual political
formations (éxtomoig élovaianig), which actually divided and weakened
the Byzantines against the Latins.®

Nikephoros Blemmydes, Lasakaris’ tutor, in his autobiography
mentioned that during the Latin occupation, the synod of eastern bish-
ops, in a letter, asked, the usurper emperor Theodoros at Thessaloniki
(@ v Paoiieiov év ] Octraldv opetepioousve) to resign from his

” Ibid., 82.

8. 1bid., 79: émeidn mollayic 1 Pouaiowv apyn uepiobeico mopo t@v E0vikdv
otpatevuatoy kol nrenbeioo. ... év ool uovy nopcoln kai éotnpiydn te Kai éxayinon.

81 Biog tod éyiov Twavvov Paoiléw¢ tov Elenuovog (ed. Heisenberg), 209.

82 Ibid., 209.

8 Jacob of Bulgaria (ed. Mercati), 92.

8 1bid., 92-93: 00 Aiuayyovodueho. ¢ 10 TPy 10 EKTOTOIS EEOVOIAIS UEPITEVOUEVOL. VIV
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imperial claims. The bishops argued that it was neither proper nor ben-
eficial for their common interests as kindred people (ouoyeveic,) to have
two emperors and two patriarchs.® According to the rhetorician, this
strange deviation, which promoted a model of bipolar authority in secu-
lar and ecclesiastical affairs, was developed in the usurper’s mind: rodro
vap éxeivog oievevonto.® Moreover, Blemmydes by narrating a trip in
search of books to Athos, Thessaloniki, Larissa and the “western” parts
(toig ovouikxoic) praised the amiable behavior of the rulers of the “west-
ern” cities towards him, although they were not subjects of the Nica-
ean empire. In effect, he explained that neither was their power given
by the Nicaean emperor nor were they politically orientated towards
him. For this reason, there was no need for them to obey the emperor’s
authority as they independently exercised their power (ad0skaoror xai
avbaiperor).t’

The emperor Michael VIII Palaiologos in his autobiography referred
to a crucial campaign in Epirus (za mpog ovvovza 1ii10v) before he became
emperor, which strengthened his relationship with the emperor Vatatzes,
owing to the defeat of their adversaries (t0 ovaueves koi avrixeiuevov),
the inhabitants of “western” parts.® In addition, he emphasized his vic-
tory in the battle of Pelagonia (1259) during the first years of his reign.
More precisely, he pointed out the defeat of a Latin coalition in which
the ruler of Epirus, Michael II Angelos, participated. In this context,
he designated the rulers and the inhabitants of Epirus as “Rhomaic
apostates” (dmootatoc Pwuaiovg), for many years, who were worse
than their natural adversaries, the Latins (z@v @dost moieuicwv).® 1t is
conspicuous that the Epirotes were considered to be internal enemies

8 Blemmydes, “Tlept 1@V kat’ a0TOV S YNOIG HEPIK) AOYoC TtpdTog” (ed. Munitiz),
14: 1 un ovvoicery toic duoyevéor un &’ Emmpende éxerv, avTorkpdTopog lvar dbo Kai
razpiapyas ovo. See Stavridou-Zafraka 1990, 165.

8 Blemmydes, “ITepi t@v kot adtov difynoig pepikn Adyog npdtoc” (ed. Munitiz), 14.

87 1bid., 33: 000 yop v adroic dvaykn, toic Paciléws dreikery Oeouois, 6t un éE° avrod
™y dpynv elyov, §j vebovoay Tpog abtoév, diA’ oav abtiv abdékactor kai adbaipetol.

88 Palaiologos, “De Vita Sua” (ed. Grégoire), 451: kai méumouai...to. Tpog ddvovia fiiov
elye Vik@vra ugv odv @ 10 SVOUEVES KOl GVTIKEIUEVOV.

¥ 1bid., 455: kai évikwv ... T00¢ tijc Pouaiov apyic moldv ét@v drootdros Pouaiong
TOAAGD YOAETWTEPOVS TAV POTEL TOAEUIWV TOIG NUETEPOIS EMLPVOUEVOVS TIPOYUOTLY.
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because they also claimed a share in the Byzantine imperial power in
contrast to the Latins who sought the dissolution of the Byzantine pow-
er. Inevitably, the emperor made a distinction between the Latins which
were his natural enemies and the Epirotes which were clearly included
among the “Rhomaic people”. His victory resulted in the annexation to
the Nicaean empire of a large territory, which included Medieval Epirus
and other cities of the Greek mainland.”

The rhetorician Manuel Holobolos in his first oration to Michael
VIII, although he described the defeat of the Latins in the battle of Pel-
agonia, actually remained silent about the participation of the Epirotes
in this anti-Byzantine coalition. Nevertheless, it is likely that he labeled
as “apostacy’ the Despot Michael II’s rebellion against the emperor Mi-
chael VIII, when he criticized the catastrophic accession of the “Franks”
of Peloponnesus on his side against the Byzantine emperor: mpog v
aOVIPoov avtoic drootaciov éxawpnoav.”’’ In his second panegyric to
Michael VIII, by describing Constantinople’s recovery from the Latins,
he noted the General’s Strategopoulos initial mission before recapturing
the historical City. He mentioned that the Caesar Strategopoulos was
the head of an “eastern” troop (é®ov otparevua) sent against the ruler
of the “west” (r00 é¢ dvauac dpyovrog), the Despot of Epirus Michael
I1.°> Holobolos clarified that Strategopoulos set apart for a short time the
campaign in the “western” parts (za mpog ovauag) owing to his decision
to turn to Constantinople in order to frighten the Latins.”

It is also worth noting that the scholar Nikephoros Choumnos in
his oration to Andronikos II, although he listed the participants of the
Latin anti-Byzantine coalition in the battle of Pelagonia, maintained his
silence about the participation of the Epirotes in it.”

% Ibid., 455: Axopvoviav Altwlioy ... vmemomodunv kol v ékatépov "Hreipov kai
Tvprav éxpatnoa- koi uéypis Emoauvoo mpoijkov.

! Holobolos, “Adyoc A" (ed. Siderides), 184.

2 Holobolos, “Adyoc B (ed. Treu), 66.

% Ibid., 66: malivopoa todt0IS ETifel TG TOD OKOTOD KAl LPoyd UEV TOPDTOL TO. TPOS
OVOUAG.

% Choumnos: ““Eyxopov” (ed. Boissonade), 11: za d¢ tod kpdrovg ddive mpog éomépav
OEIVOV TIVAQ TOAEUOV ... TAVTO. TG EGTEPLO, TATHOS 0l0VEL COUTAY, TAOV GPETEPWV ECava-
aTaAVTES, E00K0VY TOvoIKETi Kol Nuadv éxatpatedeabou, mpiykty Ayoiog, Aloudavor,
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Besides, the Patriarch Gregory Il of Cyprus in his encomium to An-
dronikos II, believed that the emperor’s birth had coincided with the
most significant victory over the Latins, implying the Byzantine triumph
in the battle of Pelagonia; Remarkable is the fact that neither the Patri-
arch, as Choumnos before, mentioned the Latins’ alliance with the ruler
of Epirus Despot Michael I1.

The scholar Nikolaos Lampenos 1n his imperial oration to Andron-
ikos II provided information on an attack sustained by the “Rhoma-
ic people” from the “apostates” of the “western” parts (z@v yop mpog
éomépav amootar@v) during the first years of his reign.”® Indeed, while
the emperor was at the “eastern” parts confronting the advance of the
Ottomans, he sent prominent generals of the army to defy an attack in
the “western” parts in an expedition which ended victoriously.”” By
combining some chronological data and the emperor’s presence in Asia
Minor during the years 1290-1293, we could assume that Lampenos
implied in this section of his oration the aggressive policy toward the
Byzantines, which was followed by the Despot Nikephoros and a part of
the ruling elites of Epirus who supported the independence from Con-
stantinople and for this reason were called “apostates”.”

According to Theodoros Metochites, the emperor Andronikos 1I’s
birth coincided with the restoration of the empire. In his first oration to
Andronikos II, he praised emperor Michael VIII’s victories over his ene-
mies. By using the term “enemies” (éy0pdv), Metochites delineated not
only the Latins but also some Byzantine local rulers (zwv dilwv) who
had benefited from the empire’s dissolution in 1204.%° In his opinion,
those rulers who sought their independence (éravaotavrec) had created

2ixelot, oi éE Amoviiag, oi éx Bpevtnaiov, topovvor [leiomovvioov, Ebfoiog, AOnvdv,
Onpav, maons ELLGOOS, ETEPOL GLYVOL UETO, TOVTWY TAVTaYOOeV GvaoTaTol.

% Gregory I of Cyprus, ““Eykopiov” (ed. Boissonade), 366: Traldv yop rjrror mepioaveic
Kol oluon oUw TpoTEPOV.

% Lampenos, “Aodyoc éykopootikos” (ed. Polemis), 47: t@v yap mpog Eomépav
amoatat@v Pouoifoig] émbeuévav kol mepoikod KaTa Ty QoY GDOTAVTOS TOAEUOD.

7 Ibid., 48.

% See Laiou 1972, 76; Nicol 1984, 37-38.

% Metochites, “Bactlkog npdtoc” (ed. Polemis), 164: vikac tooavtag kat’ yOpdv,
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their own states by profiting from the uncommon political circumstanc-
es (7] ovyyvoer). Moreover, they were accused of being “malicious”
(xaxoi) because they “had played” with “subjects that no one plays”
(év 00 mouxtoig) by usurping the power in various areas. For that rea-
son, they were represented as adventurers who were interested in taking
advantage of the common disaster only to serve their own ambitions.!'®
Within this framework, it i1s permitted to assume that the rhetorician im-
plied, among others, the ruling family of the state of Epirus, the Ange-
loi. In addition, he mentioned an unsuccessful attack on the Byzantines
by those rebels; it is suggested by the editor of the text that this attack
1s identified with the defeat of the Epirote-Latin coalition in the battle
of Pelagonia.'”!

Metochites in his second panegyric to Andronikos II, praised the
emperor’s campaign in Asia Minor during the years 1290-1293 for the
fortification of the Byzantine provinces from the Ottoman aggression.
He brought out the successful results of the emperor’s presence in the
eastern provinces, although he had with him only a small part of the
Byzantine army because the largest part was in the “western” areas con-
fronting other necessities (zaic dvtikoaic ypeioug).'® It is very likely that
the rhetorician implied at this point the military operation against the re-
bel Despot Nikephoros of Epirus during the emperor’s campaign in Asia
Minor. Metochites claimed that this division of the army into the eastern
and western areas of the empire encouraged the Ottomans to continue
their attacks against the Byzantine eastern provinces.!”® Emphasis was
placed on the emperor’s concentration in his eastern campaigns against
the Ottomans, despite the distractions from the “western” parts (za kazo.
ovorv), where a revolution against his authority was in progress.'®* Ac-

100 Tbid., 166: kaxoi kékioT 'év 00 TaKTOIS KOTERAUEOY KOl KOTWPYHNEAVTO TEAAOTPLO. KOd OV

000’ 0TI0DV TPOOHKE OYLTL, TQ KOIVD KADOWVI TO KOH E0DTOVS GOUPEPOV OPTO.OAVTES.
Ibid., 166: ueto 1@V kKoupdVv Eravaotovtes, kKakd¢ ouws anniiaiov, 167, see fn. n. 39.
12 Metochites, “Bacthkog devtepos” (ed. Polemis), 322: orpareduora uev oysdov
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ATOVTO TPOG TAIS OVTIKAIS EKKEYWPNKEL YPELOIS EVvoTyoAijoBou.
Ibid., 324: drmijoav yvikadta mavtes kowvov deBlov. Q kal udilov oi tévovtio
ppovodvTeg, Eoikev, Evtavba PopPopor Boppoivieg Exivoivro.
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EMEIPATO KOl AV OEIVOV EVEWTEPLLEV.
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cording to the rhetorician, the “Rhomaic people” had to confront at the
same time enemies from the “east” and the “west” where the major part
of the army was gathered.'® He reminded the emperor and his audience
that the submission of the “western” areas was also the emperor Michael
VIII’s priority ( ueilwv aoyoiie) and he praised the current victories in
the European provinces of the empire (in Epirus specifically) by distin-
guishing them as the most significant accomplishments.'* After all, the
emperor’s determinative contribution in facing simultaneous dangers in
the eastern and western parts of the empire (dqugpdrepa) was clearly 1llus-
trated despite the fragmentation of the army and the resources.'?’

In conclusion, after a close reading of a combination of key texts
of the 13™ and 14" centuries, the eastern literati’s viewpoints of their
“opoyeveic” of the “west” were detected and highlighted. In effect, their
views of the Epirotes, under the constantly variable geopolitical terms
of the late Byzantine period, were made clear. It should not be forgotten
that a new historical period was inaugurated after Constantinople’s fall
to the Latins and their claims to the “Rhomaic kingship”, which were
manifested with the direct reproduction of the imperial Constantinian
model of power in the Latin empire of the East.'®®

In confrontation with the Latin pretensions, the eastern literati’s at-
titude towards their “western kindred people” was primarily connected
to the geopolitical dynamics developed in the “western” areas after the
empire’s territorial fragmentation in 1204. It should be clarified that the
geographical limits of the term “west” to describe the European parts of
the empire, vary according to the sources studied in this paper. But cer-
tainly, one thing is clear: the remoteness and the distance of the “west-
ern” areas from the empire’s historical Center was emphasized as a con-
dition facilitating the development of separatist trends. Moreover, after

195 Tbid., 338: xai dvoiv oltw ueyiotwv KIvodVwV, @ ueV noav Pouciowv aviikpog.

106 Tbid., 340: kot &i 1 éxeivo, On kata v Ebpadnny t@v 1016 Ypovav vouilel kaliioto.

nempdyBor Pouoiols, i xoi abtog olua.

107 Tbid., 342: &JA’ fjon viv éppert Pwuoioig 1o mpdyucta kol ovk €01ty Gviioyelv ép’
EKOTEPD, GAL 1] QU@OTEPa LUEPLTOEVTAGS, AUPOTEPO O10AEGHOL, (DG 0VK EOTIV BTOXPDVTDS
elvar; 346: kai wopijlfov ai TPOS GuPoTEPa TAOV TPLLEWY ATOTEASVTHOEIS KPEITTOVS
OVUTOONG EATTIOOG.

108 Patlagean 2007, 289; Rapp 2008, 141-142.
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Constantinople’s recapture, an argument was developed in the eastern
erudites’ writings on the historical rights of the Palaiologan emperors
in the “western” areas, now that they resided in Constantinople. On the
other hand, the rejection of these “eastern” claims by the leading family
of Epirus, the emergence of a local patriotism in the case of some “west-
ern” ruling elites and the opportunism of their subjects gave rise to sharp
geopolitical separations constructed by the eastern literati in reference
to the aforementioned “western” social groups. These distinctions pre-
vailed, specifically among the historians, at the expense of any type of
bonds, cultural, racial or otherwise, which tied the “westerners” to the
“easterners”.

In the light of evidence presented so far, one could plausibly argue
that there are certain similarities as well as discrepancies between the
historians on the one hand and the rhetoricians (or the emperor Michael
Palaiologos himself) on the other concerning their perceptions of the
“ouoyeveic” of the “west”. There are several common points among the
historians regarding the “western” social groups. For these historians,
the rulers of Medieval Epirus were the kind of political figures who had
benefited from the dissolution of the Byzantine state in 1204 by usurp-
ing power in the “western” areas of the former imperial territory, and
for this reason they are purposefully called “tyrants”. It is worth noting
that the Epirote rulers’ opportunism and dishonesty became apparent in
every occasion, in particular when the “eastern” centers of power faced
internal problems or external enemies, such as the Latins and the Otto-
mans. Besides, owing to their frequent rebellions, the “western” rulers
perpetuated the state of political fragmentation and for this reason they
were considered the main cause of the empire’s military enfeeblement
at the eastern frontiers, especially in facing the Ottoman advance in Asia
Minor.

In the eyes of the historians, Nicaeca and Constantinople were the
legitimate centers of power; thus the Epirote rulers, who exercised an
illegitimate power and almost always rebelled against the “eastern”
authorities, were “apostates”. In addition, their power was exclusively
delineated in geographical terms, and this not only as a means to limit
it but in order to deprive it of any imperial claims and finally to delegit-
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imize it totally, especially after Constantinople’s recapture by the Nicae-
ans. It is remarkable also that, according to these “eastern” literati, a way
for the Epirote rulers to enter the Byzantine political system without
any military enforcement was intermarrying with Byzantine princesses,
which resulted in the conferment of the title of Despot by the emperor.

The Epirote rulers were portrayed with negative and derogatory
characteristics: they were malicious, perfidious, treacherous, unreliable,
rapacious and dishonest. Moreover, special attention was drawn to their
perception of power, which was represented in terms of possession and
heredity, i.e. with terms that could be compared to aspects of the exer-
cise of power in the Latin West.

Furthermore, negative stereotypes which were presented as natural,
were created by the historians about the inhabitants of the “western”
areas. Like their rulers before, they were also represented as rebellious,
treacherous, unreliable, malicious, cowardly, unable to guard their cit-
1es, opportunists and politically unstable. These stereotypes reminded
the audience of comparable stereotypes created by the Byzantine in-
tellectuals for other hostile ethnic groups, such as the “Latins” and the
Albanians. Of particular interest for us also is the fact that in the his-
torical works under study neither the rulers and the ruling elites nor the
inhabitants of the “west” are called ““Popoaior”; on the contrary, they
were characterized, by geographical terms mostly, as enemies of the
“Rhomaic people”. For this reason, apart from “westerners”, they were
called “Akarnanians” or they were represented as a different nation, the
“western nation”.

We may say that the “eastern” historians had adopted a confron-
tational position towards the leading family, the ruling elites and the
“western” inhabitants; they set out in their texts the reasons why the
so-called “westerners” could not be “Pwpaior”, neither politically nor
culturally, even though their territories were historical parts of the em-
pire for centuries.'” They were censured for their disobedience to the
political authority of the imperial office of Nicaea and Constantinople,

109 See Page 2008, 133-134, where is noted that Trebizond’s very existence was as far
as possible ignored by the historians of Constantinople and Nicaea, and when it is
mentioned, it is deprived of its “Romaness”.
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their claims for independence and also the adoption of some aspects of
the exercise of power in the Latin West: for example, their perception
of a hereditary power in a specific imperial territory and other practices
incompatible with the dominant political ideology, and thus had suffi-
cient reasons to be deprived of the sense of belonging to the “Rhomaic”
political order. In addition, the stereotypes created for all the “western”
social groups were not only characteristic of their lack of political con-
duct, but reflected also deficiencies in their character and the negative
impressions they had caused to the eastern urban literati. They were
represented with features of people living in the provinces, brought to-
gether by the geographical proximity, and affinities of their character
as well as by common local interests.'"” Sometimes they were plainly
called barbarians.

On the other hand, in the imperial orations, a reliable material con-
temporary to events, and also in the autobiographies, the collective noun
“Popaior” was not always denied to the Epirotes; despite the fact that
they were called “apostates” or “enemies” in a political meaning, they
could still be “Rhomaic people” by race, they were the kindred of Nica-
eans: ouoyeveig, oikeiov yévog. Special attention should be given to the
orations of some prominent Palaiologan rhetoricians, such as Holobo-
los, Choumnos and the Patriarch Gregory of Cyprus. In their discourses
the Epirotes are noticeably absent from the anti-Byzantine coalition of
the year 1259, even though the significant Byzantine triumph over the
Latin leaders in the battle of Pelagonia was praised. It is very likely that
the rhetoricians’ silence was a way to express contempt for their “west-
ern” kindred people.

The imperial encomiasts and the emperor Michael Palaiologos, by
considering Nicaea and Constantinople as the legal centers of power,
regarded the Epirote rulers as internal adversaries, actually worse than
their natural enemies; their claims to the imperial power, as also their
separatist trends and disobedience to the “eastern” emperors, exclud-
ed them of the “Rhomaic™ political order. Besides, the “western” sov-

10°See Kiousopoulou 2013, 136-139, where similar defects are pointed out in the
character of the mixed inhabitants and some toparchs of Peloponnesus during the
15" century.
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ereigns were portrayed as malicious and opportunists who were after
their own profit in the aftermath of the empire’s collapse in 1204. That
is to say, with characteristics of a degenerative behavior incompatible
with the Byzantine political culture and with features that could not be
compared with those of the Nicaean or Constantinopolitan urban elites.
These rhetoricians highlighted the concern of the first two Palaiologan
emperors in annexing the western provinces to their territory and in se-
curing the fragile eastern frontiers against the need to suppress the re-
volts in the areas of the “west”.

Oddly enough -and this is an important point- they did not create un-
favorable stereotypes for other “western” social groups, as the historians
before did. When they chose to volunteer information for their kindred
people of the “western” areas of the empire, they focused upon the intol-
erable political actions of members of the leading family.

We should also keep in mind the condescending attitude of a
“non-eastern” literary source for the Epirotes, which sheds light upon
their treacherous disposition towards the Latins.'"! The anonymous writ-
er of the Chronicle of the Morea gathers all the unfavorable traits of the
“Popaior”, heaps them on the Epirotes and calls them “Rhomaic people
of the Despotate” (Pwuaior tov Aeorotarov).!'? It is clear that the Latin
enmity towards the Byzantines knew no distinctions between “eastern-
ers” and “westerners”.

1 Shawcross 2009, 194.
12 To Xpovikov tov Mopéws (Kalonaros), In. 3923.
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