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This is the first systematic study of Byzantine imperial ideology, court
thetoric, and political thought after the Latin conquest of Constantinople
in 1204 — in the Nicaean state (1204-1261) and during the early period of
the restored empire of the Palaiologoi. The book explores Byzantine
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political imagination ata time of crisis when the Empire ceased to be a
first-rate power in the Mediterranean. It investigates the cotrespondence
and fissures between official political rhetoric, on the one hand, and the
political ideas of lay thinkers and churchmen, on the other, Through the
analysis of a wide body of sources (some of them little known or unpub-
lished), a picture of Byzantine political thousht emerges which differs
significantly from the traditionally accepted one. The period saw refresh-
ing developments in court rhetoric and political thought— some with inter-
esting patallels in the medieval and Renaissance West - which arose in
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engage. Nor did Laskaris abandon the time-honored dogma of the divine
right of emperors, which for him was an unquestionable postulate. In con-
trast to Machiavelli, Laskaris was not a fully secular thinker and was deepl
affected by his faith and by Christian ideas, The ending of the fourth boF())lZ
of the Explanation of the World reveals the author less as an unscrupulous
ruler thar} as a Christian concerned with his salvation. Although Theodore
II ;jaskans was a harbinger of Renaissance political discussions and sensi-
bilities, he still belonged firmly to the mental world of the Middle Ages.

CHAPTER 8

The critics of the Palaiologoi: fiscal responsibility
and elective kingship

Scholars have long noticed that criticism of the emperor (Kaiserkiitik) by
Byzantine historians provides illuminating insights into Byzantine political
attitudes and thought. In his systematic study of criticism of the emperor
in histories and chronicles of the period from the sixth to the twelfth cen-
turies, Franz Tinnefeld has unveiled a wide spectrum of opinion and an
overarching pattern. Byzantine historians tended to criticize the emperor’s
personality or specific policies through the prism of traditional moralistic
ideas and ideological constructs. The categories of Kaiserkritik thus tended
to match those of the Kaiseridee (the imperial idea)." The twelfth century
marked a break in this pattern and a significant change in the analytical cate-
gories employed in the critiques.” Two historians, John Zonarasand Niketas
Choniates, attacked the heart of the imperial absolutist system on the basis
of an alternative model of governance, which looked back to Roman repub-
lican times. Zonaras and Choniates held deeply negative views of the politi-
cal and fiscal reforms which the contemporary Komnenian emperors intro-
duced. They accused them of having abolished a long-standing Byzantine
tradition of public administration in order to impose an arbitrary mode
of governance based on family privilege. They denounced the Komnenian
aristocraric clan for siphoning off public wealth for their individual benefit.
As a basis of their critique, they revived old Roman constitutionalist ideas of

' E Tinnefeld, Kategorien der Kaiserkritik in der byzantinischen Histariographie vor Prokop bis Niketas
Chonfates (Wunich, 1971), 192-93. For the early Byzantine period sce A. Cameron, “Eatly Byzantine
Kaiserkritife Two Case Histories,” BMGS, 3 (1977}, 1-17; Cameron, Procopins and the Sixeh Century
(Berkeley, 1985), 6566, 242—60. According to Averil Cameron, Procopius used traditional categories
of the imperial idea in his criticism of Justinian.

® Tinnefeld, Kategorien der Kaiserkritik, 160-63, 190. In 1978 Hans-Geotg Beck discussed bricfly
Zonaras™ critigue as source for the persistence of republican thinking in Byzantium, See H.-G. Beck,
Das byzantinische Jabrtausend (Munich, 1978), 42. In 1983 Paul Magdaline produced an in-depth
analysis of this line of twelfth-century critique, setting it in a historical and intellecrual context. See B
Magdalino, “Aspects of Twelfth-Century Byzantine Kaiserkrizik,” Specuhunz, §8 (1983}, 32646, repr.
in Magdalino, Tradition and Transformation in Medieval Byzantium (London, 1991), study VIIL
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senarorial power and the public accountability of the emperor, who himself
occupied a public office?

Much remains unclear about these twelfth-century changes, especially -
with respect to their impact and carryover into the later Byzantine period. -
Was the new criticism based on notions of public power, a development

unique to the Komnenian era, or did it persist beyond 12042 And if it did,
how precisely did it affect the ways in which late Byzantine critics under-
stood the responsibilites of the office of the emperor? Naturally, authors of
historical works were not the only critics of imperial policy in lare Byzan-
tium. Authors of mirrors of princes and court orators also attacked problems
of imperial administration. If historians had an advantage over these other
authors, it lay in the greater freedom thar history writing gave them to
comment on contemporary problems without having to deal with licer-
ary or rhetorical convention. As continuators of rwelfth-century trends in

Kaiserkritik, the historians after 1204 faced the double-sided reality of impe-

rial absolutism coupled with the flickering survival of Roman ideological
and legalistic notions of public power. Imperial government as practiced
in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries retained the hallmarks of the
Komunenian reform: the widespread use of individual fiscal privilege (tax
exemptions and grants of pronosai) and the dominant role of the emperor’s
refatives in the hierarchy of court dignicaries. For neatly two centuries
the Palaiologan family ruled the empire as their own patrimony, dividing
its territory among members of the clan and occasionally fighting over
their shares. As we have seen, in official documents the emperor claimed a
supreme right to grant and confirm private possessions in the entire taxable
territory of the empire.* Nonetheless, old Roman notions of public power
remained embedded in political vocabulary and the language of govern-
ment. As we have also scen, authors of mirtrors of princes insisted that the
emperor occupied an office and governed for public benefit. Nikephoros
Blemmydes, for example, availed himself of Roman conceptions of public
wealth in discussing imperial taxation.’ For the late Byzantine historians,
imperial administration was also the sphere of “social affairs” or “public

3 Ioannis Zonarac epitomae historiarum libri X=XV, vol. 3, ed. Th. Bircner-Wobst, CSHB {Bonn,
1897), 766-67. Nicetar Choniarze Historia, cd. ).-L.van Dieren (Betlin and New York, 1975), 143,
209. Sce 2lse Zonaras” commentary on canon 28 of the Fourth Ecumenical Council in Chalcedon
(Rhalles-Porles, vol. 2, 282). Zonaras made a pun on the Byzantine word for senare {glryrinTog),
noting that the senate has been “closed down” (ouyrékAsioTe) and the empire has been turned into
a tyranmy.

1 See chaprer 4, pp. 147—49.

5 Blemumydes, fmperial Stazue, 4. ch. 2, reasoned that the emperor held nothing in privare because
he was not a private individual, but administered public wealth (té& kowd) for the benefit of the
community (7& kowév}. CF chaprer 9, p. 294.
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matrers.”® The fisc into which tax revenues were depgs%ted bore' two inter-
changeable designations: “the imperial tre?sur‘)‘z” (ba.:szlz/ean”b.emmzon) and
“the public fisc” (demosion).” The designation “public land” is often f"oun%l
in official documents and doubtless stems from old Roman le'gal notions.

Even among lawyers, however, there was a certain confusion as to the
distinctjon between public and imperial property. Two anonymous scho-
lia to the legal compilation of Constantine Harmenopoulos (@mpletcd
in 1345) demonstrate the confusion. The two anonymous schc?hasts com-
mented on a law which prescribed that the embezzler of public properry,
that is, property belonging to the fisc, shquld restore to the ﬁ‘sc a c.loublf
reparation.? One of the scholia simply explained that the WOI’?lS public fisc
and “imperial treasury” were synonyms.” The other schohurn,. however,
made a historical excursus explaining that it was a common practice among
the ancient Roman emperors to make the Roman people the owner of all
newly conquered lands. These lands became public property (the Roman
ager publicus), from which term, according 1o the schphon, stemr.ned 'the
designation “public fisc” used in the Palaiologan Penod. Thus h1stor1‘cal
memories and administrative terminology carried into the late Byzantine
period a lingering awareness of Roman concepts of public properey and of
power as a public exercise. ‘

Two late Byzantine historians-critics fleshed out the meaning of the
emperor’s public office in relation to the concrere lcircur.nsta.nces of the early
Palaiologan period. Before we turn to their critique, it 'W.'ill be.helpful to
place it within the context of contemporary historical writing, Five _authors
have left us detailed accounts of Byzantine history during the thirteenth
century and the first half of the fourteenth century: George Akropf)lites
(1217-82); the anonymous author of Synopsis Chronike who has beel? iden-
tified with Theodore Skourariotes, dikaiophylax and later metropolitan of
Kyzikos under the emperor Michael VIIL;” George Pachymeres (1242 after

5 See the use of the expression Té& kowd Tpdrypaa {or simply Té xowd) in Akropolites T, 96.23,
156.23; Pachymeres L1, 273.15, 283.19—20; Lii, 33110, 399.17; Gregoras ], 63.1:0, 64.14: 70.21, 4’92.12713;
11, 579.9; Kantakouzenos I, 154.11, 211.6, 248.12; I1, 124.7. For the expression Snuocia pdrypaTa,
see Gregoras [, 362.15-14; 11, 605.4, 679.13, 700.6, 702.4; 111, 173.2; Kantakouzenos 11, 183.23.

7 Sce furcher an. 10 and 46. In addition to the historians, official decuments alse commenly use the
two rerms interchangeably. )

¥ See, for example, rhegchr)}rsobu.ll issued in 1347 by John VI Kantakouzenos on'beha.lf of Demetrios
Kabasilas, his political supporeer during the Second Civil War (1341—47): Dzo.ny:mf, no. 2.36_738
(Dislger, Regesten, 2933). Some of the lands which the empror gfal:ltﬁd to Kabasilas v:’uh_a full righe
of ewnership were said to have been “public lands” (dvtawv utv TpdTepay Bnuoociokér) in the past.

? Hexabiblos, 1,2,38, ed. Pisakes, 24-25.

 Ibid.: nudciov AdyeTal TO kowodw T Pacihkdv. . o .

" A. Heisenberg, Analecta: Misteilungen aus italienischen Handschrifien éyzmz.n.m:rbe.’r C/a.ronagmphm
(Munich, 1901), 718, attributed the chronicle to Theodere Skoutariotes. This identification has been
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1307); Nikephoros Gregoras (1290/94—1358/61); and the emperor John VI
Kantakouzenos (ca. 1295-1383, r. 1341—54). All these historians composed
their works during the eatly Palaiologan era, approximately between 1261
and 1369 — a golden age for historiography as it was for secular literary
culture in general.” For anyone who expects to find in these histories a
fulfillment of the high intellectual promise of the rwelfth century, the firse
tmpression is disappointing. Table 4 presents a summary of the critical
opinion. Most of these historians lacked the elaborate canceptual appara-
tus and derached perspectives of their ewelfth-century predecessors. Their
criticism retained the rraditional focus on the emperor’s personal foibles
and immoral actions, such as excessive anger, womanizing, or immoderate
ambition. Scrongly influenced by classical models of historiography, two
of the historians — Nikephoros Gregoras and John VI Kantakouzenos —
turned Fortune (zyche) into a blind force governing human affairs. They
often explained disastrous events of the Palaiologan era, such as the Turkish
conquests and the civil wars, as the work of fate. Thus they avoided address-
ing the thorny question of individual responsibility and imposed on the
past an irrational explanacory framework. For example, Gregoras called
Fortune a “tyrant” which controlled human affairs.% Having learned astron-
omy from his teacher and patron Theodore Metochites, Gregoras believed
that Fortune manifested itself in celestial phenomena, such as eclipses of
the sun and the moon. Thus he noted that the solar eclipse on 25 May 1267
presaged the fall of Asia Minor to the Turks* Commenting on the disas-
trous events of the Second Civil War (1341-47) the historian declared that
he would blame the inscrutable ways of fate, but not the emperor Kantak-
ouzenos or the empress Anna of Savoy.” According to Gregoras, humans
made conscious choices and acted on the basis of moral convictions; it was

challenged by A. Kazhdan, “Extseprey Skilitsy,” Acadenic Bulgare des Sciences, Bulletin de lustitur

d Histoire 1415 (1964}, 529-30.

The earliest history, that by Akropolites, was writter sometime berween 1261 (the last event men-

tioned in the surviving parc of the work} and 1282 (the death of the author). The latest, that of

Kantakouzenos, was completed on & December 1369. Sce D. Nicol, The Byzantine Family of Kan-

wkouzenos (Cantacuzenus) ea. [0o~1460 {Washingron, 1986), 100. After 1369 there are no surviving

histories written until after 1453.

Y Gregoras M, 96. CE Gregoras I, 90-91, 303.8-1r. Kantakouzenos’ usage of the figure of Fortune
in his historical memoirs has been scudied in decail by A. Kazhdan, “L’Histsire de Cantacuzéne en
tant qu’oeuvre littéraire,” B, 50 (1980}, 279-335. Cn Gregoras, sce F. Moursopoules, “La notion de
‘kairicité” historique chez Nicéphore Grégoras,” Byzanting, 4 (1972), 207-11.

" Gregoras 1, 10809, 384-86.

¥ Gregoras 11, 755-54. Nevertheless he criticized Anna of Savoy for not opposing Turkish raids on the
Balkans, described her as a spiteful woman and accused her of lending support to his enemy Gregory
Palamas, See ibid., 702, 747, 761-62, 778, 789, 887. His critique of Kantakouzenos begins in his
account of events after the end of the Second Civil War in 1347. Sec table 4.

2
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the task of a historian such as himself to pass a judgment on these convic-
tions. Yet often Fortune determined outcomes, and in this case h1stor1ar_15
were not justified in praising or criticizing individuals.** An e?;e‘tmple of tbls
way of looking at the past is Gregoras’ presentation of the military pohaes’
of Andronikos I1. The historian refrained from making use of Pach).fmeres
criticism of Andronikos I1 for hiring during the period 1302-04 contingents
of Alans and Catalans, who ravaged the territory of the empire. ins.teac'i of
fghting the Turks. Gregoras instead praised the emperor for havmg'mvued
the foreign mercenaries and mused upon the ways Fhat Fortune foiled the
emperor’s excellent plans for the defense of Asia Minor.”/ o
Parochial concerns and personal loyalties also colored the histc')rlans crie-
icism of the emperor, Involvement in high politics and dynastic conflicts
led to biased, one-sided portrayals of individual emperors. George Akropo-
lites was Michael VIIT's grand logothete when he was wricing his chronicle
of the Nicaean empire. He found fault with all Nicaean emperors and was
thus in a position to introduce the first Palaiologos, who overti}rew the
Laskarid dynasty, as the hero of his chronicle. A more honest .Judge of
contemporary emperors than Akropolites was Theodore Skogtar;otes, Fhe
probable author of Synopsis Chronike, who was a unionist during the reign
of Michael VIIL. In his world chronicle he paraphrased Akropolites’ work
and introduced laudatory characterizations of the Nicagan emperors and
the patriarch Arsenios, yet he avoided criticism of his patron, Michael VUI.
The historian Gregoras was an active supporter of Andronikos IT .durmg
the First Civil War. He presented a laudatory and at times apologetic por-
trait of the elder Andronikos and blamed his grandson, Andronikos IIL
for provoking the bloody internecine strife. Gregoras left a mixed portrait
of the emperor John VI Kantakouzenos: he followed with sympathy John
Kantakouzenos' struggle against the regency government of ]oh.n V dur-
ing the Second Civil War (1341—47), yet when he reaches the point where
Kantakouzenos victoriously entered Constantinople in 1347, he changes
his view of him, because Kantakouzenos began from that point on to sup-
port Gregoras’ enemy, the theologian Gregory Palamas. The e-mpe:ror.]ohn
VI Kantakouzenos himself had an easily discernible agenda in his histor-
ical memoirs, They were a personal apology for his involvement in two
disastrous civil wars that left Byzantium in ruins. Kantakouzenos strove
to portray himself as a defender of the dynastic rights of. the Palaic‘alogan
emperors. He played down criticism of the elderly Andronikos 11, assigning

16 Gregoras II, 645—46. In some cases, however, virtue was able w overcame fortune. Sce Gregoras II,
361.1-9.
7 Gregoras I, 226.18-227.4.
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blame for the First Civil War to poor imperial advisers such as Theodore
Metochites.” He presented Andronikos 11 as his “brother” and himself as
defender of the legitimate rights to the succession of Andronikos I1I’s son,

John V Palaiologos, during the Second Civil War.?

GEORGE PACHYMERES, GEORGE OF PELAGONIA AND THE
LEGEND OF EMPEROR JOHN THE MERCIFUL

One remarkable historian, George Pachymeres, and one equally remark-
able historical biographer, George of Pelagonia, can easily redeem the rel-
ative dearth of sound historical analysis and the narrowly personal per-
spectives on the past of their contemporaries. The two authors strongly
attacked the Palaiologan tax system and succession practices. Both pit-
ted old notions of public power against the Palaiologan regime, and both
used the empire of Nicaea as a historical foil for criticizing the Palaiolo-
goi. The historian George Pachymeres was the author of a history covering
the period from about 1256 until 1307, that is, the entire reign of Michael
VIII and about half of that of Andronikos 1. The History of Pachymeres
is the most sophisticated piece of historical writing of the period, both in
its rational analysis of past events and in its complex, at times bewilder-
ing, Attic prose. The career and writings of Pachymeres provide enough
information to enable one to sketch a portrait of the author. He fits closely
the profile of other learned scholar-bureaucrats who flourished during the
reign of Andronikos II. Born in the city of Nicaea during the heyday of
the Laskarid empire, Pachymeres possessed enormous secular learning and
was interested in rhetoric and classical philosophy. His other great intel-
lectual achievement, besides his History, was a paraphrase of most of the
Aristotelian corpus.*® Unlike other learned scholar-bureaucrats, such as
Choumnos and Metochites, Pachymeres worked in the patriarchal admin-
istration and was ordained a deacon. He began his career during the reign of
Michael VIII, when we find him occupying the professorial post of “Teacher
of the Apostle,” and he was a close associate of the unionist patriarch

¥ Kantakouzenos I, 84.

9 See E Délger, “Johannes VI. Kantakouzenos als dynastischer Legitimist,” SK, 10, 19—30; repr. in F
Dolger, PARASPORA (Ettal, 1961), 194-207.

*® E Lictig, Die Philosophia des Georg Pachymeres (Munich, 1891); B. Tatakis, Byzantine Philosophy,
trans. N. Moutafakis (Indianapolis, 2003), 197-98. For a discussion of the rest of Pachymeres’
works (thertorical, philosophical, and theological, and a textbook on the quadrivium), see A. Failler,
Pachymeres Li, XXI-XXII; S. Lampakes, lecpyios Moy uuépns. MpwTékSikos kal Sixaiopulat,
gloaywyiko Sokiuio (Athens, 2004).
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Plate 3. George Pachymeres, Codex Monacensis gr. 442 (14th c.), . 6 verso, Beyerische
Staatsbibliothek, Munich
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John XI Bekkos (1275-82). During the reign of Andronikos 1T he rose
further in the hierarchy of patriarchal officials, and at the time he was
completing the History (shortly after 1307) he held the important judicial
offices of dikaiophylax and protekdikos, which were part of the hierarchy
of patriarchal officials.** His employment as a high-standing judge doubt-
less put him in close contact with daily social reality and broadened his
scope beyond the limited world of the court and the imperial capital, Sull,
throughout his lifetime Pachymeres seems to have maincained close con-
nections with the imperial court and was a confidant of all the elmperors.
Michael VIII, Andronikos 11, and Michael IX trusted Pachymeres suffi-
ciently to share with him important information and to handpick him to
perform important ad hoc tasks. Pachymeres was indeed a shrewd survivor
in the dangerous world of early Palaiologan politics, while at the same time
maintaining a degree of critical distance and, most importantly, indepen-
dent judgment. In the early months of 1285 the anti-unionists gained the
upper hand within the church and purged the patriarchal administration of
Latin-minded ecclesiastics. The dikaiophylax Theodore Skoutariotes, whose
office Pachymeres later came to occupy, lost his job and was excom-
municated for his unionist convictions. Pachymeres stayed on and even

* As “Teacher of the Apostie” in 1277 Pachymeres ranked ninth among the patriarchal officials who
signed a document in support of the Union. See I. Darcouzds, Recherches sur les OFFIKIA de | Eglice
bysantine {Paris, 1970), 11223, §32.9; cf, Pachymeres 1,i, XIX—XX. The close association berween
Paciyymeres and Bekkos emerges from 2 number of episodes in the History. When in 1279 Patriarch
John XTI Bekkos decided o tesign from the patriarchate after an embezzlement scandal in the
church, he entrusted Pachymeres with writing his letter of resignation. See Pachymeres Lif, §75.29—
30. Cf. Laurent, Regestes, 1443, When John Bekkos received in December 1282 a prosiagma tssued
by Andronikos II informing him of the death of his father, Michael VIII, the patriarch showed it
first to Pachymeres. See Pachymeres ILiil, 211422, Pachymeres reported Beklos’ prophetic dreams
(L5, 171) and described with sympathy his mistreatment by Michacl VIII (1.i, 297—s01; Lii, 483-85;
§569-71).

* On the function of these two offices see Darrouzés, Recherches sur fes OFFIKTA, 327—29; R. Macrides,
“Dikaiophylax,” ODB, vol. 1, 624. It can be assumed that Pachymeres completed his /istory shortly
after 1307, the year when his account suddenly breaks off, most flikely because of the author's
death.

* In 1265 Michael VIII chose Pachymeres, at that tme a young notary in the patriarchate, ro be part of
a delegation whick: visited the exiled patriarch Arsenios in his prison on the island of Prokonnesos.
Sce Pachymeres Lii, 373. Michael VIII alse talked to Pachymeres about his “poverty” before he was
elected regenr in September 1258, See Pachymeres L1, 103.4-8, where the author reports somewhat
disapprovingly Michael VIII’s claims of poverty. Andronikos I1, while residing in Nymphaion in Asia
Minor (1290-93), entrusted Pachymeres with conducting negotiations with the Latin ambassadors of
the King of Naples, Charles Il (1285-1309}, regarding the possible betrothal of Michacl IX Palaiclegos
to Catherine of Courrenay. See Pachymeres ILiii, 17L19-25. In 1301 Andronikos 11 again selected
Pachymeres to interview an aged official of John 11! Vatarzes regarding Nicaean fiscal practices. See
PachymeresILiv, 325.32-327.2. Michael TX Palaiologos was close enough ro Pachymeres 1o talk to him
about the rebellion and the blinding of the general Alexios Philanthropenos {r296). See Pachymeres
ILii1, 239.32-35.
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climbed higher on the ladder of the patriarchal administra?ﬂgg.“’ };e;
anlike Theodore Skoutariotes {the likel}.f author of the Syno}_)szs 1 rzfz e,
Pachymeres did not present a honeyed 1mage.of th('e rulers in ah _a;:l ust(flzr
world chronicle. The very proximity to the 1mper1a-1 court whic ‘mate
other historians parochial was for Pachymeres 2 unique opp‘ortulrillty 0
observe with a critical eye the problems of ea-rly Paiallologan'soaety. € was
2 harsh critic of Michael VIII, whose portrait he painted with a great sense
of sarcasm, and he ventured to criticize even the contemporary emperor
ikos I and his government.
An"(fiﬁ:nslf:{:;nd importagnt critic of the Palaiologoi was George‘ ofl Pel:ilaglo—
nia (known also as George the Phiiosophfar), a Byzantine cias;lc? hscfo ar
whose literary activity is traceable in the middle and seconc_l hal of the hour»f
teenth century. George of Pelagonia composed a panegyrical b10irai) yo
the Nicaean emperor John III Vatatzes more t'han acentury after ﬁ he attle;r s
death, at a time when he was the object of sa’ln.ltly veneration. This f\fmfr hA
a product of the intellectual and polirical rmheu.of the s?econd ha.l. of the
fourteenth century — falls outside the chronological i1m1Fs (?f our inquiry.
Yer the depth of its criticism of the ruling dynasty and the s1’mllflr1t?r betweeri
its approach to the Nicaean past and that-of Pflchymeres Histor ﬂ/ warrﬁn
its inclusion in our discussion. Precious little is known abgut the authocli
himself. Born in the town of Pelagonia (Bitola) in Msjtcecioma, George la
a considerable secular education and was interested in grammar anc.l c :;s—
sical philosophy.? He opposed the mystical theology -of Palamism in ¢ :1
mid-fourteenth century and about 1354 wrote a polemical treatise directe

icti iotes ILii, 65.
2+ On the conviction of Skoutariotes, see Pachymeres , . ) o
b At?gust Heisenberg published the panegyrical biography of Varatzes in 1905 with the tlti.ef ~Llfc olf1 ii
John the Merciful” on the basis of the hfteenth-century Vat. gr. 579 He wai] not z‘igvaredc:t irs :L;;ml;
i i its the work as anonymous, and atrributed it to
because the manuscript which he used transmirs nd eriused 1o monk
i i “Kai hannes Batatzes der Barmherzige, , 14 (1905),
from Magnesia. See A. Heisenberg, “Kaiser Jo e, Bi w4 lmos). 1o
ar i icola Festa published a shortstudy of the text. Althoug
e e i e s in th script is an autograph draft of the
1 blem of authorship, he showed thar the text in the manuscrip grap
:;i}f:)r: and contains his c:svn inrerlinear and marginal revisions. Festa szgu-ed, I;:lult]e l'lgll‘ltly,d thsa:CtIk\xIe
inc’s life i ium in f itstitle, “Life” (Bios), isan addition by a later hand. .
saint’s life is an encomium in form and chat its title, ios), i ' e
: § i i iséricordieux,” VV, 13 {1906), 1-35. In 1927 Gyula
Festa, “A propos d’une biographie de St. Jean le MISCI'ICOI: 3 ;
Moravcsilf brEught to light another fifteenth-century Vatican manuscript of the W.rork., Vsrtl gr. .2119,
and demonstrated thar the text in this manuscripe was a cop)lf of the %or?\rcctcd,vers[lc.n]] 1‘1;3 ;/[;O ivjczlgl;
i igni it ’ in the title: ToU Teheryovias [sic].
th the significant addition of the author’s pame in t : ) >
:gsen,ez l;ghis could be no one else than George of Pelagonia, the O\f'llyf ilteracrlus oli rhtle I’?Jailc;l?lglzﬁ
i cari “of Pelagenia.” Se¢ G. Moravesik, “Der Verfasser der mirtelgricchisc
period bearing the surname “o tia.” S P i
de von Johannes dem Barmherzigen,” BZ, 27 (1927}, 36-39. : :
{:riizr:]nigd EhJC existence of a third, post-Byzantine manuscript of the work which, acccir%ngléo
him, does not offer any significant new readings: Cod. Sina}xt. er. 2015. See K. J’L\manf;)ﬁ, ] ﬁ'lkf
’imc’x‘wou Boerdrrin Tol "Ehefpoves,” in [lpoogopd ey 2TiAmava ]'?If;ugl?m‘dmgl( ess2 (;:;IC,
ia i i history of Palaiologan literary culture.
—34. George of Pelagonia is a shadowy figure in the story :
IS?S?)I;EI? f‘:) 4116.g That he was born in the town of Pelagonia (Bitola) can be deduced from his
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against the Hesychast theologian Gregory Palamas, which remains unpub-
lished.* He composed the laudatory biography of John ITT Varatzes not
long after 1371, at a time when he was livingin or visiting Constantinople.”
Unfortunately, it is not known how George of Pelagonia made a living —
whetherasa salaried imperial official or possibly asa teacher— but he was cer-
tainly not a bishop, as has been hypothesized.® The humanistic and secular

surname “the Pelagonian” (TTeharycov or Mehaydnios) or “of Pelagonia.” In addition to the life
of John Vatatzes, two other works of his are cxtant and still unpublished: a treatise on gramimar
and a polemical tract against Gregory Palamas. See E. Granstrem, “Karalog grecheskikh rukopisei
leningradskikh khraniishch,” Vv, 31 (1971), 136 {treatise on gtammar in St. Petersburg, Sobr. gr. 489);
A. Martini and ID. Bassi, Catalogus codicum Graecorum Biplisthecar Ambrosianage (Milan, 1906), 245
{palemical cract against Palamas in Ambr. gr. 223 {D 28 sup.)). George of Pelagonia left 2 note in
a manuscript containing the Physics and On the Heavens of Arisiode, This is Ambr. ar stz (M 46
sup.}, where he signed his name as George the Philasopher of Pelagonia. Tlis manuscript belonged
once to the emperor Theodore 1] Laskaris; then it became a praperty of George of Pelagonia and
finally passed into the hands of the scholar John Chortasmenes (ca. 1370— before 1439). See Martini
and Bassi, Catalogus, 617-18; G. Prazo, “Un autografo di Teodoro I Lascaris imperatore di Nicea?,”
JOB, 30 (1081}, 250, n. 13. On the first folio George of Pelagonia commented critically on 2 note by
Theodore IT Laskaris: “May no ane say this, namely thar a book has been read by someone. For this
is not a big enough achievemear, bur the reader is praiseworthy only if, having read the book, he
thinks about it, no matter what his judgment is. And he would thus appear to be a lover of letters
and much worthier than the ane who never excels in matters of learning or than the critic of ‘the
great folly’ of people pursuing intellecrual subjects.”

* Moravesik, “Der Verfasser,” 38, dated the work to abour 1354, without adducing any evidence. J.
Meyvendorft, Introduction i limude de Grégoire Palamas (Daris, 1959), 413, mentioned the text in his
list of sources on the Palamire controversy, but did not assign to it any date.

*7 The daring of the text has been the subject of controversy. George of Pelagonia mentioned or ailuded
10 a few events of the late fourteenth century. Twvo which have been noted by scholars are the conflicr
berween John VI Kantakouzenos and (Genoa in 1348 and the Turkish sack of Adrianople in 1360,
On the date of the former event, ses Festa, “A propos d'une biographie,” 15-17. A, Heisenberg,
BZ, 14 (1909), 162, considered 1361 to be the date ofAdrianop]c's capture and dared the texr to
approximately 1365-70. In the meantime L. Zachariadou, “The Conquest of Adrianopie by the
Turks,” Studi Veneziansi, 12 (1970}, 211-17, has shown that Adrianople fell in 1369. In fact, the author
refers to the emperors of his day as mibutaries to the Turkish rulers and therefore must have been
writing after 1371, when, as a result of the battie on the Maritza, Byzantium began to pay tribue to
the Turks. See Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 194.19~21: kol Bouheiouo Vv cloypdds Suouevia PapBdpoig
PSpous &y oves, kad Trotoliol Ko7' Guéyknu T mpooTatTdueve, CF. G, Ostrogorsky, “Byzance,
état triburaire de PEmpire wure,” ZRVI, 5 (1958), 49—s8. On the other hand, George of Peiagonia
must have written the biography not long after 1371, if we are to accept that he was involved in the
Hesychast controversy in the 13505, Therefore a date of composition in the carly fifteenth cencury,
as suggested by Festa “A propos d'une biographie,” 1718, is improbable. Festa has peinted to a
number of passages indicating thet the author was addressing a Constantinopolitan audience. To
the examples which Festa has adduced, one may also add George of Pelagonia’s digression about the
slothful Byzantine soldiers and mariners living in Constantinople in his own time. He professed to
have seen them wich his own cyes. See Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 228.1-21.

28 See H.-G. Beck, Kirvhe und theolggische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munich, 1959), 723. CL A.-
M. Talber, “George the Philosopher,” ODB, vol. 2, 838-39. According to Moravesik, “Der Verfasser,”
3839, George of Pelagonia may have been the abbor of the menascery of Saint Demerrios in Pelagoniz.,
These hypotheses are implausible for several reasons. For one thing, no source refers to him as bishop
or monk. His name “the Pelagenian” indicates a place of origin rather than being a reference o an

ecclesiastical see. One may compare him to the patriarch Gregory of Cyprus (Mpryyépros Kimpios)
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interests of an anti-Palamite are evident in his b_iography of Vatatiesl,)rrhmzfgl
he filled with about forty quotations from classical autho_rs, most yaﬂ adtot.h i
Although his subject was a holy man, George“of Pclagom}zlt nel;ferT (;1 e 1 the
emperorasaintand referred to him ullstead as err)l’goeror John Ctl :[ A racl:‘ hés
“emperor John” or simply “the admlr‘ablc John. . He avoided lt ec gnl
and the providential scheme of causality charac.tcgsnc of saints 11‘\4"6;. em}sr
after lengthily giving the biography af1d describing the acco.mhp is hm :
of Vararzes did the author mention briefly, aln.nos’t as an aftfelt oug;, on
posthumous healing miracle worked by the saint’s relics. His fack c[)n 1nu;r—
est in sainthood is quite noteworthy in the fourteenth century,ﬁw. ajen the
parriarchate of Constantinople established a procedurfe f_or the (?f d simc—
tioning of the legitimacy of new saints based on examining the1r-rn1rac es—
a kind of canonization.” This suggests that Georg.e‘of Pelagonia ?vashnot
addressing an ecclesiastical audience and, not surprisingly, t}gc Patrlatr]c :[:Z
of Constantinople recognized the emperor John Vatatzes.as ;}mt ]ol n ¢
Merciful only in the late seventeenth century.?” Rather, his self-proclaime

. . ] d
or the scholar George of Trebizond (Mecipyios Tpmreﬂowﬂ;nlg)),] who. were bg]ri?{ e!lr; :;yﬁ); :fcs ha;d
rebizo i S i- ite like George of Pelagonia was u
Trebizond, respectively. Second, an anti-Palamire ike C : . Y10 hat hel!
i ! i h of Palamism in 1354. Third, Pelagonia was in hand
2 post in the church after the triump " + Pelagonia was fn Scrb hands
(il 1 5. See G. Soulis, The Serbs and B
from the early 1340s undil its fall ro the Turks in 1385 ¢ s "
;ia??emgn 0} ]%‘]af;tfpbarz Dusan and His Successors (Washingron, ?Sﬂ), 19 ff., 1}6 . The 155;16; : ]l:f;
ia di Byzantine politics, and there are references, a '
George of Pelagonia discussed concerned By cte . os e have
) i hor spoke of Vatatzes” reconquest o !
seen, to Constantinople. By contrast, when the aul : . ‘ qucst of Macedane
in ¢h i is and referred his audience to history books for a .
in the 12408, he declined ro dwell on this an 1 nce ory books for additional
i i i —28. There is a possibility that George o I
information. See Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 224.27—2 . rge of Pelagonia was
identi i ; i ho appears in the sources under differen :
identical with another George the Philosopher, wl ) od erent names:
1 iclopoules, and George Kydones. See PLP 3433. org;
George the Philosopher, George Gabrielop : LP 3437, This Seorge
ici i is known mostly from the letcers of Demetrios Ky .
was a physician by profession and is ) fT B e
i i i ft the city because of suspicions of dideyaley .
in Consantinople until 1361, when he le T Jown
i i d, Crete, the Morea, Genoa, and Venice
He rraveled extensively {in Cyprus, the Holy Land, » th Jgnon, and Yeniod) anc i
3 g his life and career sec B Tinnefeld, “Georgios Philosophos.
1383 was pardoned by John V. On i d glos hilosophos, Sin
3 Kydones,” QOCP, 38 (1972), 141~71. One :
Korrespondent und Freund des Demettios ydenes, : e ot
imilarici d George the Philosopher. Both were
there are some similarities berween the two literati name pher. Boct ¢ anti
i ider i ite philosopher, both were critical of the regim
Palamites, both considered Plato to be their favoriez p pher, vere crtical of Lhe tegime o
Gabrielopoulos Kydones originated from Thessaloniki, :
John V. On the other hand, Geerge ‘ e o b be sefeed
ia, and never used the surname Pelagonios. Therefore this ide n has
29 g:la?o;;:c:};ﬂn “Zum Enkomium auf Kaiser Johannes Batatzes derf Barmherzigen,” BZ, EG (1907)ci
143—4;,8. There are numerous quotations from Gorgias, T/ae' Republic, Phaede, Phaedris, Laws, an
Timaeus. The quotes from Christian authors are much Jess in number.
3° Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 195.14, 197.29, 210.6, 21110, 213,11, ) .
# TE:innost gr;f:cent case of such a canonizarion was that of Gregory Palamas in 1369, See 'R. é\dac;x((é;
“Saints and Sainthood in the Early Palaiclogan Period,” in 5. Hackel (ed.), The Byzantine Sain
dino, 1983}, 69—71. _ ) L
= ﬁ)eliar\’;gtze? was officially recognized as a saint shortly before or fiur{ng the tcm]]3 1;1 (;[gﬁc)c
of Patriarch Parthenios IV (1657-62). See M. Gedeon, ”?I’TPWPX”@' zﬂvc:[fegélsrzr;tie, ;,.[];40!
“Sai i ” i i rs in the calendar -
~88; Macrides, “Saints and Sainthood,” 71. His name still appea :
LS:IEZ: churc}? on 4 November., A sevenreenth-century saint’s life of Vatatzes seems to reflect a local
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goal was to perpetuate the emperor’s memory and, most imporrantly, to
provide his contemporaries with a model ruler against whom they would
be able to judge the abilities of contemporaty emperors.>

The work by George of Pelagonia defies traditional genetic classifica-
tions and may be called a panegyrical biography. The author appears to
have derived all his factual information from the histories of Choniates,
Akropolites, and Skoutariotes, or possibly other hisrorical works which
have not survived. He firred the episodes of the emperor’s life into the
rhetorical form of imperial panegyric and employed traditional rhetori-
cal devices, such as comparisons of the ruler with classical and biblical
figures. Most of the biographical information he provided for Vatarzes’
life is attested in earlier sources and is undoubredly historically accurate.3+
In two cases, in order to make the image of Varatzes more glamorous,
George of Pelagonia narrated accomplishments for which he or his alleged
ancestors were not responsible. The author refated at length the story
of the military exploits of the grand domestic John Komnenos Vatatzes
(late twelfth century), about whom he appears to have read in Choni-
ates and whom he made the emperor’s grandfather.3 He also had Vatatzes
defeat and kill in battle the Seljuk sultan Kaykhusraw I (1192-96, 1204-11),
which was actually a famous exploit of Theodore T Laskaris ac the battle of

popular tradition in the region of Magnesia — it has been republished by J. Langdon, Byzantiums
Last Imperial Offenstve in Asia Minor (New Rochelle, 1992}, 88-n17. In 1931 Hippalyte Delehaye
announced the discovery of what then seemed to be an carly sainds life of the emperor written by
Constantine Akropolites {d. ca.1324), the historian’s son, See H. Delehaye, “Constantini Acropolicae
hagiographi byzantini cpistularum manipulus,” Analecta Bollandiana, 51 (1931), 266. CF, E Halkin,
Bibliethera Hagivgraphica Graeca, 3rd edn. (Brussels, 1957}, no. 934¢. This wita, or rather account
of the saint’s posthumous healing miracles, deals wich a different thirteenth-cencury saint, who was
boin in Lampsakos and was a soldicr. While the cult of the sainty emperor was centered an the
region zround Magnesia, this saint was vencrated in Nicaea. He was surnamed “the Younger” most
probably in order to be differentiated from Vatarzes. See D. Polemis, “The Speech of Constantine
Akropolites on St. John Merciful the Young,” Analecta Bollandiana, o1 (1973), 3I-54.

3 Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 195,613, 195.31-34.

* George of Pelagonia barrewed from the History of Akropolites the episodes of the bartle of Poima-
nenon {ca. 1224), the rebellion of the Nestongoi brothers {r224), the siege of Constantinople (1235-36),
and the construction of the fAeer, Sce Akropolites 1, 3438, 5152, 59; Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 219-320,
221-222, 226.35-227.6. The mention of Vararzes' financial support for the churches of Constantino-
ple during the Larin occupation of the cicy may have been derived from Synapsis Chronike, MB, vol.
7 508-09. CF. A. Heisenberg, BZ, 14 (1905}, 22224,

% Nicetae Choniatae Historia, ed. I-L. van Dieten, 262-64 (cf. the fourteenth-century vernacular
parapkrase of Choniares’ History, Nicetae Choniatae Historia, ed. 1. Bekker (Bonn, 1835), 340-43)%;
Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 199-206. George of Pelagoniaaltered the name of Varatzes’ supposed grandfather
from John to Constantine and never indicared which of the latter’s two sons was Vatatzes” father, while
changing their names from Manuel and Alexios o Nikephoros and Theodore. This “information”
has no historical value for reconstructing Vararzes' family biography. The tdentity of his parents is
unkaown from contemporary sources,
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Antioch-on-the-Meander in 1211.3¢ In additiox_l, an episode WhiC}:I is cleEJI:ly
fictitious was inserted into the panegyrical biography. An Enghshhnod e
man (brother of the king of England) had allegedly asked for tcfile zLCIl1 ! in
marriage of Theodore T Laskalris’ daughtle.r, ari)d Vaggtzes was made to defeat
the foreign rival in a wrestling bout.’
SPE;E‘CC i;“I\E\:!i;liistoriams—%:ritics of the Palaiologoi raisec.l the Nicaean ffmpe.roi
John 111 Vatatzes to the pedestal of a moFEel of kingship zmd historica
antichesis to the dynasty which ruled Byzantmr'n after the Laskarids. Geolrge
Pachymeres and George of Pelagonia were neltber subtle nor rhetorica 13
using the historical memory of the Nicaean empire. Pach.ymc-res ar};nounce.
in the very preface to his History that Byzantium l.ost Asia MI.HOI’ ecause it
abandoned the sound fiscal and diplomatic p(?haes of t-he Nicacan empet-
ors.?® George of Pelagonia also declared in the 1ntr0d|:Lctlop to his par{eﬁyfn-
cal biography that he was providing his contemporarics v.mth a yard;tlc f[or
judging the Palaiologoi.’” When presenting Vatatzes' biography, he oh en
slipped into a direct critique of the Palalologa.n dynfls'ty. The two aut é)rj
chose ro construct their critiques of the Palalolcfgm in the way they di
because they found in Vatatzes a credible and ur.uversally rec.;ogmzeld symci
bol of good and just kingship. In the early Palaiologan period fables and
legends had grown around the figure of Vatatzes — legends kn?mfi}dazl
exploited both in popular milieux and by the court. The reasons for i ; (i
izing the Nicaean past are not hard to discern. The empire O.f Nlc'aea ad
succeeded in establishing a well-functioning central admlmst'ratllon an
had been constantly on the offensive in order to recover lost territories after
1204. As the Turks overran Asia Minor in the late) th_]rtcenth century, -the
Greek Anatolian population remembered Vatarzes’ reign as a halcyon t1m?
of relative peace and prosperity. Vatatzes’ burlzj\l placc.f in the monaslt{er).fdo
the Virgin Sosandra near Magnesia (the fam-dy shrine of the Lfash-ari s)
became a pilgrimage center of saintly veneration. On account c;l ~his %g—
endary generosity to the poor, the local populati(n.l remember.ed im as :1
John the Merciful. The historian Pachymeres provides t-he carliest hlsto.rul:3
testimony of his saint’s cult. Relating the story of the siege of Magnesgbly
the Turks in 1303, he mentions having overheard from “many and rclzha. e
witnesses” accounts of an unusual, miraculous cvent. In 1302 the junior
emperor Michael 1X Palaiologos {(1294-1320) -took residence in tht‘i c;ty of
Magnesia and assumed its defense together with an Alan mercenary force.

36 Akropolizes 1, 16-17; Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 215-217. 7 Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 212-13.
# Pachymeres 1.i, 23-35. 3 Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 195.6-13.
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He accomplished litde and left Magnesia in the winter of the following
year. Then, suddenly, Saint John the Merciful began to appear at night
along the city walls dressed in full imperial regalia. He proved his sanctity
by miraculously restoring hearing to a deaf man, urged the population to
defend the city, and declared that he had become its protector.* The cir
culation of this story among the embattied townsmen of Magnesia shows
their nostalgia for the Nicaean past, their sense of abandonment by the
Palaiologoi, and their search for a saintly defender against the Turks.

The Palaiologoi themselves were keen to appropriate the historical mem-
ory of Vatatzes. The imperial panegyrics of Michael VIII flaunted Vatatzes
as the emperor’s uncle who had raised the first Palaiologos and had recog-
nized his extraordinary abilities as a warrior. In his propagandist autobi-
ography Michael VIII presented himself as the heir to Vatatzes, whose
grandniece he had married® He also used Vatatzes’ negotiations with
the papacy (in the period 1250-54) as the historical model for his own
Union of Lyons (1274-82).#* In 1301 Andronikos [T invoked the memory
of Vatatzes as a rigorous collector of taxes in order io parry the church’s
opposition to raising the excise tax on salt and iron.® And in 1305, faced
with the disastrous depredations of Asia Minor and Thrace by the Caralan
Grand Company, Andronikos IT defended himself in a public address
before the leading officials and dignitaries of empire by pointing to the
example of the grear Vatatzes, who also had employed Latin mercenar-
ies.#* Pachymeres, who reported the propagandist uses of Vatarzes figure
by the Palaiologoi, offered a veiled tesponse in his History and turned the
historical memory of the Laskarids against the ruling dynasty. Doubdess

* Pachymeres ILiv, 34749, 430-41. A manuseript of the Hiszary of Alwepolites, which dates to the
fourteenth or ffteenth century (Vat. gr. 166), contains a marginal gloss which refers to Vatatzes as
St. Johr the Merciful, See Alropolites 1, 32.13 {apparatus criticis).

' H. Gregoire, “Imperatoris Michaelis Palaeologi de Virz Sua,” B, 2630 (1959~60), 49. CF. chapter 3,
pp- 124-25,

# Pachymeres Lii, 471.13-17. Gregoras [, 129. The embassy to Rome ar that time had been led by the
metropolitan of Sardis Aadronikos and the metropolitan of Kysikos George and had included the
future patriarch Arsenios. Cf. chaprer 11, p. 367.

# Pachymeres ILiv, 321-27. The patriarch John X1) Kosmas (1294—1303) had protested against higher
excise taxes because they led o price increases. Andronikos JT had a certain Angelos, logaristes tes
anfes at the time of Vatatzes, write a statement which was read in front of the parriarch, According
20 his testimony, Nicaean tax officials who failed to collect the predesignated amount of taxes faced
a harsh punishment. One of them was bearen to death on the emperor’s orders. Another fled to
Trebizond, fearing punishment.

# Pachymeres ILiv, s97. Andronikos 11 is said to have referred to a Western mercenary by the name of
Willizm (TouAlgApos). The identification suggested by Albert Failler of this William with Goulamos
(Fouhdmos), lord of Albanon, mentioned by Akropalites 1, gr11, is not probahte,
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. - . 3
the Nicaean ruler commanded respect and authority among the historians

audience.
THE CRITICS AND THEIR IDEAS

When Pachymeres was completing his History in the first decade of the
fourteenth century, the Turks had already overrun the Whole of the Ar?a'to-
lian countryside and the Byzantines retainec'l a ﬂ?othoid in only a few cities,
including the historian’s native Nicaea. In l:us h’.zsr()@ Pachymeres used eco-
nomic reasoning to explain the fall of Asia Mm'or w0 d_lc: Turks. He pfnci
enormous attention to tax collection and tax redistribution. The historian
often called these taxes “public taxes.”* He and. Kantakoufenos were Fhe
only late Byzantine historians ro speak of a “public treasury,” a des;gnatfon
which they used interchangeably with the more con-ventlonal expression
“imperial treasury.”*® In the introduction to his sttory Pachyr.neres set
out clearly the contrast between Nicaean and Palalf)logan taxation [?o.lp
cies. Here he singled out two wise policies of the Nicaean rulers, pOEIf:lCS
which the Palaiologoi abandoned with detrimental consequences. First,
the Laskarids of Nicaea had provided the Byzantine bor@er soldiers lhv—
ing along the Tuskish frontier with salaries, milicary holdings (pronaia),
and generous tax exemptions on their prlvgtely owned -landed. propetties.
Thus the fighting spirit of the soldiers grew in ta.ndem Wltff their economi;:
prosperity, and they put up a very successful resistance against the Turks.

4 Pachymeres called imperial taxation “public raxation” (kewn E’l'qn‘poc.glg): See Ifach}.rmc.res Li, 92.}117
and further n. 46. A favorite expression of the historian for designating 11:npcnal taxation was Efc
common [public] contributions” (koival ouvBdoes). See Pachymeres L1, 9o.12; II.1v,)33i.11. 3
Pachymeres IL.iv, 543.1-2 (taxation practices among the G.enoc:sc of Pera). In two cases Pachymeres
spoke of the “public funds” (T¢ ko). See Pachyme’{es 1i, ‘101.11, 105.5. e . -

45 Pachymeres used two expressions, “the public treasury” (kowdv 'rfmlslov) and “the imperial treasury
(ﬁcw‘l?\lxév Taieiov), to describe the fisc. On the Jatter expression, see Pachymeres [.1,. 3&9, 7;.29,
97.20, 307.18. On the former, see Pachymeres 1.i, 139.17, 2$3.16, 293.7, 307.27];313.18, gu., L,
81.30, 179.31; 1Liv, 325.24, 629.15. That he was speaking abourt the same treasury ecu}x(r;cs :kvmus m.
a passage where he uses the two expressions intcrchange:abl)t Sccﬁ:~ Pachymcrcil.l, 3?71:.i 2 ng o’u.zeno)s
distinguishcs between the “imperial treasury” (Boothikdv Tauielov) and the “public fisc” { n;.locrlovg.
For the former expression, sec Kantakouzenos [, 167.11-12, 202.20-21, 203.18, 279.21-22, 311.17.'—1111,
338.15, 380.6; II, 89.1314, 100.20-21, 149.2. For rhe latrer, see Kal1tﬂ<ouzcnos 11, 89.17, 25{9.1?_, ,
81.4—5, 188.2L. Yer Kantakouzenos also used the twe expressions mt_erchal.'lgeably. Sei Kagt ];J.LIZJEDOS
11, 89. By contrast, Akropolites and Gregoras speak smqgly of “the imperial treasury” and call it most
often Paciiixkdv Tapeiov, See Akropolites 1, 6.9, 6.27; C:rego‘ras I, 191.2, 220.21, 242,14, 263.(9;, 317.on
524.17; 11, 789.17, 790.5; 111, 243.24. The expression Bacihikdy wpuTavelov is restricted to re?orag.
Gregoras 1, 69.21~22, 10116, 138,71, 205,123, 222.23—24, 390.10, 425.19, $66.11—12; ][, 595.22, 603.8,

o 17 N . ..
47 ?’:ﬁ;ﬁéﬁzil.i, 29.20-31.20. The historian spoke of rax cxc[mptions {&rendan), Eronazmé aé]ld ot;'ic'r
“daily acrs of generosity” (kafnpepvel Pootiixed giaotnoio). The last expression probably refers

to [hC paymen[ Gf-SHJ&l'iCS.
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However, after 1261 Michael VIIT made the fatal decision to tax their prop-

erties and reduced significantly the size of their pronoiai holdings.** The
impoverished border soldiers - former guardians of the frontier — found - -
themselves in dire economic straits; some migrated away from border areas

and others joined forces with the Turks in raiding Byzantium. Tt was chis
social explanation of the loss of Asia Minor, intimately bound to Palaiolo-
gan fiscal policies, which Pachymeres pursued systematically in the body of
his Hiszory.

The second historical explanaton of the Turkish conquest which
Pachymeres proposed in the ineroduction concerned the empire’s foreign
policy. The Nicaean emperors had been wise enough not to fight simul-
taneous wars on two fronts, in Asia Minor and in the Balkans 4 Thus
they were able to concentrate the empire’s limited military resources on
one critical spot at a time. The Palaiologoi did not adhere ro this pol-
icy and overextended themselves in wars in Asia and in Europe. To be
sure, Pachymeres reported here a criticism of Michael VIII with which
we arc already familiar: in his second panegyric delivered in Nicaea in the
period 1290-93, the young Theodore Metochices urged Andronikos 11 o
forget about the West and devote every effort to defending Asia Minor.5
Pachymeres’ historical commentary on the empire’s foreign policies was

more sophisticated than Metochites’ panegyrical one. The historian played . .

down the individual responsibility of the Palaiologoi by noting the diffi-
cult geopolitical reality they faced. The despotate of Epiros was a recalci-
trant enemy that constantly siphoned the empire’s resources away from the
East” According to Pachymeres, history itself showed its wry face to
the Palaiologoi. The reconquest of Constantinople in 1261 tragically turned
the empire westward and made it harder for the Palaiologot to follow
Laskarid policies. The absence of the Byzantine emperors from Asia Minor
after 1261 disheartened the local population and created conditions ripe for
corruption among local tax officials.”* Pachymeres reported that a member
of Michael VIITs close circle, the protasebretis Michael Senacherim, had
exclaimed upon learning of the recaprure of Constantnople in 1261, “May
no one cherish hopes for the furure, because the Romans again have set
foot in the City.” By 1307, when Pachymeres was completing his History,
these words must have sounded like a fulfilled prophecy.

4 1hid., 31.23-33.11. Pachymeres artribured the initiative for chis derrimental innovation to a certain
Chadenos, who may have been the tax official Constantine Chadenos known from the documens
of the Lembiotissa archive. See MM, vol. 4, 285. Cf. Dalger, Regesten, 2010a.

# Pachymeres Li, 27.19—29.19. % See chapter s, pp. 169-72. ' Pachymeres L3, 35.14-23.

¥ Pachymetes Lii, 405.23-407.20, 633.26—635.9. B Pachymeres L1, 205.
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Pachymeres held the Palaiologoi personally responsible for the fiscal
mismanagement of the empire. The historian was particularly preoccu-
pied with showing how Michael VIII frittered away the funds diligently
gathered by the Laskarids and misused the public fisc. For.Pachyrneres,
the seeds of the disaster were sown during the three-year period (1258-61)
when Michael VIII Palaiologos consolidated his hold on power, was electf.:d
co-emperor, and deposed and blinded the child—empero.r John IV Laskaris.
Pachymeres’ emphasis on this transition led him to give an unbalanced
account of the reign of the first Palaiologos. Two of the six books devoted
to the reign of Michael VIII (1259-82) describe in detail the-menllorable
events of this three-year transitional period. One of the cruajally impor-
tant episodes in his History was the blinding of the last Laskarid emperor
on Christmas Eve 1261. According to the historian, this event was the
beginning of great troubles for the Romans and the cause for an mtole.ra-
ble political turmoil.”** The criminal breach of oaths which accompam‘ed
Michael V1II's accession to the throne as a sole emperor led to the Arsenite
schism (r265—1310) and alienated the hearts and minds of the Anatolian
population from the Palaiologoi. Most importantly, howlever, a nu.mber
of fiscal and administrative changes marked the accession of Michacl
VIIL It was in this context of the political transition between Nicaea and
the Palaiologan state that Pachymeres opposed the two rival models of
taxation.

According to Pachymeres, Vatatzes viewed tax money and the _taxable
properties of the subjects as public property. Therefore he spent as .little tax
wealth as he could, maintaining extensive crown lands and private imperial
flocks which provided him with most of the revenues necessary for imperial
administration. Pachymeres made the most important observations on the
nature of Nicaean hinances after describing the election in September 1258 of
Michael Palaiologos as regent governing in the name of the underage John
Laskaris. This post gave Palaiologos access for the firse time to the hoarded
wealth of the Laskarids. The historian praised the Nicaean emperots as
competent financial managers and mentioned that both John III Vatartzes
and Theodore IT Laskaris had left behind full treasuries. The treasury of
Theodore I1 (kept in the fortress of Astritsios in the Troad) consisted entire.ly
of tax monies. By contrast, the sole source for Vatatzes treasury (kept in
Magnesia) was revenues from crown propertics and gifts from foreign rulers;
it held no public taxes, the “livelihood of the people,” as Pachymeres called

5 Pachymeres Li, 225.25-26: T¢ 87 fjv dpa 70 Tois "Peopaions peydiay &pfov koxdy kat Tapoyfs
dvutrolaTou peybiv.,
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them. Vatatzes used this private imperial wealth for overtly public purposes,
such as paying officials their salaries.”

Pachymeres turned Varatzes’ crown estates, whose existence is solidly
attested in contemporary sources, into a model of just imperial finances.’®
The historian was at pains to stress Varatzes’ reluctance to spend tax wealth
and related wo telling anecdotes. The first was abour a fesson in just
rulership which Vatatzes taught his son Theodore 11 Laskaris. One day the
young prince had gone hunting dressed in the imperial gold-embroidered
clothes. When the father saw him returning in full regal splendor, he scolded
him for having donned and flaunted garments paid for with the subjects’
“blood” (that is, with tax money). Vatatzes advised his son to wear the
luxurious imperial clothes only on important public occasions, such as the
reception of foreign ambassadors.’” In anocher anecdote that was meant
to reveal Vatatzes’ legendary generosity, Pachymeres underlined again his
special attitude to tax wealth. Once, after having recovered from a serious
sickness, Vatatzes decided to distribute as an act of thanksgiving gold coins
to the poor urban populace in the empire. He gave out coins from his private
purse, because he did not want to waste public tax money on individual
expenditure. Vatatzes even called the Nicaean patriarch Manuel IT (1243-54)
to bear witness to the source of the money:

Wishing to defend himself before the Romans that the public funds were not
depleted after he had distributed so great a gquantity of alms, he [the emperor
John III Vatatzes] called as a witness to his words before the patriarch Manuel the
almsgiver himself [that is, John IFH Vartatzes himself] and said that no public funds
had been wasted, bur he had acquired these monies through his own diligence
and care, by which he constantly cultivared lands, helped in this by knowledgeable
experts, and raised various animal flocks in his estares.?®

Other similar anecdotes which illustrated Vatatzes’ unwillingness to exploit
tax wealth appear to have circulated widely during the fourteenth century.
The histortan Gregoras related a curious story of the Nicaean ruler using

55 P.achymcrcs Li, 97.21-30. The historian’s language is worthy of note. Vatatzes' treasury in Magne-
sia did not consist of unjustly collected rax wealth {&Aoyai; elompalis &5kos), which were the
“livelihood of the people™ (Blot &vlpdimreov) and the “bleod of the poor” (adpaTa wevhTeav), but
came from revenue raised from private agricultaral estates {8 Tfis Trepl T& i Tpounfislas; i
Yeoymovias). '

* See MM, vol. 4, 9, 14244, 146—s0. Cf. Synopsis Chronike, MB, vol. 7, so7.20-31.

57 Pachymeres 1.i, G1-63.

Pachymeres 11, 101.10-16: Kai *Popaiols &roicyiotion 88wy o5 dpeitwTa TG kowd, Tol Tooou-
Tou TpofdvTos EAfou, alimov ixfivov Tov EAsjoavTa TV AEyopivay EGEpe napTupa TIpds TOV
’ITC(:(plC’Xp)(‘{]V MowoufiA, Adywv 6¢ oUBty EENVTATITE TGV kovdv, GAA" & TpounBelag kThoatTo
ToliTor Kal PeAérns 18ias, 6 Gv yewmrovdv otk dviat 817 elinuovey dudpdv, ETi 88 Kal Thv v
alrtols 51 Tols xTrpact Bpeppdrroy Siaddpuwy Empeholucvos.
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the revenues of imperial chicken farms to purchase a crown for his wife,
Firene Laskarina. The empresss crown had become known among the
appreciative Nicaean subjects as the “egg-crown.”? In the late fourteenth
century Geotge of Pelagonia also praised Vatatzes for having distributed
alms out of his own private assets and not out of the public taxes.®

For Pachymeres, Michael VIII's tax policies were the polar opposite to
thosc of Varatzes. The first Palaiologos availed himself recklessly of the
empire’s tax wealth after he gained access to the Laskarid treasuries in
the autumn of 1258. Writing with the hindsight of the early 1300s, when
the government of Andronikos IT was chronically short of money, the histo-
rian saw part of the problem in the senseless waste of a healthy fiscal surplus.
He described scathingly how in 1258 and 1259 various social groups — sena-
tors, soldiers, and ecclesiastics — thronged to the side of Michael Palaiologos
“like dogs” in order to receive a share of the Laskarid treasuries or a tax priv-
lege.” The new emperor issued so many charters of privilege in the second
indiction (September r2§8-September 1259) that he was later compelled to
repeal some of them.®* The historian emphasized that the purpose of this
generosity was to kure supporters for his usurpation.®

Pachymeres’ critique of Michael VII1, however, went much further than
denouncing his wasteful policies. It focused on the ways in which Michael
VT used illegitimately the tax apparatus of the state to extort wealth from
the population of Asia Minor. To illustrate Pachymeres’ train of thought,
we need to return to the episode of the lesson which Vatatzes raught his son
Theodore Laskaris upon che latter’s return from hunting. The historian pur
in the mouth of Vatatzes a fateful maxim. He instructed his son that “the
wealth of the emperors is reckoned to be the wealch of the subjects. For this
reason, it is absolutely unacceptable for subjects who are so [wealthy] to sub-
ordinate themselves in service to others.”®* Pachymeres did not elaborate
furcher as to the kind of service and subjection to which he was referring,

3 Gregoras I, 43.The eggs were sold to the Seljuk Turks, Nicae’s neighbors, who paid high prices for
them during a famine.

69 Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 231.25-33.

 Pachymeres 1i, 105.5-9 (funds given o the church), urz7—113.1 {to officials), 139.3-8 (to senatorial
dignitaries and soldiers).

8 Pachymeres Li, 139. One of the short-lived privileges apparently was the conversion of the pronsia
into a hereditary possession.

83 In a passage describing Michael VIIT's gencrous fiscal grants to che Byzantine marines and rowers
(gasmonlof and proselonses), Pachymeres pandered the causes for chis reckless gencrosity. He raised
three hyportheses: Michael VIIL was generous by narure, he wanted to enlist supporters for his coup,
or he wanted to imirate the Nicaean emperass. Pachymeres rejected as improbable the firsz and the
third hypotheses. See Pachymeres Li, z55.12-20.

84 Pachymeres Li, 63.7-9: 6 yop BaoiMéwy mholTos TholiTos Tév Urrnxdoov AoyibeTanr mop’ iy
aitio ked Té sis Sovhsiay kafuTeikay ETépots oploty olTes Exovol kad Moy &edpoTow.
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but in another section of the History he was more straightforward: it was
the voluntary subjection of the heavily taxed Byzantine population of Asia
Minor to the Turks. Pachymeres dealt again with Michael VIITs taxation
policies while describing the Turkish conquest of Paphlagonia and east-
ern Bithynia early in his reign.® The historian noted that Michael VIII
squandered very rapidly the Laskarid treasuries which he had inherited,
adding thac the costly diplomatic dealings with the West drained furcher
the fisc. Finding himself short of money, Michael VIII began to tax the
previously tax-exempt population of Asia Minor. He ordered frequent fis-
cal surveys and imposed burdensome levies. This policy had fatal conse-
quences. Although the peasants in Paphlagonia and eastern Bithynia were
inhabiting a very fertile land and had plenty of foodstuffs, they were short
of gold and silver coins in which the taxes were collected. After selling their
produce, they could no longer sustain themselves. The border population
approached the Turks, began to serve them as guides and informers, and
took part in raiding expeditions against Byzantium. Thus, under the burden
of rapacious taxation, the Byzantine popularion turned away from agricul-
ture and began to procure its sustenance by pillage and plunder under the
leadership of Turkish emirs.

This episode is closely related 1o the story of the economic decline of
the border soldiers, who also lost their wealth by paying taxes. Pachymeres’
reasoning is clear: during the Nicaean period the Byzantine population of
Asia Minor did not succumb to the Turks, because they paid lower taxes
to the central government than lfater under the Palaiologoi, The historian
asked himself why Michael VIII should have decided to embark on such
a short-sighted taxation policy. He professed not to be fully aware of the
emperor's motives, yet in a manner characteristic of his historical writing,
he quoted an explanation that was circulating secretly ar the time of these
events.*® According to the rumor, Michael VIII feared the population of
Asia Minor after the pro-Laskarid peasant uprising in Bithynia in 1262.
Whether as a precautionary measure or as punishment, he resolved to
deprive them of their wealth.

As much as Pachymeres disliked raxation, he did not go as far as his
contemporary 'Thomas Magistros, who, as we shall see in the following

8 Pachymeres Li, 291-93. The historian referred ta these areas as the lands of the Maryandenoi,
Boukellarioi, and Paphiagonians, One cannot assign z date ra the events, which appear ro refer wo
the policies of Michael VIII coward Asia Minor in general.

8 Yilsewhere Pachymeres also reported a rumor in order ro offer interpretations which damaged the
reputation of Michael VI, According to him, rumor had it thar Michael VIIT was responsibie for
the agsassination in Seprember 1258 of the Mouzalon brothers, See Pachymeres 1.i, 79.26-30.
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chapter, formulated an ideological manifesto against the very pracftice of
caxation. Rather, Pachymeres was dissatisfied with the way in WhlICh th‘e
imperial fiscal apparatus was administered by the first two Palaiologoi.
Pachymetes had clear ideas abour how taxation s}_lould funCtl'OIl, zjmd he also
showed how it should not be used. Not surpr-ismgly, the historian loo.k(?d
to the Nicaean period for a model tax-gathering emperor a'nd found itin
Theodore 1T Laskaris. When in autumn 1258 Michael P‘alalolc?g‘os gained
access to the hoarded wealth of the Laskarids, he found, in addition w0 'the
treasury in Magnesia, another treasury kept in the fortress of Astritsios.
As Pachymeres explained, Theodore II Laskaris abandoned the sound fiscal
policies of his father and used public taxes (rather than revenues from crown
estates) to build up the sizeable treasury in Astritsios. However,. i?achyrneres
overall assessment of Theodore IT's taxation policies was positive, bec.ause
the young emperor redistributed fairly the tax wealth among all his subjects:

Theodore, even though he collected money more vigo‘rously out of the pubhé:
taxes, spent much greater sums with an untroubled mind; hence the ebbi an
flows of money resembled those of the sea. For what was talfen_a\_vay was ellng
compensared by what was easily added; and for the despoiled mdn@duals, the loss
of a resource signified the acquisition of a greater one, for each subject gaveflesls 'OE
account of public taxation and acquired a greater amount than thﬁe; one of whic
he was deprived, since a// received [something] from the emperor.

This statement is a concise articulation of the principle of fair- redistribu-
tion of tax wealth. It makes litele practical sense, especially if V]'EWCd as an
actual description of taxation practices. It was impossible il:l reality for each
and every subject to ger a share of the collected tax wealth in a pre-modern
sociery. Nor could each taxpayer receive a greater tax return than the tax
paid without there being any losers in the process. Yet this statement m'akes
much sense when placed in a historical and inteﬂecFuaE context. Thc: histo-
rian implied that under Theodore 11 Laskaris taxation hgd bec'n_ univessal,
most probably an allusion to his reformist anti-aristocratic pohcu.ss and.the
confiscation of privileged land holdings. Universal taxation made it possible
for him to redistribute the collected tax wealth “fairly” and for the benefit
of the majority of the subjects. The idea of the emperor as benefactor of all

67 Pachymeres Li, 99.1—18 {emphasis added): "0 8¢ ye @EéSc:Jpos e)i Kc.:i Spao*t"lkm'rs!:o; 'EXPTT
CoMGYEL B TéW koW ouvBdaewv, AR el 1o wo?\?\orlw?\qmo,v EgE“KEUOU-'YVO)I.lﬂS’GTF D;'g"[i ]
B v aumeTidés Tives kel xepupdes, dig Ekel THS BC(—‘?\CS’.O'O':I]S, tvTatfa TGV YprudTeov Ebeix-
wuvTo" T8 Yap Ggoupolevoy FTAnpolTo Ty fk oy prlf.og TEGTY Ty voutvoy, kai ﬁ\in th
dvTos &daipeots Tol Tpocyyvopveu Tois dponpedeio ﬁpogﬁemi n?\slwv, txdoroy pelov L&
ouvBIBovTos B Thv kowhv eloTpakiy, Thtow § Exovros olmep SdRpNTEL & TOU TONTaS K
Booihdos Exewv. In che next sentence Pachymeres praised Theodose IT Laskatis for his generosity to
his subjects,
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subjects -- and not a dispenser of individual privilege for the benefit of the

few — figures prominently in court literature (imperial paneeyri i
rors of princes).* Therefore Pachymeres’ ideiliz:iion oiljc theegg;écaj ;I;jciier_
of Theqdore I Laskaris is closely related to the rherorical idea of imperiai
generosity as benefiting all subjects. For Pachymeres the ideal of universal
generosity was the antithesis to the system of privilege.

Helre, as nowhere else in Pachymeres’ Hisiory, it is possible to see how
the l.ustonan projected onto the Nicaean past his own wishful thinkin
and ideals. Theodore II Laskaris himself would have been much sur risecgi
to read .this later interpretation of his policies. As we have scen hispmain
Ideolloglcal and pracrical interests lay in establishing a new sejrvice elite
consisting of his “friends,” who were bound to him by personal links of
dependence and received economic privilege. One of the most notable fea-
wures of his political thought is his advocacy of a personal, quasi-feudal
m,ode[ of power in lieu of a public, institutional one.® Yet Theodore
ITs political treatise never circulated widely after his death in 1258. With
th,e passage of time it became possible for Pachymeres to turn Theodore
ITs po.hcv:::.: wrto a model for public taxation and fair tax redistribution
The historian apparently admired a public taxation system in which thé
taxpayers recovered the money they had turned in to the state and even
made a profit. For Pachymeres, good taxation resembled an nterest-bearin
!oan f{'om the subjects to the state. The worst form of taxation was tha%
in Wh.lch a privileged social group skimmed off public wealth for their
own individual benefit. And Pachymeres knew well which chis grou
was. A number of passages from his History will uncover his reasoninp
for us. °

Unlike the twelfth-century critics of the Komnenoi, Pachymeres did not
condemn the Palaiologan clan for appropriating public wealth. In fact, he
acknowledged the entitlement of the imperial family to high court ti}tles
anc.l fiscal privilege, a situation which had been established for two cen.
ruries. He presented a laudatory porrrait of the Despot John Palaiolopos
bro'thq of Michael VIII, despite his enormous pronoiai consisting of the’
entire _ls.lands of Lesbos and Rhodes.” He described without any note
of criticism the enormous pronsiai and flocks belonging to Constantine

% Chaprer
B 4> pp. 13536, chapter 6, p. 194, and chapu j i
b G b s oS P- 154, pter 9, p. 303 {the ideas of Thomas Magistros).
70 e .
II:{;z.chym]eres Li, 285—9r; Lii, A17.7-9. Pachymeres liked him so much because, as 2 general in Asia
inor, he ma.nagcd w0 repel the Turkish artacks, while after his death (1273/74) the Turks ran inro
10 serious resistance. See Pachymeres Lii, 591,27-28.
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the Porphyrogennetos, Andronikos II's brother. He admired Constantine’s
generosity and hinted that Andronikos IT's envy was the real reason for
his conviction and sentence to life imprisonment on trumped-up charges
in 1294.7" No Palaiologoi other than the two emperors were targets of
Pachymeres’ criticism.”” The historian disliked a lower, but neverthe-
less important, tier in the political elite to which the Palaiclogoi gave
fice rein to appropriate public tax wealth. Part of this elite consisted of
local administrators and tax officials in Asiza Minor during the reigns of
both Michael VIII and Andronikos IL. They delayed paying soldiers their
salaries and, after milicary victories, took for themselves the lion’s share
of captured booty.”? According to Pachymeres, the rapacious agents of the
fisc in Asia Minor during the reign of Michael VI lacked the integrity
of Nicacan tax officials, who had tended to belong to the ranks of the
high atistocracy and had always turned in to the fisc ali the taxes they
collected.”™

Herein lay the chief difference between the Nicacan and the Palaiologan
administrations. The historian contrasted the practice of tax collecting in
Nicaea to that of tax farming under the Palaiologoi. The main culprits in
chis transformation were Andronikos II's ministers, who turned the sale of
offices and tax farming into a widespread practice. Describing events of the

year 1295, Pachymeres noted:

The affairs of the Roman state turned completely for the worse. An “undue advan-
tage” has come to exist in our time that many [offices] are sold by the imperial
ministers for pay or gifts. This practice has begun to cut off [access to] honors

7t See Pachymeres [Liii, ¥71-181, esp. 175.24-35, I8L1-14,

72 A Palziologina, however, became his rarget. Pachymeres blamed the manipulative older sister of
Michael VII1, Eulogia Palaiologina Kantakouzene, for inciting her brocher to blind John IV Lasharis
and for falsely accusing the parakoimomenss John Makrenos of conspiring against the emperor. See
Pachymeres 1.i, 181.10—12, 225.12-16, 275-77.

7 Pachymeres L.i, 35.3~6 {delay of salarics and appropriation of booty); TLiii, 235.16-19 {delay of salarjes).
The comment on the distribution of booty is particularly interesting. According ro Constandne
Harmenopoulos, the fisc was to retain one sixth of the booty. The rest was to be divided equally
among the soldiers and their commanders., Sec Hexabiblos,6,5, cd. Pitsakes, r47. By contrast, Pseudo-
Kedinos, 251, speaks of the emperor reraining one fifth of the booty. The imperial propaganda of
Andronikos I made much of the smperor’s just distribution of captured booty 1o soldiers. See
Lampenos, Ficominm, 44, 48.

74 Pachymeres [.i, 203.4—7. One of the “good” Nicaean tax officials was the grand domestic Andronikes
Palaiolegos, Michacl VIILs facher. Another was a certain cacsar, Romanos. According to Albert Failler,
Pachymeres refers here to the tenth-century emperor Romanes Lakapenos (920-944), who held the

court title of cacsar before acceding to the imperial throne. It seems more likely to me that che
historian had in mind an otherwise unknown dignitary in the Nicacan empire, as Michael Angold
has hypothesized. See M. Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile: Government and Society wnder

the Laskarids of Nicaea (1204—1261) (Oxford, 1974), 210,
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from many reputable men suicable for office (els &pyAv edBdriuen) who either -

go not con;;nt o pay or are not able to do so — inasmuch as this [practice] has
egun o affect above all those who do mor hesitare o receive, and this Ivery

ractice] has b : :
groﬁt,F’S as begun to empower others who offer gifts with the hope of making a

Further, Pachymeres continued by criticizing the officials in Asia Minor wh
delayec;l paying soldiers their salaries and by blaming Andronikos IT for hio
unwillingness to punish corrupt officials — an artirude thac caused muclj
harm to the empire, The commentary by Pachymeres suggests that the sal
of ofﬁces became a common occurrence early in the reign of Androniko:
IE ic is apparent that the historian referred here to the sale of offices as well
as specifically to tax farming, for he emphasized that the purchaser hoped
to make a profit. ’e
What is more interesting is Pachymeres’ evaluation of this phenomenon
He was not interested in the economic rationale of Andronikos IT’s govem—‘
ment for resorting to tax farming. For him, it was just another socially disas-
trous tax policy of the Palaiologoi. The tax-farmer was a sort of entrepreneyr
who us?d the “public” tax apparatus to extort wealth from the sub'fcts and
al-so pfild bribes to the imperial ministers who auctioned the taices The
historian did not blame any specific individuals, although he left suf{:;cient
clues. clse\fvhere in the text to allow us to identify some of the culprics he
had in mind. The expression “imperial ministers” (mesitewontes), which
Pachymeres used to describe the imiperial officials receiving “pay anél ifts,”
suggests that the prime minister (mesazon) may have been an ob'gct ;f
cr1t1c13m.7.’6 In the petiod 1294 1o about 1305 Andronikos IT's prime Jminisu
ter was Nikephoros Choumnos, about whom Pachymeres elsewhere wrote
that he had become very rich.”” In fact Choumnos himself admitted in
11.15 cotrespondence that impetial ministers (mesreuontes) working below
him took big bribes, but he excused himself by noting that he too%c much

D e P
: az&g:ncrcs‘ll.m, 255.11—16. ™ & 75 PoapaiBos Enofevrike Téheoy, TTAeovérTnaa y&p wap Auiy
T); C,TOO T&;\L;\g -rurccp‘ov-rqg )(,po’voug kool Tols peorTevost kal ATPRETwV Té TTOAAS TedTTEcBm
o ﬁKI:j-a :—K}:EV 'rfng glg otp)(g]u euBokipons, f) p Kutodeyopévorg KoToB&ARey — TTORAG ydp‘
oUTO, Goo kal &floUot AapBdvew —, § pr ¢ it fKé :
o ' : ] u7) Buvauévols Tows, ikdous To ¢
SAkots 8t Tappnoiav 518y B1500 g § o " diffors oy
wBoliciv, &y Eey EAmiZous.. My English ¢ i i
: v E - My English translation differs from
.El:: igegc%]hone b).f Failler. 1 l.mve preferied o translate the word 1tpdres here as “to sell” rather than
> do. € genitive of price {wicBol, Anppdrev) and the sense of the followin senten ak
this translation more likely. § o
Pach . . , A
s P);;?ne:'es uscs 2 simllar CX})HZSSIOH {beciThns or pegiTeie TV KeWHY) to refer to the office of impe
mmnster (mesazon). See Pachymeres Lii, 625.20, 627.6; ILji & ,
i : . -20, 627.6; 1Liil, 215.18. Gregoras I, 170.10~12.
l2:71.2.}14, refet.'s tothe miesazan by simultaneously using the words peaiTeveor and 'IT'EIPO:SUVGGTEL’IOJU,
‘or the t‘ern.m.mlogy used in reference to the Byzantine prime minister, sce H.-G. Beck “Der byzan-
) tinische ‘Ministerprisident’,” BZ, 48 (1955), 309-38 o ) Yzan'
77 Pachymeres ILiv, 557.
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less than the rest.”® Theodore Mertochites, who occupied the position of
mesazon after 1305 (i.c., at the time Pachymeres was completing his His-
tory), is also known to have sanctioned the sale of offices and tax farming.™
Pachymeres saw in this governmental practice the emergence of a new
clite whose fortunes were connected with the public tax apparatus. This
elite completely replaced the honest and able officials who had served the

Nicaean empetors.

The ideals that Pachymeres pitted against the government of Andronikos
Il were the reforms of Theodore 11 Laskaris. For Pachymeres, Theodore IT
Laskaris was a political visionary who promoted the very same “men of
good repute” who — due to the sale of offices — found themselves excluded
from serving in the imperial administration during Andronikos IT’s reign:

He [Theodore IT Laskaris] was the kind of ruler who seemed heavy-handed toward
officialdom, since he selected functionaties and rewarded them with theappropriate
dignity not on the basis of nobitity and kinship by marriage with the imperial family,
but according to merit. But he considered that for his own relatives and kinsmen
this [blood relationship] was enough and sufficed as ground for dignity. This poficy

was, wpon close serutiny, the deed of 4 vuler who fosters virtue and incites his subjects
toward good repute (evdokiumeis). ™

It is clear that Pachymeres idealized the Nicaean past, presented it as a
missed historical opportunity and sought to remind his contemporaries
that imperial administration could be conducted differently — and that in
fact it had once been conducted differently. The rise of the Palaiologoi led
to the emergence of a new elite consisting of officials in the provinces and
in the capital, who abused the tax system of the empire. The historian saw
crown finances as the alternative to the rapacious tax practices in his own
time and considered, in a utopian way, the best kind of taxation to be the
one in which the tax refund (“the acts of imperial generosity”) equaled and
even exceeded the tax paid. Thus tax-payers could retain their own wealth.

78 1. Boissonade, Amecdota nova (Paris, 1844; repr. Hildesheim, 1962), no. 156, 178-79. Choumnos
addressed this lerrer to an anonymous opponent who accused him of venalicy.

7 Gregoras described how at the beginning of the First Civil War Kanrakouzenos and Syrgiannes
boughe all the governorships in Thrace from the TapaBuvesTebovTss, implying thar the meesazon
Merochires was involved as well. After Metochites fell from power at the end of his reign, the
populace of Constantinople burned his hwxurious residence because he boughe it with emberzled
rax money. See Gregoras [, 302, 425-26. CL 1. Sevéenko, “Theodore Metochites, the Chora, and the
Intellectual Trends of His Time,” in B Underwood (ed.), The Kariye Djami, vok, 4 (New York, 1975),
28.

¥ Pachymeres Li, 61.6-11 (emphasis added): Totolres & év, Papis Eofe Tois &v téher, OT1, ov kT
edytveiay kal kfiBos BaolAkdy, SAN &pioTivBny Tos Eul TéY TpaypaTv txAeyOuevos, TOTS
TrpooTrouaIy dotivuvey &Eibpocty oy 88 ouvioive Tpacyevéowy slvan kol of Tpds afuares,
Apkely Bpive TO To1oUTov kal ikawdy tis Adyov ceuvaoparos. T & 1y, & oKOTOIT TS, &PETHYV
dpERRovTos SpyovTos kal Tapakaholivios Tpes sbdoxiunow 1o UTITKGOY,
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Pachymeres’ historical reasoning along socioeconomic lines is unique

among the historians of the Palaiologan period. Gregoras, who also reported
the over-taxation of Asia Minor during Michael VIII's reign, never explored
the issue any further.’ There is no doubt that Pachymeres pur his finger on
an important problem of contemporary society, and his reasoning parallels
the interpretations presented by his contemporary Thomas Magistros, who
likewise favored reliance on crown wealth.* A response to Pachymeres’
criticism may be found in the History of Gregoras, who was a protégé
of Theodore Metochites and, as we noted, an apologist for Andronikos
IT’s regime. Describing the pre-history of the First Civil War (1321-28),
Gregoras noted that Andronikos IT had increased raxation and resorted to
tax-farming in order to increase the imperial budget to ten million Ayper-
pya® And Gregoras explained thar tax farming, while unjust in principle,
was not at all "unwise” when viewed in the context of the troubled times
in which he was living.® This Artempt to use extenuating circumstances
to justify rapacious tax practices seems weak and inadequate in the face of
Pachymeres” vigorous critique and economic explanation of Byzantium’s
decline.

In the late fourteenth century George of Pelagonia used a different point
of departure in his critique of the Palaiologoi. Writing in a period when the
Palaiologoi had ruled the empire for more than a century, he viewed the
emperor as the holder of an elective public office which the current dynasty
had illegitimately turned into a hereditary one. Criticism of hereditary suc-
cession, which scholars have not observed in carlier periods, is a develop-
ment unique to the Palaiologan era, when the ruling dynasty seemed firmly
established on the throne. In order to understand the critique by George of
Pelagonia, we need to remind ourselves of late Byzantine succession prac-
tices and rhetorical theories of imperial succession. The Palaiologan period
began with the election of Michael VI as regent in the constiturional

¥ Gregoras 1, 138,9-14. £ Chaprer g, 299.

% Gregotas I, 317-318. The historian explicitly mentioned rax farming, According ro Gregoras,
Andronikes I1 resorted to increasing taxes in order to rebuild the flect and create 2 standing army,
On these policies cf. Lajou, Constantinaple and the Lasins, 246-47.

¥ Gregoras I, 377.2-9: “Since . . | 2] plans and devices, both his own and those involving allies, were
condemned by God to accomplishing absolutely nothing for the emperor, he turned o another
approach, which is unsound on a trurhful and just ground, yet with respect to a time of such
vialence and antagenism was not entirely too unreasonable. For he decided to raise the yearly taxes
fevied on the subjects,” (CEmel . . _ wéioen ol kol wahduon yvioad e kol suppay kol T
Peethel fedbey wavtémaow gAéyyBneay oo unBtv, Erépav ETpdmeTo, opohepiy piv kot
Ye Tov EANEH kai Bikaiov Adyov mpds 8 olteo Bilalov kol dvraywworiy Xpovov, oU rdvy
o1 apSBpa doveTor, fyve yop Toi #rnoious TG Omnrodmy clERom $Spous.) Further on
Gregoras speaks explicitly of tax farming as a methed of maximizing the tax revenue.
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ts of 1258. While Nicaean imperial propaganda never spokle of
?S;:ﬁealmf?;ctions, ?:he court rhetoriciar'is. of Michael VI_II at}d Andromilscsls
11 floated the idea of election as a leg:.tlma_te mechamsn? or sulicessf,_ thé
As lare as 1353, in his imperial panegyric Nicholas Kabas;lsafr }slpo ehot he
clection of emperor Matthew [ Kantak-o}lze_nlos (135357 ; esc 1 flzno ;
cal interpretations sought to place a legitimizing venecr Fn a fait ;u;co elrjiaé
Moteover, they presented election aslonly one of the factors f0 1mplon
legitimacy, the main one being imperial pedigree and descent from a long
1 TOTS. ' . .
hnézgre;ief Pelagonia took seriously the ideas of impe.nal ele;:luon. gnlj
important to observe that he was not the or-liy late Byzantine atulriI ‘zr tc}>1 nd
fault with contemporary succession practices. The }%lstonan ikepho .
Gregoras voiced criticism of the POI“CYhO; thebPﬂﬁfg?lgi:r}f zr:;;};f:r;lﬁi :h
i ir sops as co-emperors. In the first book of hi )
;1;:0‘;:;)‘25 ttl(-;ewritc during orpshortly after the First. Civil \Wfar, Gﬁcgoir?ﬁ
pointed out that the Palaiologan system 9f stccession was fraught w t
hidden dangers.®® He attributed the decision of John III Vatat)ze; noth(i
crown his son Theodore 11 Laskaris as co-emperor to the father’s fear (ti a
his son would not wait for his deach and would rebel, as had haglpene }in
the 13208, According to Gregoras, the wisc Vatatzes had arrangebd hat_(?iaﬁ Clz
death the army and the high aristocracy wouldggather welectby t eé ;
volition” (hekousios gnome) his son as emperor. 7 In an.other passage rego[1
ras implied thar the excessive desire of tl-le Palaiologot to ensure successmd
for their sons caused harm to the empire. After describing the s;rr)f/f cnd
of the Union of Lyons, Gregoras reported that some people had o ere
a curious explanation as to why Michael V_III had embatked (t);: 1{1}11?111;
ist policies. According to them, he was motwated- to con({ludeD el m}u:ii
by his desire to bequeath the imperial office to his offspr_mg. de;plte_ 5
father’s concern, Andronikos II showed no gratitude to }'nm an ;ane]f
him of a proper Christian burial, because he sought to ingratate 11'115}«;:ES
with the anti-unionist party. Gregoras expressc.zd. his strong opinion }clm t
matter: “For me, a wise and intelligent administrator would be the perc-1
son who chooses the best things first for himself and then for his sons an

3 , p. 132, ‘ ' ]
86 ?.I’EPE;EDECt;, Nikephoros Gregoras. Rbomdische Geschichte, vol. 1 (Stuttgart,1197§,), b}S, hdi ii:i?
li'sh:.zd that Gregoras began writing his History before 1337. In fact, he may ha}’c alrea d} cgu)ndirccreg
during the First Civil War, because he opened it with 2 speech by Andronikos II (d. 1332,
inst his calumniators. o ) o
& aGgIzn;EaslI 53-55. This commentary ran contrary to historical truth. Theodore 1T enjoyed officia
co—aguthori;y with his father before the latrer’s death. See chaprer 3, p. 117 and 0. 7.
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relatives, 88 Gregoras further noted thar although Michael VITI was an intel-
tigent ruler, he was weak in his excessive affection for his children, Meditar.

ing philosophically on the issue, Gregoras quoted Plato, his favorice classical .

philosopher: “The eye of Jove is blind where the beloved is concerned.”® [
is apparent that Gregoras’ reasoning reflects the historical experience of the
rebellion of Andronikos ITT against his grandfather Andronikos 11, whose
side Gregoras took during the First Civil War,

Unlike Gregoras® philosophical considerarions, the reasoning of George -

of Pelagonia was entirely political. The target of his critique emerges in
the very introduction to his panegyrical biography. Here the author nored
thar Vatatzes surpassed both the current emperors and those who ruled
before them, thus suggesting that he was embarking on a collective cri-
tique of the entire Palaiologan dynasty.®® His criticism most often took
the form of direct jibes at the Palaiologoi which he interjected into the
laudatory discourse. The Palaiologoi were no emperors, bur “slaves to their
passions, cowards and fools” who preferred a life of luxury to campaign-
ing.? Their vanity made them marry foreign princesses and matry off their
daughters to foreign rulers, By contrase, Theodore I Laskaris had chosen
a Byzaatine bridegroom (Vatatzes) for his daughter.”” The subjects of the
Palaiologoi emulated their incompetent emperors, ceased to practice mil-
itary exercises and lost completely their wartior spirit. The soldiers were
good-for-nothings who preferred an easy life and plundered the properties
of their compatriots.?+ George of Pelagonia made a few subile allusions
to contemporary events. He hinted at the unfruitful trip of John V (o
Rome (1369—71) in his description of how Vatatzes’ father and uncle, who
were fleeing the tyrant Andronikos I (1183-85), listened to “ silly counsel”
and sailed off 1o Rome to seek the pope’s help. On their way 1o Rome,

88 Gregoras I, 154.2-10; glxe B¢ kad, g Tives Epooav, cuvTpiPiy Tiva AOYIoUGY Kevioloay del
T cuvaBos Tis Wuxfis Sl THY kaavotopicy Tol Soyuaros, s fiv Umkp s & Toug TaiSag
BraBoyis Tiis PooiAelas tavror KOTHvEYKey: &o’ G, s T elkds, aliTds dmrdworto undé Tadis
TereuTodov &fiwbfivan Pooiieds, Tous THs &Anoias feopous THs TUTPIKT)S oTopyiis TOAAG)
TpeTHGVTLY. "Epory” ofiv fkeivos dy eIn codds kai $pdvipos olkovduos, SoTis tauTol Ye siveka
TpéTov alpoiTo T BéATioTer, Brrerra Ty Uiteow kad Sorig ke’ afua poofker On Michael VIII
and the Union, See Gregoras I, 124-25,

8 Gregoras 1, 154.18~23, Plato, Zaws, 731e.

7% After describing the current rulers as an incemperent lor, he noted thar those before them were no
different. Sec Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 194.23~24: TOUS v ofv vilv duag, 87 8¢ kal Tols mpd atrdy
T Xpdvey, TeroUTous TdvTag ECeradwy eiplowcs.

H Thid., 194.14~19, 195.25-31, 200.25-26, 224.32-215.2, 229.34-330.2.

* Ibid., 212.3-20. Genrge of Pelegonia tendentiously forgor
his son Theodore IT a Bulgarian bride, Helena Asanina. Th
princess Anna-Censtance of Hohenstaufen.

# Ibid., 220.20—25. Cf. ihid., 199.16-20,
cenduct.

%4 Ibid., 228.1-229.33.

0 mention that Vatatzes himseif gave
¢ second wife of Varatzes was the Lagin

where the author blamed his contemporaries for their immoral

The critics of the Palaiologos: fiseal responsibility and elective kingship 283

hey stopped on the island of Crete and were blinded.” Thc.author fl?ri::lii
i/etitzes for having pacified cities whose populace was rebellllmg, ige ; ence
élthe urban upheavals of the fourteenth century and perhaps the
w0 of th
in Thessaloniki.? - .
m?ﬁ?::i?diéfif George of Pelagonia’s critique becomes ev@cnt frohrln
he opening of his biography. Here he noted that. }.16 was offering to lf
: f(::l'OIr):tce a model ruler, and he pointed out exphcn.:ly that. Vatal_:zles {S%.lée
. sleed the current emperors because he did not acquire t[?e imperia of hee
?as his father. The biographer lashed out ar the 1-mpf:rial ‘}‘ercc}sl 0 he
1’?12010gan dynasty by making a scorching generagl:zauon: qul: zl ;ynllux
in their character, spoile -
f emperors turn absolutely bad in t :
Pi;t isgf(jk?le ﬂagery empty conceit, narrow-minded weakl}ess of chtari}(i:i:;
ad ’ 7 dded, they are of no use to
t shameful sloth.” Therefore, he a , d : : _
alll§§22597sThe author then referred to the authority (EEHS fa;;o}ziz c(lgs:;:gai
o . irici ings. e
i . Plato, who had also criticized the sons o 3o
s b alternative was: a recurn to the principle
laconia knew well what the alterna :
g? czzjt%ve imperial succession, which was how Viatatzes had azlcedczld ti ilsi
imperial office. Hereditary succession was nothing but a bad and unj

custom:

\ noble and
Many people admire emperors born from emperors becaus; t}fy are noble an
i i Xac .
drawytlfe fame of their family from 2 long tim_(-;1 ag?él b;heve hlg tfafhi act o 5725 o
inherits the imperial office from \ .
r me, the emperor who in : _ e
Foe OSEerONs cusr[;m which governs such matsers [of succession], is nor aclinti dmir e
’ ire
?ncliii)vidual. It has already happened that many emperors haYefac?gu ed thelr ofce
by merit and then passed it on as an inheritance to their in eutohr s d', o ot
o [ 15C 2
Wj[’lich was in no way suitable for them, because they were lecou' r,l Suis s hss pec
neducated, cowardly, unmanly and overpowered by foolish }fa§51§ S, [ has peen
;laid before :fhus the praiseworthy emperor is not thlefonc “}l o 1;1 herli:ls1 Eerial om
: 1 the
i it ho has proved himself worthy o
his father. Rather it is the one w o] themperta oce
i indivi d then has come to occupy just manne
st as a private individual an mannet =
ﬁl vated tI()) power by the just judgment of the electors, not by usurping
ele

tyrannical fashion.%

i 95 Thid., 230.10-T4. ’ ‘ ' -
- . ¢ A : iis daxlr Trov &Te Vs
97 Il;{i-: 1065 119 23: e Errl Td TAETTTOV Yiip of Téov Posiadov viels paiihol Tives Tov ?C«':\Kai ua?\;{Kiag
| ) ~ : T I3 3 ~ LY Vi
I, 1 .[319{\)'030'13 Umd Tpudils Siepapuevor kad koAoketag &yevols kot oyfo; ;; ST
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dweAeubipou kal PAaxios cdoyioTn
K o isenberg’s critical apparatus: BZ, 14, 196.24.
i 7 Cf. A. Heisenberg’s critical app 4
98 - is to Plato, Gorgias, 4925, : 5 i e e
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N evaron: é f U yévous AopmpdTnTa. £poi 88 ToU
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¥ Fros 2ol BavpaoTds TOAASTS yép fisno : 3 elow et
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Yatat‘zes was the personification of the ideal of the elecred emperor. He w,

“a private individual born in a family of private individuals,” Wi'l() Iivjj
in the city of Adrianople.”®® George of Pefagonia described in) some detajl
the way in \fvhich he imagined Vatatzes to have been elected, alihoy h dil
author ran into visible difhiculty in his effort o develop an’ electoril $ :
tem. He wrote thar all men of power ar the rime had convened to eizs—
Vatatzes: the emperor Theodore 1 Laskaris, whose daughter Vararzes ma;t

ried, generals, the entire army, officials, the representatives of the urban -

po%ulatlon, and ecclesiastics.” In another section of the introduction the
author referred to the electors as “the peaple and those empowered to elect
men worthy of the imperial office.™* Here he noted thar even if these

electors had not picked Varatzes on account of their folly, Vatatzes would

still have been a more honorable private individual than those emper
vyho succeeded their fathers on the throne. All this was said in the il]tl'}(j)dl(l)zf
tion to the vita-panegyric. In the actual biographical account the autho
made no reference to election, bur instead wrote thar Theodore I Lask: s
selecte(fl Yatatzes as his successor and gave him his daughter in marria :'f;:
In add1t1011, George of Pelagonia cired examples of illegitimate im gexlial
elections. Thus Andronikos 1 Komnenos, the emperor-tyrant who pers
cuted Vfata'tzes’ father and grandfather, came to power through “elg:tioer;
by certain imposters and ungodly people.”* Nonetheless, hereditary suc-
cession was the worst method of acquiring the imperial office. Thus the
Angelot emperors (1185-1204), though members of the same dynasty, paid
no attention ro family loyalties and treated their relatives cruelly.'os P

It is clear that when George of Pelagonia presented imperial election
as an a[}:ernative to hereditary succession, he was thinking in terms of an
ideological paradigm. He did not propose nor was he aware of institurional
orvleg'al mechanisms for such elections, because such mechanisms did nc?t
exist in reality. Yet it is noteworthy that the author conceived seriously of
imperial elections and considered them to be a way of breaking che cgain

:F‘"\?:‘EUH‘EVDIS? crréjwmv, -:og KCﬁd TRl dpnTal pot. olkolv oUy & mapd aTpds Siodefdpevos
Ein PG)STJV ou;rc:s e-rrc:wsTog, SAN g 1BicoTng S trat’ &fov tautdy amobelfus ToU CYNUETOS
s 700 Tikev dorrep fy Sixatov, €0 TN T Biowoios TV BeBooxdToov TS Yilgous Bl T dpy
o ;:cblPdEGEig, &AA 0l Tupavkds sickwpdoas, e
Al;(;,p;i;[r;ozé; S 15103;6)1;\;@\1 ysyovmsfi&dnng. Here George of Pelagenia did not follow
\ wrote that Vatatzes came from the city of Did ichos i
tes, who _ _ ymoteichos in Thrace and w
J;rat;-v;mm e (h{gh—smudmg menber of the imperial guard) before marrying Theodore I's daLiuhii:
o e ropolites 1, 26, Synopsis Chranibe, MB, vol, 7» 462, calls his title prozovestiarie s
Heisenberg, BZ, 14, 196.32—-197.6. -
0% Ibid., 197.23-2.4: &Aovyic 54 1 Téov Eyd {peti ¥
o 2;;431‘ 4 YIS ONUOV Kol Tav EydvTov alpsiofat ol BooiAsios &Elous.
104 Ibfcl., 202.37-38: KLOUOGTEY Trveov Yidoo Kai BePridcov &vBpdrreoy
9% 1bid., 206.32—207.13. ‘ b .
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of succession among the Palaiologan emperors. His views were potentially
revolutionary, for they amounted to a call for dethroning the ruling dynascy.
As in the case of Pachymeres, George of Pelagonia based his criticism on
notions of public power and viewed the emperor as the occupant of a public
office. The emperor’s office was not restricted to a single family, but was
open to those who were legitimarely elected, and, if we add Pachymeres’
views, its function was to administer the public tax wealth for the benefir

of all subjects.

The critique of the Palaiologoi by George Pachymeres and George of
Pelagonia shows a side of late Byzantine political thought thac differs
significantly in tone and conceptual categories from the Kaiseridee. The
fourteenth-century Kaiserkritik, like that of the twelfth-century, attacked
the very heart of imperial autocracy and used notions of public power to
back up its arguments. Still, some differences stand out. The late Byzantine
historians-critics did not denounce the power concentrated in the hands of
the emperor’s relatives, as Zonaras and Choniates had done in the twelfth
century in their critique of the Komnenian clan, By contrast, the fourteenth-
century authors recognized the entitlement of the imperial relatives to court
titles and fiscal privilege. The Komnenian reform of the court hierarchy
seems to have become accepted as legitimate by the historians. The Palaio-
logoi became the target of a different line of attack, They were reminded
that their power over the empire’s tax apparatus was not unlimited, and
that they had the duty to preserve and increase the wealth of their sub-
jects. They were also reminded that the imperial office in Byzantium was
never meant to belong to a single family. To be sure, the Palaiologoi held
a tight grip on the imperial office. When John VI Kantakouzenos was ele-
vared to the imperial throne during the Second Civil War, he ruled in the
name of the legitimate Palaiologan co-emperor, John V. Subsequently, in
his memoirs, he took pains to defend the legitimacy of the Palaiologan
dynasty.”°® Yet evidently Kantakouzenos was responding to, or at least eried
to avoid, a radical current of resistance against the Palaiologoi. The princi-
ple of dynastic succession had not become fully entrenched in Byzantium
by the second half of the fourteenth century. Radical opponents to the
Palaiologan regime availed themselves of old ideas of the openness of the
imperial office and could — and did — readily advocate the overthrow of

the ruling dynasty.

106 Cf. Dislger, “Jobannes VI. Kantakouzenos als dynastischer Legitimist”.



