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Medieval History of Byzantium and of Its Neighbours

BYZANCE ET LES SLAVES MERIDIONAUX :
ALLIANCES DYNASTIQUES MATRIMONIALES
(X°—XV*® SIECLES)

BOSKO I. BOJOVIC
(EHESS, Paris / University for Peace Established
by the United Nations, Belgrade)

The marriages of those born in the porphyry, as members of the Byzantine imperial house,
with the princes and princesses of the Slavic countries of the Balkans, are the best
prosopographical reflection of the evolution of the relationships between the Empire of the
Romans with their immediate neighborhood in the Balkans. During the second half of the
Byzantine millennium (10"-15" centuries), these matrimonial alliances increased, with
substantially similar numbers as regards marriages with the Bulgarian and the Serbian
dynasties, except that the Byzantino-Bulgarian marriages were earlier chronologically, while
the Byzantino-Serbian ones were more numerous towards the end of the Empire, occurring
right up until the last emperor Constantine X1, himself the offspring of an imperial marriage
with a Serbian princess.

Keywords: Marriage, princely, porphyry, Empire, kingdom, dynasty, matrimonial
alliance, Slavs, Bulgarian, Serbian, Byzantium, Constantinople.

Les Slaves apparaissent dans le territoire byzantin a partir du VI® siécle dans
la foulée des invasions barbares tardives dans les Balkans. Avec I’installation des
tribus serbes et croates au début du VII® siécle commencent des relations
contractuelles de I’Empire avec ces populations sédentarisées essentiellement dans
la province de Dalmatie'. Dans la deuxiéme moiti¢ du VIII® siécle les Bulgares
forment avec les tribus slaves dans I’Est des Balkans un premier royaume slave
bulgare sur ce qui fut jusqu’alors le territoire de I’empire. Une principauté croate
s’affirmait aux X°—XI° siécle dans les confins nord-ouest de I’Empire, pour étre
promue en royaume en 1075. Ce fut le cas a la méme époque du royaume serbe de
Dioclée’, dans la partie méridionale de la Dalmatie, et qui s’étendit a la fin du XI°

! Constantine Porphyrogenitus De Administrando Imperio II. Commentary, éd. R.J.H. Jenkins et
alii, Londres 1962 ; B. Ferjanci¢, /Jonazax Xpsama u Cpba na Banxancko noryocmpso. Ocepm na Hosa
mymauera [L’arrivée des Croates et des Serbes dans la péninsule balkanique. Observations sur de
nouvelles interprétations], Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta (ZRVI), XXXV (1996), p. 117-150,
avec résumé frangais p. 151-154.

2 Pour les Byzantins des X°—XI° siécle la Dioclée est un pays serbe : &og psv yop Tptpod kod v
dyyotérav ZepPiog uepdv fpye Bradunpoe, lorsque Skylitzes qualifie en meilleurs termes le prince de
Dioclée Jean Vladimir, alors qu’il fut un allié byzantin contre le tsar Samuel de Bulgarie 4 la fin du IX®
siccle. 11 en est de méme chez Constantin VII quant au caractére serbe de la Dioclée, ainsi que des autres

Rev. Etudes Sud-Est Europ., LVIII, 1-4, p. 5-27, Bucarest, 2020



6 Bosko 1. Bojovi¢ 2

siécle a la Rascie pour former au début du XII® siécle le royaume de Serbie, qui
devait se maintenir sous différentes formes jusqu’a la submersion des pays
chrétiens des Balkans par les Ottomans au XV° siécle.

Les Slaves installés dans les Balkans furent progressivement christianisés’, alors
que les royaumes bulgares et serbes furent évangélisés et encadrés essentiellement sous
les auspices du Patriarcat de Constantinople, fait déterminant dans leur obédience
ecclésiastique, ainsi que dans leur appartenance confessionnelle et culturelle. Ayant
conquis leur indépendance aux dépens de I’Empire, ces royaumes slaves demeurent
ses prolongements sur le plan culturel et confessionnel, I’excroissance balkanique
de la civilisation byzantine.

Les alliances matrimoniales sont particulierement révélatrices des rapports de
forces politiques et culturels entre les Etats médiévaux. En raison de sa continuité
institutionnelle avec I’antiquité tardive et du caractére universaliste de son idéologie
impériale, le cas de Byzance est encore plus significatif a cet égard. La figure de
I’empereur, basileus, et de son génos, est 1’élément essentiel de ce dispositif
conceptuel qu’est la doctrine politique byzantine, qui fait de I’Empire des Romaioi
la matrice de la 1égitimité exclusive au sein de I’oikouméne qui s’étend théoriquement
au monde chrétien. Il en ressort que la famille impériale est une institution
exclusive jusqu’au XI° siécle. L’origine de 1’épouse du basileus n’avait pas de ce
fait une incidence significative quant a la légitimité de sa descendance. Le mariage
impérial était cautionné par I’Eglise a partir du V®siécle, alors que cette pratique ne
se généralise dans la population byzantine qu’a partir du IX® si¢cle. C’est a partir
du XI° siécle avec Alexis I* Comnéne que la vie de la famille impériale se déroule
dans le cadre de la cour et du palais impérial, alors que les femmes ne faisaient
toujours pas partie du cérémonial de la cour impériale. Une certaine ouverture aux
alliances matrimoniales s’opére au XII° siécle par les mariages avec des filles
issues des plus grandes familles de I’aristocratie fonciére. A plus forte raison, il
n’était pas d’usage que 1’épouse de I’empereur soit d’une origine et encore moins
d’une confession autre que byzantine, c’est du moins ce que préconise De
Administrando Imperio. Dans les cas d’exception 1’épousée ne pouvait qu’étre
convertie a la confession orthodoxe. Intégrer la famille impériale impliquait
I’adoption de la culture et d’un nom byzantins.

Les liens matrimoniaux des membres de la famille impériale avec ceux des
autres pays que Byzance sont essentiellement dus aux circonstances politiques,
celles des rapports des forces sur le plan international. Les disparités culturelles et
confessionnelles entre Byzantins imbus de leur supériorit¢ de Romaioi' et les

principautés maritimes serbes, cf. De Administrando Imperio, p. 160 sq., cité¢ par G. Ostrogorsky, Srpsko
poslanstvo Vasiliju II [Une ambassade serbe aupres de Basile II], in Buzanmuja u Cnosenu [Byzance et les
Slaves], Belgrade 1970, p. 153 n. 21 et 24 [id., Cep6ckoe noconvcmeo k umnepamopy Bacunuio II, [nac
Cpncke Axademuje Nayka 193 (1949), p. 15-29] ; D. Obolensky, Six Byzantine Portraits, Oxford 1988,
p. 117-118, n. 10.

3 Lj. Maksimovié, « IToxprrraame CpGa i Xpsata » [La conversion des Serbes et des Croates],
ZRVI 35,1996, p. 155-173, avec résumé frangais p. 173-174.

* Theodora Papadopoulou, « The Terms ‘Popdioc, "EAAv, Tpoikdg in the Byzantine Texts of the
first half of the 13th century », Byzantina Symmeikta 24, 1, 2014, p. 157-176.
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autres, implicitement ou non assimilés aux barbares, représentaient une barricre
difficile a surmonter’. Ainsi, des cinq mariages avec les princesses franques,
pratiquement tous furent des échecs. Ceci méme si les Byzantins avaient une
estime plus grande pour les Francs que pour les autres £€0vr, qui pour eux étaient
dépourvus d’honneur, ¢’est-a-dire qu’on ne pouvait se fier a leurs engagements.

Ainsi, la proposition d’Otton I* de marier son fils et héritier Otton II avec la
fille du feu basileus Romain II et sceur de Basile 1I et de Constantin VIII, rencontra a
Constantinople un refus catégorique, méme si Constantin VII reconnaissait que la
dynastie allemande méritait une considération plus grande que les autres.
L’ambassadeur d’Otton entendit avec stupéfaction les paroles «il n’est pas de
précédent qu’une fille d’empereur née comme lui dans le porphyre soit confondue
avec les peuples (sous entendus barbares) ». Lorsque 1’ambassadeur Liutprand de
Crémone rétorquait en invoquant le précédent de Pierre de Bulgarie (heurté
notamment par ce précédent en faveur d’un roi slave), on lui opposa I’argument que
la princesse Marie qui lui fut donnée en mariage n’¢était pas née dans le porphyre.

A la différence de Nicéphore Phocas, son successeur Jean Tzimiscés accéde a
la requéte persistante d’Otton dont le fils Otton recut en mariage Théophane, une
niéce du basileus. Selon les critéres byzantins, Otton n’obtint pas le privilege
d’avoir pour épouse une princesse légitime qui ne pouvait étre que née dans le
porphyre du palais impérial®.

Les mariages des membres de la maison impériale avec les lignées princieres
de leur voisinage balkanique ont un intérét pour autant qu’il s’agisse de pays
appartenant a la méme confession. D’autant plus que la période concernée par ces
liens matrimoniaux correspond a celle des clivages confessionnels, ainsi que de
I’affaiblissement irrémédiable de I’Empire, contraint de ce fait a composer avec les pays
d’une autre culture, y compris avec les peuples qui furent jadis ses ressortissants.

C’est Vladimir, prince de la Russie de Kiev, qui sera honoré du «précédent»
d’épouser Anne, la propre sceur de Basile 11 (976—1025). Petite fille de Constantin
VII Porphyrogénéte, qui avait en son temps séveérement condamné tout mariage de
princesse byzantine avec un souverain étranger, son mariage avec Vladimir fut
néanmoins dicté par des circonstances exceptionnelles. Vladimir, baptisé¢ Basile,
avait adopté la foi chrétienne sous la férule byzantine en 9897, mais aussi et surtout, il
fournit une assistance militaire déterminante au jeune empereur alors que celui—ci se
trouvait dans une posture particulierement difficile au début de son regne.

5 Selon Constantin VII Porphyrogénéte (913-959), Constantin le Grand aurait fait graver sur I’autel
de Sainte—Sophie I’interdiction pour les empereurs romains de lier toute alliance matrimoniale avec le
peuple non romain. Constantin VII évoque avec mépris le précédent de Constantin V Copronyme (741—
745) qui avait marié son fils Léon IV avec une princesse khazare, donc non seulement barbare, mais aussi
paienne, ce qu’il attribue au fait que Constantin V était un empereur iconoclaste, cf. G. Ostrogorsky,
«XKijevski knez Vladimir i Vizantija» [Le prince de Kiev Vladimir et Byzance|, dans Buzanmuja u
Crnosenu, p. 140-141.

°G. Dagron, « Nés dans la pourpre », Travaux et mémoires 12, 1994, p. 105-142 ; V. Stankovic,
« La porphyrogénése dans la Byzance des Comnénes », ZRVI 45,2008, p. 99-108.

"D. Obolensky, Vizantijski komonvelt, Beograd 1991 [trad. serbe de The Byzantine
Commonwealth, New York, p. 242.
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Les aléas des assauts que I’Empire subissait du c6té russe, dont le dernier eut
lieu en 1043 sous la forme de I’intervention de la flotte envoyée par le prince
Jaroslav contre Constantinople, ne remirent pas en cause I’entrée des princes slaves
dans le genos impérial. C’est ainsi que le troisiéme fils de Jaroslav, Vsevolod
(1080-1088), aurait épousé la fille de Constantin IX Monomagque (1042—1055)°.

LES MARIAGES BYZANTINO-BULGARES

Pierre IV tsar de Bulgarie et Marie-Iréne Lecapéne

Un premier « précédent » dérogeant a la régle consacrée avait été¢ déja créé
par Roman I* Lecapéne (920-944), beau-pére de Constantin VII, qui donna sa
petite fille Marie, fille de son fils ainé et co-empereur Christophe, au tsar bulgare
Pierre (927-969), pratique fustigé par Constantin VII dans De Administrando
Imperio, méme si Pierre était chrétien d’obédience Constantinopolitaine, de méme que
son titre impérial fut reconnu par Romain I°°. Constantin VII relativise néanmoins
cette transgression comme accessoire, car cette princesse byzantine « n’était pas la
fille d’un empereur légitime et de plein droit » et n’était pas née dans le porphyre
comme les membres légitimes de la maison impériale. Célébré le 8 novembre 927 a
Constantinople, le mariage entre Pierre et Marie-Iréne (1 965) est assorti d’un traité
de paix par lequel Romain I* reconnait a Pierre le titre de tsar, alors que le patriarcat de
Bulgarie est reconnu comme Eglise autocéphale'’. L’influence byzantine ne fut
jamais aussi importante que lors de ce long régne qui fut par ailleurs essaimé
d’importants troubles sociaux et religieux dus a une féodalisation rapide de la
société. Alors que Byzance payait toujours un tribut a la Bulgarie depuis le traité de
paix de 927, les empereurs Nicéphore Phocas (963—969) et Jean Tzimiskes (969—
976) n’eurent pas trop de peine a soumettre le royaume bulgare avec 1’aide du
prince russe Sviatoslav. Le fils de Pierre, Boris, fut destitué et la Bulgarie réintégra
I’Empire byzantin jusqu’a la révolte de fréres cometopoules de Macédoine, dont le
plus persévérant, Samuel (976-1014), ne fut vaincu que par Basile I (976-1025)"".

Isaac I* Comnéne et Cathérine de Bulgarie

Isaac I Comnéne (1057-1059), fondateur de la dynastie Comnéne, épouse vers
1025 Cathérine de Bulgarie (7 1063), fille de Jean (Ivan) Vladislav (1015-1018),
dernier souverain du Premier Empire bulgare. Manuel Comnéne (vers 1030—
1042/1057) et Marie Comnene (née vers 1034), sont leurs enfants. Plus de vingt

§ A. Ducellier, Byzance et le monde orthodoxe, Paris 1986, p. 153.

°D. Obolensky, op. cit., p. 142 ; A. Ducellier, op. cit., p. 138, parle d’« une niéce de Romain Lécapéne ».

19 C. Settipani, Continuité des élites a Byzance durant les siécles obscurs. Les princes caucasiens
et I’Empire du V° au IX° siecle, Paris 2006, p. 308, « Les Lekapenoi » ; Jean Skylitzés, Empereurs de
Constantinople. « Synopsis Historion », trad. B. Flusin, annoté¢ J.—C. Cheynet, Paris 2003, p. 179-196 ;
J.J. Norwich, Histoire de Byzance (330—1453), Paris 2002.

'y Zlatarski, Istorija na balgarskata darzava prez Srednite vekove, 1-111, Sofia, 1918-1940.
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ans apreés son oncle Isaac I¥, Alexis I* (1081-1118), devient le deuxiéme empereur
de la dynastie des Comnénes'”.

Jean II Asen et Iréne Ducas Ange Comnene

La pratique inaugurée au X° siécle est renouvelée au profit d’un des premiers
Assenides. Jean ou Ivan II Asen (1218-1241) épouse Iréne”, fille de Théodore I
Ducas Ange Comnéne, despote d’Epire et empereur a Thessalonique. Michel II
Asen (1246-1256), Marie, mére de Jean III Asen'* et Anne Théodora, sont issus de
cette union. Vainqueur de Théodore I*" a Klokotnica en 1230, Jean II impose dés lors
I’hégémonie bulgare sur une grande partie des Balkans, rétablit le patriarcat de
Tarnovo et pérennise la continuit¢ de la dynastie asenide. Koloman I* Asen
(1241-1246), succede a son pere Jean II, avant d’étre relayé par son demi-frere
Michel I1'°. Véritable restaurateur du royaume bulgare aprés prés de deux siécles de
domination byzantine, Jean II Asen établit ce deuxiéme Etat bulgare sur le modéle
de son lointain précurseur, le tsar Pierre dont 1’alliance matrimoniale avait
largement contribué¢ a I’influence byzantine en Bulgarie. Aprés avoir empéché la
restauration de I’Empire byzantin par le despotat d’Epire, Jean II noue une alliance
avec I’Empire de Nicée, pour s’impliquer dans des jeux d’influences incohérentes,
avant que son ceuvre ne soit remise en cause par les invasions du khanat tartare qui
impose un tribut de soumission a la Bulgarie. Cette domination tartare, les
fréquents changements sur le trone'’, qui aboutissent & une fragmentation du
royaume, les immixtions de la diplomatie byzantine, et 1’expansion prolongée du
royaume voisin de Serbie, relégueront la Bulgarie dans une position de régression
par rapport a ses voisins des Balkans.

Théodore II Lascaris et Héléne Asen

Alors que I’Empire latin se maintenait a Constantinople essentiellement grace
aux rivalités entre Byzantins et Bulgares, Théodore II Lascaris (fils de Jean III

12K. Varzos, H T'eveodoyio tov Kopvnvév [trad. de The Genealogy of the Komnenoi],
Thessalonique 1984 (« Byzantine text and studies »), p. 43, 46-47 ; Elisabeth Malamut, Alexis I*
Comneéne, Paris 2007, p. 36-37; J.-C. Cheynet, Le Monde byzantin, 11, L 'Empire byzantin (641—
1204), Paris 2006, p. 180-183 ; Vasilka Tapkova-Zaimova, «J’ai remplacé un royaume par un
autre », Revue des études sud-est européennes 45,2007, p. 63—72.

13'S. Georgieva, « The Byzantine Princesses in Bulgaria », Byzantino-Bulgarica 9, 1995, p. 170—
175 ; Iv. Bozhilov, V. Gyuzelev, Histoire de la Bulgarie médiévale, VII'-XIV® siécle, 1, Sofia, 1999 ;
Angeliki Laiou, Cécile Morisson (éd.), Le monde byzantin, 111, L empire grec et ses voisins (XIII*-XV*
siecle), Paris 2015, chapitre XVIIL.

' Jean IIT Asen (1279-1280) est né (vers 1259—1260) de cette union. En 12771278, Jean III épouse
Iréne Paléologue, il meurt en exil en 1303 : J. V. A. Fine Jr., The Late Medieval Balkans, Ann Arbor, 1987.

'3 Dimitrina Aslanian, Histoire de la Bulgarie, de ['antiquité a nos jours, Versailles 2004> (1977") ;
P. Pavlov, « beirapus u Heltaute BoeHHH cbp3umM oT B CeBepHoto [Ipraepromopre (XII-XIV B.) »
[Les Bulgares et leurs alliés militaires dans le nord de la Mer Noire (XII*-XIV® siécles], dans Fwreapume ¢
Cesepromo IIpuuepromopue. Hscneoosanus u mamepuanu, Odessa, 2006, p. 50.

Pas moins de 15 tsars se sont relayés sur le trone de la Bulgarie en moins de quatre-vingt-dix ans,

entre 1241 et 1331 : cf. V. Zlatarski, Istorija na balgarskata darzava, 11.
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Doucas Vatatzes, né en 1222, 1 1258), épousa au printemps 1235 Héléne (1224
1254), fille de Jean Asen II (1218—1241), tsar de Bulgarie. L’alliance entre Nicée et
la Bulgarie fit suite au mariage qui en résulta par la naissance du futur Jean IV
Lascaris (1250-1261, T 1305), empereur de Nicée. Ayant été¢ promise a I’empereur
latin de Constantinople, Baudouin II, le mariage d’Hélene avec le fils de
I’empereur byzantin marque le revirement de Jean II en faveur d’une alliance anti
latine. Alors que I’alliance entre les deux souverains qui ont eu un réle éminent
dans la montée en puissance de leurs pays respectifs ne fut que circonstancielle et
suivie de peu d’effets sur le plan politique, I’alliance matrimoniale entre les deux
maisons régnantes est le reflet d’une évolution géopolitique et culturelle a long
terme. Conjointement au mariage du futur empereur avec la fille du puissant tsar
bulgare, I’Eglise de Bulgarie se vit reconnaitre son rang de patriarcat de la part du
patriarche cecuménique: ainsi, I’épisode latin de I’Eglise bulgare survenu aprés la
chute de Constantinople en 1204 prit fin avec le retour de la Bulgarie dans le giron
confessionnel et culturel de Byzance'”. Cette influence byzantine ne cessera de se
renforcer en Bulgarie; les mariages dynastiques sont cause et conséquence a la fois
de ce rayonnement qui semblait se renforcer avec la décroissance de la puissance et
la réduction territoriale de I’Empire.

Constantin Tich Asen et Iréne Lascaris

Grace a une politique circonspecte et déterminée a la fois, Théodore II
Lascaris peut combattre a la fois les Bulgares, le despote d’Epire et les Turcs en
1255-1256. Afin de ce donner les moyens de ses ambitions de restauration de
I’Empire dans les Balkans, il doit ménager ses relations avec le puissant voisin
bulgare. En 1257, il donne en mariage sa fille Iréne (par sa meére Héléne petite fille
de Jean Asen II) au nouveau tsar de Bulgarie Constantin I Asen (1257-1277)",
avant de marier son autre fille, Marie, a Nicéphore, fils du despote d’Epire, Michel
IT (1237-1271). Ce dernier se voit contraint a lui concéder Durazzo, une partie de
1’ Albanie et la ville de Servia située en Macédoine.

Constantin Tich Asen et Marie Paléologue Cantacuzeéne

Apres la mort d’Iréne Lascaris (T 1268), Constantin Tich prend pour épouse
en 1269 Marie Paléologue Cantacuzeéne, niece de Michel VIII Paléologue. Marie
était la fille de Jean Cantacuzéne et de d’Iréne Paléologue, sceur de Michel VIII
Paléologue. Co-régnant de son pére et prétendant aprés sa mort, Michel Asen II

"7 Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit, Vienne, 2001 [désormais : PLP], n® 7304 et
5976 ; G. Ostrogorsky, Histoire de | Etat byzantin, Paris 1983, p. 460-461.

18 PLP, n* 7304 et 5976 ; S. Georgieva, « The Byzantine Princesses », p. 176-179. « Constantin a
pris pour épouse Iréne, fille de Théodore II Lascaris et niéce d’Ivan II Asen, ce qui lui confére le méme
droit au trone des Asen » ; sur 1’origine serbe selon Pachymeére de Constantin Tich, cf. S. Pirivatri¢, « Une
hypothése sur I’origine du tsar de Bulgarie Constantin Asen “Tich” », ZRVI 46, 2009, p. 313-331.
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(1246-1256) est né de cette union'’. Aprés la mort de Constantin Tich, Marie
épouse I’insurgé Ivailo (1277—1280), reconnu tsar de Bulgarie en 1278%.

Jean Asen III et Iréne Paléologue

Jean ou Ivan Asen III (1279-1280) épouse Irene Paléologue en 1277 ou
1278, fille ainée de Michel VIII Paléologue (1261-1282) et sceur d’ Andronic II
(1282-1328), avant de s’exiler a Byzance et de mourir en exil en 1303. Michel
Asen, général byzantin en Macédoine, Andronic Asen gouverneur de Morée
(1316-1321), mort apres 1350, Isaac Asen (f vers 1350), et Marie, femme de
Roger de Flor, chef de la compagnie catalane, ainsi que Anne Asen, fiancée de
Michel Doukas—Ange, sont issus de cette union’'. Iréne, la fille d’Andronic Asen
épousa Jean VI Cantacuzéne, empereur byzantin (1347-1354), leur fille Héleéne
épousa Jean V Paléologue (1341-1391)>.

Théodore Svetoslav et Théodora Paléologue

Otage du temps du régne de son pére, Georges II Terter (1322—1323), a la
cour impériale de Constantinople, puis aupres du khan Nogai, Théodore Svetoslav
(1300-1322) épouse en 1320 Théodora, fille de I’empereur associé Michel IX
Paléologue et petite—fille d’Andronic II Paléologue (1282—1328)>. Cette union de
courte durée fut consentie par Byzance conjointement a la reconnaissance en 1307
des conquétes de Théodore Svetoslav aux dépens des ports de Messembrie et
d’Anchialos sur la mer Noire en Thrace. Cette maniére de sceller un traité de paix
conclu sur des pertes territoriales avec des alliances matrimoniales entre les
maisons régnantes bulgares et serbes en cette époque, implique la défensive
byzantine par rapport a ses voisins slaves, ainsi que leur implication dans les
rivalités au sein de la maison impériale.

Michel III Chichman Asen et Théodora Paléologue

Aprés avoir répudié Anne, la sceur de Milutin roi de Serbie, Michel III
Chichman (1323-1330) prend pour épouse Théodora, veuve de son prédécesseur,

1% Fils de Constantin Tich et de Marie Paléologue Cantacuzéne, Michel III Asen est co-régent de
son pére de 1275 a 1277 et prétendant au tréone 1298-1300: PLP, Fasc. 7, n® 16910, p. 105;
S. Georgieva, op. cit., p. 180-181, 186 ; A. Laiou, C. Morisson (éds.), Le monde byzantin, 111, chapitre X VIII.

Y. Andreev, 1. Lazarov, P. Pavlov, Koii koii e 6 cpednosexosna Buieapus ? [Qui est qui dans la
Bulgarie médiévale], Codua 1994' (1999%) ; P. Pavlov, « Buirapus 1 HeifHUTe BOCHHH CHP3HMIM OT B
Ceseproto [Tprnuepromopre (XII-XIV B.) » [Les Bulgares et leurs alliés militaires dans le nord de la Mer
Noire (XII-XIV® siécles), dans bvaeapume ¢ Cegepromo IIpuuepnomopue. Hzcnedosanus u mamepuan
[Les Bulgares et le nord de 1a Mer Noire. Recherches et documentation], Odessa, 2006, p. 52-53.

2TA. Papadopoulos, Versuch einer Genealogie der Palaiologen, 1259-1453, Munich, 1938, n°® 44,
p- 35 ; G. Ostrogorsky, Histoire, p. 515, 519-520 ; J.V.A. Fine, The Late Medieval Balkans, Anne Arbor,
1987 ; PLP,n* 1501 et 21359 ; S. Georgieva, « The Byzantine Princesses », p. 185-186.

22 R. Radi¢, Vreme Jovana V Paleologa [L’époque de Jean V Paléologue], Belgrade, 1993.

B pLP,n° 21379 ; S. Georgieva, op. cit., p. 189-193 ; D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siecles de Byzance,
1261-1453, Paris, 2008.
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Théodore Svetoslav Terter (1300—1322), fille du feu empereur associ¢ Michel IX
Paléologue (1292-1320) et sceur d’Andronic IIT (1328—1341). Théodora fut chassée de
Bulgarie a son tour aprés la mort de Michel III lors de la bataille de Velbuzd-—
Djustendil (1331), au profit de sa rivale Anne et de son fils Jean Stefan. Ce qui donna
prétexte a Andronic Il pour attaquer la Bulgarie en la privant des villes maritimes
Anhial et Messembrie®.

Jean VI Cantacuzéne et Iréne Asen

Fille d’Andronic Asen®, née vers 1300, Iréne épouse en 1318 Jean VI
Cantacuzéne (1347-1354). Nés en 1325 et 1326, Mathieu, Manuel, ainsi
qu’Andronic et les filles Marie, Théodora et Héléne, son issu de cette union. Fils
du tsar bulgare Jean Asen III (1279-1280) et d’Iréne Paléologue, fille de Michel
VIII Paléologue (1261-1282) et sceur d’ Andronic II (1282—-1328), Andronic Asen
était gouverneur byzantin de Morée (1316—1322)%. Iréne seconda son époux en de
nombreuses reprises en organisant la défense de Démotique et de Constantinople
en son absence. Aprés 1’abdication de son époux, ils prirent tous les deux la
soutane monastique, sous les noms de Joasaph et Eugénie. Théodora fut mariée a
I’émir de Bithynie Orchan (1326—1362), un alli¢ de Jean Canatacuzéne; elle ne se
laissa pas convenir a I’islam et regagna Constantinople aprés la mort de son époux.
Ayant mené une malheureuse guerre pour la succession impériale, Mathieu fut
vaincu en 1356 ou 1357 par les Serbes alliés de Jean VII (1403—-1408)”’, remis en
prisonnier a ce dernier et forcé a renoncer a ses prétentions avant de se faire moine.
Manuel Cantacuzeéne fut le premier despote de Morée (1348—1380), qui fut durant
prés d’un siécle le dernier prolongement de Byzance en Europe™.

2% G. Ostrogorsky, op. cit., p. 524, 527 ; S. Perentidis, « L’empereur né le jour de Paques : Michel IX
Paléologue et la date de la Synopsis minor », dans Fontes Minores VII, éd. D. Simon, L. Gesellschaft,
Francfort-sur-le-Main, 1986, p. 253-257 ; PLP, n° 91377 ; P. Pavlov, « Beirapus u HeHHWTE BOEHHH
cpp3aumm ot B CeBeproto [Ipraepromopue (XII-XIV B.) » [Les Bulgares et leurs alliés militaires dans le
nord de la Mer Noire (XII*-XIV® siécles], dans bureapume ¢ Cesepromo Ipuuepromopue. Hzcredosanust
u mamepuanu, Odessa, 2006, p. 50, 54.

5 Andronic Asen, fils de Jean (Ivan) Asen III (1279-1280), neveu d’Andronic II, gouverneur de
Morée (1316-1323) et pere d’Iréne Asanina, épouse de Jean VI Cantacuzeéne. Panhypersébastos en 1352, il
a pris part au Synode de Palamos : cf. loannis Cantacuzeni eximperatoris Historiarum, 11, éd. L. Schopen,
Bonn (« Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae »), p. 248-249 ; G. Ostrogorsky, Histoire, p. 519-520 ;
PLP,n* 91369 et 10935.

26 Marié a une aristocrate byzantine de la famille Tarhaniotes, Manuel Asen, stratége de Démotique
et gouverneur de Byzie (1342 et 1344), et Jean, gouverneur de Melenkion et de Morrha (1342 et 1343),
ainsi qu’Iréne et Héléne sont issus de cette union : PLP, n* 1506 et 91373 ; D.M. Nicol, Les derniers
siecles, p. 254, 262.

1 1.V A. Fine, The Late Medieval Balkans: A Critical Survey from the Late Twelfth Century to the
Ottoman Conguest. Ann Arbor, 1994, p. 325-326 ; Sanja Mesanovi¢, Jovan VII Paleolog [Jean VII
Paléologue], Belgrade, 1996, p. 125.

® DM. Nicol, The Byzantine Family of Kantakouzenos (Cantacuzenus), ca. 1100—1460. A
Genealogical and Prosopographical Study, Washington D.C., 1968 (« Dumbarton Oaks Studies », 11),
p. 122-129.
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Andronic IV et Marie—Keratsa Chichman

Marie Keratsa®, la fille de Jean Alexandre Chichman (1331-1371) et de
Théodora de Valachie®, née en 1348, avait épousé Andronic IV (1376-1379,
+1385), proclamé co-empereur en 1355°'. Conclu entre Jean V Paléologue et Jean
Alexandre Schichman a ’occasion d’un traité de paix byzantine-bulgare en 1355,
le mariage fut célébré le 17 aolt de la méme année, alors que les jeunes mariés
n’avaient que sept ans tous les deux, en vue d’une alliance contre le danger ottoman.
Cette alliance n’aura qu’un effet mineur a cet égard”. Jean VII (co-empereur dés
1377, ¥ 1408) est né de cette union vers 1370>. Aprés la mort de son époux (+ 28 juin
1385), Marie se fait moniale sous le nom de Macrina. De méme qu’elle avait suivi
son époux Andronic IV lors de ces pérégrinations, exil et aveuglement sur I’ordre
de son pére en 1373, elle accompagna son fils Jean VII lors de son voyage en Italie
(1389-1390)*, la derniére mention de son vivant étant de 1402—1403™.

Michel Asen et Marie Iréne Paléologue

Michel Asen (1331-1355), fils et co-souverain de Jean (Ivan) Alexandre
(1331-1371)%, avait épousé en 1338/39 a Andrinople Marie Iréne Paléologue, fille
ainée d’Andronic III (1328-1341) et de Jeanne de Savoie et sceur de Jean V (1341—
1391)”, avant de se faire tuer lors d’une bataille contre les Turcs en 1355. ”Aprés
I’accession au trone de son pére Ivan Alexandre en 1331, le jeune prince fut
proclamé co-empereur. Il était appelé a succéder a son pére sous le nom de Michel IV

% PLP, Fasc. 7,n° 16891 p. 101 ; M. Lalkov, « Tsar Ivan Alexander (1331-1371) », dans D. Draganov
(&éd.), Rulers of Bulgaria. All the Khans, Tsars, and Statesmen of Bulgaria, Kibea, 2003%(1997").

3% Fille de Basarab I, le Fondateur de Valachie, voiévode de Valachie (1310-1352) : A. Pippidi,
Byzantins, Ottomans, Roumains. Le Sud-Est européen entre I’héritage impérial et les influences
occidentales, Champion 2006, p. 60 ; « ...qu’il répudia ensuite pour une juive convertie, qui regut au
baptéme le méme prénom » : P.S. Nasturel, « A propos d’un document de Kastamonitou et d’une
lettre patriarcale inconnue de 1411 », Revue des études byzantines 45, 1982, p. 212.

31'S. Mesanovi¢, Jovan VII Paleolog, p. 26-28 n. 8, 46.

32 R. Radi¢, Vreme Jovana V Paleologa [L’époque de Jean V Paléologue], Belgrade, 1993, p. 264
n. 60-61, p. 373 ; A. Laiou, C. Morisson (€ds.), Le monde byzantin, 111, chapitre XVIIIL.

33 La chronologie de « Sa vie peut étre divisée en trois périodes. La premiére (jusqu’en 1385) est
liée aux activités de Andronique IV, sa prise en partie aux joutes dynastiques violentes de 1385 a 1403,
alors que sa prise de pouvoir se situe a Thessalonique (1403—1408) » : S. Mesanovi¢, op. cit., p. 20, 29,
42 ; PLP, Fasc. 9, n° 21480.

3 . Mesanovié, op. cit., p. 64, 70.

3G, Ostrogorski, Histoire, p. 560, 565-569 ; S. Mesanovic, op. cit., p. 30-31.

3% p. Angelov, Bilgaro-sribskite otnosenija pri caruvaneto na Ivan Aleksandcir (1331-1371) Stefun
Dusan (1331-1355) [Les rélations bulgaro—serbes aux régnes de Ivan Alexandre (1331-1371) et Stefan
Dusan 1331-1355)], Sofia, 19827 [1° éd. 1978] ; M.-D. Sturdza, Dictionnaire historique et généalogique
des grandes familles de Grece, d’Albanie et de Constantinople,Paris 1983, p. 373 ; P. Pavlov,
« beirapust », dans bwvreapume, p. 54.

37 PLP, Fasc. 1, n*® 1511 et 91851, p. 142—143 ; M.-D. Sturdza, op. cit., p. 373 ; S. Mesanovi¢,
Jovan VII, p. 27-31 n. 43 ; S. Georgieva, « The Byzantine Princesses », p. 193-194. A. Laiou, C. Morisson
(éds.), Le monde byzantin, 111, chapitre X VIIL.
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Asen. Un premier fils du tsar fut tué en 1349 lors d’une razzia effectuée par les

Turcs™®.

LES MARIAGES BYZANTINO-SERBES

Stefan le Premier Couronné et Eudoce Ange

Fortement affaiblie a la fin du XII® siécle, Byzance est contrainte de composer
avec le grand joupan de Serbie, Stefan Nemanja (1165-1196), qui avait conquis
d’importantes parties de son territoire au Kosovo et jusqu’en Macédoine. C’est
ainsi que I’empereur Isaac II Ange (1185-1195) donne sa ni¢ce Eudoce® en mariage
au fils du grand joupan, Stefan, qui recoit le titre de sébastocrator, réservé aux plus
hauts dignitaires de I’empire, en premier lieu aux fréres de I’empereur®. Eudoce
donnera a Stefan son fils ainé Radoslav qui devait lui succéder sur le trone de
Serbie (1228-1233)*".

Confronté a la guerre civile contre son frére ainé Vukan qui avait le soutien
du roi de Hongrie et de la Curie romaine, Stefan le Premier Couronné (1196—1228)
se détourne de sa belle famille byzantine en répudiant son épouse® dont le pére
était devenu I’empereur Alexis III Ange (1195-1203). Affaibli et relégué au rang
de puissance de deuxiéme ordre aprés la mort de Manuel Comnéne, Stefan avait
obtenu le soutien du tsar bulgare Kalojan (1197-1207), avant d’obtenir, en 1217, la
couronne royale du pape Honorius III (1216—-1227). Le soutien de la papauté était
devenu indispensable dans les Balkans apres la chute de Constantinople et I’exil de
I’empire byzantin en Asie Mineure. L’érosion de I’influence byzantine étant
antérieure a 1204, cette répudiation d’une princesse impériale illustre bien la

38 «le Tsar Ivan Alexander fut contraint d’effectuer en 1356 le partage de son état entre les fils
survivants nés de ses deux unions, c’est-a-dire Ivan Stracimir, tsar de Vidin et Ivan Shishman, tsar de
Tarnovo »: M. Moreaux, « Le 2™ Empire bulgare, rival de Byzance (1186 a 1395). Introduction a
I’histoire et au monnayage », en ligne sur https://www. academia.edu/30017461/ Le 2 éme empire
bulgare rival de Byzance. 1186 a 1395 ; J. Andreev, « Zar Iwan Alexander (1331-1371) », dans Bdlgarskite
khanove i zare VII-XIV vek [Khans et tsars bulgares, VII*-XIV® siécles], Sofia, 1998, p. 199-208.

39 Troisiéme fille d’Alexis III Ange : cf. M. Lascaris, Vizantiske princeze u srednjovekovnoj Srbiji
[Princesses byzantines dans la Serbie médiévale], Belgrade, 1926, p. 8; J. Kali¢, Vizantijski izvori za
istoriju naroda Jugoslavije 1V, Belgrade, 1971, p. 164, n. 194 ; D. Obolensky, Six Byzantine Portraits,
p. 119-120.

40 B. Ferjancié, « Sevastokratori u Vizantiji » [Les sebastokratores a Byzance], ZRVI XI (1968),
p. 141-192.

41 G. Ostrogorski, Histoire, p. 460 ; B. Ferjanci¢ dans Hemopuja cpenckoe napooa [Histoire des
Serbes], I, [désormais : ISN], Belgrade, 1981 ; Prosveta, p. 308.

Les époux s’accusant respectivement d’adultere, le mariage se solda par un échec, et Stefan
profita des difficultés croissantes de son beau-pére impérial pour répudier son épouse en 1200 ou en 1201 :
M. Lascaris, op. cit., p. 30-32. Alexis V Doucas Murtzouphlos (janvier — fin 1204) épouse Eudoce — leur
liaison débute en 1203 : cf. J.-C. Cheynet, Pouvoir et contestations a Byzance (963—1210), Paris, 1990
(« Byzantina Sorbonensia », 9), p. 444 ; apres avoir fui Constantinople prise par les croisés en 2004,
cherchant refuge chez son beau-pére Alexis III il fut aveuglé par ce dernier, avant d’étre amené a
Constantinople ou il fut condamné a mort par Baudouin I et mis a mort.
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décadence de la puissance de la fin XII° et début du XIII° siécle. Vers 1207-1208,
Stefan épouse Anne, petite—fille du doge de Venise Enrico Dandolo (1192-1205),
qui lui donnera son troisiéme fils Uro§ I (1243-1276)*. La chute de cette influence
dans le domaine géopolitique ne se répercute pas dans la méme proportion que
I’influence de I’Empire dans le domaine culturel. Alors que Kaloyan recoit sa
couronne royale du pape et soumet I’Eglise de Bulgarie  la juridiction de Rome, la
Serbie obtiendra la création de son Archevéché en tirant profit de la rivalité des
deux Etats grecs issus des ruines de Byzance. C’est I’empereur Théodore I
Lascaris (1204-1222) qui accorda a Sava, fils de Stefan Nemanja et frére cadet de
Stefan le Premier Couronné, le titre d’archevéque, en 1219 a Nicée, au grand dam
de I’archevéque d’Achrida, celui du despotat d’Epire™.

Stefan Radoslav et Anne Comnéne

L’impact de I’influence du despotat, promu au rang d’Empire apres la prise
de Thessalonique par Théodore Ange en 1224, lorsque 1’archevéque d’Achrida le
couronna empereur de Byzance, se répercute en Serbie par le mariage du Radoslav
(1228-1233), fils de Stefan le Premier Couronné, avec la fille ainée du despote
Théodore I Ange, Anne, célébré en 1219 ou en 1220%. Le régne éphémére de Radoslav
est placé sous une influence excessive du despotat d’Epire*®, ce roi signant méme
ses chartes en grec”’, alors que la monnaie qu’il frappait comportait une légende en
grec. Cette influence fut contrecarrée avec le changement sur le trone de Serbie ou
Radoslav fut replacé par son frére Vladislav (12337—1243). Apres le triomphe de
Jean Asen II (1218-1241) contre Théodore Ange (1224-1230) a Klokotnica en 1230
et la capture de ce dernier, la Bulgarie devient la premiere puissance des Balkans.
C’est par le mariage de Vladislav (1234-1243) avec Beloslava, fille de Jean II
Asen, que I’influence bulgare se répercute de nouveau en Serbie.

Stefan Uro$ II Milutin et la fille de Jean I Ange

Dans son Histoire des Rhomées, Nicéphore Gregoras évoque le premier
mariage de Milutin avec « la fille de ’archonte de Vlachie », ¢’est-a-dire de Jean I™

4 Ce mariage fut conclu par Iincidence du doge de Venise Pietro Ziani (1205-1229), cf. B.
Ferjanci¢ dans ISN, 1, p. 299.

4 1j. Maksimovi¢, « Cserir Casa u Cp6uja m3meljy Ermpa u Hukeje » [Saint Sava et la Serbie entre
I’Epire et Nycée], dans id., Busanmujcku ceem u Cpou [Le monde byzantin et les Serbes], Belgrade, 2008,
p- 381-394 (en anglais id., « St Sava and Serbia between Epiros and Nicaea », dans Ceemu Casa y cpnckoj
ucmopuju u mpaduyuju [Saint Sava dans I’histoire et tradition serbe], Belgrade, 1998, p. 13-26).

> Enfant ainée née du mariage de Théodore Ange avec Marie Petrelife, sa sceur cadette Iréne fut
mariée avec Jean Asen II: cf. S.K. Kisas, « O BpemeHy ckiamnama Opaka Credana PanociaBa ca AHOM
Komuntom » [Sur la datation du mariage de Stefan Radoslav avec Anne Comnéne], ZRVI 18, 1978, p. 131-139.

6 M.D. Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros, Oxford 1957, p. 59—60.

47 Stépavog PiiE 6 Aovkag, sur une charte délivrée a Raguse en 1234 ; la méme formule figure sur la
monnaie frappée par Radoslav. Déchu de son trone fin 1233, il se réfugie avec Anne a Raguse ou il délivre
cette charte, avant de rejoindre Dyrrachion ou il se serait séparé de son épouse, pour retourner en Serbie ou
il se fera moine : cf. B. Ferjanci¢ dans ISN, I, p. 308-310, n. 46.
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Ange (v. 1268-1289), sebastocrator et maitre de Thessalie*®. On dispose de peu
d’éléments sur ce deuxiéme mariage de Milutin, le nom méme de cette épouse
thessalienne semblant inconnue. Conclu aprés celui avec une premicre épouse
serbe, il fut dissolu peu de temps apres 1’accession de Milutin au trone (1282), pour
faire place a celui avec la fille du tsar bulgare, Anne Terter*’. Mariage de raison
d’Etat, s’il en est, I’union avec la fille de Jean Ange est celle d’une alliance
militaire de la Serbie du début du régne de Milutin avec la Thessalie byzantine et
séparatiste du temps ou elle pouvait encore déroger au renouveau de la restauration
de I’Empire a partir de Constantinople. Dans la mesure de 1’amoindrissement du
role de la Thessalie au sein du monde byzantin, dans I’affaiblissement de Byzance
lors du régne d’ Andronic II (1282—-1328), ainsi que dans la montée en puissance de
la Serbie de Milutin, cette derniére pouvait prétendre a une alliance matrimoniale
avec la maison impériale™.

Milutin et Simonide Paléologue

A la suite des efforts incessants de Michel VIII (1259-1282)"" en vue d’une
improbable restauration de la puissance byzantine, I’empire des Paléologues se
retrouve incapable de repousser les assauts, aussi bien turcs en Asie Mineure que
serbes dans les Balkans. Andronic II (1282—-1328) consent alors a donner sa fille au
roi de Serbie et délégue son logothéte Théodore Métochite par cinq fois a la cour
du roi de Serbie pour une mission diplomatique qui, au bout de deux années de
négociationssz, devait aboutir au mariage, en 1299, de sa fille mineure Simonide

8 1j. Maksimovi¢, « Georgije Pahimer » [Georges Pachymérés], dans Vizantijski izvori za istoriju
naroda Jugoslavije, V1, Belgrade, 1968, p. 38-43, n. 80-83 ; S. Cirkovi¢ — B. Ferjanci¢, « Nicifor Grigora »
[Nicéphore Grégoras], ibidem, p. 168—169, n. 37, 40.

4 Mariage qui dura du mois d’aofit 1284 jusqu’a peu avant 1296. Le mariage antérieur, avec la
fille de Jean Ange fut de courte durée (1282—-1283), auquel il faut ajouter une bréve union avec la fille
du roi de Hongrie Elisabeth (1283-1284) : cf. PLP, n° 21184 ; Lj. Maksimovi¢, /Ja au je Cumonuda
Ianeonocuna 6una nema cynpyea kpama Munymuna ? [Est que Simonide était la cinquiéme épouse
du roi Milutin], dans id., Buzanmujcxu ceem u Cpbu [Le monde byzantin et les Serbes], Beograd
2008, p. 344-349 (en allem., id., « War Simonis Palaiologina die fiinfte Gemahlin von Kénig Milutin ? »,
dans W. Seibt (éd.), Geschichte und Kultur der Palaiologenzeit. Referate des Internationalen
Symposions zu Ehren von Herbert Hunger, Wien, 30. November bis 3. Dezember 1994, Vienne, 1996
(« Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klasse. Denkschriften, 241;
Verbffentlichungen der Kommission fiir Byzantinistik », 8), p. 115-120.

5% Dy peu d’informations dont on dispose sur ce mariage éphémére, il faut retenir qu’il eut lieu en
1282-1283, ainsi qu’il fut conclu en fonction de I’alliance de Milutin avec la principauté byzantine de
Thessalie contre I’Empire de Constantinople : V. Bastovanovi¢, L apogée de la diplomatie serbe. Le roi
Milutin (1282—1321) entre Byzance et I'Occident, Mémoire de maitrise en « Histoire byzantine »,
Université Paris I, 1996-1997, inédite, p. 17-19.

5! Les négociations menées en vue du mariage de la fille de Michel VIII avec Milutin, avant méme
son acceés au trone de Serbie, illustrent ces efforts pour étendre I’influence byzantine en Serbie : cf.
S. Cirkovié, « Nicéphore Grégoras », dans Vizantijski izvori, p. 168—171 ; id. dans ISN, 1, p. 450.

52 C’est la sceur d’Andronic 11, Eudoce, troisiéme fille de Michel VIII et veuve de Jean II Grand
Comnéne de Trébizonde (T 1297), qui était pressentie pour le roi serbe ; face a son refus d’étre mariée a
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avec le roi Stefan Milutin (1282—-1321). Conséquence de cette entreprise diplomatique,
la paix conclue entre les deux souverains en 1299, stipulait la reconnaissance par
Andronic des territoires conquis par Milutin, ainsi que de son mariage avec
Simonide sous forme de garantie pour la cessation des hostilités de la part de ce
dernier. Véritable fondateur de ce que devait devenir I’empire serbo-grec qui sera
formé par son petit-fils Dusan, Milutin obtint avec ce mariage assorti d’un traité de
paix fort avantageux, la plus importante concession qu’un roi serbe avait pu obtenir
jusqu’alors de la part d’un basileus byzantin™. La faiblesse de I’empire et la montée en
puissance de la Serbie étaient bien entendu déterminantes dans cet arrangement qui
ne devait aboutir qu’a des résultats aléatoires. Lorsque la compagnie catalane
dévastait les territoires byzantins au début du XIV*® siécle, Milutin en profita pour
se tourner de nouveau contre son beau—pére impérial. N’ayant pas rencontré les
résultats escomptés, ils renouérent son alliance avec I’empire jusqu’a 1’aider par
d’importants détachements militaires contre les Turcs. Son mariage avec une tres
jeune princesse née dans la pourpre et qui était sa cadette de plus de trente ans ne
put étre couronné de succés. Sans avoir eu d’enfants avec Milutin™, Simonide
rejoignit aprés sa mort la cour de son pére. Au-dela des conquétes aux dépens de
Byzance, la plus importante des conséquences de ce rapprochement entre les deux
pays fut la byzantinisation de la cour et des institutions en Serbie. C’est a cette
époque qu’apparurent les premiers pronoia, domaines fonciers en contrepartie d’un
service militaire, qui devait se répandre par la suite dans les pays serbes.

Fille unique d’Andronic II (1282-1328), Simonide a passé plus de deux
décennies a la cour de Serbie, avant de rentrer a la cour de son pére apres la mort de
son époux. A I’annonce du déces de sa mere, Iréne de Montferrat (T fin 1316), elle
se rend a Constantinople pour ses obséques en prolongeant son séjour a la cour
impériale au point qu’une ambassade est dépéchée par le roi de Serbie afin d’exiger

celui dont le troisiéme mariage, avec la princesse bulgare Anne, fille du tsar Georges I Terter (1280—
1292), n’avait méme pas encore été rompu, ainsi qu’aux menaces et exhortations de Milutin, Andronic
se résigna a offrir sa fille Simonide, dgée de six ans seulement. Les deux autres épouses de Milutin
étaient Héléne (?), fille de sebastocratores Jean I Ange (1268-1289), et Elisabeth, la sceur du roi de
Hongrie Ladislas IV (1272-1290), avant son accession au trone. Il semble néanmoins désormais établi
que Milutin avait eu un premier mariage avec une noble serbe, nommé Jelena (?), mere de Stefan et
d’Anne, ce qui porte a quatre le nombre de mariages, légitimes ou non, de ce roi, avant et aprés son
accession au trone : cf. Lj. Maksimovi¢, « Georgije Pahimer », p. 34, 3743 et n. 72, 79-85. La
problématique relative aux multiples mariages de Milutin est loin d’avoir été épuisée, voir supra, n. 3.
Voir aussi un mémoire universitaire sur cette question : V. Bastovanovi¢, op. cit., p. 14-37.

53 Nicéphore Grégoras déplore les largesses excessives de I'impératrice Iréne, Iolande de
Montferrat, en faveur de sa fille et de son gendre en Serbie et dont la valeur aurait pu suffire selon lui pour
armer cent trirémes. Elle ne rechignait pas a leur offrir des cadeaux qui avaient un caractére d’insignes
impériaux : cf. S. Cirkovi¢ dans ISN, 1, p. 457 ; Nicephori Gregorae Byzantina Historia, 1, éd. L. Schopen,
Bonnae 1829, pp. 241242 ; cf. S. Cirkovi¢, « Nicéphore Grégoras », p. 178-179.

Grégoras évoque I’infertilité de Simonide, suite au handicap acquis du fait de son époux au début
de leur vie conjugale alors qu’elle avait 12 ans (Gregoras, 243), ce qui contraria les ambitions de sa mere
qui voulait voir sa descendance régner en Serbie, aussi bien qu’a Byzance : cf. S. Cirkovi¢, « Nicéphore
Gégoras », p. 177 n. 55 ; id., dans ISN, 1, p. 463.
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son retour sous peine de déclenchement des hostilités. Agée alors de 22 ans (16 + 6
en 1299 = 22), la jeune reine tente de s’y soustraire en endossant 1’habit de moniale ;
c’est son demi—frére Constantin Paléologue™ qui coupe court a cette tentative en
lui déchirant la robe monacale. Alors que deux ans et demi aprés son déces le roi
Milutin fut canonisé par I’Eglise de Serbie, Simonide fait don a cette occasion
d’objets de culte et de voiles tissés d’or pour la dépouille de son feu époux. Elle se
serait faite moniale alors dans le monastére de Saint André a Constantinople™.

Stefan Uros I1I DecCanski et Marie Paléologue

Fils et héritier de Milutin, Stefan Decanski (1321-1331) épouse en
deuxiémes noces en 1324 Marie Paléologue, la tres jeune fille du panhypersébaste
Jean, neveu d’Andronic II, et d’Iréne, fille de Théodore Métochite®’. Les enfants
nés de cette union étaient en bas age & la mort du roi, mais le gouverneur d’Epire,
le despote Siméon Sini$a devint, aprés la mort de son demi—frére Dusan (7 1355),
le souverain d’Epire et de Thessalie, territoires qu’il détacha de ce que fut I’empire
serbo-grec de Dusan’®. Conforté dans ses ambitions par ce mariage de sa fille, le
fils du despote Constantin Paléologue, Jean, gouverneur de Thessalonique et de sa
région, devenu beau-pere de Stefan, fit sédition en se rendant en Serbie, dans 1’idée
de tirer meilleur parti des rivalités intestines a la cour byzantine. Aprés avoir
guerroyé en 1325 contre les territoires byzantins au service du roi de Serbie,
Andronic II parvint a I’attirer dans son camp en lui décernant la haute dignité de
césar, mais Jean mourut subitement peu aprés alors qu’il se trouvait encore a la
cour du roi serbe. En 1326-1327, Andronic II dépécha une ambassade en Serbie,

5 Fils du despote Michel Kurtulas et d’Anne, fille de Michel VIII Paléologue (1259-1282),
Constantin [A. Papadopoulos, Versuch einer Genealogie der Palaiologen (1259-1453), Amsterdam 1962,
p. 40] était établi a Serres, ou ces faits se seraient produits.

¢ Ainsi que I'indique la charte d’Andronic I du novembre 1304, «la fille bien aimée de mon
empire, la trés vénérable reine de Serbiew, le monastére de Saint—Jean—Prodrome sur le mont Ménécée était
sous la haute protection de Simonide, qui continue a assumer ce ktitorat apres son retour a Constantinople
(cf. A. Guillou, Les archives de Saint-Jean—Prodrome sur le mont Ménécée, Paris 1955, n* 1, 16, 17, p. 29,
67-71). Simonide vécut encore une dizaine d’années aupres de son pere Andronic 11, jusqu’a sa mort (le 13
février 1332); jusqu’a au moins 1336, elle exerca sa protection sur le monastére de Prodrome entre 1304 et
début 1332, date a laquelle cette charge fut assumée par Jean VI Cantacuzéne : cf. ibidem, n° 32, p. 106—
108 ; S. Cirkovi¢, « Nicéphore Gégoras », p. 121-122 ; B. Ferjanci¢, Vizantijski i srpski Ser u XIV stolecu
[Serres byzantine et serbe au XIV® siécle], Belgrade, 1994, p. 37-43 ; PLP,n*21398 et 21391.

57 M. Lascaris, Vizantiske princeze, p. 83-96; PLP, n® 5972 et 21181 ; cf,, pour Nicéphore
Grégoras et Jean Cantacuzéne, voir S. Cirkovi¢ dans Vizantijski izvori, p. 195-196, 211 n. 115; B.
Ferhanci¢, ibidem, p. 314-317. C’est sur la foi d’un document inédit des archives de Vatopédi qui fait
mention du roi serbe en tant que beau-fils d’ Andronic II, que la date de ce mariage a pu étre précisée pour
septembre 1324 : cf. M. Zivojinovié, « O vremenu sklapanja braka Stefana Uroga III (Deganskog) sa
Marijom Paleolog » [Sur la date de la conclusion du mariage entre Stefan Uro$ III (Decanski) et Marie
Paléologue], ZRV1 38, 1999-2000, p. 327-330.

SR, Mihaljci¢ dans ISN, L, p. 569-570 ; D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siecles, p. 279, 311 ; A. Fajgelj,
«L’ascension et la chute de I’Empire serbe », dans S. Gouguenheim (éd.), Les Empires médiévaux, Paris
2019, p. 183-205.
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avec Nicéphore Grégoras a sa téte, afin de ramener Iréne, la veuve de Constantin
r \ : 59
Paléologue, a Constantinople™.

Siméon SiniSa (1359-1370) et Thomasse Orsini Paléologue

Alors que la longue guerre civile entre les deux empereurs, Andronic II et son
petit-fils Andronic III avait grandement favorisé 1’expansion serbe, celle du grand
domestique Jean Cantacuzeéne contre la régence d’Anne de Savoie et ’empereur
mineur Jean V Paléologue® scella la suprématie serbe dans les Balkans aux dépens
des territoires byzantins. Avec en toile de fond la désastreuse guerre civile
byzantine, Dusan affiche ses prétentions de reléve impériale en proclamant un
empire serbo-grec par son couronnement impérial a Skoplje, le 16 avril 1346.

Apres la mort de Dusan en 1355, le démantélement de son empire se produit
durant le régne de son fils Uro$ I* (1359-1371). Le demi-frére de DusSan, Simeon-
Sinisa Paléologue (1359-1370), s’intitule « empereur et autocrator des Romées et
des Serbes » et régne a Trikala sur la Thessalie®’. Né d’une mére Paléologue® et
marié en deuxiémes noces a une princesse Paléologue de par sa mére®, il régne en
dynaste byzantin et signe ses chartes en grec. Siméon SiniSa eut un fils, Stefan
Uros Doukas, qui régnait a Farsala sur une partie de la Thessalie, ainsi que Marie

% La relation de ce voyage par Grégoras apporte quelques éléments d’information intéressants sur le
folklore serbe et la transmission des chants épiques de 1’époque : cf. P. Schreiner, « Die Gesandtschaftsreise
des Nikeophores Gregoras nach Serben (1326/27) », ZRVI 38, 1999-2000, p. 331-341.

8 Portant du temps de Dusan le plus haut titre de despote, Siméon-Sinisa était le gouverneur de
I’Epire. Aprés la mort de Dugan (1355), il s’empare de Kostur, adopte le titre de tsar, en affichant ainsi sa
prétention de disputer I’héritage de son demi-frére DuSan a Uro$ I : cf. Joannis Cantacuzeni eximperatoris
Historiarum, 111, p. 314. Aprés la mort du despote Nicéphore II (1356-1359), a partir de 1359 Siméon
régne sur I’Epire et la Thessalie : S. Cirkovié — R. Mihaljci¢ dans ISN, I, p. 544, 569 ; PLP,n° 21185.

1 Mai 1366, il s’intitule «autokrator des Romées et des Serbes et de toute I’Albanie, Uros
Paléologue » : cf. A. Soloviev — V. Mosin, Grcke povelje srpskih vladara [Les chartes grecques des
souverains serbes], Beograd 1936, p. 102—103. Dans la charte délivrée en 6875 de 1’ére du monde (an.
1366-1367) a I’occasion de la fondation du monastére Grand Méteore, son intitulé est « Siméon Uros
Paléologue, autocrator des Rhomées, de la Serbie et de la Romanie » : cf. M. Lascaris, « Deux chartes de
Jean Uros, dernier Némanide (novembre 1372, indiction XI) », Byzantion 25-27, 1955-1957, p. 277-323;
S. Cirkovi¢ — B. Ferjanci¢, « Jovan Kantakuzin », dans Vizantijski izvori za istoriju naroda Jugoslavije, V1,
Belgrade, 1968, p. 558-559 n. 626. Denise Papachryssanthou, « Une inscription de Syméon Uros »,
Travaux et Mémoires 2, 1967, p. 484, 486.

62 Sa mére, Marie Paléologue, fut mariée en deuxiémes noces a son pere, Stefan III Uro§ Decanski
(1321-1331), Héléne (Jelaca), Jelka et Théodora sont aussi nées de cette union: cf. M.A. Purkovi¢,
« Byzantinoserbica. (I) De Théodora, fille d’Etienne Detchanski et de Marie Paléologue », Byzantinische
Zeitschrift 45, 1, 1952, p. 43-49 ; PLP, n* 21185 et 21182.

% De son premier mariage avec Thomasse, fille du despote d’Epire Jean II Orsini (1323-1335) et
d’Anne Paléologue, fille de Michel IX Paléologue, il eut son successeur Jean Uros$, Stefan Uros,
gouverneur de Pharsalos et Maria Angelina (1 1394), épouse de Toma Preljubovié, Maitre de I"Epire et
de Ianina (1366-1384), puis de son successeur Esau Buondelmonti (1385-1399 et 1400-1403) : cf.
B. Ferjanci¢, Tesalija u XIII i XIV veku [La Théssalie aux XIII° — XIV® siécles], Beograd 1974, p. 241—
242 ; 1. Djurié, Le crépuscule de Byzance, Paris 1996, p. 27 ; D.M. Nicol, The Despotate, p. 83-86 ;
R. Radi¢, Vreme Jovana V Paleologa [L’époque de Jean V Paléologue], Beograd 1993, p. 95-96;
D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siécles, p. 203-204, 279, 311.
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Paléologue, mariée au césar et despote Toma Preljubovié¢ (f 1384)%, puis a Issaie
Buondelmonti®®. C’est avec son fils Jean Uro§ Doukas Paléologue (1371-1373)%,
ktitor, avec Saint Athanase le Météorite (11380), du monastére de Grand Météore
(celui de la Transfiguration), s’étant fait moine aprés son abdication en 1382%7, que
s’éteint (11423), la lignée némanide aprés deux siecles de régne.

Djuradj Brankovi¢ et Iréne Cantacuzeéne Paléologue

Le despote Djuradj Brankovi¢ (1427-1453)% dernier souverain serbe
d’evengure, fut marié¢ avec Iréne Paléologue Cantacuzéne (vers 1400—1457)%.
Conclu fin 1414, alors qu’il avait prés de 40 ans, Djuradj eut de ce deuxiéme
mariage’® la plus grande partie de sa descendance. Todor (v. 1415-1427/8), Grgur

8 B. Ferjanci¢, Despoti u Vizantiji i juznoslovenskim zemljama [Despotes 4 Byzance et dans les
pays sud-slaves], Belgrade 1960, p. 15 ; P. Mijovi¢, « O nkonama ¢ moptpetuma Tome IIpespyboBuha u
Mapuje [Maneonorose » [Sur les icones avec les portraits de Thomas Preljubovi¢ et de Marie Paléologue],
360pHuk 3a nuxosne ymemunocmu Mamuye Cpncxe 11 (1967), p. 185-194 (avec résumé fr. p. 195) ; D.M.
Nicol, The Despotate, p. 143 ; S. Mesanovi¢, Jovan VII Paleolog, p. 102.

5 M. Lascaris, « Deux chartes », p- 277, 293-294 ; D.M. Nicol, Meteora, the Rock Monasteries of
Thessaly, Londres 1963, p. 97 ; G. Suboti¢, [loueyu monawikoe scueoma u ypkeéa manacmupa Cpemeroa y
Memeopuma [Les débuts de la vie monastique et I’église du monastére de Sterenje aux Météores], 360pHux
3a auxosue ymemuocmu Mamuye Cpncke 2, 1968, p. 136144 (avec résumé fr. p. 177-181) ; B. Ferjanci¢,
Tesalija, p. 241-243, n. 58, p. 259-264.

6 R.-J. Loenertz, « Notes sur le régne de Manuel II a Thessalonique, 1381/82—1387 »,
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 50, 2, 1957, p. 390-396. Otpeotg, Todvvng Aovkog [aratordyos (Todoap,
Monch), PLP, n° 20043, 20056,21179, 21185.

57 En 1394, le moine Joasaph se trouve au monastére Vatopédi du Mont-Athos, ou I’ex basileus de
Thessalie aurait trouvé refuge aprés la conquéte ottomane de la Thessalie (1393): cf. N. Begs,
« Geschichtliche Forschungsresultite und Monchs- und Volkssagen {iber die Griinder der
Meteorenkloster », Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbiicher 3, 1922, p. 377-378.

68 « Djuradj, par la grice de Dieu despote du royaume de Rascie et seigneur d’Albanie », fut
couronné despote par Georges Philantropenos, I’envoyé de Jean VIII Paléologue : cf. M. Spreni¢ dans ISN,
11, p. 226, n. 15 ; M. Nikoli¢, « The Byzantine Historiography on the State of Serbian Despots », ZRVI XLV
(2008), )2 286.

? «Descendante de la branche de Thessalonique de la maison impériale byzantine des
Cantacuzéne » : cf. PLP, n** 10973 et 5970 ; M. Spremi¢, « La famille serbe des Brankovi¢ — considérations
généalogiques et héraldiques », ZRVI XLI (2004), p. 443 ; id., Despot Djuradj Brankovi¢ i njegovo doba
[Le despote Djuradj Brankovi¢ et son époque], Beograd 1994, p. 63—64. Ayant épousés Djuradj Brankovié
le 26 décembre 1414, « fille de Théodore Cantacuzéne, vraisemblablement un fils de Mathieu (despote de
Morée 1380-1382) et donc petit-fils de I’'Empereur Jean VI Cantacuzéne », « Sa sceur Héléne fut mariée a
David Comnéne, empereur de Trébizonde, une autre sceur, de nom inconnu, était mariée au roi de Géorgie ;
ses freres, Andronic, qui était le grand domestique de Byzance, puis Georges et Thomas, les deux derniers
auront a passer une grande partie de leur vie en Serbie » : cf. B.I. Bojovi¢, Chilandar et les pays roumains
(XV°—XVIF siécle). Les actes des princes moldo-valaques des Archives de Chilandar (Mont-Athos), avec la
collaboration de P.S. Nasturel, T.J. Iovanovi¢, R. Paun, Paris, 2010, p. 22, n. 35.

" Djuradj aurait été marié en premiéres noces  la sceur de Jean IV Comnéne de Trébizonde et de
Marie, épouse de Jean VIII Paléologue. Mara aurait été issue de ce premier mariage, alors qu’lréne, la
deuxiéme épouse de Djuradj était la sceur de 1’épouse de David Comnéne : cf. 1. Djuri¢, « EBnoxuja
Kowmnanna n men Myx Korcranrun [lparam » [Eudoce Comnéne et son époux Constantin Dragases], ZRVI
22,1983, p. 266 n. 28 ; B. Ferjancic¢, « Vizantinci u Srbiji prve polovine XV veka », ZRVI 21, 1986, p. 181—
185, avec bibliographie.
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(1416/17-1459), Stefan’' et Lazar (1456-1458) étaient les fils issus de cette union,
ainsi que les filles Mara et Catherine Cantacuzéne (1419/20-v. 1492)™. Cette
descendance de Djuradj et d’Iréne eut de nombreuses ramifications dans tout le Sud-
Est européen et jusqu’en Italie. En premieres noces, Djuradj, aurait ét¢ marié avec
Héléne™, une princesse de la maison des Grands Comnenes de Trébizonde. Thomas
Cantacuzene, le frére d’Iréne, fut le plus haut dignitaire de la cour du despote de Serbie,
qui régnait entouré de dignitaires grecs’™. Géorges, un autre frére d’Iréne dirigeait les
travaux de construction de la grande forteresse de Smederevo. Vassal ottoman dans la
guerre de succession entre les fils de Bayezid, une guerre civile qui avait sans doute
prolongé la vie de Byzance de quelques décennies, Djuradj eut un rdle déterminant
puisque sa victoire sur le prétendant Moussa contribua largement a la victoire de
Mehmed I* en 1413. Gendre de la maison Cantacuzéne et homme de culture byzantine,
il eut le malheur quarante ans plus tard de devoir dépécher un détachement armé pour
le siege de Constantinople. Profondément boulevers¢ par 1’annonce de la chute de la
ville impériale, il en fit son deuil en restant cloitré durant des semaines.

Lazar Brankovi¢ et Héléne Paléologue

Despote de Serbie (1456—1458), Lazar fut mari¢ en 1446 avec Héléne (7 1473),
fille de Thomas Paléologue”, fils de Manuel II, empereur byzantin (1391-1425) et

I Aveuglé avec son fére Grgur (1 1459) sur ’ordre de sultan Murat II en 1441, despote de Serbie
(1458-1459), marié en 1460 avec la fille du seigneur albanais Arianite Comnéne (Arnit Spata), Angeline
(f 1516), Stefan (1421-1476) eut de cette union les fils Jean et Georges, despotes titulaires de Serbie;
Georges fut aussi le métropolite de Timisoara sous son nom monacal de Maxime, ainsi que la fille Mara
(D. Dini¢-Knezevi¢, « Sremski Brankoviéi », Istrazivanja 4, 1975, p. 21-23; S. Cirkovi¢ ISN, 11, p- 175.
Jean, despote titulaire (1496—1508), marié avec Jelena Jaksi¢, eut de Jelena (7 1555) épouse de Pierre IV
Rares, voiévode de Moldavie (1527-1538 et 1541-1546), sa sceur (Milica ?), celle de Néagoé Bassarab
VIII (1512-1521), voiévode de Valachie (P.S. Nasturel, Le Mont Athos et les Roumains, Rome 1986,
p. 151), ainsi que Marie (épouse de Ferdinand de Francopan), Mara (Marie) fut 1’épouse de Boniface III
marquis de Montferrat (1424—-1493).

> Mariée en 1434 a Ulrich II von Cilli (vers 1405-1456), aprés la mort de son époux, Catherine
rejoignit Mara en Turquie pour passer la plus grande partie du reste de sa vie avec sa sceur ainée dans son
domaine de Jezevo (Ezaba, Dafni) en Macédoine orientale.

3 Selon Sphrantzes, Mara était la cousine de Jean IV Grand Comnéne de Trébizonde (1429-1459),
fils d’Alexis IV de Trébizonde et de Théodora Cantacuzene : cf. Chronicon minus. Georgios Sphrantzes,
Memorii 1401-1477. In annexe Pseudo—Phrantzes : Macariae Melissenos, Cronica 1258-1481, éd. V.
Grecu, Bucarest, 1966, p. 78-82, ce qui a conduit a I’hypothése qu'Héleéne pouvait étre la fille d’ Alexis IV
(v. 1382-1429) ; D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siécles, p. 428. Née vers 1418, alors que le mariage de Djuradj
avec Iréne Cantacuzene était conclu en 1414, Mara est donc issue de ce deuxiéme mariage de son peére : cf.
M.St. Popovi¢, Mara Brankovic¢. Eine Frau zwischen dem christlichen und dem islamischen Kulturkreis im
15. Jahrhundert, Wiesbaden, 2010 (« Peleus. Studien zur Archéologie und Geschichte Griechenlands und
Zyperns », 45), p. 27-28, 83-85, 4 tables.

* Comme Georges et Démetrios Cantacuzéne, homme de lettres de premier plan, ainsi que Michel
Arandjelovi¢ : cf. M. Spremi¢ — D. Bogdanovi¢ dans ISN, 11, p. 228-229, 338-339. Voir aussi D.M. Nicol,
op. cit., ‘P 392-393.

> M. Nikoli¢, « The Byzantine Historiography », p. 286 ; J.A. Papadrianos, « Ot &idficeig 100
iotopkod Kptrofoviov yur ) Bulavtvr mprykimicoa EAévn TaAooroyivo—Brankovié kol 1 d&omotio
toug », EAAnvira 21/1 (1968), p. 164-168 ; G.Ch. Soulis, The Serbs and Byzantium during the reign of Tsar
Stephen Dusan (1331-1355) and his successors, Athens, 1995° (1984]) s PLP,n* 21364, 14354, 21470.
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despote de Morée (1430-1460), issue de son mariage avec Catherine Zaccaria’®.
Leur fille, Mara Brankovi¢—Paléologina (v. 1447—-1498), fut marié en 1459 a Stefan
Tomasevi¢, le dernier despote de Serbie avant la chute de sa capitale, Smederevo,
le 10 juin 1459, puis dernier roi Bosnie (1461-1463), leur fille Iréne a Jean Castriote
(Gjon Kastrioti, fils de Gjergj Kastrioti Skanderbeg)’’, leur troisiéme fille, Milica
(+ 1503), fut mariée en 1463 a Léonardo III Tocco, seigneur d’Epire (1448—1449)
et comte de Céphalonie (1448-1479)".

Manuel II (1373 co-empereur — 1391-1425)" et Héléne Dejanovi¢ Dragasés

Jean VIII (1425-1448) et Constantin XI Dragasés (1449—1453)*, les deux derniers
empereurs byzantins, étaient nés d’une mere serbe. Leur pere, Manuel II Paléologue,
avait pour épouse Jelena®', fille du dynaste serbe Constantin Dejanovié¢-Dragasés™.
De cette derniére alliance matrimoniale serbe-grecque, conclue le 11 février 1392%,
naquirent six fils: Jean, Théodore, Andronic, Constantin, Démetrius et Thomas.
Dans la charte du monastére de Kutlumus, le pére d’Héléne, Constantin Dragasés,

"8 Leur fille cadete Zoé-Sophie (vers 1455/1457-1503) épouse en 1472 Ivan III, le grand prince de
Moscou : cf. D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siécles, p. 423-424.

" Sa mére Vojsava est issue de la famille des Muzaka, ses fréres avaient pour nom Stanisa, Repos,
Kostadin, ses sceurs : Jela, Mara, Angelina, Vlajka. Mara épousa Stefan Crnojevi¢ et Vlajka fut I’épouse de
Stefan Balsi¢, le maitre de la Zéta. Aprés la mort de Skenderbeg, ses descendants se réfugicérent en Italie,
Costantino aurait été I’évéque d’Isernia (T 1500), Ferrante aurait succédé a son pére, Giorgio ( 1540) aurait
eu un fils mort sans descendance. Sur Jean Castriot : cf. B. Bojovié, « Mont Athos et Jean Castriot et la
“Tour albanaise” », Balcanica 37,2006, p. 81-87.

78 Charles 111 Tocco (1463—-1518), fut le seul fils issu de ce mariage : cf. The Oxford Dictionary of
Byzantium, 111, éd. A. P. Kazhdan, Oxford, 1991, p. 2090 ; D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siécles, p. 418—419.
La fille Ramondina, issue du deuxiéme mariage de Leonardo III (1 1499), avec la fille de Ferdinand
d’Aragon, épousa I’humaniste Federigo Pico della Mirandola.

'S. Mesanovi¢, Jovan VII, p. 83-84.

8 M. Philippides, Constantine XI Dragas Palaeologus (1404-1453). The Last Emperor of
Byzantium, New York, 2019.

81 Ainsi que le rapporte Sphrantzés (Chronicon minus, éd. V. Grecu, p. 78-80), Constantin
Dejanovi¢ ( 1395) fut marié en deuxiéme noce avec Eudocie, fille d’Alexis III Comnéne, empereur de
Trébizonde (1349-1390), de courte durée cette union resta sens descendance : cf. I. Djuri¢, « EBnoxuja
Komuuna », p. 259-260 ; PLP, n® 5746 et 12062.

82 Constantin est fils de Dejan sébastokrator, puis despote, mari de la sceur de Stefan Dusan,
Théodora-Eudoxie. De méme que son frére ainé, le despote Jean, il portait le nom de Draga$ (Dragases),
mais en tant que firére cadet il n’avait pas le titre de despote, il est désigné simplement comme seigneur
Constantin (Dragas) : cf. Actes de Kutlumus, éd. P. Lemerle, Paris 1945 (« Archives de I’ Athos », 2), n° 40,
p. 147-149 ; G. Ostrogorsky, « Gospodin Konstantin Dragas » [Le seigneur Constantin Dragases], dans
Busanmuja u Cnosenu, p. 271-280 (repris dans Zbornik Filozofskog fakulteta Univerziteta u Beogradu, 7,
1963, p. 287-294) ; PLP, n® 5746 et 21500. Aprés la bataille de la Maritza (1371), avec son frére Jean, de
concert avec le despote Manuel Comnéne, il élargit considérablement son territoire en Macédoine orientale
aux dépens de celui des fréres Vukasin et Ugljesa Mmjavéevi¢ morts au cours de la dite bataille. Avec le roi
Marko il meurt du c6té ottoman au cours de la bataille de Roviné (1395), gagnée par le prince de Valachie :
M. Blagojevi¢ dans ISN, 1, p. 532 ; R. Mihalji¢ dans ISN, 11, p. 21-23, 40-41. Faut-il rappeler qu’on
rencontre la I’usage byzantin d’accorder aux gendres impériaux ce haut titre de dignitaire de I’empire ?

83 R.-J. Loenertz, Les recueils de lettres de Démétrius Cydones, Cité de Vatican, 1947 (« Studi e
testi », 131), p. 121.
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est désigné comme «le pére » (i.e. le beau-pére) de Manuel II**. L’ainé, Jean,
devint empereur apres que son pere Manuel 11 se fit moine peu de temps avant de mourir
en 1425. Le territoire de ce qui restait de Byzance se réduisait a Constantinople
avec sa banlieue. Théodore, Constantin et Thomas gouvernaient le despotat de
Morée au Péloponnese. Zoé¢, fille de Thomas, épouse le prince de Moscou Ivan 11
en transmission de la légitimité dynastique en Russie. Andronic gouvernait
Thessalonique avant qu’il ne soit pris par les Ottomans en 1387. Le mérite essentiel
pour la reconquéte du Péloponnése sur les principautés franques, qui aboutit a la
prise de Patras en 1430, revient & Constantin®, qui devient empereur aprés la mort
de son frére®®. Le mariage entre Manuel 11"’ et Héléne Dragasés fut donc a ’origine
du dernier empereur, mort le 29 mai 1453 1’épée a la main sur les remparts de la
ville fondée par Constantin le Grand®®.

Alors que les derniers vestiges de I’empire byzantin furent rayés de la carte et
de la scéne de I’Histoire par Mehmed II, une derniére « impératrice » de confession
chrétienne usa de son influence aupres des sultans successifs en faveur du
monachisme et des couvents orthodoxes, en particulier ceux du Mont-Athos. Fille
de Djuradj Brankovi¢ et épouse de Murad II (1421-1451) en 1436, la sultane ou
tsarine Mara (1418-1487), despina hatun, fut la mére adoptive de Mehmed 11
(1451-1481)*°. Aprés la mort de Murad II, elle fut demandée en mariage par les
ambassadeurs de Constantin XI*°. Son influence du vivant de son époux’', mais

84 Aprés la mort de I’higouméne Chariton, Constantin devient le ktitor du monastére Kutlumus au
Mont-Athos. C’est ainsi qu’il est désigné dans la charte du patriarche Antoine : Actes de Kutlumus, n° 40,
p. 147, 148 ; P. Lemerle — A. Soloviev, « Trois chartes des souverains serbes conservées au monastére de
Kutlumus », Annales de I’Institut Kondakov 11, 1939, p. 138.

85 Kovotavtivog TA” Apoyéong Tohaordyog (Konstantin XI Dragas Paleolog), né en 1405 &
Constantinople, est mort le 29 mai 1453 en défendant la ville fondée par Constantin le Grand en 324. Ce fut
le dernier empereur romain apres plus d’un millénaire et demi de 1’exercice de ce titre.

86 S. Runciman, « The Marriages of the Sons of the Emperor Manuel Il », Rivista di studi bizantini e
slavi 1, 1981, p. 273-282 ; id., « Manuel II and the See of Moldavia », dans KAOHI HTPIA. Essays
presented to J. Hussey, Camberley, 1988, p. 515-520.

8 Manuel II Paléologue, empereur (1391-1425), stratege de Thessalonique, 1369-1373,
despote, 1355-1373, PLP,n° 21513.

88 « Un oracle fréquemment cité aprés la chute de Constantinople affirmait que la cité fondée
par Constantin fils d’Héléne tomberait sous Constantin fils d’Héléne (la mére de Constantin Dragasés
s’appelait Héléne). On trouve cet oracle rapporté par Isidore de Kiev : Nicolo Barbaro, la Chronique
bréve, n° 52, Scholarios (F. Tinnefeld, Gennadios Scholarios, La théologie byzantine, Paris 2001).
D’autre part, nombre de textes byzantins de cette époque assimilent Mehmet II a 1’ Antechrist » : cf.
Marie-Héléne Congourdeau, « Byzance et la fin du monde. Courants de pensée apocalyptiques sous
les Paléologues », dans B. Lellouch — S. Yerasimos (éds.), Les traditions apocalyptiques au tournant
de la chute de Constantinople. Actes du colloque d’Istanbul, avril 1996, Paris, 1999 (« Varia
Turcica », 33), p. 55-97, n. 30 (cf. Annexe).

8 pLP, n° 17210. V. Boskov, « Mara Brankovi¢ u turskim dokumentima iz Svete Gore » (Mara
Brankovi¢ dans les documents turcs du Mont Athos), Hilandarski Zbornik 5, 1983, p. 189-205.

% Sphrantzés affirme que Mara est apparentée (£5056Agn) a 'empereur de Trébizonde Jean IV
Comnene (I. Djuri¢, « EBroxuja Komunna », p. 266 n. 28). Elle aurait décliné I'offre de mariage de
Constantin XI arguant qu’elle avait fait veeu de chasteté au retour de la cour du sultan aprés sa mort :
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aussi sur son fils adoptif, ainsi que sur son héritier Bayezid II, fut déterminante
dans la protection du Mont—Athos au début de la domination ottomane sur
I’ensemble des Balkans, mais tout aussi signifiante en tant qu’intermédiaire de
Raguse (Dubrovnik) et méme de Venise dans leurs relations diplomatiques avec la
Porte ottomane®.

S’étalant sur cing siécles de leur histoire, les alliances matrimoniales entre la
maison impériale byzantine et celles des souverains de leurs coreligionnaires slaves
ont quelques dénominateurs communs. Eloignés dans le temps du fait de leur
précocité et faisant exception dans leur époque, les premiers mariages entre les
maisons regnantes, dont celui avec le prince de la Rus’ de Kiev, ainsi que celui
avec le tsar Pierre de Bulgarie, sont deux cas de figure préfigurant les mariages
intrabalkaniques de la derni¢re période byzantine.

Entre le début du XIII® et la deuxiéme moiti¢ du XIV* siécle, sur plus d’un
siécle et demi, ce ne sont pas moins de dix alliances matrimoniales qui ont essaimé
les relations entre les Byzantins et la Bulgarie, ce qui représente une remarquable
fréquence et continuité, surtout par rapport aux époques précédentes. Sur quelque
six générations, ces dix alliances matrimoniales présentent une fréquence hautement
significative quant a la byzantinisation du deuxiéme royaume bulgare. Sur une
vingtaine de tsars bulgares entre Jean Il Asen et Constantin II, pratiquement un sur
deux de ces souverains concluait un mariage avec la maison impériale byzantine.

Le fait qu’Iréne Comnéne soit la seule de ces neuf épouses royales bulgares
issues de la maison impériale byzantine a figurer sur la liste des souverains
bulgares du Synodicon de ['Orthodoxie suscite 1’attention pertinente de Saska
Georgieva”. Le caractére sommaire de cette liste de souverains ne semble pas de
nature a justifier des conclusions convaincantes, y compris sur cette unique
mention d’une princesse byzantine, méme si elle mérite une attention particuliére™.

Entre Alexis III Ange (1195-1203) et Constantin IX Dragasés (1449-1453),
sur dix-sept empereurs byzantins, auxquels il faut ajouter cinq despotes et empereurs
d’Epire-Thessalie, dix-huit avaient conclu une alliance matrimoniale avec les
royaumes serbe ou bulgare, ce qui représente une moyenne de plus qu’un sur deux

Sphrantzes, Chronicon minus, éd. V. Grecu, p. 78-82 ; J. Papadrianos, « The Marriage — Arrangement
between Constantin XI Palacologus and the Serbian Mara (1451) », Balkan Studies 6, 1, 1965, p. 131-138 ;
D.M. Nicol, Les derniers siéecles, p. 395-396, 415.

TM. Spremic¢ dans ISN, 11, p. 257 ; S. Mesanovi¢, Jovan VII Paleolog, p. 98, n. 267.

2B, Bojovi¢, Chilandar et les Pays roumains, p. 23 ; M.St. Popovi¢, Mara Brankovié, p. 139—140.

'S Georgieva, « The Byzantine Princesses », p. 201.

1. Dujev, « Das Synodikon von Boril als Geschichts— und Literaturdenkmal », Palaeobulgarica
4,2, 1980, p. 8-17; G. Podskalsky, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien und Serbien,
865-1459, Munich, 2000, p. 97-100, 247-252 ; Vasilca Tapkova-Zaimova, « Le modéle byzantin et la
structure politico—étatique de la Bulgarie médiévale », Balkan Studies 4, 2003, p. 121-129.
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mariages dynastiques. A peine une dizaine de ces mariages eurent lieu avec les
maisons régnantes d’Europe latine durant cette derniére période de Byzance®.
Entre la fin du XII° et le milieu du XV* siécle, huit mariages dynastiques ont
été conclus avec les membres des maisons régnantes serbes, sur un laps de temps
bien plus long de plus de deux siécles et demi. Ainsi que la plupart des mariages
avec des princesses étrangéres, pour les Byzantins ce sont autant de concessions
sous forme d’accommodements diplomatiques avec un adversaire ou un alli¢ non
moins redoutable. Ces mariages mettent en relief les rapports de forces sur le plan
géopolitique auxquels I’Empire devait faire face durant son long et irrémédiable
déclin, notamment a I’issue des efforts de restauration de I’empire dans son
étendue universelle, efforts périodiques qui épuisaient ses ressources financiéres et
militaires, économiques et humaines, alors que sa vocation ¢tait de plus en plus
disproportionnée avec les moyens dont il pouvait disposer. Consentis a contre cceur
et souvent en dernier recours, il apparait que les mariages avec les princes slaves
ont néanmoins eu moins d’impacts politiques dans I’'immédiat que d’incidences sur
un plan culturel et idéologique a I’échelle du moyen et long terme. Ainsi le mariage
de Vladimir avec Anne scelle la conversion de la Russie de Kiev au christianisme
byzantin, alors que celle du tsar bulgare et du futur roi de Serbie signifie la
reconnaissance des royaumes voisins destinés a évoluer dans le giron byzantin.
L’essentiel de ces alliances matrimoniales avec les maisons royales sud-slaves
s’étale néanmoins entre le début du XIII® et le milieu du XV© siécle. En ’espace de
deux siécles du deuxiéme royaume bulgare, pas moins de dix mariages dynastiques ont
constellé les relations diplomatiques entre les maisons régnantes bulgares et
byzantines’. Jean II Asen, le plus important souverain bulgare de cette période, épouse
Iréne, fille du despote d’Epire Théodore I* et I'un des deux des plus puissants
souverains byzantins qui entreprirent la restauration de I’Empire aprés 1204. Théodore
II Lascaris, son homologue en Asie Mineure, épouse Héléne, fille de Jean II. A son
tour, Théodore II donne sa fille Iréne en mariage au tsar bulgare Constantin Tich. A
défaut d’alliances politiques durables, en I’espace de deux générations a peine, les
mariages dynastiques ont scellé une influence déterminante du modele byzantin sur le
deuxiéme au royaume bulgare. Au début du XIV* siécle, Constantin épouse la jeune
veuve de son devancier Théodore Svetoslav et sceur d’Andronic III. L’empereur
prétendant malheureux quant & une reprise dynastique, Jean VI Cantacuzene, avait
épousé Iréne, fille d’un prince bulgare réfugié a Byzance. Andronic IV, pour sa part,
épousa Marie Keratsa, fille du tsar Alexandre Chichman et enfin Michel Asen, fils et
co-souverain de Jean Alexandre, épousa Marie Iréne, fille des empereurs Andronic 11

% 1) Philippe de Souabe et Iréne Ange (fille d’Isaac II Ange); 2) Théodore I Lascaris et Marie
Courtenoy (en 3° noce) ; 3) Jean Il Ducas Vatatzés et Anne-Constance Hohenstaufen (2° noce); 4)
Andronic II et Anne de Hongrie ; 5) Andronic II et Yolande-Iréne de Montferrat; 6) Andronic III et
Adélaide-Iréne de Brunswick ; 7) Andronic III et Anne de Savoie ; 8) Marie Paléologue (fille d’ Andronic
III) et Francesco Gattilusio ; 9) Théodore I* Paléologue (despote de Morée) et Bartolomée, fille de Neri
Acciaiuoli ; 10) Constantin XI et Magdalena, fille de Leonardo Tocco.

% S. Georgieva, «Diplomatic Marriages in Medieval Bulgarian Foreign Policy », Bulgarian
Historical Review 1, 1993, p. 116-126.
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et sceur de Jean V. L’irrémédiable déclin de Byzance, malgré un début de restauration
des Paléologues, avait facilité la création de ces alliances matrimoniales que la cour
impériale concédait bien plus difficilement dans les périodes antérieures. La réduction
de sa puissance et de son territoire entralnait paradoxalement I’extension d’un
rayonnement culturel qui devait transcender les limites traditionnelles de son influence
aux époques des plus grands fastes de I’Empire. Ce qui ne peut amener qu’a un constat
de fait que le potentiel culturel de I’Empire issu d’une continuité avec ’antiquité
tardive sur le fond d’une synthése de civilisation méditerranéenne était bien plus
important que ses potentialités en ressources humaines et matérielles.

Le cas de figure serbe est particulierement révélateur a cet égard. Alors que la
puissance byzantine déclinait rapidement aprés un dernier sursaut d’éclat de Manuel
Comneéne, le grand joupan serbe répudie son épouse impériale pour prendre en
secondes noces la petite-fille du doge de Venise, reflet aussi fidele que dépouillé du
grand tournant dans les rapports de forces dans les Balkans a I’issue de la période
des Comnenes. Si I’influence de Byzance est supplantée par un rapport de forces au
profit des puissances latines”’, I’impact de 1’aire culturelle byzantine s’affirme a
travers ’organisation d’une Eglise orthodoxe locale”™. La restauration progressive
de Byzance que les faibles Etats latins ne parviendraient pas a supplanter se
manifeste par le mariage du roi serbe avec la fille du despote d’Epire et de la
Thessalie. Jugée excessive, I’influence byzantine sur le gendre byzantin occupant
le trone serbe est rejetée avec 1’éviction du roi Radoslav, remplacé par son frére marié¢
avec une princesse bulgare. A I’issue de ce régne non moins éphémére, I’influence
bulgare fut supplantée par un long et fructueux régne du troisiéme fils de Stefan le
Premier Couronné, celui du roi Uro§ I (1243-1276), marié a une princesse
franque, Héléne dite d’ Anjou (1245-1276), mere de deux des plus illustres rois et dont le
cadet eut sans doute le régne le plus déterminant pour le devenir du royaume serbe.

Alors que 1’ainé, Dragutin (1276—1282) régnait sur un royaume septentrional
avec I’appui de son beau-pére, le roi de Hongrie, le cadet Milutin était voué a tirer
parti des retombées des guerres civiles de son voisinage byzantin. Une fois de plus
exsangue par une entreprise de restauration sans lendemain sous Michel VIII
Paléologue, 1’époque des deux Androniques fut celle d’une des plus grandes
décadences de I’Empire, un déclin que Milutin au cours de son long régne ne
pouvait manquer de mettre au profit de ses ambitions. Apres trois mariages, dont
deux avec des princesses royales, de Hongrie et de Bulgarie, son mariage avec une
princesse née dans la pourpre, agée de six ans seulement, est a I’image du peu de
scrupules dont il s’embarrassat dans 1’accomplissement de ces opportunités. Les
conditions d’une byzantinisation de la Serbie a long terme étaient réunies. Forgée
essentiellement sur le modéle byzantin, une cohérence idéologique, corollaire de sa
continuité dynastique, assurait a la Serbie une stabilité plus vigoureuse, y compris
apres la fin de la deux fois centenaire dynastie némanide.

%7 C’est ainsi que le grand joupan Stefan ne fait plus état de son titre de sebastocrator aprés 1204 :
cf. B. Ferjanci¢, « Sevastokratori u Vizantiji », p. 168-170.
% D. Obolensky, Vizantijski komonvelt, p. 288-289.
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Alors que la Serbie du XIII® siécle oscillait encore entre les influences des
deux parties de la chrétienté, le royaume a partir de Milutin s’oriente durablement
vers le modele byzantin. Stefan DuSan entreprend 1’élargissement territorial a la
faveur des guerres intestines a Byzance, pour s’acheminer vers la création d’un
empire serbo-grec dont la durée se prolongea & peine au-dela de son régne. Elevé a
la cour impériale ou il fut envoyé en otage avec son pére, DuSan était imbu de
culture grecque. Les princes qui se partagérent I’empire aprés sa mort furent
hellénisés dans la mesure de leur immersion dans un environnement byzantin. Ce
fut notamment le cas de son demi-frére Siméon-SiniSa dont 1’origine serbe ne fut
quasiment qu’un lointain souvenir. A plus de huit siécles d’écart, I’aristocratie
serbe reproduisait le processus d’assimilation des populations slaves dans les terres
ancestrales grecques a partir des VI*-VII® siécles.

La Serbie de la premiére moitié et du milieu du XV° si¢cle est le refuge
ultime d’une partie des élites byzantines refoulées par la conquéte ottomane. Marié
a une Cantacuzene, la vie de sa cour se déroulant dans un environnement byzantin,
le despote Djuradj Brankovi¢ fut le dernier gendre byzantin impérial sur le trone
serbe”. Sa fille, la sultane Mara, fut 1’avant dernier protectrice impériale du Mont-
Athos, qui obtint grace a elle un statut institutionnel protégé par la Porte, ainsi que
par les princes de Valachie vassaux du sultan.

Le déclin final de Byzance et de son voisinage balkanique avait fait estomper
les clivages d’antan entre Grecs et Slaves'”. Manuel II avait épousé la fille d’un
des derniers dynastes serbes, les deux derniers empereurs byzantins €taient issus de
ce mariage, Constantin XI portait le nom de jeune fille de sa mére comme surnom
ou un nom de famille.

Exceptions difficilement concédées dans les périodes antérieures, a partir de
la fin XII° — début XIII® siécle les mariages princiers entre les maisons régnantes
byzantines et celles de leur voisinage slave deviennent incomparablement plus
fréquents. An fur et & mesure du déclin de la puissance byzantine ces mariages sont
concédés avec d’autant plus d’assentiment. Enfermés dans leur sentiment de
suprématie impériale, les Byzantins apprennent a s’intégrer dans une communauté
politico-confessionelle qui assumait leurs notions de hiérarchie des Etats et du
pouvoir souverain. L’érosion de la puissance militaire et politique de I’Empire était
ainsi compensée par 1’accroissement de son rayonnement culturel auquel les
mariages princiers contribuaient par une relation causale en passe a une altérité
interactive. Les mariages princiers avec les maisons régnantes bulgare et serbes
constituent ces dénominateurs communs qui sont autant de jalons illustrant cette
complémentarité en devenir d’une civilisation millénaire dont 1’essoufflement du
pouvoir de synthése n’a pu surmonter 1’avénement balbutiant de la modernité.

% J.A. Papadrianos, « Tiveg oi deopoi cuyyeveiog o [empyiov Bpévioprg (Brankovié) mpdg tov
otkov t@v IMakonoAdywv ; », Eretpic Eroupeioc Bolavrivésy Zmovddv 33, 1964, p. 140-142.

1% Sur la perception de la Serbie, de ses richesses en métaux précieux et de ses potentialités
militaires, dans I’historiographie byzantine du XV* siécle, cf. Nikoli¢, « The Byzantine Historiography »,
passim.
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In memory of Bogdan-Petru Maleon

Nicetas Choniates: ...1 will repay you by giving you back the past you have lost...
Baudolino: But maybe my story has no meaning.

Nicetas: There are no stories without a meaning.

And I am one of those men who can find it even where others fail to see it.

Afterwards the story becomes the book of the living,

like a blaring trumpet that raises from the tomb those who have been dust for centuries...
Still it takes time, you have to consider the events, arrange them in order,

find the connections even the least visible ones.

(Umberto Eco, Baudolino, Harvest Books, 2002, p. 19)

The struggle for Sirmium and for the city of Zemun during the Byzantine-Hungarian wars
received significant attention from two of the most important Byzantine authors of Manuel
Komnenos’ reign, John Kinnamos and Nicetas Choniates. Nicetas Choniates’ version of the
events includes a spectacular episode occurred at the beginning of the siege of Zemun.
According to Choniates the emperor, mounted on his horse, stroke the city gates with his
spear. The paper tries to understand the episode’s significance from the chronicler’s
perspective and to suggest the meaning of the gesture by comparing it with other similar
deeds of the Middle Ages.

Keywords: Manuel Komnenos, Byzantine-Hungarian relations, Zemun, siege, gestures
of power.

The starting point of the present paper is an episode related to the Hungarian
struggle for power at the beginning of the second half of the 12" century. In spring
1165, King Stephen III launched an attack against Byzantine Sirmium defended by
Stephen IV a pretender to the crown of St. Stephen who, for a brief period,
occupied the throne with the support of Manuel I Komnenos'. The expedition

" A Romanian version of the paper was published in Florin Curta, Bogdan-Petru Maleon (eds.), The
Steppe Lands and the World Beyond Them. Studies In Honor of Victor Spinei on His 70" Birthday, Tasi,
2013 pp. 677-687.
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proved to be a success. Stephen III conquered Zemun® by treason while his rival
was poisoned by his followers. Furthermore, according to the chronicle of John
Kinnamos, Stephen IV’s body was left outside the city’s gates and was refused a
proper burial. Eventually the former king was buried in the Church of St. Martyr
Stephen’.

The Byzantine reaction to such events was quick and decisive’. Manuel I
directed his armies against Zemun in a campaign analyzed by Ferdinand
Chalandon, Ferenc Makk and Paul Magdalino’. The main byzantine chroniclers
John Kinnamos® and Nicetas Choniates offer a detailed account on the causes of
the war, on the preparations and on the pursuit of events and both of them exalt the
deeds and the bravery of the emperor during the campaign.” Along with such
common narrative details there are also differences between the two testimonies
and Choniates, for instance, is the only one who mentions an interesting episode
occurred at the beginning of the siege.

Choniates opens his relation underlining the contrast between the emperor’s
expectations and the behavior of his former subjects. According to the historian of
Chonai, Manuel I was in hope for a quick surrender of the city once he and his
troops appeared at the town’s gates. In this point Choniates diverge from
Kinnamos’ version who states that the Hungarians prepared an attack but retreated
hastily in great disorder once they saw the emperor leading his soldiers®. Thus, the
frightening of the enemy as an imperial attribute is mentioned by Kinnamos but

! For Stephen IV’s short reign (five months) in the context of Byzantine-Hungarian relations see
Ferenc Makk, The Arpads and the Comneni. Political Relations between Hungary and Byzantium in the
12th century, Budapest, p. 83—86. For the fights which preceded the siege of Zemun, ibidem, p. 89-91.

2 For the strategic significance of this city in the 12 century see Jovanka Kali¢, “Zemun u XII
veku”, Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Institut 13, 1971, p. 27-56.

3 Joannis Cinnami Epitome rerum ab loanne et Alexio Comnenis Gestarum, ed. August
Meineke, Bonn, 1886, p. 238-240 for the Hungarian siege of Zemun; cf. John Kinnamos, Deeds of
John and Manuel Komnenos, transl. by Charles M. Brand, Columbia University Press, New York,
1976, p. 179-80. The poisoning of the Stephen IV was analyzed by Stephanos Efthymiadis, “Nicetas
Choniates and loannes Kinnamos: the poisoning of Stephen IV of Hungary (13 april 1165)”,
Byzantinische Zeitschrifi 101, 2008, 1, p. 21-28.

4 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, ed. Jan Louis Van Dieten, Berlin—-New York, 1975, p- 128; cf. Niceta
Coniata, Grandezza e catastrofe di Bisanzio, 1 (Libri I-VIII), introduzione Alexander Kazhdan, testo critico
e commento di Ricardo Maisano, trad. Anna Pontani, Milano, 1994, p. 305; O City of Byzantium. Annals of
Nicetas Choniates, translated by Harry J. Magoulias, Detroit, 1984, p. 73.

5 Ferdinand Chalandon, Jean I Comnéne et Manuel ler Comnéne, Paris, 1912, p. 481-85;
Ferenc Makk, The Arpads and the Comneni. Political Relations between Hungary and Byzantium in
the 12th century, Budapest, p. 91-92; Paul Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 1143—
1180, Cambridge, 1993, p. 80.

® For Kinnamos’ version see loannis Cinnami Epitome, p. 241.

7 For a parallel with the topos of warrior-emperor in the narratives related to John II Komnenos’
reign see loannis Stouraitis, “Narratives of John II Komnenos’ wars: comparing Byzantine and modern
approaches”, in Alessandra Bucossi and Alex Rodriguez Suarez (eds.), John II Komnenos, Emperor of
Byzantium. In the Shadow of Father and Son, London-New York, 2016, p. 22-36.

8 Joannis Cinnami Epitome, p. 241.
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seem to be denied by Choniates who only points to the defenders’ stubbornness to
resist. For the latter, the garrisons and the people of Zemun not only refused to
submit but they fortified all the entrances, started to launch javelins, arrows and
stones against the Byzantines and, as venomous snakes, they begun to taunt the
emperor and his soldiers’.

Such behavior is a common place used by Choniates’ in his history. For
instance, during the siege of Vakha the besieged insulted the emperor John II
Comnenos, his wife and his daughters; during the Egyptian campaign of 1169 the
Muslims of Damietta also used insults against the Byzantines while later on the
rebels of Nicea used derision against the emperor Andronicus I Komnenos'.
However, the siege of Zemun may be considered as a special case if we take into
account the textual strategy used by Choniates. The historian labels the defenders
as asps and snakes, true incarnation of evil but also an allusion to the infamous act
of poisoning Stephen IV. In Choniates’ views there was a causal link between the
dishonorable crime, the treachery which enabled the Hungarian to conquer Zemun,
and the refuse to surrender at the imperial request. The allusion to Psalm 140
(Deliver me, O Lord, from Evil Men) was a literary figure of speech meant to
depict the besieged as the incarnation of evil. The act of poisoning was followed by
poisoned words directed against the emperor and his troops''.

In contrast with poisoning and treachery, labeled as specific to women
behaviour, the Byzantine historian constructed an ideal image of a warrior
sovereign, who combines courage, military prowess and masculinity. The central
piece of such ideal portrait is in Choniates’ text a spectacular gesture made by the
basileus at the beginning of the siege. According to the chronicler, Manuel I on his
horseback launched an individual charge against the city gates striking them at full
speed with his spear'”.

The episode seems, indeed, to be very unusual. It looks more like a typical
individual attack of a Western knight eager to prove his courage and to gain fame.

° Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 133—134; Niceta Coniata, Grandezza e catastrofe, p. 302-304; O
City of Byzantium, p. 76; as Harry J. Magoulias pointed out, the sentence is an obvious reference to Psalm
140: “They make their tongue sharp as a serpent’s, and under their lips is the venom of asps”.

19 For the quoted episodes see Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 23, 163 and 283; Niceta Coniata,
Grandezza e catastrofe, 1, p. 54 and 372; 11, p. 142—-144.

" For the use of animals by Choniates as metaphors to depict the enemy see Alexander Kazhdan,
Simon Franklin, Studies on Byzantine Literature of the eleventh and twelfth Centuries, London-Paris, 1984,
p. 267; the topic was developed by Anthony Littlewood, “Vegetal and Animal Imagery in the History of
Niketas Choniates”, in M. Griinbart (ed.), Theatron. Rhetorische Kultur in Spdtantike und Mittelater,
Berlin—-New York, 2003, p. 223-258. For the use of Psalms by Choniates in the narration of Manuel
Komnenos deeds se Alicia Simpson, Niketas Choniates. A Historiographical Study, Oxford, 2013, p. 150,
152. The author emphasises that the literary allusions and the comparisons of the emperor with biblical or
mythological heroes produce “an ironic effect thus subtly criticizing the emperor”.

12 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 134: TIpitog toivov 6 Pooiheds @ Tig ppfioeng opoio
Stepedilmv tovg V1’ €kelvov Kot TAV THG TOAE®S TVADV TOV oV €pinot Koi Hécov avtdv 10 30pL
fAaoev ;cf. Niceta Coniata, Grandezza e catastrophe, p. 133—134. For the translation of the Greek text I am
indebted to my colleague Ovidiu Olar.
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Attacking individually a well defended city gate without any support from his
troops seems more a reckless decision or at least an exaggerated gesture of
audacity. The text seems to point towards the first option but even in this case it
raises several questions. Do we have to deal with an imagined episode aimed to
add a heroic aura to emperor deeds? Or, on the contrary, Choniates simply
describes an authentic episode? If the last answer is correct we have to ask what
meaning was attached to the spear strike by the performer and how such act was
understood by the witnesses. All in all, was the siege of Zemun an exemplary
moment, a sort of God’s judgment aimed to underscore the virtues and,
respectively, the sins of the two camps? There are no easy answers to such
questions. It is certain though that in his description of the Byzantine-Hungarian
war of 1165, Choniates used a wide range of literary stratagems aimed to underline
the emperor’s triumph'®. Also, one should keep in mind that, after the fall of
Constantinople in 1204, Choniates revised his history and, in this respect, Alicia
Simpson pointed out that critics directed to Manuel I are to be found precisely in
the last version of the chronicle. Thus we have to ask if such post factum judgment
influenced somehow the account of the siege of Zemun'”.

At first glance the answer seems to be negative. However, Choniates’ text is
much less apologetic than Kinnamos’ version'®. Indeed Choniates’ narrative is not
focused on emperor’s deeds. On the contrary, he insists on several details which
cast lights and shadows on the Byzantine-Hungarian war. For instance, it is
mentioned an episode about a woman killed by her husband to avoid a rape by
Byzantine soldiers; also, there are mentions of a pro-byzantine faction in the city
which sent day by day information to the emperor’s camp during the siege. Last
but not least, Choniates gave a full account of Andronicus Komnenos dexterity in

13 Sometimes the Byzantine chronicles underlined the opposition of the Byzantine subjects towards
the audacity of some emperors in battles. For instance, John II Komnenos intention to lead an attack against
a Pecheneg camp was denied by his counsellors (loannis Cinnami Epitome, p. 8); similarly Manuel’s
decision to attack Zemun from an assault tower encountered strong opposition from his subjects and
eventually the emperor abandoned the idea (loannis Cinnami Epitome, p. 241).

14 Alicia Simpson, “Niketas Choniates: the Historian”, in Alicia Simpson, Stephanos Efthymiadis
(eds.), Niketas Choniates. A Historian and a Writer, Geneva, 2009, p. 13: “the story narrated by Niketas in
his history is complex and multifaceted. It largely consists of stories within stories, revolving in a periphery
around the protagonists, some adventurous, erotic or heroic, others comedic, pathetic and abhorrent”. See
also in the same volume Anthony Kaldellis, “Paradox, Reversal and the Meaning of History”, p. 75-99
(especially p. 75) and Stephanos Efthymiadis, “Greek and Biblical exempla in the service of an artful
writer”, p. 101-119.

!5 Alicia Simpson, Niketas Choniates, p. 16~17. There are no less than three versions of Choniates’
work: a short version, an appendix written after 1204 which insists on the fourth crusade and its
consequences and a revised version written in Nicaea ten years after the loss of Constantinople. For the
idealization of Manuel’s early reign and the contrast with the subsequent period see Alicia Simpson,
Niketas Choniates. A Historiographical Study, Oxford, 2013, p. 151.

'S For the differences between the two Byzantine authors with special focus on Byzantine-
Hungarian relations see Alicia Simpson, Niketas Choniates. A Historiographical Study, p. 221.
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handling the siege machines'’. In opposition, Kinnamos’ account is longer, his
succession of events slightly different, and, more important, Manuel I is the main
actor of the war while his cousin and rival Andronicus is seldom mentioned'®.
There are also serious differences between the two chroniclers' concerning the
prelude of the war. Analyzing the main reason of the conflict i.e. the poisoning of
Stephen IV, Stephanos Efthymiadis noticed both the synthetic version of Choniates’
text on the issue as well as the ironies directed against the emperor and his
protégé™. According to Efthymiadis, Choniates’ version is an “intriguing narrative”,
an exemplum with a strong moral purpose.

As I already mentioned there are also divergences related to the description
of the siege. Choniates’ text is more concise and the emperor’s role is emphasized
only in respect with the charge against the city’s gate. The act seems carved out of
a novel of the Round Table. In front of the castle of Grail, both Lancelot and
Perceval are tempted to use their weapons in order to enter. Perceval strikes so hard
with his sword the gate of the Grail castle, that ,,the world seems to end” (Qu’il
samble que li siecles fine)*'. The sword breaks into two and the knight is
admonished by a prud’homme, who tells him that the violent gesture attracts the
prolongation of the Grail quest by another seven years. In a similar manner, in La
Queste de Saint Graal, Lancelot tries to use his weapon against the lions which
guard the entrance to the Grail castle, but he is admonished by a celestial voice,
who chastises his audacity. According to the heavenly messenger, Lancelot placed
more confidence in his valor and in his weapons than in almighty God. Thus, the
voice implies than the knight’s courage was stronger than his faith.”> The
conclusion of the aforementioned episodes is quite clear: at the gates of the Grail

17 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 134. For Andronikos’ depiction in Choniates as a perpetual source
of trouble but also as a very skillful character see Alicia Simpson, Niketas Choniates. A Historiographical
Study, p. 160.

18 Joannis Cinnami Epitome, p. 246; cf. John Kinnamos, Deeds, p. 185.

1 For the outbreak of the war the differences between Kinnamos and Choniates are insignificant.
For instance, Kinnamos indicates the Church where was buried Stephen IV while Choniates mentions the
name of the killer and the method of poisoning. The killer poisoned the bandages used by Stephen IV to
poultice a wound. For the use of Kinnamos text by Choniates see Vasile Grecu, “Nicétas Choniates a-t-il
connu I’histoire de Jean Kinnamos?”, Revue des études byzantines 7, 1949, p. 194-204. Alicia Simpson,
“Niketas Choniates”, p. 28. Stephanos Efthymiadis, “Nicetas Choniates and Ioannes Kinnamos”, p. 28
considers that both authors used a source which is now lost. But see also Alexander Kazhdan, “Esce raz o
Kinname i Nikita Honiate”, Byzantinoslavica 24, 1963, p. 4-31, who considers that the similarities are
limited only to the reign of John II Komnenos.

2% Stephanos Efthymiadis, “Nicetas Choniates and Ioannes Kinnamos™, p. 23 and p. 26-27. The
author proposes an explanation for Choniates’ interest in giving a full account of the poisoning of the
Hungarian pretender.

2! Gerbert de Montreuil, La Continuation de Perceval, edité par Mary Williams, 1.1, Paris,
1922, p. 7, vers 168—173. For the Arthurian episodes in which the hero hits the castle gate, I owe a
great deal of gratitude to Catalina Girbea.

22 La Queste del Saint Graal, ed. Albert Pauphilet, Paris, 2003, p. 253.
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castle the use of weapons is illegitimate.” The idea resembles very much a fopos
from the pages of the chronicles of the crusades: a just cause implies trust in God’s
help rather than in one’s own strength.

But this conclusion cannot be applied to the episode whose protagonist is
Manuel Komnenos. Not only the weapon is a different one, a spear instead of a
sword, but the stake of the episode seems entirely different. In contrast to the
mentioned Arthurian deeds, the emperor’s strike has nothing illegitimate about it. It
seems to be a message addressed by military means to those behind the walls.
Choniates seems to suggest that the refuse to open the gates and to surrender was
an act of defiance aimed to contest the imperial authority. In such context the
spear’s strike is a reply, a symbolic gesture which underscores the imperial anger
and anticipates the future punishment. In opposition with the aforementioned
Arthurian novels, when the use of weapon put an end to a conflict, the spear’s
strike anticipates the incoming violence.

This kind of message could be found in some other medieval episodes.
Narrating the siege of Constantinople by the Bulgarians in the year 813, the
chronicle of Theophanes reminds a gesture of the khan Krum, labelled as “the new
Sennacherib”. Krum marched in front of the walls of Constantinople, from the Gate
Blachernae to the Golden Gate, namely from one end to the other of the terrestrial
line of fortifications. Such parade was followed by “demonic” sacrifices in front of
the city walls and by an unusual demand made by Krum. The Khan asked that his
spear will be affix to the Golden Gate by the emperor. Because Leon V refused to
obey, Krum was eventually content to retreat into his tent.** For good reason, the
entire episode was interpreted as an attempt to put basileus Leon V, who barely
took the throne™, in a difficult position, and the demand to affix the spear to the
Golden Gate as a symbolic act by which the emperor would have bowed before the
power of the Bulgarian khan.”® By comparing the khan with the king of Assyria,
Senacherib, Theophanes seems from the very start to suggest that, despite the
disproportion of forces, the assault attempt over the imperial capital was
foredoomed to fail. Even if the succession of events differs from the account of

3 See the analysis made by Citilina Girbea, “Chevalerie, adoubement et conversion dans
quelques romans du Graal”, in Chevalerie et christianisme aux XII° et XIII siecles), Martin Aurell et
Citalina Girbea (eds.), Rennes, 2011, p. 179—199.

2% Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig, 1883, p. 503; cf. The Chronicle of
Theophanes Confessor. Byzantine and Near Eastem History, AD 284-813, transl. by Cyril Mango and
Roger Scott with the assistance of Geoffrey Greatrex, Oxford, 1997, p. 686.

% Florin Curta, “Qagan, Khan or King? Power in Early Medieval Bulgaria (seventh to ninth
century)”, in Text, Context, History and Archaeology. Studies in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages,
ed. by Victor Spinei, Bucuresti-Brdila, 2009 p. 393: , Krum may have well moved freely in 813 under
the very walls of Constantinople (...) in order to make the Byzantine emperor Leo V lose face
publicly”.

26 Panos Sophoulis, Byzantium and Bulgaria 775-831, Leiden-Boston, 2012, p. 252: ,.the khan
is reported to have requested the emperor to affix his spear to the Golden Gate, no doubt as a
symbolic act of submission to Bulgar power”.
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Senacherib’s attack of Jerusalem in the Old Testament, the Bulgarian siege of 813
ended, indeed, in failure. The Bulgarian khan retreated but only after he had
devastated the surroundings of the imperial capital. A comparison with the
Byzantine siege of Zemun underlines a couple of notable differences. Krum does
not strike the city gate himself, but he asks the emperor to affix his spear.
Moreover, the gesture was claimed after the khan’s armies paraded in front of the
capital’s walls, an element missing in the case of the siege of Zemun.

At the opposite extremity of Europe, a similar gesture was made by the future
emperor Louis the Pious in the year 801, in front of the walls of Barcelona.
According to the poem of Ermoldus Nigellus, at a certain point during the siege,
Charlemagne’s son threw stoutly his spear against the fortress. The force of the
fling was so great, that the spear fastened into the ,,wall marble”. Frightened by the
arm who accomplished such a strike, ,,the Moors”, who were already willing to
surrender because of the casualties and the hunger, decided unanimously to
capitulate.”’” Far from being, as the Italian historian Aldo Settia considered™, a
high-minded gesture of defiance and, at the same time, a confession of weakness in
front of a fortress which he had decided to take, Louis’ spear strike seems to be the
decisive element which turn the balance of war. According to the poet’s views, the
Prince’s military virtues are those which, eventually, subdue the “Moors”
headstrongness and compel them to capitulate. The episode of Louis the Pious’
spear strike has much in common with Manuel’s attitude in front of the gates of
Zemun, even if there is also a significant difference. The Franks succeeded in their
attempt to convince the Muslims to surrender Barcelona, while the Byzantines
were forced to continue their siege®.

Another example could be found from the second half of the 14™ century.
During the “crusade” of Amadeus of Savoy, one of his knights, Guillelmus de
Grandissono, made a chevauchée in front of the walls of Anchialos. The text is

Y Monumenta Germaniae Historica, ed. Georg Heinrich Pertz, Scriptores, vol. 11, Hannover,
1829, p. 476r. Tum rex ipse pius crispans hastile lacerto,/Inque urbem adversam conpulit ire celer.
Hasta volans media ventis se contulit urbi/Marmore subjecto figitur acta nimis.Hoc signo Mauri
turbate corde pavore/Mirantur ferrum, plus iacientis opus./Quid facerem’ lam rex aberat, iam pugna
tepebat;/Maurorum primos abstulerat gladius/Tandem iam victi nimium belloque fameque,/Consilio
unanimi reddere castra volunt.

2 Aldo A. Settia, Rapine, assedi, battaglie. La guerra nel medioevo, Roma, 2002, p. 176: “un
orgoglioso gesto di sfida che e, nello steso tempo, una confessione di impotenza contro una fortezza
decisa ad arrendersi soltanto per fame”. For an analysis of the siege of Barcelona in 801 see Richard
L.C. Jones, “Fortifications and Sieges in Western Europe c. 800-1450”, in Medieval Warfare. A
History, ed. by Maurice Keen, New York and Oxford, p. 167-168.

% There is also another one: Louis was not mounted when he launched the spear against the walls.
The reason is obvious. Such manner of combat was not invented yet. See Jean Flori, “Encore ’usage de la
lance. La technique du combat chevaleresque vers I’an 11007, Cahiers de civilisation médiévale XXXI,
juillet-septembre 1988, p. 217-219 who points out that Louis technique in using the spear could also be
found in the Bayeux tapestry illustrating the battle of Hastings.
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very brief but it could be argued that Guillelmus intended to openly defy the
defenders who refused to surrender®’.

Finally, a mounted sovereign who strikes with his spear the gates of a fortress
appears in the pages of the Moldavian chronicle attributed to Grigore Ureche in
relation with a Moldavian siege of Lviv in 1509. The text mentions that “[the
Moldavians] burning and pillaging the country, began the siege of Lviv, where they
battered the city walls, and they were very close to take it. And voivode Bogdan III
alone struck with the spear the gate of Lviv, and the sign of his blow can be seen
even today. The Poles themselves acknowledge the fact and moreover confess that
the story is entirely true™'. We ignore how many sources were used by Ureche in
the description of the Moldavian expedition in Poland, but the moment which
individualize the campaign — the blow at the gate of Lviv, — are not to be found in
any Polish or other Moldavian contemporary narrative sources which recounts the
episode™. The chronicler’s mention that ,,The Poles themselves acknowledge the
fact and moreover confess that the story is entirely true” suggests a Polish
information that however might be an oral one. The episode has many similarities
with Manuel I gesture at Zemun the only difference consisting in the epilogue.
Bogdan III of Moldavia was forced to retreat while in the Byzantine case the siege
was, in the end, successful.

All the aforementioned gestures with all the similarities and differences are a
part of a symbolic arsenal attached to the medieval war. Many episodes narrated by
the medieval chroniclers seem to suggest that the clash of weapons was doubled by
a clash of gestures and words.

Choniates’ history makes no exception. The siege of Zemun is only one of
the many episodes aimed to give meaning to the text. Emperors or simple warriors
used during the battles words or gestures aimed to strengthen a particular idea, to
emphasize a certain significance of the event. Sometimes such acts seem easy to
understand. It was the case of the faint attack on the city of Sozopolis in
Pamphylia, a stratagem aimed to lure the garrison outside the city walls™. In other

39 F. Bollati di Saint Pierre, llustrazioni della spedizione in Oriente di Amedeo VI (il Conte Verde),
Torino, 1900, p. 119: “dominus Guillelmus de Grandissono equitauit cum armis ante castrum Aquille, in
quo dominus Anthonius vicecomes de Mediolano captus tenebatur”. For the identification of ,,Aquille”
with Anchialos see Octavian Iliescu, 4 stapdnit Dobrotici la gurile Dunarii?, “Pontica”, IV, 1971, p. 371—
377.

3 Grigore Ureche, Letopisetul Tarii Moldovei, ed. by P. P. Panaitescu, Bucuresti, 1958, p. 138-139;
cf. Nicolae Costin, Letopisetul Tarii Moldovei de la zidirea lumii pana la 1601 si de la 1709-1711, ed. C.A.
Stoide si I. Lazarescu, lasi, 1976, p. 149: ,si batand cetatea Liovului cateva dzile, nu o au dobandit, iar
multa avere au luat dentr-insa si singur Bogdan voda au lovit in poarta cu sulita”. The episode is mentioned
by Maria Magdalena Székely, “Un gest de putere al lui Bogdan al Ill-lea si semnificatia lui”, in Putna,
Ctitorii ei si lumea lor, Bucuresti, 2011, p. 99106 but the analysis was focused on another gesture of
power the sack of Rohatyn and the capture of the city church’s bell.

32 For a full analysis of the episode see Ovidiu Cristea, “Glasul lancilor: pe marginea unui gest de
putere al lui Bogdan al Ill-lea”, Analele Putnei X, 2014, 1, p. 203-214.

33 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p- 13; Grandezza e catastrofe, p. 32-34.
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cases the besiegers used ignominious means to undermine the moral of the
defenders. For instance emperor Andronicus Komnenos took Euphrosina, the
mother of the future emperor Isaac II Angelos, as a human shield in order to
compel the defenders of Nicaea to surrender’®. On other occasion the besiegers
were satisfied to point out their superiority. It was the case of an attack of a
Norman fleet led by Maione of Bari who launched golden arrows against the
palace of Blacherne™.

There were also some situations when an individual duel intended to decide
the outcome of a war. Such was the fight between the Byzantine Eustrathios and
the Armenian Constantine during the siege of fortress Vakha®®. However, for the
siege of Zemun the meaning of Manuel’s gesture is much difficult to guess. It is
striking that the strike in the city gate is ignored by John Kinnamos an author who
praised any of the emperor’s actions. This omission casts some doubts on the
veracity of the event. Moreover, the doubts are strengthened by the fact that
Choniates fails to elaborate on the episode and the gesture seem to have no serious
consequences for his following narration. It may be simply assumed that it was a
sort of challenge used by the emperor following a custom of Western knights. The
spear as the weapon par excellence of the horsemen was generalized around mid-
11" century’” and Manuel Komnenos seemed to have been very founded on it. For
instance, Choniates mentions that during a joust between Byzantines and Latins in
Antioch™, the emperor and his subjects mastered the spear namely against those
who considered themselves masters of such weapon. The joust of Antioch
underscored not only that the spear was the favorite weapon of Latin knights but
also that, in their turn, the Byzantine used it skillfully. For Choniates, the
Byzantine success in the aforementioned joust” was a solid proof that the Western
perceptions of Byzantines as effeminate and unworthy warriors was wrong and that
the emperor and his followers were as worthy as the Latins in the use of spear.

In a similar vein may be read the gesture of Manuel I in front of Zemun’s
gate. It was a challenge made in Western style aimed to put in contrast the courage
of the Byzantine commander with the cowardice and lack of virtues of the

34 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p- 282-283; Grandezza e catastrofe, p. 140-142.

3% Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 99; Grandezza e catastrofe, p. 226. For this episode see Ovidiu
Cristea, “O ,joacd” siciliand: suprematie maritima si prestigiu in Mediterana secolului al XII-lea”, in
Vocatia Istoriei. Prinos profesorului Serban Papacostea, Ovidiu Cristea and Gheorghe Lazar (eds.), Braila,
2008, p. 221-235.

36 Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p- 23-25; Grandezza e catastrofe, p. 54-58.

37 Jean Flori, “Encore ’usage de la lance”, p. 213-240.

3% Nicetas Choniates, Historia, p. 108: Op&v 8¢ 0 ék TV AaTivov Keice GTPUTIOTIKOV Py, TH
Sopartt éykavympevov kol T@  TOUTOL EVOEEI®  uodv  dykoviopott moudilg  MuEpa
cuvinparifetan St” dowdnpawv dopaticudv; Grandezza e catastrofe, p. 246.

% For the difference between fornemen, a group combat and dzoustra, an individual combat, (words
derived from Old French torneimen and jost) see Sports (authors Apostolos Karpozilos and Anthony
Cutler) in The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, 111, New York-Oxford, 1993, p. 1939-1940.
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besieged. The latter were depicted as effeminates who refused the combat and took
shelter behind the walls. Even worse, in their defense they seem to rely not on
weapons but on dirty words and obscene gestures. Choniates’ text seems to suggest
a reversal of the Western cliché who depicted the Byzantines as feeble and pitiful
warriors™®.

Eventually, Manuel I’s gesture is a sort of “monologue” which received no
reply from the enemies. It is another argument to reinforce the conclusion that the
war of 1165 was directed against a worthless foe who used in his combat poison,
treachery, obscene words and gestures as weapons. If we put the episode in the
wide context of Manuel I’s Hungarian policy the spear strike in the gate of Zemun
— eventually a gesture of no consequences — suggests the failure of the emperor’s
attempts to transform Hungary in a Byzantine satellite*'.

40 For other “reversals” see Anthony Kaldellis, “Paradox, Reversal and the Meaning of History”,
p. 75-99.
4 Ferenc Makk, The Arpads and the Comneni, p. 80-82.
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In a letter from 1199 addressed to Innocent III, Lewon I presented himself as king of all the
Armenians, a title that was copied from the one used by the Armenian catholicos. The union
with Rome, established in 1198, was met with opposition in Greater Armenia and the king
could not control the Armenian patriarch either, because he resided in Hromkla. Thus, he
tried to assume the spiritual authority over all Armenians to avoid any damage done to his
ties with Rome and to control the Armenian Church, an action reflected in the use of the title
of king of all the Armenians.
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On the 6™ of January 1198, in Tarsus, the Armenian prince Lewon II was
crowned king by Conrad of Wittelsbach, archbishop of Mainz. This moment was
recorded by many oriental chroniclers', which may indicate upon its importance
not only for Armenians, but also for the other peoples from the Levant. The
coronation of the new Armenian king was celebrated both in Cilicia and Greater
Armenia. Lewon embodied the renaissance of the Armenian monarchy, and some
of his contemporaries hoped that one day in the future the kings from Cilicia would
extend their authority over the Armenian lands from the east, thus uniting all
Armenians under one rule’. In 1199, in a letter addressed to Innocent III, Lewon
presented himself as “king of all the Armenians”. In the following pages I will
argue that this title was an expression of his desire to be perceived as the spiritual,
not political leader of all his coreligionists, thus placing himself above the
catholicos. In exchange for the crown which he had received, the king had to agree

! Smbat Sparapet, Taregirk', Venetik, S. Lazar, 1956, p. 208; Kirakos Ganjakec'i, Patmut ‘yun
hayoc ', K.A. Melik® Ohanjanyan (ed.), Erevan, 1961, p. 158; Vahram Rabuni, Otanavor patmut iwn
Rubeneanc‘ (History of the Rubenian Dynasty), V. Sahnazaryan, Paris, 1859, p. 212-213; Annales de
Terre-Sainte 1095-1291, in Archives de I'Orient latin, t. 11, Reinhold Rohricht and Gaston Reynaud
(eds.), Paris, 1884, p. 435; Florio Bustron, Chronique de [ 'Tle de Chypre, René de Mas Latrie, Paris,
1884, p. 54; Chronique de Terre-Sainte, in Les Gestes des Chiprois. Recueil des chroniques frangaises,
Gaston Raynaud (ed.), Geneve, 1887, p. 16.

2 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, Xac ‘akirners ev hayera (The crusaders and the Armenians), vol. 11, Erevan,
2007, p. 200-201.

Rev. Etudes Sud-Est Europ., LVIII, 1-4, p. 39-49, Bucarest, 2020
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with the union between the Armenian and the Roman churches. Thus, in order to
be sure that his ties with the Holy See would not be endangered in any way, he
adopted a title created on the basis of that used by the catholicos and tried to
control the Armenian Church, such that the religious policy was in accordance with
the secular one.

In 1187, Lewon succeeded his brother, Rupen, as prince of Cilicia®. The
latter had two daughters, thus the new Armenian leader had to take care of them
and rule in their name, and also had to make sure that they would not be betrothed
to foreign princes’. According to Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, all of Lewon’s actions
between 1187-1198 were meant to consolidate his position in Cilicia. Although
officially a guardian of the two sisters, he took the power in his hands and tried to
govern in a manner which would have legitimated his authority. Lewon extended
the borders of his principality and managed to free Cilicia from the Antiochene
suzerainty’. Moreover, after negotiations, one of Rupen’s daughter, Alice, married
Raymond, Bohemond III’s eldest son, and the male offspring of this union would
have inherited the Armenian and the Latin principalities. But this episode reveals
the weak position of the Armenian prince: the heir of Cilicia would not have been a
member of his family, but rather Rupen’s grandson®.

In 1189, Lewon received a letter from Clement III, by which the pope asked
him to help the crusaders to reconquer Jerusalem’. Most likely, this plea for help
determined the Armenian prince to meditate upon the idea of asking a royal crown
in exchange for his aid towards the new crusade®. Frederick I Barbarossa might
have carried a crown for Lewon I, but his death put an end, for the time being, to
the project of creating an Armenian kingdom. The negotiations were reopened
during the last decade of the 12" century and in 1198, Lewon re-established the
Armenian monarchy, being crowned in obedience to Rome and the Holy Roman
Empire'’. He was anointed"', thus as a king whose authority was approved by God,
his legitimacy was consolidated. In a colophon from 1187 he was already named

3 Smbat Sparapet, p. 194; V.A. Hakobyan (ed.), Manr Zamanakagrut yunner (Minor Chronicles),
vol. I, 1951, p. 76; Samuel Anec'i, Zamanakagrut ‘yun (The Chronicle), Karen Matewosyan (ed.), Erevan,
2014, p. 228.

* Vahram Rabuni, p. 212-213. In Chronique d’Amadi it is written: [....] morite suo fratello Rubin et
non lasso heredi, eccetto una figlia, de la quale Livon dovea esser bailio et esser [custode] de la terra,
Chronique d’Amadi et de Strambaldi, publiées par M. René de Mas Latrie, premiere partie, Paris, 1891, p. 88.

3 Chronique d’Ernoul et de Bernard le Trésorier, M.L. de Mas Latrie (ed.), Paris, 1871, p. 321.

6 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 164-176.

7 Leonce Alishan, Léon le Magnifique, Venise, 1888, p. 162-165.

8 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 180.

% Charles A. Frazee, “Church and State in the Kingdom of Cilician Armenia”, Byzantine Studies, no. 3,
part II, 1976, p. 51; Sirarpie Der Nersessian, “The Kingdom of Cilician Armenia”, in Kenneth M. Setton
(ed.), A History of the Crusades, vol. 11, Harry W. Hazard, Robert Lee Wolff (eds.), The Later Crusades
1189-1311, Madison, Milwaukee and London, 1969, p. 645-646.

10 Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. I, CCXIX, p. 778: Innocentio [...] Leo, per eamdem et
Romani imperii gratiam rex omnium Armeniorum.

! Smbat Sparapet, p. 208; Vahram Rabuni, p. 215.
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. 12 . . . . .
“king”", thus his coronation was perceived as a confirmation of his power and

authority in the Cilician lands.

Kirakos Ganjakec‘i noted that in exchange for the crown, Lewon had to
operate some religious changes which would have united the Armenian and the
Roman churches. The Armenian bishops were reluctant, but Lewon told them that
they would deceive the pope by pretending to be willing to meet his demands, while
not changing anything'’. According to Lewon-Ter Petrosyan, Kirakos acknowledged
that the union with Rome was political, but tried to hide it, thus this paragraph was
meant to legitimate Lewon I’s concessions towards the Holy See'*. It is important
to stress that the chronicler did not say anything about any opposition against
Lewon’s pro-Latin policy. We know from a letter written by Nerses Lampronac‘i
that there was a strong anti-unionist group in Greater Armenia, whose leader was
Barset, bishop of Ani". In order to analyse the demands of the Holy See, Lewon
should have convened a council attended also by the bishops from the Armenian
eastern territories. These ones had to be persuaded to agree with the pope, which
required time and would have postponed the royal coronation. He did not want to
wait too long, thus he forced the Cilician bishops to accept the union with Rome
without having the approval of the Armenian clergy from the East'®. Thus, in 1198
Lewon was in a delicate position: the union with the Holy See was fragile, given
the opposition of the bishops from Greater Armenia and the fact that even the ones
from Cilicia had to be forced to accept it'".

Besides these, there was another problem. In 1193, by capturing Bohemond
III, Lewon freed Cilicia from the Antiochene suzerainty'® and through the
mediation of Henry of Champagne managed to plan a future union of the Latin and
the Armenian principalities: Alice, Ruben III’s daughter, married Raymond,
Bohemond III’s eldest son. The male offspring of this union would have inherited
both principalities'’. The couple had a son, Raymond-Rupen, whose father died in
1197%. According to the agreement between Lewon and Bohemond, signed in
1194, the child should have become the heir of Antioch. But in 1198, another son

12 A.S. Mat‘ewosyan, Hayeren jeragreri hisatakaranner, E-ZD dd. (Colophons of the Armenian
Manuscripts, 5—12 centuries), Erevan, 1988, p. 252: LCuwn julinpry pphumnuwukp Linnih wppugh <uyng, np
ynsh Linnhi Gplpmpn.

13 Kirakos Ganjakec'i, p. 157.

4 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 192-193.

15 Extraits de Saint Nersés de Lampron, RHC. Doc. Arm., vol. I, Paris, 1869, p. 593-594; Mataqia
Arq. Ormanean, Azgapatum, Costandnupolis, 1912, p. 1512, § 1040.

'8 Bernard Hamilton, “The Armenian Church and the Papacy at the time of the Crusades”, Eastern
Churches Review X, 1-2, 1978, p. 71; Krikor Maksoudian, Chosen of God. The Election of the Catholicos
of all Armenians, New York, 1995, p. 49; M. Ormanean, op. cit., p. 1512 § 1040.

'7 Krikor Maksoudian, op.cit., p. 48—49.

'8 In 1193/94, Ruben III was forced to accept Bohemond III’s suzerainty over Cilicia, Lewon Ter-
Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 160-161.

19 Smbat Sparapet, p. 206-207.

20 1 ewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 210; Claude Mutafian, L ’Arménie du Levant: XI'-XIV* siécle,
vol. I, Paris, 2012, p. 96.
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of Bohemond III, Bohemond IV, occupied the city, thus threatening Raymond-
Rupen’s succession to the principality”’. In this context, Lewon I had only one
solution: to ask the pope for help.

In 1199, Lewon sent two letters to the Holy See. In the first one, dated on
23rd of May 1199, he presented himself as rex omnium Armeniorum and declared
that he longed for the completion of the union between all Armenians, inside and
outside his kingdom, and Rome*. The second letter represented an attempt to ask
for the pope’s support in the struggle for the Antiochene Succession and was
dispatched, most likely, in June”. Before these two, the catholicos Grigor VI
Apirat had sent a message to Rome. As catholicus totius Ecclesiae Armeniorum, he
acknowledged the supremacy of the Holy See and declared that all Armenian
archbishops, bishops, and clerics were faithful to the pope*. These three letters are
linked to each other and may explain how Lewon created the title of “king of all
the Armenians” using the basis of the one used by the catholicos and how did he
use it to express his desire to coordinate the policy of the Armenian church with
that of the monarchy.

Lewon started a practice of using this title which was continued by his
successors. However, it is difficult to explain the reasons of its usage by the
Armenian kings of Cilicia because it does not appear in all royal documents.
Lewon II and Lewon IV labelled themselves as roy de toute Hermenie” and,
respectively, roy de tous les Armens/ rex omnium armenorum®, but I did not find
examples for the other monarchs. Still, I think we can understand why did Lewon
decide to adopt this title. The traditional title of the Armenian monarchs was
t ‘agavor hayoc * (king of the Armenians)>’. Smbat I (891-914) used also the title of
tiezerakal (universal) and starting with the third decade of the 10™ century, it was
added another extension, Sahnsah (king of kings)**. Thus, Lewon could not have
adopted this title from the Bagratuni kings. However, as it can be seen from the

2 Joshua Prawer, Crusader Institutions, Oxford, 1980, p. 69.

2 Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. I, CCXIX, p. 778: In vestri vero luminis gratia salutaribus
monitis reverendissimi patris nostri archiepiscopi Maguntini instructi et informati, omne regnum nobis a
Deo commissum amplissimum et spatiosum et omnes Armenios huc illuc in remotis partibus diffusos, ad
unitatem sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae, divina inspirante clementia, revocare cupimus et exoptamus.

3 Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. II, CCLIL, p. 809-813.

2* Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. I, CCXVII, p. 775-776.

25 L’Armeno-Veneto, Compendio storico e documenti delle relazioni degli armeni coi veneziani.
Primo periodo, secoli XIII-X1V, ed. Lewind Alishan, Venezia, 1893, p. 18-21; Victor Langlois, Le trésor des
chartes d’Arménie ou cartulaire de la chancellerie royale des roupéniens, Venise, 1863, XXXI, p. 166-169.

% I’Armeno-Veneto, p. 32-35; 38-38; 40-43; Victor Langlois, op. cit, XXXVI, p. 182-184;
186-190; 193-194, 196-198; Antonio Paz y Melia, Series de sus principales documentos, 1, Historica,
Madrid, 1915, p. 342-344.

%7 Gagik Danielyan, “The Title t‘agavor/takfiir in Medieval Muslims Historiography”, in Cilician
Armenia in the Perceptions of Adjacent Political Entities, Yerevan, 2019, p. 154.

8 Aram Ter-Levondyan, “Halbati araberen arjanagrut yuno ew bagratuni t‘agavorneri tittosnero™
(The Inscription of Halbat and the titles of the Bagratid kings), Lraber hasarakan gitut ‘yunneri, 1979, 1, 73,
p. 75-76.
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above-mentioned letters, there was a resemblance between rex omnium Armenorum
and catholicus totius Ecclesiae Armeniorum. According to Azat Bozoyan, between
the 5™ and 11" centuries, the catholicos’s title katotikos hayoc “ mecac* (Catholicos
of Greater Armenia) mirrored the one of the Arsacid kings, ¢‘agavor hayoc®
mecac ‘ (King of Greater Armenia). Following the fall of the Bagratid Kingdom of
Ani in 1045, the Armenians have migrated to various places (Cappadocia, Cilicia,
Northern Syria, Egypt etc.), which determined the catholicoi to change their title in
order to adapt to the new political reality, namely, to exercise authority over all
scattered Armenian communities. Thus, they started to present themselves as
katolikos amenayn hayoc* (Catholicos of all Armenians)®. This mean that Lewon
adopted the title of the catholicos®®, but what about its usage and significance?

The historians have tried to explain the reasons which determined Lewon to
present himself as king of all the Armenians. Edouard Dulaurier, the editor of
Recueil des historiens des croisades. Documents arméniens tom. 1, considered that
this title was purely nominal and honorific’'. Matachia Ormanian’s opinion is that
by using this title, Lewon wanted to stress that his coronation marked not only the
creation of the Cilician kingdom, but the renaissance of the ancient Armenian
monarchy. Thus, as the continuator of the Arsacids and the Bagratids, he was the
only king of the Armenians, whose authority extended also over Greater
Armenia®’. H. M. Ar§amyan shared Ormanian’s opinion, saying that for Lewon,
Cilicia and Isauria® were only two provinces of a pan-Armenian kingdom,
designed to include Greater Armenia and the territories from Asia Minor which
were inhabited by his coreligionists’. Abraham Terian only mentioned this title
and said that maybe Lewon I assumed it with the purpose of linking Cilicia with
Greater Armenia by stronger ties, despite the different opinions of the clerics from
these provinces regarding the union with the Roman Church®’. According to Ioanna
Rapti, the Armenian king chose to present himself in this way in order to place the
secular and the religious authorities on the same level’*. Lewon Ter-Petrosyan

» Azat Bozoyan, “«Katotikos hayoc'» tittosi norovi enkalume Bagratunyac’ t‘agavorut'yan
ankumic’ heto” (A new perception of the title of the Armenian catholicos after the fall of the Bagratid
monarch(?/), Pastonakan amsagir hayrapetakan at ‘oroy S. Ejmiajin, 53, 10, p. 72-81.

3L ewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 196.

yan, op. cil., p

31 Recueil des historiens des croisades. Doc. Arm., tom. I,p. 747.

32 Mataqia Arq. Ormanean, Azgapatum, p. 1549 § 1066. Vahan Ter-Ghevondian, The Rubenids in
Arabic Historiography, in Cilician Armenia in the Perceptions of Adjacent Political Entities, Azat Bozoyan
(ed.), Yerevan, 2019, p. 115.

33 In the Invocatio of protocol of a synodal letter from 1213/14, Lewon appeared as king of Armenia,
Cilicia and Isauria; see Azat Bozoyan, “The Evidence of the Byzantine Sources”, in Cilician Armenia in
the Perceptions of Adjacent Political Entities, 2019, p. 51.

3*HM. ArSamyan, “Kilikiayum veravertvac hayoc t‘agavorut'yan hamazgayin iravasut'yuno”
(The nationwide jurisdiction of the rebuilt Armenian kingdom in Cilicia), Banber Erevani hamalsarani,
1995, no. 3, p. 58-59.

3% Abraham Terian, “Church-State Relation at the Dawn of Kingship in Cilician Armenia”, in
Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies, vol. X111, 2003-2004, p. 15.

% Joanna Rapti, “Image et monnaie dans le royaume arménien de Cilicie”, in Des images dans
I'Histoire, M.-F. Auzépy et J. Cornette (eds.), Saint-Denis, 2008, p. 51.
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interpreted Lewon’s usage of this title by his need to legitimate his authority. The
king had to objectives: regarding the internal affairs of Cilicia, we wanted to be
acknowledged as the sole ruler, trying to eliminate the possibility of a challenge to
his rule; for the foreign political actors, he wanted to be perceived as the only
representative of the Armenians®’. For Claude Mutafian, Lewon wanted to use this
title to help him unite Cilicia with Antioch. As king of all the Armenians, his
prestige would have been enhanced and he might have managed to impose his
authority over the Antiochenes®.

These hypotheses point to the great number of possibilities regarding
Lewon’s reason for using this title. In my opinion, the Armenian king could not
have claimed political authority over Greater Armenia, given that a big part of this
province (Zakarid Armenia) was under the authority of the Georgian kings®.
However, the letter from 1199 which was addressed to Innocent III might indicate
upon Lewon’s desire to be acknowledged as the spiritual leader of all Armenians.
In the following pages I will develop the ideas of loanna Rapti, Lewon Ter-
Petrosyan and Claude Mutafian, arguing that he had solid reasons to control the
Armenian Church by placing himself on the same level with, if not above, the
catholicos. Also, the meaning of this title might have helped him to secure Innocent
III’s aid in the war of the Antiochene Succession.

Lewon I had to be sure that his authority would not have been contested,
otherwise his whole effort of negotiating for a crown would have been in vain. The
problem represented by the opposition of the clergy from Greater Armenia was an
old one®. Starting with the middle of the 11" century, the Armenian Church had
retied its connections with Rome, and soon the leaders of the two churches started
to discuss about a possible union between them. The religious negotiations
mirrored the foreign policy of the Rubenid princes of Cilicia: their alliances and
allegiances were dynamic, being dictated by the evolution of the main political actors
from the Levantine territories. Thus, during the 12" century, they collaborated with
the Latins, the Byzantines or even the Muslims'. In this context, it is not surprising
that the Armenian Catholicoi of Hromkla had also negotiated with the Byzantine
patriarchs and emperors. When Lewon came to power in 1187, he had to search for

37 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 196-198.

38 Claude Mutafian, op. cit., p. 425. In 1193, Lewon wanted to occupy Antioch, but failed. The
inhabitants of the city, together with their patriarch, rejected his envoys and declared a commune, Claude
Cahen, La Syrie du nord a l’époque des croisades, Paris, 1940, p. 583-584.

¥1n 1124, David IV the Builder captured Ani, Matthew of Edessa, Chronicle, Ara Edmond
Dostourian (trans.), Lanham, New York and London, 1993, p. 233; Matt'eos Urhayec'i,
Zamanakagrut ‘yun, H. Bar‘ikyan (trans. and ed.), Erevan, 1973, p. 241. For the Armenian lands controlled
by the Zakarid princes, see Claude Mutafian, op.cit., p. 282-324.

40 Catholicos Grigor IV Tta, when discussing a possible union with the Byzantine Church, faced the
opposition of the some of the Armenian clerics from the East, see Fr. Tournebize, Histoire politique et
religieuse de I’Arménie, t. 1, Depuis les origines des Arméniens jusqu’a la mort de leur dernier roi (I’an
1393), Paris, 1900, p. 255-256.

41 Claude Mutafian, op. cit., p. 66-93.
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an ally which could have helped him against his most powerful enemies, the
Seljukid Sultanate of Rim and the Principality of Antioch, which led him to
consider a collaboration with Constantinople*. In 1196, a council was convened in
Tarsus, where it was discussed the possible union with the Byzantine Church. The
participants accepted the demands of the emperor and the Greek patriarch, but their
decisions were not acknowledged by the Armenian clerics from Greater Armenia,
who also elected their own catholicos®. In this context, when Lewon was crowned
king, he knew that he had to act in order to enforce the union with Rome also upon
the Armenians from the East, because their opposition would have weakened his
position not only in front of his nobles, but also on the political stage of the Orient.
How could he be the true king of Armenia if the most important feature of his
foreign policy, namely the union with Rome, was contested by his coreligionists?
As is it clear that the position of the catholicos could have been usurped, and given
that the location of its see was in Hromkla, outside of the royal jurisdiction, Lewon
wanted to be sure that his connections with the Holy See would not have been
endangered. In the letter which was sent to Innocent III in 1199, the catholicos
assured the pope that all Armenian clerics, whether in Cilicia or in another
territories, would remain faithful to the union with Rome™. But he did not have any
power to do this, so Lewon I came to support Grigor VI Apirat’s authority. As
“king of all the Armenians”, he expressed his hope regarding the union of all
Armenians with the Holy See: In vestri vero luminis gratia salutaribus monitis
reverendissimi patris nostri archiepiscopi Maguntini instructi et informati, omne
regnum nobis a Deo commissum amplissimum et spatiosum et omnes Armenios huc
illuc in remotis partibus diffusos, ad unitatem sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae, divina
inspirante clementia, revocare cupimus et exoptamus™. In this way, he assured
Innocent that the religious and the secular authorities were to work together to
accomplish this mission. Moreover, in my opinion the Armenian king also wanted
to stress that given the weak position of the Armenian catholicos, whose seat could
have been usurped by other bishops*, his authority was safe, thus placing himself
in a better position than the patriarch. After all, the archbishop of Mainz crowned
him, thus his position was approved by the Holy See. Any other Armenian noble
who wished to usurp his power had to receive Rome’s blessing. If the catholicos

2 H. Bartikyan, “Nor nyut‘er Kilikiayi hajkakan petut‘yan ew Byuzandiayi p‘oxharaberut ‘yunneri
masin” (New sources on the relations between the Armenian state of Cilicia and Byzantium), Banber
Matenadarani, 1958, no. 4, p. 285-286.

“ Fr. Tournebize, op. cit., p. 259-266; Malagia Arq. Ormanean, op. cit., p. 1512, § 1040.
According to Krikor Maksoudian, the oriental clerics elected Barset of Ani as their catholicos when
they heard about the fate of Gregory V of Cilicia who died while trying to escape from his prison in
Kopitar, Krikor Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 49.

* Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. I, CCXVII, p. 775-776.

4 Patrologia Latina, tom. CCXIV, lib. II, CCXIX, p. 778.

4 In 1113, the bishop Davit' established a catholicosate in Alt‘amar, which existed until 1895 and
his successors opposed sometimes the decisions of the catholicoi from Northern Syria, Azat Bozoyan,
“«Katotikos hayoc‘» tittosi norovi ankalumo Bagratunyac* t'agavorut ‘yan ankumic‘ heto”, p. 76.
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had lost his authority, the king could have fulfilled the mission of bringing all
Armenians in union with the Roman Church. In order to consolidate his position,
he tried to eliminate the danger represented by the Het‘umids. During the 12"
century, the position of leader in Cilicia was disputed among the Rubenids and the
Het'umids. Thus, as king, Lewon had to be sure that his position would not be
challenged by them. He summoned them to Tarsus, in order to marry his niece,
Philippa, to OSin, son of Het'um, the leader of this family. This was a trap, and
Het‘'um was imprisoned. Although Lewon did not manage to conquer the fortress,
he weakened the power of his rivals by sending their leader to a monastery”’.

Lewon I’s second letter dispatched to the Holy See in 1199 was an appeal for
help in the War of the Antiochene Succession. After capturing Bohemond III in
1193, the Armenian prince managed to strike a deal with him by the mediation of
Henry of Champagne. Bohemond’s elder son, Raymond, was to marry Lewon’s
niece, Alice, Ruben III’s daughter and the male child which would have resulted
from this union was the heir of the Armenian and the Latin principalities. In 1197,
Raymond died* and after one year another son of Bohemond III, Count Bohemond
IV of Tripoli, occupied Antioch®. Lewon’s answer appeared only in 1199, when he
sent the above-mentioned letter to the Holy See. It is important to say that this one
came, most likely, a month after the message which presented him as “king of all
the Armenians” and declared its hope for union between all his subject and
Rome™. In this context, I think that the Armenian king sent these letters one after
the other on purpose. The first one had to assure Innocent that the union between
the Armenian and the Latin Churches was to be preserved and the king would do
anything to accomplish this mission. In this way Lewon wanted to prove his
faithfulness towards the pope and to prepare the way for the second letter, by
which he asked for his help against Bohemond IV. This attempt to secure
Innocent’s help could be interpreted in the logic of the War of the Antiochene
Succession. Both parts fought for allies, and Lewon used many diplomatic
instruments trying to persuade the Roman pontiff to support his cause against the
Count of Tripoli®'.

All three letters are united. The first one, sent from Hromkla, acknowledged the
primacy of the Holy See and expressed the assurance of the catholicos regarding the
acceptance of the union with Rome by all Armenian clerics. The second one,
dispatched from Tarsus, came as an addition to the message of the Armenian

47 Smbat Sparapet, p. 210-211.

8 Lewon Ter-Petrosyan, op. cit., p. 210; Claude Mutafian, op. cit., p. 96.

4 Joshua Prawer, Crusader Institutions, Oxford, 1980, p. 69.

%0 The first letter was written on 23 May 1199 and Innocent III answered to it on 24 November
of the same year. Given that the response for the second letter was dated on 17 December, most likely
Lewon dispatched it in June.

S'T have analysed Lewon’s attempts to secure Innocent III’s help in order to place his nephew,
Raymond-Rupen, on the throne of Antioch in my article “The War of the Antiochene Succession. Lewon
I’s Game of Diplomacy”, RESEE 57, 2019, p. 221-250.
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patriarch, expressing Lewon’s desire and hope for the completion of the union and
his commitment to this mission. In this way, he carved a positive imagine of himself,
in order to ask for Innocent III’s help in the third letter.

A few years after his coronation, Lewon I had the opportunity to try to
convince his coreligionist from Greater Armenia to accept the union with Rome.
According to Kirakos Gandjakets’i, Zak’are, one of the most powerful princes in
Greater Armenia, wanted to use a portable church in order to celebrate mass,
together with his soldiers, while they were campaigning. He asked for an opinion
from the vardapet Mxit’ar Gos, who told him that it was customary for the ancient
Armenian Christian kings to receive communion in the army. When Zak’are asked
Mxit’ar to give him the order to take priests and tents, the vardapet told him that
firstly, he had to receive such a command from the Armenian catholicos and from
king Lewon. When the king received a message from Zak’are asking for an answer
regarding this matter, Lewon convened a council in Sis, attended by the catholicos
Daw’it, vardapets and other clerics. The council decided to help Zak’are and sent
him eight canons which the clerics from Greater Armenian had to accept. Among
them were the pope’s demands which Lewon had to fulfil in order to receive his
royal crown’.

Cilicia was confronting with an ecclesiastical problem. Lewon had replaced
Hovhannes VI from the seat of the catholicosate with Daw’it™, who lived in Cilicia
and supported the king in his endeavour of imposing the papal changes in Greater
Armenia. Although Kirakos did not date this event, Smbat said that Lewon chose
another catholicos in the same year with the conquest of Constantinople, that is
1204°*. This means that the disputes from Greater Armenian happened only after
this date, but before 1211, when the king reconciled with Hovhannes™. Although
having been deprived of his position, by residing in Hromkla, which was beyond
the control of the Cilician court, and having received from Zak’are the same letter
as Lewon did, Hovhannes decided to get involved in this matter. In order to gain
support against Lewon, Hovhannes sent some gifts and letters to the princes of
Greater Armenia. Zak’are convened a meeting attended by many clerics, but not all
of them accepted the orders received from Lewon and Daw’it. Thus, a schism
appeared in Greater Armenia and Zak’are tried to force the churches to implement
these changes, an act which triggered violent clashes between the Christians and
the clerics from Greater Armenia. He tried to solve the problem by convening
another council, but all was in vain and the schism deepened’®.

This story reveals some important aspects related to Lewon’s claim to
authority over all Armenians. Firstly, that Lewon implemented his plan to bring all

52 Kirakos Ganjakec‘i, p. 166—171; Kiracos de Gantzac, Histoire d’Arménie, trad. par. M. Brosset,
St. Petersbourg, 1870, p. 83-85.

53 Kirakos Ganjakec i, p. 168; Kiracos de Gantzac, p. 84.

5% Smbat Sparapet, p. 215.

55 Ibidem, p. 217.

%6 Kirakos Ganjakec'i, p. 171-178; Kiracos de Gantzac, p. 85-88.
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Armenians in obedience to the Holy See by asking them to operate some changes
which represented the demands of the Papacy. As Kirakos said, some clerics,
together with Zaka’re, decided to obey Lewon. Therefore, the Armenian king
enjoyed some degree of authority and approval in Greater Armenia. Secondly, Lewon
replaced the catholicos Hovhannes VI with Daw’it, archbishop of Mamistra®’ without
meeting any opposition. Still, this what not something new, regarding that in 1194
Lewon had deposed another catholicos, Gregory, because ‘he did not display the
same obedience to everyone as previously when he was under a tutor, rather he
ruled the patriarchy in a wilful manner'®. It seems that the involvement of the king
in the ecclesiastical problems of the Armenian Church has become a rule. Thus,
when speaking about the designation of a new catholicos in 1269, Grigor Aknertsi
said that “No one could be appointed to this office except by the king'”. However,
this was not a new practice for Armenians. Matthew of Edessa recorded some
events when it appears that the kings who reigned in Greater Armenia from the
tenth to the twelfth centuries also had a certain degree of authority over the
Armenian Church. For example, king Hovhannes-Senekerim III deposed Petros I
Getadarj and placed Dioscorus, superior of the Monastery of Sanahin, on the seat
of the catholicosate®. Another example is that of Barsel, archbishop of Shirak, who
decided, in 1081-1082, to go to Kyurike II, king of Lori, to be consecrated
catholicos®’. In this context, the fact that the Cilician kings had power over the
catholicosate was not out of common®.

There is one more reason which can explain why Lewon used the title of king
of all the Armenians to control the policy of the Armenian Church. The seat of the

57 Smbat Sparapet, p. 215; Smbat Sparapet, Chronicle, trans. Robert Bedrosian, New Jersey, 2005,
p- 100, online at: http://attalus.org/armenian/cssint.htm (last accessed on 14.03.2019).

58 Smbat-Bedrosian, trans. Robert Bedrosian, p. 94; Smbat Sparapet, p. 205: Pulj ljuyonnjinuf:
Qpuhgnphu npdunt k. ugannhlnu’ ng wwblp qunwphl hfnuquibmngopilily willsilignud, npuylu jnpdunt
phn nuanpuupudun Ep, wyp hbplfpoulmgelivdp wwbibp qhugpuyltannyenl, npuybu nkulugh Ep b plinpi
fup.

%% Grigor of Akner, “History of the Nation of the Archers”, Robert Blake and Richard Frye (trans.),
in Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies X11, no. 3-4, 1949, p. 370-371. In Armenian: f wy ns np lpupkp
hnquy wnwibhg puquanphi.

0 Matthew of Edessa, p. 61; Matt‘eos Urhayec'i, p. 50-52.

! Ibidem, p. 145.

62 Krikos Maksoudian studied the history of the election of Armenian catholicoi. During the reign
of the Arsacid dynasty, the kings had the most important role. However, given that the patriarchal seat
was transmitted hereditary, after the line of St. Gregory the Illuminator died, the monarchs had to consult
with the nobles, because they had to name a catholicos from another aristocratic family (Krikor
Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 1-11). The Bagratids did non enjoy a strong authority over Greater Armenia,
thus in their times, the tradition of the hereditary seat was replaced with a new one, based on election by
a council formed up by the king, the nobles and the bishops (Krikor Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 35-39). In
1193, when Lewon involved himself in the election of the catholicos, he did it because the Pahlawuni
family, who had controled the Holy See for more than a century, could not agree over a candidate. This
problem suited Lewon’s need to have a catholicos which would not have alienated the bishops from
Greater Armenia. Thus, after consulting with the clergy from the Armenian lands, he agreed with the
candidature of Grigor Pahlawuni (Krikor Maksoudian, op. cit., p. 47-48).
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catholicos was in Hromkla, a fortress which Gregory III Pahlavuni had received
from Beatrice, Joscelin II’s widow, in ¢. 1150. Although Thoros II had led a revolt
against the Byzantines in 1145-1148, and set up an independent state, the
catholicos did not move his seat in Cilicia, because by residing in Hromkla, he
enjoyed a great measure of freedom from political pressure™. It is important to
stress that the seat of the catholicos remained in Hromkla until the end of the
thirteenth century, when the Mamluks conquered the fortress®'. Thus, the catholicoi
of the twelfth and thirteenth century did not move their seat in Cilicia, even though
in 1198 Lewon established there the Armenian monarchy. Thus, maybe Lewon
wanted to assume the control of the religious affairs in order to be sure that the
catholicos from Hromkla, who was living outside his control, would not govern the
Church against the pro-Latin policy of the kingdom.

As “king of all the Armenians”, Lewon did not claim a political authority
over Greater Armenian, but rather a religious one. By having the power to depose
the catholicos, he managed to align the church policy with that of the state, trying
to maintain close relations with the Papacy®. When he had an argument with
Hohvannes VI, he replaced him with Daw’it, moving the seat of the catholicos in
Cilicia. Also, when Zaka’are asked for his advice on a religious matter, Lewon
seized the opportunity to persuade the clerics of Greater Armenia to accept the
papal demands, thus affirming the union with Rome. But his initiative did not have
the support of all the Eastern clerics. This was a sign that the union with Rome
would be a problem in terms of relations between Cilicia and Greater Armenia.

% Bernard Hamilton, op. cit., p. 67.

6% Step’annos Orbelean, History of the State of Sisakan, Robert Bedrosian (trans.), Long Branch,
20122015, p. 225, online at: https://archive.org/details/HistoryOfTheStateOfSisakan, last accessed on:
12.03.2019; Stéphannos Orbélian, Histoire de la Siounie, M. Brosset (trans.), Saint-Pétersbourg, 1864,
p. 246-247; Step‘annosi Siuneac* episkoposi, Patmut ‘yun tann Sisakan, Mkrti¢* Emin (ed.), Moskva, 1861,
p. 324-325.

%5 Sometimes Lewon angered Innocent III, as for example when he attacked the Templars and
seized their holdings in Cilicia, in 1211, see Reinhold Rohricht, Regesta regni hierosolymitani, Oeniponti,
1893, 851.
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A FORGOTTEN CAPITULATION (‘AHDNAME):
THE COMMERCIAL PRIVILEGES GRANTED BY SULTAN AHMED I
TO EMPEROR MATTHIAS IN 1617
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Among the impressive collection of original Turkish documents kept in the The Haus-, Hof-
und Staatsarchiv in Vienna lies a most interesting ‘ahdname (capitulation) obtained during
Herman Czernin von Chudenitz’s and Cesare Gallo’s embassy to Constantinople in 1617. This
document, only briefly known so far through a couple of nineteenth-century translations, can
be best described as a commercial ‘ahdname, drafted on the model of those granted to the
Porte’s Western commercial partners, and therefore very different from other known
Habsburg ‘ahdnames, which mainly concerned military and border-related affairs. The
present article offers a general survey on the Ottoman capitulatory regime, and an analysis
on the historical context in which the 1617 ‘ahdname was produced. Appendixes containing
the document’s transliteration, translation and facsimiles are given at the end.

Keywords: diplomacy, Ottoman-Habsburg relations, trade, ‘ahdname, capitulation, diplomatics.

ORIGINALS AND COPIES

Locating Ottoman originals of ‘ahdnames nowadays is not an easy task since
most exist solely as copies or translations.

Ottoman copies of ‘ahdnames granted to the European powers can be found
in the Diivel-i Ecnebiye Defterleri (or Ecnebi Devletler Defterleri)' registers kept in
the Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (Prime Minister’s Archives) in Istanbul. For
instance, there is a long list of copies of the imperial charters granted to the Polish
Kings after 1533 in the register Lehistan ‘ahdnamesi defteri, 10161173 AH/1607—
1759.% Various copies of sixteenth-to-eighteenth-century Ottoman—Habsburg ‘ahdnames,
issued between 1547 and 1791, are in the register Nemgelii ‘ahd defteri, 975-1210
AH/1567-1795.°

Many ‘ahdnames found their way into Ottoman official epistolographic
anthologies, called miinge at, designed “to provide chancery officials with

! “Registers of Foreign States” compiled by the chancery which handled relations with European
States (Divan-i Hiimayun Amedi Kalemi). A list of these registers is found in Basbakanlik Osmanl Arsivi
Rehberi, Ankara, 1992, 142—-147.

? Bagbakanlik Osmanli Arsivi (henceforth BOA), Diivel-i Ecnebiye Defierleri (henceforth DED)
55/1, Lehistan ‘ahdnamesi defieri, 10161173 AH/1607-1759.

3BOA, DED 57/1, Nemgelii ‘ahd defteri 975-1210 AH/1567-1795.

Rev. Etudes Sud-Est Europ., LVIII, 14, p. 51-90, Bucarest, 2020
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formularies to guide them in the composition of elegant and formally correct state
documents.” The most famous miinse at was penned by Ahmed Feridun Bey (d.
1583) and dedicated to Sultan Murad III in 1575. Entitled Mecmu ‘a-1 Miinse at al-
Selatin (“Collection of Sultans’ Correspondence”™), it included various types of
documents issued in the sultans’ name, including ‘ahdnames, fetihnames, berats and
fermans. Two nineteenth-century editions of this oeuvre are complemented with
documents produced after the original date of composition. Most likely, both relied
on some eighteenth-century manuscript copies, which would explain the inclusion
of ‘ahdnames concluded with Poland (1577-1667), England (1601), France (1604),
and the Habsburgs (1608, 1615).> Although the context of these nineteenth-century
editions and the original do not differ significantly, some shifts in terminology can
be detected, for instance, the use of “Christian” (Huwistiyan) rather than “infidel”
(kafir).? There are also manuscripts with a diplomatic specific, compiling only imperial
charters (‘ahdnames) granted to European powers. For instance, the manuscript
Mu ‘ahedat-1 hiimayun <mecmuast>. 975—1200 Osmanli devleti ile Nemge ve sair
devletler arasinda ‘akd olunan bazi mu ‘ahedeler gathered peace agreements with
the Habsburg Empire, Russia and other states dated 975-1200 AH/1567-1796.

What about original ‘ahdnames? As we have already said, locating originals
is not an easy task.

For instance, as far as we know, from the series of Ottoman—Hungarian peace
agreements between 1428 and 1519, only one original document is available, the
‘ahdname of 1503, which was published by Tayyib Gokbilgin.® Similarly, no

4 R. S. Humphreys, Islamic History. A Framework for Inquiry, Princeton, New Jersey, 1991, 41. A
miinsi was the official who wrote drafts of documents for Ottoman chanceries.

5 A. Feridun Bey, Mecmu ‘a-1 Miinge at al-Selatin, 1-11, Istanbul, 1264—1265 AH/1848-1849 (2™
edition, in 1274-1275 AH/1858). Ahmed Feridun was a divan katibi, reis iil-kiittab, and finally niganci in
981 AH/1573. (1.H. Danismend, lzah: Osmanli Tarihi Kronolojisi, vol. 2, Istanbul, 1971, 455-456). Details
in: J. H. Mordtmann — V. L. Ménage, “Feridun Beg,” EI-2, 11, 901-902; A. Antalffy, “Miinse at al-Salatin
al lui Rukhsanzade Ahmed Feridun, Et-Tevkii (pomenit si sub numele de Ahmed Feridun Bei Nisangi), ca
izvor pentru istoria romanilor,” Buletinul Comisiei Istorice X111, 1, 1934, 4-23.

6 V. Panaite, “Comert si negustori in tratatele osmano-polone. Un studiu de caz: 1607” (“Trade
and Merchants in the Ottoman-Polish Treaties. A Case Study: 1607”), Caietele Laboratorului de
Studii Otomane, Universitatea din Bucuresti, 2, 1993, 29-48.

7 Istanbul Belediye Kiitiiphanesi, Muallim Cevdet (henceforth iIBK, MC), K. 4. Here are other
examples of this kind of manuscript from libraries in Istanbul: the manuscript Sulhname-i ‘Amca-zade
Hiiseyn pasa contains the peace negotiations of Karlowitz (Topkap1 Sarayi Muzesi Kiitiiphanesi/Topkap1
Palace Museum Library (henceforth TKSMK), R. 1311); the manuscripts Suver-i mekatib-i musalaha
Nemge and Esnayi musalahada tevariid eden mekatib also contains the treaty of Passarowitz (Pasarofca) of
1131 AH/1719 (TKSMK, R. 1946, R. 1953); the manuscript Risale-i mu ‘ahedat contains the 1798 treaty
with England and the secret treaty with Russia of 27 Receb 1213/1 January 1799 (TKSMK, fd. Bagdad
237; Arhivele Nationale Istorice Centrale/National Historical Central Archives, Bucharest (henceforth
ANIC), mf. Turkey, r. 51, fr. 647—663).

8 Topkap1 Saray1 Muzesi Arsivi/Topkapi Palace Museum Archives (henceforth TKSMA), E. 5861,
cf. M.T. Gokbilgin, “Korvin Mathias (Mattyas)’m Bayezid Il.e mektuplari terciimeleri ve 1503 Macar-
Osman muahedesinin Tiirkge metni / La traduction des lettres de Korvin Mathias a Bayezid II et le texte
turc du traité hungaro-turc de 1503 (909),” Belleten, XXI1I, 87, 1958, 369-390.
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original French ‘ahdnames granted in the second part of the sixteenth century is at
our disposal. Yet, there are also some more fortunate examples: almost continuous
sequences of such original documents survive to this day for the cases of Poland
(1489-1699)° and Venice (1446-1718)"°. More original texts of sixteenth-to-cighteenth-
century Ottoman—Habsburg ‘ahdnames are preserved in the Austrian Archives in
Vienna, and A.C. Schaendlinger published those of 1559, 1562 and 1565,

The ‘ahdname granted by Ahmed I to Matthias on evahui-1 Cemazi’l-ahir 1026/
24 June — 4 July 1617 may rightfully be described as a forgotten one. Having been
issued between the many renewals and supplements of the Zsitvatorok treaty, this
text does not appear in any treaty collections, Ottoman or European, up to the
nineteenth century, when Hammer rediscovered it in the imperial Habsburg
archives'”. Although he described it as “the oldest Austrian trade treaty with the
Porte” and mentioned that it comprised fifty articles, he did not publish any
fragment. Some decades later, Alexander de Miltitz published a partial French
edition, from the official German translation", while a full translation, also based
on the German text, was included in Testa’s collection'®; and, although Miltitz’s
text was cited in Noradounghian’s list of treaties” and in Rey’s monograph'®, we
have found no other evidence of it being mentioned since these late-nineteenth-
century works: Alexander de Groot affirms that Czernin obtained a ratification
from Ahmed I in 1617, but does not give any other information'’.

% Archivum Glowne Akt Dawnych/The Archives of Old Documents, Warsaw (henceforth AGAD),
Collection Archiwum Korone Warszawskie, dz. Tureckie. Most of these texts are available on microfilm at
ANIC, Bucharest, mf. Poland, . 1. They were published by D. Kotodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic
Relations (15" — 18" Century). An Annotated Edition of ‘Ahdnames and Other Documents. Leiden—
Boston—Cologne, 1999.

10 Archivio di Stato di Venetia, Miscellanea documenti Turchi (henceforth ASV, MDT). Original
‘ahdnames between 1482—1641 were published by H. Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian Diplomatics: The
‘ahd-names. The Historical Background and the Development of a Category of Political-Commercial
Instruments together with an Annotated Edition of a Corpus of Relevant Documents”, Electronic Journal of
Oriental Studies Utrecht, 1/2 (1998).

""" A. Schaendlinger, Die Schreiben Siileymans des Préichtigen an Karl V., Ferdinand I. und
Maximilian II. aus dem Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv zu Wien, Vienna, 1983, doc. 23, 25, 32.

12 “This beautiful document is the oldest Austrian trade treaty with the Porte, which nobody knew of
even at the conclusion of the Sened [Treaty of 1784]” The information appears only in a footnote of the
German edition of Johann von Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, vol. 4, Pesta,
1829, 488, n. f.

13 A. de Miltitz, Manuel des consuls, tome 11, pt. I, livre 111, London, 1842, 1413-1421.

Y 1. de Testa, Recueil des traités de la Porte ottomane avec les puissances étrangers, vol. 9, Paris,
1898, 29-37.

5 G. Noradounghian, Recueil d’actes internationaux de [’Empire ottomane, vol. 1, Paris, Leipzig,
Neuchatel, 1897, 42 (no. 220).

8F. Rey, La protection diplomatique et consulaire dans les échelles du Levant et de Barbarie,
Paris, 1899, 317, n. 2.

" AH. de Groot, The Ottoman Empire and the Dutch Republic: A History of the Earliest
Diplomatic Relations. 16101630, Leiden-Istanbul, 1978 (henceforth OEDR), 156.
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The original Ottoman ‘ahdname is still preserved in the Haus-, Hof-, und
Staatsarchiv of the Austrian National Archives'®.

PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION

The golden tughra of Ahmed I stands above the main body of text, which is
comprised of 107 lines written in a somewhat simple divani script, mostly in black
ink, with gold ink reserved for the names of Sultan Ahmed and those of his
predecessors (lines 9—10), as well as for a fragment of the oath (line 102). This
‘ahdname does not contain any invocatio/du’a, which was most likely cut off at
some point, as it often happened when such large documents entered European
archives. Nonetheless, the tughra is topped by five lines of formula devotionis
written in gold ink, though it is not written in the siiliis script usually reserved for
this segment, but rather in the same simple divani used in the rest of the text. This
may imply that the document is most likely one of two, if not more original
versions of the same ‘ahdname, considering the simpler style of divani calligraphy
employed in the writing of its main text.

It is known that the Ottoman chancery issued at least two original ‘ahdnames,
usually a solemn one which was dispatched to the beneficiary sovereign, and a less
imposing one kept by ambassadors in Istanbul as “working copies”. Additional
legalized copies were dispatched to or requested by consuls in various ports across
the Mediterranean; these are easily distinguishable from the original and “working
copies” since they do not contain the sultan’s tughra, having instead a kadi’s
authentication and seal on its upper right margin'’.

A few examples of double original ‘ahdnames exist to this day, which
showcase different calligraphic styles. The 1612 Dutch ‘ahdname, from which the
Habsburg document was heavily inspired, is preserved in two original specimens in
the Hague, one with a solemn divani calligraphy, which also contains an
invocatio/du’a — probably the same one would be originally found in the Habsburg
‘ahdname — “and another version, plainly written in naskhi-script”®. The Polish

18 Osterreichisches Staatsarchiv, Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv, Urkundenreihen (henceforth AT-
OeStA/HHStA UR), Tiirkische Urkunden 6.

19 See for example the legalized 1597 French ‘ahdname in Bibliothéque nationale de France
(henceforth BnF), Supplément turc 821, described in V. Panaite, “Western Diplomacy, Capitulations and
Ottoman Law in the Mediterranean. 16™ and 17" Centuries: The Diplomatic Section of the Manuscrit Turc
130 from the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris”, in S. Kenan (ed.), Erken Klasik Dénemden XVIII. Yuzyil
Sonuna Kadar Osmanlilar ve Avrupa: Seyahat, Karsilasma ve Etkilesim/ The Ottomans and Europe:
Travel, Encounter and Interaction from the Early Classical Period until the End of the 18" Century,
Istanbul 2010, 377-380. A legalized copy of the 1634 Dutch ‘ahdname is in the Leiden University Library:
see Groot, OEDR, 206; J. Schmidt, Catalogue of Turkish Manuscripts in the Library of the Leiden
University and other Collections in the Netherlands. Minor Collections, Leiden-Boston, 2012, 205. A
legalized copy of the Venetian 1521 ‘ahdname: ASV, MDT, d. 189 (with the kadi’s authentication on top).

*% Groot, OEDR, 232.
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‘ahdname of 1623 survives in two original copies in the Polish state archives
(AGAD, AKW, Dz. tur.): t. 304, no. 557 displays a more elaborate style of divani
calligraphy and has the formula devotionis written in siiliis, while t. 302, no. 551 is
written in a simpler script and which is also employed for the formula devotionis™,
just like our 1617 Habsburg ‘ahdname. There are also two originals of the much
later 1701 Venetian ‘ahdname in the Venetian state archives (ASV, MDT), with
two distinct divani calligraphy: d. 1610 (simple) and d. 1611 (solemn).

On the other hand, there are some duplicate ‘ahdnames which display the
same type of calligraphy. Two copies exist of the 1619 Venetian ‘ahdname, one
written in simple divani, kept in the Wereldmuseum, Rotterdam®*, which resembles
the calligraphy of the 1617 Austrian ‘ahdname, and one with an even less
pretentious script, kept in Venice (ASV, MDT, d. 1236). Likewise, the two original
1595 Venetian ‘ahdnames (ASV, MDT, d. 1086 and d. 1087) display the same
calligraphic style, though this time both employ a solemn divani. These examples
suggest that there may be even a third, more imposing original. Three full original
documents are known for the 1540 Venetian ‘ahdname: ASV, MDT, d. 426 and
BnF, Suppl. turc 727 are both written in stylish divani, while the third one kept in
the Municipal Library of Carpentras, France, is less solemn®.

This evidence drawn from ‘ahdnames given to other European powers
around the same time as the 1617 Habsburg ‘ahdname may prove that more than
one copy was issued by the Ottoman chancery. Then again, another possibility
would be simply that the Ottomans did issue just a single, less solemn ‘ahdname to
the Habsburgs, a sign that they were not considered to stand on the same
diplomatic level as other European commercial powers.

HISTORICAL AND DIPLOMATIC CIRCUMSTANCES

By the 1540s, most of the Kingdom of Hungary came under Ottoman rule,
while a small part in the north-west remained in Habsburg hands.** Thus, in 1547,
Sultan Suleyman sent capitulations to Ferdinand, then Archduke of Austria and the
nominal king of Hungary, which also included his brother, Charles V, the Holy

2 Kotodziejezyk, Ottoman-Polish, 388; microfilm copies of both documents are available at ANIC,
mf. Poland, r. 35, fr. 138-146 (simple), fr. 147-178 (solemn).

22 Facsimile in Schmidt, Catalogue, 268.

2 Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian”, 448, n. 4; A. Bombaci, “Ancora sul tratato veneto-turco del 2
ottobre 15407, Rivista degli studi orientali, vol. 20, 3/4, October 1943, 376.

24 p. Fodor, “Ottoman Policy towards Hungary, 1520-1541”, Acta Orientalia. Acadamiae
Scientiarum Hungariae, 55, 2-3, 1991, 271-345; G. Perjés, The Fall of the Medieval Kingdom of
Hungary: Mohacs 1526 - Buda 1541, Boulder, 1989; G. David, P. Fodor (eds.), Hungarian-Ottoman
Military and Diplomatic Relations in the Age of Siileyman the Magnificent, Budapest, 1994; G. Barta,
La route qui méne a Istanbul 1526-1528, Budapest, 1994.
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Roman Emperor (identified as the “king of Spain” in the Ottoman text)®. This
opened the list for the Holy Roman Empire’s ‘ahdnames, as after Ferdinand
became emperor himself, the documents were granted to those Habsburgs who
reigned as emperors and not just kings of Hungary. As such, quite a few
capitulations would be granted in the second part of the sixteenth century by
Suleyman, Selim II and Murad III to Ferdinand I (again), Maximilian II and Rudolf
I, not only because of the outbreaks of war and successions of sultans but also
because they were issued for a specific number of years, namely eight, after which
they had to be renewed”®. A considerable break in this series came of course with
the Thirteen Years War (1593—-1606), but peaceful relations would be resumed
once more at the beginning of the seventeenth century. The two documents (one
Latin, one Turkish) issued on 11 November 1606 at Zsitvatorok by representatives
of both sides were only temporary agreements, as they needed to be ratified by
both sultan and emperor. Since there were substantial differences between the two
versions of the agreement, Rudolf II did not ratify Ahmed I’s initial ‘ahdname of
1608, nor his second ‘ahdname of 1610%, but only the third one, of 1612, was
accepted by the Habsburg emperor”. Keeping in line with the pre-war
capitulations, these ‘ahdnames would be valid for a specific number of years,
which was now increased to twenty. Moreover, the 1610 document would be the
first one divided into individual articles, a feature which would also be
implemented in future Habsburg ‘ahdnames.

No later than 1615, a complete revision of the Zsitvatorok agreements was
necessary and so representatives from the two sides gathered once more in Vienna
for negotiations. The imperial delegation was headed by Melchior Klesl, bishop of
Vienna, and cardinal Ferenc Forgach, bishop of Esztergom®, while the Ottoman
delegation consisted of Miiteferrika Ahmed Agha (deputy/kethiida of Kadizade Ali
Pasha, the beylerbeyi of Buda) and Gaspar Graziani, a Dalmatian adventurer who

2 A first draft (eva'il-i Cemazi’l-evvel 954/19-28 June 1547) was published in Schaendlinger,
Stileyman, doc. 7, 14—18, while the final (23 Saban 954/8 October 1547) document is in Feridun, Miinge at,
vol. 2, 341-342. See M. Skovajsa, Habsbursko-Osmanské mierové zmluvy 1498—1615 / Habsburg-Ottoman
Peace Treaties (henforth HOMZ), Bratislava, 2014, 99-100; E.D. Petritsch, “Der Habsburgisch-
Osmanische Friedensvertrag des Jahres 15477, Mitteilungen des Osterreichischen Staatsarchivs, 38, 1985,
49-80.

26 Ottoman-Turkish texts, even some original documents, are known for the ‘ahdnames of 1559,
1562, 1565, 1568, 1574, 1584 and 1590. See the table in Skovajsa, HOMZ, 26-28.

%7 Feridun, Miinge at, vol. 2, 313-316 (dated eva’il-i Receb 1017/12-21 October 1608). English
translation in G. Bayerle, “The Compromise of Zsitvatorok”, Archivum Ottomanicum, V1, 1980, 24-27.

2 AT-OeStA/HHStA UR Tiirkische Urkunden 4 (original ‘ahdname dated eva’il-i Safer 1019/26
April — 5 May 1610).

¥ Bayerle, “Zsitvatorok”, 5-53. We could not locate any copy of the 1612 ‘ahdname, but it is
referred to in article 2 of the subsequent 1615 ‘ahdname, with the date of Rebi iil-evvel 1021 (June 1612).

3% The rest of the Habsburg delegation was composed by Johann von Molart, Adolf count of Althan
(both were veterans of the Zsitvatorok negotiations), Philip count of Solms, Ladislau Pethe and Pal

Apponyi.
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acted as interpreter’’. While an initial agreement (femessiik) drafted in twelve articles
was signed by both parties on 28 July 1615/1 Cemazi l-ahir 10247, it nevertheless
needed to be ratified by both sovereigns through more solemn documents. Thus,
later in September 1615 Ahmed I issued an ‘ahdname composed around the same
twelve articles and which would be valid for twenty years, as agreed upon in
Vienna®. Among the new articles which supplemented the Peace of Szitvatorok,
two were meant to frame basic commercial relations between the two powers (arts.
9, 10)**.

Matthias issued his ratification of the Vienna treaty later that year, in December
1615, However, as it happened before with the Zsitvatorok agreements, the
emperor’s and the sultan’s documents diverged considerably in certain points™.
Moreover, it seems that the Habsburgs themselves were not satisfied with their
ratification, or with its published version at least, as another edition would be issued the
next year, along with some new additions.

On 1 May 1616, delegates of the two sides signed a further agreement in
Vienna regarding the implementation of articles regarding litigious villages and
fortifications. Soon after, on 10 May 1616, Matthias issued another ratification of
the previous year’s treaty, where the twelve articles were now said to be translated
word by word from the sultan’s ‘ahdname, and which were followed at the end by

3! For these successful negotiations Gratiani would be rewarded with the Duchy of Naxos and later
he would obtain the Principality of Moldavia (1619-1620); for a short biography, see C. Luca, “Influssi
occidentali sull’atteggiamento politico di alcuni principi dei Paesi Romeni nei secoli XVI e XVII”,
Quaderni della Casa Romena di Venezia, 2, 2002, 110-116. Likewise, Miiteferrika Ahmed would be
repaid by his appointment as beylerbeyi of Kanije. G. Agoston, “Defending and Administering the
Hungarian frontier”, in C. Woodhead (ed.), The Ottoman World, London, New York, 2012, 233-234.

32 The Turkish document (dated eva 'il-i Cemazi’l-ahir 1024/28 June — 7 July 1615) was published
along with a German translation by L. Fekete, Tiirkische Schriften aus dem Archive des Palatins Nikolaus
Esterhazy 1606—1645, Budapest,1932, doc. 2, p. 7-14, 213-222.

3% Feridun, Miinge’at, vol. 2, 320-324 (only the year 1024 is given); other copies in Mu ahedat
mecmu’ast, vol. 3, 72—77 and IBK, MC, K. 4; Hammer gives the date of 9 Saban 1024/9 September 1615
(J. de Hammer, Histoire de [’empire ottoman, depuis son origine jusqu’a nos jours, traduit de 1’Allemand
par J.J. Hellert, vol. 8, Paris, 1837, 225, n. 1); the date of 9 September 1615 is also given by Skovajsa,
HOMZ, 29 (facsimile of a BOA copy and Turkish text at 279-284).

3* Commercial relations were already established in the sixteenth century, as early as 1547, but
frequent wars hindered their implementation. L. Gecsény, “A Memorandum Presented by the Merchants
Living in Vienna Regarding East-West Trade (1615)”, Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae, 61, 1-2,2008, 55.

35 It was immediately published in 1615: Confirmatio et ratificatio itemque extensio conditionum
pacis Thoroeckien: inter Romanorum Imperatorem Matthiam & Turcarum Imperatorem Achomatem
primum Sultanum ut illee Anno 1615, along with a new published edition of the 1606 Zsitvatorok treaty:
Condlitiones pacis inter Romanorum, et turcicum imperatorem, Rudolphum II, et Achometem I, sultanum, ut
illee anno superiori M.DC.VI.

3% While this is not the place to make a thorough comparison of all twelve articles, an example
should be given: whereas article 7 of the Turkish text decreed that Catholics may repair (merammet ediib)
their churches in the Ottoman Empire, the Latin text stipulated that they may build new churches
(“ecclesias... extruendi facultatem habebunt”).
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the new concordatum®’. The Habsburgs motivated this second ratification on the
grounds that the previously published edition of 1615 contained certain
“inadvertences” due to scribal and printing errors, and that the Ottoman text also
needed to be translated and printed, to avoid the problems that plagued the previous
Zsitvatorok ratifications™. Indeed, the new Latin text appears to have been written
from the sultan’s point view (“nostra Porta...””). With Matthias’ second ratification
now published, another confirmation was also necessary from Ahmed I, so Herman
Czernin von Chudenitz was appointed as the new ambassador to Constantinople,
where he was sent right away together with the interpreter Cesare Gallo. The
Imperial envoys were joined by the Ottoman negotiators, Miiteferrika Ahmed Agha
and Gaspar Graziani, and they reached Constantinople in late August 1616™.

The Imperial envoys’ grand entrance in the Ottoman capital stirred anti-Christian
and especially anti-Catholic feelings since their retinue included not only loud
musicians but also a flag showing the Crucifix. As conspiracy theories which predicted
an imminent Christian take-over ran wild, the Jesuits of Galata were immediately
detained, and restrictions were imposed on non-Muslims. Czernin himself was put
under house arrest, from where he was only released at the beginning of September*’.
While his main mission was to obtain another ratification from Ahmed I and to settle
once and for all the territorial disputes in Hungary and Transylvania, it seems that the
imperial ambassador was also tasked with strengthening the commercial relations with
the Porte: several months later, Ahmed I issued a document that was not quite a
ratification of the Vienna treaty, but rather a full-fledged commercial ‘ahdname, in the

37 Latin text published in Noradounghian, Recueil, vol. 1, 113—120; J. Du Mont, Corps universel
diplomatique du droit des gens, tome 5, part 2, Amsterdam-The Hague, 1728, 280-282, from where it was
translated by Testa, Recueil, vol. 9, 22-29. A French translation was already published in 1617:
Confirmation et ratification de la paix conclude entre I’Empereur & le Grand Seigneur des Turcs. Selon les
Capitulations arrestees en la Cour Imperiale de Vienne par les Deputez de Matthias a present Empereur
d’une part, & Sultan Achmet premier du nom Empereur des Turcs d’autre. Et confirmees par 'un &
l'autre Empereur. Traduict du Latin imprimépar commandement de |’Empereur a Vienne d’Austriche I'an
1616, Paris, Imprimerie de Frangois Iulliot, 1617) An English translation was included in R. Knolles, The
Turkish History, from the Original of that Nation, to the Growth of the Ottoman Empire: with the Lives and
Conguests of their Princes and Emperors, 6 edition, vol. 2, London, 1687, 939-941 (probably from the
French printed version, as it offers the same date of March 1616).

38 Katib Celebi’s chronicle nonetheless mentions only the need to clarify the disputes over villages
and fortifications (palanka). Katib Celebi, Fezleke-i Tarih, vol. 1, Istanbul, 1286/1869, 377-378. Also in M.
Na’ima, Tarih, vol. 1, Istanbul, 1147/1734, 313.

39 Venetian bailo Almoro Nani reported on 20 August that he sent his secretary in advance to meet
the imperial ambassadors outside Constantinople (Calendar of State Papers and Manuscripts, relating to
English Affairs, Existing in the Archives and Collections of Venice and in other Libraries of Northern Italy.
Ed. Horatio F. Brown, vol. 14, London, 1904, doc. 401). A. de Groot affirms that Czernin reached Istanbul
on 16 August (Groot, OEDR, 155).

40 For these events see Knolles, Turkish History, vol. 2, 933-934; Hammer, Histoire, vol. 8, 226—
228; A. Belin, Histoire de la latinité de Constantinople, Paris, 1894, 250; T. Krsti¢, “Contesting
Subjecthood and Sovereignty in Ottoman Galata in the Age of Confessionalization: The Carazo Affair,
161316177, Oriente Moderno, 93, 2013, 435.
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style of those granted to France, England and the Dutch Republic. And while Czernin
was retained some more in Istanbul, Cesare Gallo was sent back to Vienna with the
sultan’s most recent ‘ahdname”".

Ahmed I died in November 1617; Mustafa I confirmed the peace through his
announcement letter sent to Matthias, where he also instructed the emperor that further
dealings will be handled by Graziani, Ahmed Pasha of Kanije, and Nakkas Hasan
Pasha of Buda™. In their enumeration of past agreements, future treaties would omit
this unique grant of commercial privileges, as they would jump from the agreements of
Vienna directly to the one agreed at Komarom, in 1618. A century later, a separate
commercial treaty would be signed at Passarowitz, which is still widely considered to
be the first Ottoman-Habsburg trade agreement, as the 1617 ‘ahdname lay forgotten™®.

LEGAL AND DIPLOMATICS QUESTIONS

From a diplomatic point of view, the text of 1617 is an imperial charter
(‘ahdname-i hiimayun),** a term used in the Ottoman chancery until the nineteenth
century for all peace agreements by which the Porte regulated its foreign relations,
alliances, international commerce and the status of foreigners.*

An ‘ahdname was thus a document which confirmed in written form the granting
of “protection” (aman), and the existence of a “contractual pact” (‘ahd, ‘akd, ‘akd-1
‘ahd, sulh) between sultans and an individual, community, or state. Even though
‘ahdnames had the form of a unilateral document, their contents implied a “contract
and alliance” (‘akd i ittifak) or a “pact and agreement” (‘ahd ii misak). Ottoman

4! Hammer, Histoire, vol. 8, 251. For more information on Czernin see B. Spuler, “Die Europdische
Diplomatie in Konstantinopel bis zum Frieden vol Belgrad (1739) 3. Teil”, Jahrbiicher fiir Kultur und
Geschichte der Slaven, Neue Folge, 11, 3/4, 1935, 331. A journal of his 1616-1618 embassy to
Constantinople was published shortly after by his secretary A. Wenner, Ein gantz new Reysebuch von Prag
auf} bif3 gen Constantinopel, Niirnberg, 1622; his second embassy of 1644 was also published, along with
his instructions and other correspondence in Zweite Gesandtschafireise des grafen Hermann von Chudenic
nach Konstantinopel im Jahre 1644, Neuhaus, 1879.

42 AT-OeStA/HHStA UR, Tiirkische Urkunden 6 (name-i hiimayun dated evasit-i Zi’l-ka’ade
1026/10-19 November 1617).

* Not considering pre-eighteenth century agreements with the Habsburgs as being Capitulations,
Pélissi¢ du Rausas considered that “Les capitulations autrichiennes se composent de trois traités: le
premier date du 27 juillet 1718, et il est divisé en vingt articles; le second date du 23 mai 1747, et il est
également divisé en vingt articles; le troisieme date du 24 février 1784, et il est divisé en huit articles”
(G. Pélissié du Rausas, Le régime des capitulations dans I’Empire Ottoman, vol. 2, Paris, 1911, 120).

* On ‘ahdname and Capitulations, see V. Panaite, Ottoman Law of War and Peace. The Ottoman
Empire and Its Tribute-Payers from the North of the Danube, Second Revised Edition, Leiden-Boston,
Brill, 2019, 165-189: Chapter “Ottoman Peace Agreements”. On ‘ahdname, berat and nisan, see also S.
Papp, “The System of Autonomous Muslim and Christian Communities, Churches, and States in the
Ottoman Empire”, in G. Karman, L. Kuncevi¢ (eds.) The European Tributary States of the Ottoman Empire
in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, Leiden — Boston, 2013, 378-380.

4> They are improperly defined by modern historians and jurists “peace treaties,” “treaties of
alliance,” “treaties of friendship,” “treaties of commerce” or “treaties of vassalage.”
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‘ahdnames contained a series of political and trade “conditions” (sing. sart; pl. sartlar,
surut, serayf) or “issues” (hususlar). The beginning of articles until the end of the
seventeenth century was marked by the conjunction “and” (ve) when the ordinal
numbers were introduced under the influence of Western chanceries. Notable
exceptions were the Ottoman-Habsburg ‘ahdnames which began to have their articles
numbered from the first half of the seventeenth century (those of 1610, 1615, 1627)

Since Europeans considered the sultanic ‘ahdnames as treaties, they applied the
term capitulations as an equivalent to ‘ahdname. This is well illustrated by the evidence
provided by sixteenth- and seventeenth-century translations of ‘ahdnames into
European languages. Likewise, the Latin term capitulationes and its French, German
and Italian derivatives were commonly used in translations of ‘ahdnames granted to
France, Poland, the Habsburg Empire,* or Russia. When translating Ottoman texts,
Europeans organized their contents by articles or chapters (capitula in Latin; capitoli,
capituli in Ttalian; chapitres, articles in French; articles in English).”’ Since any
documents structured by chapters could, in the Western chancery tradition be called
capitulations,® the same label was applied to the Ottoman ‘ahdnames.

Taking into consideration the diplomatic form of the original texts and their
translation which followed the Ottoman blueprint, the ‘ahdnames concluded with
Hungary, Ragusa, Poland, Venice and the Habsburgs in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries had an unmistakably unilateral character. In some ‘ahdnames, the sultan was
the only one to proclaim the results of the negotiations through the formula of “let it be
known” (ma’lum ola ki) and implemented the “clauses” of the agreement with the
formula “the illustrious sign commands” (nisan-1 serif-i [...] hiikmii oldur ki). These
formulas characterized a document which was unilaterally issued by the sultans.*

The Hanafi jurist al-Shaybani (d. 805) stated that peaceful relations between a
Muslim sovereign and a non-Muslim one could only be established through a pact
(mu ‘ahada), while al-Sarakhsi added that it could also be considered a “mutual peace”
(muwada ‘a) because a “mutual truce (muwada a) is a pact (mu ahada).”™® The
juridical theory remained unchanged during the Ottoman period, and — as Ibrahim al-
Halebi (d. 1549) noted — Muslim rulers were even allowed to ransom peace if they had
no means to mount an armed opposition.”’

4 “Die friedens capitulation,” on the 1606 ‘ahdname, in a German letter of 16 March 1614
(Documente privitoare la istoria romanilor culese de Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki. 1600—1649, Bucuresti, 1880,
doc. CCCCLXIV).

7 The very term originated from Latin caput and capitulum (capitula in plural), meaning chapter or
a paragraph. Therefore, this name was applied to the Ottoman instruments of peace solely due to their
division into separate sections

“8 On capitulations, see also: M. P. Pedani Fabris, La Dimora della pace. Consideranzioni sulle
capitolazioni tra i paesi islamici e I’Europa, Venice, 1996; M. van den Boogert, K. Fleet (eds.), The Ottoman
Capitulations: Text and Context, in Oriente Moderno, XXI1, 3, 2003; M. van den Boogert, The Capitulations
and the Ottoman Juridical System: Qadis, Consuls, and Beratlis in the 1 8™ Century, Leiden, 2005.

4 Panaite, Ottoman Law of War and Peace, 177.

5 M. al-Shaybani, Le Grand livre de la conduite de I’Etat (Kitab as-Siyar al-Kabir). Commenté par
as-Sarakhsi, traduit par M. Hamidullah, vol. III, Ankara, 1990, 307.

U1 al-Halebi, Miilteka el-Ebhur, cf. .M. D’Ohsson, Tableau general de I’Empire Ottoman, vol. V,
Paris, 1824, 62.
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Until the mid-eighteenth century, the agreements with European powers
continued to be considered temporary truces, despite that sometimes they reflected
the parity of power between the adversaries or the weakness of the Ottoman
Empire.”” The ‘ahdnames which confirmed peace with European rulers were
concluded for a limited period, either for a specified number of years or until both
contracting rulers remained on the throne.”” Although the expected duration of
these truces was no more than five years, the ‘ahdnames granted to the Habsburgs
from 1547 to 1591 constituted a significant change in this respect, as their duration
was extended to eight years. The treaty of Zsitvatorok (1606) ushered a series of
even longer Ottoman—Habsburg truces, which varied between twenty and twenty-
five years, culminating with the Treaty of Belgrade (1739) which provided a peace
term of twenty-seven years.5 4

However, throughout the early modern period, the Ottoman chancery most
often did not specify the duration of peace in its ‘ahdnames, and thus they
remained in force only throughout the reign of the sultan whose imperial signature
(tugra) was applied to the document, without committing his successors to respect
its conditions. This is the case of ‘ahdnames granted both to tributary states such as
Ragusa and Transylvania, as well as to those granted to European powers such as
Venice, Poland, France, England and the Dutch Republic. Standing out from other
Habsburg ‘ahdname-i hiimayuns, the one granted by Ahmed I to Matthias in 1617
also fits in this category.

CAPITULATORY REGIME

The Capitulatory Regime, which refers to the status of foreign merchants in
the Ottoman Empire, has been the subject of a large number of studies written by
both historians and jurists alike and which often give contradictory interpretations™.

52 Moreover, between the Treaty of Karlowitz in 1699 and until the Treaty of Paris in 1856, the
weakness and military inferiority of the Ottomans changed the parameters of war and peace with
European powers. Consequently, they concluded peace treaties which brought almost constant territorial
losses (H. Kruse, “The Foundation of International Islamic Jurisprudence (Muhammad al-Shaybani —
Hugo Grotius of the Muslims)”, Journal of the Pakistan Historical Society, 111, IV, 1995, 232).

3 Among the ‘ahdnames issued for a specified period, we find those granted to Hungary, and
Poland (up to 1528) and Spain (1582), which stated the expected duration of truce.

* In a Latin text: Duret armistitium hocce et exyendatur favente Deo ad viginti septem annos et
continuo sequentes a die, qua ejustem subscriptio facta fuerit (D.A. Sturdza, G. Petrescu, Acte si documente
relative la istoria Renascerii Romdniei, vol. I, Bucharest, 1888, 57-58).

35 Here are some titles: Pélissié du Rausas, Le régime des capitulations; P. M. Brown, Foreigners
in Turkey. Their Juridical Status, Princeton, 1914; F. Abelous, L évolution de la Turquie dans ses
rapports avec les étrangers, Paris, 1928; A. Rechid, “La condition des étrangers dans la Republique
de Turquie,” Recueil de Cours. Académie de Droit International, 46, 1V, 1933, 169-227; N. Sousa,
The Capitulatory Regime of Turkey. Its History, Origin and Nature, Baltimore, 1933; H.J. Liebesny,
“The Development of Western Judicial Privileges,” in M. Khadduri, H. J. Liebesny (eds.), Law in the
Middle East, Washington, 1955, 309-333; H. Inalcik, “Imtiyazat.” in EI-2, vol. III, 1971, 1207-1225
(with J. Wansborough).
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According to Islamic law, a temporary safe-conduct could protect the life and
goods of an infidel who came from the Abode of War to the Abode of Islam. He
would thus become a “beneficiary of protection” (in Turkish, miiste 'min). The life
and property of an inhabitant of enemy territories (harbi) venturing into Muslim
lands were completely unprotected by the religious law unless he was given a
temporary safe-conduct (aman).”® In 16™ — 17" century Ottoman juridical texts
(kitab as-siyar, fetvas), the foreigner (miiste 'min) was frequently termed as being a
“harbi who [comes] from the House of War and enters into the House of Islam
with a safe-conduct” (Zeyd harbi dar-i harbdan amanla dar-i Islama ¢ikub).”’ In
comparison with a non-Muslim subject (zimmi), the foreigner could only
temporarily dwell in Ottoman territories, i.e. less than one year, during which he
would not be compelled to pay the poll-tax (cizye, harac)™.

The legal condition of foreign merchants constituted an important topic of the
Ottoman Empire’s commercial affairs. The Capitulatory Regime could be defined
as a special regime when considering that foreigners enjoyed limited or extensive
rights which were established by internal regulations and special treaties. At the
same time, historical and legal sources reveal the existence of two other
complementary regimes of foreigners: the mutuality regime and the “most favoured
nation’s” regime. These three regimes are not antagonistic but complementary, as
they describe the legal status of foreigners from different points of view.

Up to 1617, the Ottomans and Habsburgs concluded “peace agreements” which
contained clauses on foreign policy, borders, envoys, captives and merchants, similar
to those concluded with Hungary, Venice, Poland, and later Russia. Commercial
aspects were also regulated by clauses included in this kind of agreements™. At the
same time, “reciprocity” was one of the main features of the treaties concluded
between the Ottoman Empire and neighbouring states, the Habsburg Empire included.

% In a distinct chapter dealing with condition of foreigners (Bab-i ahkam al-miiste'min), Ibrahim al-
Halebi stated that “any harbi who enters with aman into our territories is called miiste 'min” (Her harbi ki
bizim darimiza aman ile dahil ola ana miiste’'min derler) (Halebi, Serh-i Miilteka el-Ebhur (Mevkufat), ed.
N. Yilmaz, vol. 1, Istanbul, 1993, 336).

57 T.X. Bianchi, “Recueil de Fetvas, écrit en turk et en arabe, par Hafiz Mohammed ben Ahmad ben
Elcheich Moustafa Elkedousy,” Journal Asiatique, IV, 1824, 180—181.

8 M. Khadduri, The Islamic Law of Nations. Shaybani’s Siyar, Baltimore, 1966, 173; V. Panaite,
“Strainii in viziune juridica otomand. Veacurile XVI-XVII” / Foreigners in Sixteenth-Seventeenth
Centuries Ottoman View, Anuarul Institutului de Istorie Cluj-Napoca, XXXII, 1993, 29-38. This shari‘a
rule was not observed in Ottoman practice, as the ‘@hdnames decreed that foreign merchants could remain
in the Ottoman Empire for an unlimited time without paying the cizye: Feridun, Miinse at, vol. 2, 384
(English 1601 ‘ahdname); 403 (French 1604 ‘ahdname).

5% On the evolution of commercial clauses in Ottoman-Polish ‘ahdnames, see: V. Panaite, “Trade
and Merchants in the 16" Century Ottoman-Polish Treaties,” RESEE, XXXII, 3—4, 1994, 259-276; V.
Panaite, “The Status of Trade and Merchants in the Ottoman-Polish ‘Ahdnames (1607-1699),” Archiv
orientalni. Supplementa VIII. Essays on Ottoman Civilization. Proceedings of the XIIth Congress of
Comité International d ' Etudes Pré-Ottomanes et Ottomanes (C]EPO) 1996, Prague, 1998, 275-298; V.
Panaite, “Trade and Merchants in the Ottoman-Polish ‘Ahdnames. 1489-1699”, in K. Cicek (ed.), The
Great Ottoman-Turkish Civilisation, vol. II. Economy and Society, Ankara, 2000, 220-229.
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The sultans bestowed “conditional privileges” such as free access and commerce,
safety for foreigners and their merchandise, or individual responsibility to foreign
merchants, while at the same time stipulating that the Ottomans should also benefit
from the same rights in the mentioned states®’. Conversely, the imperial charters
granted to France, England and the Dutch Republic, with whom the Ottoman Empire
shared no common border, did not include any mutual stipulations.

The ‘ahdname of 1617 is the first text which separately regulated the
commercial issues and the legal condition of merchants from the Habsburg Empire,
following the model of ‘ahdnames with commercial privileges granted previously
by sultans to France, England and the Dutch Republic. Here it should be mentioned
that after one hundred years, in 1718, the Habsburgs received a similar ‘ahdname
with commercial privileges, which came to complete the political, territorial and
military stipulations of the peace treaty of Passarowitz, concluded after the war of
1716-1718°".

All those who studied the capitulations noticed the immobility that marks
these texts. In this regard, Pélissi¢ du Rausas stated even at the beginning of the
20™ century: “Les capitulations sont aujourd hui ce qu’elles étaient il y a quatre
siecles; elles n’ont été modifié ni dans leur esprit, ni dans leur texte”®*. The
uniformity revealed by the content and form of these documents raises the question
of the existence of a “pattern of a treaty”’, which would have been the basis of the
commercial privileges granted by the Ottoman sultans®.

After a first reading, it became obvious that this ‘ahdname was inspired from
the 1612 Dutch ‘ahdname®, which itself was drafted after the French and English
ones. The Habsburg 1617 capitulation retained just two articles from the previous
1615 ‘ahdname and the Vienna treaties, namely articles 9 and 10 regarding
commercial relations: they were now added as the first articles, with the important
difference that phrases containing mutual engagements were eliminated, to better

% Even in the Habsburg ‘ahdname of 1547 merchants of the two sides gained the freedom to
move and trade from one place to another during the eight years of truce (Feridun, Miinge ‘at, vol. 2,
341-342; Inalcik, “Imtiyazat”, 1215; N. Sousa, Capitulatory Regime, 64).

' Ivan Parvev, Habsburgs and Ottomans between Vienna and Belgrade (1683-1739),
Boulder, 1995, 163—-192. Claudia Romer presented a paper titled “A propos du texte du traité de
commerce de Passarowitz et ses copies”, at the international conferince dedicated to the Treaty of
Passarowitz (,,Passarowitz 1718 Intéréts des puissances et mouvements nationaux en Europe centrale
/ Power Interests and National Movements in Central Europe”, Budapest, 27-28 September 2018).

62 p¢lissié du Rausas, Capitulations, vol. 1, 22.

63 A discussion on this topic, in V. Panaite, Rdzboi, pace si comert in Islam. Tarile romdne si dreptul
otoman al popoarelor / War, Peace and Trade in Islam. The Romanian Principalities and the Ottoman Law
of Nations, 2Med, lasi, 2013, 239-241.

6 Gecsény suggests that the inclusion of the Spanish Netherlands in article 10 of the previous 1615
agreements may been a response to the Dutch Republic’s own capitulation of 1612. L. Gecsény, “A
Memorandum Presented by the Merchants Living in Vienna Regarding East-West Trad (1615)”, Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungariae, 61, 53-54, 2008, 55.
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fit the unilateral character of Western commercial ‘ahdnames. Other than this, the
1617 text reproduces almost word by word the Dutch ‘ahdname, with notable
exceptions such as the most-favoured nation’s clause, and it even included clauses
that may seem as not applicable to Austrian merchants, such as those referring to
Algerian corsairs or Austrian consulates in the Mediterranean ports. However, they
could have been relevant considering that the charter also provided privileges to
Spanish and Flemish merchants.

Modern historians and jurists have insisted especially on the “rights” granted
to foreigners, calling them “privileges”, “immunities” or “liberties”. Instead, we
argue that a better approach would be to examine both the rights and the
obligations that characterised the status of Western merchants during their stay in
the Ottoman Empire, according to the distinct sub-domains in which they were put
into practice. Consequently, the main articles on trade and merchants of the 1617
‘ahdname may be grouped under the following categories: 1. Traffic (free and safe
access by land and sea); 2. Commercial navigation and shipwreck; 3. Safety of
persons and property (forbidding to enslave merchants and to confiscate their
merchandise; piracy; liberation of captives); 4. Residency and consulates (consuls’
rights and responsibilities); 5. Commerce and taxes (customs duties, giimriik;
exemption from other taxes, such as reft-akcesi, kassab-akgesi; prohibition to tax
the ready money carried by merchants); 6. Inheritance (non-interference with the
deceased merchants’ goods); 7. Juridical privileges (individual responsibility for
debts; legal procedure concerning litigations; the necessity of written documents;
rejection of the false witnesses).®’

In theory, the capitulations offered sufficient diplomatic guarantees
concerning the protection of European merchants and the freedom of their
commerce in the Ottoman Empire. More important was the observance of these
rights, privileges and immunities by the Ottoman authorities, especially the local
ones. In practice, the stipulations of ‘ahdnames were interpreted by Ottoman
officials in a way which could justify their abuse, and which became
“part of the normal experience of the little factories in the Levant”®. In these
circumstances, the ambassadors in Constantinople and consuls of European nations
in the Ottoman towns had the mission to persuade local authorities to observe the
‘ahdnames’ stipulations.

% On Foreigners, Western Merchants and Capitulatory Regime in the Ottoman Empire, see:
Panaite, Razboi, pace si comert, 230-262; V. Panaite, “Being a Western Merchant in the Ottoman
Mediterranean. The Evidence of a Turkish Manuscript from Bibliothéque Nationale de France”, in S.
Kenan (ed.), ISAM Konusmalari. Osmanli Diistincesi Ahlik Hukuk Felsefe-Kelam/ ISAM Papers.
Ottoman Thought, Ethics-Law-Philosophy-Kalam, Istanbul, 2013, 91-135.

% A.C. Wood, A History of the Levant Company, Oxford, 1935, 16.
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‘Ahdname-i hiimayun granted by Ahmed I to Matthias in 1617
— transliteration —

[zikrii llahi te’ala a’la ve bi't-takdim ahakk ve elyak ve evia takaddeset esma’iihii

A.

ve tatabe’at na’'ma iihii]"’

cun hazret-i melik ii miiheymen i miite’al ve cenab-1 vahibii’l-’ataya ve’n-
neval celle ‘anu’s- sebih ve’l-misal tenezzehe minii’n-nazir ve’l-ihtilal kemal-i
kudret-i ezeliyye ve viifur-u mevhibe lemyezeliyyesi

mukareneti ve mihr-i sipihr-i niibiivvet ve ahter-i burc-u fiitiivvet pisva-yi
ziimre-i enbiya ve mukteda-y1 firka-1 asfiya habib-i hiida sefi’ii’l-miiznibin fi’l-
yevmii'l-ceza Muhammed Mustafa sallallahu te’ala

‘aleyhi ve sellem hazretlerinin mu’cizat-1 kesiratu’l-berekati miirafakati ile ve
ashab-1 giizin ve hulefa-i er-rasidin rizvanu’l-lahu te’ala ‘aleyhim ecma’in

ve climle-i evliya-1 hidayet-karin ve cumhur-i asfiya-y1 se’adet-rehin kuds’illah
esraruhiim ila yevmii’l-din hazretlerinin ervah-1 mukaddeseleri

muvafakati ile

Ahmed Sah bin Mehmed Sah Han el-muzaffer da ima

ben ki sultan-1 sanadid-i selatin ve esatin-i havakin tac bahs-1 husrevi evrenk-
nisin kasr-1 kusuru’l-kayasire kebir-i cumhur-u ekabir kahramanu’l-ma ve't-
tin zill 'u-llahi te’ala fi’l-arzin el-miitemekkin

‘ala makamu’l-gerife inni ca’il fi’l-arz halife ve esref-i meda’in ii emsar ve
eymen-i dar ii diyar olan Haremeyin Serifeyinin hadimi ve Kudiis-ii Miibaregin
hami ii hakimi ve daru’l-saltanatu’l-"aliyye ve miifahharu’l-hilafet

til-seniyye mahruse-i Kostantiniyye hamiyyet ‘an el-afat ve’l-beliye ve
mahmiye-i Edirne ve mahruse-i Brusamin ve Rum Ili ve Temegsvar ve vilayet-i
Bosna ve Budun ve Sigetvar ve Egri ve Kanija ve Semendire ve Belgrad ve
vilayet-i

Anatoli ve Karamamn ve diyar-i Arabistamin ve Sam-1 darii’s-selamin ve
nadire-i ‘aswr olan mahmiye-i Misr ve Yemen-i Eymen ve Habes ve Aden
vilayetlerinin ve darii’l-hilafe Bagdad ve Kufe ve Basra ve Lahsa

ve Suvakin ve Sanan ve Haleb ve Zulkadriyye ve Sehrizul ve Adana ve Tarsus
ve Antalya ve Kibris ve Sakiz ve Diyarbekir ve Rakka ve Rum ve Cildir ve
eyalet-i ‘Imadiye ve ‘umuman Kiirdistan

ve Kars ve Erzurum ve Giircistan ve Demiir Kapu ve Tiflis ve Sirvan ve Kefe
ve Gozlev ve Dest-i Kipgak iklimlerinin ve darii’l-cihad Tunus ve Trablus-u
Garb ve Cezayir-i Garb

" The invocatio/du’a is missing, this is the version found on the 1612 Dutch ‘ahdname and

reproduced in Theunissen, “Ottoman-Venetian”, 266, n. 4 (it is omitted by de Groot). On the other hand, if
this document was the least solemn one of two originals, then the invocatio might have been a simple Aiive
“He”. See Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish, 389.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

vilayetlerinin ve Ezdel [sic! Erdel] ve Bogdan ve Eflak ve sair darii’l-harbden
kuvvet-i kahire-i hunzuvane ve satvet-i bahire-i miiliikanemiz ile bi ‘avnu’l-
Hahu’l-melikii’l-fettah feth ii teshirat getiirilen meda’in

ti emsar ve memalik ii diyarin ve bi’l-ciimle aktar-i berr-bahrin ve kaba’il ii
asa’irin ve nice kere yiiz bin asakir-i nusret-me’asirin padisah ma’adelet-
penahi ve sahinsah nusret-destgahi mazhar-i ‘inayet

tis-sermediyyet muhsin-i ayatii’l-milleti’[-muhammediye Sultan Ahmed Han bin
Sultan Mehmed Han bin Sultan Murad Han bin Sultan Selim Han bin Sultan
Stileyman Han bin sulan Selim Han

bin Sultan Bayezid Han bin Sultan Mehmed Hanim rahimehiimullahii’l-
melikii’l-menan ‘inan-1 semend-i se’adet-men