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Thesis Abstract

Meri¢ T. Oztiirk, “The Provincial Aristocracy in Byzantine Asia Minor (1081-1261)”

The aim of this thesis is to investigate the power basis of the provincial aristocracy in
Byzantine Asia Minor between 1081 and 1261. Following an introductory chapter
and another chapter setting the historical background, the two main chapters of the
thesis explore, respectively, the political and the economic means of aristocratic
power during the two centuries concerned. Bridging the reappearance of the
aristocracy in ninth-century Byzantium with the peak of the military aristocracy
under the Komnenoi, the present study seeks to understand the nature of the group
and questions how the provincial aristocracy in Asia Minor maintained continuity
and how it was transformed down to the end of the Nicaean era.

In order to comprehend the status of the provincial aristocrats, it is crucial to
look at the power relations in provincial society. The period chosen for the study
extends from the ascension of the emperor Alexios | Komnenos to the throne (1081)
until the year 1261, which is traditionally considered as the end of the Nicaean
Empire. Within this time span, the thesis presents the breaks and continuity in the
provincial aristocracy’s influence in Byzantine Asia Minor and concludes that the
region generated a gradually expanding group of aristocrats who challenged the state
depending on how far the central authority was maintained. This conclusion is
reached by asking how the social structure was set up in Asia Minor and where the
provincial aristocrats would be situated in that context. In this frame, the networks in
Asia Minor —either the state incorporated or among the local interest groups— are
investigated.

The provincial aristocracy of Asia Minor held several administrative offices
and even had risen up to higher positions in the civil, military, and fiscal
administration. Occupying these offices brought considerable fame and consequently
some sort of political power in some regions. That social power sometimes ended
with rebellions, raised by locally powerful individuals, some of which are
investigated in the thesis. Furthermore, the economic basis of power constituted
another aspect of provincial aristocratic authority in Byzantine Asia Minor. Several
sources, such as lands, salaries, imperial donations, inherited properties, pronoia,
became major instruments for providing wealth for the provincial aristocrats.

Key words: Byzantine Asia Minor, provincial aristocracy, administrative
offices, rebellions, economic power basis.



Tez Ozeti

Merig T. Oztiirk, “Bizans Kiiciik Asyasi’nda Tasra Aristokrasisi (1081-1261)”

Bu tezin amaci 1081 ile 1261 yillar1 arasinda Bizans Kiigiik Asyasi’ndaki tasra
aristokrasisinin gii¢ kaynaklarin1 arastirmaktir. Bir girig boliimii ve tarihsel arka plani
olusturan bagka bir béliimii takiben, tezin iki ana bolimii ilgili iki ytizyil boyunca
aristokratik giiciin sirasiyla politik ve ekonomik kaynaklarmn1 arastirmaktadir. 9.
ylizy1l Bizans1’nda aristokrasinin yeniden ortaya ¢ikis1 ile Komnenoslar doneminde
askeri aristokrasinin doruga ulastig1 zaman arasinda koprii kuran bu ¢alisma, bu
grubun dogasmi ve Kiiciik Asya’daki tasra aristokrasisinin Iznik doneminin sonuna
kadar nasil bir devamlilik gosterdigini ve doniisiime ugradigmi sorgulamaktadir.

Tagsra aristokratlarmin statiisiinii kavramak i¢in tasra toplumundaki gii¢
iligkilerine g6z atmak Onem arz etmektedir. Calisma i¢in se¢ilen donem imparator 1.
Alexios Komnenos’un tahta yiikselisinden (1081) geleneksel olarak Iznik
Imparatorlugu’nun sonu olan 1261 yilina kadar olan siireyi kapsamaktadir. Bu zaman
dilimi i¢inde Bizans Kii¢iik Asyasi’ndaki tagra aristokrasisinin niifuzundaki fasilalar
ve devamliligin sunulmasi ve bolgenin, merkezi otoritenin ne denli saglandigmna
bagli olarak, devletle ¢atisan, gitgide biiyiliyen bir aristokratlar grubunu meydana
getirdigi sonucu ¢ikarilmaktadir. Mevcut baglamda Kiigiik Asya’da toplumsal
yapmin nasil kuruldugu ve tasra aristokratlarmin nerede konumlandiklarini sorarak
bu sonuca ulasilmaktadir. Bu ¢ergevede, Kiigiik Asya’daki —devletin miidahil oldugu
ya da yerel ¢ikar gruplar1 arasindaki— aglar incelenmektedir.

Kii¢iik Asya’nin tasra aristokrasisi ¢esitli idari gérevleri haizdi ve hatta sivil,
askeri ve malil yonetimde yiiksek mevkilere yiikselmisti. Bu gorevlerde bulunmak
onlara dikkate deger {in ve en nihayetinde bazi1 bolgelerde bir ¢esit siyasi gii¢
getirmisti. Bu toplumsal gii¢ bazen, yerelde giiclii bireyler tarafindan ¢ikarilan ve
bazilar1 bu tezde incelenen isyanlarla sonuglanmisti. Ayrica, ekonomik gii¢ kaynagi
Bizans Kiigiik Asyasi’ndaki tasra aristokrat otoritesinin bir baska yoniinii olusturur.
Araziler, maaslar, imparatorluk bagislari, miras yoluyla elde edinilen mallar, pronoia
gibi gesitli kaynaklar tasra aristokratlari i¢in ekonomik gii¢ saglayan ana araglar
olmustur.

Anahtar sozciikler: Bizans Kiigiik Asyasi, tasra aristokrasisi, idari gorevler,
isyanlar, ekonomik gii¢ kaynagi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Byzantine socio-cultural history started to become more of a concern for the
Byzantinists especially after the 1970s, when they felt the need to conduct the
Annales model in Byzantine studies.® The shifting focus has been expressed by
Alexander Kazhdan and Giles Constable:

The subject of modern Byzantine studies must therefore be the
homo byzantinus in the sense of Byzantine people and their place in
society, and all traditional topics —politics, diplomacy, and the like—
must be reconsidered in the light of the interests, intentions, and
hopes of these people. The attention of previous generations of
historians was concentrated above all on the activity of the
Byzantine state, and it was hardly by chance that the best survey of
Byzantine history —Ostrogorsky’s classic work— was entitled The
History of the Byzantine State. Earlier generations believed in the
rational background of state organization and saw in it the real
instigator of historical development. The accent has now shifted
from the state to the individual, and man’s reaction to the
machinery of the state now seems more important than the activity
of the machinery itself. The material conditions of human
existence, the social organization of people, their collective psyche
or mentality, their hopes, fears, and beliefs, their highest personal
achievements—these are the topics that are attracting the attention of
Byzantine researchers today. 2

Setting out from such a need in Byzantine studies, the present study aims to fulfill
similar goals in the field of the provincial aristocracy. The subject will be
investigated under three main leitmotivs: career of the individuals within large family
groups, their familial links, and their local power base.

In order to understand provincial society, it is essential to look at how the

power relations were established within economic, political, and social life in

! Alice-Mary Talbot, “Byzantine Studies at the Beginning of the Twenty-first Century,” The Journal
of English and Germanic Philology 105/1 (2006), p. 32.

2 Alexander Kazhdan and Giles Constable, People and Power in Byzantium (Washington: Dumbarton
Oaks Center for Byzantine Studies, 1982), p. 16.



Byzantium. The provincial aristocrats occupied key points, undertaking vital roles in
the management of administrative affairs. Beside their political basis of power,
economic roots of their power were also noteworthy. How they accumulated wealth,
what income their positions or power provided them, and how they invested all this
capital remain important questions to be answered. The two main contents of the
present thesis, being political and economic basis of power, have come out as an
inspiration from Nevra Necipoglu’s division in one of her studies,® with an addition
of a third one (Appendix) reflecting the military basis of power, encompassing
features from both but also bearing different points.

This study aims to highlight the provincial aristocracy’s role in rural society
with its political, economic, and military aspects. At first glance, just to draw an
overall view of how Byzantine social structure changed through time until the rise of
the Komnenian dynasty, it will suffice for the moment to quote Angeliki E. Laiou’s
words: “[Byzantine society] was a relatively flat society in its heyday, with a rising
aristocracy forcefully opposed by the state in the tenth century, engaging in struggles
for control of the state in the eleventh century, and assuming a dominant position at
the end of that century.”

Provincialism is a term which needs a clarification. The Byzantine Empire
was a centralist state; all the high governmental offices were held by the
Constantinopolitan aristocracy. Constantinople, being the single center of the
Empire, carried out ruling the country via offices responsible for the running of

affairs in the provinces. The capitals of these provinces represented minor

3. Nevra Necipoglu, “The Byzantine Aristocracy during the Period of Ottoman Conquests,” in Halil
Inalcik Armagam (Istanbul: Eren Yayincilik, forthcoming). She notes that the transformations that the
Byzantine aristocracy had experienced fall into two aspects: the economic basis and the political basis.

* Angeliki E. Laiou, “Review: Michael Angold, ed., The Byzantine Aristocracy, IX to XIII Centuries.
(B.AR. International Series, 221). Oxford: British Archacological Reports, 1984,” Speculum 62/2
(April 1987), p. 382.



administrative centers in the periphery. The term provincialism expresses the notion
that embraces the state of being provincial and all conditions being the characteristics
of the provinces. The term brings about sui generis the social, economic, and cultural
structure of the provinces; therefore, it illuminates different aspects of Byzantine
society apart from Constantinople.

A neater distinction has to be made between the Constantinopolitan
aristocracy and the provincial aristocracy. The Constantinopolitan aristocracy
connotes a group of notables whose economic power basis was situated largely
within and/or around Constantinople, who were mostly the inhabitants of the City,
and who belonged to the upper ranks of the society (high aristocracy).
Constantinople also included other notable individuals from the middle and lower
ranks of aristocratic society who shared common characteristics with the high
aristocrats except for incomparable wealth. There were members of the bureaucracy
serving in the provinces, appointed from Constantinople with high dignities and
posts, who were members of the high echelons of the Constantinopolitan aristocracy.
This group is left outside the scope of this thesis. On the other hand, there was the
provincial aristocracy, whose power -both political and financial- lay in the
countryside or in the provincial cities. The members of that group may have been
inhabitants of several regions of the Empire. They could be from the capital but
invested their wealth in the provinces, but the common picture revealed that the
substantial ratio had provincial origin. What is under consideration in this thesis will
be the middle and lower administrative office-holders, native individuals who rose
up the ladder of their career and succeeded in holding one of these positions, either

coming from the surrounding region or somewhere else in the Empire.



This thesis encompasses the provincial society of Asia Minor in general
within a certain period of history, 1081-1261. In that period, the Byzantine
provincial aristocracy went through transformations while sometimes the status-quo
was preserved in certain aspects. The choice of the period reflects an intention to
substantiate the duration in which one can trace the ‘change’ throughout the Empire.
It reflects major political, social, and military changes in Byzantine history, such as
the reformation of the theme system, new organization of the army and emergence of
new titles and offices, apart from drastic shifts in political formations in the region as
well as change of dynasties in the fluid and slippery political ground of the Near
East. These can be attested in Asia Minor more than in any part of the Byzantine
Empire, since dramatic changes occurred in the political environment of the region
and the provincial aristocracy had always been powerful on a regional basis in Asia
Minor. This last point always constituted serious troubles for the state authority. The
provincial aristocrats and the aristocratic families will provide evidence to
understand how the provincial aristocracy located itself in the unstable environment

of Asia Minor between 1081 and 1261.

Literature on the Byzantine Aristocracy

Studies on the Byzantine provincial aristocracy have not been scanty, yet, they show
a dispersed nature. The nature of the aristocracy, which was generally termed as
‘nobility’ in Byzantine sources, the social groups in the Byzantine countryside, the
economic aspects of the provincial society, and some particular provincial families
have been some major topics that the modern Byzantine historians tended to pick up

and ended with substantial monographs and articles. For the period | am going to



investigate, there are three fundamental studies: Alexander P. Kazhdan, Social nyj
sostav gospodstvujuscego klassa Vizantii XI-XI1 vv.;> Jean-Claude Cheynet, Pouvoir
et contestations a Byzance (963-1210);® Michael Angold (ed.), The Byzantine
Aristocracy, I X to XI11 Centuries.” Although these studies provide a general though
valuable picture about the aristocratic culture of the eleventh—thirteenth centuries,
they give highlights for local notables. It has been argued that the earlier studies
focusing on the existence and structure of the aristocratic groups followed a
methodological way that almost merely depended on prosopographical research.®
Modern scholarship has contributed a lot to the studies of Byzantine prosopography
and aristocratic families. Although some families have been researched through their
historically identifiable and detectable evidence, some others necessitated further
research due to scarce and much dispersed evidence. No attempt has yet been made
to gather together all prosopographical data until Cheynet’s Pouvoir et contestations
a Byzance (963-1210). Beforehand, some families were already specifically studied:
Anthony Bryer’s study on the Gabrades®, Demetrios I. Polemis’ study on the

Doukai'®, Stirios Fassoulakis’ book on the Raoul-Ral(l)es family.**

® Alexander P. Kazhdan, Social nyj sostav gospodstvujuscego klassa Vizantii XI-X11 w. (Moscow: n.
p., 1974). Kazhdan’s book was elaborated by a collaborative work of both himself and Ronchey,
published as an extensive survey on the topic: Alexander P. Kazhdan and Silvia Ronchey,

L aristocrazia bizantina dal principio dell’XI alla fine del XII secolo (Palermo: Sellerio editore,
1997).

¢ Jean-Claude Cheynet, Pouvoir et contestations a Byzance (963-1210) (Paris: Publications de la
Sorbonne, 1990).

" Michael Angold, ed. The Byzantine Aristocracy, IX to X111 Centuries (Oxford: B.AR., 1984).

8 Demetrios S. Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries
(PhD diss., Harvard University, 1997), pp. 1-6.

° Anthony Bryer, “A Byzantine Family: The Gabrades, ¢. 979-c. 1653,” University of Birmingham
Historical Journal 12 (1970), pp. 164-187; Anthony Bryer, et al., “A Byzantine Family: The
Gabrades,” Bsl 36 (1975), pp. 38-45.

19 Demetrios I. Polemis, The Doukai: A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography (London: Athlone
Press, 1968).

U Stirios Fassoulakis, The Byzantine Family of Raoul-Ral(l)es (Athens: n. p., 1973).
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Regarding the time span under consideration here, studies are rare in the field
of the honorary titles and the structure/offices of administrative system in the
provinces. Although the ninth century was highlighted still by the help of J. B.
Bury’s work™? and Catherine Holmes’ article,*® and the Palaiologan period well
studied after the pioneering works of Ljubomir Maksimovié** and Angeliki E.
Laiou,*® there has not been any sweeping study worthy of notice so far. For before
and after the time limit of the thesis, modern Byzantine historians are lucky since
there are important Byzantine sources informing them about offices and
administrative mechanisms. To give some instances, Philotheos’ Kletorologion
provided basic knowledge for administrative offices at the turn of the ninth century,*°
likewise Pseudo-Kodinos’ Traité des offices did for the fourteenth century.!” The
present thesis, though its aim would not be ambitious filling the gap, by using several
sources, may draw people’s curiosity to Komnenian, Angelid and Nicaean
governmental offices held by the provincial aristocrats.®

If a general census of literature may be drawn, one should begin with George
Ostrogorsky. His article, “Observations on the Aristocracy in Byzantium,” can be
considered as the first attempt raising the issue of aristocracy in Byzantine studies.

Giving a broad historical background of the rising of the aristocracy in Middle

123, B. Bury, The Imperial Administrative System in the Ninth Century, with a Revised Text of the
Kletorologion of Philotheos (London: British Academy Supplemental Papers 1, 1911).

13 Catherine Holmes, “Political Elites in the Reign of Basil I1,” in Byzantium in the Year 1000, Paul
Magdalino, ed., (Leiden: Brill, 2003), pp. 35-69.

14 L jubomir Maksimovié¢, The Byzantine Provincial Administration under the Palaiologoi
(Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert, 1988).

15 Angeliki E. Laiou, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the Palaiologan Period: A Case of Arrested
Development,” Viator 4 (1973), pp. 131-151.

16 See fn. 12.

7 pseudo-Kodinos, Traité des offices. Jean Verpeaux, trans., (Paris: Editions du centre national de la
recherché scientifique, 1966).

18 This has been partly fulfilled by Kyritses’ extensive PhD thesis. See fn. 8.
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Byzantine context, Ostrogorsky showed that the aristocrats had social and economic
basis within the Byzantine society as they held governmental offices as well as
financial sources by their lands. In its initial stages the Byzantine aristocracy, as he
indicated, split into two factions: military nobility of the provinces and the civil
nobility of the capital. Ostrogorsky’s article became the initiator of the academic
interest for the Byzantine aristocracy, chronologically drawing the main lines and
uttering the key points in its structure. Our attention was drawn to the undeniable rise
of the military aristocracy with the reign of Alexios I Komnenos. Ostrogorsky’s
intention was to evaluate the issue in relation with the institution of the pronoia, thus
the feudal relations became the basis of his approach in explaining the Byzantine
aristocracy. For him, holding the lands represented a sine qua non for the Byzantine
aristocracy.*®

Since Ostrogorsky, the Byzantine aristocracy has been illuminated by several
scholars. Angeliki E. Laiou became the next scholar who dealt with the phenomenon
of aristocracy in Byzantine history. Her article, entitled “The Byzantine Aristocracy
in the Palaeologan Period: A Story of Arrested Development,” focuses on the last
centuries of Byzantium as its title may indicate.? She initially questions the notion of
nobility in Byzantium and reaches the conclusion that there was no noble caste in
Byzantium. Then, various aristocrats are analyzed in relation with their links with the
imperial family. Intermarriages gain significance at this point in Laiou’s article.
Along with the familial links that brought in political power, the author tries to
explain the power of the aristocracy also with reference to its economic basis of
power, and concludes that a gradual increase can be attested in the power of the

Byzantine aristocracy throughout the Palaiologan period.

19 George Ostrogorsky, “Observations on the Aristocracy in Byzantium,” DOP 25 (1971), pp. 1-32.
20 Angeliki E. Laiou, “The Byzantine Aristocracy ...,” pp. 131-151.
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Alexander P. Kazhdan published a monumental book on the subject in 1974,
in Russian. Its title was Social'nyj sostav gospodstvujuscego klassa Vizantii XI-XI|
wv. and was printed in Moscow. The book shed considerable light on the civil and
military aristocratic families’ influence by investigating their frequency in the
sources, the stratification of these families within the Byzantine society, and their
roots as well. Kazhdan reserves some parts for explaining the provincial aristocracy
as a minor group of the elites. All the families that can be attested as the holders of
positions are mentioned in his book.

Another significant contribution to the subject was made by Michael Angold
in his A Byzantine Government in Exile: Government and Society under the
Laskarids of Nicaea (1204-1261). The author first used the term “household
government” to describe the Nicaean government, by which he meant a new
bureaucratic structure that was composed of the emperor’s relatives and the

aristocratic families holding positions in the government.

This study is especially
vital to understand bureaucratic (political, financial and military) administration of
the provinces of Asia Minor, the governmental offices, and the relationship between
the emperor and the aristocracy.

In 1984 Michael Angold edited a book composed of articles by different
scholars in the field of the Byzantine aristocracy: The Byzantine Aristocracy IX to
X1l Centuries. The book is still assumed one of the piers of the subject for
researchers. Thanks to the studies in the book, the development of a powerful
aristocracy can be followed throughout these centuries. Considering the limits of the

present thesis, some of these articles are worth to mention. Alexander Kazhdan’s

“The Aristocracy and the Imperial Ideal” seeks to frame the ideal qualities that a

21 Michael Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile: Government and Society under the Laskarids of
Nicaea (1204-1261) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 4.

8



Byzantine aristocrat should have had, particularly focusing on how the Byzantine
sources described these ideal virtues.?? Paul Magdalino has two articles in the book.
The first one entitled as “Byzantine Snobbery” explains the Byzantine authors’
tendencies in identifying themselves and their contempt for the provincial people.?®
His second article is “The Byzantine Aristocratic Oikos” in which he states that
aristocrats’ status came from his familial connections, his 0ikos, which was the social
and economic organism embodying the aristocratic residences along with the
dwellers within the aristocratic 0ikos.?* Another article in the book, Donald Nicol’s
“The Prosopography of the Byzantine Aristocracy” teaches the way the
prosopography generates traces for figuring out the structure of Byzantine
aristocratic families.?® Vera von Falkenhausen’s article entitled “A Provincial
Aristocracy: The Byzantine Provinces in Southern Italy (911" Century)” indicates
the power bases of the provincial aristocrats in one of the Byzantine provinces and
how they shaped the area.?® The last related article in the book is written by the
editor, Michael Angold: “Archons and Dynasts: Local Aristocrats and the Cities of
the Later Byzantine Empire.” In this path breaking article, the author explains how
some Byzantine provincial families gained influence in their regions and how they

turned it into political and economic power which can be observed in various offices

22 Alexander Kazhdan, “The Aristocracy and the Imperial Ideal,” in The Byzantine Aristocracy IX to
X111 Centuries , Angold, ed., pp. 43-57.

2% Paul Magdalino, “Byzantine Snobbery,” in The Byzantine Aristocracy IX to X111 Centuries, Angold,
ed., pp. 58-78.

24 |dem, “The Byzantine Aristocratic Oikos,” in The Byzantine Aristocracy IX to X111 Centuries,
Angold, ed., pp. 92-111. The term “o0ikos” will be broadly analyzed in the following chapters.

2% Donald Nicol, “The Prosopography of the Byzantine Aristocracy,” in The Byzantine Aristocracy IX
to XIII Centuries, Angold, ed., pp. 79-91.

26 Vera von Falkenhausen, “A Provincial Aristocracy: The Byzantine Provinces in Southern Italy (9"
11" Century),” in The Byzantine Aristocracy IX to X111 Centuries, Angold, ed., pp. 211-235.
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and positions that the aristocrats possessed. Angold also mentions the residential
places of the aristocrats.?’

As one of the piers of the literature in the field, Jean-Claude Cheynet’s
Pouvoir et contestations a Byzance (963-1210) lists the aristocrats who rebelled
against the Byzantine state. That study presents comprehensive data about the power
bases of the local power holders in Byzantine Asia Minor. His main emphasis is on
the territorial and geographical influence of those local aristocrats; therefore, he
analyzes the state’s politics in times of sheer oppositions against the central
government. What Cheynet basically considered is the aristocracy who one way or
another entered into an antagonism/contestation with the state. The members of that
group usually raised an opposition that ended with rebellions. This is partly
incorporated in the thesis, but still remains subsidiary, since our study considers all
the groups that possessed certain power base not only through military capacity but
also through other means of power, and consisted of middle and lower aristocracies.
Cheynet’s work, nevertheless, is quite useful, and the maps he presents enable the
reader to figure out the individuals’ or the families’ areas of influence.

More recently Demetrios S. Kyritses submitted a PhD thesis to Harvard
University, which is another main source of the present thesis. The title of his study
is The Byzantine Aristocracy in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries, in
which the author basically discusses the distinctive features of the group of
aristocrats, the structure of that group, its geographical distribution and the sources of
aristocratic financial power. The parts related to the Nicaean period are relevant to
the frame of our study. What Kyritses exactly proposes in the thesis is that contrary

to the conditions in Western Europe, the power of the aristocrats did not go beyond

2" Michael Angold, “Archons and Dynasts: Local Aristocracies and the Cities of the Later Byzantine
Empire,” in The Byzantine Aristocracy IX to X111 Centuries, idem, ed., pp. 236-253.
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the power of the state in Byzantium. He also investigates how the new milieu
between the state and the aristocracy was formed, and concludes that the aristocrats
did not reach or did not try for a level of power that made them ascendant over the
imperial authority. They were rather seeking for imperial guarantee for their
privileges in collaboration with the Byzantine state. The state, thus, preserved its
authority over the aristocratic groups.”®

There are some supplementary fields that can contribute to a study on the
provincial aristocrats. Prosopographical studies give us the chance to use the ‘atoms’
of history in order to construct the human past by pointing out individuals and their
place in society. Prosopography is useful for a total understanding of the historical

context.?®

The field helps the historian to be provided with some clues about personal
identity, which may sometimes be multiple, such as ethnic origin or background.*°
Prosopographical studies have been useful for the late Roman-early Byzantine and
the Palaiologan periods.®! Unfortunately, we do not have a reference study in this

field for the eleventh and twelfth centuries. There is an ongoing project aiming to

%8 Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy..., pp. 392-394. For a discussion of this work and others on the
Palaiologan period, see Dionysios Stathakopoulos, “The Dialectics of Expansion and Retraction:
Recent Scholarshipon the Palaiologan Aristocracy,” BMGS, 33/1 (2009): 92-101.

2% Paul Magdalino, “Prosopography and Byzantine Identity,” in Fifty Years of Prosopography. The
Later Roman Empire, Byzantium and Beyond, Averil Cameron, ed., (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2003), p. 46. Magdalino emphasized the use of prosopography: “...the essence of
prosopography is to establish identity; the identity of an individual within a group, an individual
identity as a part of group identity. The prosopographer’s card index is like a police file in which the
historian can search, not only for the usual suspects, but also for the highly unusual and unlikely ones—
including the perpetrators of the crime that remains as yet unreported or undetected.” Ibid., p. 47.

* Ibid., pp. 55-56.

31 John Robert Martindale, Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1971 and 1992), vols. 2-3. Volume 2 covers the period between 395 and 527.
Volume 3 covers from what the previous volume left until 641, and is composed of two separate
volumes (A and B). For the Palaiologan era, on the other hand, there is an extensive study held by a
group of scholars under the direction of Erich Trapp. See Erich Trapp, ed., Prosopographisches
Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit (Wien: Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1976-1996), 15
vols.
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publish middle-Byzantine prosopography, but only study of an early period has yet
been published.®?

Cheynet wrote an article illustrating the way the aristocrats took family
names. He reconstructed the formation of names by different social groups.®® The
state of the provincial aristocracy, however, “cannot be easily defined with simply
prosopographic elements, even though the latter generally suggest the most probable
hypotheses.”* Cheynet, at this point, reminds us of the peculiar structure of the
Byzantine Empire: “One must never forget that in the Byzantine Empire, in spite of
the Roman heritage, the division between public and private was never as clear as it
is in modern states.” These statements support the idea that prosopography should
be part of the researcher’s investigation.

Apart from prosopographical studies, some sources can increase our
knowledge about the provincial aristocracy. The fruits of sigillographic studies —and
of course through a true-dating of seals— can help the Byzantine historian to draw a
picture of Byzantine social life and most importantly the individuals.®® Sigillography

occupies an important place. Especially the seals of the eleventh and twelfth

%2 Friedhelm Winkelmann and Ralph-Johannes Lilie, (eds), Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen
Zeit, Abteilung I: 641-867 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1998-2002), 5 vols.

33 Jean-Claude Cheynet, “Aristocratic Anthroponimy in Byzantium,” English translation of
“L’anthroponymie aristocratique a Byzance,” L ‘anthroponymie, document de [ ’histoire sociale des
mondes méditerranéens médiévaux, M. Bourin, ed., J.-M. Martin and F. Menant (Rome: Ecole
frangaise de Rome, 1996), pp. 267-294, published in idem, The Byzantine Aristocracy and its Military
Function (Aldershot: Ashgate Variorum, 2006), No. 111, pp. 1-30.

3 Jean-Claude Cheynet, “Official Power and Non-Official Power,” in Fifty Years of Prosopography.
The Later Roman Empire, Byzantium and Beyond, Averil Cameron, ed., (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2003), p. 151.

* Ibid.

% Jean-Claude Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10""-12" Centuries: A Review of the Book
by A. Kazhdan and S. Ronchey,” English translation of “L’aristocrazia bizantina nei secoli X-XII: a
proposito del libro di A. Kazhdan e S. Ronchey,” Rivista Storica Italiana 63, fasc. 2 (2001), p. 11,
published in idem, The Byzantine Aristocracy and its Military Function (Aldershot: Ashgate
Variorum, 2006), No. Il.
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centuries provide vast evidence in terms of family names and individuals’ titles.®’
Unfortunately none has been found with an official position written on it.>® We do
not have very many seal examples for the twelfth-thirteenth centuries as much as we
have from the ninth—tenth centuries. A Byzantine seal reveals its owner’s name,
office(s) and title(s) through abbreviations-monograms and writings. It sometimes
encompasses depictions mostly bearing holy figures (Virgin, Christ, or saints),
sometimes animals for ornamentation, and rarely the portrait of the owner.*® More
seals from the tenth-eleventh centuries have come down to us indicating specific
individuals with their exact positions-offices compared to the ones belonging to the

later centuries of Byzantium.*°

Primary Sources

Historical accounts constitute the basic sources in this thesis. They will illuminate the
subject matter of the study and will constitute the backbone of it. The relevant ones
for a historical background are works of Michael Attaleiates, John Skylitzes,
Nikephoros Bryennios (the younger), John Zonaras, and Kekaumenos. For the
chronicles contemporary to the time span of the present study, there are four

fundamental historians: Anna Komnene, Niketas Choniates, John Kinnamos and

37 For some catalogues, see Vitalien Laurent, Le corpus des sceaux de I’ Empire byzantine (Paris:
Editions du Centre national de la recherché scientifique, 1963-1981); John Nesbitt and Nicolas
Oikonomides, Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art
(Washington, D. C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1991-2001), 5 vols.

%8 Cheynet, “Official Power ...,” p. 140.

% John W. Nesbitt, “Seals and Sealings,” in The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, Alexander P.
Kazhdan et al. (eds) (New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), vol. 3, pp. 1859-1860. (The
Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium will be abbreviated as ODB hereafter).

0 As one of the studies done for particular families’ seals, see John Nesbitt, “The Seals of the
Saronites Family,” in Siegel und Siegler. Akten des 8. Internationalen Symposions fiir Byzantinische
Sigillographie, Caludia Ludwig, ed., (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2005), pp. 115-121; On the
subject a catalogue was published recently: Jean-Claude Cheynet, Vera Bulgurlu and Turan
Gokyildirim, Les sceaux byzantins du Musée Archéologique d’Istanbul, (Istanbul, 2012).
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George Akropolites. Another source of the thesis is a collection of first-hand sources
including documents of monasteries, letters and so on, compiled by Franz Miklosich
and Joseph Miiller.** Concerning the Nicaean era, on the other hand, there are two
other major sources among others. These are Theodore Skoutariotes’ Synopsis
Chronike and George Pachymeres’ account.*? Yet, the thesis does not cover them at
all. There are, of course, various other sources that can be taken into consideration
for such a topic. Historical accounts of some Byzantine authors such as Zonaras,
Pachymeres, Gregoras, and literary sources (such as Timarion), imperial documents,
and other genres are excluded because partly of the language obstacle of the present
author.

The nature of the written sources deserves particular attention for they
represent the viewpoint of their authors. One should keep in mind that each source
just mentioned came out of the pen of either the members of the imperial family and
high aristocracy, or of the bureaucrats. While some were defending aristocratic
interests, others took more of an anti-aristocratic stand such as Michael Italikos and
John Kinnamos.*® There were hostile critics of state politics among these authors
such as Zonaras, criticizing the introduction of corvée labor, over-taxation, and

heavy burden on peasantry which was used to finance the military expenses.**

* Franz Miklosich and Joseph Miiller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana (Vienna:
n. p., 1860-1890), 6 vols. (Hereafter, MM).

*2 See Ruth Macrides, “The Thirteenth Century in Byzantine Historical Writing,” in Porphyrogenita:
Essays in Honour of Julian Chrysostomides, Charalambos Dendrinos, et al., (eds), (London: n. p.,
2003), pp. 70-72.

3 Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10th-12th Centuries ...,” pp. 3-5, where the author is
referring to A. P. Kazhdan and S. Ronchey’s ideas put forward in their book titled L ‘aristocrazia
bizantina dal principio dell’XI alla fine del XII secolo (Palermo: Sellerio editore, 1977).

* Erich Trapp, trans., Johannes Zonaras: Militir und Hoflinge im Ringen un das Kaisertum:
Byzantinische Geschichte von 969 bis 1118 (Graz: Styria, 1986). On the other hand, for some authors’
despise to provincials, see Magdalino, “Byzantine Snobbery,” pp. 58-78.
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As other example for such critics, one should turn to Niketas Choniates.* In
his harsh criticisms of the emperors Andronikos 1, Isaac 11, and Alexios 111, he finds
them responsible for the sufferings of the Empire before 1204. He blames
Andronikos I for the emperor’s anti-aristocratic policies (i.e. persecution of the
nobility).*® Niketas Choniates creates a dichotomy by placing the ecclesiastical
aristocracy versus the Constantinopolitan aristocracy. Niketas sees the main problem
for the empire’s fall in 1204 as the Komnenoi:

It was the Komnenos family that was the major cause of the
destruction of the empire; because of their ambitions and their
rebellions, she suffered the subjugation of provinces and cities and
finally fell to her knees. These Komnenoi, who sojourned among
the barbarian nations hostile to the Romans, were the utter ruin of
their country, and whenever they attempted to seize and hold sway

over%ur affairs, they were the most inept, unfit, and stupid of
men.

*® Niketas Choniates’ (born in ca. 1155 in Chonai-died in ca. 1215-1216 in Nicaea) family was from
Chonai (Chonai situated in a prosperous area. For its flourishing state, see Paul Magdalino, The
Empire of Manuel | Komnenos, 1143-1180 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 131-
132), which was a border town during the twelfth century and was in control of Manuel Maurozomes
by 1206 and later of the Turks occasionally until Byzantine recapture in 1258. (The Byzantine
recapture was not a long-lasting one. Niketas Choniates, O City of Byzantium, Annals of Niketas
Choniateés trans. by Harry J. Magoulias (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1984), p. xi.
(Hereafter, Niketas Choniates, O City of Byzantium). The Choniates family did not have a single
locality; on the contrary, as Niketas tells, the members of the family were dispersed. Some had good
education indeed and reached important positions in the bureaucracy just like erudite Michael (who
became the archbishop of Athens (1182-1204) at the peak of his career) and Niketas brothers. Their
father, who was a member of the lesser ecclesiastical aristocracy (bishop of Chonai), encouraged and
supported them to take further steps in their education and consequently sent them to Constantinople.
Niketas was an enlightened man, who had interest on ancient Greek and Roman cultures. lbid., p.
xxvii. Being a native of Western Asia Minor, his eye-witness account contributes to our knowledge of
the area. Niketas has, in particular, worked in provincial administration (in Pontos and possibly
Paphlagonia) early in his career. Then, he occupied more important offices in the court secretary.
Ibid., pp. xi-xii. Sometimes he occupied several offices simultaneously. At the top point of his career,
apart from some other crucial offices, he had the service of logothetes ton sekreton (grand logothete).
Niketas Choniates lost all of his offices and his assets by his dismissal in 1204. He was sent to exile
first to Selymbria and then to Nicaea. Ibid., pp. Xii-xv.

%6 Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel | Komnenos, 1143-1180, p. 12. N. Choniates, yearning for the
old glorious days, criticizes conditions at the turn of the twelfth century. For him, neither political
power holders nor ecclesiastical authorities directed the public to “truth.” People ought to take
precautions against wrath of God and regain God’s mercy. Political and ecclesiastical power holders
should have taught that to the public. Niketas Choniates, O City of Byzantium, p. 259.

7 Ibid., p. 290.
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The historian praises ‘nobility’ throughout the text.*® He uses and relates the
‘nobility’ with reference to bravery, manly power, abilities, and physical and mental

capacity of an individual.*®

As Magoulias points out, Niketas mentions the masses
with a contemptuous tone. “His special concern with noble birth and the whole
Byzantine scale of offices betrays a man,” Magouilas writes, “who can claim nobility
but, because he does not belong to the great families himself, is sparing in
mentioning the fact.”>°

Furthermore, in the writings of Michael Choniates, the brother of Niketas
Choniates, one can easily realize the tone against the Constantinopolitan aristocracy.
He obviously condemned the Constantinopolitan aristocracy in his writings. For him,
the state of the provincial society did not bother Constantinopolitan high
aristocrats.®* Here it should be remembered that Michael was a bishop, thus, his
thoughts reflect an ecclesiastical aristocratic point of view of the time. Michael
Choniates’ views were in line with his brother’s thoughts.

Anna Komnene was another author who contributes to our knowledge of the
Byzantine aristocracy. In her Alexiad she assumed an expression which can be
identified as an imperial point of view throughout the book. That approach would be
normal if one reckons with her position as being the daughter of Alexios |
Komnenos. The book is a personal interpretation (intrusion of the Byzantine author

into the text—“self-insertion”) of the history, which has turned out to be an imperial

(dynastic) and individual propaganda in the whole book and a general expression of

“8 For example see ibid., p. 109, #193.
9 1bid., p. 14.

% Ibid., p. x; On Niketas Choniates literary style, see Alexander Kazhdan and Simon Franklin, Studies
on Byzantine Litarature of the Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1984), pp. 256-286.

5! Michael Angold, “Administration of the Empire of Nicaea,” BF 19 (1993), p. 127.
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classical tradition in style and vocabulary.®? Alexiad provides important information
about the rebellions held by ‘provincial aristocrats’ and the state’s attitude towards
them, the Komnenian system of title-giving, imperial perception of “the nobility,”
and certain individuals with or without their imperial affiliations.

John Kinnamos is another author that narrated the history of the period. He
wrote a history book encompasses the reign of John Il Komnenos (r. 1118-1143) and
the reign of Manuel | (r. 1143-1180) to whom the author served as a historian at the
court. His narrative available to us today ceases when the events of 1176 is being
told. He does not seem to be interested in aristocratic virtues in contrast to Niketas
Choniates or Anna Komnene’s writings. Military issues are treated with great detail
in his history, from which one can collect evidences about the rebellious provincial
aristocrats of Byzantine Asia Minor. The author informs about the imperial attitude
in such provincial problems, and on the other hand, he gives valuable information on
the power of these provincial aristocrats. >

Finally, George Akropolites’ account is very important concerning the period
after 1204. Having been a civil official he performed various duties at the Nicaean
court including grammatikos, logothetes tou genikou, and praetor. Beside his official
positions he wrote a history of the Nicaean Empire, with considerable parts eye-
witnessed. His work remained the most valuable for the period between 1204 and
1261. He was a member of an old aristocratic family of Constantinopolitan origin.

Although he asserted that he sought impartiality in his account, some cases contradict

52 Roger Scott, “The Classical Tradition in Byzantine Historiography,” in Byzantium and the Classical
Tradition: University of Birmingham, Thirteenth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies 1979,
Margaret Mullett and Roger Scott, (eds), (Birmingham: Centre for Byzantine Studies, 1981), pp. 61-
74.

5% John Kinnamos, Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, trans. by Charles M. Brand (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1976). (Hereafter, John Kinnamos, Deeds of John and Manuel
Comnenus).
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his argument. But still for most of the part of his History, the historian’s objectivity
seems apparent.>*

On the other hand, as hagiography declined in the period of the Komnenoi,
for earlier years hagiographical sources may provide information about the relations
between the church and these local military governors. Furthermore, the lack of
taktika in the eleventh and twelfth centuries constitutes a disadvantage for

researchers.

Definitions

Terms used for identification of what we name ‘aristocracy’ have not been consistent
so far in Byzantine studies. In order to delineate a frame for ‘aristocracy’ in
Byzantine provincial society between 1081 and 1261, it is necessary to mention
different approaches. The original Byzantine sources provide good deal of attempts
for identification of the aristocracy. The descriptions of Kekaumenos, Psellos and
Attaleiates, Nikephoros Bryennios, Prodromos, Zonaras, Niketas Choniates, Anna
Komnene, and so on are all attempts to portray an idealized image of “nobility.”>> On
the other hand, the terms “nobility”” and “aristocracy’ have been used
interchangeably in earlier modern studies. This approach has not been esteemed by
later scholars, who mostly preferred the term “aristocracy” in order to identify the

wealthy, socially and economically powerful people in the Byzantine Empire, since

% For an extensive introduction to Akropolites” work and his style, see the part written by Ruth
Macrides in George Akropolites, George Akropolites. The History, trans. and com. by Ruth Macrides
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), ‘Introduction,” pp. 3-101. (Hereafter, George Akropolites,
The History).

% Alexander P. Kazhdan and Ann Wharton Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture in the Eleventh and
Twelfth Centuries (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985), pp. 104-110.
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under the light of later studies scholars are more tended to accept that there was no
Byzantine ‘nobility’ whatsoever in the sense of the hereditary Western nobility.>®

For contemporary conceptualization of the term or the notion that refers to the
‘privileged’ or the “élite’ groups —not necessarily has been called as nobility— modern
Byzantine historians have developed some explanations hitherto. Although we do not
find a well-defined juridical explanation (or legal definition) of the word
“aristocracy” (or nobility) in Byzantine sources, Byzantine historians of today tried
to frame it by extracting some definitions. There are several terms attributed to the
“wealthy” class of Byzantine society by modern historians. Alexander P. Kazhdan
and Michael McCormick define a variety of words, which sometimes have in
common with each other. They are ‘aristocracy,’ ‘the ruling class,’ ‘elite,” and
‘courtiers.” For their definition, the aristocracy would meet the social group that was
“theoretically hereditary stratum of society which bears certain privileges.”>’ As
Alexander P. Kazhdan and Silvia Ronchey argue, there were four points that a
member of the aristocracy may have had his status: birth, positions and functions that
were held, wealth, and aristocratic virtues.*® Ronchey, in her translation, on the one
hand, tended to associate military aristocracy with the term ‘nobilta,” on the other
hand, attributed more political aspect (i.e. bureaucracy) to the term ‘aristocrazia.’

Cheynet rejects this very view on the basis of a fundamental argument. He contends

% Laiou, “The Byzantine Aristocracy...,” pp. 132-133.

5 Alexander P. Kazhdan and Michael McCormick, “The Social World of the Byzantine Court,” in
Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 1204, Henry Maguire, ed., (Washington, D.C.. Dumbarton Oaks
Research Library and Collection, 1997), p. 167. Whereas according to their definition, “ruling class
designates a legally and economically diverse group wielding actual power; elite refers to the upper
crust of the aristocracy or ruling class. A courtier is a person directly connected with service to the
ruler or the ruler’s household.” Ibid.

58 Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10"-12" Centuries...” p. 2. Kazhdan and Ronchey have
revised Kazhdan’s book, Social ‘nyj sostav gospodstvujuscego klassa Vizantii XI-XI1 w., which was
printed in Russian. Ronchey translated the work and they both gave the final version of the Italian
publication. Ibidem., L ‘aristocrazia bizantina....
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that “the same families are to be found in both groups and land tenure is of the same
type in each of them.”

“Dynatoi” (oi duvartoi: powerful) is a general term designates the powerful
individuals in Byzantine society. The term has been identified that it was used to
refer to the “prominent office — or titleholders potentially capable of using their
positions to aggrandize themselves at the expense of weaker neighbors.”®® Various
groups of people from different socio-economic levels would fall into that category:
high members of the military officials, officials of the state bureaucracy at the centre
—including the senatorial class— and in the provinces (provincial officials),
administrators in the ecclesiastical hierarchy and foundations.®! Their common
characteristic is apparently belonging to higher crust of society. The dynatoi
sometimes had a multiplication of different positions in the state. Ostrogorsky argues
that the dynatoi could exercise in two fields together, such as they could be a
landholder and a government official at the same time. That made them compact
groups which possessed both an economic and social capacity/power.? Ostrogorsky
describes the term with reference to its potential inclusion of authorities (apyoic)
over other people in a wide range. They were rising above the ‘poor’ owing to their
influence or position.®®

Nicolas Oikonomides, on the other hand, proposes another view. He mentions

a term “prosopa,” which means powerful persons, individuals whose domains were

5 Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10"-12" Centuries...” p. 2.
%0 Andrew J. Cappel, “Dynatoi,” ODB, vol. 1, p. 667.
%1 Ibid.

62 Ostrogorsky, “Observations ...,” p. 7.

63 “They were the glorious magistri and patricians, persons invested with authorities (&pyaic) and
military commands (otpatnyioig), with a civil or military rank, members of the senate, acting or
former archons of the themes, and likewise metropolitans, archbishops, and bishops beloved of God,
abbots, ecclesiastical archons, the supervisors of charitable and imperial houses. In a word, they were
the powerful of this world who, by virtue of their position and influence, exerted pressure on the
‘poor.”” Ostrogorsky, “Observations ...” p. 6.
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large enough to be considered as separate fiscal units. For him, a dynatos was
supposed to be a prosopon (i.e. a landowning individual or institution, such as a
monastery).®

Apart from these definitions, there is the term “élite” used by some scholars.
What John Haldon calls “élite’ is not a certain group of people enjoying privileges
and conducting official duties, which were bestowed because mainly of their

proximity to the imperial court.®®

His definition of “clites” reminds the dynatoi. The
term ‘social élite’ represents the powerful persons consisting of provincial,
ecclesiastical, state official groups and courtiers at the upper ranks of the social
hierarchy. The power base of the élites originated basically from their economic
power, yet there were also other factors —social and political- leading to monopolize
the authority.®® Since one can clearly talk about a culture ascribed to the élites of the
capital, members of the administrative and ecclesiastical aristocracy had similar
lifestyles and cultural values, even if they were appointed to distant regions of the
Empire. The obvious distinction between these groups and the general public

including merchants, peasants and so on requires a thorough explanation of the social

strata of the Byzantine society.

% Nicolas Oikonomides, “The Social Structure of the Byzantine Countryside in the First Half of the
Xth Century,” Symmeikta, Institute for Byzantine Research 10 (1996), p. 107.

% John Haldon, “Social Elites, Wealth, and Power,” in The Social History of Byzantium, John Haldon,
ed., (Singapore: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009), p. 173.

% John Haldon believes the necessity to distinguish the concepts of ‘ruling’ or ‘power’ groups/ élites
from the “élite’ in general. He states as follows: “The latter notion has historically been applied to an
economically distinct group, whose access to and greater degree of control over the basic means of
production in a society ensures their exercise of political power and implies also an increasing
exclusiveness and inaccessibility with respect to those with restricted or no such access at all. The
definition of power élite requires, in contrast, that while remaining exclusive in its control of political
authority, it needs to remain open to the influence of other groups and even recruit new personnel
therefrom, in order to safeguard its dominant position.” Ibid., pp. 170-171.
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Another term that has been in use is archon (G&pywv), which literally means
‘magistrate’ or ‘ruler,” holding an arché " Having quite significant role in the
imperial administration system, an archon was a holder of an imperial commission,
which actually shared all in common with the dynatos. An archon was any official
who was supposedly holding the power at hands within a certain city. The term, for
the eleventh and twelfth centuries, connotes a holder of official power in relation
with its links with the imperial family without embracing the other aspects such as
the rebellious power-holders lacking either honor or connections with the court.®
Angold identifies the archon as “little more than the holder of an imperial
commission,” defining it a member of a wide group from the members of the
imperial court to local landowners.®® The provincial archontes, on the other hand, are
described as “local landowners, who played an important part in local government
and military organization,” for whom Michael Choniates used occasionally the name
‘thematic archontes.’’® The definition of the term archon somewhat changed at the
beginning of the thirteenth century. The term had a wider meaning, that is, a person
possessing any sort of influence. This was a larger definition comparing to the
previous one as the holder of official power. Leaving aside some other definitions for
an archon gathered together by Cheynet, there were three different categories that
should be emphasized for the sake of our concern: the directors of a department (e.g.

chrysoklabon [embroidery workshop] or the zabareion [arsenal]), the archontes of

67 Kazhdan and Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture...,” p. 62; Cheynet, “Official Power...,” pp.
148-149.

68 Alexander Kazhdan, “Archon,” ODB, vol. 1, p. 160.
% Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile..., p. 71.

0 pid., p. 71, fn. 49 citing Michael Choniates, Miyaii Axoprvézov tod Xewvidrov 16 cwlwuéva, Sp.
Lampros, ed., (Athens: n. p., 1879-80), vol. Il, p. 227, 1. 2, p. 278, 11. 10-12, p. 280, Il. 1-2. He gives an
example for Michael’s description: “One Chalkoutzes is described as td tpdto dV TdV kel [i.e.
Euboea] Bgpatikdv koi ktnpotikov apxoviov.” Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile..., p. 71,
fn. 49.
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the themes and the archontes of the cities.”* Furthermore, John Haldon describes the
archontes as a group of office-holders or title-holder and intends to call them
“lords.”"?

Byzantine society included two groups of aristocratic class in the thirteenth
century: dynatoi including high aristocracy and provincial aristocracy, and small
pronoia—holders.” Similarly, Kyritses argues that the term “dynatoi” did not have
the same meaning in the Palaiologan period that it had in the Middle Byzantine
period. Instead, the term is used to refer to the notables in provincial cities in that

context.”

Nevra Necipoglu, on the other hand, prefers to use archontes referring to
the middle and lower ranks of aristocracy, not elites nor nobles, since the former was
a larger group and for the latter, there was no distinctive nobility in Byzantium. She
also points out the misuse of the term ‘gentry,” which has been used to refer to
‘aristocracy.” She frames the term archontes as a group of local officeholders.”
Therefore, the archon denotes a prominent individual who is assigned an
administrative and/or military offices (e.g. governor, strategos, etc.). This very term
is an umbrella term for officials having power."

How and in what terms did the Byzantine authors view ‘aristocracy’? Birth as

a member of high aristocratic family gained importance under the Komnenian

dynasty, whereas the other parameters of an aristocratic nature (positions and

™ Cheynet, “Official Power...,” pp. 148-149.

"2 Haldon, “Social Elites...,” pp. 190-191. For the archontes’ economic conditions, he writes as
follows: “Their income came from both land as well as from town property — the recovery of urban
markets and economies meant that town properties increased in value, with the result that substantial
incomes could be drawn from urban rents and the commercial activities that may have been associated
with many of them.” Ibid.

7 Laiou, “The Byzantine Aristocracy...,” pp. 131-151.
“ Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy..., p. 9.

78 Nevra Necipoglu, “The Aristocracy in Late Byzantine Thessalonike: A Case Study of the City’s
Archontes (Late 14" and Early 15" Centuries),” DOP 57 (2003), p. 135, fn. 8.

6 See Kazhdan, “Archon,” p. 160.
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functions held, wealth and aristocratic virtues) remained secondary throughout the
period. The period before and during the Komnenian dynasty, however, show
different character at this point.”’ For the pre-Komnenian period, to be a member of
the aristocracy, aristocratic virtues were more considered as a determining factor.
This was the prevailing custom for the tenth and the most part of the eleventh
centuries, in which noble origin was not the primary issue even for the imperial
family. The conception of ‘noble virtues’ in Byzantine sources reflects the way the
“nobility” was perceived and given meanings in Byzantium.®

Sources do reveal many descriptions of ‘nobility’ from the early centuries
onward. According to the Strategicon of pseudo—Maurice of the early seventh
century, for example, “a commander ought to be a good Christian and a just man,
and no more.””® The office of the commander apparently required some sort of social
background. Furthermore, in the Book of Ceremonies, there is a part celebrating the
noble birth/origin of the appointed patrician.®’ Earlier conceptualization of
‘nobleness’ was based on merit rather than blood relations. The prevailing view has
changed in the tenth and eleventh century context. Sources of nobility were discussed
by later authors: Eustathios of Thessalonike,®* Nikephoros Chrysoberges, Michael

Attaleiates, Niketas Choniates. These were all commenting on the issue confirming a

developed social hierarchy in Byzantine society.

" Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10"-12" Centuries...,” p. 3.

78 Some notices should be made on the subject. The traditional view of the imperial virtues (i.e.
fortitude, righteousness, chastity, intelligence) began to give way to the prominence of the image of
warrior-emperor and military prowess in the Komnenian rule. The image of the emperors rising on a
shield, often attested in art of the era, represented how the ideal qualities of an emperor transformed.
There were accepted parameters about the nobility. For more information on noble origin, ‘ideal
qualities’ for nobility, imperial virtues, Komnenian militarization, etc., see Kazhdan, “The Aristocracy
and the Imperial Ideal,” pp. 43-57.

7 Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 4.
8 Ibid., p. 5.

81 Kazhdan and Franklin, Studies on Byzantine Literature..., p. 144.
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How did the Byzantine sources mention/name the aristocrats? How were the
people, whom we intend to group as ‘the aristocrats,’ treated in Byzantine sources?
In Akropolites’ account, the archontes appeared as ‘chief bureaucrats,” owing to their
governmental-administrative positions (i.e. noblesse de robe: the nobles who owed
their status to the governmental positions that they held within the administrative
system).®? Various terms were used in Byzantine sources to denote “aristocracy.”
Actually, some of these were representing different segments of society, thus, did not
point one thing. They were, nevertheless, in use. The kpeittovot is the term meaning
“more fit,” identifying small landowners and/or prosperous landowners. The
elkodéomotol means “householders” and has similarity with the kpsitrovor.®® The
following two designations carry military connotations: mpovidpot means “pronoia—
holders,” whereas otpatidtol was more general term meaning “soldiers,” including
the pronoia-holders.?

The term ‘nobility’ has all by itself problems of its own. When the twelfth
century is considered, the idealization was more favored in descriptions of
“nobleness.” Noble origin is a common subject also in Anna Komnene’s Alexiad.
Anna occasionally talked about her “noble” birth and Nikephoros Bryennios’ noble
origin.®® She exalted Byzantine concept of “nobility,” which is clearly interrelated
with a primary notion: “eugeneis” (good birth). This very term gained a special place

with the Komnenian dynasty.®® Moreover, George Akropolites used the word

82 Angold, 4 Byzantine Government in Exile..., p. 71.

8 See MM, IV, pp. 128-129; 147; vol. 6, pp. 153, 187; Actes de Zographou, W. Regel, E. Kurtz, and
B. Korablev, (eds), (Amsterdam: n. p., 1969), No. VII, p. 50.

8 See Georg Ostrogorskij, Pour [ histoire de la féodalite (Bruxelles: Editions de I’Institut de
Philologie et d’Histoire Orientales et Slaves, 1954), p. 93.

8 Anna Komnene, The Alexiad of Anna Comnena, trans. by E. R. A. Sewter (London: Penguin Books,
1969), p. 38 and p. 500. (Hereafter, Anna Komnene, Alexiad).

% Nicol, “The Prosopography...,” p. 80.

25



“eugeneis.” He identified high origin—noble birth (eugeneis) as “gvyeveig kal TpmTNg
... T6Eemc” (nobles and of the first rank).%” Byzantine sources reflect almost a
common tendency centered around the term eugeneis. The term had a major role in
the formation of the Byzantine aristocracy. Sources sometimes represented some
particular families possessing the eugeneis. For example, the Rhaoul family was
attributed ‘eugeneis’ by Pachymeres.®

In the thirteenth century Byzantine society, an opposing view against the old-
established understanding of nobility of blood was raised by Theodore Il Laskaris.
The Nicaean emperors tried to eliminate old aristocratic families by injecting a new
aristocratic group which was not depended on hereditary basis. It was contrary to
what was existed in Western aristocracy.

The term chosen as a focal point in this thesis is “provincial aristocracy,”
which appears as a restriction in terms of geographical concerns. The term requires
elucidation. It is necessary to distinguish the high aristocracy of Constantinople and
the aristocrats of the provinces, who were appointed to conduct certain missions out
of the capital, and who were the notables possessing some sort of power in the
countryside and in the provincial cities (i.e. provincial aristocrats) either through
their offices or their local power base deriving from any sort. The “provincial
aristocracy” is a broad term that embraces local officeholders, provincial individuals

or families possessing any sort of economic power that sufficed to make them the

8 Angold, 4 Byzantine Government in Exile..., pp. 68-69. For family backgrounds of eugeneis, and its
“inherited” character, see Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel | Komnenos, 1143-1180, pp. 320-323.

# Donald Nicol, “Symbiosis and Integration: Some Greco-Latin Families in Byzantium in the 11" to
13" Centuries,” BF 7 (1979), pp. 130-131 referring to George Pachymeres, De Michaele et Andronico
Palaeologis libri tredecim, | Bekker, ed., (Bonn: n. p., 1835), vol. 1, pp. 64-65. See also Angold, A
Byzantine Government in Exile..., pp. 68-69.

8 Dimiter Angelov, Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in Byzantium (1204-1330) (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007), p. 422. It should be reminded that Theodore Il Laskaris was
favoring the ‘ Anatolian’ aristocracy. For the nature of nobility and blood nobility in the Nicaean state,
see Angelov, Imperial Ideology..., pp. 226-234.
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patrons/masters of some other lower social groups, thus the individuals holding any
source of influence. It may have been political, social or economic.*® Since the aim
of the thesis is to highlight the provincial aristocracy’s power bases, great power
holders (imperial family members and the high aristocracy) do not take part in the
thesis. Moreover, ecclesiastical aristocracy is intentionally excluded since both it
requires another research as it reflected an institutional character of the Church,
otherwise, the text of the thesis would be too load.

Furthermore, the term archon is also used in cases that the sources preferred
to use it, referring to the notable of a city. On the other hand, the reader will see the
use of the term ‘local’ very much. It connotes the regional aspect of certain

individuals or families and also aims to give a geographical meaning.

Framework of the Thesis

Asia Minor neither consisted of a monolithic ethnic group nor was composed of a
single culture. On the contrary, various groups were living in an increasingly
cosmopolitan society, which was especially accelerated after the recession of the
Empire’s territories by the latter half of the eleventh century, and continued all the
way until the complete annihilation of Byzantine authority from Asia Minor. The
density of people differed in each region, which was formed by a variety of ethnic
groups. While the eastern parts of Asia Minor contained an Armenian population
obviously more densely than other ethnic groups especially in Cilicia and Lesser
Armenia, the Greeks dominated the population in western Asia Minor. This situation

partly derived from transfers of human population. Not only the Armenians but also

% See also p. 3 above.
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the Slavs and other ethnic groups were subjected to extensive population transfers
from the earlier times onwards.®* The transfers of population had been on purpose
and had begun long ago, even in the third century and during the reign of Maurice
(582-602), for instance, Armenian groups were called into the Byzantine territories
due to Persian extension. Transportation or resettlement of the Armenians continued
in later centuries. The ethnic diversity in Asia Minor is exemplified in the office-
holders’ ethnic origin in all the Empire’s territories. %

Asia Minor apparently constituted one of the two largest territorial elements
of Byzantium, which was composed of different provinces varied in dimension. The
provinces of the region were redesigned for several times between 1081 and 1261,
yet, resumed the distinguished place in administrative and military terms. Still huge
number of Christians were living in Asia Minor, and seeking to be guarded by the
Byzantine state. The pressure of the Turkish masses, moving back and forth into the
heart of Asia Minor, created a constantly changing social character. Other than Asia
Minor, the Byzantine Empire had European territories, including Balkans, Thrace,

Peloponnesus, as well as the islands in Aegean Sea. These regions did not reflect

such a high level of social heterogeneity.

%1 An example can be proposed from the Historia of Niketas Choniates. The author mentions John 11
Komnenos’ efforts for resettling the Slavs and the emperor’s assignment of lands to them around
Nikomedia. Niketas Choniates, O City of Byzantium, p. 11. In the thirteenth century, the evidences
testified the Slavs settling in Asia Minor. See Peter Charanis, “The Slavic Element in Byzantine Asia
Minor in the Thirteenth Century,” B 18 (1946-1948), pp. 69-83 [Reprinted in idem, Studies on the
Demography of the Byzantine Empire: Collected Studies, (London: Variorum Reprints, 1972), No.
VI]. For the Armenian existence in the Byzantine Empire, see, for example, idem, “Armenians and
Greeks in the Byzantine Empire,” The Armenian Review 25 (1972), pp. 25-32 [Reprinted in idem,
Social, Economic and Political Life in the Byzantine Empire, (London: Variorum Reprints, 1973), No.
VIII]. For extensive part reserved for transfer of population, see Appendix.

%2 For a general history of the period in early seventh century referring to that topic, see George
Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, trans. by Joan Hussey, (New Jersey: Rutgers University
Press, 1969), pp. 110-140.
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The Outline of the Thesis

As it is already pointed out, the main aim of this thesis is to express the power bases
of the provincial aristocracy in order to contextualize its involvement in the political,
economic, and social life of Byzantine Asia Minor. In the second chapter of the
thesis, | attempt to present the historical background upon which the Komnenian
aristocracy found the chance to flourish. A chronological development and the
reemergence of the Byzantine aristocracy should be examined in Middle Byzantine
context. This chapter also serves a key point to understand the structure of Byzantine
society. For that purpose, the social changes mainly in the tenth and eleventh
centuries will be mentioned briefly and then, the state of the aristocracy and its
relation with the state will be put into target on the eve of the Komnenian period.
Afterwards, what was actually in the making will be analyzed. The causal factors
such as financial burden over the provincial society can provide a reasonable ground
for that change. The Komnenian era represents the peak of the military aristocracy.
Moreover, the period brought a new system of government, titles, and also witnessed
a wide range of reforms by the hands of Alexios | Komnenos. The new environment
and the position of the provincial aristocracy will be investigated under the light of
original sources. Then, the Angelid and the Nicaean eras will be treated in the same
way in order to see the continuities and breaks within time. Lastly for the second
chapter, the structural features of Byzantine aristocratic society and in relation to that
the residential areas of the provincial aristocrats will illustrate the capacity of the
Byzantine provincial aristocracy.

The third chapter is reserved for the provincial aristocracy’s political basis of

power. The target of that part is multifocal. The first thing is how the Byzantine
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provincial aristocracy gained political power. There were civil, military, and fiscal
administrative offices held by the individuals which eventually made them the
members of the provincial aristocracy. These governmental posts will extensively be
investigated in this chapter with reference to the holders of these offices. In addition,
the political basis of power enabled some provincial aristocrats to create their own
domains. The question of how far the provincial aristocrats’ power went will be
answered by the analysis of local rebellions. This chapter will try to find out the
bases of the rebels’ political power.

In the fourth chapter of the thesis, the focus will be the economic basis of the
provincial aristocrats’ power. After an introduction drawing main lines for the
structure of the Byzantine economy, the feudal features will briefly be touched upon.
Urban centers of the Empire, then, will be put into the target, which indeed
necessitates a considerable deal of background. At that point, the expansionist
economy and in connection with that the demand of the aristocracy accelerated the
production come to the fore. Afterwards, the Byzantine system of land-owning and
the aristocratic sources of wealth will broaden the topic by referring to particular
cases from the experiences of the local aristocrats. In order to embrace aristocratic
means for power, one should have in mind that the Byzantines had a distinctive
household pattern, which was called oikos. That term will also be explained in the
chapter. Moreover, whether the provincial aristocrats engaged in trade and
commercial activities will constitute another concern for that chapter. Their tendency
in investing money or wealth and their donations will show us how their wealth
returned to the economy in general. And finally, other agents in the Byzantine

provincial economy require some concern in order to contextualize the provincial
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aristocrats’ economic power. The Byzantine village will be examined in the sense
that it served as the nucleus of the Byzantine economy.

In the final chapter, the reader will find conclusions including general
observations and an evaluation of all the chapters to see ‘the big picture.” This last
chapter is followed by an Appendix, which concerns another basis of power for the
provincial aristocracy. The military basis of power will shed some light on the issue
of the sources of political and economic aspects of the power in provincial politics,

and how interrelated it was with other means for power for the provincial aristocracy.
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CHAPTER 2

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Introduction

There are several arguments on the birth of the aristocracy in the Byzantine context.
Firstly, Kazhdan’s suggestion marks the beginning of the hereditary aristocracy in
the second half of the eighth century depending on the first appearance of family
names. For him, the initial phases of it reflect a rather military character.’
Governmental posts constitute the basis of privileges for the hereditary aristocracy.
Secondly, for another view, the emergence of the aristocracy in the Middle
Byzantine context can be securely dated to the ninth century.? The influence of some
clans upon the court had slowly begun in the ninth century, thus, one can start this
phenomenon from the tenth century, when the process was undertaken by the rather
influential family of the Phokai.® As one of the earliest (covering 813-961) sources
on the reemergence of the aristocracy in Byzantium, the manuscript, which has been

named as Theophanes Continuatus, contained in one of its four parts the life of Basil

! Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 4 referring to A. P. Kazdan, “Ob aristokratizacii vizantijskogo
obséestva VIII-XII vv.,” Zbornik radova Vizant. Inst. 11 (1968), pp. 47ff.

2 Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 5; John Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy: State
Demands and Private Interests,” BF 19 (1993), p. 55. Family names had its first appearance in the
ninth century. See Cheynet, ““Aristocratic Anthroponimy...,” p. 8. Later in that century, seals show
names followed by family names used for designation of family’s importance. They were especially
observed among the military aristocracy. The civil aristocracy adopted the family name in the
eleventh century. See Paul Stephenson, “A Development in Nomenclature on the Seals of the
Byzantine Provincial Aristocrats in the Late Tenth Century,” REB 52 (1994), pp. 186-211. The
eleventh century witnessed the extension of family names to all segments of the aristocracy. It was
developed more in the following century. See Cheynet, “Aristocratic Anthroponimy...,” pp. 10-12.

% Haldon, “Social Elites...,” p. 185. Especially the great aristocrats of the Eastern territories had
developed considerable power. Some of them, for example, the landholding aristocracy of the
Cappadocian houses of Phokas and Maleinos, whose estates were very large, revolted against central
state. Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 7. For the revolts of Skleros and Phocas families in the tenth
century, see Catherine Holmes, Basil Il and the Governance of Empire (976-1025) (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2005).



| (Vita Basilii). In the first sections of the work, there is the part mentioning
Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ story in which the large estates and prosperity that
Danelis had is referred.* The dynatoi’s power began to reach considerable and
threatening state for the central administration at the beginning of the tenth century
so that the first dated state reaction against the dynatoi is an edict in 934. It was
aimed to avert the ‘powerful’ from gaining the lands of the peasants.® Tribal
affiliations were important for the early aristocrats of the ninth-tenth centuries. They
tended to identify themselves with their clans, hence using patronymics and
surnames from the ninth century on.®

The Byzantine aristocracy, in its early phases (before the reign of Herakleios),
had different parameters distinguishing this group. It was extensively based on
function and included the people bound to the emperor. The norm that defined the
aristocrat as the doer of a certain function(s) did not disappear until the eleventh
century.” The “Dark Ages” of the Byzantine Empire (roughly late sixth-seventh
centuries), as it was named due to the rarity of the written documents, make the
historians desperate in commenting on the state of the aristocracy in those years.
Therefore, whether the Byzantine aristocracy was a continuity of the late Roman
Empire or reemerged as a medieval phenomenon seems not definite. In the ninth and

the tenth centuries, the high aristocracy (rnoblesse d’epée: the nobles who owed their

* Ostrogorsky, “Observations. ..,” p. 4 referring to Theophanes Continuatus, ed., (Bonn: n. p., n. d.),
pp. 227ff. and 316ff. For the tenth century, Ostrogorsky made the following statement: “The
‘powerful’ (ol dvvaroi) quickly expanded their landholdings by absorbing the plots of petty owners.
The peasants and stratiotai became dependent paroikoi on the estates of big landowners, while the
government lost its most reliable taxpayers.” Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 6.

% Cappel, “Dynatoi,” p. 668.
® Nicol, “The Prosopography...,” p. 80.

7 Jean-Claude Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy (8th-13th Centuries),” English translation of
“L’aristocratie byzantine (VIIle-XIIle siecle),” Journal des Savants, (July-December, 2000), pp. 281-
322, published in idem, The Byzantine Aristocracy and its Military Function (Aldershot: Ashgate
Variorum, 2006), p. 41.
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positions to the military role and familial links) was composed of the emperor’s
relatives that he placed people from among his (extended) family to major positions
of the most important themes. Cheynet’s shortlist illustrates the point.® The author
lists some relatives of the emperors appointed to Thrakesion, Anatolikon, or
Opsikion. Thus, giving away the highest positions to the imperial relatives did not
only start with Alexios | Komnenos.

Moreover, one gets to see the structure of the aristocracy changing. The
aristocracy became sustained by the imperial grants and the efforts of some families
to preserve their status through intermarriages made this change in the ninth-eleventh
centuries. Family backgrounds remained always important for an individual climbing
up the ladder of fame and wealth in Byzantine society. Through time, changes
became also observable in the way the land was managed. The increasing conversion
of lands into tenancies and commitment of the peasants to landlords and dealers of
the state lands in the late eleventh century accelerated the aristocracy’s growth. That
process also means the loss of fiscal resources of the state giving away to the control
of the central and the provincial aristocracy.® All of these sub-structures led the way
to the triumph of the military aristocracy and the Komnenian oligarchy at the end.

Physical settings on the eve of the rise of the provincial aristocracy should
also be pointed out.!® They included the difficulties of overland communication,
which caused insufficiency to take action immediately for any opposition against the

central government; the increase in mercenary groups, which brought about financial

8 Ibid., p. 13.

® Haldon, “Social Elites...,” p- 187. On the other hand, the Church’s and the state’s land (epi ton
oikeiakon) were increasingly expanding against peasants’ interests. The latter’s financial power began
to worsen especially after the late tenth century on. Haldon, “Military Administration and
Bureaucracy...,” p. 60. Also see, Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy (8th-13th Centuries),” pp. 2-
30.

0 For all of these points, see Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” pp. 44-45.
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drain; the abuse of authority by the imperial officials, and their economic and
political empowerment in the provinces that led even to their rebellion against the
government;** the demographic analysis of the previous centuries and the period
between 1081 and 1261.*2

In its infant phases, the aristocracy split into two factions: the military
aristocracy of the provinces and the civil aristocracy of the capital

(Constantinopolitan).

While the former was described as the leading aristocrats of
Asia Minor having either positions in the government or intimate relationship with
the imperial household, the urban civil aristocracy was undertaking the leading
position within the Senate, in which the limits for participation were absolutely
widened.*

Throughout the early phases, the Byzantine aristocracy had more a military
character, and was almost exclusively composed of notables from Asia Minor. Apart
from the high members of the army, whose position began to be stabilized in the
ninth century, new families grew rapidly in the Empire, such as the Choirosphaktai,
the Monomachoi, the Morocharzanioi and the Genesioi, in that century. Besides the
wealthy Greek aristocrats, Armenian families were integrating into the politics of the

Byzantine state and its structure in the tenth and the eleventh centuries, when

Byzantium’s central authority was overwhelming the power of the aristocracy within

1 various examples can be given from the Alexiad. For example, Ariebes (an Armenian) and
Humbertopoulos (a Kelt) were important office holders who were thought that they were preparing a
plot. At the end, they were sent to exile and their properties were confiscated. Anna Komnene,
Alexiad, pp. 261-262.

12 See Peter Charanis, “Observations on the Demography of the Byzantine Empire,” Proceedings of
the XIllth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, Oxford, 5-10 September 1966, J. M. Hussey,
D. Obolensky, S. Runciman (eds), (London: n. p., 1967), pp. 1-19, esp. pp. 16-19.

13 Haldon, “Social Elites...,” p- 185.

14 Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 8. Digenis Akritas may provide a tenable case for provincial
aristocracy in this context. As a member of aristocracy on the borderlands, his life, his role may be
demonstrative for our subject. Kazhdan and Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture..., pp. 117-119.
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the Empire.* However, members of some prominent families held administrative
positions and military roles in the government. Those families were mainly from the
aristocracy of Asia Minor. Some of those individuals rose up to the high
administrative levels in either government or in army, and even usurped the throne.
Nikephoros 11 Phokas (r. 963-969) and John | Tzimiskes (r. 969-976) are worthy of
mention among them. The families of these two emperors had already aristocratic
power before they came to the throne. Their families were among the prominent
aristocratic families in the Byzantine Empire. In tenth and eleventh centuries, the
aristocracy in Asia Minor rose mainly due to its military power. The emperors
Nikephoros Il Phokas and John | Tzimiskes are two figures as members of the elite
of Asia Minor. This is a proper example on how such local aristocrats were
integrated into the high aristocracy and eventually became leading families in
Byzantium.® There appeared new structure of aristocratic class, whose members
were coming primarily from the high ranks of the societies in the themes.

The provincial culture in southern Italy may provide a valuable picture for the
provincial aristocracy in the ninth—eleventh centuries.’’ For reasons of
administration, most of the provincial governors (strategoi or katepans or doukes)
were not from local inhabitants, on the contrary, they were all sent from
Constantinople, and as a general practice were not allowed to serve in the same

region after four or five years of service at most.*® For the office-holders below the

15 Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy (8th—13th Centuries),” pp. 5-11.

16 Ostrogorsky, “Observations...,” p. 7; Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy (8"-13" Centuries),”
pp. 11 ff.

17 As Falkenhausen presents, there were three basic groups constituting the class of archontes in
southern ltaly under Byzantine control (late ninth-second half of the eleventh centuries): members of
the military and civil administrators (e.g. stratégos and katepano), some family members of Lombard
principalities of the neighbouring region, and finally provincial elites. Falkenhausen, “A Provincial
Aristocracy...,” p. 211.

18 Ibid. The appointed governors of the southern Italian provinces experienced strong resistance from
the local Lombard principalities. The Byzantine state tried to establish more control on them and
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ranks of governors, the situation differs however. Being a member of the
administrative class required some peculiarities. For instance, in southern Italy, most
of the governmental offices were occupied by the local people, who were expected to
know the local language (Latin at that time) and be acquainted with the local laws
and practices.'® The Latin-born archontes in Apulia seemed to be influenced and
attracted by the Byzantine culture, while other provincial aristocrats were interested
in their neighbors’ cultures.?

The distance between the emperor and the aristocrats became more deepened
during Basil II’s reign (976-1025), which testified the emergence of new aristocratic
families (Komnenoi, Kontostephanoi, Vatatzai, Gabrades, Diogenai, Tornikoi,
Synadenoi, and others). The emperor has been considered as a chief dissident against
the landed aristocracy.?* Thus, the power elites reappeared as a separate group in so-
called ‘Byzantine golden age’ (tenth-eleventh centuries) after mainly senatorial elite
of the early Byzantine era. Their social structures differ in various matters. Actually,
the more the state lost its central authority the more the provincial powers gained
opportunity to challenge it.??

The coastlands and the Balkan territories of the state were economically and

demographically more important than the regions of the Eastern and inner parts of

extend its territories towards their lands. Ibid., p. 215. Strategoi’s and katepans’ families sometimes
stayed in the capital during their appointments. They were looking after the properties and estates in
times of the absence of strategos and katepano. This, one way or another, compelled these offices—

holders to be loyal to the state. Strategos’ or katepan’s son was sent to Constantinople as a hostage.

By the way, some strategoi or katepans should have been from the provincial aristocracy, not from

Constantinople. Ibid., pp. 213-215.

19 Examples are given in Ibid., p. 218.
20 |bid., p. 223.

2! Alexander Kazhdan, “State, Feudal, and Private Economy in Byzantium,” DOP 47 (1993), pp. 94-
95. For t’he emergence of a significant provincial aristocracy in the eleventh century, see Haldon,
“Social Elites...,” p. 182.

22 For the eleventh century rebellions (esp. first three quarters of the century) by aristocrats had power
base and clients-dependent groups in the provinces.
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Asia Minor, which were the areas under constant threat during the second half of the
eleventh century. Regarding that span of Byzantine history, demographic growth of a
progressive character has recently been admitted among the Byzantinists.?® That rise
in population is also evidenced by the increase of cities and urban centers both in
quantity and in size.?* In all respects, economic conditions (that was attested
generally as ‘growth’ in Byzantine lands) constituted the main factor behind the
urban and demographic expansion.”® The Byzantine Empire never saw a famine or
anything seriously demolished the economy according to the information the sources
preserved. That, for one aspect, demonstrates the economic prosperity the Empire

experienced during the Komnenian era.

The Aristocratic Patronyms Emerging

How can the historian seek for the aristocracy in the sources? Byzantine aristocratic
families are attestable by a modern scholar as long as their names and/or surnames
are evident among a variety of written sources. For Kazhdan, once a name is
encountered in a source, it means that we confront an aristocratic family. However,
the ones which are testified by one or some of these sources do not always tell us
something about their social ascent. Even, for some families we do not follow a

lineage since they did not adopt a transmissible name.*°

2% Cf. “Demographic decline’ literature, cited in Angeliki E. Laiou and Cécile Morrisson, The
Byzantine Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), p. 92, fn. 7.

24 Alan Harvey, Economic Expansion in the Byzantine Empire 900-1200 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989), the chapter on “Demographic growth and social relations”, pp. 35-79.

25 | aiou and Morrisson, The Byzantine Economy, p. 96.

26 Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10"-12" Centuries...” p. 8, where Cheynet refers to
Kazhdan’s view in the book by Kazhdan and Ronchey, L ‘aristocrazia bizantina ...
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In many ways, the rise of the Middle Byzantine aristocracy bears clues to
understand the structure of Byzantine society. During the period under consideration
here, the individuals commenced to use their family names which are well attested
on seals in official milieus or other arenas. It means that there was a rather slowly
growing aristocracy in the state apparatus. In that context, after a so-called ‘golden
age,” the second half of the eleventh century stands out as a breaking point in the
socio-political atmosphere of the Byzantine Empire.?’

Each individual was not necessarily in the same social status or within the
same family with another individual bearing the same surname.?® The social status of
a family cannot be fully understood only by looking at a certain/single individual
belonging to that family.?® This brings us to the issue of patronymics. The military
aristocrats were first to use their surnames compared to the civilian aristocrats of
Constantinople. Even for the former, who were initially mostly composed of the ones
settled in Asia Minor, family names did not exist on seals until 975.3° Moreover,
family names were not completely stable.! They began to be stable with Basil II’s
reign. The use of the patronymics became widespread in the sources especially in the
eleventh century. However, adoption of the patronymics showed inconsistency in
Byzantium. An individual could get his patronymic from either his mother’s side or

his father’s depending on nothing strictly formulated.* Some members of a family

2" Paul Stephenson, “The Rise of the Middle Byzantine Aristocracy and the Decline of the Imperial
State,” in idem, ed., The Byzantine World (New York: Routledge, 2010), p. 22. Stephenson explains
the change in the 1070s in his article. He emphasizes the symptomatic function of Mantzikert. It
actually coincided with a period (the 1070s) in which the Empire was at fire from all sides.

28 Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10"-12" Centuries...,” p. 11.

2% This was especially very problematic in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Kyritses, The
Byzantine Aristocracy..., pp. 9-10.

% See Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10™-12" Centuries....,” pp. 8-9; Stephenson, “A
Development in Nomenclature...,” pp. 187-211.

3! Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy (8""-13" Centuries),” pp. 5-10.
%2 Kazhdan and Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture..., p. 102-103.
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had different patronymics, combining two separate ones, as in the case of Manuel
Erotikos-Komnenos.*:

A patronymic could be adopted in a variety of ways: from geographical
location (city, village, or a province), from father’s name, profession, or ethnic
origin. The family names could also be related to person’s deficiency or hurdle.®*
Individuals were inclined to take family names increasingly in the twelfth century,
rather than deriving another name which was associated with regional attributions.®
Marcus Rautman gives some instances for similar cases: Laskaris (which may have
been a derivation of a Persian word meaning ‘warrior’), Pediasmos (meaning
‘inhabitant of a valley’), etc.*® Long surnames such as John Doukas Angelos
Palaiologos Raoul Laskaris Tornikes Philanthropenos Asan®’ or Eirene Komnene
Branaina Palaiologina Laskarine Kantakouzene (the sebastokratorissa, floruit

1260)% also existed. Moreover, the compound names were used among the

aristocrats such as Komnenos-Angelos; Komnenos-Vatatzes.*

% Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10™-12" Centuries...,” p. 10.

% See Cheynet, “Aristocratic Anthroponimy...,” pp. 16-17. For derisive nicknames of some families
(e.g. Tessarakontapechai), see Cheynet, “The Byzantine Aristocracy in the 10"-12" Centuries...,” p.
25.

% See Cheynet, “Aristocratic Anthroponimy...,” p. 28. “The emergence of an awareness of lineage,
the feeling of belonging to a family honored by its illustrious ancestry, also explains the adoption of
family names.” Ibid.

% Examples can be multiplied for the patronymics of the villagers. In general, they “were called by
their trade: Chalkeos (metalworker), Gounaras (furrier), Kalligas (shoemaker), Kerouras (gardener),
Mylonas (miller), Raptes (tailor), Tzykalas (potter). A son usually took the family name of his father,
but in some cases might adopt his mother’s name. A daughter was expected to assume the name of her
husband, yet might retain her own if she came from a well-known landed family. Passed down over
many generations, such venerable patronymics were hallmark of later Byzantine society. Many are
still used today.” Marcus Rautman, Daily Life in the Byzantine Empire (London: Greenwood Press,
2006), pp. 19-20. Also see Kazhdan and Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture..., p. 63.

37 Fassoulakis, The Byzantine Family of Raoul-Ral(l)es, no. 72.

% Donald MacGillivray Nicol, The Byzantine Family of Kantakouzenos (Cantacuzenus) ca. 1100-
1460: A Genealogical and Prosopographical Study (Washington, D. C.: Dumbarton Oaks Center for
Byzantine Studies, 1968), No. 11.

% Michael F. Hendy, “‘Byzantium, 1081-1204: The Economy Revisited, Twenty Years on,” in idem,
The Economy, Fiscal Administration and Coinage of Byzantium (Northampton: Variorum Reprints,
1989), pp. 28-29.
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The quality of evidences prevents us to end up with absolute results about
those families’ origins.*° Yet, one has to admit that these families did not appear at
the scene of history all at once, on the contrary, each had bases, which were
gradually being gained in time. Some of these aristocrats dwelled in cities or in urban
contexts or they were landowners and dwelling in villages, while at least a part of
them were both city dwellers and landowners in rural areas together.** The new
commonality of using patronymics turned into a more complex issue by the
establishment of familial links. In larger point of view, individuals may have had ties
with other individuals through marriages, thus, it requires more caution to detect

family connections and place of certain individuals in an extended family tree.*?

On the Eve of the Komnenian Regime: The State of the Aristocracy and Its Relation
with the State and Rural Community
Relations between the paroikoi and the landlords were changing on the eve of the
Komnenian era. Due to immense source of incomes derived from the land, promising
quite amount of profit, it seems that ‘the intendants of the estates’ had their eyes on
the peasants’ lands. Despite the fact that the villagers were left to the mercy of their
landlords, the relation between these entrepreneurs and common peasants sometimes
revealed collaborations in some public works such as repairing a mill. The

development of the group in rural areas supplied a ground for financial base. Their

“0 For the origins of aristocratic families, see Cheynet, “Aristocratic Anthroponimiy...,” pp. 1-30.
* See, Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy..., p. 80, fn. 12.

*2 Marriage alliances also cast light on the Byzantine state’s intent to overcome powerful provincial
families. The provincial families tended to identify themselves with at least one of the names of
famous families of the time (e.g. Angelos, Doukas, Komnenos), if any familial connection —no matter
how close it was— was evident. As Vryonis shows in an example, the marriage alliance between
Synadenos and Kastorissa reinforced both of their social, political and economic power in late
eleventh century. Speros Vryonis, “The Peira as a Source for the History of Byzantine Aristocratic
Society in the First Half of the Eleventh Century,” in idem, Byzantine Institutions, Society and Culture
(New York: Aristide D. Caratzas, Publisher, 1997), p. 140. In order to maintain authority over the
families, these kinds of alliances were largely preferred by the emperors.
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efforts, therefore, flourished the rural areas.*® The aristocrats had already got
advantageous situation via familial links and “networks of patronage and influence.”
Yet, on the other hand, the 1030s and the 1040s witnessed the appearance of middle
class at Constantinople as a counterweight opposite to the dominant aristocrats. *

Already in the middle of the eleventh century, during the reign of Constantine
IX Monomachos, tensions arose between the state and various landed aristocratic
groups. Rebellions of regional character troubled the Byzantine state in all its
territories. These oppositions should be understood as earlier forms of antagonism
between the provincial aristocracy and the state. In Sicily, George Maniakes’ revolt
would be one example for those provincial aristocratic reactions. He had a gradual
rising to the upper ranks of the aristocracy, and consequently reached the possible
top career for a soldier, becoming the commander of a legion. His military position
ensured him great strength that made him even challenge the emperor’s authority.*
Michael Psellos narrates other serious aristocratic rebellions such as that of Leo
Tornikios.*® The Byzantine army enhanced different strategies to be vigilant in times
of threats in its borders. Physical limits head the list of the obstacles in front of it.
The difficulties of overland communication caused insufficiency to immediately take
action against a political opposition.*’

Furthermore, in the short reign of Michael V1 (1056-1057), a considerable

disagreement to his emperorship in the province always existed although the civil

* Jacques Lefort, “Rural Economy and Social Relations in the Countryside,” DOP 47 (1993), pp.
112-113.

** Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” p. 55.

5 Michael Psellos, The Chronographia of Michael Psellus, trans. by E. R. A. Sewter, (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1953), pp. 142-147. George Maniakes had possessions in Asia Minor, for
which he entered into a severe conflict with Romanos Skleros. Therefore, his military prowess was
accompanied with remarkable wealth. See, Michael Psellos, The Chronographia, p. 143, fn. 104 (p.
300).

“® 1bid., pp. 147-164.
*" Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” pp. 44-45.
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aristocracy faithfully supported the emperor. That was the time the civil aristocracy
came to power in Constantinople. The military aristocrats were unsatisfied with that,
since actually they were not granted with titles and rewards, and they were not given
deputy in the new government as opposed to the civil party. Consequently, this
tension between civil side of the aristocracy and prominent generals of the Empire
has brought uprisings, such as the one led by Isaac Komnenos, an aristocrat who had
estates in Kastamon. The military aristocracy supported Isaac Komnenos and
proclaimed him emperor in Paphlagonia, where the local power holders evoking the
rebellion against Michael VI’s government enforced the emperor to negotiate with
the rebels.*® Among those were Bourtzes, Botaneiates, Basil Argyros’ sons, and
Romanos Skleros, who were leading military commanders. They lived in the
province, particularly in the Anatolikon theme as told by John Skylitzes.*° Thus, that
indicates how interest groups of some strata of the society formed a kind of solidarity
among themselves for their benefits. All these may show us the limits of aristocrat
members of Byzantine society on the eve of the Komnenian regime and their
demands to keep/gain social power as opposed to central authority of state
apparatus.>®

The Byzantine state entered into a long-term change in its economic, political,
social and military aspects in the second half of the eleventh century. Byzantine

society was gradually transforming to a wealthy community. This is evident in Odo

“8 Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, p. 358.

9 John Skylitzes, A Synopsis of Byzantine History 811-1057, trans. by John Wortley, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. 455-456.

%0 Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” p. 60.
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of Deuil’s description of Constantinople, which conveys clues about the aristocratic
society growing in the twelfth century and mentions the high number of rich men.>*

There were several sources describing aristocratic society of the first half of
the eleventh century. As an important source, the Peira can throw some light on our
subject matter since it serves best for an explanation of how the provincial
aristocracy gained power. The Peira consisted of several cases and decisions of law,
which were collected by the magistros Eustathios Rhomaios, the judge responsible
for all of these decisions.>?

The Peira belongs to the mid-eleventh century. The main participants of suits
belonged to the aristocratic class. The struggle among provincial aristocrats
represented cases for ignorance of imperial law. During the conflict between
Romanos Skleros and George Maniakes, for example, both sides acted as if they had
their own law.** Vryonis preferred to point out especially the suits including the
Skleros family, but he also includes Bourtzes and Synadenos families respectively
with a less focus. It is seen in those decisions that the Skleros family was challenging
the power of the state by rejecting to obey its rules. Some Skleroi served prominent
positions in the ninth and tenth centuries, for instance, Leo Skleros occupied the post
of the governor of Peloponnesus in ca. 811. Members of that family tried to dominate
the economic life of the countryside by taking the lands/properties of villagers, or

even the members of the ecclesiastical community. Besides these two groups, the

51 Odo of Deuil, De Profectione Ludovici VII in Orientem [The Journey of Louis VII to the East],
Virginia Gingerick Berry, ed., (New York: W. W. Norton&Company Inc., 1948), pp. 64-65.

52 The Peira preserves many things revealing transmission of wealth among the aristocracy. For that
argument, see Jean-Claude Cheynet, “Aristocratie et heritage (XI°-XI1I° siécle),” in La transmission
du patrimoine, G. Dagron and J. Beaucamp (eds), (Paris: De Baccard, 1998), pp. 56-58. Alexander
Kazhdan, “Do We Need a New History of Byzantine Law?” JOB 39 (1989), pp. 19-21; Nikolas
Oikonomides, “The ‘Peira’ of Eustathios Romaios,” Fontes minores 7 (Frankfurt, 1986), pp. 169-192,
[repr. in idem, Byzantium from the Ninth Century to the Fourth Crusade. Studies, Texts, Monuments
(Norfolk: Variorum, 1992), no. XII.]

5% Cheynet, “Official Power...,” p. 141, citing loannis Skylitzae Synopsis historiarum, I. Thurn, ed.,
(Berlinand New York: CFHB 5, 1973), p. 427.
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estates of the local aristocrats were also exposed to intervention of the economically
‘aggressive’ family. A case of the patrikios Paniberios would serve an appropriate
instance. He lost most of his wealth and was not able to recover it. He had debt to a
member of the Skleros family (a protospatharia), who in return demanded the
properties of the monastery of St. Mamas.>* The tenth and eleventh centuries testified
to the tendency of the aristocracy to extend its landed estates whereas the state was
trying to stop it.>> Therefore, the Byzantine government felt very uncomfortable with
the Skleroi’s economic expansion. By counteracting the law, the aggressive
opposition of the Skleros family signals the possible capacity of a privileged group in
the absence/weakness of the state authority. On the intrepid Skleros family, Vryonis
marks as follows:

[the Skleroi] were condemned in practically all of the decisions

rendered by the magistros. But one is left to wonder how effective

the actual execution of his decisions was. The complicity of a krites

with Skleros in one of the cases would seem to suggest that Skleros

was probably also able to find officials who would be just as lax in

carrying out other judgments of the court. The mere recurrence of

the Skleros name in these decisions indicates how fearless of the

laws and the courts the family was.>®
Bardas Skleros rebelled against the Byzantine government, which became obvious
when he marched against Constantinople in 977 after the army proclaimed him
basileos in the preceding year. Towards the end of the tenth century, the Byzantine
state reconciled with Bardas Skleros, and granted him lands. After mid-eleventh

century onwards, one can rarely attest a Skleros. The family almost terminated after

the Komnenians’ reign.>’

54 Vryonis, “The Peira...,” pp. 137-138. Also, Alexander Kazhdan, “Skleros,” ODB, vol. 3, p. 1911.
% Vryonis, “The Peira...,” p. 133.
% Ibid., p. 138.

57 Kazhdan, “Skleros,” pp. 1911-1912. Also, see Werner Seibt, Die Skleroi. Eine Prosopographisch-
Sigillographische Studie (Vienne: Byzantina VVindobonensia, 1976).

45



The elite of the tenth and eleventh centuries was not able to create collective
consciousness as regarding themselves a separate “class” until the introduction of the
new “elite” of the Komnenian era with Alexios | Komnenos.>® As John Haldon
contends “it should not surprise that the tensions between the centre and the
provincial elite are concentrated on the appropriation and more particularly on the
distribution of surplus wealth.”>® The system of levying surplus was mainly in the
hands of the administrative cadre, which considered its self-interests and reflected a
corrupted character. For the late eleventh century, the exploitation of peasants by

state officials was extensively mentioned by Theophylaktos of Ohrid.®°

Financial Burden on the Provincial Society and in the Late Eleventh and Twelfth
Century
The exploitation of peasants by state officials, which was expressed in
Theophylaktos of Ohrid’s letters, had long been a problem for Byzantine provincial
society.®® Over taxation and abuse of power over the civilians, including the Church,
became already apparent during the early ninth century. Ignatios of Nicaea, in the

820s, was bemoaning about the synone, which was charged to the lands of the

%8 Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” p. 46.
% Ibid., p. 47.

% Haldon, “Social Elites...,” pp. 187-188; “The state competed with landowners for the services of
the peasantry, as more land was brought into production. In a free society this would have been to the
advantage of the peasantry, but their dependent status told against them. To meet the demands made
upon them by the state and their lords they were forced to bear an increasingly heavy burden of taxes
and rents.” Michael Angold, The Byzantine Empire 1025-1204. A Political History (London and New
York: Longman, 1984), p. 260. There is an extensive bibliography on Theopylaktos of Ohrid. For a
few famous ones, see Alan Harvey, “The Land and Taxation in the Reign of Alexios I Komnenos: The
Evidence of Theophylakt of Ochrid,” REB 51 (1993), pp. 139-154; Dimitri Obolensky, Six Byzantine
Portraits (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999), the chapter titled as ‘ Theophylact of Ohrid,” pp. 34-82. On
Theophylaktos’ letters and his arguments, see Margaret Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid. Reading the
Letters of a Byzantine Archbishop (Aldershot: Centre for Byzantine, Ottoman and Modern Greek
Studies, 1997).

61 See Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” p. 54, fn. 20; Haldon, “Social Elites....”
pp. 187-188.
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Church in his control twice a year, in his letter to an imperial official.®2

Moreover, it
was also evident in the cases containing the complaints of the churchmen about the
rarity of tax exemptions in the same period. This was relatively different when we
come to the eleventh century since Church properties were increasingly benefitting
from tax exemptions.®® There was a small part of society benefitting from large
privileges as a bequest from the state.®*

Theophylaktos of Ohrid sought for the assistance of his ecclesiastical
colleague, bishop of Semnea in Asia Minor, against the fisc.®® He wished to
overcome the common financial problems, for which he diligently sent letters to
various parts of the Empire. However, as a general phenomenon, the state, acquiring
more lands of the peasants and placing high tax burden on them, caused a fatal
situation for the peasantry.®®

Similar to Theoplylaktos of Ohrid’s claims, later on, complaints were posted

also by Michael Choniates. He specifically talked about the praktor

Tessarakontapechys’ extreme demands and burdensome policies on the inhabitants

62 Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” p. 49. The synone was “forced sale of
commodities to government officials at a prescribed price.” Andrew J. Cappel, “Synone,” ODB, vol.
3, pp. 1994-1995.

%3 Haldon, “Military Administration and Bureaucracy...,” p. 54.

64 Laiou attracts attention to the negative social and political effects of the privileges released for
officials, aristocrats, and Italian merchants. Angeliki E. Laiou, “The Byzantine Economy: An
Overview,” in The Economic History of Byzantium, from the Seventh through the Fifteenth Century,
Angeliki E. Laiou (editor-in-chief), (Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and
Collection, 2002), vol. 3, p. 1151. (Hereafter, The Economic History of Byzantium, from the Seventh
through the Fifteenth Century is abbreviated as EHB).

% Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid..., p. 185. See also eadem, “The Imperial Vocabulary of Alexios I
Komnenos,” in Alexios | Komnenos. | Papers, Margaret Mullet and Dion Smythe (eds), (Belfast:
Belfast Byzantine Texts and Translations, 1996), pp. 359-397.

% Angold, The Byzantine Empire 1025-7204..., pp. 277-278. Furthermore, provincial public had to
face several exploitations by the hands of the local aristocrats. Kekaumenos testimony reveals that the
local aristocrats had sometimes carried out legal jurisdiction (e.g. punishment) on the local people. It
reveals one aspect of the limits/extensions of the local aristocrat’s power. Kazhdan and Epstein,
Change in Byzantine Culture..., pp. 53-54.
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of Athens in 1182.%” Michael Choniates was a mere ‘claimant’ of the local interests.
He also mentions false practices of anagrapheus, who was responsible for measuring
the land to be taxed.®® The last attempt had been made by Andronikos | to correct
abuses in provincial administration. His orders, which were sufficient payment of
officials and appointing them according to merits and qualities, were not obviously
followed by his successors, Isaac Il and Alexios 111.%°

The imperial service and the rewards it provided were the two parameters for
a way of understanding an individual’s aristocratic status, if we are not provided with
any familial links of that individual with the imperial family. These are, in other
words, tools enabling the historian to determine the middle and the lower
aristocracy.’® The former one basically began with the appointment of an official to a
provincial office by the emperor. Since one’s accession to a status of an aristocrat
became a difficult thing in the late eleventh century, the appointment to
administrative positions gained more prominence in provincial society.”* These
positions were sometimes exploited by the office-holders. Such cases especially
occurred either in times of decentralization of power or as a result of the appointed
officers’ power. He may have had the means to establish his own space of authority

before his appointment to a certain region. The imperial rewards, on the other hand,

67 Judith Herrin, “Realities of Byzantine Provincial Government