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ABSTRACT

The complex phenomena ‘court’ and ‘court society’ have received increasing interest
in academic research over recent years. The court of late Byzantium, however, has
been overlooked, despite the fact that assumptions have been made about the
influence of Byzantine court ceremonial on ceremonies in the late Medieval and Early
Modern West and about the imitation of the Byzantine court as an institution in the
early Ottoman empire. In the discussion of these influences late Byzantine sources
were left untouched, a neglect that underlines the need for a comprehensive study of
the court in this period. The aim of the present thesis is to fill a part of this gap in our
knowledge through an examination of the core of the court in early Palaiologan
Byzantium (1261-1354).

The methodology used is inspired by studies of Western royal and princely courts and
approaches the early Palaiologan court in an interdisciplinary way. It aims to
investigate the main palace of the Palaiologan emperors and the residents of this
palace (the imperial family, their servants and their guards), or in other words the
imperial household. The court is therefore seen from a spatially and socially restricted
viewpoint, while social interaction is used as the main differentiating tool. On a larger
scale the present thesis aims to address questions about the interrelation between
space and social interaction.

Although the absence of an actual surviving palace and of imperial household
ordinances makes it hard to investigate the late Byzantine court, this thesis presents a
picture of the core of the early Palaiologan court by combining various late Byzantine
sources, each of which provides us with snippets of information about the palace and
(individual) members of the imperial household.
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION

The present thesis is for a great part based on the study of Byzantine Greek texts. The
decision whether to give a translation only, to use transliteration or to quote the Greek
with the translation has been made on an individual basis. Sometimes the Greek is
given in the text because my translation and interpretation particularly matter to
support my argument or because the Greek is unclear. In all other cases the Greek is
given in the footnotes. All the translations are my own unless stated otherwise. In
some cases | use transliterations, like aule, to point at particular Byzantine terms.
Likewise, | have transliterated Byzantine court offices, such as parakoimomenos, but
in the case of the Despot | have followed Dimiter Angelov and have capitalized the
title: the Despot was the second highest office and certain autonomous rulers titled
themselves Despot, see Dimiter Angelov, Imperial Ideology and Political Thought in
Byzantium, 1204-1330 (Cambridge 2007), xi. As is common practice in the field of
Byzantine studies, | have transcribed Byzantine names and have not Latinized them;
Kantakouzenos and not Cantacuzenus.
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INTRODUCTION

Throughout the long existence of the empire, Byzantine authors never felt the need to
define the imperial court. Perhaps the closest to an attempt comes the famous passage of
Symeon the New Theologian, who made his thoughts on service to the emperor explicit
while asking rhetorically: “Who, would we say, are those who truly serve the earthly
emperor? Those who spend time in their own houses, or those who follow him
everywhere?”! Yet, even in this sermon written around the year 1000 Symeon was not
really concerned with the court, but rather with the question of true service to the heavenly
king, for which he used service to the emperor as a comparison. Partly due to this general
lack of interest of Byzantine authors in expressing their thoughts about court society, the
Byzantine court has received little attention in modern scholarship.” There was no
Byzantine Castiglione or Saint-Simon to excite present-day historians, nor do archives of
the imperial household survive, and the only sources that could take up a similar
stimulating role — the renowned tenth-century Book of Ceremonies and a less well known

fourteenth-century compilation of court ceremonial, commonly refered to as Pseudo-

! Tivag Aéyopev elvar Todg T émryeio Soviedovag Bacthel; ToOC dvaoTpepopévove &v ToTg 0vT@Y otkotg, fi
TOV¢ cuvakolovBodvrtog avTd Tavtayod; (Jean Darrouzés, Syméon Le Nouveau Théologien. Traités
théologiques et éthiques, 2 vols. (Paris 1967), vol. 2, Or. 7, 166.133-135) (hereafter Symeon the New
Theologian, Oration 7). The translation is by Paul Magdalino in: Paul Magdalino, 'Court Society and
Avristocracy', in John Haldon (ed.), A Social History of Byzantium (Chichester 2009), 212-232, 223 (hereafter
Magdalino, ‘Court Society and Aristocracy’).

% Rather, many Byzantinists focused on the history of government and bureaucratic institutions without
paying attention to the court: John Bagnell Bury, The constitution of the later Roman Empire (Cambridge
1910) ; Louis Bréhier, Les institutions de L'empire byzantin (Paris 1949) ; Ernest Stein, Untersuchungen zur
spatbyzantinischen Verfassungs- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte (Hannover 1925, reprint Amsterdam 1962)
(hereafter Stein, Untersuchungen) ; Léon-Pierre Raybaud, Le gouvernement et administration centrale de
I'empire Byzantin sous les premiers Paléologues (1258-1354) (Paris 1968) ; Nicolas Oikonomides, Les listes
de préséance byzantines des IXe et Xe siecles (Paris 1972) ; Friedhelm Winkelmann, Byzantinische Rang-
und Amterstruktur im 8. und 9. Jahrhundert (Berlin 1985).



Kodinos — are complex pieces of writing which are still being examined in terms of
authorship, dating, nature and audience.’

Another reason for the neglect of the Byzantine court in modern scholarship could
be that in the wider field of history the court has only been recently considered a serious
research topic. Until the appearance of Norbert Elias’ Die hofische Gesellschaft around
1970, many twentieth-century historians took the existence of the ‘court’ for granted.*
They associated the court mainly with frivolity and flattery — a view derived from a literary
perspective — or with household service, which was considered insignificant. The
sociologist Elias, however, saw the early modern court as an important stage in the process
of European civilization. His theory gained wide following but also prompted critics to
find other ways to approach pre-modern royal courts.”> Consequently, over the last twenty
years the topic ‘court’ has taken up a more important place in the historiography of

Western societies and several volumes on particular courts have been published.’

® For the Book of Ceremonies, compiled by emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos in the tenth century:
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, Le livre des cérémonies, ed. Albert Vogt, 2 vols. (Paris, 1935-1939) and
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, Constantini Porphyrogeniti imperatoris de cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae
libri duo, ed. J. J. Reiske (CSHB; Bonn 1829) (hereafter Constantine V11 Porphyrogennetos, De Ceremoniis).
New editions, translations and commentaries are being prepared in French and English. For the fourteenth-
century ceremony book see the edition and French translation of Jean Verpaux, Pseudo-Kodinos. Traite des
offices. Introduction, texte et traduction (Paris 1966) (hereafter Pseudo-Kodinos). An English translation and
commentary is being prepared by Ruth Macrides.

* Norbert Elias, Die hofische Gesellschaft. Untersuchungen zur Soziologie des Kénigtums und der hofischen
Aristokratie (Neuwied / Berlin 1969). The English translation appeared in 1983.

® Having taken the court of Louis XIV as a case study, Elias designed a model of the court in which an
absolute ruler cultivated the nobility and thus paved the way for European modernity. His model, the court as
a golden cage for power play, was criticized heavily — mainly for Elias” assumed link with European
civilization (an important critique is Jeroen Duindam, Myths of Power. Norbert Elias and the Early Modern
European Court (Amsterdam 1995)) — but is in essence still used. Some present-day historians seek Elias’
cultivating aspect in other, ie. earlier, European courts in order to attack his hypothesis that this civilizing
process was taking place in early-modern times or they try to investigate the applicability of Elias’ model to
courts in completely different periods and societies (for the first approach see Malcolm Vale, ‘Ritual,
Ceremony and the 'Civilising Process": The Role of the Court, ¢. 1270-1400", in S. Gunn and A. Janse (eds.),
The Court as a Stage. England and the Low Countries in the Later Middle Ages (Woodbridge, 2006), 13-39 ;
for the latter see the different contributions in Anthony Spawforth (ed.), The Court and Court Society in
Ancient Monarchies (Cambridge, 2007)).

® See for example: John Adamson (ed.), The princely courts of Europe: ritual, politics and culture under the
Ancien Régime: 1500-1750 (London 2000). Malcolm Vale, The Princely Court. Medieval Courts and
Culture in North-West Europe (Oxford 2001) ; Catherine Cubitt (ed.), Court Culture in the Early Middle
Ages. The Proceedings of the First Alcuin Conference (Turnhout 2003) ; Jeroen Duindam, Vienna and



Recently eminent Byzantinists also found the Byzantine court worthy of chapters in
collective studies.” They agree that a court existed in Byzantium, but unfortunately their
treatment of the topic is brief and only touches the surface. This is surprising, not in the
least because the Byzantine court is often seen as a gateway for ceremonial to the West®
and a possible model of court organization for the Ottoman court.® Therefore, the
phenomenon ‘Byzantine court’ deserves a deeper understanding.

A problem for Byzantinists is that thus far the concept ‘court’ has mainly been
studied and defined within a Western context. Applying the term ‘court’ and similar or

derivative terms (‘courtier’ and the like) unthinkingly to Byzantium may cause confusion

Versailles. The Courts of Europe’s Dynastic Rivals, 1550-1780 (Cambridge 2003) and the publications from
the Residenzen-Kommission der Akademie der Wissenschaften in Gottingen. Recent publications show an
interest in the court in non-western societies: Anthony Spawforth (ed.),The Court and Court Society in
Ancient Monarchies (Cambridge 2007) ; Jeroen Duindam, Tulay Artan and Metin Kunt (eds.), Royal Courts
in Dynastic States and Empires (Leiden 2011) and Albrecht Fuess and Jan-Peter Hartung (eds.), Court
Cultures in the Muslim World, Seventh to Nineteenth Centuries (London / New York 2011).

" Alexander Kazhdan and Michael McCormick, ‘'The Social World of the Byzantine Court', in Henry Maguire
(ed.), Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 1204 (Washinghton D.C. 1997), 167-197 (hereafter Kahzdan and
McCormick, ‘The Social World’); Michael McCormick, 'Emperor and Court', in Averil Cameron, Bryan
Ward-Perkins, and Michael Whitby (eds.), The Cambridge Ancient History (XIV, Late Antiquity: Empire
and Successors, A.D. 425-600; Cambridge 2000), 135-163 (hereafter McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’) ;
Magdalino, ‘Court Society and Aristocracy’.

& An example from the field of Byzantine studies: Michael Featherstone, 'Emperor and Court', in Elizabeth
Jeffreys, John Haldon, and Robin Cormack (eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies (Oxford,
2008), 505-517. And how the paradigm appears in Western historians’ articles: Malcolm Vale, 'Courtly ritual
and ceremony: some pre-Burgundian evidence (England and the Low Countries, 13th-14th centuries)’, in
Werner Paravicini (ed.), Zeremoniell und Raum. 4. Symposium der Residenzen-Kommission der Akademie
der Wissenschaften in Gottingen, veranstaltet gemeinsam mit dem Deutschen Historischen Istitut Paris und
dem Historischen Institut der Universitat Potsdam. Postdam, 25. bis 27. September 1994 (Sigmaringen,
1997), 83-89, esp. 83-84. Also: Martin Scheutz, *’Der vermenschte Heiland”. Armenspeisung und
Grindonnerstags-Fupwaschung am Wiener Kaiserhof’ in S. C. Pils and J. P. Niederkorn (eds.), Ein
zweigeteilter Ort? Hof und Stadt in der Friihen Neuzeit (Innsbruck 2005), 189-257.

® The idea that certain aspects of Byzantine society served as a model for the Ottoman empire has been a
much discussed issue in scholarly literature from the early twentieth century onwards. Some scholars
assumed that after the conquest of Constantinople in 1453 the Ottomans largely copied the Byzantine
institutions including their extensive court ceremonial (see for a bibliography Speros Vryonis Jr., 'The
Byzantine Legacy and Ottoman Forms', DOP 23-24 (1969-70), 253-308, 254 n. 5), while others argued that
the Ottoman court ceremonial was Islamic in its origin (Mehmed Koprull, Some Observations on the
Influence of Byzantine Institutions on Ottoman Institutions, trans. Gary Leiser (Ankara 1931) and Konrad
Dilger, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Osmanischen Hofzeremoniells im 15. und 16. Jahrhundert
(Muenchen, 1967)). The discussion came to a standstill and since the 1970s no one touched the problem in
the way that Dilger and Vryonis had done, although the topic did not disappear from scholarly literature.
Gilru Necipoglu, for example, suggested that the Byzantine idea of imperial seclusion and the sanctity of the
ruler must have had impact on the fifteenth century Ottoman court in Constantinople (Gilrii Necipoglu,
Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power. The Topkapi Palace in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries
(Cambridge Mass. / London, 1991), 16).



and will not do justice to profound differences between the Byzantine world and the West.
At the same time, any attempt to strip these terms of their Eurocentric connotations and
redefine them within a (late) Byzantine context requires thorough understanding of that
same context — something which we do not yet possess. A way out of this vicious circle is
to explain the terms “court’ and “courtier’ in a generic way.™ In fact, this comes very close
to the definition used by the Byzantinist Paul Magdalino: ‘the sum of people who lived in
or frequented the imperial palace’.'* This somewhat basic definition includes domestics
and menials, and does not focus only on a cultural, elitist aspect often associated with the
court, nor is it linked with a particular western tradition. Magdalino bases his definition on
the groundbreaking chapter of Michael McCormick and Alexander Kahzdan, which
appeared in the volume Byzantine Court Culture from 829-1204. Although the chapter
only presents “a provisional sketch’ of the court society in the ninth and tenth centuries, it
forms an important starting point for any investigation of the social structure of the
Byzantine court.* In their conceptualizing beginning of the chapter they define the court
rather vaguely as ‘the human group physically closest to the emperor, a social world in
which the emperor’s household and his government overlapped, and a social world
structured by the emperor’s decisions’.”® They also state that it was the palace that
primarily shaped the Byzantine court.** Their argument is one ex silentio since it is mainly

based on their assumption that there was no Byzantine equivalent of the term “court’, but

1% This is supported by the recent volume A social history of Byzantium, in which the editor John Haldon
states that historians should not hesitate to use social anthropological terms (‘society’, ‘social system’ and
‘social formation’) as long as they are defined in relation to a specific set of questions — only in this way can
we avoid the pitfall of endless semantic debates about terminology, see John Haldon, A Social History of
Byzantium (Chichester 2009). For an anthropological deconstruction of the notion ‘society’ see Fredrik
Barth, 'Towards greater naturalism in conceptualizing societies’, in A. Kuper (ed.), Conceptualizing Society
(London / New York, 1992), 17-34.

1 Magdalino, ‘Court Society and Aristocracy’, 213.

12 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 167.

1% Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 167.

14 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 175.



that Byzantine authors use the words for palace, palation and aule. Or, as Magdalino
explains, Byzantine authors use the word aule when referring to the court, which was
largely interchangeable with the word for palace, palation.™

Courtiers, then, can be seen as all people inhabiting and frequenting the imperial
palace, and not only as ambitious flatterers circling around the ruler. McCormick and
Kazhdan see a courtier in a wide sense as ‘a person directly connected with service to the
ruler or the ruler’s household’.*® This generic definition, again, is based on the absence of a
Byzantine word for courtier. The literal term for courtier would be aulikos (‘of the court’),
which rarely appears, and when it is used we find it in texts of the late period that have a
strong link with the West. For example, we come across aulikos in the fourteenth-century
vernacular romance Phlorios and Platzia Phlora in reference to “courtiers’:

Florios left and went to Montoris;

he greeted the courtiers (tovg avAkovc) and the archontes,

he hit the road and went away.*’
Because this text is related to the Old-French Floire et Blancheflore we should wonder
whether the occurrence of the word aulikos is significant and points at a Byzantine concept
or implies that the word merely exists in Greek translation from Western concepts.
Although the word for courtier is otherwise never used in Byzantine sources, Byzantine
authors reveal in other ways that the court cannot only be defined in terms of palaces or
spatial forms of rulership. One can argue that aule also comprised a social element, like the
English word “court’. In late Byzantine texts the word does not occur often, but we come

across cases in which authors could only have meant to use the word in a social sense, as in

1> Magdalino, ‘Court Society and Aristocracy’, 213.

1¢ Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 167.

7 Biviioev 6 drdproc, dndyet eig 10 Moviopv: Todg adKoDS, TOOC GpyYovTag Ameyolpétnody Toug Kol Thv
080V éxivnoev gketviy kol vmayet. (F. J. Ortola Salas (ed.), Florio y Platzia Flora: una novela bizantina de
época paledlogica (Madrid 1998), 287-290).



the sentence ‘taking with him the entire imperial court’ (€xov ped’ éavtod v Pacthky
oM micav).'® Otherwise, authors use phrases like ‘those from the palace’ (i.e. tvov tév
tiic avrfic)'® indicating an awareness of certain people that inhabited or frequented the
imperial palace or belonged to the palace.?’ In his funeral eulogy on emperor Andronikos
I11, who died in 1341, the fourteenth-century author Nikephoros Gregoras names certain
groups of people that miss the emperor for a particular reason, e.g. soldiers for the loss of a
great general, etc. Firstly, he mentions the imperial family, who mourn having lost a
relative and the pride and joy of the dynasty, and secondly ‘the people frequenting the
imperial court, who remember the splendour of the palace’ (oi ta¢ Pactieiovg Tatodvteg
oA, Cnthoate T TdV Baocikeiov Aaprpdra).”t Who these people were, is understood.
Gregoras may have been referring to title-holders or people like himself or supporters of
the emperor who visited the palace during the reign of Andronikos Il1.

Overall, it can be safely stated that there always was a court in Byzantium, because
there always was an imperial palace, an emperor living in it and people serving and
attending him there. It is also inevitable that the emperor’s household, the subject under
study in the present thesis, formed an important part of the whole complex entity ‘court’.
As in the medieval West, or, in fact, as in every monarchical society, the late Byzantine

court was foremost a residence which was inhabited by the ruler, his nuclear family and his

D, R. Reinsch (ed.), Critobuli Imbriotae historiae (Berlin 1983), 1.27.5.5.

19 pseudo-Kodinos, 247. This and similar phrases can be found in sources from the entire Byzantine period.
To name a few from the Palaiologan era: a letter from Constantine Akropolites mentions “to the ones from
the Despot’s palace’ (toig mepi Tv deomotiknv avAny), in: R. Romano, (ed.), Costantino Acropolita, Epistole
(Napels 1991), ep. 39.12-13. A letter from Maxim Planoudos contains the phrase ‘one of those from the
imperial palace (for all these people have the enjoyment of imperial benevolence)’ (évog t@v mepi v
Bacikerov avAfy (moAroi 8’ ovtot tiic Bacthikiic dmoladovoty gvmotiog), see: P. L. M. Leone (ed.), Maximi
Monachi Planudis Epistulae (Amsterdam 1991), ep. 67.92-93. George Pachymeres speaks of ‘someone from
the palace hierarchy (vt tdv €x tfig T6Eemg Tob maiatiov) in Albert Failler (ed.), Georges Pachymeres.
Relations historiques V vols. (Paris 1999-2006), 1V, 669.22 (hereafter Pachymeres).

20 Kazhdan and McCormick, “The Social World® ; McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’ ; Magdalino, ‘Court
and Aristocracy’.

21|, Bekker and L. Schopen (eds.), Nicephori Gregorae historiae Byzantinae. 3 vols. (CSHB; Bonn 1829-
1855), I, 564.4-5 (hereafter Gregoras).



staff: there were major domestic offices, whose history can be traced back to the late
Roman imperial household.??

However, we should be careful in assuming that the Byzantine imperial household
was practically identical with the court. This would be based upon the misunderstanding
that the imperial household was of equal importance to the royal household in the medieval
West, which “played a fundamental part in giving substance to the idea of ‘the court’”.?
The importance of the household for Western courts is reflected by the fact that all the
major court offices were in origin domestic functions. In his Weberian article on the ideal
type of the medieval court Aloys Winterling distinguishes four main organisational bodies
which formed the backbone of Western medieval courts since the Carolingians: chamber,
table, cellar and stable. The heads of these departments, respectively the camerarius
(chamberlain), the seneschalcus (seneschal), the buticularius (cupbearer) and the comes
stabuli (marshall), were managing the ruler’s household. Even in the later Middle Ages
and early modern era, when these offices had turned into honorary titles — with at most an
occasional ceremonial service attached to them, the household remains visible as the
underlying structure of the court. Also, it was the court that formed the royal hub of power
and overlapped with the government. Subsequently, the commonly used definition for ‘the
court’ in Western European history is ‘the extended household of a ruler’.

In the case of Byzantium it is clear that the imperial household was only one of the

structures underlying the court. Since early Byzantium remained strongly connected with

2 The institutional historian Rodolphe Guilland spent much painstaking work searching for the offices and
titles in sources from the late Roman period until the end of the Byzantine Empire: Rodophe Guilland,
Recherches sur les institutions byzantines, 2 vols. (Berliner byzantinische Arbeiten; Berlin / Amsterdam
1967) (hereafter Guilland, Recherches).

3 Malcolm Vale, The Princely Court. Medieval Courts and Culture in North-West Europe (Oxford 2001),
15.

2 Aloys Winterling, ""Hof". Versuch einer idealtypischen Bestimmung anhand der mittelalterlichen und
fruehneuzeitlichen Geschichte', in Reinhard Butz, Jan Hirschbiegel, and Dietmar Willoweit (eds.), Hof und
Theorie. Anndherungen an die historisches Phanomen (Cologne/Weimar/Vienna 2004), 77-89, 83.



its late Roman past, the imperial court was in many ways formed by other traditions. In the
early days of the empire, in the fourth century, the establishment of the imperial palace in
Constantinople as the definite main residence of the emperor of the Eastern Roman empire
was the driving force behind the realization of a stable palace milieu in the capital.®> With
the concentration of the bureaucracy and the aristocracy around the palace, it is not
surprising that the organisation of the imperial court was also shaped by at least two other
factors than the palace itself: the chief institutions of government and the elite (the
emperor’s family/the aristocracy).” For example, the Roman senate was maintained —
although its function was changing — as were the Roman military positions.?” The
existence of all these elements around the emperor had a great impact on the formation of a
court society in early Byzantium.

The Byzantine court in its earliest stages was made up of military, bureaucratic and
domestic components. Rowland Smith notes that in the fourth-century Notitia Dignitatum
and the Theodosian Code the collective court personnel is formally known under the
denominator sacer comitatus, domus sacra or domus aeternalis, while the famous fourth
century historian Ammianus Marcellinus refers to court society simply as comitatus
(company, retinue, body of followers). Basing himself on these sources, Smith divides the
comitatus in four basic parts. Firstly, the fourth century court was a military affair: elite

troops, palace guards, and personal bodyguards were in number by far the largest part of

% sam Barnish, A.D. Lee and Michael Whitby, 'Government and Administration’, in Averil Cameron, Bryan
Ward-Perkins, and Michael Whitby (eds.), The Cambridge Ancient History (XIV, Late Antiquity: Empire
and Successors, A.D. 425-600; Cambridge 2000), 164-206, 164 (hereafter Barnish et al., ‘Government and
Administration’).

%6 McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’, 135.

%" For Late Roman emperorship and officials see also Christopher Kelly, 'Emperors, Government and
Bureaucracy ', in Averil Cameron and Peter Garnsey (eds.), The Cambridge Ancient History, Vol. XIII, The
Late Empire, A. D. 337-425 (Cambridge, 1998), 138-183.



the fourth century court.”® Apart from a military component, the comitatus consisted of a
consistory, which was a private council supported by secretaries (notarii). This consistory
was made up of high officials and had an advisory and judicial function, although it turned
into a formal and ceremonial body in the fifth century.?® Apart from the notarii of this —
initially — governmental body there were four main palatine ministries (officia) who made
up the bureaucratic part of the court. The men serving these ministries were, like the
guards, great in number.*® Lastly, the domestic component (sacrum domesticum) was
subdivided into three parts: the cubicularii (eunuch chamberlains), the castrensiani
(household menials) and the silentarii (ushers).*

Although relatively limited in numbers, the influence of some members of the
domestic staff was significant. One reason for this is that eunuchs, who held the most
important household offices, were in service for as long as the emperor pleased, unlike
officials in other sectors of the court, who held their office for a limited period of time. The
dominant household office in the fourth century was the praepositus sacri cubiculi, a
eunuch who was in charge of all the personal attendants of the emperor. Other important
eunuch offices were the primicerius sacri cubiculi (the head of the bedchamber), the comes
sacrae vestis (the head of the wardrobe) and the castrensis, who was in charge of the
household menials (non-eunuchs). Eunuchs had already been serving the Roman emperors
before the establishment of the court in Constantinople, but during the course of the fourth
and fifth centuries they gained in influence and got hold of more high offices in court; the

spatharius (the captain of the emperor’s personal bodyguard) became for example a

8 About half, reckons Rowland Smith, see Rowland Smith, 'The imperial court of the late Roman empire, c.
AD 300-c. AD 450', in Antony Spawforth (ed.), The Court and Court Society in Ancient Monarchies
(Cambridge 2007), 157-233, 197 (hereafter Smith, “The imperial court’).

%% Smith, “The imperial court’, 198.

% In the Theodosian Code the number adds up to about 2500 people in the Eastern Empire. Smith, ‘The
imperial court’, 199.

%! Smith, ‘The imperial court’, 198.



eunuch post, as well as the sacellarius (the keeper of the emperor’s personal treasury).
Eunuchs were not only able to hold honourable positions but also to gain the emperors
trust and become immensely wealthy and influential. From the emperor’s point of view
they may have been useful in controlling certain sections of the elite — or in other words
certain other parts of the court.*

The stabilization of court life in the capital continued well into the fifth and sixth
centuries. The permanent establishment of a Byzantine court is perhaps best reflected in a
shift of linguistic usage. Had fourth-century authors preferred the word comitatus as the
emperor’s following, the fifth and sixth century witnessed a preference for the word
palation (palace).*® With the establishment of a more complex palace structure under
Justinian (r. 527-565) and the following seclusion of the emperor, not only the bureaucracy
(the emperor became in fact a bureaucrat himself) and the imperial family, but also the
household became more important. Apart from members of the imperial family, court
eunuchs were able to access the imperial chambers or cubiculum, giving them a position of
trust, which could compete with the one of bureaucrats and generals. In the palace they
took care of the members of the imperial family, who each lived with their *own personal
domestic staff, including slaves, bodyguards and a cellarer’.** The growing power of
eunuch household officials is exemplified by the case of the sacellarius. He did not only
come to supervise the emperor’s private purse, but under Justinian was able to fund
warfare and pay soldiers. Later, under the new governmental system which was introduced

by emperor Maurice (r. 582-602), the eunuch sacellarius conducted land surveys and tax

%2 Smith, “The imperial court’, 202-209.
¥ McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’, 136.
 McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’, 141.
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reassessments. This does not only imply the growth of influence of eunuchs at court, but
also the difficulty in distinguishing between private and public imperial resources.®

The seclusion of the emperor and the transfer of some bureaucratic or military tasks
to eunuch officials increased the complexity of the household organization and
consequently the complexity of the entire court. According to Michael McCormick, the
fragmented organization of the imperial household in sixth century Byzantium reflected
‘the institutions of late-Roman government, where power was partitioned among
competing and compartmentalized bureaucracies’.*® For example, several palace corps
emerged, each headed by high officials, some of whom were eunuchs. This system of
rivalling institutions and organisations, whether belonging to the eunuch led imperial
household or to the bureaucracy or army, meant that the court organization became — at
least structurally — highly inefficient. But the diffusion also gave the emperor the
opportunity to, as McCormick nicely put it, ‘weave together disparate organizational
strands with the thread of kinship’ by making members of the imperial family part of
rivalling departments.®’ In this way, ambitious sons, nephews and uncles could enter the
court hierarchy or military and be kept under the control of the emperor. Bureaucrats and
military men were in turn rivalled by the eunuchs who were not of high social background
but had the advantage of being literally close to the emperor. Overall it seems that the
social picture of the Byzantine court at this stage can be characterized as diverse and
complex, as a balance between household, bureaucracies, the army and the imperial
family.

This changed in middle Byzantine times. Firstly, it should be noticed that in this

period the social world was dominated by court precedence. In their study of the court

% Barnish et al., ‘Government and Administration’, 136, 175-176.
% McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’, 150.
3" McCormick, ‘Emperor and Court’, 151.
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society between the ninth and twelfth centuries, Alexander Kazhdan and Michael
McCormick have to rely on sources like banquet lists to find out which socio-institutional
groups existed in Byzantine court society of the ninth and tenth centuries and although
some domestics occur on such precedence lists, many others are left out. However, they
notice that the fifth- and sixth-century tendency to entrust eunuchs with more
responsibilities continued well into the tenth century. The most important household group
was formed by the palace eunuchs (eunuchs of the cubiculum, or koubouklion, chamber),
who, by the ninth century, were powerful enough to control imperial ceremonial, but from
the eleventh century onwards significantly declined in force due to the aristocratisation of
court society and the Komnenian emphasis on kinship and lineage.*® Other palatine groups
mentioned by Kazhdan and McCormick are the palace clergy, the palace security forces
and, most importantly, the diatairioi, ‘the service personnel who actually ran the palace’.*
Also belonging to the household were ‘institutionally invisible people’ like court jesters,
entertainers, slaves and women working for the empress. Women, in fact, seem to have
been segregated from the male dominated court and were part of a “‘court of women’, until,
according to the authors, that eroded under the Komnenoi emperors.*°

However, all these palatine courtiers were still outnumbered by non-household staff
on the banquet lists (people who occasionally visited the palace, on ceremonial occasions
or at the emperor’s request): the emperor’s friends (philoi), the patriarch and his staff and
several metropolitans, bureaucrats of the Sandaled Senate, city officials, army officials and
military men, the latter outweighing “all other groups since they constitute more than half

of all guests in the Christmas cycle’,** heads of city welfare institutions and archdoctors.

3 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 179.
%9 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 180-181.
%0 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 184.
#1 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 181.
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On the other hand, as far as the household staff and its role in court society is concerned,
the body of eunuch servants, in fact the service personnel of the imperial household, “were
not marginal or inferior to the court aristocracy, but represented that aristocracy in its
purest form’.*> The success of some eunuch high officials cannot only be attributed to their
personalities, but it also reflects the importance of the household staff as a social group.
This is made explicit in the fact that their position of trust aroused resentment in sources of
the early and middle Byzantine periods. **

Thus, the Byzantine imperial household prior to the early Palaiologan period (or
prior to the changes during the Komnenian period) had a very different role from the
medieval model as described by Aloys Winterling. In the first place, it was sedentary, a
grand household which resided in the Great Palace in Constantinople. But the household
was challenged by other court institutions and social groups. Unlike many Western centres
of power, the court in Byzantium grew out of a complex system of military, bureaucratic,
household and family traditions. Also, the boundaries between these compartments were
blurred and responsibilities for certain tasks could easily be transferred from the one to the
other. One should not be surprised to find a eunuch on the battlefield, or a member of the
imperial family with only an honorary household title.

This sketch of the Byzantine court cannot necessarily be applied to the court in the
later stages of the empire — a court which has not received scholarly attention yet. By the
thirteenth century, the imperial household had undergone fundamental changes. In terms of
space it had moved from the Great Palace to the Blachernai palace in the north-west part of
the city, a move which was set in motion under the Komnenian emperors. Financially, it

must have suffered from the shrunken tax base of the Byzantine state, which by then had

#2 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 221.
3 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 220.
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lost the greatest part of its territory and was little more than a small Balkan state, despite its
inheritance of imperial traditions. Concerning its social structure it is likely that the
growing influence of the military aristocracy and members of the imperial family, already
apparent in the twelfth century, had decreased the power of other social groups at court.
Eunuchs, for example, were less prominent in the later period.**

These changes are reflected in the disappearance of the distinction between an
office and a dignity. From the Palaiologan period onwards (or perhaps already since the
early Laskarid emperors*) there were not two hierarchies anymore, that of the imperial
offices and that of the dignities; only one combined hierarchy of offices and dignities
remained.* Interestingly enough, we are well informed about the hierarchical system in
the Palaiologan period through the existence of a fourteenth century ceremony book,
mostly referred to as Pseudo-Kodinos, and several precedence lists. These sources name
approximately eighty offices (some of which are in fact dignities) and, in addition, Pseudo-
Kodinos also gives the service of most offices in his third chapter. But the precendence
lists and Pseudo-Kodinos source have their limitations too. In the first place, not all offices
were held at all times.*” Nor do we know whether Pseudo-Kodinos’ description of the
service of the offices was a reflection of a social reality. Actual service may have depended
in fact more on the personal qualities of the office holder and the political circumstances.*®
What is striking, also, is the absence of palace personnel in Pseudo-Kodinos. Gone are the
diaitarioi or other institutionally defined service groups of the imperial household. People

who were serving the emperor on a daily basis are mainly to be found in passing. Thus,

* For late Byzantine eunuchism see Niels Gaul, 'Eunuchs in the Late Byzantine Empire ca. 1250-1400, in
Shaun Tougher (ed.), Eunuchs in Antiquity and Beyond (Swansea 2002), 199-219.

*® Demetrios S. Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries
(Cambridge, Mass.: unpublished doctoral thesis, 1997), 22 (hereafter Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy).
*® Guilland, Recherches 11, 281. See also Stein, Untersuchungen, 29-31.

* For a prosopography of the office holders during the early Palaiologan period, see Kyritses, The Byzantine
Aristocracy, 395-408.

*® For thoughts about the service of the office holders see: Kyritses, The Byzantine Aristocracy, 32-53.
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first and foremost the precedence lists and Pseudo-Kodinos® ceremony book shows that
there was just one unified group involved in court society: office holders, who were
expected to be present in the palace for ceremonial reasons. The imperial household is to a
certain extent taken for granted in these sources. The question for a study of the court in
the later Byzantine period is therefore not so much to determine the relative importance of
the known institutional or social groups, for example, of the household servants vs. the
military officials, or family members vs. bureaucrats, but rather to answer basic questions
about the court first. Who belonged to the residential court, ie. to the imperial household?
Who were the occasional attendants?

In this thesis the late Byzantine court will be looked at from this rudimentary angle,
something which has not been done so far. Because the scope of this thesis is limited, only
the inner court or the core of the court society will be examined, that is the palace, the
main residents and their servants, whereas the occasional members of the court will not be
included. In other words, the questions to be dealt with are: who belonged to the core of
the court in the early Palaiologan period and how were these people organized? In what

~49

ways were they able to gain access to the emperor?™ The chapters of this thesis will be

%% In fact | am using social interaction as a main differentiating tool, see for the theoretical framework: Niklas
Luhman, 'Interaktion, Organisation, Gesellschaft. Anwendungen der Systemtheorie’, in Niklas Luhman (ed.),
Soziologische Aufklarung (Opladen 1975), 9-20, 10. See also Niklas Luhman, Soziale Systeme (Frankfurt am
Main 1984), 560ff. | am not the first to use social interaction as differentiating tool for a study of the ‘court’.
In the volume Hof und Theorie we find Jan Hirschbiegel’s attempt to conceptualize the court after Niklas
Luhmann’s theory of social systems (. However, his attempt is not so much a model based on historical
evidence, but more an abstract mixture of different social theories with a touch of Weber and Elias.
Luhmann’s input in this model is its emphasis on communication: court societies are defined as nodal points
of communication, places where several communication wires come together, with the ruler at its centre.
With this in mind Hirschbiegel designs several highly complicated charts to show how court communication
could have worked. He concludes that these well ordered macro historical structures should be filled with and
tested by micro historical case studies. To me this does not necessarily seem compatible with historical
practice. From a historian’s point of view one could wonder whether it is useful to design complicated
structures based on sociology first, while the aim of one’s court study is to understand an historical
phenomenon, which may eventually not fit the framework. See Jan Hirschbiegel, ‘Hof als soziologisches
System. Der Beitrag der Systemtheorie nach Niklas Luhmann fir eine Theorie des Hofes', in R. Butz, J.
Hirschbiegel, and D. Willoweit (eds.), Hof und Theorie. Annahrungen an ein historisches Phanomen
(Cologne, 2004), 43-55.
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divided on the basis of the three major groups who made up the residential court, as well as
on the residence that held them together: one chapter concerns the palace, the second
chapter examines the main residents or imperial family, the third chapter investigates their
domestic staff and the last chapter is dedicated to the security staff. Although the absence
of household ordinances makes it harder to pin down some of these social groups of the
court, it is possible to sketch a picture of the structure of the imperial household by
combining various late Byzantine sources, each of which provides us with snippets of
information about the (individual) members of the imperial household.

To name the most important sources: first and foremost there is Pseudo-Kodinos,
the aforementioned work on hierarchy and court ceremonial, of the mid fourteenth century.
This text, compiled by an anonymous author, provides a list of the existing offices (this
precedence list can be compared with other precedence lists from the period), a description
of their function and ceremonial dress and the protocol for a limited amount of ceremonies.
However, it is a complicated treatise and its nature shifts from being descriptive to

prescriptive, from historical to ceremonial.>®

Some scholars spotted the influence of the
emperor John Kantakouzenos (r. 1347-1354) in the realization of the work, for example
because the office of megas domestikos, which Kantakouzenos held for many years before
he became emperor, figures prominently in the treatise.”* As mentioned before, Pseudo-

Kodinos is important because it pictures the part of court society which existed for

ceremonial reasons and mentions in passing certain features of the palace and some

%% See the introduction by Verpeaux in Pseudo-Kodinos, 23-123 and Ruth Macrides, “The reason is not
known.” Remembering and Recording the Past. Pseudo-Kodinos as a Historian', L’Eciture de la Mémoire.
Littérarité de I’historiographie. Actes de Ille colloque international philologique Nicosie, 6-7-8 mai 2004
(Nicosia 2006), 317-330.

> It is also known that Kantakouzenos held a particular interest in ceremonial. See for Kantakouzenos’
connection to the ceremony book: Niels Gaul, 'The Partridge's Purple Stockings: Observations on the
Historical, Literary and Manuscript Context of Pseudo-Kodinos' Handbook on Court Ceremonial’, in Michael
Grinbart (ed.), Theatron. Rhetorische Kultur in Spatantike und Mittelalter / Rhetorical Culture in Late
Antiquity and the Middle Ages (Berlin / New York 2007), 69-103 (hereafter Gaul, ‘The Partridge’s Purple
Stockings’).
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members of the household staff as well as the guards. It also shows that this hierarchically
ordered part of court society was of utmost importance in Byzantine eyes.

For the individuals holding titles, for the imperial palace and its residents, and for
people who were of lower rank or were household menials, we will have to rely on other
sources. Important work has been done by Erich Trapp and his research group in Vienna,
who composed a prosopographical lexicon of the Palaiologan period (PLP).>* Together
with Pseudo-Kodinos’ treatise, the PLP forms the starting point for research on court
society in the early Palaiologan period. For background information on these individuals,
as well as for the palace and social groups working in it, however, one should turn to the
histories of this period. Luckily, events in the early Palaiologan period are reported by
several well informed historians and their works provide an important personalization of
Pseudo-Kodinos” anonymous titles and ranks and of other people involved in court, as well
as the most extensive information about the imperial residence and the imperial family.
The first important historian of this period, George Pachymeres, is considered a reliable
witness of the people and events he described between the years 1260-1308.% As a
historian he was relatively objective and clear about his likes and dislikes. He obtained a
position both in church and in court,® but did not hesitate to go back on some of his
superiors — the patriarch and emperor Michael V111 (r. 1259-1282). Unfortunately, his style
is archaic and at many points incomprehensible, while his chronology is inconsistent. For

the period after 1308 we have two histories which complement each other: the work of

>2 Erich Trapp, Prosopographisches Lexikon der Palaiologenzeit (Vienna 1976-1996) (hereafter PLP).

>3 | have used the edition (and translation) of Albert Failler, see footnote 19.

> His court title of dikaiophylax is not mentioned in Pseudo-Kodinos’ precedence list, but does occur in
others, of which an edition appears in the appendices of Jean Verpaux’s edition and translation of Pseudo-
Kodinos.
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Nikephoros Gregoras (extending to the year 1359),°>and the one by emperor-historian
John Kantakouzenos (covering the period 1320-1356).%° The histories of Gregoras and
Kantakouzenos should be read with care, but together they give a pretty accurate
description of events and people in the violent first half of the fourteenth century. Gregoras
was initially a supporter of emperor Andronikos 11 (r. 1282-1328), and thus an opponent of
John Kantakouzenos, who had joined the faction around the emperor’s grandson
Andronikos 11 (r.1328-1341). This means that Kantakouzenos’ biased but precise
memoirs, in which he justifies his own actions and presents himself as a heroic figure, can
be compared with Gregoras’ more objective work and vice versa.

Poetry, literature and epistolography also provide information about the people who
formed court society. For example, many individuals appear in the poems of Manuel
Philes. Philes (ca. 1275-1345) held close ties with the imperial court and is a good source
for a prosopography of the early fourteenth century. Then there are important statesmen,
influential churchmen or famous literati whose writings reveal information about court
life.>” Their work can be complemented with information from literary sources in which
allusions to the imperial court can be found. These sources, romances for example, do not

really give us insight in the actual make-up of court society or the palace, but provide an

> . Bekker and L. Schopen (eds.), Nicephori Gregorae historiae Byzantinae. 3 vols. (CSHB; Bonn 1829-
1855) (hereafter Gregoras). A German translation is available in Jan Louis van Dieten, Nikephoros Gregoras.
Rhomaische Geschichte, 5 vols. (Stuttgart 1979) (hereafter Gregoras/Van Dieten).

*% . Schopen (ed.), loannis Cantacuzeni eximperatoris historiarum libri iv. 3 vols. (CSHB; Bonn, 1828-
1832) (hereafter Kantakouzenos). The first books are translated into German by Georgios Fatouros and
Tilman Krischer, Johannes Kantakouzenos. Geschichte (Stuttgart 1982- ) (hereafter
Kantakouzenos/Fatouros). Part of the fourth book is translated into English by Timothy Miller: Timothy
Miller, The History of John Cantacuzenus (Book 1V) (Washington, 1975) (hereafter Miller, The History).

> For example the letters of patriarch Athanaios I, Maximos Planoudes or Michael Gabras (Athanasios I, The
correspondence of Athanasius I, Patriarch of Constantinople : letters to the Emperor Andronicus I,
members of the imperial family, and officials / an edition, translation, and commentary by Alice-Mary Maffry
Talbot (Washington D.C., 1975) ; Michael Gabras, Die Briefe des Michael Gabras (ca. 1290-nach 1350), ed.
Georgios Fatouros, Il vols. (Vienna, 1973) ; Maximos Planoudes, Maximi Monachi Planudis Epistulae, ed.
P. L. M. Leone (Amsterdam, 1991). For more references see the bibliography.
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idea of how Byzantines perceived a court.>® In this respect, the short poem Poulologos
(Book of Birds) deserves special attention.>® This fourteenth-century satire ridicules court
society by representing its members as birds. The story commences with the emperor
(Eagle) summoning all birds to come to the wedding of his son. Upon arrival certain pairs
of birds start to debate each other’s qualities, which is only ended by the emperor’s threat
to send in Falcon and Hawk. Interestingly enough, the poem does not only mirror general
aspects of fourteenth century court society, but also contains allusions to particular
courtiers of that time. It has been suggested, for example, that the paragialites (flamingo?)
represents the nouveau riche Alexios Apokaukos, who successively held the court title of
parakoimomenos and megas doux and was a major player in the upheavals of the first half
of the fourteenth century.® The Poulologos belongs to the genre of Rangstreitliteratur,
which also encompasses the fourteenth century short stories Tale of the Quadrupeds, the
Porikologos (Book of Fruit) and Opsarologos (Book of Fish).®* These epics mock a
meeting of the imperial court through their representation of the actors as respectively
four-footed animals, fruit/vegetables or fish. Niels Gaul noticed about the Fruit and Fish
Books that they ‘ridicule Pseudo-Kodinos’ strict system of precedence’ and ‘clearly
satirize late Byzantine legal procedures’. He also points at a striking similarity with

Pseudo-Kodinos” ceremony book when the Fruit and Fish Books conclude with the

*8 For example, in translation: Gavin Betts, Three Medieval Greek Romances (New York / London 1995) :
Elizabeth Jeffreys, Four Byzantine Novels (Liverpool 2012). For more references, see the bibliography.

> |savellos Tsavare (ed.), O ITovloidyoc (Athens 1987).

% Georgios Makris, 'Zum literarischen Genus des Pulologos', in Nicolaos M. Panayotakis (ed.), Origini della
Letteratura Neogreca. Atti del Secondo Congresso Internationale “Neogreca Medii Aevi™ (Venezia, 7-10
Novembre 1991) (Venice 1993), vol. 1, 391-412, esp. 396-411.

® As argued by Giinter Prinzing, 'Zur byzantinischen Rangstreitliteratur in Prosa und Dichtung', RHM 45
(2003), 241-286 ; Helma Winterwerb (ed.), Porikologos. Einleitung, kritische Ausgabe aller Versionen,
Ubersetzung, Textvergleiche, Glossar, kurze Betrachtungen zu den fremdsprachlichen Versionen des Werks
sowie zum Opsarologos (Neograeca Medii Aevi VI, Cologne, 1992) ; Nick Nicholas and George Baloglou
(eds. and trans.), An Entertaining Tale of Quadrupeds (New York / Chichester, 2003).
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ceremonial acclamation ‘many years’ in a way similar to one described by the protocol.?

Evidently, the genre is strongly linked with late Byzantine court society and as such adds
valuable information to the above mentioned ceremony book, grand narratives or letters.

Other interesting witnesses of late Byzantine court society are the accounts of
foreign visitors to the court. The sources are not extensive, but they offer an outsider’s
view which can prove important for our understanding of court society. There are accounts
of several Western travellers or chroniclers,®® but also descriptions of Russian pilgrims®
and the famous explorer lbn Battuta.®® Lastly, for the chapter on the palace valuable
evidence can be extrapolated from material sources. Although the Byzantine palace used
by the Palaiologan emperors has not survived, there are still some remains of the walls of
the complex left. My survey of the Balat neighbourhood in Istanbul, in Byzantine times the
Blachernai area, where the imperial residence was situated, led to interesting discoveries
concerning the topography and outline of the palace complex.

The main sources that form the pillar of this thesis (the ceremony book and the
histories) deal with the late thirteenth and early fourteenth century. No protocols or major
narratives have survived for the period after that. This is the reason why I choose the
abdication of John Kantakouzenos (1354) as a seemingly arbitrary end date. Moreover, the
choice to cover only the early Palaiologan period is underpinned by historical

developments. In political-economical terms the Byzantine empire especially suffered

%2 Gaul, “The Partridge’s Purple Stockings’, 94-95.

% For crusade and pre-crusade chroniclers see for example Robert of Clari, La Conquéte de Constantinople,
trans. and ed. Peter Noble (British Rencesvals Publications, 3; Edinburgh, 2005) ; Odo of Deuil, De
profectione Ludovici VII in orientem, ed. Virginia Gingerick Berry (New York, 1948). For the later period
see Michael Angold, 'The decline of Byzantium seen through the eyes of western travellers', in Ruth
Macrides (ed.), Travel in the Byzantine World (Aldershot 2002), 213-232. For more references see the
bibliography.

% George P. Majeska, Russian Travelers to Constantinople in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries
(Washinghton D. C., 1984).

® |bn Battuta, in translation: lbn Battuta, Ibn Battuta Travels in Asia and Africa (selections), trans. H. A. R.
Gibb (London 1929).
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from the mid-fourteenth century onwards: its territory had shrunken greatly,
decentralization had diminished the economical importance of the state, two civil wars had
exhausted the treasury, and the Turkish threat had led to a vassal-status (1371). These
developments do not mean, however, that Byzantine court society ceased to exist or that
the grandeur of early-fourteenth century court ceremonial abated. Even in the last decades
of the empire, people frantically tried to obtain high court titles.®® On the other hand, these
developments must have had some impact on the power of the state, the emperor and thus
on the court. Together with the relative lack of sources they determine rightly the terminus
ante quem of my research.

The terminus post quem of 1261 may seem more obvious (the reconquest of
Constantinople by emperor Michael VII1), but is in fact harder to make case for. The only
argument not to include the previous years of Michael VI11’s reign or the Nicean Empire is
to acknowledge the importance of Constantinople — and the imperial Blachernai palace —
for a study of the imperial household. From this point of view, the establishment of a new
dynasty (that of the Palaiologoi) and the reconquest of the Queen of Cities seems a good

starting point.

% Mark Philippides (ed.), The Fall of the Byzantine Empire: A Chronicle by George Sphrantzes 1401-1472
(Amhurst, Mass. 1980), 67.

21



1 THE PALACE

Based upon a manuscript concordance of Niketas Choniates’ History, Alexander Kazhdan
and Michael McCormick state that it was the palace that primarily shaped the Byzantine
court. In Choniates’ narrative, the words for palace (archeion, anaktoron, basileion,
palation and aule) denote the palace as a building, although the term aule seems to be
distinct in the sense that it sometimes occurs ‘in contexts that refer to the body of courtiers
rather than the palace buildings’.®” Also in the Palaiologan period the words for palace
comprised a social element.®® However, the spatial meaning of aule and other words for
palace occurs more often than the social one. Thus, the semantics of the Byzantine
equivalent for “court” imply that the palace took up the most important role in shaping the
Byzantine concept of court.

This chapter examines the court understood in spatial terms. The focus will be on
the main residence of the Palaiologan emperors in Constantinople, the Blachernai palace,
even though we know that they used other palaces too. Under Andronikos Il and
Andronikos Ill, for example, we see a frequent use of residences outside Constantinople,
especially those in Nicaea, Nymphaion, Thessalonike, Adrianople and Didymoteichon.
These palaces were used short-term and mostly for military reasons: in the early 1290s
Andronikos Il stayed in Nymphaion for a couple of years to defend and fortify the
Anatolian border and later, during the first civil war, the counter-court of Andronikos Il1
took up residence in several palaces in Thrace (primarily Didymoteichon). Moreover, in
the early fourteenth century the palace in Thessalonike became the empress’ residence for

a while. However, all these palaces were secondary to the Blachernai palace in

%7 Kazhdan and McCormick, ‘The Social World’, 175.
% As | have argued in the introduction to this thesis, see page 5-6.
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Constantinople and they were inhabited by necessity rather than by choice: the emperor (or
empress) could not be in Constantinople, either for reasons of war or because of troubled
relations within the imperial family. In essence, also in the Palaiologan period the court
was sedentary and the emperors had one main palace: the Blachernai.

A study of the Blachernai palace is bound to encounter many problems. In the first
place it should be noted that scholarly interest in the Blachernai palace has been limited
and has suffered from the fact that the Blachernai palace is considered inferior to the other
imperial palace in Constantinople, the Great Palace.® This is partially due to the
description of the Blachernai palace as small by some foreign visitors. For example, the
chronicler of the fourth crusade Robert of Clari pronounces the Great Palace in a rather
formulaic description as more sizeable than the Blachernai. About the Great Palace he says
that there *were five hundred rooms which were all connected to each other (...) and there

were fully thirty chapels both large and small’,”® whereas in the Blachernai palace ‘there

were two hundred rooms or three hundred’ and ‘there were fully twenty chapels’.”!
Furthermore, our perception of the Blachernai as an inferior palace is also influenced by
the accounts of two Spanish travellers of the fifteenth century, Ruy Gonzalez de Clavijo
and Pero Tafur.’® Tafur, for example, says that the palace ‘must have been very

magnificent, but now it is in such a state that both it and the city show well the evils which

the people have suffered and still endure’ and that *inside, the house is badly kept, except

% This has been noted recently by Ruth Macrides in Ruth Macrides, ‘Ceremonies and the City: the Court in
Fourteenth-century Constantinople’, in Jeroen Duindam, Tilay Artan, and Metin Kunt (eds.), Royal Courts in
Dynastic States and Empires (Leiden 2011), 217-235, 226-232 (hereafter Macrides, ‘Ceremonies and the
City’).

" Robert of Clari actually speaks of Palace of Bucoleon, which in his chronicle may have been a pars pro
toto for the entire Great Palace. Robert of Clari, La Conquéte de Constantinople, trans. and ed. Peter Noble
(BRP 3; Edinburgh 2005), 100-101, 882 (hereafter Clari, La Conquéte de Constantinople).

™ Clari, La Conquéte de Constantinople, 102-103, §83.

2 For their accounts of Byzantium see Michael Angold, ‘The decline of Byzantium seen through the eyes of
western travellers', in Ruth Macrides (ed.), Travel in the Byzantine World (Aldershot 2002), 213-232, 220-
221 and 223-225.

23



certain parts where the emperor, the empress, and attendants can live, although cramped
for space’.”® However, that the Blachernai palace may have been overall smaller than the
Great Palace and that it may have been in a bad state towards the very end of the empire, is
not the only reason why we know so little about the main residence of the Palaiologoi — in
fact, these visitors’ accounts can be contrasted with many others which describe its
magnificence.”” The root of the neglect and misunderstanding of the Blachernai palace
rather lies in the difference between the two Byzantine ceremony books which are the
main sources for the information about the two palaces, the tenth century compilation Book
of Ceremonies and the fourteenth century ceremony book known as Pseudo-Kodinos. Of
the Great palace we know more, because the tenth century Book of Ceremonies describes
numerous ceremonial itineraries through the Great Palace complex and calls all the rooms
and buildings by name, whereas Pseudo-Kodinos, covering the Blachernai palace,
mentions fewer ceremonies and focuses on stationary ceremonial, thereby referring to a
limited amount of rooms which he calls by their generic names. Consequently, while the
Book of Ceremonies lends itself to detailed descriptions of the Great palace buildings,” the
nature of Pseudo-Kodinos has made us think of the Blachernai as a ‘pitifully small®

palace.”

"3 Pero Tafur, Travels and Adventures 1435-1439, trans. and ed. M. Letts (London 1926), 145. Pero Tafur
visited the emperor John V111 in 1437. Although his description of the palace may have been referring to the
Blachernai palace, we cannot be certain. See further: Macrides, ‘Ceremonies and the City’, 230.

" For the perception of the Great Palace and the Blachernai palace in travellers’ accounts see further Peter
Schreiner, 'Zu Gast in den Kaiserpal&sten Konstantinopels. Architektur und Topographie in der Sicht
fremdl&ndischer Betrachter’, in Franz A. Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft. Frihmittelalterliche
Residenzen—Gestalt und Funktion (Byzas 5; Istanbul 2006), 101-134.

"> See for example Michael Featherstone, ‘The Great Palace as reflected in the De Cerimoniis', in Franz A.
Bauer (ed.), Visualisierungen von Herrschaft. Frihmittelalterliche Residenzen—Gestalt und Funktion (Byzas
5; Istanbul 2006), 47-61. Moreover, part of the Great Palace complex has been excavated, see for example
Ernst Mamboury and Theodor Wiegand, Die Kaiserpalaste von Konstantinopel zwischen Hippodrom und
Marmara-Meer (Berlin 1934) and also, for a summary oft he finds and references: Jonathan Bardill,
‘Visualizing the Great Palace of the Byzantine emperors at Constantinople: architecture, text and topography’,
in Franz A. Bauer (ed.), Visualisierung vom Herrschaft (Byzas 5; Istanbul 2006), 5-48.

"® Macrides, ‘Ceremonies and the City’, 232.
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With this in mind, the question should be raised why the Blachernai palace was the
chosen residence of the Palaiologan emperors, and not the more famous Great Palace,
which was still standing by the time Michael VIII entered the capital. In this chapter,
attention will be paid to the benefits of living in the Blachernai palace and to the use of the
palace by the Palaiologoi: why was the Blachernai palace and surroundings the preferred
residence, did the Palaiologan customs and traditions fit the palace buildings, did their
leisure activities suit the Blachernai palace and surroundings, did the social constellation of
the Palaiologan court go well together with the palace and how did the political and
economic situation of the court relate to the architecture of the palace?

Thus far, few scholars have dedicated studies to the architecture of the Blachernai
palace and the appearance of the complex as a whole.”” One might say that the lack of
sources — hardly any material remains, some references to the palace in Byzantine texts
and visitors’ accounts — prevents a full understanding of the architecture, topography, the
nature and the use of the palace, but this is only true to a certain extent. Admittedly, we
will probably never be able to say anything with certainty about the topographical
arrangement of the Blachernai complex until proper archeological excavations bring to
light new findings. Yet, much can be said about the general appearance of the Blachernai

complex and its buildings, providing we examine it in an interdisciplinary way. This

" The archeologists and architectural historians who studied the few material remains of the Blachernai
palace, have mainly tried to locate the buildings which are well known through texts. This has led to many
persistent misinterpretations, for example the identification of the prison mentioned by Anna Komnene with
existing substructures (until today popularly known as Anemas prison, at the time of writing under
restoration). It has also led to different suggestions regarding the contour of the palace complex and different
views on a connection between, for example, the Blachernai palace and the late Byzantine palace known as
Tekfur Saray, the only surviving example of Byzantine residential architecture, which is situated slightly
more to the south, uphill. For a bibliography see Wolfgang Miiller-Wiener, Bildlexikon zur Topographie
Istanbuls: Byzantion-Konstantinupolis-1stanbul bis zum Beginn des 17. Jahrhunderts (Tubingen 1977), 224
(hereafter Miller-Wiener, Bildlexikon).
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approach of the Blachernai palace has been lacking, certainly in recent years.’® Moreover,
no scholarly attention has been paid to the specific nature, use and character of the
Blachernai palace in the Palaiologan period. By combining both textual and material
evidence, it is my aim here to present an up-to-date version of previous research, enriched
with my own survey of the palace complex area undertaken in the spring of 2012 and new
finds from textual research, with a special focus on the appearance of the palace complex
and palace buildings in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth century.

Secondly, 1 would like to approach our knowledge of the Blachernai palace and its
architecture differently by putting it in a wider context. Because of its unclear architecture
and topography, the Blachernai palace has been overlooked in broader discussions about
trends in residential architecture. This is a pity, since it may have been a crucial link in the
development of residential architecture in late Byzantium. The general impression of the
palace complex is that it had a different outlook and development from the other main
palace in the city, the Great Palace. The latter has been described a sprawling complex,
with ‘comfortable, irregular, horizontal growth’.”® The Blachernai palace, on the other
hand, has been labeled a fortified castle, which was especially used as a residence by the
Komnenoi, who build halls of great splendour.2® However, these descriptions may not do
justice to the changes and developments these palaces underwent during their long
existence. For example, we know that a part of the Great Palace was enwalled and

enforced under Nikephoros Phokas in the tenth century, while fortifications to the

"8 The forthcoming article of Neslihan Asutay-Effenberger may be seen as an example of this approach. | am
grateful to Neslihan Asutay-Effenber and Scott Redford for allowing me to read it. Neslihan Asutay-
Effenberger, "The Blachernai Palace and its Defense’, in Scott Redford (ed.), Cities and Citadels (Istanbul,
forthcoming) (hereafter Asutay-Effenberger, ‘The Blachernai Palace’).

™ paul Magdalino, 'The Byzantine Aristocratic Oikos', in Michael Angold (ed.), The Byzantine Aristocracy,
IX-XII Centuries (BAR International Series 221, Oxford 1984), 92-111, 96 (hereafter Magdalino, ‘The
Byzantine Aristocratic Oikos’).

8 0ODB I, 293, also for references.
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Blachernai palace were completed as late as the 1330s.2! Thus, the Blachernai of the
Palaiologoi may have been an enforced version of the Blachernai of the Komnenoi, which
in turn may have been not so different from the fortified Great Palace in the tenth century.
Moreover, what no-one has examined thus far is whether the Blachernai palace of the
Palaiologoi was part of a regional tendency in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries to
fortify residences, in fact to create palace-citadels. This idea has been advanced by
Slobodan Curéi¢, who relates the increase in fortification architecture in this period with
the political and military insecurity of the last centuries of the Byzantine empire.®? It is
worth investigating if the Blachernai palace as a whole can be seen as an example of the
palace-citadel type, which was in vogue in the later Middle Ages, both in the East and

West Mediterranean.

8 Magdalino, ‘The Byzantine Aristocratic Oikos’, 96.
8 Slobodan Curci¢, 'Late Medieval Fortified Palaces in the Balkans: Security and Survival', Mnemeio kai
periballon, 6 (2000), 11-41 (hereafter Curcic, ‘Late Medieval Fortified Palaces’).

27



1.1 THE BLACHERNAI PALACE AS THE RESIDENCE OF CHOICE
Initially, after having reconquered Constantinople in the summer of 1261, Michael VIII
came to live in the Great Palace, and not in the Blachernai palace. Gregoras and
Pachymeres try to explain how this decision was made. According to Gregoras, the
Blachernai palace was not an option because it ‘was mostly filled with dust and ashes’.%
Pachymeres elaborates that on the fifteenth of August of 1261, the exact day that Michael
VI solemnly marched into the city, while the sun was burning and the procession was
well underway, it was decided to put him up in the Great Palace because
the one [ie. the palace] of the Blachernai was not ready to be an imperial dwelling;
for it was full of smoke and Italian soot, with which banqueters of Baldwin,
because of his total lack of education, had blackened the walls of the palace, so that
the cleaning would be a major task; also it [moving into the Great Palace] was
befitting for reasons of security for an emperor who entered the city for the first
time, [the city] which was in a turbulent state.3
In this passage Pachymeres gives two reasons why the emperor moved into the Great
Palace. One has to do with the unsteady situation in Constantinople, although it is not clear
why the Great Palace was a safer residence than the Blachernai palace. Perhaps because it
was located further from the damaged city walls. The other reason refers to the condition
of the palace. Apparently, the Blachernai palace had been left in a poor state by its
previous inhabitant, the Latin ruler Baldwin II, and was in need of cleaning before an
emperor could move in.

The fact that both Gregoras and Pachymeres feel the need to explain why Michael

VIII took residence in the Great Palace and not in the Blachernai palace implies that the

8 v 10 mAeToTOV YE KOmVOD Kol KOVEMC spnsnkncps\/ov (Gregoras |, 87.22-23).

70 yop TV Bloayepv@dv ovk edtpenddc fiv Exetv Tpog TV THV Puciiéwv kotoiknotv: Eyelle yop xomvod kai
AMyvoog TroAiic, v oi Tod Bakﬁomvov dartarevtol €K TOAATG T 1d1wTeiog Ekeivov TolC TV owoucrop(ov
T0f)01g TPOGETATTOV, (g EPYoV elvan TV éxeivov kébapowy, fplo 8 8Tt kol el do@aleloy ikavdg elye
Baocilebol mpdTwg EmPact TOewmS, TAOV TpayUdT®V TETOpOYHEVRS £xovong. (Pachymeres I, 219.7-10).
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latter was expected to be the imperial dwelling. We know that the previous ruler, Baldwin
I, had resided in the palace too, but before 1204 the Great Palace had been mostly the
imperial residence of choice.® It is therefore important to investigate why the Blachernai
palace was so likely to become the main palace of the Palaiologoi. The reasons for
choosing this palace had to do with its location in the Blachernai area: the palace complex
was situated in the far north-west corner of the city, on one side bordering the sea walls of
the Golden Horn, on the other side protected by land walls (fig 1). Residing in this area had
several benefits. Firstly, the gates of the land walls gave immediate access to the
countryside. This hinterland contained an area which was known under the name
Philopation, an attractive escape from the city and popular park for hunting and leisure.®
Although the Philopation is not mentioned by name in the Palaiologan literature, we may
assume that the park was used by the Palaiologan emperors who were keen on hunting
(Michael VIII and especially Andronikos 111).2” The Philopation consisted of an outer park
and an inner, walled area with pavilions, among which the so-called palace of Manganes.®
The combination of a ruler’s residence with a leisure park with pavilions nearby was not
unusual in Anatolia. The setting and function of the Philopation, with its proximity to the

Blachernai palace, has for example been compared to the Rum Seljuq palace parks from

® Ruth Macrides, ‘The Citadel of Byzantine Constantinople’ in Scott Redford ed. Cities and Citadels
(Istanbul, forthcoming), 7 and 16 (hereafter Macrides, ‘The Citadel’). | am grateful to Ruth Macrides for
allowing me to read this article before publication.

% That the Philopation was located outside the Blachernai walls and not two kilometers more to the south, a
position proposed by Raymond Janin in Raymond Janin, Constantinople Byzantine (Paris 1964), Map of
Constantinople (hereafter Janin, Constantinople Byzantine), has been convincingly argued by Henry Maguire
in Henry Maguire, 'The Philopation as a Setting for Imperial Ceremonial and Display’, ByzF 30 (2011), 71-
82, 71-73 (hereafter Maguire, ‘“The Philopation’) as well as in Henry Maguire, 'Gardens and Parks in
Constantinople’, DOP 54 (2000), 251-264, 252-254 (hereafter Maguire, ‘Gardens and Parks’).

8 For the Philopation and its use in Palaiologan times see Costas Constantinides, 'Byzantine Gardens and
Horticulture in the Late Byzantine Period, 1204-1453: The Secular Sources', in Anthony Littlewood, Henry
Maguire, and Joachim Wolschke-Bulmahn (eds.), Byzantine Garden Culture (Washington D.C. 2002), 87-
103, esp. 96-97 (hereafter Constantinides, ‘Byzantine Gardens’).

8 paul Magdalino notes that Raymond Janin wrongly identifies the Manganes palace with the Palace of
Mangana: Paul Magdalino, 'Medieval Constantinople’, in Paul Magdalino (ed.), Studies on the History and
Topography of Byzantine Constantinople (Aldershot 2007), 1-111, 81-82n147 (hereafter Magdalino,
‘Medieval Constantinople’). See also Janin, Constantinople Byzantine, 138-145.
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the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.®® The park around the thirteenth-century Laskarid
palace at Nymphaion can be seen as another example.*

In the twelfth century, when the French king Louis VII was put up in the Philopation,
the chronicler Odo of Deuil describes the park as a ‘lovely place’” (deliciarium locus),
which contained ‘various kinds of game’, “canals and ponds’ and ‘certain palaces which
the emperors had built as their springtime retreat’.** His Byzantine contemporary, John
Kinnamos, refers to the Philopation as ‘an imperial dwelling place’, which is ‘overgrown
with leaves and produces rich grass’ and ‘bears everywhere a green appearance’.*” Since
the Philopation was located outside the Blachernai area, the location of the Blachernai
palace, as Steven Runciman already stated, made it easy to ride out for hunting and leisure,
without the emperor having to ride through the city.” The historian Niketas Choniates

further reveals that the Philopation could be seen from the Blachernai palace complex:

8 Scott Redford, 'Thirteenth-Century Rum Seljuq Palaces and Palace Imagery', Ars Orientalis, 23 (1993),
219-236, 219 (hereafter Redford, ‘Thirteenth-Century Rum Seljuq Palaces’). For Seljuq parks and pavilions
see also: Scott Redford, 'Just Landscape in Medieval Anatolia’, Studies in the History of Gardens and
Designed Landscapes, 20/4 (2000), 313-324 and Scott Redford, Landscape and the State in Medieval
Anatolia: Seljuk Gardens and Pavilions of Alanya, Turkey (BAR International Series 893; Oxford 2000).

% Suna Cagaptay, 'How Western is it? The Palace at Nymphaion and its Architectural Setting', in Ayla
Odekan, Engin Akyiirek, and Nevra Necipoglu (eds.), On ikinci ve on Ggtlinct yiizyillarda Bizans degisim /
Change in the Byzantine world in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. 1. uluslararasi Sevgi Gonul Bizans
arastirmalari sempozyumu / First international Sevgi Gonul Byzantine Studies Symposium (Istanbul, 25-28
Haziran / June 2007, 2010), 357-362 (hereafter Cagaptay, ‘How Western is it?’).

% speciosus multimodam venationem includes, conductus etiam aquarum et stagna continens. (...) quae
imperatores ad iocunditatem vernorum temporum sibi fundaverant. (Odo of Deuil, De profectione Ludovici
VIl in orientem 3, ed. and trans. Virginia Gingerick Berry (New York 1965), 48) (hereafter Odo of Deuil, De
profectione). For the Philopation and its use see further: Maguire, ‘The Philopation’ ; Anthony Littlewood,
‘Gardens of the palaces’, in Henry Maguire (ed.), Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 1204 (Washington
D.C., 1997) ; Henry Maguire, ‘Gardens and Parks in Constantinople' ; Nancy P. Sevéenko, 'Wild Animals in
the Byzantine Park’, in Anthony Littlewood, Henry Maguire, and Joachim Wolschke-Bulmahn (eds.),
Byzantine Garden Culture (Washington D.C., 2002), 69-86.

9 ¢v 8¢ 10 kaTavTikpd TEWEOV BacAK® yeyovic évdtontipatt, & ikomdriov dvopdlovoty ovk olda eite TV
@iV aivittopevol dtatpipry (dveoty yap Tve mopEyetol Koi gpoviidmy amalloynyv Toig £k TdV AoTik®V
Tapdymwv £vBade dmarloccopévolg) gite kol TV @UALOIG KOPUMGV oAV T€ dayiAi] dvigioay (AUEAaQTS YO
0 y®pog Kai Eniyloov amavtoyf eépeL 10 TPOcmTOV), Eviedbev T® mepifOig mpooeiye Tod doteoc. (John
Kinnamos, loannis Cinnami epitome rerum ab loanne et Alexio Comnenis gestarum, ed. A. Meineke (CSHB;
Bonn 1863), 74.19-75.3). Translation by C. M. Brand, Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus by John
Kinnamos (New York, 1976), 63.

% Steven Runciman, 'Blachernae Palace and its Decoration', in Giles Robertson and George Henderson
(eds.), Studies in Memory of David Talbot Rice (Edinburgh, 1975), 279.
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Often, he [emperor Isaac Il Angelos (r. 1185-1195, and 1203-1204)] held newly
wrought arrows in his hands and said that he would have them sharpened in order
to pierce the hearts of the Germans. Then he would point to a window of the palace
of the Blachernai through which were visible the plains outside the battlements that
were suitable for horsemanship and that sloped down to the Philopatia, and he
would say that the missiles would be shot through it, to strike down the Germans,
thus moving his listeners to laughter.®*
This passage shows that the Philopation was situated relatively close to the walls and
provided not only a beautiful view for spectators from the twelfth century Blachernai
palace and a location for horse-riding and hunting, but could also accommodate military
camps. This made the site of the Blachernai palace complex vulnerable when the city was
under siege. Indeed, Anna Komnene implies that arrows fired off from outside the city
walls could reach someone standing in a room of the Blachernai palace building ascribed
to Alexios | Komnenos (r. 1081-1118).% Similar stories are told about a pre-Komnenian
structure located behind the Blachernai walls, from where Constantine I’X Monomachos (r.
1042-1055) could see the enemy on the plain in front of the city and was nearly hurt by an
arrow shot through the window.*®
The Blachernai palace’s location next to the Constantinopolitan hinterland had

another important benefit. Fresh water was channeled in from outside the city, most

probably from the Hadrianic water supply line, situated north of Constantinople, in the area

9 BéAn veoydhievTa @EpmV TOAAKIC &V TV YepOTv TadT’ EQAOKEV GKOVEV Kaw Kapdiog nayncousva TRV
Alapovdv: deucvimv 88 kol Tapddvpov &v Toic Bactreiolg TV Bhayepvdv, St fig Opatd v To inmAAato
nedia ta EEwBev TV Emddéewv &v Toig Drhomatiog kabvrTidlovra, €k TadTNg EAeye HEALELY APLEVOL TO
Bédepva, BarAewv te Kol KATOBAALEW TOVG AAUHOVODG, DOTE KOl &V YELMTL TIYETO TOTC AKOVOVGL TO AEYOEVAL.
(Niketas Choniates, Nicetae Choniatae historia, ed. Johannes van Dieten (Berlin 1975), 404.18-23)
(hereafter Choniates). Translation by Henry Maguire in Maguire, ‘Gardens and Parks in Constantinople, 235,
adapted from H. J. Magoulias, trans., O City of Byzantium, Annals of Niketas Choniates (Detroit 1984), 222.
% Anna Komnene, Annae Comnenae Alexias, eds. A. Kambylis and D. R. Reinsch (CFHB. Series
Berolinensis XL/1; Berlin / New York 2001), 10.9.6.1-4 (hereafter Komnene, Alexiad).

% Michael Psellos, Michel Psellos. Chronographie ou histoire d'un siécle de Byzance (976-1077), ed. E.
Renauld, 2 vols. (Paris 1926-1928), 6.9.1-7 (hereafter Psellos) and John Zonaras, loannis Zonarae epitomae
historiarum libri xviii, ed. T. Buttner-Wobst (CSHB; Bonn 1897), 628.10-629.13. For a commentary on the
significance of these passages for the location of a pre-Komnenian building with a balcony looking out over
the fields, see Neslihan Asutay-Effenberger, ‘The Blachernai Palace’.
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of the present-day Belgrade forest.”” We know that Andronikos | Komnenos (r. 1183-
1185) rebuilt the underground water channel leading to the ‘agora’ and fed water into it
from the river Hydralis. This rebuilt conduit supplied the Blachernai area and beyond.”
From the historian Gregoras, a frequent visitor of the Blachernai palace, we know that in
Palaiologan times water was flowing in the courtyard of the palace complex.*® The
fountain on a small square in front of the lvaz Efendi Camii, noticed by nineteenth and
early twentieth century scholars, confirms the presence of waterworks in this area.'® In the
vicinity of the palace complex was also a natural source, or holy spring (hagiasma), which
had been frequented by the emperors for its healing qualities from the fifth century
onwards. Next to the spring stood a church, the public Blachernai church, containing
several important relics and a much-revered icon.®* The Blachernai church was sometimes
used for ceremonies by the Palaiologan emperors.’% The Blachernai area was further
dotted with other churches and monasteries, among others the Chora monastery, lavishly
restored in the fourteenth century by magnate Theodore Metochites.

There were more benefits to residing in the Blachernai area. The palace complex
was, for example, surrounded by houses of aristocrats. As Vassilios Kidonopoulos has
shown, from information about restorations and newly build houses, most of the early

Palaiologan aristocrats and magnates chose their residence in the Blachernai-, Kynegoi-

%" James Crow, Jonathan Bardill, and Richard Bayliss, The water supply of Byzantine Constantinople
(London 2008), 22.

% Choniates, 329.18-330.3.

% Gregoras |, 431.22-432.2.

190 The fountain and a large tree next to it are mentioned as a starting point for a tour of the area in Gustave
Schlumberger, Les iles des princes. Le palais et I'église des Blachernes. La grande muraillle de Byzance
(Paris 1925, 2nd edition). The fountain also appears on Pervititch” insurance map (fig. 9). At present there is
still a fountain in front of the lvaz Efendi Camii.

101 The Blachernai spring, or Hagiasma, was part of the larger Blachernai church complex. In the fifth
century there was a church built at the spring, at that time located outside the city walls. Emperor Leo | (457-
474) added a parekklesion to contain relics of the Virgin imported from the Holy Land and build a Hagion
Lousma over the spring. The first imperial apartment close to the parekklesion is also attributed to him. For
the Blachernai church complex see Raymond Janin, Les églises et les monastéres de Constantinople (La
géographie ecclésiastique de I'Empire byzantin, I11; Paris 1969), 161-171.

192 pseudo-Kodinos, 243.17, 246.4-5, 286.15.
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and Petra quarters, which confirms the importance of the north-west part of the city.® In

Palaiologan Constantinople, the political and administrative centre was located in the
Blachernai area and was separated from the religious centre around the Hagia Sophia.'®*
With the presence of the imperial family and aristocrats the north-west had become a new
heart of the city, opposing the old city centre which housed the Great Palace (occasionally
used), the Hagia Sophia and the patriarchal seat. In between these areas, along the Golden
Horn, as well as on the other side of the Golden Horn (the Byzantine suburb Pera, which in
Palaiologan times contained the Genoese fortified Galata area), were the major commercial
centres. Under the Palaiologoi, the great warehouses and the principal food market were
situated along the coastline of the Goldern Horn, between the Constantinian wall and the
Theodosian/Komnenian wall.'®® As Paul Magdalino explains, although the shift towards
this configuration started with the Komnenoi, the new outline of the city became most
visible in Palaiologan Byzantium. % In this light we may perhaps put Gregoras’ mention of
the Blachernai area as an acropolis: the Blachernai palace and surroundings formed one of
the new elevated hearts of Constantinople.™”’

Besides the above-mentioned reasons why the surroundings of the Blachernai
palace complex made it the best choice for an imperial residence, one could also argue that
the customs and traditions inherited from the Komnenoi required a specific setting. In a
recent publication, Ruth Macrides shows that the ceremonial of the Palaiologoi, as it

appears in Pseudo-Kodinos, fitted the Blachernai palace perfectly. With its use of a limited

103 yassilios Kidonopoulos, Bauten in Konstantinopel 1204-1328: Verfall und Zerstérung, Restaurierung,
Umbau und Neubau von Profan- und Sakralbauten (Wiesbaden 1994), 236 (hereafter Kidonopoulos, Bauten
in Konstantinopel).

104 Magdalino, ‘Medieval Constantinople’, 76.

105 pachymeres 1V, 637-639 ; Gregoras |, 21 ; Gregoras |1, 847. Magdalino, ‘Medieval Constantinople’, 100.
108 Magdalino, ‘Medieval Constantinople’, 75ff. For a short overview of the development of Constantinople
in the Middle Ages see: Paul Magdalino, 'Medieval Constantinople: Built Environment and Urban
Development’, in Angeliki E. Laiou (ed.), The Economic History of Byzantium. From the Seventh through the
Fifteenth Century (Washington D.C. 2002), vol. 2, 529-537.

197 Gregoras 11, 775.2-3 and 11-13.
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amount of space (chamber, hall and chapel around a central courtyard), appearances on
high places (facilitated by the high buildings of the Komnenoi) and the occasional use of
the Blachernai church, t