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Abstract: The impact of the Latin conquest of Constantinople has often been treated 
from either the perspective of the Western newcomers who established themselves in 
various Byzantine territories, or from the perspective of the Byzantines who left the 
regions that came under Latin control and who managed to establish themselves 
elsewhere (Nicaea, Epiros, Trebizond). In this contribution the momentous consequences 
of the Fourth Crusade are addressed from the perspective of those Byzantines that came 
under Latin rule. By zooming in on a selection of individuals and subgroups a picture is 
sketched of the varied Byzantine experience within the confines of the (Latin) Empire 
of Constantinople after 1204. Attention will be given to the various – political, religious, 
socio-economic and cultural – spheres of society. The focus is on the capital and the 
region around Constantinople, but other regions come into view as well (Thessaloniki, 
Adrianople, Philippopolis, Achaia/Morea, Attica, Beotia, Euobia, Crete, etc.). 
Chronologically this contribution is primarily limited to the period until the loss of Latin 
Constantinople in 1261. 

Keywords: Byzantium – Frankokratia – Latin Romania – political history – church 
history – cultural history 

 

Апстракт: Утицај латинског освајања Цариграда често је разматран или из 
перспективе западних дошљака који су се настанили у различитим византијским 
областима или из перспективе Византинаца који су напустили области које су пале 
под контролу Латина и населили се на другим местима (у Никеји, Епиру, 
Трапезунту). У овом раду, значајне последице Четвртог крсташког рата 
сагледавају се из перспективе оних Византинаца који су пали под власт Латина. 
Стављањем тежишта на одређене појединце и подгрупе, дата је слика различитих 
византијских искустава у оквирима (Латинског) царства у Цариграду након 1204. 
године. Пажња је посвећена различитим – политичким, религијским, друштвено-
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привредним и културним – сферама друштва. Акценат је стављен на престоницу 
и област око Цариграда, али су размотрене и друге области (Солун, Хадријанопољ, 
Филипољ, Ахаја/Мореја, Атика, Беотија, Еубеја, Крит итд.). Рад је хронолошки 
ограничен пре свега на период до губитка латинског Цариграда 1261. године. 

Кључне речи: Византија, франкократија, латинска Романија, политичка 
историја, црквена историја, културна историја  

 
 
 

Introduction 

 
In 1203–1204 the Byzantine – or (East-)Roman – Empire was faced with a 

series of exceptional events.1 Its impregnable deemed capital was captured 
twice by a crusader army. Next the crusaders from their ranks proclaimed and 
crowned a new emperor, count Baldwin of Flanders and Hainault. The 
Empire’s territories were divided among the crusade’s chief leaders, including 
marquis Boniface of Monferrat and the city of Venice represented by doge 
Enrico Dandolo, all to be held as fiefs – with the most important constituting 
largely autonomous regions – by the new Latin emperor. The patriarchal throne 
of Constantinople likewise became Latinized, with the Venetian Thomas 
Morosini replacing the Byzantine occupant John X Kamateros. Faced with 
these developments, a part of the Byzantine Constantinopolitan ruling elite 
chose to flee the city. Together or in competition with local Byzantine elites 
they succeeded in establishing regional principalities in both Asia Minor and 
Western Greece, which all at one point or another claimed the imperial legacy.2   
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1 In this contribution I use the term ‘Byzantine(s)’ as an equivalent of “East Roman(s)”, 
referring to people from lands belonging to (or claimed by) the Eastern Empire and with a 
political or religious attachment to its central authorities (emperor, patriarch). The term 
‘Latin(s)’ refers to people with roots in Western Europe and belonging to the Roman Church. 

2 On the political fragmentation of the Byzantine space after 1204 with a number of what 
sometimes have been called Latin and Byzantine ‘successor states’ (with further references): 
Jean Longnon, L’empire latin de Constantinople, Paris 1949. Robert L. Wolff, Studies in the 
Latin Empire of Constantinople, London 1976. Antonio Carile, Per una storia dell’impero 
latino di Constantinopoli (1204–1261), 2nd ed., Il mondo medievale. Sezione di storia bizantina 
e slava 2, Bologna 1978. Filip Van Tricht, The Latin Renovatio of Byzantium. The Empire of 
Constantinople (1204–1228), The Medieval Mediterranean 90, Leiden 2011. Michael Angold, 
A Byzantine Government in Exile. The Empire of Nicaea, Oxford, 1975. John S. Langdon, 
John III Ducas Vatatzes’ Byzantine Empire in Anatolian Exile, 1222–54. The Legacy of His 
Diplomatic, Military and Internal Program for the “Restitutio Orbis”, Ann Arbor 1980. 
Donald M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros, Oxford 1957. François Bredenkamp, The 
Byzantine Empire of Thessaloniki, 1224–1242, Thessaloniki 1996. Anthony A. M. Bryer, The 
Empire of Trebizond and the Pontos, London 1980. 



The crusade expedition arrived in Constantinople in the late spring of 1203 
at the request of and accompanied by prince Alexios (IV) Angelos, who aspired 
to the imperial throne. His father Isaac II (1185–1195) had been deposed by the 
latter’s brother Alexios III (1195–1203). The latter had also imprisoned his 
nephew, but Alexios managed to escape to the West, where he contacted and 
visited the papal court, his brother-in-law and German king (rex Romanorum) 
Philip of Swabia (married to his sister Irene), and ultimately the crusade army’s 
leaders in search of aid. Faced with the crusade army, emperor Alexios III lost 
heart and abandoned his capital to his nephew and his Western helpers. Next 
Alexios IV and his father Isaac II ruled for a few months, but both soon ended 
up dead because their politics were perceived as too pro-Latin by part of the 
ruling elite, giving rise to a palace revolution led by Alexios (V) Doukas. This 
in turn resulted in the crusade army capturing Constantinople a second time, 
now for themselves.3 

Existing historiography has mostly either treated the Latin take-over from 
the perspective of the Western newcomers and their establishment in Byzantine 
territories, or from the perspective of the group of Byzantines who left the 
regions that came under (some form of) Latin control and who established 
themselves outside Latin territory. In this contribution I would like to address 
the momentous events of 1204 and their consequences from the perspective of 
those Byzantines that stayed, either by choice or by necessity, under Latin rule 
or suzerainty. This group has up until now been underexposed in existing 
historiography. By zooming in on a selection of individuals and subgroups I 
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3 The bibliography on the Fourth Crusade is very extensive. A number of recent studies: Donald 
E. Queller, and Thomas F. Madden, The Fourth Crusade. The Conquest of Constantinople, 2nd 
ed., Philadelphia 1997. Michael Angold, The Fourth Crusade: Event and Context, Harlow 
2003. Jonathan Phillips, The Fourth Crusade and the Sack of Constantinople, London 2005. 
Overviews of existing historiography: Donald E. Queller, The Latin conquest of 
Constantinople, New York 1971. Thomas F. Madden, “Outside and inside the fourth crusade”, 
International History Review 17 (1995) 726–743. Michel Balard, “L’historiographie 
occidentale de la quatrième croisade”, in: Angeliki E. Laiou (ed.), Urbs Capta. The Fourth 
Crusade and its consequences, Paris 2005, 161–174. The 800th anniversary of the crusade also 
produced several collections of articles in the past decade: Angeliki Laiou, ed., Urbs Capta. The 
Fourth Crusade and its consequences, Paris 2005. Gherardo Ortalli, Giorgio Ravegnani and 
Peter Schreiner, eds., Quarta crociata. Venezia, Bisanzio, Impero latino, 2 vols., Venice 2006. 
Thomas F. Madden, ed., The Fourth Crusade: Event, Aftermath, and Perceptions. Papers from 
the Sixth Conference of the Society for the Study of the Crusades and the Latin East, Istanbul, 
Turkey, 25–29 August 2004, Crusades – Subsidia 2, Aldershot 2008. Filip Van Tricht, “Venice’s 
Need for Settling the ‘Byzantine question’ by Conquest: The Fourth Crusade’s Second Siege 
of Constantinople (early 1204)”, in: Byzantion’dan Constantinopolis’e İstanbul Kuşatmaları, 
Murat Arslan and Turhan Kaçar, eds., Istanbul 2017, 311–334.  



will sketch a picture of the continuities and discontinuities in the Byzantine 
space during this period in order to complement current views. Attention will 
be given to the political, religious, socio-economic and cultural spheres of 
society. I will focus on the capital and the region around Constantinople, but 
other regions will come into view as well (Thessaloniki, Achaia/Morea, Attica, 
Beotia, Euobia, Crete, etc.). Chronologically this contribution will be limited 
primarily to the first six decades of Frankokratia, until the loss of Latin 
Constantinople in 1261.  

One of the reasons why historians generally have tended to neglect the said 
group no doubt must be that they have left only modest traces in the preserved 
sources. The Latin Empire has left no chronicle in Greek tracing of its history 
compared, for example, to the well-known work by the Nicaean politician 
George Akropolites. There are no letter collections of prominent churchmen 
such as those available in the principality of Epiros and the later Empire of 
Thessaloniki (such as, for instance, Demetrios Chomatenos, the archbishop of 
Ochrid, and John Apokaukos, the bishop of Naupaktos). Also lacking are 
charter collections of Byzantine religious institutions in Latin controlled 
regions, which are, for example, available in the Empire of Nicaea. This 
observation in itself could be taken as meaningful, but personally I would not 
attach too much importance to it. It should, on the contrary, be stressed that 
similar Latin source material is largely lacking as well. I have argued elsewhere 
that the preservation of documents from the period 1204–1261 must not have 
been a priority – quite the contrary, while conscious damnatio memoriae is 
also a possibility to consider.4  

 
 
 The Angeloi in Latin Romania 

 
Although a new Western imperial dynasty now occupied the 

Constantinopolitan throne and Latin lords acquired extensive hereditary feudal 
principalities and other fiefs, this did not mean that the pre-1204 Byzantine 
elite was absent in the Latin Empire. A part of it – in particular those who were 
closely associated with the regimes of Alexios III Angelos and Alexios V 
Doukas, and were therefore turned down by the new emperor Baldwin I and his 
most important vassal, Boniface of Montferrat, the ruler of Thessaloniki – of 
course did flee the capital to either Epiros, Bulgaria, or Nicaea, where, for 
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4 Filip Van Tricht, The Horoscope of Emperor Baldwin II. Political and Sociocultural Dynamics 
in Latin-Byzantine Constantinople, The Medieval Mediterranean, Leiden 2019, 149. 

 



example, Alexios III’s son-in-law Theodore Laskaris had sought refuge.5 
However, another part of the Byzantine elite chose to work with the Latin 
newcomers, who indeed did not ban Byzantine aristocrats from the positions 
of power. One underexposed aspect in this respect is how both in 
Constantinople and in Thessaloniki the Latin rulers throughout the period 
1204–1261 tried to establish and maintain close connections with the lineage 
of, in Latin eyes, the most recent legitimate Byzantine emperors, Isaac II and 
his son Alexios IV. The intention was clear: if members of the former imperial 
family accepted the Latin emperors as the legitimate rulers of the Byzantine 
Empire, why then should other Byzantine magnates or the population in 
general have doubts? Boniface of Montferrat lost no time in marrying in 1204 
Isaac II’s widow, Margaret of Hungary, in the process establishing himself as 
the stepfather of Margaret’s two sons with Isaac, Manuel (born around 1193–
1195) and John Angelos (born shortly after 1195 probably). The political value 
of Isaac’s young sons was not lost on Boniface: during his short-lived quarrel 
in the summer of 1204 with emperor Baldwin over Thessaloniki he proclaimed 
Manuel as emperor in front of the Byzantine population of Didymoteichon in 
Thrace.6 Afterwards, around 1205–1206, Manuel or John seems to have fitted 
in a plan Boniface had for the Thessalonikan church, which is mentioned in the 
papal registers but without any details.7 In spite of this, after 1204 Manuel and 
John must have continued to enjoy a predominantly Byzantine aristocratic 
upbringing. Their stepfather already died in 1207 and after this their 
Byzantinophile mother was in charge of their education.8    
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5 See for example: Donald M. Nicol, “Refugees, mixed population and local patriotism in 
Epiros and western Macedonia after the fourth crusade”, in: XVe Congrès international 
d’Etudes byzantines. Rapports et co-rapports, Athènes 1976. Teresa Shawcross, “The 
Aftermath of the Fourth Crusade: The Lost Generation (c. 1204 – c. 1222): Political Allegiance 
and Local Interests under the Impact of the 4th Crusade”, in: Identities and allegiances in the 
Eastern Mediterranean after 1204, Judith Herrin and Guillaume Saint-Guillain, eds., Farnham 
2011, 9–45. 

6 Benjamin Hendrickx, “Boniface de Montferrat et Manuel Angelos, empereur “manqué” de 
Byzance (1204)”, Byzantinos Domos 12 (2001) 71–75. On the conflict between Baldwin and 
Boniface: Thomas F. Madden, “The Latin Empire of Constantinople’s Fractured Foundation: 
The Rift between Boniface of Montferrat and Baldwin of Flanders”, in: The Fourth Crusade: 
Event, Aftermath, and Perceptions. Papers from the Sixth Conference of the Society for the 
Study of the Crusades and the Latin East, Istanbul, Turkey, 25–29 August 2004, Thomas F. 
Madden, ed., Aldershot 2008, 45–52. 

7 Innocentius III, Regesta, Jacques-Paul Migne, ed., Patrologia Latina 215, Roma 1855, n° 
189–190, col. 1028–1029. 

8 On Margaret of Hungary: M. Wertner, “Margarethe von Ungarn, Kaiserin von Griechenland 
und Königin von Thessalonich”, Vierteljahrschrift für Siegel-, Wappen- und Familienkunde 
17 (1890) 219–255. Aloysius L. Tautu, “Margarethe di Ungheria imperatrice di Bisancio”,  



Meanwhile emperor Henry (1206–1216) tried to establish his own 
connection with the Angeloi. The anonymous Chronicle of Laon under the 
year 1208 mentions that Henry proposed to the German king of the Romans 
Philip of Swabia (1198–1208) to marry one of his daughters by his wife Irene 
Angelina, herself a daughter of Isaac II Angelos.9 Philip however refused, 
leading Henry to create his own connections with the Angeloi in Thessaloniki. 
During his 1208–1209 campaign to establish imperial authority vis-à-vis his 
Lombard vassals in Thessaloniki and southern Greece, he built good relations 
with Margaret and her sons. He not only upheld the rights to Thessaloniki of 
Demetrios, Margaret’s young son by Boniface, but also granted the former 
empress and all her sons extensive landed possessions in southern Thessaly, 
including Besaina, Demetrias and the two Halmyroi.10 It is obvious that Henry 
intended for Manuel – who by this time was nearing adulthood – and John 
Angelos to be key players in the region alongside their younger half-brother 
Demetrios. Henry’s successors – his sister Yolande (1217–1219) or her son 
Robert of Courtenay (1221–1227) – continued to keep a lively interest in the 
two brothers’ futures. At some point John Angelos married Mathilde of 
Courtenay, a daughter of empress Yolande and her husband emperor Peter of 
Courtenay (1217–1218). John must have been in his early twenties by 1217 at 
the latest and it sounds logical that a suitable marriage partner was sought for 
him around that time. We know that emperor Henry around 1215 had already 
married his sister’s daughter Margaret to king Andrew II of Hungary. Empress 
Yolande herself married her daughter Mary to emperor of Nicaea Theodore I 
Laskaris (1206/08–1221), her daughter Agnes to prince of Achaia Geoffrey II 
of Villehardouin, and another daughter probably to tsar Boril of Bulgaria. In 
1221 Robert appears to have married one of his relatives to the Serbian king 
Stephen II Nemanja.11 John marrying Mathilde (° around 1210) on the initiative 
of either Yolande or Robert would fit this pattern well, presumably before his 
retreat to Hungary, following the successful conquests in Thessaly and 
Macedonia by the ruler of Epiros Theodore Doukas, ultimately crowned with 
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 Antemurale 3 (1956) 51–79. An introduction to Byzantine childhood: Cecily Hennessy, 
“Young People in Byzantium”, in: A Companion to Byzantium, Liz James ed., Chichester 
2010, 81–92. 

9 Chronicon universalis anonymi Laudunensis, Georg Waitz, ed., Monumenta Germaniae 
Historica, Series Scriptorum 26, Hannover 1882, 453. Filip Van Tricht, “‘La Gloire de 
l’Empire.’ L’idée impériale de Henri de Flandre-Hainaut, deuxième empereur latin de 
Constantinople (1206–1216)”, Byzantion 70 (2000) 227–228. 

10 Innocentius III, Regesta, PL 215, col. 227 (XIII, 34). 
11 On this network of marriage alliances, see extensively: F. Van Tricht, The Latin Renovatio 
of Byzantium, 391–421. 



the capture of Thessaloniki in 1224.12 In any case, the marriage at last 
established a family relationship between the former imperial lineage and the 
new Latin emperors.  

In Constantinople itself the presence of the Angeloi is also attested. The 
metropolitan baron Anseau I of Cayeux, imperial regent in the 1230s, in the late 
1220s – after a marriage project with emperor Robert had failed – married 
Eudokia Laskaris, the daughter of the Nicaean emperor Theodore I and his first 
wife Anna Angelos, the daughter of emperor Alexios III.13 From a 1233 papal 
letter by Gregory IX we furthermore learn that Isabelle of Clermont, a daughter 
or close relative of the metropolitan baron Macaire of Clermont, around 1228 
had contracted a marriage with a person designated as Angelus. Imperial regent 
Narjot I of Toucy had been instrumental in bringing about the marriage. The 
marriage was however bigamous, since Isabelle was already married to another 
metropolitan baron, Milo III le Bréban, who circa 1228 must have been absent 
from the capital for a longer period of time and must have been presumed 
dead.14 The outcome of the affair is not known, but the personal involvement 
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12 McDaniel situates John’s marriage to Mathilde around 1234–35, but this is impossible: in 
1240 Helena, one of his daughters by Mathilde (see reference in note 16), had been married 
for years with Guglielmo of Verona, the triarch of Euboia, with whom she by that time already 
had four sons. Compare: Gordon L. McDaniel, “On Hungarian-Serbian Relations in the 
Thirteenth Century: John Angelos and Queen Jelena”, Ungarn-Jahrbuch 12 (1982–83) 44–
45. Filip Van Tricht, “Latin Emperors and Serbian Queens: Anna and Helena”, Frankokratia 
1 (2020) 63, 74–75. John arrived in Hungary sometime before 1227. He may have left 
Thessaloniki with his mother and his half-brother William by his mother’s third husband, 
Nicholas of Saint-Omer. Around 1222 Margaret had been given lands in Syrmia by her brother 
king Andrew II (probably corresponding with her dower at the time of her marriage with Isaac 
II), confirmed to her by pope Honorius III in 1223. In December 1224, however, at her request 
the same pope still confirmed Margaret’s jus patronatus over a Byzantine monastery in the 
bishopric of Patzuna in Thessaly, suggesting that the former empress until then had remained 
in Romania. Another option is that in 1222 John travelled with his half-brother Demetrios to 
emperor Frederick II in southern Italy in search for aid against the contemporary large-scale 
Epirote offensive. By the early 1220s, the ruling family of Thessaloniki (Montferrat-Angelos-
Saint-Omer) appears to have adopted a strategy of splitting up in order to address all possible 
sources of aid for the kingdom, with Nicholas (and his other son by Margaret named Bela) 
staying behind in Beotia, and with Demetrios’ wife Hermingarde of La Roche establishing 
herself at the imperial court in Constantinople. Compare: Honorius III, Bullarium Hellenicum. 
Letters to Frankish Greece and Constantinople, William O. Duba and Christopher C. Schabel, 
eds., Mediterranean Nexus 1100–1700, Leuven 2015, n° 89, n° 168; F. Van Tricht, The Latin 
Renovatio of Byzantium, 381–382; A. Tautu, “Margarethe di Ungheria imperatrice di 
Bisancio”, 51–79; Jean Longnon, Problèmes de l’histoire de la principauté de Morée”, Journal 
des Savants (1946) 147–149.  

13 On this marriage: Filip Van Tricht, “Robert of Courtenay (1221–1227): An Idiot on the 
Throne of Constantinople?”, Speculum 88 (2013) 1004–1015, 1024–1029. 

14 Gregorius IX, Les registres, Lucien Auvray, Suzanne Clémencet and Louis Carolus-Barré, 
eds., Registres des papes du XIIIe siècle, Paris, 1890–1955, n° 1138.  



of regent Narjot suggests that the marriage was politically important. This leads 
me to conclude that Angelus is not a Christian name, but here refers to a 
member of the imperial Angelos lineage. No one else belonging to the highest 
social strata could have been designated in such a lapidary manner. Perhaps the 
Angelos in question is to be identified with John’s brother Manuel, but there 
is no way to be sure.15 This in any case illustrates how the Angeloi present in 
Latin Romania were held in the highest regard and how the marriage of one of 
them was clearly a matter of state interest. During the 1230s – no doubt initiated 
by the Constantinopolitan court, probably in the context of Baldwin II’s journey 
to his capital with a crusade army in the late 1239–early 1240 – a marriage was 
negotiated between John Angelos and Mathilde of Courtenay’s daughter Helena 
and Guglielmo I of Verona, the triarch of Euboia. Although John by this time 
had left Latin Romania for Hungary, where his uncle king Andrew II entrusted 
him with the government of various counties (inter alia Syrmia and Bacs, both 
close to the Serbian border), he obviously remained in contact with 
Constantinople. For the imperial court the match was a two for one, with on the 
one hand the establishment of a family connection between the Courtenay 
family and an important lord in southern Greece, and the reintroduction of the 
Angelos name in the said region. Little is known about Helena’s life in Hungary, 
but her father and grandmother’s background and her Christian name – and that 
of her sister Maria – would seem to suggest that her education was characterized 
by a mix of both Byzantine and Western influences.  

Helena Angelos and her husband were probably present at Baldwin II’s 
imperial coronation at Hagia Sophia in April 1240. In May both were in any 
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15 There is no certain information about Manuel after 1205. He may have been included in 
emperor Henry’s mentioned land grant to Margaret of Hungary and her children around 1209 
and confirmed by pope Innocent III in 1210. The necrologium of the cathedral chapter of Speyer 
(composed around the mid-13th century) mentioning Irene Angelina’s death (1208) states that 
the queen had founded an anniversary for her parents and for her sister Euphrosyna and her 
brother Manuel. It seems however hard to explain why Irene would include her half-brother 
Manuel, whom she only may have known as an infant, and not her full brother emperor Alexios 
IV (†1204), whom she had still met a few years before at the German court. ‘Manuel’ may 
then well be a mistake for ‘Alexius’ in the said necrologium by either the author of the entry 
or a copyist (Fontes Rerum Germanicarum, vol. 4, Johannes F. Boehmer, ed., Stuttgart 1868, 
323). Manuel Angelos should also not be confused with the ‘prigkeps Manuel’ found in a 
Nicaean funerary inscription dated 1211. The prince in question is to be identified with Manuel 
Komnenos, the son of prince of Antioch Bohemond III (1163–1201) and Theodora/Irene 
Komnena. From his Constantinopolitan/Nicaean exile this Manuel obviously claimed the 
Antiochian principality. According to the said inscription he died “aged 35”, which places his 
date of birth in 1176 (Filip Van Tricht, “La politique étrangère de l’empire de Constantinople, 
de 1210 à 1216. Sa Position en Méditerrannée orientale: problèmes de chronologie et 
d’interprétation (1ere partie)”, Le Moyen Age 107/1 (2001) 224, with further references). 



case present as a married couple in Constantinople, where the emperor invested 
Guglielmo I of Verona with the Kingdom of Thessaloniki, on account of his 
wife’s family relationship with the deceased king Demetrios of Montferrat.16 
During Baldwin’s coronation ceremony (or in any case shortly afterwards) 
Isaac II’s granddaughter – perhaps together with the mentioned Angelus – 
could thus be seen to accept the new Courtenay emperor as the legitimate ruler 
of the Constantinopolitan Empire, just as Eudokia Laskaris probably had at 
John of Brienne’s coronation in 1231. The effect of this on the Byzantine elite 
and population of Constantinople and the other regions under the Latin 
emperors’ rule should not be underestimated. It was an important legitimizing 
instrument vis-à-vis these groups, in addition to the emperors’ effective control 
over the imperial capital. It is also important to note that by giving – to be 
reconquered – the Kingdom of Thessaloniki to Guglielmo and Helena, the 
emperor made clear that this principality in the future was to be ruled by 
descendants of the Angelos – and of course also Courtenay – lineage. Again, 
vis-à-vis the Byzantine elite and population, this must have been a strong 
signal: descendents of the imperial Angelos family were to rule the Empire’s 
second city. After her first husband’s death Helena was, as I argued elsewhere, 
married to the Serbian king Uroš I (circa 1245/50), no doubt to be seen in the 
context of Baldwin II’s continuous search for allies.17 Helena’s sister Maria 
Angelos in 1254 – after a papal dispensation had been obtained at the request 
of Baldwin II – married the Constantinopolitan baron Anselin of Cayeux, the 
son of Anseau II of Cayeux and Eudokia Laskaris, the granddaughter of 
Alexios III.18 This marriage alliance, and the imperial involvement in it, shows 
that the presence of the Angelos family in the Empire and in Constantinople 
itself in the 1250s was still deemed to be important. We have practically no 
information concerning the functioning of either Helena, Maria, Eudokia or 
(Manuel?) Angelus in Constantinople or elsewhere, but they must have served 
as a bridge, or were used as such, between the Byzantine and Latin 
communities, and must have contributed to the coming into being of a Latin-
Byzantine community on the basis of a shared Roman legacy. We should in any 
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16 The 1240 investiture charter: Raymond-Joseph Loenertz, “Les seigneurs tierciers de 
Négrepont de 1205 à 1280”, Byzantion 35 (1965) n° 1, 268. See on Helena and her marriage 
to Guglielmo I of Verona: F. Van Tricht, “Latin Emperors and Serbian Queens: Anna and 
Helena”, 64–77. 

17 F. Van Tricht, “Latin Emperors and Serbian Queens: Anna and Helena”, 92–98. 
18 Innocentius IV, Les registres (1243–1254), Elie Berger, ed., Paris 1884–1921, n° 6862 and 
7178. Alexander IV, Les registres (1254–1261), Charles Bourel de la Roncière, ed., Paris 
1896–1959, n° 48. See also: F. Van Tricht, “Latin Emperors and Serbian Queens: Anna and 
Helena”, 98–100. 



case not see them in a passive role: the fact that in 1247 Anseau II left his wife 
Eudokia in charge of the defense of the Thracian town of Tzouroulon against 
a Nicaean offensive by John III Vatatzes in this context seems telling.19 

 
 
Politics and Government  

 
For a number of Byzantine magnates after 1204 cooperation with and 

recognition of the Latin emperors as the legitimate Byzantine/Roman emperors 
of Constantinople was more preferable than cooperation with or recognition of 
Alexios III’s son-in-law Theodore I Laskaris, who – based at Nicaea – likewise 
claimed the Byzantine imperial legacy. This is remarkable, not only in view of 
the Latin emperors and their compatriots’ ethnic-cultural origins, but for 
example also because the patriarchate of Constantinople had been placed under 
Latin control as well. For the Byzantine Theodore Laskaris and his successors 
and supporters, a Latin on the Constantinopolitan imperial and patriarchal 
thrones was a situation that was unacceptable and that had to be combatted 
vigorously with patriotic zeal. For the Byzantines, David Komnenos, the ruler 
of Paphlagonia, Theodore Branas, the ruler of Adrianople-Didymoteichon, and 
Philokales, the lord of Lemnos, however, a Latin emperor and patriarch were 
deemed acceptable.20 The three of them all became the Latin emperor’s vassals. 
Michael Doukas, the ruler of Epiros, did so too and his brother/successor 
Theodore briefly as well, albeit with limited enthusiasm and not without grave 
conflicts (see infra).21 Emperor Henry and David fought together against 
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19 Georgios Akropolites, Historia, August Heisenberg, ed., Georgii Acropolitae Opera 1, 
Leipzig, 1903, §47. 

20 On Theodore Branas: Filip Van Tricht, “The Byzantino-Latin Principality of Adrianople”, 
Dumbarton Oaks Papers 68 (2015) 329–340. On David Komnenos and Philokales: F. Van 
Tricht, The Latin Renovatio of Byzantium, 239–240, 354–355; Alexandre A. Vasiliev, “The 
Foundation of the Empire of Trebizond”, Speculum 11 (1936) 1–37; Anthony Bryer, “David 
Komnenos and Saint Eleutherios”, Archeion Pontou 42 (1988–89) 161–188; Ian Booth, 
“Theodore Laskaris and Paphlagonia, 1204–1214; towards a chronological description”, 
Archeion Pontou 50 (2003–2004) 151–224; Guillaume Saint-Guillain, “Deux îles grecques au 
temps de l’empire latin. Andros et Lemnos au XIIIe siècle”, Mélanges de l’école française de 
Rome. Moyen Âge 113 (2001) 603–609.  

21 On Michael I and Theodore Doukas: Filip Van Tricht, “La politique étrangère de l’empire 
latin de Constantinople. Sa position en Méditerranée orientale problèmes de chronologie et 
d’interprétation (première partie)”, Le Moyen Age 107 (2001) 232–234. Idem, The Latin 
Renovatio of Byzantium, 186–187, 242–244, 374–387. See recently: Brendan Osswald, 
L’Epire du treizième au quinzième siècle: autonomie et hétérogénéité d’une région balkanique 
(thèse doctorale, Université de Toulouse, 2011), 37–70, 647–653. The author generally 
downplays the feudal relationship between the Latin emperors and the Doukai. His hypothesis  



Laskaris in the years 1206–1208 and perhaps again some years later. The ruler 
of the Rhodopes region, Alexios Sthlabos – who belonged to the Asen lineage 
– likewise preferred Henry over his relative tsar Boril of Bulgaria.22 The stance 
taken by these magnates must have been shared by many: these rulers each 
stood at the top of large client and family networks that included both laymen 
and clerics.  

The divergence in reactions among the Byzantine aristocracy to the 1204 
regime change can be explained by looking at the varying contexts within 
which these magnates found themselves after the crusaders’ capture of 
Constantinople. For despotes Theodore Laskaris, who, as a son-in-law of 
emperor Alexios III, was a likely successor to the throne, cooperation with the 
Latins must have been unthinkable. He could never have maintained his 
position. Indeed, as mentioned, emperor Baldwin I and marquis Boniface of 
Montferrat turned down Byzantine aristocrats who had been closely associated 
with Alexios III’s regime. This policy option would prove to be an important 
factor contributing to the Byzantine revolt with Bulgarian aid in Thrace in 
1205–1206.23 The only acceptable course of action for Laskaris was to resist 
the Latins, carve out a territorial base (around Nicaea in Asia Minor as it turned 
out), and try to establish himself as the legitimate emperor.24 David Komnenos 
together with his brother Alexios, both grandsons of emperor Andronikos I 
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 concerning Michael I’s supposed conquest of southern Thessaly around 1212–1213, adopted 
from Donald Nicol (The Despotate of Epiros, Oxford, 1957), is ill-founded and relies on the 
erroneous assumption that Latin rule was incompatible with the presence of Byzantine bishops 
(see also infra). 

22 On Alexios Sthlabos: Nikolay Kanev, “Alexius Slav – The Contender of Henri de Hainaut 
for the Bulgarian Imperial Throne [in Bulgarian]”, in: Velikite Asenevtsi, Veliko Trnovo 2016, 
84–99. Filip Van Tricht, “Who Murdered Archbishop William of Rouen? The Valley of 
Philippi under Latin Rule (1204–circa 1224/25)”, Jahrbuch der Österreichischen Byzantinistik 
70 (2020) 305–334.  

23 On the Byzantine revolt in Thrace: Günter Prinzing, Die Bedeutung Bulgariens und Serbiens 
in den Jahren 1204–1219 im Zusammenhang mit der Entstehung und Entwicklung der 
byzantinischen Teilstaaten nach der Einnahme Konstantinopels infolge des 4. Kreuzzuges, 
Miscellanea Byzantina Monacensia 12, Munich 1972, 1–63. Jean-Claude Cheynet, Pouvoir 
et Contestations à Byzance (963–1210), Byzantina Sorbonensia 9, Paris 1990, 470–71. F. Van 
Tricht, Latin Renovatio of Byzantium, 388–89. Alexandru Madgearu, The Asanids. The 
Political and Military History of the Second Bulgarian Empire (1185–1280), Eastern Europe 
in the Middle Ages 41, Leiden 2017, 144–165.  

24 See inter alia: M. Angold, A Byzantine Government in Exile. Vincent Puech, “The 
Aristocracy and the Empire of Nicaea, in: Identities and allegiances in the Eastern 
Mediterranean after 1204, Judith Herrin and Guillaume Saint-Guillain, eds., Farnham 2011, 
69–80. Ekaterini Mitsiou, “Networks of Nicaea: 13th-century Socio-economic Ties, Structures 
and Prosopography”, in: Liquid and Multiple: Individuals and Identities in the Thirteenth-
Century Aegean, Guillaume Saint-Guillan and D. Stathakopoulos, eds., Paris 2012, 91–104. 



Komnenos (1183–1185), and with Georgian help, conquered Trebizond and 
the Black Sea coast up to Paphlagonia. Probably still unaware of the crusader 
conquest of 12 April 1204, Alexios had himself crowned emperor in Trebizond 
(25 April) in opposition to the regime in Constantinople (Angeloi, Alexios V 
Doukas). David, in control of Paphlagonia, in 1206 saw himself confronted 
with Laskaris invading his territories. He successfully turned for aid to emperor 
Henry and consequently recognized the latter’s suzerainty. His choice may not 
have been well received at his brother Alexios’ court: his name does not figure 
in Michael Panaretos’s (admittedly brief) chronicle entry on Alexios’s conquest 
and reign or in any other Trebizond sources.25 The Angelos-Komnenos rivalry 
accounts for David’s choice, plus the consideration that a position as a feudal 
regional prince under a Latin emperor was to be preferred over a compromise 
with Laskaris, who presumably could only have retained David as a regional 
governor or a high ranking dignitary/commander at best. Before the incorporation 
of the Doukai of Epiros in the late 1240s, the Nicaean Empire did not include any 
autonomous provinces under a separate ruling family. The Latin emperor could 
thus exploit internal divisions within the Byzantine aristocracy and offer 
advantages which his Nicaean rival would not. Here we should note that although 
the pre-1204 Byzantine Empire was characterized by a tradition of centralized 
government in the core regions, this was not the only form of government: 
various regions away from the heartland and near the frontiers were largely 
autonomous, for example the Roubenid principality (later kingdom) in Cilician 
Armenia and the Latin principality of Antioch. In the decades after Emperor 
Manuel I’s death (1180) local magnates aspiring to rule autonomous provinces 
can be observed in a number of provinces, inter alia in southwestern Asia Minor, 
in the Peloponnese and Beotia, or in Serbia and Bulgaria.26 

Theodore Branas, who was related to the Komnenoi, recognized Latin 
imperial rule from the very start and, conversely, was accepted by the new 
Latin rulers, in spite of his prominence under Alexios III. Branas’s marriage to 
the former empress Agnes, the daughter of French king Louis VII, must have 
been an important factor. When Bulgarian tsar Kalojan turned out to be an 
unreliable and destructive ally, the revolted Byzantines of Thrace, looking for 
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new protectors, proposed that Branas, the then lord of Apros, would be 
accepted as the feudal ruler of the region around Adrianople and 
Didymoteichon under Latin imperial suzerainty. Henry, at the time still a regent 
for his brother Baldwin who had been captured at the Battle of Adrianople 
(April 1205), accepted the proposal and provided the necessary support against 
the continued raids by Kalojan and his successor Boril. Vice versa, Adrianople 
would provide troops for the Latin imperial army.27 Kinship was also probably 
the critical factor in Philokales’s decision to serve the Latin emperor, obtaining 
the island of Lemnos and the title of megas doux. In a 1210 Venetian trade 
contract, the megas doux appears with the surname Navigaioso, suggesting that 
his father – or perhaps he himself – had married a member of the prominent 
Venetian Navigaioso family.28 Alexios Sthlabos, a scion of the Bulgarian ruling 
family who had carved out a principality for himself around Tzepaina and 
Melnik in the Rhodopes mountains (after tsar Kalojan’s death in 1207), had 
reasons not dissimilar to those of David Komnenos to recognize the Latin 
emperor in 1208: against the threat of annexation by his relative tsar Boril, 
Henry could provide aid and protection, while respecting his regional 
autonomy.29 Other magnates were convinced by military pressure. Michael I 
Doukas (1204–1214), who was related to the Komnenoi and the Angeloi, was 
at first a follower of marquis Boniface, but later opted for an independent 
principality in Epiros. When in 1209 emperor Henry appeared with an army 
near his borders, Michael decided to recognize imperial suzerainty – as did 
Strez, the independent lord of Prosek in Macedonia and also a member of the 
Bulgarian ruling family. In both cases this resulted in a wavering attachment 
to the Latin emperor, which needed constant military pressure to be maintained 
or re-established. Here, obvious common interests inspiring loyal cooperation 
were missing. Michael’s successor and brother Theodore (1214/15–1230) in 
1217 broke with the Latin emperor in a spectacular fashion by capturing and 
imprisoning the newly crowned Peter of Courtenay, but only because the latter 
seemed to be threatening Epirote interests – especially in the key port of 
Dyrrachion – by favouring Venice. Nevertheless, around 1236–1241 
Theodore’s brother Manuel, as the ruler of Thessaly, appears to have 
recognized the prince of Achaia William II of Villehardouin as the suzerain, 
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Adrianople”, 325–342. See also in general on Byzantine troops in Latin armies: Benjamin 
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28 See references in note 20. 
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and his nephew Michael II in 1258–1263 seems to have recognized Latin 
imperial suzerainty once more. The feudal bond in both cases was aimed against 
external threats, Theodore Doukas (Thessaloniki) and Michael VIII Paleologos 
(Nicaea) respectively. Again we see that in order to safeguard personal or 
regional interests Latins were preferred over Byzantine compatriots.30 

Just as the presence of members of the imperial Angelos lineage supported 
the legitimacy of the Latin emperors, these regional magnates accepting Latin 
imperial rule must have legitimized the position of the Flemish and later 
Courtenay emperors in the eyes of many Byzantines. Indeed, when in 1208–
1209 emperor Henry travelled through Thrace, Macedonia, Thessaly and 
southern Greece, the local Byzantine elites and populations invariably came out 
to enthusiastically greet him as their rightful emperor, according to imperial 
cleric Henry of Valenciennes.31 That this was problematic for the Nicaean 
competitor can be shown by the fact that court chronicler George Akropolites, 
when discussing David Komnenos’s and Alexios Sthlabos’s exploits, fails to 
mention that these were actually the Latin emperor’s vassals.32 Branas is 
omitted from his account altogether. While as feudal princes they had ample 
regional autonomy – just as their Latin counterparts in, inter alia, Thessaloniki, 
Athens, Euboia and Achaia/Morea – at the same time they stayed connected to 
the central government in Constantinople. The emperors used various 
instruments, found in both the West and Byzantium before 1204, to advance 
political unity: marriage alliances, the bestowal of dignities, imperial garrisons, 
and, of course, aid against external threats in the context of the reciprocal feudal 
auxilium duty. Alexios Sthlabos married emperor Henry’s illegitimate daughter 
and was granted the title of despotes. In his principality we also find a sebastos 
ton Phrangon (or sebastos Phrangos), who must have had a link with or was 
possibly appointed by the Frankish emperor. Michael Doukas’ daughter, who 
brought a sizeable dowry, was married to Henry’s brother Eustache. In 1258 
his son Michael II, in the context of the Pelagonia alliance that brought Epiros 
temporarily back into the Latin imperial fold, would marry his daughter Anna 
to the prince of Achaia William II of Villehardouin. Theodore Branas obtained 
the title of kaisar and one of his daughters married Narjot I of Toucy, and 
another probably Baldwin of Béthune. Both barons belonged to the highest 
Constantinopolitan aristocracy, being related to the Latin imperial lineage. 
Their offspring consequently were part of Branai/Komnenoi. That a number of 
Latin barons had married into the highest Byzantine aristocracy – for example 
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32 Georgios Akropolites, Historia, §11, §24. 



also the Cayeux family – was not lost on Byzantine contemporaries.33 As 
mentioned Philokales, connected to the Navigaioso family, obtained the title of 
megas doux (or commander of the imperial fleet), which he used on his 
bilingual (Latin-Greek) seal and which his successors also bore. Whether David 
Komnenos also became connected through marriage to the Latin elite, is not 
known. In view, however, of the obviously systematic use of marriages to 
create a Latin-Byzantine aristocracy, this is quite possible.34 Latin garrisons 
are attested in the principalities of Sthlabos, Branas and probably also 
Komnenos, who in any case obtained military support on various occasions. 

These regional princes obviously contributed to the Byzantine character of 
Latin imperial rule during its first decades. By 1230, however, all these 
principalities no longer belonged to Constantinople, together with various other 
regions ruled by Latin princes, inter alia Thessaloniki and by 1237 also 
Philippopolis. This was largely the consequence of successive military debacles 
under emperor Robert of Courtenay in the mid-1220s against both Theodore 
Doukas of Epiros, who ultimately established himself as emperor in 
Thessaloniki, and John III Vatatzes of Nicaea. This, however, did not mean 
the end of Latin-Byzantine cooperation. Although the evidence is sketchy, it is 
clear that both before and after these military and territorial setbacks, 
Byzantines were and remained present in the government, administration and 
defense of the various principalities and regions ruled by Latin lords and 
lineages. They were most prominent in the emperor’s own domain 
(Constantinople, Thrace, northwestern Asia Minor) and in the Kingdom of 
Thessaloniki. Logothetes tou dromou Constantine Tornikes served emperor 
Baldwin I, but after the Battle of Adrianople (1205) switched sides to the 
Bulgarian victor Kalojan, who promptly executed him. Emperor Henry 
entrusted the defense of northern Asia Minor to the local commander George 
Theophilopoulos. In his chronicle Akropolites also states, in general, that 
emperor Henry accepted many Byzantines as his courtiers, officials and 
military commanders, and that he treated the Romaioi as if they were his own 
people. Akropolites’s own father appears to have been rather close with the 
Latin elite and may have functioned as a government official (1204–early 
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33 See for the Toucy or Cayeux as being related to the highest Byzantine aristocracy: Georgios 
Akropolites, Historia, §81, §83. 

34 Michael Angold misses a number of mixed marriages in the available source material, which 
undermines his thesis that these were infrequent or unimportant (Michael Angold, “The Latin 
Empire of Constantinople, 1204–1261: Marriage Strategies”, in: Identities and allegiances in 
the Eastern Mediterranean after 1204, Judith Herrin and Guillaume Saint-Guillain, eds., 
Farnham 2011, 47–67). 



1230s).35 The chronicler and former logothetes ton sekreton Niketas Choniates 
– returning to Constantinople from Salymbria in 1206 – probably aspired to an 
important position in the Latin administration but presumably was refused, just 
as would be the case later in Nicaea. Under Baldwin II (1240–1273), 
hupogrammateis Aloubardes and Nikephoros/Nikephoritzes worked in the 
imperial chancery. The latter also served on diplomatic missions, just as did 
other Byzantines belonging to pre-1204 Constantinopolitan elite families, for 
example in the context of the Latin emperor’s embassy to Michael VIII 
Paleologos in late 1258/early 1259. One of Baldwin II’s financial functionaries 
was the Byzantine phylax John. The Byzantine priest Demetrios (Pyrros?) – 
possibly also epi tou deeseon in the imperial chancery – was part of his personal 
entourage and at one point was instructed to build a church devoted to Saint 
George. Interesting also is that typically Byzantine chancery positions could be 
held by Latins, which, is for instance, exemplified by epi tou kanikleiou (or 
caniclius) Robert of Buccaleone.36  

Institutional governmental continuity is indicated by, for example, emperor 
Baldwin I’s confirmation of the privileges of the Empire’s second city 
Thessaloniki in 1204.37 In both a Latin and a Byzantine source the same 
Baldwin is credited with upholding the Byzantine legal system in general. 
Although these relatively late 14th-century sources give no details, they 
nevertheless indicate that, even from a Byzantine perspective, the existing 
justice system was to an important degree continued within the new feudal 
superstructure.38 A number of contemporary documents confirm this, for 
example the pact between Venice and Theodore Branas regarding Adrianople 
(1206), stating that the latter was to rule Adrianople secundum usum Grecorum, 
and the successive pacts between Venice and the feudal rulers of Euboia (1209 
and 1216), stating that they were to govern the local Byzantines as they were 
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accustomed (in eo statu quo domini Emanuelis imperatoris tempore 
tenebantur).39 Likewise the so-called Assises de Romanie, an early 14th-century 
unofficial codification of mostly feudal law for the principality of Achaia and 
its dependencies (and based, in my opinion, following La Monte, on an earlier 
code of feudal law for the Empire which developed from 1204 onward at the 
imperial initiative), contain a number of stipulations – concerning inheritance 
and dower – derived from Byzantine law with regard to land that was originally 
held by Byzantine archontes and others. The same Assises also comprise a 
clause stating that anyone (though not dependent peasants or paroikoi, as 
follows from other clauses) not content with the decisions of the local 
seigneurial, baronial or princely courts could appeal to the imperial court, 
which would seem to derive from the centralized Byzantine justice system 
before 1204.40 A passage in the Greek version of the Chronicle of Morea 
confirms that the Byzantine elite and population were to live under Byzantine 
law and customs as before.41 On Venetian Crete, Byzantine law and customs 
up to a point, and alongside Venetian law, also remained in force.42 As for the 
fiscal administration, a Latin praktikon or tax register based on a Byzantine 
model has been preserved for the Venetian-held town of Lampsakos on the 
eastern side of the Hellespont in the Troad region. For the region of Athens, a 
13th-century copy (in Greek) of an earlier praktikon has been preserved, and for 
the principality of Achaia, including Venetian Messenia and the island county of 
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42 Chryssa A. Maltezou, “Byzantine ‘consuetudines’ in Venetian Crete”, Dumbarton Oaks 
Papers 49 (1996) 269–270. See also: David Jacoby, “Les ‘Assises de Romanie’ et le droit 
vénitien dans les colonies vénitiennes, in: Venezia e il Levante fino al secolo XV, vol. 1.1, 
Firenze 1973, 347–360. 



Kefalonia and Zakynthos, a number of praktika in both Greek and Latin are 
known. These documents presuppose the participation of Byzantine functionaries 
in the administration and attest to the continuation of the existing fiscal system 
at the local level. The broad geographical range indicates that this must have 
been common practice all over the Empire, both in the principalities/regions ruled 
by Latin princes and, evidently, in those ruled by Byzantines.  

In the late 13th-century and 14th-century principality of Achaia, and probably 
before as well, one of the four grand dignitaries of the principality (next to the 
constable, the marshal, and the chancellor/logothetes), the protovestiarios – 
the equivalent of the Western camerarius or chief financial official, who was, 
among other things, responsible for keeping up to date the land register 
(including all the fiefs), managing the princely estates and collecting the 
princely revenues – was regularly a Byzantine archon. One Vasilopoulos is 
attested in 1297, and Stephen Koutroules and John Mourmouras – who before 
had been magister massarius of the princely castellany of Kalamata – around 
1336. In 1324 John Misito, whose descendents would become prominent 
Moreote barons, is attested as the captain of the castle of Kalamata.43 In the 
Kingdom of Thessaloniki (1204–1224) George Phrangopoulos was doux under 
former empress Margaret of Hungary, at that time the guardian for her son, 
king Demetrios of Montferrat. We only know of him through a later letter by 
Demetrios Chomatenos, the archbishop of Ochrid under Theodore Doukas.44 
He is attested as presiding over a regional court in Thessaloniki together with 
Byzantine bishops from the surrounding area. In addition, he no doubt also 
had fiscal, policing and military responsibilities just like the pre-1204 doukes 
or provincial governors, although he must have shared these with the local 
Latin castellans, lords and feudatories. Chomatenos considered the judgments 
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made by the mentioned court to be valid, indicating that Byzantine law and 
procedures were being applied. Just as the Achaian protovestiarioi 
Phrangopoulos must have had staff of Byzantine functionaries. Other doukes 
may have been functioning in other parts of the extensive royal domain, or for 
example in the imperial domain in northwestern Asia Minor where 
Theophilopoulos was the supreme military commander. Some of the persons 
mentioned belonged to the pre-1204 Constantinopolitan landed or bureaucratic 
top elite (Akropolites, Choniates, Petraliphas, Phrangopoulos, Pyrros, 
Tornikes), others must have belonged to the local elites or must have been 
homines novi (Theophilopoulos, Aloubardes, Nikephoritzes). It is safe to say 
that while the feudalization of the Empire brought with it important changes in 
its governmental superstructure, at the same time within these new feudal 
entities (principalities, baronies, lordships) at the local level, existing Byzantine 
administrative practices were continued to a large degree. For the majority of 
the population, who rarely had business with the higher authorities, this must 
have meant that their daily lives in this respect did not radically change. Here 
we should also note that the adequacy or popularity of the Byzantine provincial 
government before 1204 is not to be overrated.45 

 
 
Church and Religion 

 
The immediate replacement in 1204 of Byzantine patriarch John X 

Kamateros with a Latin incumbent – Venetian Thomas Morosini – did not 
imply a complete Latinization of the Byzantine church, although at the same 
time the introduction of a parallel Latin and Byzantine episcopal hierarchy was 
firmly rejected by the pope, who did not respond to a proposal by the Byzantine 
Constantinopolitan clergy – and with conditional backing from emperor Henry 
– to let them elect their own patriarch after Kamateros’ death in 1206.46 
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Innocent III in 1208 instructed patriarch Morosini to uphold all Byzantine 
bishops who recognized papal authority. The pope also introduced the principle 
that in areas with a Byzantine population Byzantine bishops should occupy the 
episcopal sees, in regions with a mixed Latin-Byzantine population there 
should be Latin bishops. There was no question of installing parallel 
ecclesiastical hierarchies as was the case elsewhere in the Latin Orient. 
Although in the context of the initial conquest a number of Byzantine bishops 
chose to flee, there is evidence that a considerable number remained in place. 
This evidently must have been the case in the feudal principalities ruled by 
Byzantine princes. Indeed, these regions (inter alia Paphlagonia, Adrianople-
Didymoteichon, the Rhodopes region, for a few years also Epiros) in practice 
functioned as autocephalous ecclesiastical provinces. There is virtually no trace 
of a Latin ecclesiastical presence in these regions. This was confirmed with 
papal policy requiring Byzantine bishops to be appointed in regions with a 
purely Byzantine population.47 It should be noted that the re-established 
Byzantine patriarch in Nicaea (1208) did not have any control over these sees. 
In Paphalognia under David Komnenos a new bishop of Amastris was 
appointed without any reference to his authority. Likewise in Adrianople under 
Theodore Branas the local metropolitan appointed his suffragan bishops 
without reference to Nicaea, as the Epirote bishop of Naupaktos John 
Apokaukos mentioned in a 1222 letter. This also appears to have been the case 
in the Rhodopes region under Alexios Sthlabos. The Saint Nicholas church in 
Melnik contains an early-13th-century fresco presumably depicting the 
consecration of a (local?) bishop by Christ and Saint Peter, a clear reference to 
the formal acceptance of papal authority.48 Michael Doukas of Epiros post 
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factum did try to obtain Nicaean confirmation for two episcopal appointments 
(Larissa and Dyrrachion), but this would prove to be an only very temporary 
line of action.49 The Byzantine rulers and their networks seem to have valued 
ecclesiastical autonomy and, in most cases, a good working relationship with 
the Latin imperial government more than a connection with the patriarch in 
Nicaea, whose legitimacy they may have questioned.  

In the Latin principalities and regions Byzantine bishops – in accordance 
with papal policy – were not absent either from the ecclesiastical hierarchy, 
although over time – especially in southern Greece – their number drastically 
diminished. In 1206 Innocent III indeed stipulated that Byzantine bishops 
recognizing papal authority should keep their position, but also that Latin 
bishops should be appointed in areas with a mixed population. Furthermore he 
prescribed that the use of the Byzantine rite for the eucharist and other 
sacraments should be tolerated, but all new bishops were to be ordained 
according to the Latin rite (1208).50 In 1212 we find in the region around 
Constantinople John, the bishop of Raidestos, a coastal town belonging to 
Venice. In a letter pope Innocent congratulates him for accepting papal 
authority and invites him to convince his coepiscopi to do the same.51 
Obviously, in the surrounding region John appears to have had a number of 
colleagues who likewise had kept their see, although this evidently did not 
need to imply acceptance of papal authority. One suspects they only could have 
done so with Latin support, either from the emperor or local rulers. The fact that 
Byzantine bishop John in the papal registers is never commissioned to deal 
with local ecclesiastical affairs may suggest that many of the other bishoprics 
not figuring in the papal correspondence, which is relatively abundant, likewise 
had Byzantine incumbents. Such bishoprics could in any case be found in all 
parts of the Empire. The court doux Phrangopoulos presided over in 1213 in 
Thessaloniki counted six Byzantine bishops from the surrounding area 
(Hierissos, Kitros, Berrhoia, Kassandreia, Kampania and Ardameres). They 
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were all suffragans of the Latin archbishop of Thessaloniki Warin – who was 
also imperial chancellor – but none of them ever figure in the papal registers. 
In Thessaly the Latin archbishop of Larissa had several Byzantine suffragan 
bishops, among them bishop Arsenios of Demetrias in 1215. From papal 
correspondence we learn that ex-empress Margaret of Hungary, the guardian 
for her son king Demetrios of Thessaloniki, actively supported them.52 On 
Euboia the Byzantine bishops Theodore of Negroponte (also Chalkis or 
Euripos) and Demetrios Bardanes of Karystos remained in place, though by 
the 1220s both sees had Latin incumbents. Other suffragans of the Latin 
archbishop of Athens on the mainland that never figure in the papal registers 
(Kanala, Trichia, Platana) may perhaps also have had Byzantine incumbents. 
In the early 1230s the islands of Kea and Thermiai in any case had a Byzantine 
bishop named Ignatios, who was also active on the mainland where he founded 
a church (see infra).53 In Achaia we know of a Byzantine bishop of Maina 
(certainly in 1222–23, possibly until the 1250s) and probably also in Damala. 
The Thessalonikan example indicates that these bishops not only continued to 
organise and supervise religious life in their dioceses, but also continued to 
take up their judicial responsibilities. In this way they remained important 
players in local society. While a number of Byzantine bishops thus remained 
in place throughout the Empire (especially during the opening decades, but 
partially also later), at the same time it is clear that virtually all metropolitan 
and archiepiscopal sees in Latin principalities soon after 1204 became 
Latinized. The Byzantine incumbents chose exile, such as the well-known 
metropolitan of Athens Michael Choniates, or were driven out in the context 
of the Latin conquest. Around 1211/12 the Byzantine metropolitans of Philippi 
and Serres – not willing to recognize papal obedience – were replaced with 
Latin incumbents. Only in the duchy of Philippopolis, under the Trith and 
Estreux families, there is no trace of the metropolitan and episcopal hierarchy 
ever having been Latinized.54  
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In dioceses with Latin bishops, Western-style cathedral chapters were 
installed, but this did not mean that Byzantines were absent from the episcopal 
organisation. In 1224 the Latin bishop of Negroponte appointed a Byzantine 
vicar in Oreoi.55 Elsewhere religious care for the Byzantine communities was 
probably likewise entrusted to vicars or protopapates – as in Sicily and as the 
Fourth Lateran Council in 1215 had stipulated. On the island of Zakynthos a 
Byzantine prelate had remained in place until the 1220s and after the see was 
united with Kefalonia a Byzantine protopapas appears to have been installed. 
In 1296 Nikephoros Ialina is attested as protopapas in Candia on Venetian 
Crete.56 In some cases, for example in Modon and Koron in Venetian Messenia 
in the Peloponnese, there were both Latin and Byzantine occupants for the 
same sees, with the provision that the Byzantine prelates were not to reside in 
the towns themselves.57 This was not in line with papal politics, but in Kitros 
in the Kingdom of Thessaloniki a similar situation existed: both a Byzantine 
and a Latin occupant are attested at the same time in the 1210s.58 In 
Constantinople Byzantine clerics remained attached to the patriarchal church. 
For example in the 1230s Basileios Gemistos was a deacon and archon of Saint 
Sophia.59 Byzantine clerics also continued to use the Pantokrator church, 
which was part of a monastery complex that after 1204 became the 
headquarters of the Venetian podestà. The exact modalities there of Latin-
Byzantine interaction are not known, but it is clear that some sort of 
accommodation or shared use was reached.60 In Thessaloniki Latin archbishop 
Warin in 1213 had in his entourage a sakellarios Jeremias Cheimadas and 
another Byzantine cleric named Romanos Logaras whose function is not 
known.61 In 1210 Innocent III had already expressed his joy at the fact that the 
clerus Graecorum Thessalonicensis dioecesis had recognized papal obedience.62 
In Athens part of the exiled Michael Choniates’ staff seems to have remained 

Being Byzantine in the Post-1204 Empire of Constantinople: Continuity and Change  
(Politics, Government, Church and Religion) 

87

 

55 Honorius III, Bullarium Hellenicum, n° 222. 
56 Peter Topping, “Co-existence of Greeks and Latins in Frankish Morea and Venetian Crete,” 
in: XVe Congrès international d’Etudes byzantines. Rapports et co-rapports, Athènes 1976, 
p. 19. 

57 David Jacoby, “From Byzantium to Latin Romania: Continuity and Change”, Mediterranean 
Historical Review 4 (1989) 1–44. 

58 Demetrios Chomatenos, Ponemata Diaphora, n° 106. Innocentius III, Regesta, PL 216, col. 
582 (XV, 52). 

59 Vitalien Laurent, ed., Les regestes des actes du patriarcat de Constantinople. Vol. 1: Les 
actes des patriarches. Fasc. 4: Les regestes de 1208 à 1309, Paris 1971, n° 1304. 

60 Sofia Kotzabassi, “The Monastery of Pantokrator between 1204 and 1453”, Byzantinisches 
Archiv 27 (2013) 58–60. 

61 Demetrios Chomatenos, Ponemata Diaphora, n° 106. 
62 Innocentius III, Regesta, PL 216, 216, col. 229 (XIII, 41). 



in place under the new Latin archbishop, while at the same time staying in 
contact with their former metropolitan.63 On the island see of Kefalonia the 
Latin bishop Benedictus in 1238 had several Greek priests among the canons 
of his cathedral chapter.64  

In local churches and monasteries the Byzantine clergy mostly remained in 
place, although to be sure a number of buildings and institutions were taken 
over by Latin clerics, especially in the capital and in the Empire’s second city 
Thessaloniki, either because they were abandoned by the Byzantines in the 
context of the conquest or because they were confiscated by the new ruling 
elite, who introduced the Western religious orders (Benedictines, Cistercians, 
Augustinians, Franciscans, Dominicans and others) and military orders 
(Templars, Hospitallers, Teutonic Order, along with the new local Order of 
Saint Samson) in the conquered territories.65 In Constantinople famed churches 
such as, for example, the Nea church in the Great (or Boukoleon) Palace, the 
Theotokos ton Blachernon church in the imperial Blacherna palace, the already 
mentioned Pantokrator monastery, the Saint George Mangana monastery, the 
Saint Samson complex, and several churches attached to the former Patriarchal 
School (Saint Paul in the Orphanotropheion, the Theotokos Chalkoprateia) 
came under the control of Latin clerics, though, as we have seen, this did not 
have to imply the complete absence of a Byzantine presence in or use of these 
churches. Indeed, one of the canons of the Fourth Lateran Council (1215) 
relating to Latin Romania – stipulating that Byzantine clerics should not 
cleanse altars after they had been used by Latins – indicates that the shared use 
of churches was not uncommon.66 Other important churches remained in 
Byzantine hands, such as the Saint Peter (near Saint Sophia), Saint Theodore 
of Sphorakios, and the Christ tou Chalkitou churches, all three also belonging 
to the pre-1204 Patriarchal School network.67 Other arrangements were also 
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possible: papal legate Benedictus in 1206 made the Theotokos Evergetis 
monastery near Constantinople into a dependency of the Benedictines of 
Montecassino, but on the condition that the local Byzantine community 
remained in place. This seems to have worked, although not without occasional 
or more permanent friction: in 1222 Honorius III had to admonish the 
Byzantine abbot and monks to receive Montecassino’s representatives well.68 
In a similar fashion, in 1221 the monastery of Hagios Angelos tou Kyr Klemes 
and the metochion of Rhaiktor in the diocese of Chalcedon were granted to the 
Pisan Saint Peter church in Constantinople, on the condition that the local 
Byzantine communities remained in place as long as they accepted Roman 
ecclesiastical obedience.69 More in general, in the successive comprehensive 
pacts (1206–1223) between the religious and secular authorities regarding the 
ecclesiastical possessions in various parts of the Empire there is no trace of 
any discrimination against – or separate treatment of – Byzantine institutions 
or clerics.70 However, Byzantine churches not obedient to the Roman Church 
could suffer the consequences. In 1219 the Byzantine monks of the Roufinianes 
monastery in Bithynia chose to abandon their monastery, rather than submit to 
the incessant demands of successive papal legates – Pelagius, cardinal-bishop 
of Albano, in 1213–1214 and Giovanni Colonna, cardinal-priest of Santa 
Prassede, in 1218–1219 – to recognize the Latin ecclesiastical authorities.71 In 
1220 Colonna did not restitute the metochion of Mileas, that had just been 
recuperated from secular occupation, to, in his eyes, disobedient monks of the 
Kehiriani monastery (in the diocese of Constantinople), but instead conceded 
it to his own church of Santa Prassede in Rome.72  

Papal and Nicaean patriarchal correspondence and other sources likewise 
contain references to Latin aggression or pressure exerted against Byzantine 
clerics, often in the context of a refusal to recognize Latin ecclesiastical 
authority. In 1213 papal legate Pelagius shut down churches and imprisoned 
priests and monks in the capital for refusing to accept papal obedience. 
Emperor Henry intervened at the request of the local Byzantine elite and 
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nullified the legate’s actions, but a number of Byzantine clerics nevertheless 
chose to leave for Nicaea.73 Pelagius’ actions were not an isolated affair: around 
1230 the Nicaean patriarch Germanos II requested the new Latin patriarch – 
either Simon of Maugastel (1228/29–1232) or Nicolao della Porta (1234–1251) 
– to release a number of Byzantine monks who had been imprisoned by his 
predecessor, although it is unclear on what grounds exactly.74 In March 1222 
Honorius III granted all archbishops and bishops in the Empire at their own 
request that they themselves, without any referral to the papacy, could absolve 
Latins who committed violence against Byzantine clerics, since such acts of 
violence at that time had become frequent.75 The latter fact may not be unrelated 
to the successful war Theodore Doukas of Epiros by this time was waging against 
the Kingdom of Thessaloniki, which must have created – or reinforced – mutual 
Latin-Byzantine distrust. Indeed, as reasons for the violence the pope not only 
mentions the Byzantine clerics’ disobedience towards the Roman Church, but 
also that some engaged in tricks and plots against the Latins. At the same time it 
is clear from the 1222 papal letter that the ecclesiastical authorities did not want 
violence against Byzantine clerics to go unpunished. But action was also to be 
taken against the disobedient clerics themselves. In 1223 Honorius instructed 
the archbishop of Nicomedia to force local disobedient Byzantine monastic 
communities – who had first accepted Roman obedience, but then had turned to 
the Nicaean patriarch – to use ecclesiastical censurae to bring them back into 
the fold, if need be with the support of the secular authorities.76 Violence also 
worked both ways: in 1212 a number of Byzantine laymen from Grabia attacked 
the Latin archdeacon of Daulia, magister Hugo. That Innocent III had to 
intervene personally suggests that the local Latin lord of Grabia was not very 
eager to take action, presumably preferring to avoid conflicts with the local 
Byzantine population.77 In 1244 pope Innocent IV, at the request of the lord of 
Athens Guy I of La Roche, instructed patriarch of Constantinople Nicolao della 
Porta to transfer Byzantine monks who had been telling ‘secrets’ – no doubt 
valuable political or military information – to the neighbouring Byzantine 
infideles (from Epiros) to another monastery.78 Individual Byzantine clerics were 
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also sometimes pressured by their Latin colleagues into explicitly subscribing 
to the Roman ecclesiastical dogmas. In the 1230s we find the cases of Lucas, 
hieromonachos of the Hagios Mamas monastery, and the already mentioned 
deacon of Saint Sophia Basileios Gemistos, who both afterwards appealed to 
patriarch of Nicaea Germanos II to be forgiven.79 A further aspect of Latin-
Byzantine conflict in the religious sphere is that years after the plundering of 
churches (treasures, relics) in the context of the capture of Constantinople in 
April 1204 Byzantine communities could still see themselves confronted with 
occasional Latin despoliation. In 1214, for example, the Venetian Robaldo, 
prior of the Theotokos Psychosostrias church, stole the body of martyr Saint 
John of Alexandria from a nearby Byzantine church.80 

While Latin-Byzantine relations in the religious sphere were in part 
characterized by tensions and conflict (as were, of course, intra-Latin and intra-
Byzantine relations, for example between Nicaea and Epiros), at the same time 
there was also room for mutual rapprochement and respect.81 Both popes and 
emperors cared about the fate of Byzantine monasteries. Innocent III, for 
instance, supported the abbot of the Komnenos monastery in Bodonitza. The 
Latin bishop had chosen the monastery as his seat of residence (without 
replacing the Byzantine community), but eventually had to recede to a new 
location within the local castle.82 In 1214 Innocent took the monastic 
communities on Mount Athos under his protection. In the Great Lavra 
monastery there was reportedly once kept a portrait of emperor Henry of 
Flanders/Hainault, who at one point had provided support against a violent 
local Latin lord.83 The same emperor, together with local Latin or Byzantine 
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églises et les monastères des grands centres byzantins, 313, 330. 

82 Innocentius III, Regesta, PL 215, col. 1557 (XI, 253); PL 216, col. 234 (XIII, 47). M. 
Kordoses, Southern Greece under the Franks (1204–1262), p. 70. Johannes Koder and 
Friedrich Hild, Hellas und Thessalia, Tabula Imperii Byzantini 1, Wien 1976, 274. 
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Svoronos, and Denise Papachryssanthou, eds., Actes de Lavra IV, Archives de l’Athos 11, 
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potentes, defended the Hosios Loukas monastery near Thebes against claims 
of the Order of the Holy Sepulcher, who had been granted the monastery in 
1207 by papal legate Benedictus of San Susanna.84 In 1216 Honorius III 
granted papal protection to the Theodosios Coenobiarcha monastery in Berroia 
(and to its possessions in Constantinople, Palestine, Cyprus and Hungary), 
confirming that it should continue to observe the rule of Saint Basil. One of its 
monks, Effrem, in 1217 served as the pope’s emissary to Theodore Doukas of 
Epiros, who at the time held captive papal legate John Colonna and emperor 
Peter of Courtenay.85 A 1224 papal letter informs us that Margaret of Hungary 
acted as the benefactor of a community of Byzantine nuns in the bishopric of 
Patzuna, a suffragan of Larissa (monasterium Pacenasiense), which she had 
also convinced to recognize papal obedience.86 In 1236 Gregory IX instructed 
the archbishop of Thebes and his suffragans to no longer harass the Hosios 
Meletios monastery with unjust exactions.87 In 1247 Innocent IV confirmed to 
the Byzantine Sancta Maria de Plagier monastery that they were exempt from 
paying tithes for the possessions they had acquired before the Fourth Lateran 
Council (1215).88 In 1252 the pope took thirteen Byzantine monasteries on 
Euboia under papal protection.89 These examples show that some Byzantine 
monastic communities saw no problem in formally accepting and turning to 
Roman ecclesiastical authority to obtain privileges or to see their rights and 
possessions protected. The same can be observed for lay individuals. In 1232 
one Theodora, clearly a Byzantine woman of means, turned to Gregory IX to 
divorce her husband on the grounds of fornicatio spritualis. The pope granted 
her request and instructed local Constantinopolitan prelates to assign her part 
of the matrimonial assets according to the local, obviously Byzantine custom.90 
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Thessalie, 129, 155–156, 175, 205, 230, 244, 277.  
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In 1233 Gregory reprimanded the archdeacon of Athens for exacting money – 
instead of the customary fee of one hen and one bread – from marrying 
Byzantine couples, both nobiles and ignobiles. The situation had scandalized 
both Latins and Byzantines, who had apparently appealed to the pope. The 
cleric was to be sanctioned, the money restituted and the existing Byzantine 
custom was to be observed.91 In 1218 Honorius III also advised leniency to his 
legate Colonna in dealing with transgressing Byzantine – and also Latin – 
clerics and laymen. The pope lists in particular Byzantine and Latin bishops 
consecrating priests and collecting tithes outside their own dioceses, 
excommunicated Byzantine priests saying Mass in churches placed under 
interdict, Byzantine laymen arbitrarily divorcing their wives and remarrying, 
and Byzantine and Latin barons and knights occupying ecclesiastical 
possessions and refusing to pay tithes.92 In 1220 Honorius stated in the same 
conciliatory vein that suspended or excommunicated Byzantine clerics wishing 
to recognize papal obedience should be accepted through a simple promissio 
manualis, the iuramentum iuxta formam Ecclesiae was deemed unnecessary if 
the clerics refused to do so.93 

Two letters by the Nicaean patriarchs Theodore II Eirenikos and Germanos 
II from around 1214–1215 and 1223 respectively indicate that while part of 
the Byzantine elite – the Latin megas doux Philokales being among them, who 
obviously was capable of corresponding freely with the Nicaean patriarch – 
and population of Constantinople remained loyal to the Byzantine faith (cf. the 
principal bones of contention between the Roman and Byzantine Churches: 
the filioque issue, the azymes controversy, and the acceptance of papal 
primacy), at the same time another part of the metropolitan elite and population 
was wavering in the absence of firm Orthodox guidance. Indeed, Eirenikos 
explicitly states that part of the Constantinopolitan community had already 
accepted the Latin faith, while Germanos’ admonitions to the Byzantine 
metropolitan community had a definite urgency about them. Recently Michael 
Angold has drawn attention to serious divisions within the Byzantine clergy 
and society as to cooperation with the Latin Church in the context of the 1215 
Lateran Council.94 An anti-Latin treatise on the azymes controversy written in 
Constantinople around 1214 should be seen in the same light. The anonymous 
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author from 1214 states that he had written his treatise because part of the 
Byzantine population was starting to doubt the Byzantine position.95 This 
Byzantine treatise together with the bilingual 1252 Tractatus Contra Graecos 
by a anonymous Constantinopolitan Dominican – who, since it was in part 
based on a variety of Greek sources and was itself composed in both Latin and 
Greek, was presumably aided by one or more Byzantine colleagues (see infra) 
– indicates that the ecclesiastical union debate, apart from the official 
negotiations between the papacy and the Nicaean patriarchs (in 1214, 1234, 
1254–56; also with the metropolitan clergy in 1206), was also part of the local 
religious and intellectual life.96 That loyalty to both the Byzantine and Latin 
Churches, however, could also go hand in hand is exemplified by the Saints 
Peter and Paul church in Kalyvia Kouvara in Attika, founded in the early 1230s 
by Ignatios, the Byzantine bishop of the islands of Thermiai and Kea. Both 
saints, clearly representing the Latin and Byzantine Church respectively, are 
depicted in several scenes, but at the same time there is also present the effigy 
of Michael Choniates, the metropolitan of Athens in 1204 who chose to go 
into exile on the island of Kea, after negotiations in Thessaloniki (1205) with 
papal legate Benedict, the cardinal of Santa Susanna, had not yielded the 
desired results.  

Choniates continued to care for his former flock by corresponding with 
local Byzantine bishops (who had remained in place), monasteries and 
aristocrats (inter alia on Euboia), and also with the Nicaean emperor and 
patriarch, before retreating to the Joannes Prodromos monastery in Bodonitza. 
Choniates characterized the new Latin regime with the terms ‘tempest’, 
‘tyranny’ and ‘flood’, just like his colleagues – and propagandists of the local 
regimes there – in Epiros and Nicaea, such as John Apokaukos, the metropolitan 
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of Naupaktos. At the same time the former metropolitan counselled 
cooperation with the new Latin rulers and he himself continued to deal with the 
Latin authorities as well, for example by sending his secretary to the renewed 
1214 ecclesiastical union negotiations in Constantinople.97 Examples of 
religious accommodation can also be found elsewhere. The iconographical 
layout of the Byzantine monastic church of Omorphi Ekklesia (1289) in Galatsi 
(Athens) again portrays the saints Peter and Paul, but also a Cistercian monk 
and three Latin monastic saints. In Venetian Crete a number of Byzantine 
churches likewise contain depictions of Western saints, namely Saint Francis 
and Saint Bartholomew, although to be sure most Byzantine churches built 
during the period of Frankokratia show no recognizable Western influence. 
Two examples on the island of Naxos are the Panagia church (1288/89) at 
Agiossos and the Saint George church (last quarter of the 13th century) at 
Lathrino. The donor inscriptions indicate that the ktetors – with notably George 
Pediasimos and Michael Tsikalopoulos respectively, both from Constantino -
politan families – adhered to traditional Orthodox doctrine. Nektarios Zarras’ 
proposal that they should be interpreted in the context of anti-unionist protest 
against Michael VIII Paleologos’ religious policies and that Pediasimos and 
Tsikalopoulos must have fled or have been exiled from the reconquered 
Byzantine capital, however, is not convincing. Why would Pediasimos and 
Tsikalopoulos then have gone to a Latin-ruled island? It sounds more credible 
that both families had migrated to the island earlier, perhaps in 1261 when 
emperor Baldwin II was forced to flee Constantinople: the Chronicle of Morea 
mentions that a number of Byzantine archontal families fled the capital together 
with the Latin emperor, presumably fearing retribution from the Nicaean 
(re)conquerors. Seen in this light the mentioned inscriptions may then simply 
indicate a climate of tolerant religious Latin-Byzantine cohabitation.98 Latin 
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aristocrats also sometimes built (partially) Byzantine inspired churches. For 
example Baldwin II instructed his Byzantine priest Demetrios to build a church 
dedicated to Saint George in Constantinople, Anthony le Flamenc 
commissioned a Byzantine-style church in Beotian Karditsa also dedicated to 
Saint George to house his tomb, and the famed scholar and translator William 
of Moerbeke as the archbishop of Corinth probably had the largely Byzantine-
style church in Merbaka built. To be noted is that Baldwin’s choice for Saint 
George was in line with Byzantine imperial traditions: since the 11th century 
Byzantine emperors had closely associated themselves with this particular 
warrior saint, who would also become very popular in crusader circles and 
could thus serve as a bridge between both communities.99 Prince of Achaia 
William II of Villehardouin is credited with making donations to both Latin and 
Byzantine monasteries, which he confirmed at the time of his death. One of 
these must have been the monastery of Hagia Marina, to which William’s 
widow Anna Doukas in 1276/77 donated a book, as is clear from a dedication 
in Greek in the preserved manuscript. The monastery must – as Sharon Gerstel 
has argued – no doubt be equated with the church of Zoodochos Pege in 
Messenia, where Western-influenced, high quality wall paintings dating from 
about 1260 have been found.100  

That Latin-Byzantine relations in the religious sphere did not have to be 
problematic also follows from the fact that a number of Byzantines entered 
Latin monastic communities. This phenomenon can be observed in the capital, 
but also in southern Greece. In 1249 the lector Constantinopolitanus Thomas 
Grecus ex ordine Minorum qui sanctus homo erat et Grece et Latine 
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loquebatur, whose surname indicates that he was a Byzantine Greek, acted as 
John III Vatatzes’ messenger to Innocent IV together with a second messenger, 
also a Franciscan, who is described as having a Byzantine father and Latin 
mother (Grecus ex uno parente et Latinus ex altera).101 Thomas or one of his 
companions may well have written the preserved Greek translation of the 
Franciscan Rule that has been attributed to a 13th-century Byzantine native.102 
Another example is the Byzantine Constantinopolitan Franciscan John 
Parastron/Parastos (†1275), who no doubt had entered the Franciscan 
metropolitan convent before 1261. During the preparations of the Second 
Council of Lyons (1274) he served as a messenger to emperor Michael VIII 
(from 1270).103 The Dominicans also recruited local Byzantines, such as frater 
Simon the Constantinopolitan, who was born around 1235 and entered the 
Constantinopolitan convent sometime before 1261. After Michael VIII’s 
conquest of the city he sought refuge in Euboia, but returned to the capital in 
1299. Four letters in Greek by him discussing the differences between the Latin 
and Byzantine Churches, addressed to emperor Andronikos II Paleologos 
(1282–1328) and various prominent Byzantine intellectuals and dignitaries, 
have been preserved.104 Greek translations and transcriptions of the Latin liturgy, 
apparently made in early 13th-century Constantinople, may well have been used 
by Byzantine clerics working in a Latin milieu (the imperial court, Latin 
religious institutions, etc.), allowing them to fully understand the Latin liturgy, 
and to read a Latin mass if they were not familiar with the Latin alphabet.105  
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In the 1260s we find in the principality of Achaia Demeta Paleologina as the 
abbess of the Cistercian monastery of Sancta Maria de Verge near the town of 
Modon. In 1267, in the context of the Peloponnesian offensive of her presumed 
and distant relative emperor Michael VIII Paleologos, she decided to 
permanently relocate her community to Conversano in southern Italy. In a late 
list of abbesses, Demeta is said to have been imperiali sanguine nata, no doubt 
referring to the long-standing connections of the Paleologoi with the imperial 
Doukas and Komnenos families. One Theodore Paleologos from Modon, 
whom we will meet engaged in merchant activities further on, must have been 
a relative. Michael Paleologos, Michael VIII’s great-grandfather, in the mid-
twelfth century seems to have possessed landed estates in the theme of Hellas-
Peloponnesos, making it conceivable that after 1204 a branch of the Paleologos 
family (re)settled there. We do not know Demeta’s exact relationship to the 
Paleologoi of Nicaea, but her example indicates that members of the highest 
Byzantine aristocracy could also feel attracted to certain forms of Latin 
religious life. In the same region two dedicatory inscriptions (1244/45 and 
1354) in local churches suggest that a number of archontes had explicitly 
embraced the Latin faith.106 The choices made by Demeta and these Moreote 
archontes furthermore help explain the presence of a Cistercian monk and 
Western saints in Byzantine churches in Beotia and Attika noted earlier. Worth 
mentioning here is that none of the dedicatory inscriptions of Byzantine 
churches built in Latin Romania before the (re)capture of Constantinople in 
1261 make reference to the Nicaean emperors, as is the case in a number of 
churches in Cappadocia (first half of the 13th century), then a part of the Seljuk 
sultanate of Konya. In Latin Achaia and Euboia none are found after 1261 
either (mentioning the Paleologan emperors).107 That the dogmatic, liturgical 
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and other differences between the Latin and Byzantine Churches did not 
impede a certain measure of shared religious experience is also apparent from 
the fact that special occasions and holidays were celebrated together. In 1214 
both the Byzantine and Latin population of Constantinople warmly welcomed 
the Nicaean legate Nicholas Mesarites, who had come to the capital in the 
context of a new round of negotiations concerning ecclesiastical union.108 
Around the same year both Latins and Byzantines were present for the 
traditional veneration of the Saint John of Alexandria relic (which was 
subsequently robbed) in the Theotokos church near the Theotokos 
Psychosostrias monastery.109 On 4 May 1215 the feast of Saint Helen was 
celebrated by the entire region around Constantinople, especially in the Thracian 
coastal town of Athyra, where the saint’s body had rested until 1204. Its recent 
translation to the West was lamented by the entire province, Byzantines and 
Latins alike.110 More generally, in areas not densely populated by Latins, the 
latter also turned to Byzantine priests for religious services and spiritual care, a 
situation which is attested in, inter alia, Achaia and on Venetian Crete.111 
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Conclusion 

 
It is clear that the ‘Byzantine experience’ in the Latin Empire during the 13th 

century was, as is to be expected, varied and characterized by regional differences 
(the imperial capital, Byzantine and Latin principalities, the Venetian territories). 
Overall, however, the new Latin rulers were prepared to share power with the 
Byzantine elite on all levels, while on a local level for the common populace 
continuity with the pre-1204 realities – albeit within a feudally restructured Empire 
– was the starting point. Conversely, part of the Byzantine elite and population was 
prepared to cooperate with the Latins: although the 1204 cataclysm was not of their 
making or choosing, a number of them nevertheless pragmatically saw opportunities 
for workable cohabitation. Here we should bear in mind that at the beginning of the 
thirteenth century Byzantine imperial rule and the metropolitan elite were not all 
that popular outside the capital, as is clear from the cold welcome fleeing aristocrats 
– patriarch John X Kamateros being among them – received from the local populace 
in Thrace, as witnessed by Niketas Choniates.112 The Latin aristocracy may have 
politically become the dominant group, especially after the Byzantine feudal 
principalities had fallen away (by the 1230s), but in most regions Byzantine 
members of the local or former imperial elites were well connected – through 
marriage and as prominent functionaries or feudatories – with the imperial and 
regional courts. That as such they wielded real political influence is exemplified by 
the French queen-mother Blanche of Castile’s concern that Baldwin II relied too 
much on Byzantine counselors. The emperor politely denied this in his return letter 
(1243), but obviously the person who had informed Blanche – either her or her son 
Louis IX’s envoy or a visiting baron, knight or cleric from Constantinople or Latin 
Romania in general – was of a different opinion or had presented things otherwise.113 
Latin rule also left room – the Westerners always being demographically 
outnumbered – for different responses from the Byzantine elite and population: 
some adhered to a purely Byzantine way of living (religion, art, science, literature, 
etc.), while others were open to Western influence, just as there were Latins that 
were receptive to Byzantine culture. What is ultimately important is that Byzantines 
were always very much part of the Constantinopolitan Empire in the years 1204–
1261 (and beyond that date in Latin Romania). The recent trend in the field of 
Byzantine studies to more and more include the Latin Empire and its offshoots in 
the analyses of thirteenth century Byzantium – alongside Nicaea, Epiros, Trebizond 
and other political entities – is therefore strongly to be encouraged. 
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112 Niketas Choniates, Historia, vol. 2, 586–587. 
113 See Baldwin’s August 1243 letter to Blanche: André Duchesne, ed., Historiae Francorum 
Scriptores, Paris 1649, vol. 5, 423–424.
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Филип Ван Трихт 

 

БИТИ ВИЗАНТИНАЦ У ЦАРСТВУ У ЦАРИГРАДУ  

НАКОН 1204. ГОДИНЕ: КОНТИНУИТЕТ И ПРОМЕНА 

(ПОЛИТИКА, УПРАВА, ЦРКВА И РЕЛИГИЈА) 

 
Резиме 

 
Јасно је да је „византијско искуство“ у Латинском царству током XIII 

века било, што је и очекивано, разнолико и обележено регионалним 
разликама (царска престоница, византијске и латинске кнежевине, млетачке 
области). Међутим, генерално гледано, нови латински владари били су 
спремни да деле власт са византијском елитом на свим нивоима, док је на 
локалном нивоу за обичан народ континуитет са стањем пре 1204. године – 
иако у оквиру феудално реструктурираног Царства – представљао полазну 
тачку. С друге стране, један део византијске елите и становништва био је 
спреман да сарађује са Латинима – иако катаклизма из 1204. није била 
њихово дело нити намера, један број њих ипак је прагматично видео 
могућности кохабитације. Потребно је имати у виду да почетком XIII века 
византијска царска власт и престоничка елита нису били толико популарни 
изван престонице, што је очигледно судећи према хладном дочеку племића 
који су одбегли – а међу њима је био и патријарх Јован X Каматерос – од 
стране локалног становништва у Тракији, према сведочењу Никите 
Хонијата. Латинско племство је можда постало политички доминантна 
група, нарочито након одвајања византијских феудалних кнежевина (до 30. 
година XIII века), али су у већини области византијски припадници локалне 
или некадашње царске елите били добро повезани – путем бракова и као 
истакнути званичници или феудалци – са царским и обласним дворовима. 
Чињеница да су на тај начин вршили реалан политички утицај видљива је у 
забринутости француске краљице мајке Бланке од Кастиље да се Балдвин II 
превише ослања на византијске саветнике. Цар је љубазно одбацио те 
бојазни у писму у коме јој је одговорио (1243), али је очигледно особа која 
је обавестила Бјанку – њен изасланик или изасланик њеног сина Луја IX или 
барон, витез или клерик који је дошао у посету из Цариграда или генерално 
из латинске Рoманије – била другачијег мишљења или је ствари другачије 
представила. Латинска власт је такође отворила простор, при чему су 
западњаци увек били демографски надјачани – за различите реакције 
византијске елите и становништва: поједини су се држали искључиво 
византијског начина живота (у религији, уметности, науци, књижевности 
итд.), док су други били отворени за западни утицај, као што је било и 
Латина који су били отворени за византијску културу. Оно што је у крајњој 
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линији важно јесте да су Византинци били увек у великој мери део Царства 
у Цариграду током 1204–1261. (и касније у латинској Романији). Стога 
недавни тренд у области византијских студија да се Латинско царство и 
његове творевине све више укључују у анализе Византије XIII века – поред 
Никеје, Епира, Трапезунта и других политичих ентитета – треба снажно 
подстицати.  
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