II. MATERIALE SI CERCETARI

WOMEN AND POWER
IN THE HISTORY OF THE ASAN DYNASTY

In the 13" century the South-East Europe wit-
nessed the rise of two new Slavic independent
states, Bulgaria and Serbia. According to Francis
Dvornik, this part of Europe was mostly domi-
nated by the Byzantine Empire. The Emperor
Basil II, also known as Bulgaroktonos (Bulgarian-
slayer), has destroyed the first Bulgarian Empire
and thus, since the 11 century, Bulgaria existed
only as a Byzantine province. In 1186 a rebellion
broke out in Bulgaria, particularly among the
Danube region nobles, who rose against the Byz-
antium. The takeover was highly successful and
conveyed the beginning of the Second Bulgarian
Empire under the control of the brothers Peter
(Kalopeter) and Ivan Asan (Asen, Assen), who
subsequently became tsars and established the
stronghold at Tarnovo (Dvornik 2001, 80, 82). In
consequence, the brothers not only became part
of the historical records of the restored Bulgaria,
but also founded the newly ruling dynasty, the dy-
nasty of the Asan’s'.

The Asan dynasty played a major role in the Bul-
garian history. The accession to power of the Asan
brothers belong to the historical episode of the re-
birth of the Bulgarian statehood. The rebellion of
Peter and Ivan Asan had an accurate purpose, the
one of restoring Bulgaria within its ethnical and
historical boundaries. The political objectives,
however, were divergent from the current reali-
ties. A statehood pattern for Bulgaria, was the one
established during the reign of Tsar Simeon (893-
927; since 913 - tsar). The second notion de facto
and de jure of concerning the Bulgarian kingdom
referred to the revival of the Bulgarian state on
the map of the South-East Europe. The political

1The Romanian and Bulgarian historical literature is current-
ly subject to a strong controversy as to the origins of the two
brothers — some authors claim they are Romanians, while oth-
ers insist on their Bulgarian origins. The present case study
will not target this historiographical issue, as it renders a par-
ticular research field. For clear evidence, one needs a peculiar
approach, while this does not comply with one’s expertise.
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of the Asan’s would have also secured the dynas-
ty’s policies of their power accession (Bo:kuiios,
TozesieB 2006, 428-429). The idea of creating a
unitary state of Bulgaria led to the compelling
the right of succession to the throne.

Ivan I Asan (1186-1196), the founder of the Asan
dynasty, was Peter IV’s (1185-1197) co-governor,
since 1190, officially declaring himself tsar of the
Bulgarians (IJamkoBa-IlerkoBa 1978; IleTpoB
1985; Boxuios 1985, 27-40).

The history of the Asan dynasty was not uni-
form (BoxumoB 2000, 47-54). After the death
Ivan Asan I (1196) succeeded by that of Peter IV
(1197), the political power has passed to their
younger brother Kaloyan (Kaloioannes — Ivan
the Handsome, 1197-1207) (Boxuios, ['to3esies
2006, 441-457). The ambitious and “cunning
leader”, who has also called himself the “king
of Bulgarians and the Vlachs”, requested the
help of Rome. He asked the Pope to send him
the imperial crown as well as elevate the residen-
tial bishop (the one if the capital Tarnovo) to the
rank of patriarch. In 1204, Kaloyan has received
the crown together with the scepter of Rome and
the banner of St. Peter and St. Paul. However
the Latin-Bulgarian alliances remained fruitless.
The demeanor of the Bulgarian leader was much
to impregnate into the Byzantine mentality and
therefore he could not adjust himself to the
mentality of the modern western order (Dvornik
2001, 85-86).

In 1207, Kaloyan has been murdered, as a result
of a court plot. The power has been subsequently
arrogated by the nephew of the Asan brothers, Bo-
ril (1207-1218), son of Ivan Asan I’s sister, whose
name has not been retained (boxxusos, I'to3esieB
2006, 697)2. “Cned mesu (nepgumu AceHesuu),

2 Genealogical table: Junacmus Ha Acenesyu u amuruama
866 Busanmus (1186-1460).
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npouee, K02amo npue Yapcmaeo mexHuUIMbs Yapb
Bopun” (1LlepkoBHBIN 1944, 44).

The emperor Boril Asan, emperor Kaloyan’s neph-
ew (“cecmpennux”) will be using the royal title
in reference to his relation with the Asan, on the
feminine line, the one of his mother. In order to
provide more legitimacy to his supremacy, Borila
has resorted to other “political arguments of the
time”, namely, by marrying the widow of Kaloyan
(“cxumxa”), his original aunt (bosxutos, 'ro3eseB
2006, 74).

Notably, these circumstances endow convincing
evidence as to the certain participation of Boril
and Kaloyan ‘s wife at the accomplishment of the
plot regarding King Kaloyan (1197-1207) murder.
Without her support and agreement on the “royal
assassination” plan, chances of success regarding
the overpowering would be most certainly null.

The marriage with Kaloyan’s widow had a sub-
stantial importance for the future plans of em-
peror Boril. On one hand, he would undeniably
secure his right to the throne, and thus to abso-
lute power. On the other hand, Boril ensured a
both legal and legitimate warrant over the Asan
dynasty succession. The precedent has proved to
be quite “catchy”, as it has been lately used mul-
tiple times in the struggle for the throne birth-
right, in the medieval Bulgaria (Auapees 1988,
126-130).

Another reasoning with regards to the conquest
of the leadership by the latter, namely on the
grounds of a plot and not within the birthright le-
gitimacy, is the one referring to the fact that Asan
I's sons, Ivan and Alexander — the legitimate heirs
— were bound to flee from Tarnovo and the Gali-
cia principality (boxxuso 1985, 69).

In order to substantiate alliances with the Latin
Empire, Boril decides to marry his step-daughter,
Maria (Kaloyan’s daughter) with the Latin Em-
peror Henry, in 1211 (IlankoBa-IleTkoBa 1970,
165-166). Historical sources do not reveal whose
was the actual initiative in the matter (of the mat-
rimonial alliance). It is nevertheless unquestion-
able that the union between the Bulgarian family
and the imperial Latin court is based on a politi-
cal intent. The evidence confirming the fact is the
one illustrated in the era documents, which de-
picted the marriage as “arranged” through the
~marriage diplomacy”, underlining the fact that
the bride’s dowry was huge. The carts with dowry
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were drawn by 60 oxes, full of various precious
things, such as expensive velvet fabrics, luxurious
fur and clothing etc. (Auzapees 1988, 128)3.

The 1211 matrimonial contract mounted as a
political premise for the marital alliances in the
years to come. It was thanks to the “matrimonial
policy”, as well as to Henry’s three nieces, that the
Latin emperor was able to consolidate alliances,
in 1213, with three South-East and Central Eu-
ropean leaders: King Andrew II of Hungary, the
Bulgarian tsar, Boril and with the emperor of Ni-
caea, Teodore Laskaris (Boxuios 1985, 72).

However the regional political events have
changed the course of action of emperor Boril’s
matrimonial policies. Shortly after his daughter’s
marriage, the Bulgarian empress was forced to
give up the imperial throne to a newly appointed
empress. Boril remarried Emperor Henry’s niece,
the daughter of his sister Iolanta and Pierre de
Curtene. She is known as being the first Bulgar-
ian empress with Western European origins. Her
name however has not been retained and she was
not known for anything major. Her sister, anoth-
er daughter of Iolanta, was married to Andrew,
the Hungarian king. This union’s goal was to
merge the relations between Boril and the Hun-
garian emperor. There was a treaty that has been
signed in 1214, which rendered the marriage of
the Hungarian throne successor with Bela, Boril’s
daughter (AuzapeeB 1988, 126-128; A. /lanueBa-
Bacunbea 1977, 35-51; LlankoBa-IleTkoBa 1970,
165-166).

After several years, the struggle for the Bulgarian
throne became very intense. In 1218, Boril has
been dismissed by another legitimate contender
to the throne, Ivan Asan II. Boril was blinded and
imprisoned “for the evil caused to the dynasty
and the country” ([lanueBa- BacuiabeBa 1977,
35-51; BoxkunoB 1985, 69-76). Subsequently,
one can reach the conclusion that the two politi-
cally-cored marriages concluded by Boril, did not
secured him neither the happiness not the legiti-
mate birthright.

3 ITpucmueanemo Ha Mapus e IJapuepad npdcmenseano
HesUMCOaHo 3peaulye — nNpuxkama Ha Gvazapckama npuH-
yecca 6una HamosapeHa Ha 60 Mysaema, a 8CAKO HUBOM-
HO 6un0 nokpumo ¢ 8 aaxmu uepgeHo kadughe, n0A0BUHA
om koemo ce gdaueno no 3emama. Jlaneu no-zonemu om
3ecmpama 6uau noaumuveckue aKkmueu 3a AamuHckama
dunaomayus, K0sMo cu ocugypuaa» corw3 ¢ boazapueii 803-
MONACHOCTMB cOCPedomouums ycuaus ,,cu no nocoka Ha Mana
A3sua u Enup”.
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Ivan Asan II (1218-1241), son of Ivan Asan I and
empress Elena ([Iyiiues 1941; JlanueBa-BacuieBa
1977, 52-56; llankoBa-IlerkoBa 1978, 109-137;
BacuieBa 1981, 134-143; boxwuiioB 1985, 77-92;
Bosxuos, ['to3esneB 2006, 479-500). His birthday
is not specifically known, but according to Iordan
Andreev’s estimates, it would be in the 1195-1196.
His childhood was marked by his father’s assas-
sination; at the age of 8 or 11, he has then escaped
for 10 in Galicia, where he has received political
shelter. His first wife, Russian princess Anna,
gave birth to two daughters: Maria (future wife of
the despot Manuel Angelos) (boxkuios 1985, 87,
100-102) and Asanna (? - her name has not been
retained) future wife of the Serbian emperor,
Steve Vladislav (Augpees 1988, 131; 3iaTapcku
1972, 323-418; Boxuios 1985, 77).

He acceded to power, while still very young, with
the aid of the Russian druzhina. He had called
himself “Emperor Ivan Asan, son of Old Asan”
or “the young emperor Ivan Asan”. Right after
the Klokotnitsa victory over Theodore Angelos
of Epirus (1224-1230) (KaBopoHKOB 1977, 197),
March 2 1230, he started calling himself “the ab-
solute rightful emperor”, “the emperor of Bul-
garians and the Greeks” (KoxyxapoB 1974, 128).
This victory has entirely changed the situation
in the Balkans and led to a radical change of the
political map of the South-East Europe, since the
Despotate of Epirus has been erased from it.

According to Ivan Bojilov’s confirmation, after as-
cending the throne, he divorced his first wife, due
to state interests and sent her to the monastery
(BoxwunoB 1985, 87). In order to ensure his po-
litical alliance with King Andrew II of Hungary,
Ivan Asan II, offered him the conclusion of a “dy-
nasty alliance”. Ivan Asan II asked to marry his
daughter, Anna-Maria, Ivan Asan II asked him
to marry his daughter Anna-Maria, mentioned in
“Cunoduxa” (“Sinodica” - a.n.) and in “2Kumuemo
Hna ce. ITemxa” (“Zhitieto na sv. Petka” - a.n.)
with the name of Anna (ITonpy:xenko 1928, 88;
Boxxusos 1985, 87).

Andrew II accepted the offer under one condition
— the blessing of the Pope. For this reason, the
marital contract, has been delayed, but finally,
namely in 1221, has reached the respective bless-
ing, the one Pope Honor II. Anna-Maria has been
officially declared empress of Bulgaria. As a dow-
ry, Ivan Asan IT has received lands in Belgorod and

Branicevo (3smarapcku 1972, 325-326; HMcropus
1954, 142). Ergo, Ivan Asan II has related not
only with the Hungarian family, but extensively
with the Latin imperial one and with the family of
Nicaea Emperor. Of the Latin Emperor’s daugh-
ters was King Andrew II's wife. Consequently,
the affair in question led to an agreement with
regards to the marriage of the Hungarian king’s
son with Maria, daughter of Theodore I Laskaris
(1204/1206 - 1222), emperor of Nicaea (AHgpeeB
1988, 132).

Ivan IT Asan married the 16 years old Anna-Ma-
ria, who gave birth to four children. One of the
daughters, Elena, married Teodore II Laskaris,
future emperor of Nicaea (1254-1258), this gait
being considered as a guarantee for the politi-
cal alliances between Bulgaria and Nicaea. After
the throne accession, Elena has been designated
Tsarina Irene. She bore six children and one of
her daughters, Irene, was to become the wife of
the Bulgarian Tsar Constantine Tikh Asan (1257-
1277) (boxuios 1985, 102-103).

In 1237, after the death of Anna-Maria, Ivan Asan
IT was enchanted by Irene, the daughter of the
captive king, Theodore Komnenos. According
to the documents of the period, Irene was “sleek
and beautiful” (Ilonpy:xenko 1928, 88; Boxxuios
1985, 87).

Ivan Asan IT has then decided to conclude a third
marriage, but this gait has been stopped by the
determined patriarch of Tarnova Vissarion, who
has refused to marry them, according to the or-
thodox canons, which stated the invalidity of the
third marriage. Ivan Asan II has solved this prob-
lem just like he did with his politico-military ones:
by dismissing and assassinating the “stubborn”
patriarch Vissarion. Responding, the Bulgarian
Church clergy did not recognize the third mar-
riage of the leader, or the title of empress given to
Irina; moreover, the patriarch Vissarion was later
sanctified (Boxwios 1985, 77-92).

The marriage with Irene resulted in the birth of
three children: Michael Asan and two girls, Ma-
ria and Anna-Theodora. Maria was later the wife
of the Bulgarian tsar Mitso Asan (1256-1257) and
the mother of the Bulgarian emperor Ivan III
Asan (1279-1280). Anna-Theodora married the
“sevastokrat” Peter (who has received the title in
question through the status of royal son-in-law)
and then became the mother of the future wife of
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the tsar Shishman. “This marriage was the last
seed of the Asan dynasty in Bulgaria” (“[...] om
myau 6pax 600U HA4ANA CU NOCAEOHUAM KAOH HA
Acenesama amunusn 8 bvireapusa”) (boxunos
1981, 153-177).

After the death of the famous tsar Ivan Asan II
in 1241, who was retained by the Bulgarian his-
tory as “a glorious personality, who shed glow
on the people and on the throne of Bulgaria, and
who was installed during a period of decadence,
waste and petty struggles to death, for the throne
succession” (Dvornik 2001, 92). The successor of
Ivan Asan IT was his younger son, Koloman I Asan
(1241-1246), bore from the legal marriage with the
Hungarian princess Anna-Maria, and therefore
grandson of Ivan Asan I. His reign was not long
as he was killed, supposedly, by his step-mother
Irina, who was securing the birthright to throne
succession of her son Michael Asan (Anzapees
1988, 140-141; 31aTapcku 1972, 419-428).

The King Michael IT Asan (1246-1256), was Ivan’s
Asan II and Irene Komnene’s son (whose mar-
riage has not been blessed and thus the child was
denominated as a “bastard”- a.n.). He was born
not earlier than 1238/1239 and he was only 7 or
8 years old when declared emperor (boxwios,
Tosenes 2006, 503). In the documents of the
period he was called “the emperor Michael Asan,
son of the great emperor Asan and the grandson
of the old emperor Asan” (Aunpees 1988, 142).
His enthronement did not provoke discontent
as he was the sole male heir of the Asan regent
line, after the death of King Koloman Asan I. His
power-hungry mother, Irene has been declared
queen.

Era sources have withheld remarks to his royal
origins, both for the paternal and on the mater-
nal side. The Kostur inscription since the times of
Tsar Michael Asan II (1246-1256) “Hadnucs omes
Kocmyps oms epememo Ha yapb Muxaune II
AcvHA (1246-1256)”: “T Moaenue na paba boxcuii
Muxauns ACoHb, CUH® HA 8eAUKUA UaPb ACBHbB, U
Ha Hezoeama matika Hpuna, (Oweps) Teodopa
KomHnunws”, serves as an example (Hagnucs 1944,

277).

However, Irene Komnene did not manage to coor-
dinate the internal and the foreign political issues.
During her reign, Bulgaria lost several territories:
“Thrace, Macedonia, Branicev and the Belgorod
County” (boxwunos, ['lo3esieB 2006, 504).
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The contemporary sources illustrated her as very
uncultivated tsarina, who lacked the sense of in-
sight. Literally, the country lacked a leader. As
a consequence of the multiple discontents, the
Bulgarian tsar Michael Asan II, together with his
mother, were both victims of the rebellion of the
distressed nobles. They have been removed from
the government by the great “sevastokrat” Peter,
husband of Theodora, who was Michael Asan IT’s
sister. Irene Komnene has titled as a nun, through
the name of Xenia and send to a convent. Her im-
perial title has not been maintained (Ilankosa-
ITetxkoBa 1978, 141-146; AHnpeeB 1988, 143).

The Emperor Michael Asan II married the daugh-
ter of the Russian Prince Rastislav Mikhailovich
(son in law of the Hungarian King Bela IV), who,
received from the Mongols causing his expulsion,
the Slovenian ,Banat” and the Belgrade from the
Hungarians (AuzpeeB 1988, 144). Michael Asan
II was in vain waiting for help from his brother in
law Rastislav. “Rastislav has later tried to obtain
the Bulgarian throne, together with the territo-
ries comprised under the Hungarian suzerainty,
which would have led to the configuration of new
state of considerable proportions. He had how-
ever to give up the idea, as the Bulgarian nobles
would never accept a foreign tsar and a foreign
prince as a vassal of Hungary ” (Dvornik 2001,

92-93).

Michael Asan II’s fate is not known exactly. He
died in 1256 at the age of 18. According to some
sources, the cause of death were wounds, to oth-
ers, it was his brother Kaloman Asan IT who killed
him (Boxxusios, I'to3esieB 2006, 507).

Koloman (Kaliman) II Asan (1256), Michael Asan
II’s successor, was Ivan Asan II's and the Hun-
garian princess Anna-Maria’s son. He was righ-
teous to pretend to the throne, but he neverthe-
less resorted to Boril’s method, acceding to power
through the marriage with the widow of Mi-
chael Asan II. Marriage with the widow empress
gave the direct and legitimate right to the royal
throne.

In the defense “of his daughter’s honor” the Rus-
sian Prince Rastislav Mikhailovich has expressed
his ambition to rule Bulgaria. Whilst the attack
on Tarnovo, Koloman Asan II died. As earlier
mentioned, the Russian Prince did not succeed
to conquest the Bulgarian throne and therefore
never became tsar of Bulgaria; he had then to set-
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tle only for an incomplete success, namely that of
taking his daughter home (3naTapcku 1972, 465-
474; Margos 1965, 295; boxunoB 1985, 113-114;
Hcropus 1982, 271; AHnpees 1988, 148).

Given the custom of obtaining the royal throne in
Bulgaria at the time, one may reach the following
conclusion: if the claimant to the throne lacked
the royal-dynasty origins (which in fact would not
allow him obtaining the royal crown), he could
then marry a royal representative. This would
be sufficient for the accession to the throne. The
next contender to the Bulgarian throne did not in-
tervene in the tradition of obtaining it. The main
weapon in the struggle for power becomes again,
the female representative.

A crucial reason that justified the birthright to
leadership of Mitso Asan (1256-1257) was his
wife, Anna-Maria, the daughter of Emperor Ivan
Asan IT and Irene Komnene (Boxmuiios 1985, 110-
113; Boxkuios, 'to3esieB 2006, 509).

Since the male royal line in the Asan dynasty has
been interrupted in 1256, accordingly to the Bul-
garian historic opinion, Ivan Bojilov, the struggle
fro power passed to the clans from Bulgaria and
the ones from the Byzantine Empire, which were
somehow related to the Asans (Boxwuios 1985,
111).

Another Bulgarian historic, Jordan Andreev, sup-
poses that the fight for the throne was held “on
the second ascendancy line”. An example con-
firming the assertion is the marriage of Mitso
Asan (Auzgpees 1988, 149). Marrying the daugh-
ter of a tsar, Mitso becomes worthy of the royal
title of the Asans. The Tarnovo aristocracy has
never recognized Mitso as an official emperor, at
least not one belonging to the Asan dynasty line
(he has been refused to be recognized his right to
the Asan dynasty heritage - a.n.). Furthermore,
the Bulgarian aristocracy has longtime insisted
on their right of electing a tsar. In fact, due to the
fight for the crown, the country saw the beginning
of a civil war in 1256 (Boxmios 1985, 115).

Against Mitso Asan went another contender to
the throne — Constantine Tikh, a relative of Steve
Uro$ I Nemanja (1243-1276). In good relations
with both the Serbian and the Greek dynasties,
supported by the diplomatic alliances in Nicaea,
Constantine Tikh ends up by defeating Mitso
Asan, whois forced to abandon the throne, togeth-

er with his family and to flee in Nicaea (Anznpees
1988, 149-150).

Constantine Tikh Asan (1257-1277) came from
the Serbian-Bulgarian aristocracy and was a great
landowner in the south and the west of Bulgaria.
Constantine Tikh Asan has been acknowledged
emperor of Bulgaria by the “aristocracy and the
people”, since 1256, when the struggle for power
began. In order to receive the royal title of the
Asans, he divorced his first wife (her name and
origins have not been withhold), and after send-
ing her to a convent, he remarries Irene Laskaris,
the daughter of the Nicaean emperor Theo-
dore II Laskaris (1254-1258) and of Elena Asan
(Bnartapcku 1972, 477; Boxxunos 1985, 116). Irene
inherited the ,,royal blood” of the Hungarian and
Bulgarian kings. She was the granddaughter of
the tsar Ivan Asan IT and the grangrand-daugther
of Andrew II of Hungary.

The marriage of Constantine Tikh Asan with the
granddaughter of Ivan Asan II has solved simul-
taneously two problems. On one hand, Constan-
tine Tikh Asan received the royal title of the Asans
and on the other, this was the chance to prevent
the interruption of the Asan dynasty.

This marriage however did not last longtime.
Worth mentioning nevertheless that Irene has
politically manifested herself. After her brother
Ivan Laskaris IV (1258-1261) has been blinded
and dethroned by Michael VIII Palaiologos (1259~
1282), she decided to put her husband against the
Greek emperor. These ambitious political plans
failed due to several reasons, personal ones in-
cluding. One year after the marriage, Irene Las-
karis has passed away, subsequently Constantine
Tikh Asan, widowed, asked to marry one of the
ladies from the imperial family Palaiologos. It
goes without saying that the third marriage of
Constantine Tikh Asan had a political nucleus.
Maria Palaiologina Kantakouzene, niece of the
Byzantine emperor and daughter of Ivan Kantak-
ouzenos and Irene Palaiologina, sister of emperor
Michael III Palaiologos, became his wife. Worth
mentioning is the fact that the initiative of this
marriage conclusion belonged to the byzantine
emperor, as he tried to gain an ally in the Bulgar-
ian tsar. Cities such as Mesembria (Messevr) and
Anchialus (Anhialo) were promised as dowry.
Even so, Michael III Palaiologos, delayed the con-
ceding of these cities, motivating the hinder by
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the fact that these centers could be administered
by Byzantine representatives solely. In 1270, the
son of Constantine Tikh Asan was born, who was
baptized with the name of Michael and who has
been therefore considered as a representative of
the royal Byzantine family (Auzpees 1988, 153).

Despite that, Michael III Palaiologos kept refus-
ing the concession of these two cities to Bulgar-
ia. The dissention has then exceeded the family
boundaries and transformed itself in regional and
interstate discrepancies, which at the time, was
solved in a single way, namely the war. On this
particular conduct of the things, insisted the wife
of Constantine Tikh Asan.

Maria Palaiologina Kantakouzene showed a par-
ticular political position engaging herself in state
affairs and consequently “declaring war” to her
uncle as she wished to gain back her righteous
dowry. De facto, she was the one leading Bulgaria,
transforming its capital in the centre of intrigues
and plots against the Byzantine Empire. Maria
Palaiologina Kantakouzene was sending letters to
her mother and the Byzantine emperor where she
threatened them with vengeance.

It was mainly her idea of creating a unitary Ortho-
dox vanguard, with the purpose of drawing to her
side the patriarchs of Alexandria and Jerusalem
(“cpewy yHuama, xem xotimo mpabeoao da ce
npucoeduHsm nampuapcume Ha AaexkcaHopus
u HUepycarum”) (boxuios 1985, 116; AHApeeB
1988, 153). She even used to send her delegates to
the Egyptian sultan, in order to persuade him to
declare war to the Byzantine Empire.

Another significant issue that Maria Palaiologina
Kantakouzene was dealing with, was that of the
fate of her sons. So that the children of Constan-
tine Tikh Asan resulted from his first marriage
were removed from the throne accession, she
decided to crown her youngest son. For the first
time in Bulgaria, a 2 year old was standing for the
throne.

If at that time, the birthright of the first-born
was to be acknowledged, then Maria Palaiolog-
ina Kantakouzene would have declared a new
Byzantine tradition. According to Byzantine
law, the undeniable right to the throne did not
belong to the first-born, but to the one born after
the enthronement of his parents. The Bulgarian
empress Maria Palaiologina Kantakouzene, a
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royal Bulgarian representative with roy-
al Byzantine blood, has for the first time
applied the Byzantine succession tradi-
tion at the Bulgarian court.

Her son, Michael Asan, became a contender to
the throne of the kingdom as he would have been
born in the bagrenitsa — a purple room, es-
pecially equipped for the childbirth in the royal
family. This custom was well-established in the
Byzantium. The child bore in this room was con-
sidered the legitimate heir of the throne. This
way, his mother has secured him the legitimate
birthright to the throne of the Bulgarian kingdom
(AumpeeB 1988, 154-156; 3atapcku 1972, 475-
547; Boxunos 1985, 115-118).

A contemporary of the events, Manuel Phil, has
characterized Maria Palaiologina Kantakouzene
as “a tigress who defends her cubs” (Fhilae 1900,
251). Because of Empress Maria Palaiologina Kan-
takouzene intrigues, who were solely concerned
by the throne successions issues, a rebellion, red
by Ivailo, broke out in Bulgaria.

Constantine Tikh Asan, spineless and coward, has
actually confided the leadership to his wife and
has never taken any sensible measures to repress
the rebellion, which in effect led to a true catas-
trophe. Constantine Tikh Asan could not resist
the rebels and was killed by Ivailo himself. The
insurgents, allied with the Tatars, approached
afterwards Tarnovo, the settlement where Maria
Palaiologina Kantakouzene detained the power,
but who remained alone and without any sup-
port.

The Byzantine emperor Michael III Palaiologos
panicked because of the troubles in Bulgaria.
Initially, he tried to intervene in Bulgarian inter-
nal affairs, hoping to “grizzle” the rebellion. As
he understood that he will not succeed through
military force, he then decided to solve the is-
sue through matrimonial alliance, the traditional
approved method. Michael III Palaiologos was
ready to marry his daughter with Ivailo, with this
“rootless” individual, but later on he changed his
mind and decided to enthrone Ivan son of Mitso,
as the tsar of Bulgaria. The latter was married in
haste with the Byzantine imperial daughter and
ergo declared emperor of Bulgaria, with the name
if Ivan Asan III. The Byzantine emperor supposed
that this politico-matrimonial union would be a
sufficient reason for Maria Palaiologina Kantak-
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ouzene to voluntary concedes the throne, which
would help Ivan Asan III with the aid of the
Byzantium to “braise” the rebellion and get the
throne. This way he would have been designed as
a depot (Pachymeris 1835, 440-441).

The following could have never been foreseen,
not even in the most miraculous plans of the Byz-
antine Court. The decisions and subsequently
the course of action of Maria Palaiologina Kan-
takouzene do not fall in any of the limits of any
epoch: nor political, nor judicial, nor moral, nor
ethical.

In order to withhold the power, which she would
then pass to her son, she took exceptional mea-
sures. As she acknowledged the fact that she will
not receive any support or help, from no one, at
the time when Ivailo was attacking the fortress
of Tarnova, she offered a pact to the insurgents.
Namely, she was ready to become Ivailo’s wife
under two conditions: after the enthronement,
she will be the one leading the country (as always
- a.n.) and Ivailo would have to guarantee her
son’s birthright and his legitimacy to succeed to
the throne of Bulgaria. The thirst for power and
the insidious plans of Maria Palaiologina Kantak-
ouzene stirred the panic of the Byzantine emperor

(3marapcku 1972, 544-574; AHznpeeB 1980, 9-17).

Her intentions were, on one side hypocrite and on
the other quite rational and well ciphered. The re-
sult was also two folded: she gained another vic-
tory over the Byzantine emperor and oppressed
the peasant rebellion, which got out of control,
threatening to become a veritable war of the peas-
ants.

Both for Ivailo and for the rebels, the proposal of
Maria Palaiologina Kantakouzene was tempting
and represented a way of acceding to power. The
dream about the social harmony and justice was
about to be realized, as the power “was passed” to
the ordinary people. The idea that the “emperor
was God’s chosen” reflected the essential grasp
of the political doctrine which the Byzantium was
based on, as well as the main leadership pattern
of the time: the emperor “of God’s will”, “God’s
chosen”, will become emperor the best fitted
(Boxmuios, 'to3esies 2006, 516).

In the eyes of the rebels, this “divine sign as a
simple peasant became an emperor and he will
be a great tsar and will defend both the rich and

the poor” (Auapees 1988, 158; 3narapckuii 1989,
104-120; I1eTpoB 1956, 173-260). A simple swine-
herd became the national hero of Bulgaria.

Ivailo accepted the offer of Maria Palaiologi-
na Kantakouzene “for peace sake and to save
the country from a civil war and blood shed”
(Augpees 1988, 160). The enthronement of Ivailo
(1278-1279) took place in 1278.

Bulgaria has been united by the empowerment
of a king of the people, but it has not been saved
from the crisis that threatened it due to the do-
mestic and foreign policy issues, arisen against
the rootless emperor from the part of the local
aristocracy. The Byzantine emperor Michael IIT
Palaiologos was also ready to take exceptional
measures in order to dismiss Ivailo and install
Ivan Asan III.

The Byzantines conducted a military march
against Ivailo, who could not resist in defending
his wife (at the time bearing his child) and was
murdered. Maria Paleologos Kantakuzene has
been taken captive, together with her son Michael
and sent to Constantinople. “The phenomenon of
tsar Ivailo”, according to Jordan Andreev, can-
not find any historical equivalents, neither in the
history of Bulgaria or in the European one. What
brought him to power so easily, the utopian dream
about “political and social” harmony, proved to
be seeming and fruitless. The tragic end of Ivailo
was nonetheless oncoming (Auapees 1980, 9-17;
Anppees 1988, 163-164).

Ivan Asan III (1279-1280) succeeded on the
throne of Bulgaria; he was the grandson, on the
maternal line, of Ivan Asan II, the first-born of
Emperor Mitso Asan and of the daughter of Ivan
Asan II (BoxumoB 1985, 249-255). Namely this
fact played the crucial role in the choice of the
Byzantine emperor in electing the throne con-
tender.

Unlike the “emperor from the people”, one had
to elect someone with the legitimate birthright to
the crown, one with deep royal roots in the lead-
ing dynasty. Ivan Asan III proved to be the most
appropriate political figure to allege to the throne
succession, at the time. The Byzantine emperor
has quickly married him with his daughter Irene,
ensuring a political, military as well as diplomatic
aid in granting the throne (3;1aTapcku 1972, 555-
571; Boxunos 1985, 251).
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Nonetheless Ivan Asan III proved to be worth-
less of the “Asan’s blood” and showed himself in
the most inadequate way possible. He became
known by the Bulgarian history as the figure
most lacking personality, talent who has never
outstand in anything, or in the political or in the
military field. The political situation of Bulgaria
was in need of effective and cursory decisions.
In the background of the struggle for power, ap-
peared a new contender to the throne, George
Terter. Since Ivan Asan III conceded the throne
willingly, he was confined the title of despot, pre-
viously promised (BoxwuioB 1985, 251). Load-
ing carts with huge valuable things, he and his
wife left Bulgaria. The wife of the Tatar leader,
Euphrosyne (HoBukos II, 116-19), offered him
protection; she was the illegitimate daughter of
the Byzantine emperor Michael III Palaiologos
(Annpees 1988, 167).

The Asan dynasty played a major in role in the
Bulgarian history. The ascension to the throne of
the Asan brother corresponds with the rebirth of
the Bulgarian statehood. Stating the features and
characteristics in the history of the Bulgarian me-
dieval dynasties of emperors, it is worth drawing
a particular attention upon the fact that is enor-
mously significant in the European history. “The
feminine factor” has played a primordial role in

preserving the dynastic right to the throne. On
one hand, Bulgaria does not make an exception
considering that the inheritance to the throne was
also valid on the female line. On the other hand,
there are new features emerging, which are less
specific for other countries. According to the re-
cent researches, despite the fact that women did
not possess the right to the throne accession (or to
the power for that matter), it was them who were
the primordial “rescue rings” of the leading dy-
nasty, representing the “lifeline” in the conquest
of power by men.

The relation with the representative of the ruling
royal dynasty was the main argument of the po-
litical realities and requirements of the era. The
only exception was marrying a widow. This meth-
od has become widely practiced in Bulgaria. For
instance, there are no such cases to be known, nor
it was even allowed to practice them, during the
Middle Ages. The status and the social position
of the widow would radically change; she might
have as well been stranded or murdered+. There
was no possibility at all of ascending to the throne
by marrying a widow. In certain cases, mothers
would ensure the access to power for their chil-
dren, but the method of conveying power through
a “regent female” was largely practiced and well-
known in entire Europe.
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Femeia si puterea in istoria dinastiei Asanestilor (sec. XII-XIIT)

Rezumat

Articolul este conscarat istoriei dinastiei Asdnestilor prin prisma rolului femeilor in obtinerea puterii la domnie.
Caracterizand particularitatile si generalitatile din istoria dinastiilor de monarhi ai Bulgariei medievale, am dorit sa
atragem atentia asupra unui fapt de o importanta majora in istoria europeana. ,Factorul feminin” a jucat, practic,
un rol decisiv in pastrarea dreptului dinastic la tron. Pe de o parte, Bulgaria nu era o exceptie, mostenirea tronului
se facea si pe linie feminina. Pe de alta parte, apar noi forme, mai putin specifice pentru alte tiri. Precum arata cer-
cetdrile, chiar daca femeile nu aveau dreptul la tron, dreptul la putere, tocmai ele constituiau ,,veriga de salvare” a
dinastiei domnitoare, si erau ,,armda de salvare” in ce priveste cucerirea puterii de catre barbati.

inrudirea cu o reprezentanti a dinastiei domnitoare, impéritesti era argumentul principal al realititilor politice
si al cerintelor epocii. Exceptie ficea doar casitoria cu o vaduvi. Aceasta a devenit una din metodele principale
si larg practicate in Bulgaria. De exemplu, in Moldova medievala nu se cunosc asemenea cazuri si chiar nu erau
admise asemenea lucruri.
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Statutul si situatia vaduvei se schimba radical, aceasta fiind izgonita sau chiar asasinatds. Nu exista nicio posibi-
litate de urcare la tron prin cisitorie cu o viduvi. in unele cazuri mamele asigurau puterea pentru copii lor, dar
forma transmiterii puterii prin intermediul unei femei regente se practica pe larg si se cunostea, fara exceptie, in
toate tarile europene.

ZKeHimyHa ¥ BJIACTH B HCTOPUU JUHACTUU ACEHb

Pestome

CraThs IOCBSAIIEHA POJIU MKEHIIMH B ITOJIyYeHUU MPaBa Ha MPECTOJ B HCTOPUU JUHACTHH ACeHb. XapaKTepHu3ys
ob1ee 1 0COOEHHOE B NCTOPHH LIAPCKUX JUHACTUH CpeZiHEBEKOBOU Bosrapuu, XoTesoch 6b1 00paTUTh BHUMaHUE
Ha 3JIEMEHT, UMEIOIINH YHUBEPCATIbHOE 3HAUEHUE B €eBPOIEHCKON ucropud. «KeHckuil pakmop» Urpa mpakTu-
YeCKU KJIIOYEBYIO POJIb B COXpAaHEHUU IIpaBa AUMHACTUU Ha mpectos. C ogHOU cTOpoHsbl, Bosrapus He cocrapiser
HCKJIIOYEHHS B 9TOM OTHOIIEHUH, TAK KaK IIPECTOJIOHACIIENE M B IPYTUX CTPAHAX OCYIIECTBIIAJIOCH TAKXKe U 110
JKeHCKOH imHuU. C APYToi CTOPOHBI, 371eCh UMEIOTCS HOBBIe GOPMEI, HE XapaKTepHbIe I ApyTux cTpaH. Kak mo-
Ka3bIBAIOT UCCIIEIOBAHNSA, 1aKe eCJIM JKeHIIMHBI He NMeJIH IIPaBa Ha IIPECTOJI, IpaBa Ha BIACTh, UMEHHO OHH CJIy-
JKUTH «CNACUMenbHbIM 36eHOM U 0pyOuem» B OOPETEHUH BJIACTU My:KUYUHAMU. POJCTBO ¢ peZicTaBUTEIbHULIEN
TOCIIO/ICTBYIOIEN, IIAPCKOM TMHACTUY OBLJIO IVIABHBIM apIyMeHTOM ITOJINTUYECKUX PeayIni U TpeOOBAaHUN SII0XHU.
VickiIIoueHre COCTaBIIAET JIMIIb XKEHUTH0A Ha BJIOBE. ATOT CIIOCOO CTaJI OJJHUM U3 IJIaBHBIX U ITUPOKO IPAKTUKY-
embIx B Bosrrapuu. K npumepy, B cpenHeBekoBoii MosijioBe He ObLIIO M3BECTHO TAKUX CJIYUAEB U JlaXKe He JIOIyC-
KaJIiCh TI0Z00HbBIe BapuaHTHI®. CTaTyc U MOJIOJKEHHE BJOBHI Pe3KO0, TOPOH PaIMKAIFHO MEHSIICSA, OT U3THAHUA 10
ybuiicTBa. Bo3MOXKHOCTH IIepeZiauy BJIACTH IIOCPEACTBOM Opaka He ObLIO HUKAKOH. B HEKOTOPBIX CiTydassx MaTepu
obecrieynBasy BJIACTh CBOUM JIETSM, HO hopMa Iepeiavi BJIACTH Yepe3 PEreHTCTBO IIHUPOKO MPAKTUKOBAJIACH U
Obl1a U3BECTHA, €3 NCKIIIOYEHH, BO BCEX eBPOIIEHCKIX CTPAHAX.
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5Citam unele exemple. Marinca, sotie a lui Ilies (1432, ianuarie 1 - 1433, septembrie; 1435, august 4 - 1436, martie 8; 1436, martie
8 - 1442, august 1 (asociat cu Stefan)), fiul lui Alexandru cel Bun, era izgonita dupa moartea sotului. Elena Rares era asasinata de
cétre ginerele ei, Alexandru Lapugneanul.

¢ [IpuBe/IeM HEKOTOPBIE IPUMepPHL. MapuHka, sxena Winema (1432, SHBaph 1 - 1433, CEHTAODS; 1435, aBIYCT 4 - 1436, MapT 8;
1436, mapT 8 - 1442, aBrycr 1 (conpasurens [lltedana I1)), china Anekcauapa JIo6poro, 6ply1a M3rHAHA U3 CTPAHBI IIOCJIE CMEPTH
my»xa. Enena Paper, 6bu1a youTa CBOUM 34TEM, AJIEKCAHPOM JISIYIIHSHY.
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