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Introduction
	
	The Middle Byzantine period (843-1204), falling between the second Byzantine Iconoclasm (814-824) and the Fourth Crusaders’ sack of Constantinople, saw a revitalization of arts and learning thanks to the Macedonian Renaissance, a revolution of arts and learning in the 9th century with the rise of the Macedonian dynasty, and later intellectual movements, like the emerging revival of classical thought in the eleventh and twelfth centuries.[footnoteRef:1] One important facet of this ‘revitalization’ was an increase of historical writing that was unprecedented in previous centuries. Perhaps no part of the history-writing in the Middle Byzantine period was more fruitful than in the eleventh and twelfth centuries.[footnoteRef:2]  While historians, such as Theopanes the Confessor and Procopius, had written memorable histories in previous centuries, a sort of “history-writing revolution,” started in the eleventh century. The major historians of the era, excluding Anna Komnene, were all bureaucrats, and were all closely associated with the emperors and the inner political circle. In the case of Anna Komnene, she was a princess and eldest daughter of the emperor Alexios Komnenos, and her history is primarily concerned with his reign. By reason of her unique connection to the emperor, she also was closely associated with the court and the emperor, much like the other historians in the period. Due to this close association with the politics of the inner imperial circle, these historians, who were also active politicians, had an incentive to write histories for political gain, whether that be to preserve their life and their career in the case of Michael Psellos, attain a higher politician position, such as empress in the case of Anna Komnene, or a higher position at court in the case of John Kinnamos. A further caveat to this is that these dual politician-historians were all conscious of one another, and were competing against one another through their biographies of various emperors. In their minds, history writing and politics were closely intertwined.  [1:  This intellectual movement will be addressed in this paper as, “Hellenism.” There many multiple intellectual movements with the same name not unique to the Middle Byzantine period. However, this thesis will only address the one found in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. For information on this intellectual movement, see: Glen M. Cooper, “Byzantium Between East and West: Competing Hellenisms in the Alexiad of Anna Komnene and Her Contemporaries,” in East Meets West in the Middle Ages and Early Modern Times: Transcultural Experiences in the Premodern World, ed. Albrecht Classen, and Marilyn Sandidge (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 263-90.]  [2:  For a general history of the Byzantine Empire, including the eleventh and twelfth centuries, see: Michael Angold, The Byzantine Empire, 1025-1204: A Political History, 2nd edn. (London: Longman, 1997); Warren Treadgold, A Concise History of Byzantium (Houndmills: Balsingstoke, Hampshire; New York, NY: Palgrave, 2001); John F. Haldon, The Palgrave Atlas of Byzantine History (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005); For a general history of Byzantine Iconoclasm, including the Second Iconoclastic Period (814-843), see: Leslie Brubaker and John Haldon, Byzantium in the Iconoclast Era, c. 680-850: A History (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015.)] 

This thesis will focus upon the narratives of three Middle Byzantine historians, Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos. In a modern context, the word ‘historian’ conjures up the idea of objectivity, and that their main goal in writing histories is reaching a sort of ‘objective truth,’ while using multiple sources with peer-review to reach factual conclusions. While a similar description of the Byzantine historian and their sources may be accurate to an extent, this association also implies that—like modern, objective historians—Byzantine historians were concerned with their narratives being factual and as unbiased as possible. Yet, the concern of remaining unbiased in writing history is relatively new, and this sort of expectation about history writing inhibits our understanding of Middle Byzantine histories. The desire to thoroughly equate Middle Byzantine histories with modern ones can disorient the reader, and diminish our understanding of the literary sophistication of the Middle Byzantine histories. This thesis will argue that unlike the modern historian, who may claim a level of ‘objectivity’ in their work, medieval writers, especially Middle Byzantine ones, made no such concessions, viewing history-writing as a political discourse that could garner favor for themselves in the eyes of other elites or the emperor. Furthermore, these historians used whatever sources or ideas that were at their disposal in order to construct their arguments, whether their particular sources were their status as an eyewitness, imperial documents, rumors, or even references from classical literature, which added literary sophistication to their histories. For example, Anna Komnene’s choice of title for her father’s biography, Alexiad, bears a close resemblance to the epic poem, the Iliad, which invokes a sense that Anna meant to link her history to an older literary tradition. The other narratives studied in this thesis also make explicit references to classical literature. By analyzing Middle Byzantine histories as living, literary texts not only offers insights into the texts themselves, but also allows for greater insight into what Byzantine intellectuals thought about imperial rule and power, and how they formulated these ideas in their respective histories. 
More than anything, this works seeks to rehabilitate the image of Byzantine historians, specifically in relation to the views of Edward Gibbon and James Howard-Johnston, two English historians who both reached polar-opposite conclusions about the state of history-writing in Byzantium and the Byzantine Empire itself. With respect to Edward Gibbon, his magnum opus, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, gives little praise to the Byzantine Empire as a whole. In a description of the empire, Gibbons writes: 

From the time of Heraclius, the Byzantine theatre is contracted and darkened: the line of empire, which had been defined by the laws of Justinian and the arms of Belisarius, recedes on all sides from our view . . . . But the subjects of the Byzantine Empire, who assume and dishonour the names both of Greeks and Romans, present a dead uniformity of abject vices, which are neither softened by the weakness of humanity, nor animated  by the vigour of memorable crimes.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Edward Gibbon, The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, I.III (New York: Penguin Books USA Inc., 1994), 23-4.] 



Gibbon in the eighteenth century supposes that after Heraclius, the Byzantine Empire was an empire that shrunk (in terms of territory), and dishonored the names of both the Greeks and the Romans through presumably both its military and artistic achievements, or a lack of them. In the space of a paragraph, Gibbon totally dismissed the Byzantine Empire and anything associated with it. While Gibbon’s The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire is no longer seen as a scholarly, academic work in respect to modern standards of “scholarly,” Gibbon has had a profound effect on the historiography of later centuries, perhaps more than he could have imagined. While Classics and Medieval European studies progressed, Byzantine studies seemed to have fallen behind. This phenomenon can be traced back to Edward Gibbon and The Fall and Decline, which, in passages such as the one quoted above, consigns the Byzantine Empire to a corner of history that is best left undisturbed.[footnoteRef:4] This appraisal, along with other similar assessments by other early modern historians, caused Byzantine studies to lag behind. By the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, however, a different view of Byzantium and more importantly, historical writing in the Byzantine period, was presented by individuals, such as James Howard-Johnston, although this can be seen as problematic as well.  [4:  For similar verdicts/views, see: William Edward Hartpole Lecky, History of European Morals from Augustus to Charlemagne, vol. 2 Third edition, revised (New York: D. Appleton, 1921), 13-4; Dimiter G. Angelov, “Byzantinism: The Imaginary and Real Heritage of Byzantium in Southeastern Europe,” in New Approaches to Balkan Studies, ed. Dimitris Keridis et al. (London: Brassey's, 2003), 8-10. ] 

In 2014, Howard-Johnston published Historical Writing in Byzantium, a book that was intended to survey history-writing in the Byzantine Empire, including the Middle Byzantine period (843-1204.) In a statement that is indicative of general history-writing in Byzantium, Howard-Johnston observes: “Like all serious historians, those writing in Byzantium needed a solid base of dated, properly articulated, documentary sources, upon which to build.”[footnoteRef:5] As shown in this quote, Howard-Johnston reaches the conclusion that history-writing in Byzantium consisted of the historian completing serious research, gathering sources, and using these sources in a systematic way to construct their histories and arguments. He reaches such a conclusion through mining through the Byzantine histories’ accounts of certain events, which can be corroborated with other outside sources, and prove that Middle Byzantine historians used outside sources to construct their narratives. This conclusion about history-writing in the Byzantine Empire is certainly more optimistic than Gibbon’s, but it also fails to capture the complexity of history-writing in a pre-modern context. It assumes that the Middle Byzantine historians were objective, and that their goal was to conduct academic, unbiased historical research. However, assessing the Middle Byzantine biographies simply as databases full of historical information diminishes their value as sophisticated texts.[footnoteRef:6] Along with data-mining, 20th historiography was mainly concerned with understanding Byzantine history-writing as an imitation of ‘classical’[footnoteRef:7] models and methods. This even led some scholars to use ‘lost’ or ‘imaginary’ classical texts as presupposed models for Byzantine texts, depriving Byzantine authors of originality.[footnoteRef:8]  [5:  James Howard-Johnston, Historical Writing in Byzantium (Heidelberg: VerlagAntike, 2014), 44.]  [6:  Besides James Howard-Johnston, Warren Treadgold is perhaps the best known Byzantinist who engages with the source material in a fashion as described above. For a work by Treadgold that engages with the source material in such a way, see: Warren Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2013). ]  [7:  Classical here meaning ancient Greek or Roman history-writing.]  [8:   For a general survey of historiography on Middle Byzantine history-writing, specifically 20th century perspectives, see: Jakov N. Ljubarskij, “New Trends in the Study of Byzantine Historiography,” Dumbarton Oak Papers 47 (1993): 132. This article is useful because it provides a point of entry into wider debates about the historiography of the Middle Byzantine period, specifically 20th century perspectives, including debates about the originality of Byzantine texts when compared with ancient Greek/Roman sources.] 

With regards to this thesis, I will seek to establish a level of middle ground between these two extreme interpretations of Byzantine historians; the Middle Byzantine historians will be evaluated as valuable sources and historians, but will not be framed in comparable terms to modern historians. This approach, ultimately, will provide the means for a careful analysis of the Middle Byzantine historians, specifically Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos, and their histories. 
Although Edward Gibbon and James Howard-Johnston are important to the historiography of this thesis, certainly other scholars have contributed to the numerous debates concerning the Middle Byzantine period. However, research on this period was relatively rare until the recent past. Before the late twentieth century, little scholarly work was done on the Middle Byzantine period, with scholars often opting to study the early Byzantine period. Scholars such as Howard-Johnston, Anthony Kaldellis, and Warren Treadgold now form the backbone of secondary scholarship on the Middle Byzantine period, with other scholars following.[footnoteRef:9] Furthermore, a majority of scholarship completed on the Middle Byzantine historians has been focused on individual historians as opposed to grouping them together as a whole, as Treadgold has done with The Middle Byzantine Historians. Additionally, a majority of secondary scholarship has been focused on Michael Psellos and Anna Komnene, with very little completed in respect to John Kinnamos. This secondary scholarship has been preoccupied with two objectives: what sources did these historians use, and why did they write their histories?  [9:  For other scholars’ contributions, see also: Anthony Kaldellis, The Argument of Michael Psellos (Leiden: Brill, 1999); Warren Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2013); Penelope Buckley, The Alexiad of Anna Komnene: Artistic Strategy in the Making of a Myth (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014).] 

Perhaps the largest single work on the Middle Byzantine historians is a monograph published in 2013, titled The Middle Byzantine Historians, by Warren Treadgold, which seeks to survey history-writing in the Middle Byzantine period with a focus on the historians themselves. Treadgold’s goal was to “study all the [Middle] Byzantine histories themselves, to correct as many mistakes and to reconcile as many inconsistencies in the secondary literature as I can, and to arrive at some general conclusions and observations about Byzantine historiography.”[footnoteRef:10] Treadgold, like myself, also seeks to shed more light on the history-writing of the Middle Byzantine period, which has received less attention than the historiography of the early Byzantine period.[footnoteRef:11] However, Treadgold’s approach to surveying the historiography of the Middle Byzantine period does not extend to studying the ideologies or world-views of these biographers, and he tends to regularly criticize the Middle Byzantine historians, especially those like John Kinnamos who he views as less important.[footnoteRef:12] More than anything, Treadgold, like many others, attempts to uncover which sources the Middle Byzantine biographers used in their histories. Treadgold ultimately finds that other histories, or their eyewitness accounts, provide the main source material for Middle Byzantine texts. Among the secondary works that I have examined, Treadgold’s sections on Michael Psellos and John Kinnamos provide the best analysis of what possible sources these two individual historians used for their histories. However, the introductions of both translated works, The Chronographia and The Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos, provide brief sections on possible source material, although the information is rather dated.[footnoteRef:13] [10:  Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians, x. ]  [11:  Ibid, xi. ]  [12:  The fact that John Kinnamos is listed as a contemporary of Anna Komnene in The Middle Byzantine Historians, as opposed to having his own section, shows how unimportant Treadgold thinks Kinnamos is in comparison to other historians.  ]  [13:  For a reference to possible sources used by Michael Psellos, see the introduction of Michael Psellus, The Chronographia, trans. E. R. A. Sewter (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953). For a reference to possible sources used by John Kinnamos, please see the introduction of: John Kinnamos, The Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, trans. Charles M. Brand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1976.)] 

With respect to the secondary literature on individual Middle Byzantine historians, Anna Komnene, unlike Michael Psellos and John Kinnamos, seems to have had much more scholarship devoted to her, especially in terms of what sources she used.[footnoteRef:14] While her status as an eye-witness means that personal recall forms a major part of her source repertoire, historians have begun to ask what other sources would have been at her disposal. Scholars such as Peter Frankopan have drawn the conclusion that Anna Komnene used source material from a history known as the Gesta Roberti Wiscardi and used it in the Alexiad.[footnoteRef:15] Additionally, Lenora Neville and others, including Warren Treadgold, have attributed a large amount of the source material, namely the first half of the Alexiad, to an incomplete history written by Anna Komnene’s husband, Nikephoros Bryennios the Younger.[footnoteRef:16]  [14:  Anna Komnene also has the advantage of being a crucial source on the First Crusade from the perspective of a Byzantine Greek. Therefore, many Crusades scholars study the Alexiad for a Byzantine perspective, which contributes to the large amount of secondary scholarship on Anna Komnene.]  [15:  For articles on the influence of the Gesta Roberti Wiscardi, see Peter Frankopan, “Turning Latin into Greek: Anna Komnene and the Gesta Roberti Wiscardi.” Journal of Medieval History 39 (2013): 80-99.; Peter Frankopan, “Understanding the Greek Sources for the First Crusade,” in Writing the Early Crusades: Text, Transmission, and Memory, edited by Marcus Bull and Damien Kempf (Woodbridge, Suffolk: Boydell Press, 2014), 38-52.]  [16:  Leonora Neville, Heroes and Romans in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The Material for History of Nikephoros Bryennios (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 182.] 

	The other significant portion of the historiography on the Middle Byzantine period attempts to answer the question: why did the Middle Byzantine historians write their histories? Debate along those lines concerning John Kinnamos can be found in the introduction of the translated Deeds by Charles M. Brand, and is discussed briefly by Warren Treadgold.[footnoteRef:17] Similar debate regarding Michael Psellos can be found in The Argument of Michael Psellos, by Anthony Kaldellis, an edited book with multiple essays that cover the various reasons for Psellos’ writings, ranging from the ordinary to the philosophical.[footnoteRef:18] As argued by Kaldellis, the Chronographia is actually a philosophical work disguised as a history, which shares many of his controversial views on religion and philosophy. Finally, in regards to Anna Komnene, similar scholarship can be found in Treadgold’s The Middle Byzantine Historians, but Glen M. Cooper has written a short article, “Byzantium Between East and West: Competing Hellenisms in the Alexiad of Anna Komnene and Her Contemporaries,” that discusses Anna’s reasons for writing the Alexiad, focusing on her need to legitimize a ‘Greek’ form of Hellenism over a Latin one.[footnoteRef:19] [17:  John Kinnamos, The Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, trans. Charles M. Brand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1976), 7.]  [18:  Anthony Kaledellis. The Argument of Psellos' Chronographia (Leiden: Brill, 1999.)]  [19:  Glen M. Cooper, “Byzantium Between East and West,” 263-90.] 

	In conclusion, the historiography, although it contains interesting research, has comparatively very little to offer in comparison to other periods of Byzantine history. Furthermore, the historiography that does exist on the Middle Byzantine period typically focuses on Anna Komnene above the other Middle Byzantine historians. This thesis, which takes approaches from many of these secondary sources and reaches some similar conclusions, also places Michael Psellos and John Kinnamos on equal terms with Anna Komnene. Furthermore, this thesis places less emphasis on making qualitative judgements about these historians and their skills as historians, along the lines that Treadgold does in the Middle Byzantine Historians, instead opting to focus more on their world-view. Ultimately, this thesis seeks to fill in noticeable holes in secondary scholarship (concerning the influence of rumor and political rivalry on their narratives), and to present three different historians (Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos) in a way that allows the reader to draw general conclusions about history- writing in the larger Middle Byzantine period, a topic which, besides Treadgold, is little discussed in the secondary works. 
	In order to do all of this, my argument in this thesis will proceed as follows: Chapter one will focus on the motivations for these different Middle Byzantine historians to write their narratives, and will reach the conclusion that these Middle Byzantine historians, who were also politically active, wrote their histories in order to gain political influence. Chapter two will focus on the possible sources the Middle Byzantine historians used in order to craft a narrative that could succeed in building political gain for themselves. Much like the previous historiography of the field, this chapter focuses on other histories that the Middle Byzantine historians could have used in writing their histories, although it differs because this thesis also discusses the influence of rumor, and the influence of competition on their narratives, which the former historiography is less concerned with. Finally, chapter three focuses on the influence of “Hellenism” on the Middle Byzantine histories, and how this eleventh-and-twelfth century phenomenon gave the Middle Byzantine historians the opportunity to use various arguments concerning the philosophies of Plato, and the histories of Thucydides and Xenophon, to open up a discourse about what makes a good Byzantine emperor. Through this approach, this thesis will be able to make the claim that these historians, who were not concerned with objectivity, were political players in a wider world. 


Chapter One
Ambition, Mourning, and Repair: Motivations for Remembering the Past
	
	The Middle Byzantine period witnessed an impressive output of historical writing, which was not matched before or after.[footnoteRef:20] It is truly a treasure trove of source material for the modern historian, but a question arises when studying these narratives: under what circumstances were these biographies written and what was the potential profit and dangers for these authors in writing them? This first chapter seeks to answer this question, and uses the biographies written by the late Middle Byzantine historians, namely Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos, which are centered upon the emperor and/or empresses that they claim to have direct eyewitness sources concerning, in order to do this.[footnoteRef:21] Because these biographies are complex pieces of literature with multiple issues and emperors being addressed in each, the Middle Byzantine historians would seem to have had a multitude of reasons for writing their histories, which includes a somewhat sincere attempt to remember the past and its events, but more importantly for this thesis, to gain political influence, even the imperial diadem, or to preserve their career and life from enemies at court. [20:  Warren Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2013), 271.]  [21:  Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos claim the majority of their information from their own personal experience, but when it was impossible for them to witness an event or an emperor’s reign, they defer to typically an anonymous source who would have seen it.  ] 

When engaging with the question of why Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos wrote their biographies, the first places to look for an answer are the introductions of the narratives themselves, since this is the author’s first opportunity to introduce him/herself to the audience. Each narrative opens with a sort of evocation, somewhat reminiscent of the poets of antiquity calling upon the muse or another divine power to conjure up the words for their story, where the historian engages the reader with a discussion about what it means to remember events and to write them down. Almost structured like a direct address, the author speaks to the reader about the idea of history writing, invoking feelings about the past and what it means to remember it. Anna Komnene does this early in her narrative, writing, “I desire now by means of my writing to give an account of my father’s deeds, which do not deserve to be consigned to silence nor to be swept away on the flood of Time into an ocean of obscurity; I wish to recall everything.”[footnoteRef:22] Additionally, both Michael Psellos and John Kinnamos evoke the same sort of language in their introductions, expressing a concern for the past which would be abandoned in the sands of time, and deserves both their thoughts and criticisms.[footnoteRef:23] While this reasoning is typical of history writing in the Byzantine Empire, it seems to be especially important to the three historians covered in this paper, who all had a somewhat personal relationship to the emperors/empresses whom they covered.  [22:  Anna Komnene, The Alexiad, trans. Peter Frankopan (London: Penguin, 2009), 3.]  [23:  For Michael Psellos’ introduction, see: Michael Psellus, The Chronographia, trans. E. R. A. Sewter (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953), 23; for John Kinnamos’, see: John Kinnamos, The Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, trans. Charles M. Brand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1976), 3. ] 

However, to understand these Middle Byzantine biographies only as databases for information, which the modern historian can view as factual and reliable, diminishes the value of these texts. While these authors saw themselves as both the heirs of an earlier Byzantine tradition of historiography, and a classical tradition which stretched back to the 5th century BC, it is naïve to think that their desire to write history, which they thought was necessary, could or should only be linked to the same reasons that the historians that had preceded them held.[footnoteRef:24] Instead, this evocation written by these Middle Byzantine historians serves both as a way to link themselves to an older historical tradition, and only conveys one possible answer to the question of why he/she is engaging with the past. Byzantine narratives, especially biographies, in general served as platforms where the author could discuss and elaborate upon political policy and practice that they either agreed or disagreed with. These historians were ambivalent at times, and rightfully so, since often these criticisms would have warranted punishment. However, just as authors in other time periods are accused of being cryptic and making the audience read between the lines, the Middle Byzantine historians are more complex than they may be initially judged. To assume that they had no other objective beyond recounting past deeds, and viewing these biographies as historically ‘objective,’ would underestimate the sophistication of these texts as devices for political gain.  [24:  James Howard-Johnston, Historical Writing in Byzantium (Heidelberg, VerlagAntike, 2014), 13. The connection of Byzantine historians in the eleventh and twelfth centuries to the ancient classical tradition (historians like Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon) will be discussed in more detail in chapter three of this thesis.] 

In order to further emphasize the potential political, or personal aspect of these texts, the amount of authorial involvement in these biographies should be noted. In the Chronographia alone, Psellos invokes a variant of the first-person roughly fifteen hundred times, while Anna Komnene and John Kinnamos are actively involved, or are at the center of the action at times, in their biographies as well.[footnoteRef:25] While it is expected that the author will be present in the text, especially in a text that involves their role as an eyewitness, the amount of narrative devoted to the actual author instead of their subject is unexpected. The author is consistently at the center of their history, with events not only operating independently from them, but at times because of them. This provides further evidence that these biographies served as political devices, and begs the question: what were these authors really attempting to achieve? In order to decipher the Middle Byzantine historians’ purpose for writing their narratives, the role of biographers in the period and the primary source material must be examined more fully. [25:  Warren Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 297.] 

	The biographer served perhaps one of the most important roles for the emperor: he/she recorded the deeds of their reign. Using the resources available to them in the imperial court, their task was to craft a history of the period, which would have probably been read exclusively by the elite, due to the fact that these narratives were typically written in ancient Greek and the number of manuscripts that survive suggest that these narratives were not copied on a large enough scale for them to reach the general public.[footnoteRef:26] This role was true in the late Middle Byzantine period, but unlike previous biographers, our authors’ role in the imperial circle was not just a biographer. Michael Psellos served as a court official, Anna Komnene was a former princess, and John Kinnamos was a former soldier and politician during the time he wrote his biographies. Their political influence was not restricted to their abilities as historians, but extended further, making them influential characters in a wider political scene; they were not static figures on the outskirts of the imperial court waiting for information to be distributed to them or for something to happen.[footnoteRef:27] Therefore, it makes sense to connect their lives as politicians and historians, which would not have been mutually exclusive. Furthermore, it makes sense to view Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos as political figures who were deeply invested in the politics of their day. Their prerogative was not simply to write history, but to accomplish something with their writing. When attempting to dissect their narratives, or any history writing in Byzantium in general, it is crucial to understand what was to be gained from their work as an historian.  [26:  While these sorts of narratives were typically reserved for reaching the audience of the elite, there were different methods for reaching the commoner. The emperor’s use of public funds in order to promote his/her own image is common throughout world history, but it was especially common in Byzantium. The sort of projects aimed toward showing political authority to the commoners usually ranged from social welfare programs, the building of arenas and churches, and imperial images that would have been seen by the commoner. ]  [27:  All three of these historians were involved in the political circle of Constantinople (aside from Anna Komnene, but it can be inferred that she still had some political influence during her exile), and would have been participating in the political rhetoric and discourse of their respective eras. ] 

Beyond the desire to record the deeds of former emperors, their biographies would have served as an opportunity to either bolster their political influence or preserve their lives at court. There was a need on the part of these historians to do this, since the political culture of Byzantium was hostile at times and their position was never guaranteed. Contemporaries, even usurpers, were vying for political control and the ability to craft a narrative, which framed you favorably compared to your contemporaries, was a useful skill. When examining the political careers of the three historians being addressed in this paper, the need to affirm or defend their political position becomes apparent. However, their reasons do differ because each historian had different goals and were at different points in their life/political career.
	In order to examine the political aspect of these biographies, each historian and their respective text will be covered in further detail in chronological order. With regard to Michael Psellos, who was a respected historian, tutor, court politician, and advisor to the emperor, his period at court saw the rise and fall of fourteen different emperors in roughly fifty years, all of whom were largely ineffective as emperors and were known as being problematic by the elite and common people alike.[footnoteRef:28] Additionally, there were several coups, numerous disastrous military campaigns for the Byzantines, and an overall discontentment in the empire politically, economically, and socially. The need for Michael Psellos to reaffirm himself continuously during these tumultuous times is apparent, and the fact that his Chronographia was composed in two parts, with the first part being written in 1062 during the reign of Constantine X, and the second part being composed sometime during the reign of Michael VII Doukas, shows a continual interest on his part to update his text and to direct it toward the emperor and the imperial family in power.[footnoteRef:29]  [28:  As discussed previously, the role of a historian in eleventh-century Byzantium should not be viewed as purely an academic role; the position was highly politicized. A tutor, at least for Michael Psellos, most likely meant that he directly tutored the emperor or the emperor’s children. A court politician could entail a variety of roles, but in the case of Psellos, this role was essentially a diplomat for the emperor (as is the case in the coup of Isaac I, which will be discussed later in this chapter.) Psellos’ role as a court advisor meant that he directly guided and advised emperors on political matters, along with other individuals in the court. The fact that Psellos was entrusted with all of these jobs, which would have been assigned by the emperor, meant that he was trusted, very qualified, and one of the more influential people in the capital. ]  [29:  Additionally, Psellos chose to compose the two portions of his Chronographia around the ascension of a new political family in Constantinople. Constantine X was the successor to Isaac I Komnenos, who ascended the throne after a coup in 1057, and Michael VII Doukas was the son of Constantine X, who regained the throne after Romanos IV Diogenes’ short stint (r. 1068-1071) as emperor. For further information about the complexity of the Chronographia’s composition, see: Warren, The Middle Byzantine Historians, 289.] 

	In roughly the middle of the eleventh century, there was an explosion and expansion of history writing in Byzantium that continued to have an influence on later generations (like Anna Komnene and John Kinnamos.) These men were also competing with one another as they wrote their histories, and often reported events differently than one another, in ways which would either be flattering to themselves and/or critical of other court officials. The fact that Psellos’ contemporaries, such as Michael Attaliates and John Scylitzes, who were also court officials and historians vying for political influence, were hostile to him only reinforced the need on his part to argue for his narrative’s legitimacy compared to the other historical works being written at the time.  Perhaps the most famous instance of this phenomenon occurs in John Scylitzes’ narrative, when he writes about the meeting between the ambassadors of Michael VI and Isaac Komnenos, the future emperor of Byzantium in 1057. While Psellus reports that he used his rhetoric to pacify Isaac and convince him to co-rule with Michael instead of usurp him, Skylitzes reports that all of Michael VI’s ambassadors, which would have included Psellus, urged Isaac not to accept any compromise from Michael and to seize power for himself. Psellos’ description of the event not only paints him as a loyal follower, but shows both his wisdom and discernment. However, Skylitzes’ description portrays Psellos in a less appealing light, representing him as one of many backstabbing officials in the imperial court who were not interested in properly advising the emperor, God’s anointed on earth, but were instead more concerned with their own political position. If Psellos’ goal was to improve his image in the eyes of the emperor (by showing his skill with rhetoric and loyalty) and other members of the imperial circle, then Scylitzes’ account of the event undermines Psellos entirely.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  For a fuller account of the contemporaries of Psellos’, see: Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians, 309-42. ] 

Beyond his political career being attacked, Psellos had to worry about his orthodoxy being questioned as well, which he addresses in the Chronographia. Unlike Western Europe, which enjoyed a level of religious homogeneity realized by the Catholic Church, the eastern Mediterranean was characterized by its religious diversity, which included Eastern Orthodoxy (the state religion of the Byzantine Empire), Islam in the Middle East and eastern Anatolia, and different minority branches of Christianity, such as the Syriac, Gnostic, and Coptic traditions. In the Byzantine Empire and other medieval societies, religion and politics were so closely intertwined that it was sometimes difficult to distinguish the difference. If an individual was accused of not being Orthodox, they risked being ostracized and exiled. Due to this, one of the easiest ways for political opponents to challenge Psellos was to accuse him of heresy. 
Michael Psellos was unique in the respect that unlike other intellectuals of his day, he was eager to study subjects that were forbidden, such as astrology. In the Encomium in Praise of his Mother, Psellus states that he had “an uncontrollable passion for every form of knowledge.”[footnoteRef:31] Additionally, he prides himself in the Chronographia as an individual who revived classical studies in opposition to the stagnant education that dominated the minds of the elite prior to him.[footnoteRef:32] While his intellectual curiously certainly deserves to be admired, in eleventh-century Byzantium this served as potential ammunition for his contemporaries. Psellos combats this by dismissing claims from opposing historians at court that he was participating in heretical activities and by strengthening his orthodoxy. To defend against such charges, Psellus seems to have made a confession of his Christian faith, which he remakes in Book 6 of the Chronographia. He admits to having studied the subject of astrology, but also states that, “I have used none of the arts forbidden by the Church Fathers.”[footnoteRef:33] He goes further, humbling himself to God and his providence, and makes a confession remarking that, “But as for myself, to speak the truth, it was not scientific reason that caused me to renounce these things; rather, I was retrained by some more divine force. I heeded neither logical arguments nor any other form of proof.”[footnoteRef:34] As if this sort of confession is not enough, Psellus chooses to go even further by recognizing a clearly orthodox interpretation of the Son, Jesus Christ, by stating that, “And her Son born of no earthly father, His sufferings, the crown of thorns, the reed and the hyssop, and the cross on which he stretched His hands, may these things be my reverence and boast, even though my deeds were not always in accordance with my confession.”[footnoteRef:35] In relation to the rest of the text, Psellos’ confessions are powerful and provoke readers to believe that he is being genuine. Psellos makes the case that while he is an intellectual who is curious about many subjects, even pagan ones, he is also a devout orthodox Christian. Enjoying pagan subjects while attempting to live life humbly as a Christian would have seemed irreconcilable to an eleventh-century Byzantine, yet Psellos was able to portray himself as doing both effectively.  [31:  Kaldellis, Argument, 117.]  [32:  Psellus, The Chronographia, 173.]  [33:  Ibid, Argument, 119.]  [34:  Kaldellis, Argument, 119.]  [35:  Ibid, 119.] 

The need for such a defense of his own principles, especially his religion, by creating a favorable character of himself within his narrative, along with his overall constant presence in the text, points towards the conclusion that one of the reasons that Psellos wrote the Chronographia was as a vindication of himself as a political advisor and Orthodox Christian in order to preserve both his job and life. 
The next major historian after Psellos, Anna Komnene, followed suit by using her literary skill for political gain. However, unlike Psellos, Anna was in a far different situation than him and her overall thesis changed because of it. While the Byzantine Empire that Psellos inhabited was seemingly falling apart with no indication of changing anytime soon, the Byzantine Empire that Anna Komnene wrote about in the Alexiad was prosperous and expanding. She lived during the “Komnenian Restoration,” a period occupying roughly 1083 to 1185 that saw the expansion of the empire into the Balkans, Asia Minor, and even into the Middle East. The treasuries were refilled with booty and the Byzantine Empire was a major power in the Mediterranean for the first time since the days of Basil II “the Bulgar slayer.”[footnoteRef:36] Yet, even with the amount of wealth and prestige accumulating in the empire, political unrest was still present. This civil unrest was compounded by sibling rivalry, placing brother against sister in a conflict for the imperial diadem. However, Anna, along with her mother Irene Komnene, lost the imperial battle and were forced to live with the consequences of their ambition.  [36:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 343.] 

After the failed coup, devised by Anna and her mother, against John II Komnenos, the supposed heir of Alexios, both mother and daughter were sent into exile to the convent of Kecharitomene. With her political position at its lowest, and with declining influence in the capital, she began to write a history of the reign of her father, Alexios I Komnenos, after 1138.[footnoteRef:37] While notable historians, such as Warren Treadgold, have argued that the Alexiad served largely as an exercise for Anna to demonstrate her ability as an historian, the same circumstances and evidence that are used to affirm this position also undermine it.[footnoteRef:38] While Anna did write her narrative in a convent during her exile with little contact with the outside world, it is difficult to believe that she wrote such an extensive work while also consulting a large amount of primary source material simply for the sake of writing history.[footnoteRef:39] Furthermore, if it is argued that Anna’s only goal in writing the Alexiad can be summarized as an attempt to record the deeds of her father, which she puts forth when she writes, “I desire now by means of my writing to give an account of my father’s deeds, which do not deserve to be consigned to silence nor to be swept away on the flood of Time into an ocean of obscurity,” the circumstances surrounding the dissemination and reception of the Alexiad in the court in Constantinople make such an interpretation problematic. [footnoteRef:40]  [37:  Ibid, 362.]  [38:  Ibid, 383.]  [39:  The potential source material for the Alexiad will be discussed more fully in chapter 2 of this thesis.]  [40:  Anna Komnene, Alexiad, 3. ] 

While biographers, especially imperial ones, were closely affiliated with their subject, none of the Middle Byzantine historians were arguably as close to their subjects as Anna Komnene was. In both the preface and Book XIV, Anna stresses that while she is the daughter of Alexios, she will be quick to criticize him when she feels that he deserves it. However, as Warren Treadgold writes, “Opportunities to criticize him seem, however, to have eluded her.”[footnoteRef:41] When Alexios’ actions could or should warrant criticism, like his reluctance to punish his allies who loot Constantinople in 1081, Anna seemingly falls flat on her task.[footnoteRef:42] As mentioned previously with regard to the introductions of these Middle Byzantine texts, especially Anna Komnene’s, these historians were boasting that they, unlike others, would be able to report the deeds of their subjects that would be otherwise lost to the sands of time, along with analysis of said deeds. A new reason for writing Alexiad emerges, one more concerned with presenting an alternate view of the past, with the potential to gain political power. [41:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 383.]  [42:  Ibid, 383-4.] 

In studying how the original manuscript of the Alexiad was received, further insight is gained in how its audience understood it and possibly why Anna Komnene wrote it. Interestingly, when the manuscript made its way out of Kecharitomene, it did not survive in its true form. It seems that those in the capital deemed it unfit in its original form to be circulated, and editors worked to omit content that would be seen as offensive, and replaced it with politically neutral content. As Larisa Vilimonovic writes, “The reception of the Alexiad at the end of the 12th century provides us with unique evidence of Komnenian censorship.”[footnoteRef:43] It seems that instead of attempting to erase the work entirely from the historical record, the Komnenoi responsible were more receptive to the idea of whitewashing and substituting politically-sensitive language with more favorable terms. Her work, which was probably ordered to be censored by her nephew, Manuel I Komnenos, shows an intent on the part of the Komnenoi, whom Anna Komnene so greatly despised, to prevent her work from reaching the elite and the public in its original form. Such a censorship campaign then begs the question: why would the Komnenoi want to censor the Alexiad? If Warren Treadgold and others are right that Anna Komnene wrote the Alexiad with no other motive than to write a history of her father’s reign, could a history written with no harm intended be interpreted by a twelfth-century Byzantine audience as something potentially harmful to the Komnenoi dynasty? The answer is that Treadgold’s view is unlikely, and that the Komnenoi perceived a danger to their legitimacy from the narrative that has been ignored by prominent historians for generations.  [43:  Larisa Vilimonovic, Deconstructing the Narrative, 230.
] 

We are aware that Anna harbored negative feelings toward her brother, John II, and that she attempted to replace him as emperor with her husband, Nikephoros Bryennios the Younger. A coup was planned by both Irene Komnene and Anna that would have taken place after the funeral of Alexios, but Nikephoros refused to go along with it and it amounted to nothing. It is also apparent that she felt that she should have been the heir to her father, since she was born first and “in the purple,” (Πορφυρογέννητη) but she was unable to become the emperor (or in her case, empress) because she was a woman.[footnoteRef:44]  She was embittered by the unfairness of her situation brought on by her gender and frustrated with the inability of her husband to act on her behalf. Niketas Choniates, a historian who was active during the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries, reported that Anna was so shrewd that she strongly contracted her vagina during sexual intercourse with her husband, Nikephoros, in order to cause him great pain for not complying with her wishes.[footnoteRef:45] Since the work of Niketas comes a few generations removed from the events that transpired in the capital, the information about this coup must be handled with some care. It would have been advantageous for him to paint Anna Komnene in a more negative light, since he was writing in 1204 after the destruction of Constantinople and was looking for answers as to why the Byzantine Empire fell so easily to the Latin invaders.[footnoteRef:46] However, he does not always choose to criticize Anna. One of the more famous instances of this is when he reported that John II literally stole the imperial rings from Alexios I while he was on his death bed, and left to prepare for his accession shortly after, which Anna Komnene affirms herself in the Alexiad.[footnoteRef:47] While in some instances his work must be handled with special care, scholars generally are open to adapting source material from Niketas on the coup (since he wrote a history of the years 1118-1204.) In Anna’s own work, she does not mention the coup at all, which would be considered an important event and there should be some mention of it if her goal had been to recount the whole truth of that era. Instead she focuses on the sorrow she felt at the loss of her father, writing, “For God has indeed visited me with great calamities: I lost the shining light of the world, the great Alexios, his soul surely triumphed over his poor tortured body.”[footnoteRef:48] However, she does choose to mention the fact that John II, calling himself the heir to the throne, sneakily left her father’s side and prepared for the throne.[footnoteRef:49] By omitting the coup from her narrative, and painting her John II in a more negative light, it seems that Anna Komnene wanted to show and compare her own character to her brother’s, but in a distorted way.  [44:  Byzantium, like most medieval societies, was strictly patriarchal. However, there are instances of women assuming sole control of the empire, usually as a regent for their under aged son. For more on women in Byzantium, see Barbara Hill, Imperial Women in Byzantium, 1025-1204: Power, Patronage, and Ideology, (New York:  Pearson Education, 1999.)]  [45:  Niketas Choniates, O City of Byzantium: Annals of Niketas Choniates, trans. Harry J. Magoulias (Detroit: Wayne State University, 1984), 8.]  [46:  Anna Komnene, a woman operating outside of her gender role, was probably an easy target for Niketas, since she could be seen as a clear example of, ‘moral decline.’]  [47:  Komnene, The Alexiad, 470.]  [48:  Ibid, 472.]  [49:  Ibid, 470. 
] 

In contrast to the Alexiad, if we are to acknowledge the character of Anna painted by Niketas in his narrative, it is clear that she thought that she deserved the imperial diadem, and that she was willing to go to any length, even murder, in order to obtain it. Such a character is drastically different than the Anna we find in the Alexiad, and by comparing the two narratives, it seems that Anna was attempting to portray herself as someone with a better character than her brother and therefore, a better emperor. 
Even after being in exile for decades, it is safe to say that Anna Komnene still resented both her brother and nephew for taking the throne which she saw as rightfully her own. In her own mind, John should have surrendered his right to the throne to Anna, because she felt that it was her God-given right.[footnoteRef:50] From this starting point, with the evidence mentioned above acknowledged, the answer as to why Anna wrote the Alexiad becomes clearer, which is that she wrote her biography of her father in order to argue against her brother’s claim to the throne, and to argue for her own right to ascend the throne as the empress.[footnoteRef:51]  [50:  Larisa Vilimonovic brings up an interesting comparison between the relationship of Alexios I and his elder brother, Isaac, and between the relationship of Anna and her younger brother, John II. While the inter-family rivalry between Alexios and Isaac was almost nonexistent, it provides another layer of meaning in the Alexiad itself. She writes, “Even in this part of the Alexiad, before the inception of Anna Komnene’s own life story, we still have important discursive markers that pertain to the category of the princess’ political discourse, and are imbued with specific Komnenian political ideology in which accent was put on interfamilial relations.” This early interfamilial conflict in the beginning of the narrative (located in Book III) is reflected later onto the conflict between Anna and John II. For more on this, see Vilimonovic, “Deconstructing the Narrative,” 299. ]  [51:  A further caveat to this is that through praising her father and his life, Anna Komnene is praising herself, since she was said to be similar to Alexios.] 

	Out of the three authors being discussed in this thesis, John Kinnamos’ history seems to have been the least influential and his history continues to be the least studied. The academic community instead opts for Psellos and Anna Komnene, and omits the Deeds of John II and Manuel Komnenos from most serious academic discourse. The period he covers (roughly 1118-1176) attracts less historical research than the times of Michael Psellos and Anna Komnene, so because of this, the field of research on Kinnamos and his text is largely left unexamined. While the text has received less attention compared to other Byzantine narratives, the information that can be gathered from the text is crucial to this thesis’ discussion of the motivations and goals of Middle Byzantine historians. Arguably, Kinnamos had as much to gain or lose as the other authors discussed in this thesis, and his position in historical debate is as valid as theirs. The question when reading the Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos is: why did Kinnamos decide to participate in writing history and why did he choose to continue the narrative of Psellos and Anna Komnene? In order to do answer this, John Kinnamos and his times must be understood to a greater extent.
	John Kinnamos (1143-1185), a historian and imperial secretary to Manuel I Komnenos, served in the later part of the Komnenian Restoration. Unlike the other two historians, Kinnamos had extensive military experience, fighting alongside one of the emperors that he covers in his biography. His military career brought him to different parts of the empire, and he experienced many of the battles that he describes in his narrative. Military campaigns also occupy the largest space of his narrative, unlike Psellos, and to a lesser extent, Anna.[footnoteRef:52] Like Psellos and Anna Komnene, Kinnamos sees history writing as a noble task, equating his narrative to the ancient Greek histories that he had experience of. Kinnamos places the beginning of his research and writing of the Deeds of John II and Manuel Komnenos in September of 1183, a full three years after the death of Manuel. From this information in his preface, the argument that John Kinnamos sincerely wanted to write a history of his beloved emperor and friend seems feasible. If Kinnamos truly did write his history in 1183, it would mean that, unlike Psellos, the subjects of Kinnamos’ narrative were all dead, and unlike Anna Komnene, he did not write his narrative in exile for crimes against the state. However, Kinnamos’ claim that any work on the Deeds was not started until 1183 has been challenged by historians, since that would mean that the entire work was researched and composed in little under a year and a half, which understandably seems like an impossible task. While the work is shorter than both the Chronographia and the Alexiad, the amount of output that Kinnamos would have had to achieve in those eighteen months would have been extraordinary. Although Kinnamos was educated in rhetoric and history writing, it is unlikely that he would have had enough time within those eighteen months to perform such an enormous feat. If the narrative was not started in 1183, the question is, when was it? Treadgold places the beginning of the research for Kinnamos’ narrative around 1176, after the disastrous battle of Myriocephalum, which is the preferred interpretation in this thesis.[footnoteRef:53]  [52:  A quick look through the table of contents in Charles M. Brand’s translation of the Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos shows how military-minded Kinnamos was. The majority of the narrative itself is centered on battles, sieges, or military conflicts. ]  [53:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 408. ] 

The question remains: why would Kinnamos say that his narrative was not as old as it actually was? Furthermore, what compelled him to begin the research and writing process for it around 1176? If the scenario, as outlined above, of the creation of Kinnamos’ narrative is accepted as correct, then most likely the reason for Kinnamos’ desire to record the events of Manuel and his father’s reign was to restore his tarnished military reputation after his catastrophic defeat.[footnoteRef:54] While the empire was certainly still prosperous and thriving, the defeat at Myriocephalum resulted in the loss of the interior of Anatolia to the Seljuk Turks, who had been threatening the Byzantine Empire for the past century. Compared to his predecessors, Alexios and John Komnenos, Manuel, in the face of this defeat, would have appeared ineffective and incompetent as a ruler. The fact that Manuel could be seen as the ruler who lost the empire of his father and grandfather would have been enough to motivate him to restore his image as an effective military commander, but more important, as an emperor, like Alexios and John Komnenos were. The natural selection for such a biographer would be John Kinnamos, since he accompanied Manuel II on military expeditions and could claim a status as an eyewitness that would give authority to his narrative in particular. Such a task would also provide Kinnamos with the opportunity to distinguish himself from his contemporaries, and make a name for himself as both a writer and historian. If the project was successful, the military reputation of Manuel I would be restored, and Kinnamos could expect to receive compensation for his loyalty and service to the crown. The only troubling problem with this interpretation is understanding why John II was a part of Kinnamos’ narrative. What is he doing there and why? The reason may be a bit unclear, but some possibilities can be suggested. First, it is possible that Kinnamos felt obligated to cover the reign of John II. The Komnenian dynasty had been written about before, and he might have felt that his narrative should pick up where the Alexiad, which covered the greatest Komnenian emperor, left off. Second, though less likely, Kinnamos might have truly felt a need to record the events that had transpired during the reign of John II, since his reign had received relatively little attention compared to his father, Alexios. Third, perhaps the most likely factor, by praising the father of his current and favorite emperor, Manuel I, Kinnamos might have hoped to build up and honor the predecessor of Manuel, which would have in turn made Manuel look better.  By praising the father, Kinnamos was most certainly praising the son.[footnoteRef:55] At the very least, the choice on Kinnamos’ part to write about both emperors helped to continue a tradition amongst Byzantine historians to write eyewitness narratives about their rulers, which assists the modern reader in understanding twelfth-century Byzantium.  [54:  The fact that Kinnamos chooses to record more military, rather than political events, shows a specific interest on his part to emphasis a certain quality of his subjects. The reason for this focus could be argued that because he was a soldier, he naturally gravitated toward recording military events. However, due to his military background and reputation with the emperor, it is more likely that the emperor chose Kinnamos as his biographer, since Manuel wanted his qualities as a successful general to be emphasized. ]  [55:  The same remark is applicable to Anna Komnene as well. ] 

	With the death of Manuel I in 1180, the goals of Kinnamos’ narrative did not have to necessarily change. Manuel’s son, Alexios II, became emperor after his father’s death, and the fact that Kinnamos was writing a biography about his father meant that he could have positioned himself to gain political influence regardless. The possibility that Kinnamos could have extended his narrative to include Alexios II was there, since he had already been writing about both his father and grandfather by that point. However, with the coup undertaken by Andronicus I, Alexios II was deposed and Kinnamos was treated rather poorly by the new emperor, who did not particularly enjoy the Deeds and its subject matter.
	When analyzing the Chronographia, the Alexiad, and the Deeds of John II and Manuel I Komnenos, several patterns in their formation occur. First, the author intended for these works to be read by a wider audience, which meant primarily the elite who could read these texts and had access to them. Second, the author, when beginning their biography, invokes what it means to be a historian, and what the task of writing history is really about. This serves as their reminder to the audience of what they intend to do, and gives the reader a purpose for their narrative, but the stated reason for writing history for the sake of salvaging the past is actually not the only purpose of their text, but only one of several. Finally, while these historians each had different goals, their ultimate ambition was to make a case for themselves that they were either relevant or that they deserved more political influence in the empire. The ways in which they achieved this end vary, and the realization of political influence is not always straight-forward, but the narratives can be seen as generally tending toward that goal.
It is debatable how successful any of these narratives were at achieving these goals, since it does not seem that any of the three gained much from them. However, regardless of the results, the evidence in all three narratives points heavily toward this conclusion, and it makes sense, because of the environment (characterized by bloody politics) they lived in. It was a dangerous world for any politician in eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantium, so any advantage that a politician might gain from writing a history would be taken. 


Chapter Two
Rumor, Mystery, and Memory – Sources in Middle Byzantine Histories

	As mentioned previously, the three Middle Byzantine biographers discussed in this paper were close to, or at least acquainted with, the subjects they covered in their histories. Michael Psellos worked in the imperial court under the majority of the emperors he discusses; Basil II the “Bulgar Slayer” and Constantine XIII were the only emperors that he covers in the Chronographia with whom he did not work at court. Anna Komnene was an imperial princess and daughter of Alexios I, and John Kinnamos was a soldier and imperial secretary under John II and Manuel I Komnenos. Their familiarity with the events surrounding their subjects served as the preliminary body of evidence for their biographies, with their statuses as eyewitnesses being evoked commonly throughout the narrative. While their quality as eyewitnesses and the memories they can call upon to aid their narratives serve as their primary source of evidence, they were not their only sources for their biographies. If their memory fails them or they were unable to directly witness a certain event, these biographers were able to utilize other individuals who would have been familiar with the events themselves. These outside sources were often anonymous, but the author of the biography vouches for their credibility. Additionally, other outside sources, which may or may not be acknowledged in the biographies themselves, seem to have crept into the narratives of eleventh-and twelfth-century Byzantium.[footnoteRef:56] Furthermore, Anna had access to the tangible copy of her husband’s, Nikephoros Bryennios the Younger, biography, which will be discussed in this paper as well.[footnoteRef:57] Additionally perhaps more interesting than the influence of other biographers and other sources is that these three biographers were aware of rumors in the imperial court, or different interpretations of similar events, and often had to address them in their biographies. As we shall see, the ability of Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos to work with the evidence that they had available to them, whether it be personal or an impersonal encounter with the event that they are describing, is a part of their skill as historians. The later Middle Byzantine historians used their statuses as eyewitnesses, along with incorporating other evidence available to them, to create convincing narratives, which would have commanded more authority than other competing narratives at the time. This effect is notably seen in describing rumors, or controversial events being described by several biographers.  [56:   For discussion specifically on the influence of outside sources on Anna Komnene’s Alexiad, see Peter Frankopan, “Turning Latin into Greek: Anna Komnene and the Gesta Roberti Wiscardi.” Journal of Medieval History 39 (2013): 80-99.; Peter Frankopan, “Understanding the Greek Sources for the First Crusade,” in Writing the Early Crusades: Text, Transmission, and Memory, ed. Marcus Bull and Damien Kempf  (Woodbridge, Suffolk: Boydell Press, 2014), 38-52.]  [57:  For secondary works that discuss the influence of Nikephoros’ narrative on Anna Komnene’s Alexiad, see: Leonora Neville, Heroes and Romans in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The Material for History of Nikephoros Bryennios (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).] 

The biographers invoked vivid detail and imagery, which captivates the reader and lends a sort of credibility to the author. Certainly fumbling around with the details would not be assuring to the reader, and the command of certain details gives credence to the biographer. While the passages that this thesis will be examining are rich in detail, the purpose of this chapter will not be to isolate the literary techniques used by these authors. Instead, its aim is to illustrate the detail used by these biographers and to make inferences about their eyewitness capabilities, or their ability to see an event first-hand, and why they used such detail.  These biographers used various details of the emperors, such as appearance or intellect, to compare them with ancient deities or heroes. These comparisons created a heroic persona, which demonstrates certain Middle Byzantine values of masculinity and Hellenism. These details will be examined later in chapter three of this thesis, with particular emphasis placed upon the type of emperor that these biographers are creating. 
	While ideas of Hellenization, Atticism, and a revival of classical thought will be considered more fully in chapter three, it is appropriate to quickly discuss the ways in which these authors, who saw themselves as having a direct link to the ancient Greeks and Romans, utilized the source material and style of ancient authors in order to construct their own narratives. While Middle Byzantine historians created their own original works, which should not be viewed as lesser copies of ancient works, they did utilize models left behind by historians like Thucydides, Xenophon, and Herodotus, in their texts. Furthermore, Middle Byzantine historians explicitly, and sometimes implicitly, referenced the works of Plato and Homer in their texts when necessary. From Psellos to Kinnamos, there is an awareness, and even a revival of classical literature that was unprecedented in Byzantine society.[footnoteRef:58] As discussed in chapter one, these three authors saw themselves as literary descendants of many of these ancient authors, and paid homage to them in the introductions of their texts. Consequently, the ways that the Byzantine author could structure their narrative also reflected this influence. In the case of Anna Komnene, who arguably had little experience in military affairs, she could use the descriptions of heroic battles, like those found in Thucydides or Xenophon, to frame the military sequences in the Alexiad.[footnoteRef:59] Likewise, Nikephoros Bryennios the Younger, who, having received an education in classics, had seen many of the military engagements that he describes in his Materials for History, nonetheless chose to use the model left behind by ancient authors, rather than venture off into unexplored, literary territory.[footnoteRef:60] It would be inaccurate to say that Psellos and Kinnamos, both of whom received an education in the classics like Anna and Nikephoros, did not pay homage to the ancient authors before them in other ways. Kinnamos’ style is reminiscent of Xenophon, which is rather straight-forward, and he uses invented speeches, much like Thucydides, when it is needed. Additionally, the amount of direct quotations or references from Homer in the works of Psellos is quite large. While reading through these different biographies, it is important to be aware of the historiographical past that these different authors pay homage to, through their style and even the ancient sources they emulate.  [58:  Warren Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2013), 290.]  [59:  This will be discussed further in chapter three of this thesis. ]  [60:  Neville, Heroes and Romans, 183-4.] 

	As with the other late Middle Byzantine biographers, Psellos employed his own memory in crafting his narrative. His presence throughout the text is constant and he often sits at the center of the events he is describing. However, this may be expected, since he is reporting these events from his own point-of-view, but the amount of “screen-time” he is accorded in the Chronographia is nonetheless remarkable. Along with his presence within the text is the extraordinary amount of detail that he commands when he calls upon his memory to illustrate an event or a character. When remembering the character of Maniaces, for example a fierce enemy in the reign of Constantine IX, he recalls incredible detail. Psellos recounts the appearance and the nature of the character of George Maniaces by saying:

I have seen this man myself and I wondered at him, for nature had bestowed on him all the attributes of a man destined to command. He stood ten feet high and men who saw him had to look up as if at a hill or the summit of a mountain. There was nothing soft or agreeable about the appearance of Maniaces. As a matter of fact, he was more like a fiery whirlwind, with a voice of thunder and hands strong enough to make walls totter and shake gates of brass. He had the quick movement of a lion and the scowl on his face was terrible to behold. Everything else about the man was in harmony with these traits and just what you would expect.[footnoteRef:61] [61:  Michael Psellus, The Chronographia, trans. E. R. A. Sewter (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953), 193.] 


Striking similes are drawn out by Psellos to illustrate the character of Maniaces, but also to illustrate the extraordinary memory of Psellos himself. Additionally, Psellos in the beginning of the passage emphasizes his proximity to the man in question, by writing that he saw Maniaces in the flesh. Certainly the attributes given to Maniaces by Psellos are not factual, or at least exaggerated, such as him being ten feet tall, which is a Medieval Greek idiom meaning, “really tall,” but rather are powerful and give Psellos’ narrative the desired effect. Yet Psellos seems to be attempting to put the character of Maniaces in realistic terms, since he later says that, “rumor has exaggerated his appearance.”[footnoteRef:62]  [62:  Ibid, 193.] 

	Such incredible detail and proximity to the event, as shown above, is invoked regularly throughout the narrative, another example being at the funeral of Romanos III (1034), which Psellos says:

I saw this funeral procession myself. I had not yet grown a beard and only recently had I applied myself to the study of the poets. Examining the dead man, I did not really recognize him, either from his color or outward appearance. It was only because of the insignia that I guessed the dead man had once been emperor. His face was completely altered, not wasted away, but swollen, and its color was altogether changed. It was not that of a corpse, but rather reminiscent of men swollen and pale from drinking poison, so that they appeared absolutely bloodless beneath the cheeks. The hair on his head and the hair of his beard were so thinned out that his corrupted frame was like a cornfield ravaged by fire -- you can see the baldness of it from afar.[footnoteRef:63] [63:  Ibid, 58-9. The amount of masculine language, specifically in regards to beard, is quite fascinating as well. It shows an interest on the part of Psellos to describe the masculinity of the men in his history. It seems that emperors, or even men in general, should have a beard.] 


Such a description of the deceased Romanos is literary in its orientation, and it is arguable that Psellos used such detail in order to emphasize both his proximity to the actual body of the dead emperor and his reliability as a historian. While the detail and the reports that he can apparently conjure from his memory are indeed impressive, Psellos is at least handicapped when it comes to remembering the events of Basil II and his brother, Constantine XIII, since he was too young to be present at the events he wishes to analyze. In his account of these times Psellos therefore occupies the role of an outsider, and his value as an eyewitness in these circumstances is not apparent. Nevertheless, Psellos overcomes this handicap by deferring to the judgement of others whom he believes to be ‘reliable’ sources. In describing the character of Constantine, who lived before the time of Psellos’ political career, he defers to the historical tradition of past eyewitnesses. He writes, “According to tradition he was a man of sluggish temperament, with no great ambition for power; he was physically strong, but a craven at heart. Already he was an old man, no longer capable of waging war, and every ill rumor filled him with exasperation.”[footnoteRef:64] By appealing to a historically reliable tradition concerning the figure of Constantine XIII, Psellos covers his own eyewitness shortcomings, but also makes his own biography of the emperor appear as a reliable source itself. Without any evidence to counter previous assumptions or eyewitnesses, Psellos might have seen no need to challenge older source material, and why would he? Since the first part of the Chronographia was written during the reign of Constantine IX, it is arguable that there was no need for Psellos to challenge the status quo, since there was little profit gained in overturning seemingly unimportant historical traditions.  [64:  Ibid, 31.] 

	With respect to events that were particularly controversial, such as the love affair between the empress Zoe and her lover, the future emperor Michael IV, Psellos emphasizes that his information comes from a source that was familiar with the matter in question, but he also offers his own interpretation. This is particularly true in the case of Zoe and Michael IV’s love affair. The affair is historically well attested and seems to have been a matter of common knowledge around the imperial court, except the emperor, Romanus III. Psellos himself reports that, “although nobody else had failed to notice this [the love affair], it did not come to the knowledge of the emperor [Romanus III.]” It even reached the point where Michael IV was being garbed in purple by Zoe, and they made little effort to conceal the affair from anyone. Romanus even made Michael IV a bed-servant, and called Michael his “most faithful servant.”[footnoteRef:65] In the eyes of Psellos, which seems to have been an unusual opinion, Michael IV’s close relationship with Romanus, along with the epilepsy that caused him to experience occasional seizures, had made Romanus become blind to the events surrounding him. Furthermore, Psellos believed that Romanus hoped the whole affair was a lie, and ignored overwhelming evidence in order to believe it was just a rumor. Psellos writes, “I had a conversation with one of the gentlemen who regularly attended the imperial court at that time, a man well acquainted with the whole question of Zoe’s love affairs, and one who supplied me with material for this history, and he told me that Romanus did wish, in a way, to be convinced that she was not Michael’s paramour.”[footnoteRef:66] Although Psellos did not directly witness the love affair in question, for the sake of his narrative, he insists that he was able to directly visit an eyewitness who could offer him an account of the affair. This specific eye-witness seems to have only been invoked with specific references to the love affair, although this cannot be certain. [65:  Ibid, 78.]  [66:  Ibid, 79.] 

This motif of calling upon himself and others as direct, reliable sources continues throughout the Chronographia. Although other chroniclers had not yet appeared to report different events regarding the reign of Michael IV at the time when he was writing, in particular his obsession with the divine and surrounding himself with ascetics in his old age, which contrasted with his uncontrollable sexual desires in his younger life, Psellos anticipates their chronicles by emphasizing his proximity to the events that he is describing, along with confidential sources that were closely affiliated with the emperor. He writes, “I am aware that many chroniclers of his life will, in all probability, give an account different from mine, for in his time false opinions prevailed. But I took part in these events myself and, besides that, I have acquired information of a more confidential nature from men who were his intimate friends.”[footnoteRef:67] It is arguable that Psellos, along with many others, are participating in the gossip of the imperial court. In the examples above, Psellos seems keenly aware of these possible rumors, and arguably he wants to position himself as a reliable source for the events that transpired by emphasizing where he gets his evidence.  [67:  Ibid, 109. ] 

	As for an event that Psellos directly witnessed, perhaps no example is more familiar than when he served as a diplomat attempting to calm the rebellious Isaac I Komnenos. While this episode was discussed in the first chapter, it is particularly important when examining Psellos’ sources and his eagerness to call upon himself (or others) as an eyewitness in order to validate his text. In this case, Psellos was a direct eyewitness and he writes about the event from memory. While the coup and the accession of Isaac I were known by everyone in the empire, the events behind the scene were not. Psellos, who was sent as a diplomat by Michael VI in 1057 in order to negotiate for the end of the rebellion intiated by Isaac I, would have had personal knowledge of the events he described in his book that others did not. It seems that this event too had rumors surrounding it, namely stories that Psellos had betrayed Michael VI and assisted Isaac I in the coup, which runs counter to what Psellos reports.[footnoteRef:68] Unlike earlier events, which were reported by other historians, these rumors were directly targeting Psellos and his integrity. Arguably in response to this, Psellos emphasizes his presence at the meeting with Isaac, showing that his account is reliable and should be valued over competing narratives, such as the histories of John Skylitzes.  [68:  For the event in question, see Psellus, Chronographia, 209-30.] 

	Arguably, Psellos’ presence in the text, along with his rebuttal of other rumors that were circulating at the time, shows a heightened awareness on his part to make his history appear more authoritative than other competing narratives. As argued in the first chapter, it was certainly advantageous for Psellos to legitimize his narrative in contrast to competing biographers, since both history and the emperor would have looked more favorably upon him if he were able to do so. Additionally, Psellos, with the accusation placed against him that he had participated in a coup against Michael VI, had a motive to dismiss the perspectives of competing historians. Psellos seems to have attempted to lay a claim to history and push for an understanding of the particular sequence of events that would make him look like an upstanding and reliable individual and observer. He used his eyewitness status, therefore, along with the testimony of others, to either assert or debunk certain rumors, like the coup accusation, which helped him make his history the preferred interpretation.
With respect to Anna Komnene, we find a historian who enjoyed a connection to her subject that could not be matched in the rest of the Byzantine period. Given her status as a princess of the imperial dynasty, it followed that Anna would have a direct connection to Alexios I, and other imperial documents that would be useful to the Alexiad. However, as it has been discussed in chapter one, Anna Komnene begun writing the Alexiad in roughly 1058 in the convent of Kecharitomene, far away in time and distance from the imperial court of Alexios’ day. However, this does not stop Anna from filling the pages of her narrative with scenes and descriptions of figures and battles that are full of sensory information. Especially when writing about her father, Alexios, she uses descriptive language. When describing the appearance of Alexios, Anna writes, 

Alexios was not a very tall man, but he was broad shouldered and well proportioned. When standing he did not seem particularly striking to onlookers, but when one saw the grim flash of his eyes as he sat on the imperial throne, he reminded one of a fiery whirlwind, so overwhelming was the radiance that emanated from his bearing and from his very presence. His dark eyebrows were curved, and beneath them the gaze of his eyes were both terrible and kind. A quick glance, the brightness of his face, the noble cheeks suffused with ruddy color combined to inspire in the beholder both dread and confidence. His broad shoulders, muscular arms, and deep chest, all on a heroic scale, invariably commanded the wonder and delight of the people.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  Anna Comnena, The Alexiad, trans. Peter Frankopan (London: Penguin, 2009), 85.] 


Such a description, which details the entirety of Alexios’ body, is lengthy, idealized, and selectively positive. It is apparent that she, like the other biographers discussed in this paper, wanted to create a façade that she had perhaps more information about her subjects than she might really have had. It is unlikely that she only utilized her memory for a project like the Alexiad, since its breadth and detail are considerable. Despite the passage of time and her exile, Anna still has other sources to utilize, like the unfinished biography of her late husband, Nikephoros Bryennios the Younger, which would have been useful in fleshing out the early reign of Alexios and unfamiliar episodes in his life. However, a more prominent primary source was at her disposal, and she uses it more frequently throughout the text. This primary source is her memory, and while the reign of her father that she is describing happened over thirty eight years earlier, she largely relies on her memory to craft her narrative. 
	While the Alexiad is indeed a large work, numbering fifteen volumes in total, she does not give equal treatment to all parts of his reign and less attention is paid to his early reign. Arguably, the reason is that she had less access to the details of the early part of his reign compared to other times. In regards to ‘important’ events in the reign of Alexios being omitted from the Alexiad, the most important event that occurred within several months of Alexios’ death, the failed coup against John II, was omitted from the Alexiad. While the event did not occur during Alexios’ lifetime, but shortly after, it is, at first glance, strange for Anna to have omitted such an event, since it had considerable repercussions for many political players in the Byzantine court. Other chroniclers who came later, like Niketas Choniates, recalled the event extensively. Why does Anna, who is determined to recall the entirety of Alexios’ reign, omit the coup that received attention from other chroniclers?[footnoteRef:70] While her narrative does not continue long after the death of her father, since it is biography of his life, it does continue for a short while, but with no mention of the coup. Although Anna Komnene was a historian, she was politically involved in the coup, along with her mother, the empress Irene.[footnoteRef:71] While the coup failed and she was exiled from the court, Anna had an opportunity to at least rewrite the timeline of eleventh-century Byzantium by utilizing her eyewitness status, along with other primary sources. Arguably, she took ownership of her own destiny, attempting to offer a different interpretation of her father and the events that had transpired, i.e. the coup, shortly after his death. While the coup in question was well-known by the Byzantine court, it can be inferred that different interpretations of the event was circulating around the court and Byzantium in general. Anna’s Alexiad, written in ancient Greek and pointed towards the political elite, would have been the stage for her to use her memory and specific sources to paint a different picture than the other stories and rumors circulating.  [70:  Anna Komnene, Alexiad, 3.]  [71:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 359.] 

	Unlike both Psellos and Kinnamos, Anna Komnene not only had her own memory to draw upon, but also the useful unfinished narrative Materials for History by her husband, Nikephoros.[footnoteRef:72] The main focus of this unfinished history was military matters above all else. As Leonora Neville writes, “The Materials for History written by Caesar Nikephoros Bryennios in the early twelfth century is a story of men and arms.”[footnoteRef:73] His narrative covers the disastrous military state of the Byzantine Empire during the period 1070-1080, which saw the loss of key Byzantine lands in Anatolia, particularly after the Battle of Manzikert (1071.)[footnoteRef:74] As argued by Neville, Nikephoros taps into an older historical tradition by using Psellos’ Chronographia in order to write about the events of the reign of Romanos Diogenes, while also borrowing from both John Skylitzes and a text about John Doukas in order to describe events or people that were impossible for Nikephoros to have witnessed himself.[footnoteRef:75] While much of the text may or may not have been adapted from a number of sources, Nikephoros was able to combine all of these numerous sources at his disposal to create a coherent narrative about the tumultuous decade of the 1070s. Upon his death, the manuscript was incomplete, it would seem that his history never reached the status that it might have if completed. However, as Anna writes in the introduction of her work, she took it upon herself to complete her husband’s narrative and tell the story of her father’s life.[footnoteRef:76] Given the amount of space in the Alexiad concerned with battles or diplomacy, especially in the earlier books, it is logical to infer that Anna utilized her husband’s history for much of the information. While Anna appears to be privy to much information about her father, it is arguable that it would have been impossible for her to document his military affairs on her memory alone, since she was either not born at the time or never was on the frontlines of a battlefield to witness the fighting. However, her husband, Nikephoros, served alongside Alexios and would have been familiar with his military affairs. It was from this crucial source that Anna was able to extract a large chunk of the Alexiad’s military narrative, and especially the earliest part of his reign, which arguably was the least known to her.[footnoteRef:77]   [72:  Leonora Neville, Heroes and Romans, 182.]  [73:  Ibid, 1.]  [74:  Ibid, 13.]  [75:  Ibid, 58.]  [76:  Anna Komnene, 3-7.]  [77:  The first two books (chapters) of the Alexiad is perhaps the best example of this phenomenon. She had not been born yet, and the events described were almost entirely military related.] 

	Although Anna largely relied upon the eyewitness accounts of others for her history, it is her voice that remains the most prominent. As argued in chapter one, one of her purposes in writing the Alexiad is restoring the reputation of her father, while arguing that for her own legitimacy as empress. Perhaps the most important event of her own lifetime was the attempted coup of 1118 against her brother, John II. While other authors, such as Niketas Choniates, and John Zonaras, depict the events of coup in a less favorable way, Anna Komnene wrote her own account of the events by relying upon her memory to make a specific case for herself. 
	In the Alexiad, all that is mentioned of a possible coup is relatively little. Depicting the death of her father and the accession of John II, Anna only makes the statement that, “The heir to the throne had already gone away to the house set apart for him in secret when he realized the emperor’s…[ellipsis in text] he hastened his departure and went off quickly to the Great Palace.”[footnoteRef:78] That heir apparent was indeed John and thus Anna framed his accession like the coming of a thief in the night. However, the historical record, specifically the histories of John Zonaras and Niketas Choniates, depicts the event differently. According to Zonaras, who was writing at roughly the same time as Anna, the exact events surrounding the coup are doubtful and he thus presents several stories for the audience to consider.[footnoteRef:79] However, none of these scenarios feature Anna as an important character, but rather frame the main conflict as between Irene and John. According to Zonaras, after John II secured control of the imperial court and palace, he deliberated on what to do with his mother, sisters, and Nikephoros, since he was worried that a coup might take place; however, a conclusion was never reached.[footnoteRef:80]  [78:  Komnene, Alexiad, 470.]  [79:  Neville, Heroes and Romans, 19.]  [80:  Ibid, 20.] 

	Choniates, writing half a century after Zonaras, presents a different story to both Anna and John. Unlike Zonaras, who entertained many scenarios, Choniates features one, definitive narrative according to which John II struggles to gain control of the imperial diadem, and a year after his accession his family attempts to murder him in the night and give the crown to Nikephoros Bryennios.[footnoteRef:81] It was only because of Nikephoros Bryennios’ refusal to participate in the coup that it failed, the character of Anna Komnene cursing her husband and her gender.[footnoteRef:82] Niketas, who maintains that he has a great deal knowledge about the coup, although he is writing roughly a century after it occurred, depicts Anna as an ambitious woman who fails to follow her gender role. [81:  Ibid, 21.]  [82:  Leonora Neville, 22.] 

While Zonaras did not feature Anna directly, he, like Niketas, believed that John II was the rightful heir to the throne and paints the usurpers as rebellious thugs. Although Anna and Zonaras were not alive during the time of Niketas, it is arguable that these kinds of stories, or rumors, were prominent immediately after the “coup” and were being widely circulated. Perhaps it was in the midst of this political climate that Anna wrote the Alexiad and saw a need to give her own perspective of her father’s reign. Unlike Zonaras and Choniates, Anna states that she and her mother behaved appropriately at the death of Alexios, with no coup or rebellious behavior mentioned. Having built a case for her trustworthiness as a historian based on her eyewitness status, the whole incident, as she argues, is valid from her perspective alone. By omitting details that were we know from later chronicles, especially those concerning the attempted coup, while also borrowing source material from other historians on events or persons that she did not witness herself, Anna Komnene was able to craft a narrative that was decidedly her own. 
	While the passage of time has been unkind to the survival of Kinnamos’ chronicle, which exists in one incomplete manuscript, it still yields the historian valuable information about the sources that Kinnamos used, along with some of the literary techniques that he used. Like Michael Psellos and Anna Komnene, John Kinnamos enjoyed close proximity to the subjects of his biography. Having grown up during the reign of Manuel I Komnenos and having served alongside him as both a soldier and imperial secretary, Kinnamos was a direct eyewitness to a large portion of Manuel’s reign.[footnoteRef:83] Written during the later years of the reign of Manuel, and completed shortly after his death, the majority of the text is centered on the reign of Manuel. Like Psellos and Komnene, his most important source is his own eyewitness testimony, and is the basis of most of the evidence for the narrative. While the ‘lesser’ detail and complexity of the narrative has caused scholars to ignore the text in exchange for other narratives, like the Chronographia and the Alexiad, Kinnamos boasts a vivid memory of incredible detail, like Psellos and Anna. When describing the intellect of Manuel, his most beloved emperor, he writes: [83:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 409.] 

Although he had not experienced training in logic. By the acuteness of his mind and the breadth of his intellect he surpassed everyone who lived in our times. There was no one who denied this, not only of those who dwelt much in the emperor’s presence (or one would suspect flattery), but even of those who were unknown to him. Should he desire to explain something, he set it forth with extraordinary wisdom and clarity and simplicity of expression. And it did not matter which type of philosophy the problem under investigation depended on, natural or theological or any of the rest. He plunged himself in divine and profane learning, and esteemed both Ares and Hermes, although he could spare almost no time from martial activities. Thus by the keenness of his natural ability, as we said, he won over to his own opinion many of those whom he met.[footnoteRef:84] [84:  John Kinnamos, The Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, trans. Charles M. Brand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1976), 190.] 


This quotation, like the others from Psellos and Anna Komnene in this chapter, features detail that would seem to lend credibility to the author. If Kinnamos’ position in the imperial court and proximity to Manuel is not enough, then the detail he writes with would be. Like Psellos and Anna Komnene, Kinnamos uses his perspective on events, namely his memory of them, to legitimize his history above other competing chroniclers. However, Kinnamos did not rely on his memory alone, but used outside sources. As a member of the imperial court, Kinnamos had testimony from those who had witnessed events that would have been impossible for Kinnamos to see for himself.[footnoteRef:85] Unlike the works of Psellos and Anna Komnene, the narrative is far shorter and, according to scholars, seems to be incomplete, or at least, mostly missing.[footnoteRef:86] However, even on the basis of less textual evidence, Kinnamos, like Psellos and Anna, seems to have been a shrewd author who used both his sources and evidence in a calculating way. Kinnamos emphasized certain aspects of the world that he occupied, and while he was not involved in, or accused of being in a coup, his skill as a historian comes out when examining how he manages the source material that he used concerning the battle of Myriocephalum.   [85:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 412-13.]  [86:  Ibid, 409-11.] 

	As discussed, John Kinnamos utilized sources outside of his own memory or eyewitness experience. With his position as an imperial secretary under Manuel I, Kinnamos would have had access to imperial documents that may or may not have provided key information for his narrative. Despite his access to key documents, however, it seems unlikely that Kinnamos did much archival research. Most of the speeches that fill the narrative seem to be his own creation, stemming from a classical Thucydidean tradition. However, beyond this, Kinnamos also had access to individuals in the imperial court who could shed light on certain events that he did not have knowledge of. One of these informants, most likely, was another imperial secretary, who was named Thomas and went missing in Syria in 1138.[footnoteRef:87] Furthermore, Kinnamos most likely had the ability to extract information from Thomas’ former colleagues, which may explain why the episode of Thomas’ disappearance received a significant amount of attention in his narrative.[footnoteRef:88] Another informant of Kinnamos’ was Bempitziotes of Adrianople, who was ordered by Manuel in 1146 to give a misleading signal to the army when on campaign against the Turks of Iconium. Since Kinnamos was born in 1142, it is highly unlikely that he could have witnessed the event himself, so it is more likely that he received the information directly from Bempitziotes.[footnoteRef:89] However, beyond these two informants, it is difficult to accurately name any other potential outside sources, since the narrative itself largely gives little evidence of it.  [87:  Ibid, 412-3]  [88:  Ibid, 412.]  [89:  Ibid, 413.] 

	While there is no debate that Kinnamos certainly used outside sources in his narrative, the truly intriguing part of the Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos is how he used his own memory to skew historical events that we know about from other chroniclers. For Kinnamos, a man who loved the character of Manuel, he used his memory in order to present a different version of the disastrous military career of Manuel, which culminated with the disastrous defeat to the Turks at the Battle of Myriocephalum.[footnoteRef:90] Kinnamos writes of Manuel as a man without equal. As Warren Treadgold writes, “No one, no matter how strong, fortunate, or adept at hand-to-hand combat, could have repeatedly exposed himself to such dangers with uniform success and such minor injuries, and Manuel cannot have been so foolhardy.”[footnoteRef:91] Emphasizing his proximity to events, especially military battles, Kinnamos uses his memory as a way to promote the qualities of virtue and masculinity in Manuel, and he frames himself as someone who is more reliable than other chroniclers.   [90:  Ibid, 408.]  [91:  Ibid, 412.] 

	Regardless of their position of power or the time that they were writing, all three historians used the primary sources available to them to create their respective narratives. More importantly, all three of these biographers utilized their eye-witness memory above all else, emphasizing their proximity to the events that they describe, while invoking intricate detail in order to appear more authoritative. With this enhancement of their credibility, these historians were able to emphasize or omit the parts of their history that they wanted, in order to craft an ideal for themselves, especially in the case of coups or military failure, which ran contrary to opposing contemporary narratives.
	While selecting certain source material specifically for their narratives, each of these historians also had to decide what sort of characters, such as the emperors, they were going to create within their narrative. Chapter three of this thesis will discuss what type of emperors that these biographers were creating, the historical context behind their creation, and what the reward is.










Chapter Three
Hellenism, Philosophy, and the “Epic Hero”

	This chapter will argue that unlike previous generations of Byzantine historians, who had only limited access to ancient sources, the Middle Byzantine historians had unprecedented access to many ancient treatises, documents, and books, which caused a revival of classical ideas, or “Hellenization,” which is present in the texts of Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos.[footnoteRef:92] Furthermore, these classical texts influenced the historians to craft their narratives in an ‘epic’ fashion, or rather, to fill their texts with larger-than-life figures either completing heroic tasks or falling victim to their own tragic flaws.[footnoteRef:93] Although the representation and language that these historians used may be described as ‘artificial,’ the prime reason that these historians engaged in such a literary tradition was to associate themselves with a group of great men who wrote about great deeds, and to equate their texts with the ancients’. In doing so, the Middle Byzantine historians offered a sense of familiarity to their contemporary reader, who would recognize the style and composition. Additionally, the use of ancient references would also make their texts appear to be more important in respect to subject matter. [92:  Amy Papalexandrou, “Memory Tattered and Torn: Spolia in the Heartland of Byzantine Hellenism,” in Archaeologies of Memory, ed. Ruth M. Van Dyke, and Susan E. Alcock (Hoboken: Wiley-Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 57.]  [93:  Epic as in the sense of the epic genre of poetry in classical literature.] 

	In writing about Hellenization and a ‘revival of classical thought’ in eleventh-century Byzantium, an appropriate question might be asked: where did the classical knowledge come from and why did it resurface at this time? Certainly the earliest written sources of classical thought were written in either Latin or Greek in the period of antiquity, but these texts and their ideas were translated as Greek-speaking kingdoms, and later, the Roman Republic and Empire, spread across the Mediterranean world into areas with different languages. Thus many ancient Greek sources, especially the works of Plato and Aristotle, were translated into Syriac, a dialect of Aramaic, and were preserved as the Classics first left Western Europe after the fall of the Roman Empire, and were, to a degree, neglected in the Byzantine Empire (330-1453.)[footnoteRef:94]  Although the works of antiquity never truly left the Byzantine Empire, these texts were held in various places, sometimes in the libraries of Constantinople, but often in monasteries and dismembered. There is evidence that the works of individuals like Plato and Aristotle were still studied in the Byzantine Empire up until the time of Michael Psellos in the eleventh century; it seems that there was no serious study of either philosopher or their texts.[footnoteRef:95] For example, scholars such as Browning have noted that serious discussion of Aristotle ceased in the 6th century with Stephanus of Alexandria, and was not resumed in Byzantium until the eleventh and twelfth centuries.[footnoteRef:96] However, in the next few centuries, these classical texts, which were translated into Syriac, were then translated into Arabic, and were discussed at great length in the Islamic world, most notably at the House of Wisdom in Baghdad.[footnoteRef:97] Eventually, these texts, after being translated back into Greek, made their way into the Byzantine Empire with new commentaries, specifically into the court of the emperor. It was around this time that Byzantine intellectuals, most notably Michael Psellos, began to discuss these texts, such as Plato’s Republic, in great depth. Furthermore, in part due to Michael Psellos, the schools of Constantinople began to implement the study of Plato and Aristotle in their syllabuses, which further fostered an intense discussion of classical philosophy and its new role in academic circles.[footnoteRef:98]  [94:  For a general history of the Byzantine Empire, including the fall of Rome, see: Michael Angold, The Byzantine Empire, 1025-1204: A Political History, 2nd edn (London: Longman, 1997); Warren Treadgold, A Concise History of Byzantium. (Houndmills, Balsingstoke, Hampshire; New York, NY: Palgrave, 2001); John F. Haldon, The Palgrave Atlas of Byzantine History. (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005.)]  [95:  Konstantinos, Staikos. Testimonies of the Platonic Tradition, trans. Alexandra Doumas (Aton: Saitis S.A., 2015), 131.]  [96:  Glen M. Cooper, “Byzantium Between East and West: Competing Hellenisms in the Alexiad of Anna Komnene and Her Contemporaries,” in East Meets West in the Middle Ages and Early Modern Times: Transcultural Experiences in the Premodern World, ed. Albrecht Classen, and Marilyn Sandidge. (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2013), 275.]  [97:  For the transmission, and differences between Greek and Islamic Hellenism, see: Ibid, 263-90.]  [98:  Konstantinos, Testimonies, 132-3. ] 

	However, the increase of intensity of the study of Aristotle, and especially Plato, introduced new questions into the fabric of Byzantine society: How rigorous should the study of pagan philosophers be, since they were not Christian and expressed non-Christian ideas? Although these texts were originally written in the Greek-speaking world, many of the ideas illustrated in them were difficult for some intellectuals to stomach. However, curious thinkers, such as Michael Psellos and later his student John Italus, made the case that these philosophers should be studied regardless of their religious affliation by attempting to reconcile pagan texts with Christian doctrine. Most notably, Psellos took advantage of the previously-expressed opinion that Greek philosophers should be considered pupils of Moses and precursors of Christianity.[footnoteRef:99] This tactic employed by Psellos and John Italus seems to have ultimately succeeded, since the texts of Plato and Aristotle were effectively introduced into the Byzantine school curriculum. An interesting caveat to note is that this attempt to reach a reconciliation between pagan and Christian ideas happened in Byzantium centuries before St. Thomas Aquinas did the same in Western Europe. However, while at court, Psellos was often accused of heresy for studying particularly pagan subjects and his fondness of philosophers like Plato, and he had to defend himself against the accusations of his contemporaries.[footnoteRef:100] He seems to have succeeded in doing so, since he was not exiled, or worse, killed as an apostate for his intellectual interests. Indeed by the twelfth century, emperors, like Manuel I prided themselves on their expertise in once forbidden subjects, such as astrology, even claiming to have reconciled Christian and pagan subjects through the use of logic.[footnoteRef:101] However, this process occurred slowly, taking decades to reach this level of toleration.  [99:  Ibid, 133.]  [100:  Psellus, The Chronographia, 173.]  [101:  Cooper, “Byzantium,” 278. ] 

In response to the re-emergence of classical texts and a toleration of them to a certain extent, the elite, namely court officials and others associated with the emperor, began to explore the classical ideas discussed in these ancient works. It got to the point that even the language that certain texts, such as histories, used emulated the ancient Greek that had been used in fourth-century Athens. This phenomenon of imitating the ancient Greek language of the fourth century BC and creating a sort of artificial language has become known as “Atticization.”[footnoteRef:102]Although the common citizen in the Byzantine Empire was fluent, or at least proficient, in medieval Greek, the differences (pronunciation, spelling of words, and different vocabulary) between eleventh-century Greek and ancient Greek were enough that it would have been the equivalent of reading a foreign language. However, it became popular amongst the elite. In fact, it became so common that even Psellos, the “first” to revive classical knowledge in the capital, used it, and his literary successors, Anna Komnene and Nikephoros Bryennios the Younger, did as well. Even, John Kinnamos, the final historian covered in this thesis, used fourth-century Attic Greek to write his narrative, The Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos.  [102:  For more information on the Attic language of the Middle Byzantine period, please see: Warren Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians. (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013.)] 

Beyond using a common language used by the ancient Greeks, Middle Byzantine historians also engaged in the literary techniques that they used, along with adopting some of the same archetypes that were used in the genre of epic or military history. Middle Byzantine historians actively chose to frame their stories as epic narratives, with larger-than-life figures who either overcame their sins, or fell prey to their own tragic flaws. Even the ways in which these historians described the different ethnic groups in their texts would have been unusual relative to the colloquial Greek of the eleventh- and twelfth-century. Rather than to identifying ethnic groups by their more appropriate twelfth-century names, the Middle Byzantine historians actively chose to refer to them by their ancient Greek or Roman names, invoking an artificial sense of antique writing. So, the Islamic nations are either “pagans” or “Persians,” tribes north of the Black Sea are “Scyths” or “Scythians,” and the Hungarians alternate between being “Paionians” (found in Herodotus) and “Huns.” The French are “Germans,” and the Germans, “Alamanoi.” Perhaps unexpectedly, the Byzantines are always the “Romans (Rhoamaioi),” and their empire is always the “Roman Empire.”[footnoteRef:103] All of these terms and their associations are emphatically ancient, and their use in preference to colloquial terms for these same people and ethnic groups gives the text a more ancient tone. Furthermore, the fact that Anna Komnene chose to title the biography of her father the Alexiad, a title based on the Iliad, which calls forth associations with ancient Greek epic poetry, immediately suggests that she was attempting to tap into an older, sophisticated literary tradition. In addition, in part due to the annotations and notes provided by multiple editors and translators of Middle Byzantine literature, historians are now more aware than ever of the thousands of references to Homer, Thucydides, and Xenophon that fill its pages. The questions are, what references were these particular historians using, and why? In particular, what traits of emperors and other figures were being emphasized throughout their narratives? In order to answer these questions, the primary source material must be analyzed and specific examples must be laid out and compared.  [103:  John Kinnamos, The Deeds of John and Manuel Comnenus, trans. Charles M. Brand (New York: Columbia University Press, 1976), 7.] 

For the sake of chronological order, an assessment of Hellenism and Atticism in the Middle Byzantine period must start with Michael Psellos, who, as mentioned above, claimed to have renewed classical learning in the capital. Regardless of the validity of such a claim, the evidence clearly shows that a number of pagan, classical texts had re-emerged around the middle of the eleventh century, Psellos being one of the most important intellectuals in the Byzantine court and having the best access to them. Psellos seems to have enjoyed studying subjects such as rhetoric and grammar, and was even accused of studying astrology, although he denies such accusations in the Chronographia.[footnoteRef:104] However, his infatuation with the classics was not limited to such subjects, and he seemed to have a keen interest in works of philosophy, especially Plato and his political treatise, the Republic, which finds a place of particular importance in the description of the reign of Michael Doukas VII (r. 1071-8.)[footnoteRef:105] [104:  Psellus, Chronographia, 173.]  [105:  Ibid, 367.] 

	In describing the political court of the emperor, along with key figures, such as emperors and empresses themselves, Psellos actively chose to depict them in a similar way to characters in the genres of classical epic and ancient philosophy.[footnoteRef:106] However, more importantly, Psellos chose to re-create the world, through his memory and other outside sources (see chapter two), in a particular way, drawing from classical texts in some regard. The most important of these re-creations is the idea of the “philosopher king” from Plato, specifically in writing about the reign of Michael VII Doukas (r. 1071-8.) Perhaps from reading the Republic, he saw an opportunity for a system of government where intellectuals would govern, much like himself. The key distinction would be that while Psellos would have played a large part in governing the Byzantine state, the emperor alone would take on the role of the “philosopher king,” ruling the people benevolently through his superior knowledge and wisdom. Although the flattery Psellos uses on Michael VII Doukas in the Chronographia might be due to the fact that Psellos was attempting to garner favor from the emperor, as argued in the first chapter above, the way in which he chose to depict the emperor certainly was of the model of the “philosopher king.” Such a phenomenon in the Chronographia is logical, since Psellos himself was both a philosopher and tutor. If anyone would be excited about the idea of a “philosopher king” in the mid-eleventh century, it certainly would have been Psellos, and given role as the tutor to the emperor, he had the opportunity to mold such an individual. Whether or not he succeeded in doing so is another issue, but the fact that an ancient concept, such as the idea of the “philosopher king,” made its way into the biography of multiple Christian emperors is noteworthy.  [106:  For a few references, see: Psellos, Chronographia, 265, 313, 351, and 372.
] 

	As found in Book VI of the Republic, Plato writes about both the function of the government and its ruler. Through the dialogue of Socrates and Glaucon, Plato first reaches the conclusion that a ruler must “guard the laws and institutions of our state.”[footnoteRef:107] In order to do this, the ruler must have the ability to ascertain the objective truth, which he should use to rule properly. In Plato’s ship of state metaphor, the true pilot “must pay attention to the year and season and sky and stars and winds, and whatever else belongs to his art, if he intends to be really qualified for the command of a ship.”[footnoteRef:108] Plato, speaking through Socrates, reaches the conclusion that only the philosopher king would be able to do this, since “philosophical minds always love knowledge of a sort which shows them the eternal nature, not varying from generation and corruption.”[footnoteRef:109] Plato goes on to compare the development of a philosopher king, or even a philosopher in general, to nurturing a plant to maturity. He or she must first be attended to at a young age, and by someone who will not corrupt, or kill, their intellect.[footnoteRef:110]  [107:  Plato, Republic, trans. Benjamin Jowett (New York: Colonial Press, 1901), 176.]  [108:  Ibid, 181.]  [109:  Ibid, 177.]  [110:  Ibid, 185.] 

	The perfect tutor for a Byzantine “philosopher king” would, of course, be Michael Psellos, who had a deep understanding of philosophy and was the direct advisor and tutor to the emperor. Psellos even writes about the education of Michael Doukas VII, saying, “When we spoke of allegory, he surpassed his present historian, whom in preference to all others he chose as his tutor, and whose name he mentioned with extraordinary honor.”[footnoteRef:111] When describing the young emperor, Psellos remarks, “he was a man of extraordinary intelligence, and through careful observation he acquired a knowledge of affairs.” The affairs that Psellos refers to is running the government in a wide range of capacities, from tax collection, to finance, and even the minting of coins. Michael VII’s knowledge of governmental affairs was so great that Psellos writes, “Men who devoted their lives to a study of these things were unable to rival him in their own sphere.”[footnoteRef:112] Throughout the short section of the Chronographia concerning the reign of Michael VII, he unequivocally praises the wisdom and intellect of the young emperor, who had no rival in either capacity at court in any matter.[footnoteRef:113] In this way, when Michael Doukas is compared with Plato’s notion of the “philosopher king,” there seems to be a close resemblance. A further reference to Plato’s Republic in the Chronographia comes when Michael Psellos speaks about Michael VII’s knowledge of the heavenly sphere, and the geometric cube that Plato attributes to the earth.[footnoteRef:114] This is possibly a reference to Plato’s perfect number, which is found in Book 8 of the Republic. If understood as a reference to the Republic, then it is clear that Psellos indeed was familiar with it, and it is reasonable that in light of the evidence shown above, he was eager to create a philosopher king that would rule by reason and intellect, and would create a harmonious society. At least to judge from the Chronographia itself, Michael Doukas seemed to have met the criteria in order to become a fabled philosopher king.  [111:  Psellos, Chronographia, 369.]  [112:  Ibid, 368.]  [113:  Ibid, 369.]  [114:  Ibid, 370.] 

Yet, interestingly, Michael Psellos’ most formidable rival, John Skylitzes, reported that Michael Doukas was the exact opposite of what Michael Psellos claimed in the Chronographia. As Skylitzes writes, “While he [Michael Doukas] spent his time in the useless pursuit of eloquence and wasted his energy on the composition of iambic and anapestic verse (and they were poor effort indeed), he brought his Empire to ruin, let astray by his mentor, the philosopher Psellos.” Furthermore, Skylitzes also writes, “While he [Nikephoritza] concentrated all power in his hands, Michael found time for nothing but trifles and childish games. The leading philosopher, Psellos, had made him quite unfitted for the position he occupied.”[footnoteRef:115] Instead of the brilliant, intelligent man that Psellos had seen, Skylitzes preferred to describe him as an incompetent, dull, and useless emperor. Although the goal of this thesis is certainly not to assess whose account of the reign of Michael Doukas VII is more accurate, it is interesting to consider why their accounts do differ. In respect to Psellos, it is arguable that he was seeking court favor by praising the emperor in the Chronographia, which would lead to an inflated account of Michael Doukas’ intellect, or that he may not have seen anything wrong with Michael Doukas’ education, which Skylitzes saw as useless. However, it is clear that Psellos in the Chronographia chose to create an ‘artificial world,’ through the use of Hellenistic ideas and language, where Michael Doukas VII seems competent and much like a philosopher king. The question is: why would Michael Psellos choose to frame Michael Doukas VII as a good ruler, yet alone, a philosopher king? [115:  Ibid, 370.] 

With respect to Anna Komnene, who wrote the Alexiad nearly eighty years after Psellos died, Hellenism and classical texts were firmly integrated into the fabric of Byzantine intellectual life. She had received an education in rhetoric, philosophy, and grammar, much like Psellos, but she also dabbled in other subjects, such as medicine, and even astrology to some extent, although she condemned the practice of it.[footnoteRef:116] It was from such an education that she came to learn about classical ideas, specifically in medicine, which then made their way into the Alexiad itself.  [116:  Cooper, “Byzantium,” 282.] 

Anna Komnene’s main objective in writing the Alexiad was to reinforce her own claim to the throne, which she saw as her own. As part of her argument for her legitimacy as the heir-apparent, she emphasized that she was “born in the purple,” that she was the eldest of Alexios I’s children, that she looked the most like Alexios, and that even when she was in the womb of the empress Irene, Anna waited until her father was home to be born.[footnoteRef:117] Yet, none of these things influenced the court, who sided with her younger brother, John II Komnenos. However, throughout the Alexiad, Anna also drew larger comparisons between herself and her father, by means of Hellenistic language and metaphors, especially emphasizing her right to rule. In creating the character of Alexios in the Alexiad, she frames him as a sort of Odysseus-like figure, who travels throughout the Byzantine Empire, and rules as a great emperor. In fact, Alexios’ popularity after his death was quite low, even by the time of the Alexiad’s composition. However, by reimagining the past through the usage of Hellenistic language, Anna Komnene makes the case that much like the heroes of epic, like Odysseus, her father was a great man who accomplished many great things. Furthermore, Anna could utilize classical ideas, specifically about the “physician of the state,” which was adapted from Plato, to make the claim that she was more fit to rule than even her nephew, Manuel I Komnenos.  [117:  Anna Komnene, The Alexiad, 167.] 

 Anna Komnene did not only apply Hellenistic language to her father, but also to herself. As mentioned previously, Anna felt that she held a legitimate claim to the throne, which was thwarted by her brother, John, after Alexios’ death. At around the time of the composition of the Alexiad in the mid-twelfth century, her nephew, Manuel I Komnenos, had taken the throne, and much to the irritation of officials at the Byzantine court, he seemed to have been infatuated with both Latin (western European) culture and Latin Hellenism, which had begun to intermingle with Byzantine Hellenism after the First Crusade.[footnoteRef:118] In contrast to Manuel I, Anna, much like her father, did not trust western Europeans, nor did she particularly enjoy the intellectual products of Western Europe. Even in her exile from the imperial court in Constantinople, Anna continued to study and cultivate a greater appreciation of a Greek brand of Hellenism, even creating a circle of individuals who revived Aristotelian studies.[footnoteRef:119] Her relationship with her nephew was already strained, due to her exile and the fact that she thought she should have been the empress. Their relationship was further impaired, because of Manuel’s love of Latin culture and Hellenism as well, a fact that he did not hide. For Manuel, Hellenism served as a tool for diplomacy, and as Cooper writes, “Manuel cultivated the ancient sciences, especially astrology and medicine, and employed them as a part of the persona he presented to foreign rulers, especially the Latin rulers of the West.”[footnoteRef:120] Anna did not like the Latins, nor any other group who attempted to lay a claim on her ‘rightful’ heritage. In her own mind, the Latins were savages, and their increased involvement in the Byzantine Empire and its affairs was troubling. The only remedy to this problem would be if she were the empress, and then she would have the authority to deal with the Latins appropriately. To push this point forward, Anna used Hellenistic language from philosophical treatises in order to attempt to sway the imperial court’s opinion to favor her over Manuel. In Anna’s own mind, the proper ruler would be a physician to the state, or the “body politic,” a term coined by Plato in the Republic.[footnoteRef:121] However, this concept extended even beyond being a competent ruler as a politician and philosopher, and Anna at times viewed the ideal physician to the state as someone who literally had medical knowledge. Arguably, through this sort of appropriation of Plato and Hellenistic language, Anna Komnene was able to make the case that her father was a good emperor, and that she would be a better ruler than her brother, John II, and her nephew, Manuel I.  [118:  Glen M. Cooper, “Byzantium”, 267.]  [119:  Ibid, 274.]  [120:  Ibid, 277.]  [121:  Ibid, 283.] 

Anna first begins by crafting the persona of Alexios, who is depicted as being both brave, cunning, and wise. Specifically, Anna emphasizes these traits through references to Homer, and various heroes from epic. In the eyes of Anna, her father’s life was truly epic in proportion, and his mission to protect the Byzantine Empire was no less serious than any found in ancient Greek literature. Furthermore, Anna praises certain traits of her father, like his condemnation of astrology, his distrust of the Latins, and his Christian virtue; this simultaneously criticizes her nephew, Manuel I, whose own policies and attitudes were the polar opposite. Therefore, Anna, by praising her father, also is able to attack her ‘incompetent’ nephew.[footnoteRef:122]  [122:  Ibid, 280.] 

Her attack on her nephew by means of Hellenistic language did not end there, but continued into a discussion of the “body politic.” As noted above, Anna had the ability and access to read ancient Greek manuscripts; she seemed to have particularly enjoyed the works of Aristotle and Plato. From the Republic, Anna adopted the idea of the “body politic,” in particular the belief that, just like the human body, a political system can be disrupted, and will then need treatment. Both internal and external factors affect can affect the political system, and Anna mentions both kinds in the Alexiad. The internal factors are mainly civil wars, and the external factors are the numerous foreign threats forced by the empire, namely the crusaders and the Normans. In accordance with traditional Greek medicine, the only way that the internal problems can be fixed is by addressing the external ones. Only when the external threats are neutralized can the body, and in this case, the political system, truly heal. Thus in the Alexiad, Alexios is more than capable of neutralizing these threats, dealing with internal and external threats time and time again.
Yet Anna moves past the theoretical and political ideas of the “body politic” and a “physician king,” and even creates an idealized portrait of an emperor as a literal physician, who would be able to care for his/her people in a personal way and have knowledge of medical expertise. It is worth nothing that the emperor Manuel I, Anna’s nephew, also was interested in the medical sciences, claiming to be a physician of some sort. Even in the Deeds of John and Manuel, Kinnamos writes that when Baldwin III broke his arm, Manuel I was apply to treat him, without the aid of other physicians.[footnoteRef:123] Anna, when recounting her father on his death bed, also claims to have medical knowledge as well, even criticizing the physicians attending her father and showing her own analysis of her father’s illness and the necessary treatment for it.[footnoteRef:124] Furthermore, Manuel I was also obsessed with astrology, even writing a treatise on the subject called, Imperatoris Manuel Comneni et Michael Glycae Disputatio (The Debate of Manuel Komnenos and Michael Glycos), where he argues that astrology is compatible with Christian theology.[footnoteRef:125] Likewise, as mentioned above, Anna discusses her own knowledge of astrology, and frames herself as someone who is familiar with its study, but ultimately condemns it and its practice. While it is possible that these references in both medical and astrology were not pointed, or aimed towards any particular person or event, it seems unlikely. Since Anna was in Kecharitomene, a convent outside of Constantinople, she would have been aware of her nephew and his intellectual interests. Seeking to attack his credibility as an intellectual (in terms of his knowledge of astrology and medicine), Anna sought to present herself as an intellectual familiar with many subjects, including astrology and medicine, and then discredited her nephew as an intellectual. Although she studied astrology, she ultimately condemned its practice and those who practice it, which would include Manuel, and she also showed her own medical expertise, which she writes is better than the many, very qualified physicians attending her dying father. Through the idea of the “body politic” in Plato’s Republic, Anna is able to craft the notion of the emperor as a sort of physician of the state, and then she is able to reduce this to the emperor being a literal physician, making the case that a good emperor should be able to practice medicine effectively. After this, by describing her own knowledge of many subjects, such as astrology and medicine, Anna is able to make the argument that she was knowledgeable of the proper subjects, and was indeed fit to rule, even more so than her nephew Manuel. While the credibility of this argument will not be discussed in this thesis, it is worth nothing that this argument depends entirely upon Plato’s Republic and pagan astrology, which was only made available to the wider intellectual community around the time of Michael Psellos. Therefore, the emergence of Hellenism in the eleventh- and twelfth-centuries had a large impact on Anna’s Alexiad in terms of its argument and structure, much like Psellos’ Chronographia. [123:  Brand, Deeds, 145.]  [124:  For Anna Komnene’s full account of her father’s fatal illness and analysis, see Anna, Alexiad, 466-70.]  [125:  The fact that in less than one hundred years the study of astrology has went from a forbidden subject to a subject compatible with Christianity is also worth nothing. ] 

	In contrast to both Michael Psellos and Anna Komnene, who enjoyed the ideas and philosophies of Plato and implemented his ideas into their narratives, John Kinnamos seems to have not cared a great deal about Plato, or at least he did not feel a need to incorporate Platonic, or Aristotelian philosophy into the Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos. However, in spite of a lack of Hellenistic philosophical influence in the text, Kinnamos frames his narrative in a similar way to Thucydides and Xenophon had once done. At first glance, the argument could be made that Kinnamos, unlike Psellos or Anna Komnene, was uneducated, or at least lacked the proper education to truly appreciate the works of Plato and Aristotle. The idea that the intellectual movement of Hellenism in the eleventh and twelfth centuries did not affect the work of Kinnamos could be further supported by the fact that unlike the Chronographia or the Alexiad, the Deeds were written in vernacular Greek, as opposed to the Attic Greek conventionally used in intellectual circles in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. However, such an assessment of Kinnamos and his abilities as a historian and intellectual is superficial, and not consistent with the facts. Like other politicians and imperial secretaries in the twelfth century, Kinnamos received a standard education of rhetoric and grammar in Constantinople. Furthermore, from a reading of the text, Kinnamos seems to have had a considerable understanding of Plato and Aristotle; the evidence that is the most compelling is conversations he had about the philosophers with Manuel I on military campaign, which he reports in the Deeds.[footnoteRef:126] If this information is taken to be true, then not only could Kinnamos read ancient Greek, but he understood the material well enough to discuss it with his patron. Therefore, an assessment that Kinnamos’ Deeds lacks many of the same philosophical ideas that were in Psellos and Anna Komnene because he did not understand them, or had no knowledge of them, is not factual and does not do justice to the text.  [126:  Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians, 407.] 

	Furthermore, Kinnamos’ Deeds, in comparisons between it and other Middle Byzantine histories, most notably the Chronographia and the Alexiad, has been seen as a less sophisticated text, with a subject matter that is not as intellectually stimulating or complex, in part perhaps due to an apparent lack of classical, philosophical influences in the text. Yet, much like the other negative assessment of the Deeds, this evaluation ignores many of the complexities, and even the Hellenistic themes and devices, in the text itself. Kinnamos, unlike Psellos and Anna Komnene,[footnoteRef:127] was a man intrigued above all else with military matters, due to the fact that he accompanied Manuel on campaign for much of his early political career as an imperial secretary.[footnoteRef:128] Therefore, while he may have been able to utilize some of the same philosophical ideas in the Deeds, why would there be need to? Above all else, the Deeds is an account of both John II and Manuel I Komnenos, mainly Manuel, and their military endeavors. In that regard, Kinnamos looked to other classical texts besides Plato in order to craft his narrative, and to introduce other Hellenistic themes. In particular, he found his inspiration in Thucydides and Xenophon, who both wrote military history, and wrote with the straightforwardness of a soldier, much like Kinnamos did himself. These influences seeped into the invented speeches and fight scenes throughout the Deeds, and contain a sort of sophistication that can be hardly found anywhere else in Middle Byzantine literature. [127:  The Alexiad, of course, features many military endeavors in the text, but these parts tend to be credited to the history written by Nikephoros Bryennios, which Anna used in crafting the Alexiad. ]  [128:  Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians, 407-8.] 

	However, before this topic can be more fully examined, the question must be asked: Why did Kinnamos choose to focus so intently on the military careers of John and Manuel, when Anna Komnene chose to criticize her brother and nephew, more specifically her nephew, by comparing her medical knowledge and intellectual capabilities to theirs? As was explained earlier, Kinnamos is indeed someone familiar with the military, and might have found himself most comfortable in describing events that he witnessed directly on the battlefield. However, such a conclusion does not do full justice to the text or to Kinnamos, who went on to have a mildly successful political career in the capital later in his life, and could have used other Hellenistic ideas to enhance his biography. Much like the other Middle Byzantine biographers, Kinnamos was not only a historian, but a politician as well, his main patron being the Emperor Manuel I. It is important to note that, history-writing in Byzantium, especially in the Middle Byzantine period, was highly political; it serving a function beyond reporting an ‘objective truth,’ and this fact was no different for Kinnamos. Although Manuel I is viewed more favorably in the present, his reputation was tarnished during his reign due to a lack of military success, specifically thanks to the disastrous defeat of the Byzantine army at the Battle of Myriocephalum in 1176. Therefore, it was in his best interest to attempt to repair his military reputation, along with his father’s image, through a biography written by one of his esteemed historians, John Kinnamos. 
	When considering the audience for this potential biography, it is worth noting that, given that the Deeds have only survived to the present in one manuscript, it probably was not distributed widely.[footnoteRef:129] In fact, it is more likely that only the elite, namely the political circle of the emperor in Constantinople, would have had access to the Deeds. The elite would have also been familiar with much classical literature, like Kinnamos, especially Thucydides and Xenophon. Therefore, Kinnamos’ use of their style would have been significant to the elite, who would have recognized it. It was the fact that his intended audience would have recognized Xenophon and Thucydides, along with the fact that he was writing a history centered on military events, and that he was familiar with their style and prose due to his education and upbringing that caused him to choose to model them, over other classical thinkers like Plato and Aristotle. With these factors analyzed, how Kinnamos engaged Hellenistic ideas in the text itself can now be examined more fully.  [129:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 415.] 

	Even in the introduction of his text, Kinnamos makes use of ancient authors, such as Thucydides, Herodotus, and Xenophon, most notably Xenophon’s Education of Cyrus with a reference to a man educating Cyrus. Furthermore, as Charles Brand has noted, “At one point, he seems to echo Thucydides: ‘That year ended, having wrought such changes.’”[footnoteRef:130] The elite in twelfth-century Byzantium, who were familiar with the works of Xenophon and Thucydides, would have spotted it almost immediately. Yet, the truly remarkable way that Kinnamos utilized the models of historical writing (devices, i.e. battles, plots, characterization) first created by ancient historians extends beyond this, namely in the invented speeches and descriptions of characters found throughout the Deeds. These invented speeches typically are there in place of Byzantine withdrawals and defeats in military battles, or are there to enhance the story, most notably John II’s speech on his death-bed, where he chose Manuel as his successor for his military prowess against the Seljuk Turks, even though he was not John’s eldest son.[footnoteRef:131] Although reportedly John II’s choice of Manuel as his successor had happened before 1143, when John II died, the invented speech by Kinnamos and his description of Manuel’s military prowess certainly had political implications, but not as much as one might assume. It does not seem that Manuel had difficulty in establishing his right to rule, and any difficult he had was only temporary. However, it would not hurt for someone, like Kinnamos, to re-emphasize his legitimate claim to the throne, and how he procured it in the first place.[footnoteRef:132] [130:  Brand, Deeds, 7.]  [131:  Ibid, 29-31.]  [132:  Ibid, 31.] 

	Moving from John II’s death in 1143, the Deeds focuses exclusively upon Manuel I, and his role as a military commander throughout his reign. Kinnamos’ use of invented speeches, like Thucydides had done, certainly sought to enhance the reputation of Manuel, since these typically stood in place of Byzantine defeats or withdrawals, but perhaps more importantly, Kinnamos overall framed Manuel in a way that is relatable to the heroes of antiquity in the Deeds. As Treadgold notes, “No one, no matter how strong, fortunate, or adept at hand-to-hand combat, could have repeatedly exposed himself to such dangers with uniform success and such minor injuries, and Manuel cannot have been so foolhardy.”[footnoteRef:133] Indeed, the many military exploits in the text are most likely exaggerated for the sake of praising Manuel I, this is not the whole story. Instead, these episodes of Manuel’s military expertise invite the reader to examine how Kinnamos manages to praise the emperor through the use of epic and Hellenistic themes. In a period when masculinity was largely associated with physical traits, such as one’s beard or stature, the use of comparisons to ‘manly’ men in regards to physical qualities would be useful. Furthermore, when Kinnamos uses references to classical heroes, or writes in a way that models Thucydides or Herodotus, his intended audience, the elites, would immediately have made the association that Manuel I and his military career was in some way comparable. Although the Greek readers of the twelfth-century were familiar with the failures of Manuel I’s military career, specifically at Myriocephalum (which Kinnamos’ Deeds omits, although it is more likely that this part of the text was lost, rather than it being an omission on Kinnamos’ part), Kinnamos’ Deeds attempted to salvage what it could, through comparison to epic heroes, and in some ways, it probably succeeded.[footnoteRef:134] Kinnamos held a sort of authority on the subject of the military that most at court did not have, and so many of the elite might probably looked to him for an assessment of Manuel as a military commander. However, it is important to resist the temptation to say that his intended audience would have taken everything he wrote at face value. Instead, as much as an assessment of Manuel’s career as a general and emperor, Kinnamos’ use of epic and Hellenistic ideas is also a literary device, which would have been aesthetically pleasing to the reader. By the mid-twelfth century, it was standard practice to invoke the classical past in history writing, and Kinnamos, like his historical predecessors, was doing the same. [133:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 412.]  [134:  Treadgold, Middle Byzantine Historians, 412.] 

	In summary, all three of the historians being examined in this thesis used Hellenism to authenticate their histories, using ancient literature to either praise the subjects of their history, or to criticize their opponents. These references were innovative, and highly effective in illustrating certain points of their argument. Through selectively choosing some aspects of eleventh- and twelfth-century Hellenism, while ignoring others, these historians could lend credibility to their arguments and writing. This phenomenon continued into later decades, being used by other Byzantine historians, but its origin is firmly rooted in the eleventh- and twelfth-century intellectual circles of Constantinople mainly associated with Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and to a lesser extent, John Kinnamos. 





Conclusion

	As this thesis has shown, the Middle Byzantine historians, specifically Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos, had an underlying political motivation to write their histories; and thanks to their status as an eyewitness and their use of classical literature, they were able to successfully craft histories that would be useful for their political ambitions. However, the effectiveness of these strategies can be called into question. Although Michael Psellos enjoyed a long career at court, it seems that after the death of Michael Doukas VII, the emperor whose intellect he praises the most, Psellos faded into obscurity. Since the Chronographia’s manuscript ends so abruptly, it is difficult to say what happened to Psellos and why. In the case of Anna Komnene, it may be unfair to evaluate the Alexiad’s effectiveness based on her political influence after its publication, since her political situation beforehand was already so dire. Nevertheless, the Alexiad seemed to be at least read by those at court, although Anna Komnene continued to be exiled and ultimately died in the convent of Kecharitomene in 1153. Finally, while it appears that John Kinnamos did complete the Deeds of John and Manuel Komnenos, his beloved patron, Manuel I, died before its completion and it seems that he never received the praise for his history that he may have expected. His situation at the imperial court after Manuel’s death (d.1180) seems to have been difficult, with the new emperor, Andronicus I (d. 1185), not particularly liking him. In general, it appears that the impact of history-writing in the Middle Byzantine period, at least in the cases of these three historians, is questionable. However, the purpose of this thesis has not been to evaluate the narratives of Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos in terms of their effectiveness. In future research, the question of these narratives’ success as political devices might profitably be addressed in more detail.
	Due to the aims of this project, especially in regards to the volume of source material and the extent of time covered, there were several limitations that should be acknowledged here and that could provide different opportunities for future research in the same period. First and foremost, while the thesis has reached some general conclusions about the state of history-writing in the Middle Byzantine period, it can be difficult, and at times impossible, to make generalizations about history-writing in a period that lasted for centuries. This thesis has only examined the narratives of three individual historians, who, although influential and important to this thesis, were not the only historians in the Middle Byzantine period. Furthermore, even when these three historians were writing their histories, they were not the only ones at work crafting histories. The thesis chose to focus on Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos in particular due to the fact that these three historians perhaps seemed to best exemplify history-writing in the Middle Byzantine period, and because their narratives formed a sequence. However, many other notable historians, such as John Skylitzes and Niketas Choniates, wrote respectable histories alongside the ones covered in this thesis during the Middle Byzantine period. Much of the same methodology used in this paper, such as analyzing sources, motivations, and use of Hellenistic ideas, might be used to study other Middle Byzantine historians as well. Further research could see if many of the general conclusions drawn from the cases of Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos would be the same for other Middle Byzantine historians, or if they were unique as historians, even in comparison to their contemporaries. Although there is a lack of secondary scholarship with respect to most other historians in the Middle Byzantine period, this should not be a deterrent, especially when considering that a lack of secondary research means that there are potentially more opportunities for research.
	In parting, the Middle Byzantine historians, at least in the case of Michael Psellos, Anna Komnene, and John Kinnamos, were all political players in a much larger political world. All of their circumstances were different, yet their places in their respective worlds were as unstable as the others. Facing the possibility of being replaced, or worse, being physically harmed, these different politicians enjoyed an uneasy peace, where the politics of their time often became violent and they realized that they could be next. Not only in achieving their political ambitions, history-writing was useful for preservation as well. By emphasizing their statuses as eyewitnesses, along with borrowing intellectual ideas or themes from classical literature, the Middle Byzantine historians were able to push a certain world-view that was advantageous for achieving both their political ambitions and their own preservation. Therefore on the reader’s part, there needs to be a conscientious effort to rebel against the idea of ‘objectivity,’ or even, a façade of it in the histories of Middle Byzantine texts. The historians who wrote them were not necessarily concerned with reporting the truth, but rather, reporting the truth that was the most suitable for them. Due to this, an attempt to read these histories as ‘objective’ can diminish the sophistication of these texts, reducing them to databases where information can be mined. By acknowledging the Middle Byzantine historians’ precarious political situations, along with the fact that history-writing, especially in a pre-modern context, can be political, these histories become far more interesting and more useful in examining not only the political climate of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, but also Byzantine ideas about imperium, gender, and power.
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