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ALEKSANDAR JOVANOVIC

IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS:
TuE CASE OF THE SELJUK TURKS*

Introduction: Identity and Byzantine Historiography

When William of Tyre introduced the Roman general Tatikios into his
story of the First Crusade, he wrote: adjunxerat se etiam nostrorum castris
quidam Graecus, Tatinus nomine, imperatoris familiaris admodum, vir
nequam et perfidus, nares habens mutilas in signum mentis perversae'.
William’s negative depiction of Tatikios is perhaps unsurprising, as the
emperor’s “close confidant” followed the crusaders until the city of Antioch
only to withdraw at the critical moment and leave them to fight the Seljuk
Turks on their own. What might come as a surprise is that William missed
the opportunity to highlight Tatikios’s origins. This is a striking omission
to us, modern readers, who usually view Tatikios as a Turk®. When we look
at the sources, however, be it of Latin or Byzantine provenance, we find no
reference to Tatikios’s Turkish background whatsoever. The only source that

*I thank the journal’s two anonymous reviewers for their very helpful suggestions that
contributed to this article.

1. Willelmi Tyrensis Archiepiscopi Chronicon, ed. R. B. C. HuyGens, 2 vols [Corpus
Christianorum Continuatio Mediaevalis 11.24], vols. 38 & 38a, Turnholt 1986; transl
according to E. A. Bascock, William Archbishop of Tyre A History of Deeds Done beyond
the Sea, New York 1943, 150: A certain Greek, Taticius by name, a close confidant of the
emperor, had joined our camp. He was wicked and treacherous man, whose slit nostrils were
a sign of his evil mind.

2. For example, see G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, v. 2, Leiden 1983, 225, 305; C. M.
BranD, The Turkish Element in Byzantium, Eleventh-Twelfth Centuries, DOP 43 (1989),
1-25.
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deals with his background is The Alexiad, in which Anna Komnene clearly
states that yevvaiotatos @V xal dxatdaAnxtog év udyais, ovx EAEVOEQOS
UEV AV TUYNG €x TOOYOVOYV %ol Yo O maTiio avTtol Xaoaxnvos dv éx
moovouis meQLiiAle T mEO¢ matEOs du@ mdmaaw Twdvvy 1@ Kouvnve?.
Even here in Komnene’s work, there is no evidence here of Tatikios’s
Turkish origin. All that we learn is that his father was a Saracen captured
by loannes Komnenos, whose career in the army, as far as we know, likely
ended with the dethronement of his brother Isaakios Komnenos in 10594
Over the course of loannes’s career, the Turks were not a major threat to the
empire, but the Saracens were, therefore explaining Komnene’s depiction
of Tatikios’s origins. More importantly, their Roman compatriots certainly
perceived Tatikios and his father as Saracens—that is Arabs and on top of
that Muslims, not Turks. This would then be the reason why William of Tyre
did not link Tatinus’s oath breaking to his Turkish background. For William,
Tatikios was no Turk at all

Paying closer attention to the ethnonyms employed by medieval
historiographers to name foreign peoples is, however, not just a matter of
historical accuracy but can also further our understanding of how different
cultures around the Mediterranean conceptualized identity. As Anthony
Kaldellis argues “no single rigid definition will cover all ethnic groups
in history: some factors will inevitably be more important for one group
than for others™. Thus, for William of Tyre, Tatikios is a Graecus since
this specific ethnonym was used to denote the Byzantines in Latin sources.
This fact, however, is more telling about how Latin Europeans imagined
communities of others and themselves than it is about the ways in which
these Graeci perceived themselves. They were, of course, Romans. And yet,
descriptions of foreigners such as the one discussed above tell us a great deal

3. Annae Comnenae Alexias, ed. D. R. REINscH - A. KamByLis [CFHB 40], Berlin-New
York 2001, iv.4. 5-8:127; transl. according to E.R.A. SEWTER, Anna Komnene The Alexiad,
ed. P. FrankoraN [Penguin Classics], London 2009, 115: The latter was a valiant fighter, a
man who kept his head under combat conditions, but his family was not free-born. His father
was in fact a Saracen who fell into the hands of my paternal grandfather John Comnenus
when he captured him on a marauding raid.

4. On Ioannes Komnenos and his career see: K. Bapzos, ‘H yevealoyia tov Kouvnvav,
v. 1, ®@ecoahovinn 1984, 49-57, n. 6.

5. ANTHONY KALDELLIS, The Social Scope of Roman Identity, ByzSym 27 (2017), 175.
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about the ways in which medieval authors and their respective audiences
thought of themselves and their communities of compatriots®.

In this paper, | examine primarily Byzantine conceptions of the Seljuk
Turks” and Turkish nomads’ communities in Asia Minor from the 11th to
the mid-13th century. By developing a vocabulary with which to address the
Seljuk and other Turks, Byzantine historiographers left us with telling traces
of how they perceived belonging to a social and political community in the
world around them. Such information, I suggest, broadens our understanding
of the Roman imagined community in light of Byzantine authors’
understandable lack of theoretical engagement with romanitas. Byzantine
authors did not after all dwell on their own nationhood since this matter
was more or less clear to members of the Roman polity. Historiographers,
however, did explain who these foreigners were and how they encountered
the Roman nation. Thus, while the Seljuk Turks were not overly preoccupied
with their Persian-/Turkish-ness, putting instead “the emphasis on the
dynasty, rather than the land”’, Byzantine historians developed a strict
system of naming the Seljuk and other Turkish societies according to their
own understanding of identity and belonging®. By comprehending Byzantine
naming patterns of the Seljuk Turks, we learn two important things about
the medieval Romans. First, Byzantine historiographers employed specific
names for their neighbours, whom they would always address by their
national names, and not by the names of rulers and dynasties. This very fact
is telling about the Byzantines’ conception of nationhood: nations are built

6. For the liveliness of the ‘other’ in Ancient historiography see: F. HArTOG, Mirror
of Herodotus: The Representation of the Other in the Writing of History, transl. J. LLoYD,
Berkeley-Los Angeles 1988. Socio-political descriptions and cultural stereotypes about
nomadic communities established in classical antiquity echoed all the way to Byzantine
historiography via late antique works of history.

7. D. KorROBEINIKOV, Byzantium and the Turks in the Thirteenth Century, Oxford 2014,
109.

8. For the Seljukid dynastic titular and identity constructs see: KOROBEINIKOV, Byzantium
and the Turks, 96-110 and D. Koroseinikov, ‘The King of the East and the West™ the
Seljuk Dynastic Concept and Titles in the Muslim and Christian Sources, in: The Seljuks
of Anatolia: Court and Society in the Medieval Middle East, ed. A. C. S. PEacock and S.
N. Yipiz, London-New York 2013, 68-90. For the Seljuk Turks’ self-perception and naming
practices as well as that of other Muslims see: A. BEIHAMMER, Byzantium and the Emergence
of Muslim-Turkish Anatolia ca. 1040-1130, London-New York 2017, 33-36.
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around people and not individual sovereigns®. Second, Byzantine historians
conceptualized shifts in identities. As we will see, they were able to argue
that one becomes or stays Roman, Persian, or Turkish. The very possibility,
however rare, of naturalization and integration into a different national
group allows us to make more sense of Byzantine romanitas. For let us
not forget, Roman identity, since the early days of the Republic, stemmed
from Roman citizenship more than one’s location of birth. Oftentimes we
have seen people born in the city of Rome itself, who were not citizens
at all, while people in Roman colonies were born Romans®. As Anthony
Kaldellis puts it, “a number of primary sources do suggest that the Romans
of Byzantium [same as those before the 4th century CE] viewed themselves
as an ethnic or national community defined on the one hand by cultural
traits such as language, religion, customs, food, and dress, and on the other
by belonging to a specific named polity (the moAiteia of the Romans) in
which they were shareholders”!!. It was these cultural traits and a willing
allegiance to the polity of the Romans that made one Roman rather than an
exclusive sanguine connection to the earlier inhabitants of Rome.

While marking the distinction between socio-cultural and political
traits, which usually go hand-in-hand in the sources when one’s nationality
is described, I also introduce a third element to the Roman perception of
identity: background (or origin). One’s background is tied to one’s perceived
race, what is often called blood, and is not defined by traits that Kaldellis
referred to as ethnic or national which can be learned. Based on these learned
traits, and not necessarily racial connections, “Romans,” Clifford Ando
ascertains, “understood political belonging principally on a contractualist
model: it was voluntary assent to the normative strictures of the community
and collaboration in matters of shared utility that made one Roman”',

9. For the first three centuries of the empire see: C. Anpo, Imperial Ideology and
Provincial Loyalty in the Roman Empire, Berkeley-Los Angeles-London 2000, 44-46.

10. On Roman law and the position of Roman citizens vis-a-vis the rest see: C. ANDO,
Law, Language, and Empire in the Roman Tradition, Philadelphia 2011, 1-18.

11. KaLpeLus, The Social Scope [as in n. 5], 200.

12. C. ANpO, Roman Social Imageries: Language and Thought in Contexts of Empire,
Toronto 2015, 88. While Ando’s analysis of political thought and language focuses on the
pre-Constitutio Antoniniana Roman Empire, his conclusions are applicable for the post-
212 proclamation of citizenship to all free men of the Roman Empire; albeit, in a changed
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IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS 243

Stemming from the contractualist, that is socio-political conceptualization
of identity and belonging, “[the] phrase Romanos fieri, ‘to become Roman,’
likewise appears to be a term of art in Roman public law, being used already
in this form by Ennius [3rd-2nd century BCE]. It is clearly not metaphorical.
It reveals, rather, the importance as well as the limits of consent to law in
Roman conceptions of political belonging”!®. Instead of thinking that the
Medieval Romans were not able to imagine a political identity larger than
their immediate community’s, it makes more sense to perceive Medieval
romanitas as a direct legal, political, and cultural continuation and evolution
of Roman practices since the days of the Republic.

The concept of an imagined political community, which “is [defined
as] imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will never
know most of their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet
in the minds of each lives the image of their communion”!*, was introduced
by Benedict Anderson and originally exclusively focused on the rise of
nationalism associated with nation-states in the 18th and 19th centuries.
Recently, in Byzantine scholarship more than a few authors have engaged
with the idea of Roman identity as a national imagined community. In so
doing, scholars have focused mostly on examining imagined communities
in Byzantine literature since, as Roderick Beaton has argued, “a prime site
where that ‘imagining’ takes place must be that community’s literature”'>,
Writing about the Byzantine literature, Anthony Kaldellis, Dimitris Krallis,
and Leonora Neville have emphasized the importance of belonging to a
Roman people and living in a Roman state. In Hellenism in Byzantium
and The Byzantine Republic'®, Kaldellis demonstrates how the Byzantine

ambiance where only Romanitas mattered. For Constitutio Antoniniana and its significance
for the empire see: O. HEKSTER, Rome and Its Empire, AD 193-284, Edinburgh 2008, 45-55;
ANDO, Law, Language, and Empire, 19-36.

13. ANpo, Law, Language, and Empire [as in n. 10], 91.

14. B. ANDERSON, Imagined Communities: Reflections of the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism, London-New York 2006, 6.

15. R. Beaton, Antique Nation? ‘Hellenes’ on the Eve of Greek Independence and in
Twelfth-Century Byzantium, BMGS 31 (2007), 78.

16. A. KavLpeLus, Hellenism in Byzantium: The Transformations of the Greek Identity
and the Reception of Classical Tradition, Cambridge 2008; A. KALpELLIS, The Byzantine
Republic: People and Power in New Rome, Cambridge, MA-London, UK 2015.
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Romans saw themselves and their state by examining the literary
production, governing practices, and the role of public consensus in the
empire. Another study aiming at unearthing the essences of romanitas
in middle Byzantine literature is Theodora Papadopoulou’s ZvAioyixn
TQUTOTNTA X0l QuTtoyvwoia oto Buldvtio, in which the author traces
elite and popular self-perception'’. On the other hand, Leonora Neville
and Dimitris Krallis traced the concept of romanitas, in their studies of
Nikephoros Bryennios and Michael Attaleites, respectively, revisiting the
ways in which Byzantines conceptualized their Roman past and how citizens
of the empire structured their memories of a common Roman past'®, Going
back even further in time, Clifford Ando examines the first three centuries
of the Roman imperial era and looks at the ways in which the state obtained
support from the provincials through regular communication between
the centre and the provinces'. By focusing on the Roman state’s efforts
to maintain the non-Roman populace’s support, Ando’s research outlines
processes of Romanization that explain how a hellenophone Roman Empire
was established, as well as underpins the analyses of the aforementioned
Byzantinists.

Moving away from Byzantine lands and into the outside world, A.
Kaldellis, offers a survey of Byzantine sources from the 6th to the 15th

17. ©. ITAAAOTIOYAOY, JUALOYLXT) TQUTOTHTO Rl AVTOYVWOia 010 Buidvtio, ABYva
2015. Somewhat in contrast to Kaldellis, Krallis, and Neville, Papadopoulou argues that
modern notions of nationalism do not correspond to pre-modern Byzantine society. The
author still pushes forward an argument about a collective romanitas that leaves the chambers
of palatial saloons and is omnipresent. In other words, the author does not argue for Medieval
romanitas as a sort of top-to-bottom imposed communal identity.

18. L. NEVILLE, Heroes and Romans in the Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The Material
for History of Nikephoros Bryennios, Cambridge 2012; D. KraLuis, Michael Attaleiates
and the Politics of Imperial Decline in Eleventh Century Byzantium, Tempe 2012. On the
rise of history writing since the 11th century see MaGpaLINO and MAcRIDES, The Fourth
Kingdom and the Rhetoric of Hellenism, in: The Perception of the Past in Twelfth-Century
Europe, ed. P. MagpaLiNO, London-Rio Grande 1992, 117-56. On the history writing
elites’ vis-a-vis commoners’ perceptions of the Roman past in Byzantium see: D. KRALLIS,
Imagining Rome in Medieval Constantinople: Memory, Politics, and the Past in the Middle
Byzantine Period, in: How the Past was Used. Essays in Historical Culture, ed. P. LAMBERT
and B. WEILER, London 2017.

19. C. ANpo, Imperial Ideology [as in n. 9].

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 28 (2018), 239-273



IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS 245

centuries that provide us with ethnographic information on the peoples
Romans of Byzantium encountered®. Kaldellis focuses on foreigners in
Byzantine literature to demonstrate how authors’ decisions to write (or not)
about their neighbours affects our own judgement of the Medieval Romans.
Following these approaches, I hope to demonstrate that the historiographical
coupling of ethnonyms as markers of specific nations offers us significant
insight into Byzantine conceptions of belonging to an imagined community.
By dwelling on the importance of ethnonym selection, I revisit the
erroneous traditional view that Byzantine historiographers were incapable
of presenting foreign peoples and polities based on contemporary socio-
political realties*’. According to that much-abused perspective, Byzantine

20. A. KaLpeLus, Ethnography after Antiquity: Foreign Peoples and Lands in Byzantine
Literature, Philadelphia 2013.

21. Kaldellis in Ethnography after Antiquity, 3, has shown how Procopius’ selection of
ethnonyms and characterization of nations did not correspond to the prescribed instructions
of Ptolemy’s theory of climates. For a different approach to ethnonyms and Byzantine
literature as a whole see: R. SHukUrROV, The Byzantine Turks, Leiden-New York 2016. In
The Byzantine Turks, Shukurov argues that “{nJormally Byzantine authors, describing their
own or someone else’s homeland, paid little attention to the ethnic or religious affiliation
of the population, while at the same time emphasizing the “cultural” advantages or
disadvantages (virtue, education) associated with a particular locality. Geographical locus
by itself, especially its spatial characteristics, predetermined the qualities of its inhabitants.
Unselfconscious and subconscious geographical determinism, rooted in ancient tradition,
seems to have been functional in the worldview of the Byzantines.” (SHUKUROV, The Byzantine
Turks, 21). By arguing that the Medieval Romans were not overly concerned with political
realities of the time but rather rooted their own ethnographic writing in mimicking ancient
models, Shukurov concludes that generic ethnonyms Skyth, Turk, and Hun became synonyms
for such people as Cumans, Mongols, and Pechenegs, while the generic ethnonym Persian
encompassed the Turkomans and Skytho-Persians (SHukurov, The Byzantine Turks, 37-44;
86-96). By drawing from Moravesik, Shukurov offers a survey of ethnonyms employed by
Roman authors in general, without engaging with the genre of the sources he examines. In
contrast to Shukurov’s claims, I specifically focus on the historiographical use of ethnonyms.
I offer a reading of ethnonyms that markedly differs from the ossified theory of climates.
1 pay special attention to the historical context in which each ethnonym was employed in
order to outline the system of nomenclature that was to become proprietary of the Byzantine
historiography’s rhetorical staging of truth-telling. By showing the liveliness of Byzantine
historiographic ethnonymic practices, I hope to ascertain that Byzantine history writers’
Weltanschauung was very much rooted in vivid contemporary political realities.
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246 ALEKSANDAR JOVANOVIC

historiographers were mainly concerned with using appropriate classical
ethnonyms and cultural stereotypes inspired by the theory of climate when
they were forced to name contemporary peoples rooted in nomenclature?.
Instead, I argue that Byzantine historiographers deployed specific classical
and vernacular ethnonyms to name foreigners on the basis of the political
realities of the times in which they wrote. By showing that historiographers
carefully and accurately named their contemporaries, I suggest that the
Byzantines also cared about their own contemporary belonging to the
Roman nation. Looking specifically at the Seljuk polities, which began to
interact with the Romans in the 11th century and ceased to exist before
the end of the 13th century, allows us to get a holistic image of how the
Byzantines envisioned communities that developed and stopped to exist
during the empire’s longue durée®..

22. The theory of climate, mostly known from Claudius Ptolemy’s Geography (2nd
century CE), was a fixed system of geographical division of the earth based on seven climate
zones that affect individuals’ and groups’ social and cultural practices and characteristics. For
the theory of climate see: E. HoNIGMANN, Die sieben Klimata und die IIOAEIY EIIIXHMOI:
eine Untersuchung zur Geschichte der Geographie und Astrologie im Altertum und
Mittelalter, Heidelberg 1929; L. Bacrow, The Origin of Ptolemy’s Geographia, Geografiska,
Annaler 27 (1945), 320-29; J. Evans, The History and Practice of Ancient Astronomy, New
York-Oxford 1998, 95-97.

23. Because the Romans themselves perceived the Seljuk Turks as a polity and culture
very distinctive from that of the Ottomans, I focus solely on historiography that covers
the history of the Seljuk Turks and not the one of the Ottoman Empire that came into the
picture well after the subjugation of the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum to the Mongol Empire
in the mid-13th century. On the history and cultur of the Seljuk states see: C. CAHEN, Pre-
Ottoman Turkey: A General Survey of the Material and Spiritual Culture and History,
¢.1071-1330, transl. P. M. Horr, Harlow 2001; S. Vryonis, The Decline of Medieval
Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through the
Fifteenth Century, Berkeley 1971; The Seljugs: Politics, Society, and Culture, ed. C. LANGE
and S. MEecrt, Edinbourgh 2012; A. C. S. PEacock and S. N. YiLpiz, The Seljuks of Anatolia:
[as in n. 8]; and A. C. S. PEacock, The Seljuq History: A New Interpretation, London 2013.
On the interrelations of the Byzantines and the Seljuk Turks see: BEIHAMMER, Byzantium
and the Emergence [as in n. 8], and KoroBEINIKOv, Byzantium and the Turks [as in n. 7].
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IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS 247

Naming the Seljuk and Other Turks in Byzantine Historiography

At an imperially-organized feast in Dorylaion, Manuel I Komnenos received
a poem that praised his efforts to re-fortify the city?%. This encomium, which
focused on imperial endeavours, notes that the Persians continuously raided
and occupied Dorylaion until Manuel himself came to expel them and
rebuild the city. The Persians in this case were Turkish nomads. Since the
purpose of encomiastic literature is to present an imperial endeavour or
victory as an absolute triumph, rhetoricians usually employed the ethnonym
Persians to mark with one broad brush-stroke both Seljuk Turks of Rum and
random Turkish nomads inhabiting the Seljuk-Byzantine borders. By using
pompous classical ethnonyms, the encomiasts’ duty to praise the emperor
was facilitated, for it was always more flattering to defeat the Persians
than border Turkomans. Thus, in Byzantine rhetoric, the employment of
ethnonyms was not based on socio-political or cultural predicaments of
the adversary; rather it stemmed from the need to find a generic category
that would allow rhetoricians to extoll imperial accomplishments. But how
do we know that these Turks were nomads and not the sedentary Seljuk
Turks? The poem itself simply refers to all the Turks as Persians. Luckily for
us, Ioannes Kinnamos -a historian who praised Manuel (much as a court
rhetorician would)- offers more contextualized information by writing that
1071¢ 6¢ TIépoal Guet StoxiAiovs meQl TaUTnY vouddes g 0o éoxnivouv®.
Seeking to convince his readership about the credibility of his argument,
Kinnamos needed to offer a narrative that used factual information. In this
case, we learn that the Persians, namely the Seljuk Turks of Rum, had settled
roughly two thousand nomads in the environs of Dorylaion.

Byzantine historiography, following the models of the Classical Greek
and Roman historiographic tradition, took pride in promoting the concept
of truth-telling. In this way, Byzantine historiography was different from
rhetoric which was used to subjectively praise or blame somebody?. This

24. F. SpiNGou, A Poem on the Refortification of Dorylaion, ByzSym 21 (2011), 138-167.

25. Ioannis Cinnami Epitome rerum ab Ioanne et Alexio Comnenis gestarum, ed. A.
MEeINEKE [CSHB], Bonn 1836, 295.5-6; transl. is my own: then the Persians settled about two
thousand men around this [field |, nomads by nature.

26. On truth-telling as a persuasive technique in Byzantine historiography: S.
Paraloannou, The Aesthetics of Historiography: Theophanes to Eusthatios, in: History as
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is not to say, of course, that the Byzantine ‘engaged’ historiography had no
agenda and was in no way distorting, omitting facts that did not correspond
with the image of the period an author wished to forge for posterity?’. It does
tell us, however, that this “truth,” as Neville argues, “was displayed through
composition of persuasive rhetoric. Good historical narrative needed to be
persuasive, meaning that the audience had to be convinced through force
of presentation that the author’s claims were true”*. Moreover, while the
language was often archaizing and the guidelines of rhetoric were followed
by historiographers much as they were by court encomiasts, the content was
rooted in present realities of the Roman Empire. In forging the image of
truthfulness, historians had to come up with their own ways of presenting
real life opponents and allies of the Roman Empire that would avoid direct
essentialization of a foreign political entity. Having exact and distinctive
names for such entities was a major step taken towards composing a
persuasive narrative. This ‘factual’ information provided the author with
credibility, although, of course, other authors might have a different truthful
rendering of the same story. Niketas Choniates, for instance, presents the
reconstruction of Dorylaiaon as a game of wits between Manuel and the
sultan of the Persians, Kilic Arslan II¥. To truthfully present his narrative
to his audiences, Choniates does not mention that it was the nomads who

Literature in Byzantium: Papers from the Fortieth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies,
ed. R. MAcripes, University of Birmingham, April 2007, Surrey, England, 2010, 3-24; also,
on rhetorical practices including the truth in historiography: A. J. WoobmaN, Rhetoric in
Classical Historiography, Portland 1988; M. J. WHEELDON, ‘True Stories” The Reception
of Historiography in Antiquity, in History as Text: the Writing of Ancient History, ed.
A. CaMmERON, Chapel Hill 1989, 33-63; M. MuULLETT, Novelisation in Byzantium: Narrative
after the Revival of Fiction, in: Byzantine Narrative: Papers in Honour of Roger Scott, ed.
J. BUrkE et al., Melbourne 2006, 1-28. On different techniques used by historians vis-a-vis
rhetoricians to depict emperors in Byzantium see: A. ANGELoV, In Search of God’s Only
Emperor: Basileus in Byzantine and Modern Historiography, Journal of Medieval History
40 (2014), 123-141.

27. On engaged historiography see: D. KraLLis, Historiography as Political Debate, in:
The Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium, ed. A. KaLpeLLs and N. SINIOSSOGLOU,
Cambridge 2017, 599-614.

28. NEVILLE, Heroes and Romans [as in n. 18], 33.

29. Nicetae Choniatae Historia, ed. J.-L. van DieteN [CFHB 11], Berlin-New York
1975, 295.
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IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS 249

inhabited the area, but the subjects -ergo Persians- of the sultan of the
Persians, who had an excuse to send an embassy to Manuel asking him
to withdraw. With these examples, drawn from Kinnamos and Choniates,
we see that Byzantine historians employed specific naming patterns that
were passed on from one historiographer to another as a way to create a
common consensus about their works’ objectivity and truthfulness. Whether
their narratives told the same version of a truthful story is another question.
Common historiographic nomenclature of foreigners, like mimesis of ancient
models, developed as a model worth following in accomplishing historians’
task of persuading their audiences to find their work of history credible.

Encountering the Seljuk Turks in the first decades of the 11th century,
Byzantine authors had to come up with appropriate names for these
newcomers and develop a stable set of ethnonyms in doing so. Following
the battle of Manzikert in 1071, after these newcomers started conquering
and settling traditional Byzantine lands in Asia Minor, the Seljuk Turks and
other Turkish nomads became a political reality in the life of the empire®.
From then on, many authors writing in the late 11th and first decades of
the 12th century offer us short accounts of the Seljuk Turks’ history and
background. These authors reused existing, and introduced new, ethnonyms
in labelling different groups of Turks. To differentiate between specific
groups and polities of the Turks, Byzantine historiographers adopted both
already existing vernacular and classicizing ethnonyms, such as Turk and
Persian, as well as borrowed terms for other languages, such as Turkoman?®!.,
By making recourse to a rich palette of ethnonyms, these writers sought to
accurately mark the new socio-political communities with which they came
into contact. Taking a closer look at the labeling of Turkish communities
by authors from Michael Attaleiates in the later 11th century to George
Akropolites in the second half of the 13th, we can more clearly comprehend
the ways in which Byzantine historiographers conceptualized Turkish
ethnicity in the years preceding the emergence of the Ottomans.

30. For the post-Manzikert relations of the Seljuk Turks and the Byzantines see:
BEIHAMMER, Byzantium and the Emergence [as in n. 8], 169-386.

31. On the origins of the terms Turks and Turkomans in Byzantine literature see:
SHUKUROV, The Byzantine Turks [as in n. 21], 401.
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My goal is to examine the deployment of classicizing and
vernacular ethnonyms for the naming of the Seljuk Turks in the works
of Byzantine historians by avoiding the prevailing binary thinking which
divides ethnonyms into strictly classicizing (Persians and Huns) and
contemporary (Turks and Turkomans). This binary division predisposes us
to regard Byzantine historiography as mechanic imitation of the Classical,
Hellenistic, and Roman Greek works of history, achieved by applying
a classical ethnonym to a contemporary peoples, simply according to
their coincidental geographical location in order to achieve classicizing
standards. In this schema, through the interchangeable employment of
classicizing and contemporary ethnonyms, the latter explains the former®
While I do not contest the convenient classical echoes of ethnonyms such
as Persian or Skyth -eternal enemies of the Greeks and the Romans- I
propose an approach that is less concerned with the antiquity of an
ethnonym and more invested in looking at the variety of ethnonyms used
to describe a single ethnicity®. T suggest that such a focus will allow us
to conceptualize the Byzantine historians’ layered conceptions of socio-
cultural and political identity. In Medieval Greek -much as in Modern
Greek, or any other language really- ethnonyms developed a social life
of their own. An ethnonym used to denote subjects of the Achaemenid
Empire in the 5th century BCE, reinvented itself several times to denote
other persianite polities that had their own distinctive social and cultural
structures. The situation is similar in Modern Greek, for example, where
classical ethnonyms such as I'dAloc and EAPetoc are used to denote
citizens of modern nation-states without making any connection to pre-
Roman Gallic or Helvetic tribal communities that have once inhabited the
area. While we can make learned connections between modern France
and pre-Roman Gaul, just like Roman encomiasts did with the Persians,

32. For instance, see K. Durak, Defining the ‘Turk> Mechanisms of Establishing
Contemporary Meaning in the Archaizing Language of the Byzantines, JOB 59 (2009),
65-78.

33. On stereotypes and socio-political characteristics associated with the ethnonyms
deployed in Byzantine historiography see: A. BEIHAMMER, Strategies of Identification and
Distinction in the Byzantine Discourse on the Seljuk Turks, in: Visions the of Community
in Post-Roman World: The West, Byzantium and the Islamic World, ed. W. PoHL et al., 800-
1100, London-New York 2012, 499-510.
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in an everyday communication no average Greek speaker would seriously
consider the classicizing impulses when pronouncing the toponym I'aAldic.

Rather than following classical paradigms or ossified social and racial
stereotypes, I argue that ethnonyms in Roman historiography from the
11th to the 13th centuries had a social life of their own. By looking at
the ethnonyms’ socio-political traits, 1 suggest that the term Persian was
employed only in cases when it referred to a persianized polity -the Great
Seljuks and subsequently the Seljuks of Rum- that is, those polities that the
Byzantines perceived as Persianite®. On the other hand, the term Turk was
used to express the ethnic, or crudely put, ‘racial’, origins of any Turkish
entity regardless of its socio-cultural or political affiliations and allegiances,
ergo, regardless of a person’s nationality. The name Turk could therefore
refer to the predecessors of the Seljuks, Turkish emirates and beyliks in Asia
Minor, as well as some Roman citizens of the Byzantine Empire. Standing in
sharp contrast to the deployment of Persian to mark the Turks who adopted
Persian civilizational values and served one of the Turkish Persianite dynastic
states, the vernacular ethnonym Turkoman was employed exclusively to
denote nomadic Turkish communities that inhabited the border regions of
the Sultanate of Rum, and with whom the Byzantines were in direct contact,
especially from the reign of Alexios I Komnenos*. In order to recognize the
more nuanced ethnographical constructions in Byzantine historiography,
I suggest that the ethnonyms Persian and Turkoman are used in order to
mark a socio-political identity of a community, while the term Turk is used

34. The Byzantines perceived societies and polities as Persian based on these states’
Persian practices. For example, in the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum histories, as well as official
documents, were written in Persian (KorOBEINIKOV, Byzantium and the Turks [as in n. 7],
22-35) and Persian polities have retained Persian governing practices in conjunction with the
broader Islamic governing traditions introduced by the Umayyad and Abbasid caliphates
in Persia (KoroBEINKOV, Byzantium and the Turks, 84-90; Beihammer, Byzantium and the
Emergence [as in n. 8], 70-74). For Seljukid naming patterns based on Persian and Islamic
traditions see: R. SHUKUROV, AIMA: The Blood of the Grand Komnenoi, BGMS 19 (1995),
176-78.

35. On the Turkomans and their habitats in the border zone of the Seljuk state see: D.
Koroseinikov, How ‘Byzantine’ were the Early Ottomans? Bithynia in ca. 1290-1450, in:
Osmanskij mir i osmanistika: sbornik statej k 100-letig so dnja rozhdenija A. S. Tveritinovoj
(1910-1973), Moskva 2010, 224-230.
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to denote a racial belonging to Turkic peoples since the later 11th century?.
Stemming from this then, a Turkoman, a Turkish nomad, could never be
a Persian, a member of the Seljukid state, nor could a Persian ever be a
Turkoman.

Overview of the Sources

Having outlined the main functions of ethnonyms in Byzantine historio-
graphy, I suggest that we take a closer look at the works of history from
the late 11th to the 13th centuries and examine what they tell us about the
Seljuk Turks and other Turkish communities. In this paper, I will follow
the sources chronologically and begin with an overview of the sources with
History by Michael Attaleiates, composed in the later 11th century and
covering affairs for the period from 1039 to 1080%". To introduce the Turks
into the narrative of The History, Michael Attaleiates provides his readers
with a brief pre-history of the Seljuk Turks that refers to their Central Asian
Nephthalite Hunnic origins and their conquest of Persia:

Ovvvoir NegOaditar, [Teoodv Suogot, ode tijc IeooiSoc 6 I'ayyne amotetyitet
TOTAUOS, TECOUQOL TEOS TG TUIOEL UALOIS TO EVQ0S GTOTELVOUEVOS, €V TOIC
OTEVOTEQOLS aUTOT Stafiuact SLameQaiwOEVTES TOV TOTAUOY, 1)YEUOVOS
av10ic aved&avtoc v 000V, O¢ TEOEIANUUEVOS KOl TATELV]] TUXN CUUITTE-
TOQLOUEVOS Kol SOVALKT), UETH TEAEUTNV TOD XQQTOUVTOS OE0MOTOV TS

Iepouxic yéyovev éyxoatnc..

36. In earlier Byzantine historiography, before the Turks settled the Byzantine lands, this
ethnonym stood for other Turkic and Finno-Ugrian peoples, most notably the Hungarians,
who are called ToUipxot even by loannes Zonnaras in the 12th century.

37. On Michael Attaleiates’s life and political career in the 11th century see: D. KrRALLIS,
Michael Attaleiates [as in n. 18].

38. Michaelis Attaliatae Historia, ed. Eu. TsoLakis (CFHB 50), Athenis 2011, 35.
18-24; transl. according to A. KarLpeLLis and D. KraLus Michael Attaleiates The History,
Cambridge, MA-London 2012 [Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library], 77: During those same
years, the Nephthalite Huns, neighbors of the Persians, who are separated from the land
of Persia by the Ganges River, which is four and a half miles wide, crossed the river at its
narrowest crossing point, when their leader showed them the way. This man, though he had
previously been the captive and came from humble and servile origin, became the lord of
Persia after the death of its ruling despot...

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 28 (2018), 239-273



IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS 253

While Attaleiates’s introduction to the Seljuk Turks is rather short and
his information about Central and South Asia a bit convoluted, the author
nevertheless had his facts right when it came to Tughrul-beg’s conquest of
Persia. Once Persia was conquered, the Seljuk sultans of the Persians are
treated as Persians by Attaleiates, while the ethnonyms are only employed
to denote the racial composition of the sultan’s armies and Turkish subjects
and the Turks’ Central Asian origins. When connecting the Turks to the
Huns, Attaleiates relies on existing ethnographic traditions and information
found in the Roman Empire®. He argues that the Turks are the Nephthalite
Huns based on geographic and ethnographic information the Byzantines
possessed about the lands of the Turks before the 11th century. For instance,
the author writes: &p0n ... 6 T@v Iepod®@v GoYNYOS, COVATAVOV 0iSe TOTTOV
N éxelvarv xalelv povn, xol euiaxac éyrataotijoat Tovpxovs ixavois
uete xoi Atht@ov. He then narrates the formalization of relations
between the sultan of the Persians and the Romans and remarks that 7o
0& Anototxov t@v OUvvwv ovx EAnye Tig émidooufisc xal 1) oxiyis Tol
OOVATAVOU 0Tt TIVES TV Eml TiS Anotelas ovd avTd Yivwoxouevol... .
In the first case, we have a ruler of the Persians, their language, which
is Persian, and a garrison comprising of two races: the Turks and the
Dilimnites (an Iranian peoples from Daylam region). So even though the
employment of the ethnonyms is intertwined, they are carefully associated
with specific socio-cultural and political categories. That is, Persians are
the people who owe their (supposedly willing) political allegiance to the
ruler of Persians and who share common Persian traditions and manners
(or at least what was considered Persian at the time by the Byzantines).
On the other hand, the Turks are the people who are of Turkish ancestry

39. For Nephthalite Huns in earlier Byzantine historiography as well as in Attaleiates’s
work see: KALDELLIS, Ethnography after Antiquity [as in n. 20], 17-20, 114.

40. Michaelis Attaliatae Historia, 115.17-20; transl. according to KaLpeLLis and
KRraALLIS, Michael Attaleiates [as in n. 38], 271: the leader of the Persians, whom they call
sultan in their language, arrived [... ] to establish a good-sized garrison of Turks there together
with Dilimnitai.

41. Michaelis Attaliatae Historia, 37. 6-9; transl. according to KaLpeLLis and KRALLIS,
Michael Attaleiates The History, 81: the raiding did not stop because of the Huns’ rapacious
nature, though the sultan excused himself by saying that not even he knew the identity of

these plunderers...
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and may or may not be members of a persianized community (although
in this case they are). This differentiation is telling since it suggests to us
that the author did not use the ethnonym Turk interchangeably with the
name Persian. Attaleiates’s perception of other peoples’ ethnicity and
nationality is therefore more complex than that. He does not conveniently
deploy classicizing ethnonyms along with contemporary ones to achieve the
expected standards of classicizing history; if that were the case, why would
he be using any vernacular ethnonyms in the first place? In the History,
we see that the Huns continued raiding Roman lands without the sultan’s
permission. The ethnonym Huns is therefore employed here to designate the
nomadic Turks who crossed the Ganges River (so says Attaleiates) with the
‘Persian’ sultan-to-be. These Turks followed the sultan but were not under
his direct control, fully maintaining their Turkic social customs. Attaleiates
never labels them as Persians.

While Attaleitates introduces the Nephthaite Huns, i.e. the Turks, but
briefly, Ioannes Skylitzes’s Synopsis Chronike written in the late 11th
century* and covering the period before Manzikert, i.e. 811-1057, provides
readers with a more elaborate study of the Seljuk Turks. In it he describes
them and their trajectory from Central Asia to the Near East:

10 TV Tovpxwv é0voc yévoc uév éotty OUvvixov, oixel 6& T TEOOAPXTLOL
v Kavxaoiwv 6pdv molvdvBowmov te 6v xal avtovouov xai Ux
000ev0O¢g EBvous moTe SOVAWOEY. TiS 0& TV 1oV GXiS €ic Zapaxnvovs
Stalvbeions, xal Tic TOV Zaoaxnvdv émixoateias ui uovov Ilepoidog
xal Mndiac xai Bafvidvoc xai Aoovoiwv xvpoievovong, 1ion O6& xal
Alydmtov xal Afung xat uEpovs ovx OAiyov tilg Evpodnng, éreimeo ETvyov
Ev SLa@popoLs xaLpoic GAATAWY XaTAOTAOIACAVTES KOl 1) Wie XAl UeyioT
atitn Goyn eic moAAd S1nog0n uon, nal EALOV uEv Goynyov eixev 1) Tonavia,
dAdov 6& 1 ABun, dAdov 8¢ 1 Atyvmtog, dAlov 8¢ 1 BaPvAav, €tepov

42. For Ioannes Skylitzes’s life and writing see: E.-Z. Kiamaoy, ‘H Zvvoym Totooudyv to0
Twdvvny ZxvAizén xal oi anyés e (811-1057), ABqva. 2010; J.-C. CueyNeT, Introduction:
John Skylitzes, the Author and His Family, and B. Frusin, loannes Skylitzes’ Synopsis
Historion, in: John Skylitzes: A Synopsis of Byzantine History, 811-1057, transl. and comm.
J. WorTLEY, Cambridge 2010, ix-xi, xii-xxxiii. For narratives about Turkish ethno-genesis in
Byzantine historiography see: A. BEIlHAMMER, Die Ethnogenese der seldschukischen Tiirken im
Urteil christlicher Geschichtsschreiber des 11. und 12. Jahrhunderts, BZ 102 (2009), 589-614.
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8¢ 1) ITepoic, nal moOC GAAGAOVS uEv 0y MUOVOOUY, UGALOV UtV oDV xal
TTOOOETOAEUOVY Ol YeELTOVOUVTES, GoxNnYos Tlepoidos xai Xwoaouimv xol
Qontavav xal Mndiag tndoywv Movyotuet xatd 1ovs yoovovs Baotleiov
1070 Baotiéws, 6 100 Tufoand, xal moleudwv Tvdoic xail Bapviwvioiws xal
HAXDS €V TO TOAEU® Qeoouevog, &yva Seiv mpos tov doyovia Tovoxiag

Stampeafevoactar xai ovuuoyioy éxeibev aitioaclai®.

Skylitzes carries on his introduction of the Turks by revealing the
intentions of the leader of the Seljuk Turks, and explains:

EXTTEUTTEL TOOS AVTOV TOVS TOLOYLALOVS, Goxnyov Exoviac Tayyoolimnxa
MovxdAer viov Muxenid, Gua xoal éimioac, d¢ eimeo oUtol Svvnbsiev
GmoxpovoaoBbar Tovs Emeufaivovras toic Zapaxnvoic, OAOTd TE TV
100 Apd&idoc motauot yépuvoav v xwAvovoav Tovpxove é¢ Ilepoida
igvau, e memvoywuévny ovoav EvOsv uaxeiOsv xal @OOVQOIC TAVTOTE
puAatTouévny fathv 0100VoL TEQLEAOVTES TUS QEOVOAS, ®0l UTOXEIQLOV
avT® mowjoovot T T@v ITepodv ywoav*,

43. Ioannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum, ed. H. Taurn [CFHB 5], Berlin-New York,
1973, xxi.9. 2-17: 442-443; transl. according to J. WorTLEY, John Skylitzes A Synopsis of
Byzantine History 811-1057, Cambridge 2010, 416-417: The Turkish people are Hunnic
by race, living to the north of the Caucasus mountains, populous and autonomous, never
enslaved by any other nation. Once domination of the Persians had passed to the Saracens,
the Saracens went on to rule over not only Persia and Medea and Babylon and Assyria,
but also Egypt and Libya and a considerable part of Europe. Then it came about in various
circumstances that they rose up against each other and that one great empire was torn into
many segments. Spain had one ruler, Libya another, likewise Egypt, Babylon and Persia. And
these neighbours did not share a common mind but rather waged war on each other. He who
was the ruler of Persia, the Khorasians, the Oretanes, and the Medes in the time of emperor
Basil was Mouchomet, son of Imbrael. Waging war against the Indians and Babylonians
and getting the worst of it in battle, he decided that he should treat with the ruler of Turkey,
requesting some allied forces from that source.

44. Ioannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum, xxi.9. 20-26: 443; transl. according to
WoORTLEY, Skylitzes, 417: He sent three thousand men under the command of Tangrolipex
Moukalet, son of Mikeel to Mouchoumet. He did this in hope that, if they succeeded in
repelling the enemies of the Saracens, they would quite easily render passable the bridge over
the river Araxes (which was preventing the Turks from entering Persia since it had guard-
towers at either end and it was always watched by guards ). After doing away with its garrison,
they could subject the land of the Persians to his rule.
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The scheme of the Turkish tribal leader worked and after fierce battles
with the forces of Mahmud of Ghazna: atot xvUotot tijs [1epoidog éyévovTo,
t0v Toayypoldimnno oOvVATAVOYV OVOUdOAVTES, TOVTEOTL TAVIOXQATOQO.
xal faociréa faociAéwv®?. In the narrative, Skylitzes offers his readership
an opportunity to learn about the Turks’ pre-history as well as about their
conquest of Persia and Mesopotamia and their battles against the Arab
and Persian lords in these regions. In so doing, the author distinguishes
between Seljuk Turks’ early days in the steppes of Turkia and their
subsequent state as masters of Persia. Furthermore, the Persians themselves
are distinct not just to the nomadic Turks but to sedentary Saracens of
Baghdad (i.e. Babylonia) who had previously ruled, so tells us Skylitzes,
over Persia. Thus, the author of the Synopsis Chronike allows us to better
understand not only the history of the Turks, but the history of Iran and
Mesopotamia. In doing so, he employs specific ethnonyms to denote distinct
communities defined by their sociocultural practices and allegiances. We
therefore encounter Saracens who rule over Iran and Mesopotamia, and
Arabs in Assyria and Phoenicia. Finally, Skylitzes wishes for his readers
to understand how the Turks gradually came to clash with the Romans by
looking at their pre-history in Central Asia and their history in Persia. I
suggest that with Skylitzes’s account, we come across an elaborated version
of the naming pattern first used by Attaleiates. Attaleiates explains that
the Turks are of Hunnic origins and maintains the use of both ‘Turk’ and
‘Hun’ to designate both Turkish raiders and those soldiers in the employ
of the Persian sultan. On the other hand, Skylitzes goes a step further to
make the necessary (and apparently to the Byzantines of the period, clear)
connection between the Turks and the Hunnic race. He does this by noting
that the Turks come from a larger Hunnic group of people not dissimilar
to the Hungarians. Here, we see that Hun becomes a general term used
to denote several different ethnic groups that Romans understood to be
related. In other words, the Turks are but a people of the Hunnic race and
are distant relatives to other Hunnic peoples that the Romans have dealt
with in the past. Furthermore, Skylitzes’s extensive account allows us to see

45. Joannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum, xxi.9. 76-78: 445; transl. according to
WoRTLEY, Skylitzes, 419: Thus [the Turks] became masters of Persia, naming Tagrolipex

sultan; that is absolute ruler and king of kings.
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how historians perceived the Seljuk persian conquest as an integral part of
Persian history, while the Seljuks’ turkish prehistory is left behind them in
Central Asian Tourkia, which Tughrul-beg and his Seljuks have abandoned
in order to govern persian territories from within Persia and away from
their ancestral lands. According to Skylitzes’ account, we see that 0¢ Z7doog
TAS QOYOS TOVS EYXWOELOVS APEAOUEVOS €ic TOUPXOUS UETVEYXRE KOl TNV
Iepoida waoav mEOS aUTOVS OLEVELUEY, EC TO TAVTEAES XATOOTAOAS XAl
tamewvaoas Tovs éyywoiovs®. By dismissing the previous administrators
of the Persian state and investing his own men with offices of importance,
Tughrul-beg, according to Skylitzes’s interpretation, did not destroy the
Persian state, but rather became a new ruler of this polity. In so doing, he
also promoted his own men to positions that were already there as part
of the Persian governing apparatus. By adopting persianate political and
social practices, the Turks of Tughrul-beg themselves became persians in
Byzantine history writing. It was precisely because the Seljuk dynasty was
treated as a new persian authority by the Romans that Skylitzes felt the
need to emphasize that Tughrul-beg replaced the existing governors with
the new ones. Furthermore, the fact that the Seljuk Turks relocated their
whole government from Central Asia to Persia made it easier for Roman
historiographers to treat the Seljuks as a Persianate dynasty. Finally, the
Seljuk sultans did not rule the Turks living in Tourkia, but rather Iranians,
Arabs, and those Turks who had emigrated from Central Asia to Iran and
westwards.

Taking the ethnographic narrative directly from Skylitzes’ account, late
eleventh- and twelfth-century authors such as George Kedrenos, loannes
Zonaras, and Nikephoros Bryennios prove that the concept of the Seljuk
persianization was accepted amongst Roman historiographers. Starting
with the period covered by Attaleiates” work, but written well into the 12th
century, Nikephoros Bryennios’s Material for History adjusts Skylitzes’
account of the early Seljuk history in order to show how the Turks were
able to triumph over the Saracens because of the latter’s constant civil wars

46. Ioannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum, xxi. 9.69-71:445; transl. according to WORTLEY,
Skylitzes, 419: He relieved all indigenous governors of their commands and transferred them to Turks,

among whom he divided all of Persia, entirely crushing and humiliating the people of the land.
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and the use of mercenaries in their armies*’. Thus, Bryennios adapted the
story to fit his own purposes of lamenting the state of Byzantine affairs via
proxy in order to avoid criticizing his own polity*. In Material for History
Bryennios maintains Skylitzes’s account of Tugrhul-beg’s rise to power but
also explains that mdoac ovv tac Goxdc t@v Ieoo®v xali Sapaxnvav
Geelouevos eic Tovprovs uetnveyre xal t™v Ilepoido maoav avT1oig
raBvréta&ev®. This sentence added to Skylitzes’ story of the Turks shows
that the Romans clearly distinguished between different é6vn surrounding
the lands of the Romans, even though these lands might be under the rule
of a single polity as was the case with the Seljuk Empire. What is more, we
see all historians marking a clear distinction between different islamicate
nations. In Material for History, Bryennios uses the ethnonym Persians in
order to relate official affairs between the Byzantine state, or for that matter
anybody else, and the Persian polity -the Great Seljuk Empire. Thus, in the
story of Roussel de Bailleul’s betrayal of the Romans, Bryennios informs his
audience that:

Iéuyas Toivvy mEO0TEQOY TOEOPELS, TVOTEQOV XAl AVTOS TAQEYEVETO €IS TO
T@V Tovpxwv 0TeaTOTESOV XAl TR TOUTAY OVYYEVOUEVOS XAl TLOTELS AafdV
el Eml TO PEOUVELOV VTOOYOUEVOS 15l gig VEwTa. O 8¢ oToaTomESAOYXNS
mvOouevog v 100 OvVooeriov mpog tov Tovtay dei&v EEEmeue xal avTOg
moéofeis xat Swoa moAvteAi) T@ Tovtay xal @iiiag avT@ AVEUIUVNOXE THS
Paoideiac Pouaiwy mpdc 1OV xoatotvia Iepo@v™,

47. For detailed interpretation of Bryennios’s engagement with Skylitzes’s narrative
see: NEVILLE, Romans and Heroes [as in n. 18], 65-67.

48. On the concept of ‘autoethnography by proxy’ practiced since Late Antiquity see:
KavpeLus, Ethnography after Antiquity 53.

49. Nicephori Bryennii Historiarum libri quattuor, ed. P. Gautier [CFHB 9], Brussels
1975, 1. 9.28-31:95; transl. is my own: all the power of the Persians and the Saracens went into
the hands of the Turks, and these occupied all of Persia.

50. Ibid., ii.21.9-15:187; transl. is my own: having initially sent messengers, [Roussel]
eventually came to the military camp of the Turks and met with Tutash. Having taken oaths
he left the camp swearing that he will present himself next year. The [Roman | stratopedarches,
having learned about Roussel’s visit to Tutash, sent messengers and valuable gifts to Tutash
and reminded him of the friendship between the Empire of the Romans and the rulers of the
Persians.
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Bryennios tells us that the soldiers encountered in the camp by
Roussel were Turks and not ethnic Persians nor Saracens. When the Roman
otpoatoneddpyns reminds Tutush and his Turks about the ‘friendship’
between the Romans and these Turks’ lord, the author employs the
ethnonym Persian to denote the people with whose polity the Romans had
diplomatic relations and to which Tutush owed political allegiance. While
Tutush’s army is comprised of Turks, who are most likely not accustomed
to Persian customs, this army’s ruler is called the lord of the Persians,
since he himself, as well as the state administration, are Persian in both
political and cultural practices. The ethnonym Turk, unlike the term
Persian which stems from social and political traits, is employed exclusively
to refer to garrisons, troops, and individuals when emphasizing their racial
background. For example, in his subtle critique of the mercenary armies
on which the Byzantines of the later 11th century started relying more and
more’!, Bryennios tells a story of Alexios and Isaakios Komnenos dining
with a friend around Nikomedia when

Svvépn Tovoxovs mepl mov SLax00iovs XATLEVAL €L TOOVOUf], Ol %ol
Stvdevov v 660V €l T TEOOW OTEVOOVTES ®al UNdEVA AOyov TV
xate wdpodov Pouaiwv moirovuevol. Ayootns 0€ 11§ GOoTOoL®V QUVTOVS
Osaoduevoc xal oinbeic Tol uéoove eival TV TEOXANOEVTWY, EPHdVeL xal

avTOVS EXAAEL XL TOV UEYAY SOUEOTIXOV ETLOELXVUELY EXNYYEALETON.

The Turks described in this story had nothing to do with the sultan of
Persia, especially in the mind of the protagonist of this story -a villager-
who was accustomed to the sight of Turkish mercenaries and simply mistook
the raiding party for Alexios Komnenos’s soldiers. By calling these raiders
Turks -a racial marker that denotes no specific political allegiance- the
author conveyed a clear message to his audience about the ethnic makeup of

51. On Bryennios’s opinion of mercenaries as one of the main causes for the empire’s
misfortunes see: NEVILLE, Heroes and Romans [as in n.18], 63-74.

52. Nicephori Bryennii Historiarum libri quattuor, ii.9.7-12:159; transl. is my own: it
happened that about two hundred Turks came down to raid. They were passing down the
road from afar in haste that they did not make any account of the Romans who were along
the way. But a villager ploughing his land saw them and since he thought they were here [to
fight ] on the side of the invitees [ Alexios and Isaakios Komnenos], he called out for them

and invited them over. Then he pointed out to them where the megas domestikos [ Alexios ] is.
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the mercenaries in question. The Turks could have been raiders, mercenaries
of the Persian sultan, troops serving the emperor of the Romans, or soldiers
under the command of a prominent individual and state official such as
Alexios Komnenos in the story of a confused villager.

While Byzantine authors were always aware of the Seljuk dynasty’s
acculturation into the Persian social, cultural, and political sphere, these very
same historians did not shy away from using the vernacular ethnonym Turk to
denote specific subjects of the sultan who were of Turkish origins. A reading
of Anna Komnene’s The Alexiad offers further insights into Byzantine
deployment of the two ethnonyms. While the sources analyzed so far focus
on pre-twelfth-century history, The Alexiad relates events that unfold in
the last two decades of the 11th and the opening two decades of the 12th
century®® At this time, the Seljuk Turks had become a permanent political
reality, while simultaneously in Asia Minor local Turkish communities were
becoming more politically active and diverse. Such diversity is represented
mainly by the rise of local potentates, independent from the Seljuk sultan
in Persia. By taking a closer look at Komnene’s work, we see that she makes
a clear differentiation between the persianized Seljuk Turks of Iran and the
autonomous Turkish emirates of Asia Minor. On the one hand, the ethnonym
Persian is employed by Komnene exclusively when referring to the Great
Seljuk Turks or their individual representatives in Asia Minor, while such
independent entities of Tzachas, Siilleyman ibn-Kutlumus, and Ebu’l-Kasim
are labelled as Turkish. For example, while narrating the early days of what
is to become known as the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum in Asia Minor, the main
persianized power in the region during the second-half of the 12th century,
Anna writes: TOov v Nixaiav goovootvia, 6v 1) ovviifeia uév tov Iepodv
oatodany dmoxalel, oi 6& viv 1a Ilepodv @oovoiviec Tovoxol Gunoay
évoudlovot, tov Amelyaonu™. Here, Komnene informs readers that she
and other historians were aware of the process of persianization taking place
among some Turks. She therefore makes a clear reference to a specific group

53. On life and work of Anna Komnene see: L. NEVILLE, Anna Komnene: The Life and
Work of a Medieval Historian, Oxford 2016.

54. Annae Comnenae Alexias, vii.7.4. 7-10:222; transl. is my own based on SEWTER,
Anna Komnene, 202: Apelkhasem, the governor of Nikaia, commonly called satrap by the

Persians and emir by the Turks, who now think as Persians.
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of Turks who were in the process of acculturating into a universe of Persian
customs. From a Byzantine perspective, these Turks were becoming Persian
nationals. At the same time, Anna remembers the Turkish origins of the
masters of Persia and a great part of Asia Minor. Ebu’l-Kasim, mentioned by
Komnene, was a general of Siileyman ibn-Kutlumus, an outcast member of
the Seljuk dynasty and a founder of the persianized Sultanate of Rum. Thus,
Anna rightly notices that Siileyman ibn-Kutlumus’s Turks have adopted
Persian customs in their gradual state-building process. In contrast to “the
Turks, who now think as Persians”*, emirs such as Tzachas, who owed no
allegiances to the Seljuk dynasty and who was not particularly engaged with
Persian customs and practices, are always labeled as Turks. The ethnonym
Persian was never applied to such men or groups. As for the Great Seljuks,
they are always marked as Persians in the Alexiad, since in the eyes of the
Byzantines they had long become fully persianized. The name Turk, in the
Alexiad and in the works of history studied here, is employed to mark one’s
‘racial’ background which the Romans understood well, regardless of these
Turks’ sedentary or nomadic way of life. For example, a messenger sent by
the sultan named Siaous in the Alexiad, to0 6¢ untoobev uev 5 IBNowv
elvar Aéyovrog, tOv 8¢ tovTtov matépa Totipxov dvouoloyotivroc™. Thus,
a subject of the sultan, who would most likely be considered Persian, was
of mixed origin and Komnene uses terms Iberian and Turk (not Persian) to
describe Siaous’s racial background.

Based on the sources covered so far, I suggest that those individuals
and groups of Turkish origins, who were the sultan of the Persians’ subjects
but do not represent the sultan and the state directly (soldiers, merchants,
immigrants), are consistently called Turks. By defining them in this way,
Byzantine authors ensured that readers understood the exact background of
a person or group. On the other hand, the subjects of the Seljuks collectively
and those individuals representing the Seljuk state, regardless of their ethnic
background, are always labeled as Persians since they were an integral part of
a Persian polity and nation. Put simply, from a Byzantine point of view, the

55. Tbid.
56. Annae Comnenae Alexias, vi.9.4. 9-10:188; transl. according to SEWTER [see n. 3],
Anna Komnene, 171: his mother, he said, was from Iberia, although he did admit that his

father was a Turk.
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Seljuk conquest of Iran had become a Persian matter. Thus, an ambassador
sent to the Byzantine Empire could have been of Turkish, Arab, or Persian
ethnic background but his nationality and all that this term encompasses
was perceived as nothing but Persian since he owed his allegiances to the
Persian state.

In contrast to the formative period of Turkish polities in Asia Minor of
the 11th and the first half of the 12th century, the second half of the 12th
and the 13th century are marked by the rise and fall of the Sultanate of
Rum, which had become a separate polity from that of the Great Seljuks.
The Seljuk rulers of Rum maintained the system of their greater cousins,
which included persianiate practices and customs”. Here, 1 explore the
ethnonyms Persian, Turk, and Turkoman in the historiographical works of
Ioannes Kinnamos, Niketas Choniates, and George Akropolites. At the time
when these three authors wrote their works (from the later 12th through
the 13th centuries), the Sultanate of Rum had become the sole relevant
persianized Seljuk polity in the Near East, while the Sultanate’s borders were
inhabited by Turkish nomadic tribal communities more or less independent
from the sultan at Ikonion. In order to differentiate between these Turkish
nomadic communities and the Seljuk polity, Kinnamos and Akropolites
use the term Persian to denote the Sultanate of Rum, while deploying the
ethnonym Turkoman for the nomadic Turks. Here, the difference between
the ethnonyms Turkoman and Persian lies in the exclusive use of the term
Turkoman to mark Turkish nomads, while the ethnonym Persian exclusively
refers to persianized Turkish communities>®,

We first turn to Choniates who represents Seljuk-Byzantine relations
as a game of wits between the emperor and the sultan. To develop his
storyline, Choniates engages the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum and uses the
ethnonyms Persian and Turk interchangeably depending on which aspect
of one’s identity he wishes to highlight. In any case, Choniates deploys
the term Persian when he writes of the sultan and the state he rules; while
surprisingly enough he occasionally uses the term to denote certain Turkic
border groups who might or might not have owed their allegiances to the

57. For readings on the Seljuk polity in Asia Minor see footnote 23.
58. For differences between the Turkomans and the Turks see: KoroBENIKOv, ‘How
Byzantine’ [as in n. 35], 224.

BYZANTINA SYMMEIKTA 28 (2018), 239-273



IMAGINING THE COMMUNITIES OF OTHERS 263

sultan at Tkonion. In doing so, Choniates potentially left enough room for
rhetorical naming practices to come to the fore (since it was always better to
defeat the Persians than random Turkomans). While Choniates dwells mostly
on the Persianite state of the Seljuk Turks in Asia Minor, he does mention
the Danishmendid dynasty centred in Eastern Anatolia. To differentiate
between the people of the Sultanate of Rum and those of the Danishmendid
state, Choniates employs the ethnonym Perso-Armenian (ITepoapuéviog) for
the latter®. By coming up with an ethnonym to name a specific persianized
Turkish polity that was not Seljuk, Choniates follows the tradition in Roman
historiography of not naming the states by their rulers or dynasties, but
rather by the people who dwell in them collectively. We see here that while
the Seljuk dynasts themselves emphasized their own family name when
thinking of their polity, Byzantine authors never developed such a taste.
Rather, they adhered to their ethnographic traditions, which referred to
national collectives as wholes. Never do we read of the Seljuk sultanate or
the Komnenian empire, but always about the polity of the Persians and
the Romans respectively. This naming pattern developed by Byzantine
historiographers allows us to understand the importance that belonging
to a community larger than that of immediate familials, townsmen, and
associates for the Byzantine Weltanschauung. From the Byzantine point of
view, the moditeio of the Romans was surrounded by other, rather specific,
nations, not by rulers or dynasties.

While Choniates dwells exclusively on the affairs of the Seljuk
Sultanate of Rum, Kinnamos and Akropolites expand their accounts
to include borderland nomadic Turkish communities.®” In his narrative,
Kinnamos clarifies the ethnonym Turkoman by providing readers with a
short description of their ways in which he writes: oUimw y&o yenmovixois
EVNOXNUEVOL EQYOLS YAAAXTOS TE ATEQOOPOVY KUl KOEDY ETLTODVTO, KATU
005 Xnvbac®. Offering a bit more elaborate definition of the Turkomans,

59. Nicetae Choniatae Historia (ed. van DIETEN [n. 29], 18.15; 18.19; 19.18.

60. On Turkomans and the border system of the Seljuk Sultanate of Rum see: KOROBEINIKOV,
How ‘Byzantine’ [see n. 35], 224-230; KoroBEINIKOV, Byzantium and the Turks, [see n. 7],
271-281; A. C. S. PEacock, The Seljuk Sultanate of Rum and the Turkoman of the Byzantine
Frontier, 1206-1279, Al-Masaq: Journal of Medieval Mediterranean 26 (2014), 267-287.

61. Ioannis Cinnami Epitome [as in n. 25], 9. 6-7; transl. is my own: still untrained for
work in the field, they drink milk and eat meat, like the Skyths.
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in the History, while writing about the flight of Michael Palaiologos
to the Seljuk Turks, George Akropolites informs us about the territory
they occupied: émel ydo odrtoc év 10ic oixfuaoct t@v Tovoxoudvwv
Gpineto—E0voc O6& TOTTO T0IS dXEOIS OPloLS TV TIepoMV EQeSoeDOV™
Further into the passage, Akropolites clarifies that these nomadic Turks
were not members of the Seljuk state, but rather that they profited from
the Sultanate’s downfall: xal 70ig éx mOAEuwV OxUAOLS EDPOALYOUEVOY,
xol 10te 8N uaAdov, omote T TV IeQOo®V ExvUaiVETO XAl TAIS €X TOV
Tayapiwv épodois ovvetapdtteto®. These three examples showcase the
difference that Akropolites and Kinnamos draw between nomadic Turks,
called Turkomans, and the sedentary ones, the Persians®. Neither author
felt he had to explain in any detail where the difference between the two lay.
This lack of explanation, I suggest, is evidence that any reader or listener of
the period who had obtained a Byzantine higher education was aware of the
difference between the Turkomans and the Persians, as much as an average
reader of The New York Times in the U.S.A or KaOnueotvy) in Greece today
would be aware of the difference between the national ethnonyms Saudi and
Qatari, for instance, without requiring any further explanation that both
Saudi and Qatari nationals and dynasties are members of the Arab world.
What is more, in The History, Akropolites uses the ethnonym Turk
exclusively when it denotes Turkish racial origins of groups or individuals.
We thus hear of Turks in Byzantine service when the author seeks to
emphasize their Turkish origins and not their belonging to a certain
cultural, civilizational, or even linguistic community. For instance, in the
record of the battle of Vodena in 1257, Akropolites informs us that Michael

62. Georgii Acropolitae Opera, vol. 1, ed. A. HEISENBERG, Stuttgart 19782 136. 6-7;
transl. according to R. MacripEs, George Akropolites The History, Oxford 2007, 315: He
came to the dwellings of the Turcomans. This is a people who occupy the furthest boundaries
of the Persians.

63. Georgii Acropolitae Opera 1, 136. 14-16; transl. according to MACRIDES, George
Akropolites, 315: rejoice in booty from wars; this especially at the time when Persian affairs
were agitated and thrown into confusion by the Tatar attacks.

64. Other than these ethnonyms, Akropolites employs such names as Muslims and
Hagarenes to denote Muslims in general for the Seljuk polity as well as for the caliph in
Baghdad [for more on Akropolites’ naming practices see: A. Jovanovi¢, Opis i imenovanje
Turaka, Zbornik radova Matice srpske za klasicne studije 15 (2013), 189-209].
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Palaiologos mapadidwor yovv avtov Tovoxw Tivi, xal OC TEPOVEUXE
10070v*. The next mention of this ethnonym is found in Akropolites’s
enumeration of the emperor’s armies shortly before the battle of Pelagonia
where foav 8¢ ool 0i uév éx Sxvldv oi 8¢ éx Tovoxwv*. From these two
examples we understand how the ethnonym is used, but I suggest that we
take a closer look at the last appearance of the ethnonym Turk in the History,
when Akropolites describes one of the Roman generals by stating 6 ‘Piuyécs
Nixngopog, éx Tovoxwv EAxwv 10 YEVOS, 60006050T0TOC 88 YEYEVNUEVOS
Xototavog®. In the first two instances, Akropolites employs the ethnonym
Turk to emphasize one’s Turkish ethnic origins, regardless of whether the
individual in question was a member of a persianized Seljuk society, or
a Turkish nomadic community. The third instance, however, relates to a
Roman general who was of Turkish background. Here, the ethnonym Turk
is employed to denote one’s race. Nikephoros Rimpsas is Roman socially,
culturally, and politically. From Akropolites’s account, we do not learn
anything about this man’s customs and habits, most likely because there
was nothing extraordinary to report on that front. The man was Roman.

It is also worth noting that both Kinnamos and Choniates mention the
origins of Joannes and Alexios Axouch by calling them “of Persian descent”,
Interestingly enough, if we look at the content of Kinnamos’s Epitome and
Choniates’s History we can begin to understand the importance of loannes
Axouch’s emphasized Persian rather than Turkish origin®. While Axouch
became one of the leading Byzantine officials during the reign of loannes 11
Komnenos and the early years of Manuel I Komnenos, Kinnamos questioned

65. Georgii Acropolitae Opera 1, 148. 10-11; transl. according to MACRIDES, George
Akropolites, 330: he handed him over to a Turk, and he killed him.

66. Georgii Acropolitae Opera 1, 169.3; transl. according to MACRIDES, George
Akropolites, 360: some were Scyths, others were Turks.

67. Georgii Acropolitae Opera 1, 170. 24-171.1; transl. according to MAcRrIDES, George
Akropolites, 361: Nikephoros Rimpsas, who drew his descent from Turks but had become a
most orthodox Christian.

68. Ioannis Cinnami Epitome [as in n. 25], 5.21; Nicetae Choniatae Historia [as in n.
29], 9.17.

69. On the Axouch family in Byzantium see K. M. MEkios, O uéyag Souéotixog tov
Buvlavtiov Twdvvns Afotyos xai 6 mowto0TodTtmwe Ui0s avtot AAEEtog, Abfvar 1932.
More broadly on the Turks in Byzantine service, as well as Turkish Romans, see BRanDp, The
Turkish Element in Byzantium, Eleventh-Twelfth Centuries [as in n. 2], 1-25.
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the family’s allegiances to the Empire, suggesting lingering Seljuk affinities.
Choniates, on the other hand, makes a case that the Axouch family was
faithful to the Byzantines. The very fact, however, that he addressed the
question of their allegiance raises the question of Ioannes Axouch’s Persian
origins. Both Kinnamos and Choniates do so, I suggest, because the Axouch
originated from the persianized Seljuk polity, but also because labelling one
as Persian made the discussion of allegiances more effective than simply
marking one as a Turk, since Persian suggested a direct political and cultural
connection to the Seljukid state in particular, rather than the Turkish race at
large. In contrast to the Persian origins of the Axouch family, Akropolites’s
deployment of the name Turk is used to emphasize the Turkish origins of a
Roman citizen whose allegiances are otherwise never questioned.

Romanos fieri in Byzantium

The cases of the Axouch family and Nikephoros Rimpsas introduce yet
another question regarding Byzantine perceptions of identity: can one
become Roman? Scholars have pointed out the relevance of the Romanos
fieri concept in Classical Roman political and social thought”. The examples
of the Axouchs and Nikephoros Rimpsas, as well as those of Turks becoming
Persians, help us better understand the way in which Byzantines envisioned
the process of becoming members of a larger imagined community. When
looking specifically at the ethnonyms employed to name the peoples
we nowadays label as Turks, we see that the Byzantines did not simply
conceptualize themselves as a community of the Romans formed around
socio-cultural and political traits, but that they applied the very same to
others as well. From the example of the Seljuk Turks, we have seen that
authors like Anna Komnene were aware of the gradual persianization of the
Turks. Anna therefore informs us that oi ¢ viv ta I1eoo®v poOovoDVTES
Totipxot™ established themselves in the city of Nikaia. This brief offhand
remark suggests that Byzantine social and political thought allowed one
to become a member of a distinct community much as one could do the
same in Classical Roman contexts. Anna Komnene’s word choice when she
tries to define the cognitive process of starting to think, feel, and behave

70. Ref. ANpO, Law, Language, and Empire, 1-18.
71. Annae Comnenae Alexias, iv. 4.7. 8-9:222 (the Turks, who now think as Persians).
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as a member of a community is telling about the Byzantine perspective on
adopting socio-cultural and political traits of a nation. To define the act of
‘thinking’ like somebody she employs rather deliberately the participle of
the verb ppovelv and not any other verb that might denote ‘thinking’ such
as voelv or (yi)yvaoxewy. Poovelv suggests mindful thinking by virtue of
listening and feeling, distinct from thinking by envisioning which is better
expressed by voeiv’ Tt is exactly through the action of mindful feeling, and
not through envisioning or observing, that one adopts social and political
values of a nation and melds into a specific national mindset. In this sense,
Komnene’s Turks did not only think as Persians, but they felt like Persians
by adopting Persian values to really become Persians. Thus, we can easily
translate this excerpt as “the Turks, who now think and feel as Persians”.
Roman concepts of belonging and becoming reveal yet another trait of
Byzantine identity to us: ‘blood’ did not matter much in one’s Romanitas
or, for that matter, Persianness. It was social and political norms that
determined whether one was a member of a national community”. A Turk
could become a Persian nationally and socio-culturally. On the other hand,
not once have we seen a Persian becoming a Turk. One could not simply
become a Turk, at least according to the Byzantine sources, because a Turk
was solely a ‘racial’ category and not a national one. For one to have a
national identity, one needed to be a member of a polity -that is, a state that
the Byzantines would deem civilized based on its laws, customs, history,
way of life. The Byzantines, however, never thought of the Turks as having
a civilized state. As opposed to the Turks, Persian polities were deemed
civilized societies, much like the Byzantines’ own Roman mwoAttreia™. Thus,

72. On the meaning of @oiv in Ancient Greek texts see: S. D. SurLivan, The Original
Meaning of Phren, Psychological Activity in Homer: A Study of Phren, Ottawa 1988, 34-47.
On the specific differentiation between cognitive processes behind goovelv and voeiv see: L.
Canbiorto, Nous e phren: conoscenza intellettuale, razionalita discorsiva e saggezza erotica
in Socrate e Platone, in: La notion d’intelligence (noiis-noein) dans la Grece antique. De
Homeére au Platonisme, ed. F. STELLA, Methodos: savoirs et textes 16 (2016).

73. For the Byzantines’ employment of individual’s foreign background as a means
to ridicule them but in no way contest their Romanness, see the example of Servlias in: P.
MacpaLINO, Byzantine Snobbery, in: The Byzantine Aristocracy, XI to XIII Centuries, ed.
M. AncoLp, Oxford 1984, 61-62.

74. For Byzantine perceptions of foreign nations that had a woAteia, i.e. were deemed
as civilized, see KaLpELLS, Ethnography after Antiquity [as in n. 20], 14-25.
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it seems that having a polity was a prerequisite for one’s membership into a
specific imagined community. For instance, both Kinnamos and Choniates
mention the case of Romans living around the lake of Pousgouse. According
to Choniates, these Christians have associated with the Seljuk Turks
economically so much as to start hating their own compatriots. Choniates
concludes that otitw yoove xpatvvOev é0oc vévovs xal Bonoxeiag é0Tiv
ioxvootepov™. Kinnamos is sure to pass the judgement on these Romans
who betrayed their own race for economic benefit and says that yoovp
yao 8 xai &0gL paxod Iéooais 1 yvauas avaxpabéviec noav'. Both
authors emphasize that these Romans betrayed their own race and religion
for adopting foreign customs. Kinnamos goes as far as to say that they were
single-minded with the Persians, thus clearly indicating that they were at
war with the Romans same as the Seljuk Persianite polity. One’s willing
allegiance to a polity was the first step in becoming its member. The second
step was somewhat harder, since one had to adopt the language, customs,
dress, and other socio-cultural traits to truly be recognized as a member
of a community of Romans or others. As difficult as it was to become a
member of a distinct community, it is significant that the Romans, be it
those of Ennius’s or Komnene’s times, remained comfortable with the idea
of becoming Roman.

The case of a Roman general 6 ‘Piuyds Nixngpopog, éx Tovoxwv
EAxawv 10 yévog, dpbodoEotatoc S¢ yeyevnuévos Xototiavos”, that we
encounter in Akropolites’s narrative, aptly demonstrates the Romans’ lack
of interest in the relationship between ‘race’ and ethnicity or nationality.
We learn from Akropolites that a person of Turkish blood has become
a Roman politically (by fighting for his Roman compatriots) and socio-
culturally (by becoming a righteous Christian). For one could not become
a Roman simply by being politically tied to the empire; instead, one had to
adopt Roman customs in order to become a Roman. By becoming a rightful
Christian, Nikephoros fulfilled one of the criteria of socio-cultural identity.

75. Nicetae Choniatae Historia [as in n. 29], 37. 21-22; transl. according to H. J.
Macouuias, O City of Byzantium, Annals of Niketas Choniates, Detroit 1984, 22: thus
custom, reinforced by time, is stronger than race and religion.

76. Ioannis Cinnami Epitome [as in n. 25], 22. 16-17; transl. is my own: with long pass
of time and [adoption of | customs, these [Romans | shared the opinions of the Persians.

77. See p. 265 and n. 67.
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But becoming a Christian was not the sole criterion in being accepted fully
into the Byzantine Roman community’. However, in the case of becoming a
Roman of Turkish background, converting to Christianity was the first clear
step in the long process of socio-cultural naturalization”. Once he became
a Christian, our general also had to adopt the language, the culture, dress,
food, and other habits to be deemed worthy of romanitas. In contrast to
Nikephoros, as Akropolites informs us, mercenaries in the Roman army of
Turkish origin are simply called Turks; they have not become Romans even
though they served in the Roman army. Significantly, these Turks in Roman
service, while they did contribute to the empire’s safety, did not participate
in the Roman polity as others did. Thus, when Akropolites describes how
Michael VIII Palaiologos was elected emperor, he provides us with details
about all the participants:

xal TOOTOV UeV Nowtotvto Pwuaiot, xai amaSdravies ouobuvuadov wg é§
£voc otduatoc Tov Kouvnvov Mixani é0éAewy eivar EAeyov TV moayudtmy
xNOEUOVA %Al PEOVTIOTNHY, XAl S 0ixelov deomOTNV EYXELY QVTOV. XAl TO
Aativixdv 6& AoV EowTNOEY 0V TOAATIC 610N TS AmoXQITEWS, GAN VOVS
10v Kouvnvov Muixanh ébqtovy xal oUToL Goxnyov Gmdviwv TeAeiv. émel
8¢ nal 10 Znvbixov 1jpovTo YEVOS, 0U Baofaoixdc Gmexpivovio GAAL xal
EIMnvirds te xal OVVETDS, xal oV xpelTtova dALOY gidéval Sutoyvpifovto

€l¢ 1O doyelv amavtwy 1ot Kouvnvot MuyanA®.

78. For Byzantine perception of foreign Christian people as essentially non-Roman and
barbarian, see: A. KALDELLIS, Did the Byzantine Empire have “Ecumenical” or “Universal”
Aspirations?, in: Ancient States and Infrastructural Power: Europe, Asia, and America, ed.
C. Anpo and S. RicHARDSON, Philadelphia 2017, 272-300; especially 276-282 which refers to
the Bulgarian case; for the Bulgarian case also see: KALDELLIS, Ethnography after Antiquity,
[as in n. 20], 126-136.

79. For other instances of Turks’ baptism and naturalization see: BRanpT, The Turkish
Element in Byzantium [as in n. 2], 12, 16, 17; Macripes, The Byzantine Godfather, BMGS
11(1987), 139-162.

80. Georgii Acroplitae Opera 1, 158, 9-21; transl. according to MAcrIDES, George
Akropolites, 344: First, Romans were asked and, altogether in unison, as if with one voice, they
said that they wanted Michael Komnenos to be guardian and caretaker of affairs, and to have
him as their own master. The Latin race, when asked, did not need much time to answer but
they also immediately asked for Michael Komnenos to be leader of all. But when the Scythian
race also was asked, they answered not in a barbarian tongue but in Greek and intelligibly, and

they affirmed that they knew of no one better than Michael Komnenos to govern all.
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From this excerpt, we see that, as Mark Bartusis has argued, “mere
residence in the Empire never made one a ‘Roman’. Only acculturation, with
the adoption of Orthodox faith, the Greek language, and Byzantine dress
and manners, could do this. Many foreigners, especially Latins, made the
transition after a generation or two”®!, We also see here that these permanent
non-Roman residents of the Byzantine Empire had, in fact, a say in its affairs.
However, to be able to meaningfully partake in Roman affairs, non-Roman
residents of the empire had to be settled as an organized community within
the Roman boundaries of the polity®. The Turkish mercenaries, apparently,
did not have any lands or property on Byzantine soil and were not taxed
by the state, at least not as a community of Turks with its allocated lands
by the state. For these reasons the Turkish troops had no say in imperial
elections. The Cumans, which Akropolites labels exclusively as Skyths, on
the other hand, had been settled in the Byzantine Empire since the 13th
century and had legal status in the polity as a separate community (if we
are to trust Akropolites’s account, they were well on their way to becoming
fully romanized). Thus, it was even possible for a community to have a
collective say within the Roman polity and yet not to be deemed Roman
based on the group’s socio-cultural traits. Unlike the Turks, though, the
Cumans of Akropolites’s narrative, however distinct from Romans, had no
other state to which they owed allegiance save for the Roman polity. They
were not simply hired as mercenaries from the lands beyond Byzantium,
but they lived on Byzantine soil. It is pertinent to note that the Byzantines
did not necessarily coerce people into becoming Romans. What is more, we
see individuals such as Nikephoros Rimpsas or loannes Axouch becoming
Romans more often than entire communities of non-Romans. For it was
surely easier for individuals to adopt ethnic and national traits of the
Romans than it was for an entire group of people coming into the Romans
lands with their own habits and customs®. The other group mentioned by

81. M. C. Barrusis, Late Byzantine Army: Arms and Society, 1204-1453, Philadelphia
1997, 196-197.

82. On the Latins in Byzantine army of the Nicaean period and their land holdings,
as well as the settling of Cumans by Ioannes I1I Vatazes on Roman soils see: BARTUSIS (as in
previous note), 26-30, 158-159, 196-197.

83. Examples of the planned settlement of foreigners in Roman lands with a potential
intention of romanization was not seen very often. However, when it did happen, the
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Akropolites are the Latins. The author here deploys the name Latins, and
not Italians, Germans, or even Franks, to denote the European Catholics in
Roman lands. I suggest that we should perceive the name Latin as a ‘racial’
category, much as we did the term Turk. Specific European nationalities, on
the other hand, correspond to such ethnonyms as Persian and Turkoman.

Conclusion

The deployment of ethnonyms associated with specific socio-political
traits, was a peculiar characteristic of Byzantine historiography. The
use of classical ethnonyms to denote contemporaneous peoples based
on coincidental geographical habitats, on the other hand, was a trait of
encomiastic literature, as seen in the numerous works of the Komnenian
court rhetoric. Other than being one of historiography’s distinct markers, the
socio-political valence of ethnonyms, allows us to gain a better perspective
of how the Romans conceptualized identity. Byzantine writers of history
used the ethnonyms Persian and Turkoman to refer to different societies
that we, from today’s perspective, would simply label as Turkish or Turkic.
Furthermore, the unique deployment of the ethnonym Turk shows us how
historians understood the distinction between ‘blood’ and ‘race’ on the one
hand and political or cultural allegiance on the other. Thus, a Turk (that is,
somebody of Turkish ‘race’), could be Persian (Great Seljuk or a Seljuk of
Rum), Turkoman, or even Roman (Nikephoros Rimpsas). This peculiarity
in the system of naming the Turks helps us understand the Byzantines’
notions of race, ethnicity, and nationality. For the Byzantines, the traits
that determined which nation one belonged to were based on a set of socio-
cultural and political characteristics.

The precise use of ethnonyms in Byzantine historiography suggests
that authors went far beyond the simple use of classicizing language in their
descriptions of foreign peoples. Byzantine historians were, I suggest, keenly
aware of both the socio-cultural and political qualities in one’s identity. This

attempted Romanization would not simply occur by settling people in Roman lands; rather,
these people had to be acculturated as Romans. For instance, see KaLpeLLis, The Social
Scope [as in n. 5], 182, for an example of organized settling of Iranian warriors who were to
be integrated into the Roman army and who also married Roman women to facilitate their
romanization.
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approach to naming foreign peoples according to their political affiliations,
as well as socio-cultural characteristics, in turn, sheds light on Byzantine
authors’ keen interest in depicting the ‘other’ in a more nuanced and specific
manner, outside the “distorting mirror” of pre-established classical models.®*
The detailed information and explanations Byzantine historians provide for
the communities of others thus serve as a mirror reflecting the Romans’
own ideas of what it takes to be a member of their own community. The
qualities Byzantine authors ascribed to romanitas become clearer when set
against an array of socio-political and cultural traits that corresponded
to specific ethnonyms employed to describe the Turks. Romanitas was a
term that signified one’s ‘race’ (just as ethnonym Turks does) and as well as
nation (same as the name Persian) -thus, it was loaded with socio-cultural
and political qualities. One could retain the race but lose their political
Romanness, as we have seen on the example of the Romans around lake
Pousgouse, who remained Romans by race but lost their political Romanitas
once they joined the Seljuk Turks and started appropriating different aspects
of Persian culture. These lapsed Romans were going through the similar
process, albeit as a collective, much as Nikephoros Rimpsas became Roman,
in spite of being of Turkish race. Thus, according to Byzantine historians,
individuals and groups would still retain the ‘racial’ features obtained at
birth even as they changed their socio-cultural and political identities. By
examining Byzantine writers’ conceptualization of communities of the
‘other’ in closer detail, we release the Byzantines from the shackles of a
sterile and supposedly mindlessly reproduced classical antiquity that we
have ourselves imposed on them and gain a clearer comprehension and
better appreciation for the layered construction of their own political and
social romanitas.

84. For the perception of Byzantine literature as ossified monolith rooted in mimicking
classical models at the expense of political realities, for example, see: C. MANGO, Byzantine
Literature as a Distorting Mirror: An Inaugural Lecture Delivered before the University of
Oxford on 21 May 1974, Oxford 1975.
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O1 OANTASIAKES KOINOTHTES TON A AAQN:
H TTEPINTOSH TON ZEATZOYKON TOYPKON

Zta téAn tov 1lov awwva ot Pulaviwvol otoELoyedgol GoyLoay Vo
XONOWOTOLOUY (o O€LQ6 RAOOOWHMAV oL AAIXOTQOTMV EOVOVUULDY OF
uo TEOooTddeLe va TeQLypdpouy tovg Zelttovrovg Tovprovg, oL omoioL
eyrataotdOnxrayv otadiaxd omv Mwmpd Aocio zoL yonyopo €ywvoav ol
nvpot exBpol e Bulaviivig Avtorpatopiog oty Avatoln. Melet@dvtog
To #Aaood ®oL ovyyxQovo €0V VUULOL OF LOTOQLOYQO@RA €0Y0 TNG
epLddov amd ta TéAN Tov 11lov awdva uéyotl to uécov tov 13o0v aldva,
VTooTNEIW AtL 1 €EEMEN nan Yoo twv Spwv ITépone, ToTpxoc ®ou
Tovoxoudvos Ntav QILWUEVES TEQLOOOTEQO OE TEOOTADELN ATELROVIONS
OVYYQOVWV TOALTIXMV TOAYUATIXOTATWY TOod OTN wiunon »rAaoowmdv
npoTUtwVv. Me vty Ty gpyaoia eEetdlw, Aowmdy, twg avtd Ta edvoviuLa,
STaV  YONOLWOTOLOUVTOL OTNY LOTOQLOYQO(ID, OVILXATOTTOICOVY TOV
TEOmO Ue 1oV omolo oL Pwuaiol tov Meoalmva avtihaupfdvoviay 1600 ™
OrN TOVS 600 ROl TNV TAVTOTNTA TOV AAAMV.
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