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Romanos IV Diogenes’ Attitude towards his Troops
Romanos 1V Diogenes'in Birliklerine Karsi Tutumu

Antonios VRATIMOS *

Abstract: Romanos IV Diogenes is well known for the battle of Mantzikert (August 1071 A.D.), the
stronghold lying to the north of Lake Van on the Armenian plateau, given that this was the first time in
Byzantine history an emperor was captured alive by the Seljuks. His responsibility for his army’s crushing
defeat has not received the attention that it deserves in modern scholarship. This article examines his attitude
to his soldiers and officers; and further discusses whether it was in line with the prescriptions found in
Byzantine military manuals. The Historia of Michael Attaleiates, a direct participant in all three of
Diogenes’ military campaigns in Asia Minor against the Turks, constitutes the main source for this research.
Important information is also found in later chronicles that were written by Theodoros Skoutariotes,
Constantine Manasses, George — the Monk — Hamartolos, and Zonaras. These chronicles remain little
studied and some of them are still un-translated into modern languages. The article concludes that the
emperor’s own attitude had a quite negative impact on the morale of his soldiers, and caused the battle to be
lost for the Byzantines before it was even fought.

Keywords: Romanos Diogenes, Alp Arslan, Battle of Mantzikert, Zonaras, Manasses, George -The
Monk- Hamartolos, Skoutariotes

Oz: Romanos Diogenes 1V, Bizans tarihinde ilk defa Selguklular tarafindan canli olarak ele gegirilen bir
imparator olarak, Agustos 1071°de Malazgirt (Ermenistan platosundaki Van Golii'niin kuzeyindeki ana yer)
savasgl ile oldukga iyi taninmaktadir. Ordunun ciddi yenilgisindeki sorumlulugu simdiye kadar modern aras-
tirmacilardan hak ettigi degeri bulamamugstir. Bu caligma, askerlerine ve memurlarina yonelik tutumunu
incelemekte ve bunun 6tesinde Dogu Roma askeri el kitaplarindaki yonergelere uygun olup olmadigim
tartigmaktadir. Diogenes'in Tiirklere kars1 yaptig1 ic Anadolu kampanyasma da dogrudan katilan Michael
Attaleiates’in Historia kitabi, bu konunun ilk kaynagini olugturmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, 6nemli bilgiler
daha sonra Theodoros Skoutariotes, Constantine Manasses, kesis George Hamartolos ve Zonaras tarafindan
yazilan kroniklerde de bulunmaktadir. Bu kronikler ¢ok az c¢alisilmis ve bazilari hala modern dillerde
¢evrilmemistir. Calisma, imparatorun askerlerine davraniginin, onlarin moralini olduk¢a olumsuz yonde
etkiledigini ve savagsmadan dnce Dogu Romalilarin savagt kaybetmelerine neden oldugu sonucuna varmistir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Romanos Diogenes, Alp Arslan, Malazgirt Savasi, Zonaras, Manasses, Kesis George
Harmatolos, Theodoros Skoutariotes

In 1068 Romanos Diogenes — a soldier by profession — was selected as emperor to replace the
dead Constantine Doukas. His first two military campaigns against the Seljuks met with some
success, but nothing decisive. In 1071 he led his third and last campaign to recover possession
of the fortresses to the north of Lake Van, which were now held by the Turks. Alp Arslan was
somewhere in Syria when he was told about Diogenes’ advance towards the Anatolian border.
He immediately marched to the scene with a force numerically inferior to that of Diogenes. At
Theodosioupolis (Erzurum), the emperor sent off the Franks of the Latin chieftain, Roussel de
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Bailleul, and the Scythians to Chliat (Akhlat). Later, a second detachment under the command
of Tarchaneiotes was also ordered to march to the assistance of the forces at Chliat. Diogenes,
after reducing Mantzikert (Malazgirt), moved to join them. It was at this time that the foraging
parties of his army were harassed by a group of Seljuks. The emperor recalled the Franks with
the magister Tarchaneiotes, but they did not obey. He then decided on battle, giving the signal
for the attack. The Byzantines, who were tricked by the feigned retreat of the enemy, suffered a
sound defeat, while the emperor himself was taken captive. The battle of Mantzikert is a key
event in both Byzantine and Turkish history. This was the beginning of the end for Byzantium
given that it gradually changed the balance of power in Anatolia and the Mediterranean.

In his monumental book, titled: “The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the
Process of Islamization from the Eleventh through the Fifteenth Century”, Speros Vryonis jr.
(1971, 103) lists as reasons for the crushing defeat of the Byzantines at Mantzikert in 1071: a)
the unceasing strife between the landed military nobility and the bureaucratic aristocracy of
Constantinople; b) the desertion of the Uzes and the Frankish mercenaries on the news of Alp
Arslan’s presence nearby; c) the attack of the Germans (Nemitzoi) on Diogenes during his last
campaign; d) the perpetual tensions between the Byzantines and the Armenians; c) the overall
decline of the imperial army in the second half of the eleventh century; and e) the treachery of
Andronikos Doukas who withdrew with the rearguard in the thick of the battle. Later opinions
dispute some of them, like the Armeno-Byzantine discords (e.g. Dédéyan 1975, 115; Cheynet
1990, 401, n. 113; Cheynet 1996, 70-71; Garsoian 1998, 82), or the betrayal of Tarchaneiotes
and Roussel, as they both ignored the call for help before the battle began (e.g. Shepard 1975,
222; Leveniotis 2004, 95-99; Beihammer 2017, 156). Romanos Diogenes’ own responsibility
concerning the defeat of his army has not been systematically examined to date.

The idea for this paper originates from research conducted on secondary Greek sources.
There are two principal reasons why they have been chosen to be featured here, and have been
analysed by two renowned scholars in the field of Byzantine literature: A) the more distanced
the author is from the events he records, the more impartial and thus reliable his work must be
(Macrides 1996, 207); and B) the repetition of older sources should not be treated as a sign of
plagiarism, but as a proof of the accuracy and reliability of the material (Nilsson 2006, 51-52).
Attaleiates, who witnessed all three of Diogenes’ military campaigns in Asia Minor, has been
charged with subjectivity in his account from the emperor’s rise to power (1068) to the second
year of Nikephoros IIT Botaneiates’ reign (1079-80), where the book ends (Ostrogorsky 1969,
317). On the other hand, the chroniclers not only make things come “true” with their scissors-
and-paste technique, but also contribute valuable addenda to their source texts. Furthermore, it
is not uncommon that in a later chronicle a lost (perhaps contemporary) text has been utilised.
This is the case of the Historia Imperatorum that derives from a Byzantine text now lost to us,
as Sakel (2009, 245; 2017, 148) postulates. In general terms, chroniclers provide shortened, or
abbreviated, versions of previous texts, including or excluding material according to their own
taste. That they dedicate space in their works to informing about the emperor’s behaviour, and
also link it with the plot of the Doukai, is of considerable importance; hence it requires further
examination. The present study aims to illustrate Diogenes’ character traits, as those appear in
those chronicles, focusing upon their effects on his imperial army. It concludes that his severe
and cruel attitude lowered further the soldiers’ already low morale, breaking too their fighting
spirit.

The chronicles discussed below do not include details of how the emperor handled each
military circumstance, but briefly outline his character traits at the beginning or the end of the
sections describing his reign. | shall take as my point of departure the thirteenth-century work,
Synopsis Chronike, whose authorship has been attributed to the bishop of Kyzikos, Theodoros
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Skoutariotes (Zafeiris 2011, 253-263). He depicts the emperor Diogenes as “cruel, miserable,
fierce to everybody, and haughty, appearing hateful not only to the senate, but also to his own
wife.” (Aotopyoc 8¢ v kal deidog, kai Toic mhoy Gyépwyos kai gofapog, wontog &doev ob ]
oVYKATO udvov, dAAa kal Tjj 1ol youetsj. Skout. Syn. Chron. 167. 30-168. 1). Next, he explains
his criticism in saying: “For this, and in the course of his third campaign, he was captured by
the Turks during the battle. And after he was released, he did not refrain from again claiming
the supreme power.” (‘O8ev kai €ic 10 tpitov ovTod Talecidiov &v 1@ moAéu vmo t@v Tobprwv
alyuclwtog yeyovag, kai malv dvappvobeic, ob cvveywpnOn tijc Paciieiog émilapfécbor. 1bid.
168. 1-4). He goes further to say that Diogenes’ character was why his spouse issued a decree,
ordering all cities not to offer him shelter (ibid. 168. 4-7. Her role in the despatch of this order is
discussed by Vratimos 2013, 277-284).

Likewise, the Continuator of George (the Monk) Hamartolos describes Diogenes, in the
Chronikon Breve, as a man who,

was arrogant by nature, self-satisfied, disdainful, also greatly unlikeable, and
haughty. But he became much more arrogant since he assumed the supreme power.
He was unstable in his opinion and suspected everyone either his own or foreign
people (this may denote high-ranking officials, courtiers, or distant acquaintances),
thinking that almost everyone is plotting against him. On this account, he was
greatly tedious and fierce, and was alienated (literally: non-saluted) not only from
his own magistrates, but from his spouse and his step-sons. On this account, they
called meetings everywhere to decide how to trap him, for they detested him, and
decided to surrender him to the Saracens (i.e. the Turks) before a battle. The
caesar, Constantine Doukas’ brother, drew up this [plan], and developed it with
his son Andronikos who, then, commanded the Roman (i.e. the Byzantine) army,
together with certain other generals and grandees; and they weaved for such a
king, or better say against him, a net of deceit.

S 1oV QUOIKDS GAaloVIKOS Kai aUTAPEsTOC Kol EMNpUEVOS ToAAd Kaid Gmpo-
O0EKTOS Kol DIEPHPOVOS” TOTE JE udhioro amo v déiav tic Pooileiog Hialoverdn
nepioootépag. Elye 6¢ kol dotatov yvauny, kai beopdro Graviag €ig 10 Kakov kol
801Kk00¢ Ko CEvovg, Kol Epaiveto avTt@® OtTi oye0ov oi mavres kat’ obTod Elolv
émifovior: Si1c T00T0 1OV TOAAC POpeTos Kai Gyplog Kol GyeupETioros, uy uovoy eic
700G Gpyovrog avtod, dAia kol gic v yovaika avtod Kkal €1¢ T0. Ipoyovia avTod. Ao
TOUTO TOVTOYOD EGVVETUXOIVAY KPOPO, Kl ueletodoay kot  avtod Kal KaTeoKevalov
ayioo, kol éuionooy adtov: kol Efalov PovAny xwpig molEuov vo. 1oV Tpodwoovy
eic to0g Zaparxnvovs. Tovto yodv kateokevole Kaioop, 6 doedpos Kwvoraviivoo
100 Aodka, kol §fovieddn todto ueto T0d viod abTobd Avopovikov oTpaTHyodVTog
0t¢ 100 Pouoivod poodrov, kol et t@v GAAWV oTpatnydV Kol UEYIoTOVOV
ouoiws xai Emlelay vmep T0d 1010010V Pociléwg, Kol udilov kot  avTod 0AGTHTOS
otktvov (Hamart. Chron. Breve, col. 1241).

Along the same lines is the Historia Imperatorum whose anonymous chronicler does not omit to
also refer to the role of John Doukas as the ringleader of the plot against the emperor (since the
complete text is unedited, | consulted the Berne manuscript: Bern, Burgerbibliothek, cod. 596,
ff. 215r.17-215v.8, http://www.e-codices.unifr.ch/en/bbb/0596/215r/0/Sequence-40). It should
be noted that no systematic research has been done on what the origins of those details in his
source might have been. Many striking parallels, though, are detected between the two works
(the Chronikon Breve and the Historia Imperatorum) and the Chronicle of Constantine
Manasses who writes in political verse (on the genre, see Jeffreys 1974, 143-195, while on the
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use of the text in relation to its composition, see Nilsson & Nystrém 2009, 42-60). In the work
of Manasses, Diogenes is portrayed as,
independent by nature, presumptuous,
supercilious, arrogant, and selfish who trusted his own judgement.
The purple robe puffed him up;
[but] his conceit grew even worse once he became Roman emperor;
and indeed, since he was unstable in his opinion
and [was behaving] in an erratic manner, distrusting everyone
and suspecting everyone — either close or distant ones —
as treacherous who kept watching his back,
he appeared tedious and harsh not only to the magistrates,
but even to his spouse and the sons of Doukas.
Thenceforth discussions, whisperings, treacheries and cunnings [began];
thenceforth odd hatred, nets, and traps [were being prepared];
and they planned to deliver the emperor to the enemy beforehand,
[as though he were] an easy, untroubled, and the readiest prey.
The man who mixed up this drink of treason
was the caesar, the brother of Constantine Doukas,
since his son was a general at that time.
Then, the plan was put forward to the generals and his son;
and a net of danger had being prepared for this miserable,
and a black garment was being weaved for [his] death.

v uév yop pvoer Pouovog abdékaotog, abvdadg,
OTEPOPPVG, PIAGTVLPOG, PIAODTOS, OBTOYVWOUDV*
T0T€ 08 TAEOV PLONOEIS G0 TS GAOVPYIOOS

kol peilw twpov rpociafawv dre 'Pouaiov dvod,
Vol Uy Kol TPpOTKTHOGUEVOS YVAOUNY AOTOTODUEVHY
KOl TPOTOV GALOTPOTaALOV Kai TAVTAS DTOTTEVWV
Kol TAVTOS DPOPOUEVOS, OIKELOVS OVK 0IKEIOVG,

¢ EmPoviovg, ¢ abToD TTEPVOY EMTHPODVTUG,
Popic é00kel ki TKPOS 0 TOIS 8V TEAEL LOVOY,

AL’ Hjom Kad Ti] youeti] kal toig 100 Aovka TeéKVOoIG.
&vtedBev Aoyot, wiBvpol kol ovoKeDOL Kol 00401,
évtedBev uicog Ekpolov kol Gipatpa xal mwoyal,

Kol T0I¢ &Bpoic E0KETTOVTO TOV KPATOPO. TPOOODVOL
ATOVOV, GIpPoyUaTELTOV, OfPAV ETOLOTATNY.

EKxUKO, O€ TO KEPOOUA TODTO THS TPOIOTIOG

0 xaioap O tavTooTopos 100 Adovka Kwvetavtivov:
t06T0D Yap mais Avepovikog iy ToTe oTpaTIGPYIC.
KO1VODTOL YOOV TOIC OTPOTHYOIS KO T() TOLOL TO OKEUUA.
Kol OIKTDOV ETAEKETO KIVOUVOD TQ JE1doi®w

Kol arodiouo peAaumenlov dpoivero Bavaov.

(Manas. Brev. Chron. 347. 6408-348. 6427).

In the Epitome Historion by the twelfth-century chronicler and canonist Zonaras, Diogenes is
described as “arrogant and unsubdued”, and as a man who “wished to keep the reins of power
entirely for himself.” (6 d¢ kai diiw¢ dv dlalovikog kai ddoviwrog [...] kai #jferev abrog 10
kpatog kabopdc dvadioaclar. Zonar. Ep. Hist. 688. 5-10). Contrary to what said earlier, John
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Zonaras [he is regarded as an objective historian (Hunger 1978, 417), handling his material in
an independent way (Ostrogorsky 1969, 212)] states that the emperor’s arrogance grew worse
after his 1068 campaign, “as if he may have brought it to the most successful end.” (Ibid. 692. 5-
10). A similar declaration is found in the Chronographia of the eleventh-century statesman,
philosopher and writer Michael Psellos: “his (i.e. the emperor’s) manner was straightforward,
but for the most part he was hypocrite and boastful.” (6 d¢ tpdmoc éoti uev o6 KarevOivav, ta
mleiw 0¢ elpawvikog 1€ kal dlalov. Psel. Chron. 266. 131. 4-5). He later states that the emperor,
“wished to be an absolute sovereign, governing the affairs of the state entirely on his own.” (6
0¢ éfovleto uev avtapyelv kai 10 KpaTog TAV Tpayudtwy éxerv uovartatog. 1bid. 267. 132. 6-8).
Zonaras is far more detailed than other chroniclers, recording, too, Diogenes’ merciless order of
executing the enemy captives during the 1069 campaign, and his fierce envy at the exploits of
the general Komnenos in 1070 (Zonar. Ep. Hist. 692. 5-10; 694. 8-14). The first of those two
occasions is vividly described by Attaleiates:

On the next day [Diogenes], making a public assembly, observed the captives of the
enemy, and ordered that they be sentenced with death penalty, without sparing
anybody, not even the man declaring his commanding brilliance — it was evident that
he was the commander from his clothes, for he was splendid in them with the
weapons and other equipment, although he offered to pay a considerable ransom for
his freedom and also to exchange himself for a large number of Roman captives.

T3] 0’ émaipiov onuooio. kabicas T00¢ EAAWKOTOS TOV TOAEUIWV Kotelde Kol Ti
TEAEVTALQ, WHOW TOVTOVS ToPadodifval Tpooetoce unoevos 10 Tapamoy PeEIGOUEVOC,
Uit adTod 100 THY fYsUOVIKRY abyodviog Aaumpotnta. "O¢ kol dmo tijc éoblijrog,
JOUTPELOVEY Yap 1V &V Toig STA0IC Koi Tjf GAAY oKevfj, uaptupeito Tolodtog, ef Koi
TOAADY Avtpwv éavtov dviov moujoactor Exnyyélleto kai Pouaiovs aiyuoldtovg
éowtod avtidodvar 1@ nlijber moAlotc (Attal. Hist. 99. 27-100. 6 [Bonn 127. 14-21])).

It is noted that the imperial and ecclesiastical authorities were spending a huge sum of gold to
release slaves, hostages, or prisoners of war; and there exist numerous examples of such cases
(e.g. Patoura 1994, 24, and n. 22; Koukoules 1949, 173-175). In the case under consideration, it
may be of some importance to say here that though the Turkish leader offered both captives and
ransom to free himself, Diogenes refused to accept, violating in this way the prescriptions of
Byzantine military textbooks (Leo VI Taktika 384, par. 9. The same textbook also refers to the
use of enemy captives for safe marches through hostile territories. Ibid. 172-174, par. 48).
Undoubtedly his decision mirrors the unrelenting harshness of his character. Attaleiates states
that the troops were reluctant to advance on command due to the lack of pay and emoluments
(Vryonis 2003, 23-25; Haldon 2003, 58-59). In a council of war, the author had proposed that
the army should march deeper into Anatolia, arguing that the collection of ransoms and spoils
would raise the soldiers” morale (Attal. Hist. 102. 13-16 [Bonn 131. 1-4]). Yet, the emperor did
not pay any attention to these words. It is reasonable to conjecture that his decision against the
release of captives had negative effects on the army, mainly on the native soldiers, fearing that
the same fate would befall them, if they were captured by the Turks.

As to Manuel Komnenos, we read in the Historia that Diogenes seemed to rejoice at the
successes of his general. Yet, no one could say how he truly felt (Attal. Hist. 108. 20-22 [Bonn
139. 12-15]. See discussion in Tsolakis 1969, 195). Unlike Attaleiates, the Continuator of John
Skylitzes, one of Zonaras’ sources (Karagiannopoulos 1987, 321; Tsolakis 1964, 83), declares
directly that a considerable part of the Byzantine army was sent off to Hierapolis (Manbij) due
to the emperor’s envy of Komnenos (Skyl. Cont. 139. 19-24). The military manuals, however,
forbid feelings which might cause envy, recommending instead the emulation and imitation of
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generals successful in battle (Leo VI Taktika 630, par. 43). It is questionable what the reaction
of other officers was upon the news that Komnenos’ army was wiped out at Sebasteia (Sivas). It
may not be a mere coincidence that Constantine Manasses and the anonymous chronicler of the
Historia Imperatorum chronologically place the entrance of officers into the conspiracy of the
Doukai just before Diogenes departed from the capital to meet his fate in the conflict with the
sultan. The events of his doomed campaign in 1071 come next in our discussion.

In the Epitome Historion, there are three points that merit some attention. Zonaras states that
Diogenes “advanced as far as in the theme of Anatolikon, but, contrary to custom, he was
distancing himself.” (d11a mpogjer Ewe tod Buotog T@v dvatolikdv, peldwliiog &ouevos Topo. 0
elwBog. Zonar. Ep. Hist. 696. 8-10). Attaleiates points out that the emperor adopted an aloof
attitude towards “everyone around him” (zepi mdvrag tovg dug’ avrov. Attal. Hist. 112, 16-17
[Bonn 144. 20-21]); and further down we learn that, “several times, he was distancing himself
from the army [to stay] in his own quarters, displaying his own properties and setting [issues
that concern] costlier constructions.” (diapdpws drolevdv éavtov 100 otpatod €ic Tag oiKkelnS
EMOVIEIS Kol KTHUGTWV EMOEICEIS olkelwy kal molvtedeotépwy oikodoudv drardéers. 1bid. 113.
14-16 [Bonn 146. 2-4]). Diogenes’ staying in his splendid properties, entirely isolated from the
army camp, is another act against the recommendations of military textbooks which talk about
frugality and simplicity of needs (Leo VI Taktika 16, par. 5). This provocative attitude could not
maintain his men’s morale and motivation. On the contrary, it apparently sparked negative
feelings amongst them.

The next point is related to the unruly behaviour of the German mercenaries in the army
which laid waste the land of local provincials. Their plundering and looting caused Diogenes’
forceful reaction: “Here (i.e. at Krya Pege), he inflicted harder punishments for wrong doings
on several Nemitzoi.” (évOa tioi t@v Neuitlwv danvéotepov mpoonvéyOn o1’ doikniuato. Zonar.
Ep. Hist. 696. 15-16). The Continuator of Skylitzes refers to soldiers in general (Keipouévng o
Tij¢ yopoag kot épnuovuevng mapa v otpatiotdv. SKyl. Cont. 143. 27), while Attaleiates says
that this plundering was carried out, “by [indigenous] soldiers, but mostly by mercenaries and
foreigners.” (éx t@v opotiwtdv kai udllov ék t0d wobopopikod kai dAloyevovg (Attal. Hist.
114. 1-2 [Bonn 146. 20-21]). The context, though, makes it evident that only the Nemitzoi were
punished. The military manuals recommend that, “a soldier stealing anything whatever at any
place shall restore it twofold and shall be dismissed from the service.” (6 orpaticitye KkAémrwvy v
olwdnrote M T0 0iovodV gldog, 1O SimAdoiov Tapéyel kol TS otpateiac amofdlieTor. See,
Ashburner 1926, 109). In our case, it is unknown what punishment was inflicted on them; but
the usage in the text of the comparative form dzyvéarepov (rougher or harsher) rather than the
neuter dznvég illustrates that their punishment was severe (Attal. Hist. 114. 3-4 [Bonn 146. 23];
Skyl. Cont. 143. 27-144. 1). This is not the sole occasion that Attaleiates is critical of Diogenes.
After the surrender of Mantzikert, a soldier was punished for the theft of a mule. The emperor
did not impose a fine on the convicted person. He ordered instead that his nose be cut off. For
the author, that punishment was disproportionate (duetpog) and impious (odx edoefic) (Attal.
Hist. 118. 13-24 [Bonn 152. 21-153. 10]. Also, see discussion in Haldon 2002, 283). More than
this, the sentence was executed publicly, although the Taktika of Leo VI (32-34, par. 28; 568-
570) warns that unjust punishments instil enmity and strike fear into soldiers.

The last point concerns the sultan’s ambassadors who negotiated a peace treaty with the
emperor before the battle at Mantzikert. By Zonaras’ account, the latter “received them in no
friendly way at all”, talking to them “in an even more arrogant manner” (Zonar. Ep. Hist. 699.
14-15; 700. 4; Attal. Hist. 123. 10-12 [Bonn 159. 12-14]). This attitude to ambassadors is highly
disapproved in military manuals (Leo VI Taktika 548, par. 33). That the emperor is portrayed as
arrogant by nature has been mentioned earlier. The way he treated the ambassadors should not



Romanos IV Diogenes’ Attitude towards his Troops 535

come as a surprise to us. Likewise, Psellos says that after the end of the first campaign the
emperor, “utterly disregarded the magistrates, he was alienated from advisers [...], and used
himself as his own adviser and consultant for everything.” (kai t@v év téler karameppoviker: kol
@V ovuPoviwv dpéuevog [...] éavtd mpog mav otiodv éypiito kal cvufovie kal maparvéry. Psel.
Chron. 268. 135. 2-4). Further down we read: “From then onwards, his boasting [grew] louder
and his insolence [became] greater, because he directed two military expeditions. For this
reason he [stopped] paying attention to others, while the wicked people he consulted, had
completely veered him off a straight line.” (évzedfev odv avrd mleiwv 6 Kdumog: kai ueitov o
ppvoyua, Ot 0i¢ éoTPaTHYNTE. Kai AOYOS QUTA TAV TAVTIWY 0VIEIS" GALO Kai TOPaIVETOIS Ypm-
uevog kaxonlearv, tijc evbeiog movry életpanero. 1bid. 269. 138. 4-7). The situation did not, in
fact, change over time, for the emperor, as Psellos notes, continued, “to pay no heed to others’
opinions about his plans.” (un yvopog mapd tov Aaupavey 1dv tpd&emy. 1bid. 270. 140. 2-3).
Though it is maintained that Psellos criticises Diogenes severely (Vryonis 1992, 128; Cheynet
1980, 418), Attaleiates seems to corroborate his close contemporary. In the section recounting
the campaign of 1069, he is telling us that the emperor, “remained in the camp for three days,
apparently because he was satisfied with this victory (i.e. it was against a Turkish group in the
provinces of Larissa), or was boasting of it.” (Tpiuepevoag o’ év 1jj mopeufolij o Pooileds, @
TPOTEPHUATL TOVTQ KApov O07jbev Jafarv 7 ueyalovydv. Attal. Hist. 100. 7-8 [Bonn 127. 22-23].
That Attaleiates made use of Psellos’ Chronographia to articulate his own positions has been
satisfactorily discussed by Krallis 2006, 167-191; 2012, 81-100). The emperor’s arrogant and
snobbish manner is further shown in his refusal to meet at the palace court Chrysoskoulos, the
brother-in-law of Alp Arslan (Byen. Hyle. Hist. 101.5). Finally, their meeting took place after
many days had gone by (Attal. Hist. 110. 21-23 [Bonn 142. 9-11]). The reason is unclear, but it
most probably relates to Diogenes’ feelings of envy towards Manuel Komnenos.

To conclude: the condition of the army when the emperor conducted his 1068 campaign is
colourfully depicted by Attaleiates, explaining that the soldiers were unpaid and deprived of
weapons (Attal. Hist. 81. 22-82. 15 [Bonn 103. 3-104. 3]). Their bad condition is directly linked
to bad morale. According to Tsoungarakis (2003, 284), a) they were aware of their inability to
face Turkish forces, and b) they had put personal interests above the common good. Diogenes
sought to reverse this situation. He facilitated the recruitment of young soldiers, “encouraging
them [with distribution of] dignities and gifts”. In a very short time he managed to organise an
army that, says Attaleiates, was a match for the Seljuks in battle (orpaziav d&iduayov) (Attal.
Hist. 82. 24-31 [Bonn 104. 13-19]). Did the measures make things better? The answer is rather
negative. Two examples in the Historia illustrate the bad state of readiness of the army on the
eve of the battle at Mantzikert. The first deals with Bryennios’ failure to drive off a Turkish
detachment that harassed the foragers scouring the countryside for supplies. Upon news of his
defeat, the emperor “summoned an assembly and gave a public oration — contrary to custom —
using too harsher words.” (ékxinoiav 0¢ ovotnoduevog éonunydpnoe T mepi 100 TOAéUOD TOPCL
70 €lwldg, Hyato d¢ kol poyvtépwy prudtwv. 1bid. 119. 20-22 [Bonn 154. 14-16]). The use of
harsh and abusive language, as military manuals underline, does not inspire the men’s courage
or tenacity (Leo VI Taktika 20, par. 12; 626, par. 22). A remark on the emperor’s unawareness
of why Bryennios called on reinforcements is indicative of Attaleiates’ disagreement with this
attitude (Ibid. 119. 19-20 [Bonn 154. 13-14]). The second example manifests the psychological
consequences for Byzantines to hear, during the night, the Seljuks gallop around the camp and
shoot their arrows inside. Attaleiates gives a vivid picture of the situation: “everyone spent the
night staying awake and having their eyes open; for who could fall asleep when the danger of
the [enemy] sword drawn out was virtually pointed out to them?” (¢ dravrag diavorrepedoor
Hveyuévolg kol dypvmvoig toic duuaot. Tic yop v kai eiyev eig Bxvov tpamijval, 00 KIvoBvoy
™V poupaiay éomacusvy uovovovyl rpodeikviovrog;. 1bid. 121. 24-27 [Bonn 157. 12-15]). It is
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most probable that Diogenes was well aware of the terror that had overcome his men; hence he
personally took part in the actual battle, although the military textbooks prescribe against it
except if the men’s morale is fragile (Leo VI Taktika 590, par. 153; 290, par. 3). Yet, there are
no reports that he tried to boost their self-confidence. His aloof and severe behaviour made his
generals turn from him, and his soldiers reluctant to fight wars, fearing for their own lives. On
this basis, we can conclude that the sultan had already obtained the psychological advantage
over the Byzantines who fought at Mantzikert. The consequences of going into battle with no
sleep and enough rest are presented in Kekaumenos’ Strategikon (Tsoungarakis 1996, 90-94),
par. 27), the textbook which takes the form of admonishments to his son. As to whether or not
Diogenes could have delayed or perhaps avoided the battle, it will form the subject of another
study.
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