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Joseph Tarchaneiotes and the Battle of Mantzikert 7.(AD 1071)*

Antonios Vratimos

RACT ARTICLE HISTORY .
fi"t‘:-:.rabsence of the magister Joseph Tarchaneiotes — one of the key :izzgcee% 22 é‘\l;\%t;fsz?mg
persons involved in the events that led to the .fat_eful battle of
Mantzikert in 1071 - affected its outcome to a SIQnJﬁcant e'xtent. KEYWORDS
This article elucidates his role in Romanos IV Diogenes's 'last Tarchaneiot es/"l'rachaneiotes;
campaign in Asia Minor. As I dempnstr:-:\te, the magI:ster Romanos IV Diogenes; ,l“p )
intentionally fled from the scene. Yet, his action seems tof ai\:e Arslan; Mantzikert {battle o
been entirely irrelevant to the internal. machinations o the
Doukai. Two more issues will also be considered anq precede the
matter of Tarchaneiotes’s withdrawal: a) thg time he was
despatched to Chliat; and b) the ethnic composition of the troop;
under his command. Close inspection shpws that his despatc
from the bulk of the army took place earlier t.han was prevxqusly
considered possible; and that his troops coqsnsted ~of Armemans.
In essence, our knowledge of Tarchaneiotes in medieval literature
is restricted to those three issues.

In AD 1068, Romanos Diogenes, a soldier by profession, was put' on the thror{e to repl.ace
the dead Constantine X Doukas (r. 1059-1067). His first two military campaigns .agzuns;
the Seljuks met with some success, but nothing decisive. In 1071, he launched'hls third an

last campaign to recover possession of the forts to the norlth o.f Lake Van, which xjverel no;v
held by the Turks. Alp Arslan (r. 1063-1072) was making inroads on th.e Syrian ar;.I s
when he received word that Diogenes was advancing towards ﬂ}e Anatolian bor‘der. e
instantly marched to the scene with a force numerica.ll.y inttenm'r to that odemg;ln‘ej.
Upon arriving at Theodosioupolis, the Franks of the Latin chieftain, Roussel de ]Za ih ,
and the Scythians were sent off to take Chliat. Later, a seco.nd group, under the
command of the magister Joseph Tarchaneiotes, was despatc‘hfed. Diogenes, after reduchg
the city and the fort of Mantzikert, advanced to Chliat to rejoin the force already there;.x1 t
was at this time that foragers brought news of the approac}.l of the advance body of Alp
Arslan’s army. Diogenes recalled the Franks and Tarchaneiotes, but there was no rfeply.
He disdained to await their return and gave the signal fO}‘ a full-scale attack. On Fncj;y,
26 August, the rival forces were confronted near Mantzikert - the.key strongh'oldd ljt
commanded entrance to the heartlands of the empire. The.ByzanUnes were ‘tr1cke Y
the Seljuks’ feigned retreat and suffered a sound defeat,. while th.e emperor himself was
taken captive to the sultan. The Battle of Mantzikert is a turmr.lg point in ~Byzamtuklse
history, as it paved the way for the systematic conquest of Anatolia by the Seljuk Turks,
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which resulted in the establishment of the Sultanate of Rum. Whereas many papers have
been produced on the subject, there are still issues that have not yet been solved satisfac-
torily. Partial, or conflicting, evidence is a further obstacle to undertaking more thorough
research. Since the preliminaries and the battle consist of several phases divided into
sequential stages, éach requires independent treatment and an in-depth analysis. This
would allow us to construct a clearer picture of the fateful days in the summer of 1071.
The magister Tarchaneiotes and the role he played in the events associated with the
battle of Mantzikert are discussed over the course of this study. We learn from Attaleiates,
a direct participant in all three of Diogenes’s Anatolian campaigns, that Joseph Tarcha-
neiotes had been entrusted with a force that made up the majority of the Byzantine
army, and consisted of soldiers fighting on the front line." Diogenes was left to confront
the sultan with troops less than half the strength of those he sent away. The desertion of
Roussel de Bailleul with his valiant mounted warriors and of Tarchaneijotes with the elite
corps of the army may be the barometer of the encounter. Their absence from the battlefi-
eld had a profoundly negative effect on the morale of the troops that remained with Dio-
genes. The focus of attention is on Tarchaneiotes, since he was the one who summoned
Roussel and agreed with him to disobey the imperial order.

Except for some archaeological findings,” very little is known other than that he took
part in the 1071 campaign. All information about him may be extracted from the exam-
ination of three issues: a) when he was despatched to join the mercenary forces at Chliat;
b) what the ethnic composition of the troops under his command was; c) whether or not
he received an order to join his troops with the bulk of the army at Mantzikert and, if so,
how he responded to this. The loosely related three points, if seen in their interdepen-
dence, can inform a narrative that may illuminate Tarchaneiotes’s role at the battle. My
aim is to provide such a synthesis and clarify some conflicting interpretations and scho-
larly impasses. The confusion emerging from these problems is reflected in modern
attempts to explain his absence from Mantzikert. Though his absence itself is not disputed,
his motivation and the time he left Chliat have led historians to adopt divergent views.> In
essence, it is the contradiction of views that is at issue in this article. It is here proposed that
Tarchaneiotes was not despatched to Chliat with Russians. As to whether he departed
from Chliat on hearing of Alp Arslan’s attack against Diogenes, my suggestion is that
he committed an act of betrayal, which, however, seems to be completely irrelevant to

'The most recent critical edition of the text is quoted in this article: Michaelis Attaliatae, Historia, ed. Eudoxos. Th. Tsolakis
[Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae, volume L] (Athens: Academia Atheniensis, 2011), pp. 115.25-116.2, hereafter Atta-
leiates (translation of all passages from Greek is my own). On the historian’s critique of Joseph Tarchaneiotes’s sending off
to Chliat with the best corps in the army, see Antonios Vratimos, “Two Remarks on Michael Attaleiates’ Account of the
Prefiminaries to the Battle of Mantzikert”, Symbolae Osloenses 91 {2017): 159-69, pp. 161-3. | would fike to thank the two
anonymous readers for their valuable comments and suggestions.

%0n the seal materfal concerning Tarchaneiotes, see loannes Leontiades, Die Tarchaneiotai: eine prosopographisch-sigillogra-
phische Studie (Thessaloniki: Center for Byzantine Studies, 1998), pp. 41-5.
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