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I'pagovtag totopia oto Buiavtio:
O polog tov kévrpov otnv e&EhiEn g PuiavTiviig totoproypagiag

ITepiAnyn: H mapovoa avakoivwon, n onoia otnpiletat oe vAIKO and to vrd dnpoocievon dpbpo
tov pe titAo «Aspects of Centrality and Regionalism in Byzantine historiography», @ilodogei va
avadei&et tn oOVEeon TG cLYYpAPNG LoTOpiag ot PulavTiv) emoXT He TN SUVALKT] TWV LOTOPLKWDVY
e€ehi&ewv oto Pulavtivo kpdtog, epapuolovtag peBodoroyika tpia kpttipta Stevpevvnong: (a) T
Ploypagia Twv IOTOPIKWV CVYYPAPEwY, (B) TO TEPLEXOHEVO TWV LOTOPLKWY TOVG €pywV, (Y) TO
avayvwoTikd kowvd, mpog To omoio davika amevBdvouv oL ovyypageic Ta épya TOULG.
AlmoTwveTal OTL amtd TNV TPWLUN EMOXN HEXPL TA TEAN TOL 120V atwva Kat THY TpwTn GAWoT TNG
KwvotavtivovnoAng to 1204, dnhadr yia 600 Stdotnua n kevrpikr avtokpatopikn eEovoia givat
woxvpn oto Buldvtio, n otoproypagia cvvdéetar otabepd kat moAamAd pe T Pulavtiv
TPWTEVOVOA. AKON KAl Ol EAAXLOTOL CLYYPAPEIG TTOV EVOLAPEPOVTAY VAL EELOTOPTIOOVV LOTOPIKA
yeyovota tomkov eviiagpépovtog oe Eexwptotd épya (PA. Tig Vo alwoelg TG Oecoalovikng, ano
Toug ApaPeg to 904 xat and tovg Nopupavdods to 1185, omwg TG katéypayav o lwdavvng
Kapuvidtng kaw o EvotdBiog @ecoalovikng avtiotoxa), gaivetal va anevBovovrtat otovg Aoyiovg
™ KwvotavtivodmoAng, akoAovBwvtag TI§ ovyypa@lkés apxég Tng LoToploypagiag Tng
TPWTEVOVOAG. AVTIOETA, (1€ TOV KATAKEPUATIONO TOV PulavTivoh KPATOUG GTNV DOTEPT ETOXT KAl
TNV TUTILKT LOVAYXA aVayVWPLOT) TOL TpwTeiov TG KwvotavtivoumoAng anod ta véo mepipepetard
KEVTpaA OlapopP@veTal €va KatvoLplo TAALOLO, TO OTIOI0 Kol EMITPEMEL T) oVVOEON LOTOPLKWV
KEWWEVWV e EVTOVI TNV avTiAnyn TG TOTKOTNTAG, ATOUAKPLOUEVWY TIAEOV amtd To BulavTivo

KEVTPO.
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Writing history in Byzantium:
The role of the centre in the evolution of the Byzantine historiography

Abstract: The present communication, which draws material from my forthcoming paper entitled
«Aspects of Centrality and Regionalism in Byzantine historiography», aspires to point out the
connection between the evolution of history-writing in Byzantium and the changes in the history

of the Byzantine empire, based on three criteria of research: (a) the birthplace and workplace of



the historians, (b) the content of their narrations, (c) the audience of their works. In this manner
it is established that from the early Byzantine era till the late 12 century and the first Fall of
Constantinople in 1204, namely as long as the centralized imperial power was strong in Byzantium,
writing of history is steadily and multiply connected with the Byzantine capital. Even those few
authors who were interested in depicting provincial historical events in separate works (see the
two captures of Thessalonike, by the Arabs in 904 and the Normans in 1185, presented by Ioannes
Kaminiates and Eystathios of Thessalonike respectively) appear to be addressed to the scholars of
Contantinople, folowing the writing patterns of history-writing in the capital. In contrast, the
fragmentation of the Byzantine empire in late Byzantine era and the solely formal recognition of
the authority of Constantinople on behalf of the new peripheral centres of power formed a different
framework that allowed the composition of historical works with a strong sense of regionalism,

detached from the Byzantine centre.
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