n\ academic debate and archacological invesngation of the
suljject that has over time largely substannared his position.
ith the 1960s in Russia came the thaw under Khrushchev
and \n casing of controls. Kazhdan was able to explore other
topics\in Byzantine history, such as Christianity. Kazhdan and
other Nevisionists saw Christianity not as the religion of the
rulers Who exploited the masses, but as a major factor in
the develppment of civilization. He then published several arn-
cles in the\liberal periodical Notrys mir. This publication proved
to be a forym that he could use to address delicate issues such
as tyranny, burcaucracy, and the effect revolution had on both
current and Yast culture and morality.

In 1976, K\zhdan’s son David emigrated to the United States
and immediard|y pressure was brought to bear upon Kazhdan
that eventually Norced him to leave academia in Russia and seck
a new venue for\his work. In 1978 Kazhdan emigrated to the
United States and n an association with Dumbarton Oaks in
Washington, DC that was to have a major impact on Byzantine
studies in America. after his arnival, Kazhdan was struck by
the solitary nature o\American scholars and scholarship. He, by
contrast, was more inferested in creating associations and part-
nerships in order ro exdhange ideas and theories. To help encour-
age collaboration, he pdblished People and Power i Byzantium
with Giles Constable in \982 and Change in Byzantine Culture
in 1985. These works succeeded in
in collaboration among scholars
in Byzantine history that is §ontinuing 1o grow.

Kazhdan's most influenhal work was undoubtedly The
Oxford Dictionary of Byzymtium, which he imnared and
edited. This mammoth projedt of 2,232 pages, published in
three volumes in 1991, covers \ broad array of subjects. While
considered a major breakthrough by many scholars, the work
was criticized by some for its injlusion of minor topics ar the
expense of more important ones.\Kazhdan's influence is clear
throughour the work, both in the Rany entries he wrote (often
in collaboration with others) and iy its general spinit.

R. Scorr Moore

See also Byzantium
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Century Byzantium), 1974
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WiulNgmon Frankling Studies on Byzantine Literature of the
Elevemsand Twelfth Centuries, 1984
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Eleventh and Yelfth Centurics, 1985
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o Byzantonus:

Kedourie, Elie 19261992
British historian of the modern Middle East

For forty years Elie Kedourie was the most formidable prac-
titioner of a dissident historiography of the Middle East, one
who rejected the postcolonial dichotomy berween Western guilt
and Eastern innocence. In detailed studies of Brinsh diplomaric
history, he attributed the failure of British imperial will in the
Middle East ro romantic illusions about the Arab-Mushm
world. In his studies of Middle Eastern politics, he documented
the importation of radical nationalism that ulumately trans-
formed the Middle East into what he called *a wilderness of
tigers.” A deep conservatism, born of a disbelief in the redemp-
tive power of ideological politics, suffused all of Kedourie's
writings. Armed with a potent and luaid style, he waged a
determined defense against the sicge of Middle Eastern history
by lefust theory, the social sciences, and fashionable Third
Worldism. Kedouries iconoclastic work forms the foundation
of a diffuse school that views the post-Ottoman history of
the Middle East not as an “awakening,” but as a resurgence
of its own despotic tradition, exacerbated by Western dissem-
mation of the doctrine of self-determination.

Kedourie made his first systematic critique of British policy
in his Oxford thesis, later published as England and the Middle
East (1956). The thesis constituted a closely documented indict-
ment of the British for their encouragement of Arab nation-
alism during and after World War I, especially in Kedoune's
native Iraq, where Brtam had imposed a militantly Arab
nationalist regime on a diverse society. It also included a devas-
tating account of the adventurism of T.E. Lawrence, at a time
when Lawrence was still an unassailable hero. (Richard
Aldington’s debunking biography would not appear until two
vears later.) Kedouries thesis enraged one of his examiners,
the Oxford Orientalist Sir Hamilton Gibb, wheo insisted thar
Kedourie alter his conclusions. In a decision that demonstrated
the depth of his convictions, the 28-year-old candidarte refused,
withdrawing the thesis and forgoing the docrorate. By then,
the conservative political philosopher Michacl Oakeshott had
extended a hand to Kedourie, bringing him back to the London
School of Economics (LSE) in 1953, where he remained for
his entire career.

Kedourie's criticism of Britains indulgence of Arab nation-
alism animated much of his later work. This reached its cul-
mination in his monumental study of the correspondence
exchanged during World War | between the British high
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commissioner in Egypt, Sir Henry McMahon, and the leader
of the Arab Revoly, the Sharif Hussein, In the Anglo-Arab
Labyrinth (1976) demonstrated how later British officials,
motivated by a mixture of self-doubt and self-interest, accepted
the Arab narionalist claim that Britain had promised the Sharif
a vast Arab kingdom including Palestine. Kedourie argued that
Britain had madec no such promise, and that British self-
reproach over “defrauding™ the Arabs rested on a myth of
Britains own making.

In an earlier essay, his most famous, Kedourie traced the
intellectual origins of this British loss of confidence. “The
Chatham House Version™ (1970), a reference to the influen-
tial Royal Institute of International Affairs in London, consti-
tuted a sharp critique of its guiding spirit, Arnold J. Toynbee.
Kedourie regarded Toynbee's theory of civilizational decline,
built on improbable analogies, as an exercise in moral self-
flagellation that denied the cvilizing role of empires, Britain's
included. For Kedourie, the end of empires — of Hapburgs,
Orromans, Brinsh - tended to bring not national liberation but
misgovernment, frequently followed by lawlessness and oppres-
sion. The failure of the Middle East to find political equilib-
rium fgured as the theme of his last book, Politics in the
Middle East (1992).

In his critique of modern nationalism, Kedourie ranged
beyond the Middle East, as did much of his teaching at the
LSE. In his book Nationalism (1960), he emphasized the fluid
character of national identity, which rendered national self-
determination “a principle of disorder.” For Kedourie, nation-
alism represented an ideological tempration, which spread
across the world in no discernible pattern, but largely in
parallel with European influence. Ernest Gellner later criticized
Kedourie for failing to explain the spread of nationalism in
sociological terms, particularly as a feature of the carly stages
of industrialization, Kedourie pointed to many obvious excep-
tions to this postulate, and rejected any sociological explana-
tion as a form of reductionist “economism.™

In this as in many other debates, Kedourie vigorously
resisted the penetration of the social sciences into history, main-
taining the primacy of evidence over all theory. In his many
general writings on historiography, he crincized Marxist deter-
minism, the structuralism of the French Annales school, and
psychohistory of any kind. Kedourie maintained that *history
has no depths to be plumbed or main lines to be traced out,”
and that “history does not need explanatory principles, but
only words to tell how things were.” These views, combined
with his conservative politics, made him an adversary of main-
stream trends in Middle Eastern studies. Kedourie’s own pref-
erences governed Middle Eastern Studies, the quarterly he
founded in 1964.

In his later years Kedourie became a well-known public
intellectual in the United States, waming Americans against
the same flagging of will that had diminished Britain. While
his influence among conservative American intellectuals grew,
he became disillusioned by the declining standards of British
universities, including his own. He retired from the LSE in
1990, and was abour to take up a new chair in modern Middle
Eastern history at Brandeis University, when he died at the
age of 66.

MARTIN KRAMER
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egan, John 1934-

ic audience. He has written both general refer-
in-depth monographs. All of his works are
united by the de\yre to discover whart in history is applicable
to our own circumgtances and to apply such lessons ro the
way modern societieg conceive and conduct armed conflict,
Unlike many traditiona\ military historics, which tend toward
accounts of battles and d&ympaigns and the decisions of great
captains, Keegan's writings Yocus on what might be termed the
culture or anthropology of wag Some of the issues Keegan has
explored are why and how become soldiers, what the
experience of battle means to soNiers, and the way different
societies conceive and conduct warQre.,

Perhaps Keegan's most influential was The Face of
Battle (1976), which bridged the gap thi¢ often exists between
academic and lay audiences., In the book’s\irst chapter, Keegan
situated himself within the sub-discipline of military history,
offering a critique of his chosen field. He aZd military his-
tory as a useful means for training officers bu\ felt thar this
history too often fails to answer the main questior _of student
officers: what is battle really like? Keegan felt that
coming was inherent to the ways traditional milita
has been written, focusing on generals, institutions, the
anics of war (logistics, organization, ctc.), and what he r
to as “the baule piece,” which tends toward rationaliz



