EIKASMOS

Quaderni Bolognesi di Filologia Classica

Studi Online, 4 — Bologna 2022

TZETZIKAI EPEYNAI

a cura di / edited by
ENRICO EMANUELE PRODI

PATRON EDITORE - BOLOGNA






EIKASMOS

Quaderni Bolognesi di Filologia Classica - Studi Online 4

TZETZIKAI EPEYNAI

a cura di / edited by
ENRICO EMANUELE PRODI

PATRON EDITORE
Bologna 2022



Copyright: © i rispettivi autori 2022
Curatela e materiali introduttivi: © Enrico Emanuele Prodi 2022

CC-BY-NC-ND. I diritti di traduzione e adattamento, totale o parziale, con qualsiasi
mezzo, Sono riservati per tutti i Paesi.

Prima edizione, marzo 2022

Il convegno da cui ha tratto origine il presente volume ¢ stato finanziato dal program-
ma di ricerca e innovazione dell’Unione Europea “Horizon 2020” tramite una borsa
Marie Sktodowska-Curie (progetto “ASAGIP”, Grant Agreement n° 708556).

PATRON Editore

Via Badini, 12

Quarto Inferiore

40057 Granarolo dell’Emilia (BO)

Tel. (+39) 051.767003

Fax (+39) 051.768252

E-mail: info@patroneditore.com
Sito: http://www.patroneditore.com

Il catalogo generale ¢ visibile nel sito web. Sono possibili ricerche per autore, titolo,
materia e collana. Per ogni volume ¢ presente il sommario, per le novita la copertina
dell’opera e una breve descrizione del contenuto.

ISBN: 978-88-555-8001-4.
Frontespizio: Licofrone e ‘Isacco’ Tzetze, da un manoscritto del commento all’Ales-

sandra, Universititsbibliothek Heidelberg, Palatinus Graecus 18, f. 96v. Inmagine
di dominio pubblico da https://digi.ub.uni-heidelberg.de/diglit/cpgraec18 v2/0196




0oV TTEIGHELG (G TOANOTG ODTOTG O TEYVOYQAPOLS,
0080AWG EENpedvnoa Tolg TCetlnais £Qebvaig,

€v alomeQ 1 GANBelol £x Y AOVG CVOLTQEXEL.

A" €v €getvoug Tletlixoic TobTo Tovly e TéoV. ..

(Hist. XII 398, 65-68)



Table of contents

ADDBIEVIALIONS . . . . ottt ettt e e e vii
Introduction: A buffalo’s-eye VIEW . . . ..ottt e ix

ToMMASO BRACCINI — A neglected manuscript of Tzetzes’ Allegories from the Verse-chronicle: First
TEMATKS . o oo 1

AGLAE P1zZONE — Tzetzes and the prokatastasis: A tale of people, manuscripts, and performances . . 19

Nunzio BiancHhr - 11 figlio di capro e il libro sfregiato. Versi inediti di Tzetzes (Laur. Conv. soppr. 6217,

Bl 20V-2r) Lot e e 75
YuLIA MANTOVA — Tzetzes’ scholia to the Histories as a source on the socio-cultural use of invective
INByzantium . . ... ... 105
MARC LAUXTERMANN — Buffaloes and bastards: Tzetzesonmetre . ... ....................... 117

GIULIA GERBI — Epistulae ad exercitationem accommodatae: Notes on some fictional epistles by John
TZOUZES . . o o et 133

JESUS MUNOZ MURCILLO — John Tzetzes on ekphrasis and the art of knowledge transfer......... 157

VALERIA F. LOVATO — From contentious hero to bone of contention: The reception of Thersites by John
Tzetzes and Eustathios of Thessaloniki . .......... ... ... ... .. 185

CORINNE JOUANNO — L’ Alexandre de Tzetzes : entre culture savante et culture populaire .. ...... 211
UGO MONDINI — John of all trades: The MugoueydAn Taég and Tzetzes’ ‘didactic’ programme . . 237

ALBERTO RAVANI — «And wishes also a paraphrase of Homer’s verses»: Structure and composition of

the Prolegomena to the Allegories of thelliad . . ............. ... .. ... ........... 261
FREDERICK LAURITZEN — Metapoiesis versus allegory: Psellos and Tzetzes on lliad IV 1-4 ... .. .. 291
ANNA NOVOKHATKO — t0.Q0: TOV TEGGEQ®MV TOLTOV Gop®v: myth and criticism in Tzetzes . . . . . 303
JACOPO CAVARZERAN — @hvoel Edouridng: Tzetze commenta Euripide? .. ................. 317
JULIAN BERTOLA — Tzetzes’ verse scholia on Thucydides and Herodotus: A survey with new evidence

from Laur. Plut. T0,3 . . . .. 335
THOMAS R.P. COWARD — Towards a new edition of Tzetzes’ Commentary on Lycophron . . . . . ... 359

CHIARA D’ AGOSTINI — Borders to cross the bounds: John Tzetzes and Ptolemy’s Geography in twelfth-
century Byzantium . ... ... 403

PHILIP RANCE — Tzetzes and the mechanographoi: The reception of Late Antique scientific texts in
Byzantium . .. . ..o e 427



Abbreviations

Abbreviations of journal titles follow «L’Année Philologique». Those of the names of ancient authors
and the titles of their works follow LSJ®, with such exceptions as «Eikasmos» house style dictates; any
such exceptions ought to be self-explanatory.

Tzetzes’ writings are abbreviated as follows:

Alleg. Il. Allegories of the Iliad: J.-Fr. Boissonade, Tzetzae Allegoriae Iliadis. Accedunt Psel-
li allegoriae, Lutetiae 1851

schol. Alleg. 11. P. Matranga, Anecdota Graeca e mss. bibliothecis Vaticana, Angelica, Barberi-
niana, Vallicelliana, Medicea, Vindobonensi deprompta, 11, Romae 1850, 599-
618, 749

Alleg. Od. Allegories of the Odyssey: H. Hunger, Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur Odyssee,
Buch 1-12, «ByzZ» XLIX (1956) 249-310; 1d., Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur
Odyssee, Buch 13-24, «ByzZ» XLVIII (1955) 4-48.

Carm. Il. Little-Big Iliad (Carmina lliaca): P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Carmina lliaca,
Catania 1995

schol. Carm. 1. ibid. 102-243

De metr. On Metres: J.A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis Bibliothecarum
Oxoniensium, 111, Oxford 1836, 302-333

Diff. poet. On the Differences between Poets: W.J.W. Koster, Scholia in Aristophanem, 1A:
Prolegomena de comoedia, Groningen 1975, 84-94
Ep. Letters: P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Epistulae, Leipzig 1972
schol. Ep. ibid. 158-174
Exeg. 1l. Exegesis of the Iliad: M. Papathomopoulos, "EEfynoig Todvvov Tooppotiod

700 TCETCov gig TNV Oungov Tdde., AbTivon 2007
schol. Exeg. Il. ibid. 417-460

Hist. Histories (Chiliads): P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Historiae, Galatina 2007>
schol. Hist. ibid. 529-569
lamb. lambs: P.LM. Leone, loannis Tzetzae iambi, «<RSBN» n.s. VI-VII (1969-1970)
127-156
Prol. com. Introduction to Comedy: W.J.W. Koster, Scholia in Aristophanem, 1A: Prolego-

mena de comoedia, Groningen 1975, 22-38



S. Lucia

schol. Ar. Nub.

schol. Ar. Plut.

schol. Ar. Ran.

schol. Hermog.

schol. Hes. Op.

schol. Lyc.
schol. Opp.

Theog.
Trag. poes.

viii

Life of St. Lucy: G. Sola, loannis Tzetzis hypomnema et S. Methodii patriarchae
canonin S. Luciam (2), «<Roma e I’Oriente» XV (1918) 48-53; (3), XVI (1918) 106-
115; (4), XVII (1919) 90-105

Scholia to Aristophanes’ Clouds: D. Holwerda, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristo-
phanem, 11: Commentarium in Nubes, Groningen-Amsterdam 1960

Scholia to Aristophanes’ Plutus: L. Massa Positano, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Ari-
stophanem, tasc. I: Prolegomena et commentarium in Plutum, Groningen 1960

Scholia to Aristophanes’ Frogs: W.J.W. Koster, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristo-
phanem, 11I: Commentarium in Ranas et in Aves, argumentum Equitum, Groningen
1962

Scholia to Hermogenes: J.A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis Bibli-
othecarum Oxoniensium, IV, Oxford 1837, 1-148

Scholia to Hesiod’s Works and Days: Th. Gaisford, Poetae Graeci minores, 111:
Scholia ad Hesiodum, Oxonii 1820

Scholia to Lycophron: E. Scheer, Lycophronis Alexandra, 11: Scholia, Berolini 1908

Scholia to Oppian: U. Cats Bussemaker, Scholia et paraphrases in Nicandrum et
Oppianum, Paris 1849, 260-375

Theogony: P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Theogonia, Lecce 2019

On Tragic Poetry: G. Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes. La poesia tragica, Napoli 20112

For a complete list of Tzetzes’ works and their respective editions see I.C. Nesseris, H mondeio otnv
Kovotovtivodmodn xotd tov 120 oudva, diss. loannina 2014, 11, 515-540.



Introduction:
A buffalo’s-eye view

«Tzetzes, lIoannes: classical scholar in twelfth-century Constantinople, known for
his acerbic wit and propensity for vulgar insults. He wrote commentaries on many
ancient texts, as well as letters and allegorical works. He tried hard to make himself
seem like a thoroughly unpleasant person, and succeeded»'.

For most Byzantinists and Classicists outside a handful of Tzetzes groupies?,
this tongue-in-cheek glossary entry in Antony Kaldellis’ Cabinet of Byzantine Curi-
osities more or less sums up the received wisdom about John Tzetzes (early 1110s-
after 1180)°. If anything, it errs — ironically — on the side of seriousness: it leaves out
the ridicule. «That lovable buffoon John Tzetzes»* easily ends up being the butt of
every joke. Standard reference works on Byzantine scholarship — and the under-
graduates who dutifully learn them for their exams — relate his claim to be naturally
fragrant in spite of “not even taking baths except perhaps two or three times a year”
(schol. Hes. Op. 412 Gaisford)’, or to have extended a scholion “so as to fill the re-

' A.Kaldellis, A Cabinet of Byzantine Curiosities: Strange Tales and Surprising Facts from

History’s Most Orthodox Empire, Oxford 2017, 227.

2 Iborrow the phrase from Aglae Pizzone. I appreciate that serious Tzetzes scholars may not
identify with this label; I am no serious Tzetzes scholar myself, so I shall use it nonetheless.

3 The standard treatments of Tzetzes’ life remain G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis,
Lipsiae 1880; H. Giske, De loannis Tzetzae scriptis ac vita, Rostochii 1881; C. Wendel, Tzetzes. 1)
Johannes, in RE VIIA/2 (1948) 1959-2010. New evidence confirming the received wisdom that he died
around 1180 is published by A. Pizzone, Saturno contro sul Mare di Ismaro. Una nuova fonte per l’(au-
to)biografia di Tzetze, in A. Capra-S. Martinelli Tempesta-C. Nobili (edd.), Philoxenia. Viaggi e viag-
giatori nella Grecia di ieri e di oggi, Milano-Udine 2020, 75-94 (“youthful” verses concerning an event
that occurred on 8" November 1131, and two autograph notes in which he relates being in his seventieth
year). For an assessment of Tzetzes’” works and their importance, after Wendel, o.c. see H. Hunger, Die
hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, II, Miinchen 1978, 59-63; N.G. Wilson, Scholars of
Byzantium, London 19962, 190-196; F. Pontani, Scholarship in the Byzantine Empire (529-1453), in F.
Montanari (ed.), History of Ancient Greek Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the Byzantine
Age, Leiden-Boston 2020, 373-529: 452-459 (revised ed. of F. Montanari-S. Matthaios-A. Rengakos
(edd.), Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship, 1, Brill 2015, 298-455: 378-385); more
extensively, I.C. Nesseris, H mondeio 6tnv Kovetovtivodmodn xoté tov 120 odva, diss. Ioannina
2014, 1, 158-197 (discussion) and II, 515-540 (complete list of his works, with references).

4 M.L. West, Hesiod. Works & Days, Oxford 1978, 69.

> Th. Gaisford, Poetae Graeci minores, I1I: Scholia ad Hesiodum, Oxonii 1820, 220: “Eviot
3¢ %ol GEWUATOV £x TOV COUGTMV OounV &romvéoucty, domeg 6 OedmoacTtog ALEENVQOV
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maining unwritten paper of this page” (schol. Ar. Plut. 677b Massa Positano)®. One
scholar might casually mention unam ex eis prolixis querelis, quae ei propriae sunt
[...]1in qua varias res, quae eius bilem moverunt, amplectitur’, another will call him
«piti rissoso che polemico»®; his most prolific twentieth-century editor evokes «quel-
la sicurezza mista a vuota iattanza, prerogativa del sempre accigliato e scontroso
Tzetzes»’. Even a sympathetic discussion will nod to his oversized authorial persona:
«Tzetzes is not a commentator who believes in keeping a low profile»'° — to the ex-
tent that the lack of such an oversized authorial persona can be taken to speak against
Tzetzes’ authorship of a text'!. While recognizing some of his merits, one influential
reference work speaks of his «limited talents and unattractive personality» and «an
extremely fluent pen and no desire to hide his cantankerous nature behind a wall of
reserve»; «vain, loquacious and quarrelsome [...] he was far from being the expert
scholar whose contributions to his subject excuse personal foibles»'2,

LEyer TOV Moxedovar xol fUlv 8€ ToAMAXIG TG SINTTIGTNCEY, AG 0L %KEXQNUEVOLS CQMOUACT %0l
TEQULELOVGL TO EVTOG, %0l TOL YE UNSE AOUTQOTG HEYQNUEVOLS, EL Uf) TTOL %0T EVIOWTOV ol B
xoi 7. See West, L.c. (though he mistranslates Sinmictncev); Wilson, o.c. 191. One might compare
Alleg. Il. prol. 729; Hist. 111 70, 182-184.

¢ L. Massa Positano, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristophanem, I: Prolegomena et commen-
tarium in Plutum, Groningen 1960, 156: {vo, TOv broAeimdpevoy &rypaupf xootny Tiis Tiide oeiidog
avominodconuev. He was a serial offender, cf. schol. Ar. Plut. 833b odx Gv 3¢ o0 Tadto, VOV TaQev-
£yQoupov, €1 un £0ov &rygapov xvduvebdovta Tov xGeTny dmolewpbijvor S T0 un deicbot To
Hde ywoilov oyorlmv, “I would not add this did I not see that the page risks being left blank since this
passage does not require scholia™; also Hist. XIII 496, 611-668, filled in with a biography of Homer
because “there is room on the page”, TOTog 6Tl y0QTov (v. 611; but see p. xxiii and n. 77 below). In
his defence, he may have been paid by the page, cf. Hist. IX 264, 271-290 with A. Rhoby, loannes
Tzetzes als Auftragsdichter, «<GLB» XV (2010) 155-170: 163-165 on the composition of the Allegories
of the Iliad. Elsewhere he complains of a lack of paper (schol. Ar. Ran. 843a Koster; cf. the end of Ep.
6, which however is surely ironical, as remarked by 1. Grigoriadis, Toévvng TCéting. "Emictoda,
AOfva 2011, 275 n. 48), or he notes the need to economise on it and be more concise (e.g. Hist. V 28,
824-825; VI 50, 382-393; 79, 798-799; X 332, 450-457).

T W.J.W. Koster, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristophanem, III: Commentarium in Ranas et
in Aves, argumentum Equitum, Groningen-Amsterdam 1962, 934.

8 P. Cesaretti, Allegoristi di Omero a Bisanzio. Ricerche ermeneutiche (XI-XII secolo), Mi-
lano 1991, 132.

®  P.L.M. Leone, Significato e limiti della revisione delle Historiae di Giovanni Tzetzes,
«Aevum» XXXVII (1963) 239-248: 239.

10 F. Budelmann, Classical commentary in Byzantium: John Tzetzes on ancient Greek litera-
ture, in R.K. Gibson-Chr. Shuttleworth Kraus (edd.), The Classical Commentary: History, Practices,
Theory, Leiden-Boston-Koln 2002, 141-169: 143.

1" The Timarion: «I doubt that vain man could have hidden his light under the bushel of ano-
nymity», B. Baldwin, Timarion, Detroit 1984, 36.

12 Wilson, o.c. 190-191.
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«Vain» as he was, Tzetzes had a higher opinion of himself. Time and again he
explicitly ascribes to his works a slew of positive qualities, and opposite, negative
qualities to those of his competitors'’. He boasts of his prodigious memory, which
deputizes for a library when he is without books (Alleg. Il. XV 87-89: £uoi BipAto-
BN Yo M xe@oA TUYYGvEL), and of his equally prodigious speed and accuracy
when writing from memory, which allows him to write as quickly as lightning, more
quickly than if he were copying someone else’s book (Hist. VIII 176, 173-181; X
329, 357-361; XI1 397, 3-6)"*. In the Allegories of the Iliad (prol. 480-487) he claims
that his poem can stand in for Homer, Stesichorus, Euripides, Lycophron, Colluthus,
Lesches, Dictys, Triphiodorus, and Quintus of Smyrna in one go and still provide as
much detail as them in a conveniently compact format, “so that everyone who wish-
es, with minimum effort, / may seem to the masses to have read whole libraries”".
In the Theogony he only provides a précis of divine genealogies, but he informs his
patron that, if she wanted a more comprehensive work, he could make a superlative
job of it (vv. 27-33)'¢:

XOUTTAL® TOMINQEOTEQOV KOl AEY® TTOLQENCTY
®G 0LS” &V Mo Exatov “Oungot xoi Movcoio,
‘Oppéeg ot ‘Holodot, Avtiuoyot xoi Aivot

I boast very intrepidly and frankly I declare
that even if there were a hundred Homers and Musaeuses,
Orpheuses and Antimachuses, Linuses and Hesiods,

3 See M. Savio, Screditare per valorizzare. Giovanni Tzetze, le sue fonti, i committenti e la

concorrenza, Roma 2020, whose monograph draws its title from this recurrent practice. For examples
of Tzetzes «discrediting» competitors see the papers by Aglae Pizzone and Frederick Lauritzen in this
volume; on the positive qualities which he sees in his own work, that by Ugo Mondini.

4 On the importance of memory to Tzetzes’ work, with an emphasis on the Chiliads, see A.
Pizzone, The Historiai of John Tzetzes: A Byzantine ‘book of memory’?, «xBMGS» XLI (2017) 182-
207, esp. 190-200.

15 Alleg. Il. prol. 485-486: dmwg Tag 6 PovAduevog €v OV POy LTOT® / Gveyverévor
701G oMo doxf PAodxoc, transl. A.J. Goldwyn-D. Kokkini, John Tzetzes. Allegories of the
lliad, Cambridge MA-London 2015, 37 (adapted). On the prolegomena to the Allegories, see the chap-
ter by Alberto Ravani in this volume. Needless to say, by Tzetzes’ time Lesches’ Little Iliad and the
poems of Stesichorus had been lost for the best part of a millennium, but he had limited access through
the indirect tradition, and he incorporated fr. 9 Bernabé of the Little lliad in the Little-Big Iliad, twice
(1 720 = 773, cf. schol. 720, p. 242 Leone).

16 On this and the previous passage see Savio, o.c. 25-28, 123-125, and Anna Novokhatko’s
contribution to this volume, pp. 312-313. On the dynamics of patronage in the Theogony see Rhoby,
Auftragsdichter cit. 166-169.
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and every other poet and composer of theogonies,

they wouldn’t have written better than me all about these matters;
not even if those very gods and heroes were to hand

could they instruct you on their genealogies like I.

In the passage of the Histories that gives the present volume its title, he extols
“the Tzetzean researches, in which the truth comes running out of chaos” (Hist. XII
398, 66-67). More precisely, that entire Historia (XII 398, 29-118) acknowledges
and corrects a past mistake committed when he had trusted a consensus instead of
researching the matter himself, as he has now done. In presenting the situation in this
way, Tzetzes dilutes the blame for his mistake, which was caused by others and was
shared with everyone (to1g oo, v. 29), and associates himself instead with finding
out the truth in his own unique way, with “Tzetzean researches” (66, 68) and “ines-
capable audits in the Tzetzean manner” (v dAoONTo1g Aoyiouoic xoi TCetlinn
T TEOT™L, 118). He deploys a similar strategy of turning a past liability into a pres-
ent asset when he deplores his youthful penchant for ‘untechnical’ iambs, i.e. the
Byzantine dodecasyllable which treats the vowels o 1 v as indifferently long or short
(8lyovou), contrary to the norms of classical verse'’. The forthright denunciation of
his former error serves to distance the present Tzetzes from his past ignorance and
high-light his acquisition of the correct knowledge, in contrast not only to his youn-
ger self but also to virtually all his contemporaries. It also underscores his parrhesia,
from whose scourge he does not exempt even himself'®,

Another noteworthy trait of the Historia just cited is the insistent self-naming
(XII 398, tit. and vv. 66, 68, 88, 94, 118). In fact, Tzetzes’ name, like his «cantanker-
ous nature», is almost a watermark that shows through every page of his euvre. In
the works that have been incorporated into the TLG (and many have not), his name
occurs 256 times, not counting the adjective t¢etltoc (5) with the adverb tletli-
%@®¢ (1) and the comparative tCetCidteQoV (4). Nowhere is this more evident than
in the Histories, where he names himself 105 times in the verses, five in the titles,

17 See the chapter by Marc Lauxtermann in this volume, with references.

8 On Tzetzean parrhesia see Savio, o.c. 35-38; also ibid. 47-49, on Tzetzes’ emphatic correc-
tion of another previous howler in the second redaction of the Introduction to Comedy (W.J.W. Koster,
Scholia in Aristophanem 1A: Prolegomena de comoedia, Groningen 1975, 33-34).
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and 28 in the scholia'®. Active as he was on a free market of education, without stable
patronage or the income granted by an established post, he had to engage in self-
promotion on an industrial scale® — whence the distaste he elicited from nineteenth-
and twentieth-century Northern European gentlemen-scholars with their very differ-
ent notions of academic decorum.

What he asserts with self-praise or through contrast with scholarly competitors
(ancient or modern), he also sometimes underscores through comparison with great
men of the past, especially poets. In the opening section of the Exegesis of the Iliad
he construes a pointedly Tzetzes-like Homer: a poverty-stricken but determined edu-
cator who had to keep his poems on loose sheets of paper, in a transparent strategy
of alignment between the Poet and himself (Exeg. Il. pp. 56, 68-69 Papathomopou-
los)*. In the Allegories of the Iliad and in the Histories he claims a detailed physical
resemblance with the hero Palamedes and with Cato the Elder — although he has to
admit to not sharing their peaceable character (Alleg. Il. prol. 724-739; Hist. 111 70,
173-191). The comparison with Palamedes aligns him with a supremely clever hero
— the alleged inventor of the alphabet** — who was put to death on false pretexts by
an envious schemer®. In the T'évog Agiotomdvoug that accompanies the second
redaction of the Commentary to Aristophanes, he alleges a chronological connexion:

19 See P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Historiae, Galatina 20072, 590. I only count occurrences
of Tzetzes’ name, not self-references which omit the name; some are included (between brackets) in
Leone, l.c. On Tzetzes’ self-naming see also Budelmann, o.c. 150-151; Savio, o.c. 81-86.

20 On the socio-economical aspect of Tzetzes’ self-promotion (which earlier scholarship had
tended rather to view through a psychological, not to say psychiatric, lens) see P.A. Agapitos, John
Tzetzes and the blemish examiners: A Byzantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writ-
erly disposition, <MEG» XVII (2017) 1-57; Savio, o.c. 1-86; and already Budelmann, o.c. 164-167. On
Tzetzes as a teacher see Nesseris, o.c. I, 165-197; on the other side of his activity, the «professional
poet», see Rhoby, Auftragsdichter cit.

2 Cf. Alleg. Il. XVI 2-6, where Tzetzes compares his new patron Constantine Kotertzes to
Pisistratus, who had funded the publication of Homer’s poems (Exeg. Il. pp. 68-69 Papathomopoulos).
See E. Cullhed, The blind bard and ‘I’: Homeric biography and authorial personas in the twelfth centu-
ry, «BMGS» XXXVIII (2014) 49-67: 58-67; Savio, o.c. 30-33; from a different point of view, see T.
Braccini, Riscrivere [’epica: Giovanni Tzetze di fronte al ciclo troiano, «CentoPagine» V (2011) 43-
57: 45-47; C. D’ Agostini-A. Pizzone, Clawing rhetoric back: Humor and polemic in Tzetzes’ hexame-
ters on the Historiai, «Parekbolai» XI (2021) 123-158: 133-135. Hist. XIII 496, 611-668 is relevant,
too: see A. Pizzone, The autobiographical subject in Tzetzes’ Chiliades: An analysis of its components,
in C. Messis-M. Mullett-I. Nilsson (edd.), Storytelling in Byzantium: Narratological Approaches to
By:zantine Texts and Images, Uppsala 2018, 287-304: 290-291.

22 So people said, at least; but subsequent “Tzetzean researches” proved otherwise. See Hist.
XII 398, 29-118 just discussed on p. xii.

23 See V.F. Lovato, Portrait de héros, portrait d’érudit : Jean Tzetzés et la tradition des eiko-
nismoi, <MEG» XVII (2017) 137-153, esp. 147-148.
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like Aristophanes and like Heracles, he is “born on the fourth”, and accordingly “not
only toiling for others, but for many, and thanklessly” (Prol. com. XXXIb)*.

In each of these cases, Tzetzes sets up an implicit comparison between himself
and a great intellectual of the past, playing on one facet or another of the complex
identity he takes on: typically two such facets together, one illustrating his merits,
the other his material hardship or lack of recognition®. Nor was his claim to an epic
status of sorts limited to his exegetical works, or to extrinsic similarities like physical
appearance or date of birth. An example are his misadventures with that latter-day
Potiphar the doux Isaac, eparch of Beroia, and his wife, which he repeatedly inscribes
into the Little-Big Iliad (IT 137-162; 11T 284-290, 620-625, 702, 753-758)*. There,
too, he is arguably less becoming side-tracked by an obsessive grievance than giving
heroic status — qua matter worthy of a Homeric parekbasis — to a defining moment
in his life*’. In the hexameter preface of the Commentary to Hermogenes he even
imagines a Hesiod-like Dichterweihe, with the Muse of Helicon instructing him gua
her interpreter (Motodmv OogTtoQ) to quit the lofty peaks of epic exegesis for the
grassy vales of a prose author?®®.

2 Koster, Prolegomena cit. 145: 10 ox®drtovteg aOTOV AQIOTOVUHOG TE %0l Apeuhlog

E\eyov aOTOV [scil. Aristophanes] xoto Ty oQoyioy yevvnofjvor TeTeddt %ol GANOLG TTOVETY, (G
Exeivog 0 ‘HoomAfig ol 6 TEETENG, no TNy dAnBeioy, TeTEAS yevwndévteg xoi GAROLG 0 povoy
TTOVOOVTEG, ARG TTOAMOTG ol GyapioTovpuevol. The life of toil of those born on the fourth of the
month, like Heracles, is proverbial (Zenob. VI 7 Schneidewin-van Leutsch, Hesych. T 613 Hansen-
Cunningham, Phot. T 190 Theodoridis, etc.). Tzetzes also styles himself as “born on the fourth” in Ep.
87 (teTddt 8¢, dg Eowxe, yevvndeic Lot ov®) with Hist. XI1 417, 503-507: see B. van den Berg,
Playwright, satirist, Atticist: The reception of Aristophanes in 12th-century Byzantium, in P. Marciniak-
I. Nilsson (edd.), Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period: The Golden Age of Laughter?, Leiden 2021,
227-253: 248; D’ Agostini-Pizzone, o.c. 147-148; and Aglae Pizzone’s chapter in this volume, p. 24.

2 On Tzetzes’ «rhetoric of poverty» see Cullhed, Blind cit. 57-61 (borrowing the label from
R. Beaton, The rhetoric of poverty: the lives and opinions of Theodore Prodromos, «<BMGS» XI (1987)
1-28), with the important qualifications made by Savio, o.c. 32-38, 58-66.

26 For the story cf. also schol. Exeg. Il. 5,20 p. 421 Papathomopoulos; schol. Carm. I1. 111 284,
p- 224 Leone; and the not-yet-fully-edited Commentary to Porphyry’s Isagoge (the relevant passage is
published by E. Cullhed, Diving for pearls and Tzetzes’ death, «ByzZ» CVIII (2015) 53-62: 57-58).
See T. Braccini, Erudita invenzione: riflessioni sulla Piccola Grande lliade di Giovanni Tzetze, «IFilol
Class» IX (2009-2010) 153-173: 168-169.

2 See schol. Carm. 11. T1 137, p. 178 Leone T0 oy o £TE1G0310%0V, 0 x0ol TOEXPOCIS *ol
gnévbeoig xokelton %ol dmootot. Characteristically, the first of these digressions is explicitly
introduced as paradigmatic (the second may be the finest piece of humour in the entire Tzetzic corpus).
It need not be a coincidence — although Tzetzes does not explicitly make the connexion — that one of
the most illustrious Iliadic models for such digressions is Glaucus’ tale about Bellerophon (VI 152-
202), who is also the mythical paradigm for the events Tzetzes claims to have experienced.

28 The text is preserved by Voss. gr. Q1, f. 211v, ed. pr. K.A. de Meyier, Codices Vossiani
Graeci, Lugduni Batavorum 1955, 93; an improved text and an English translation in A. Pizzone, Self-
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But Tzetzes was not Tzetzes’ only admirer. Think of that treasure trove of
Greek poetry and scholarship, Ambr. C 222 inf. The manuscript, copied shortly after
Tzetzes’ death, «overflows with Tzetzean material»; the exemplar must have been
Tzetzes’ autograph or a very faithful copy of it, and the manuscript’s first owner was
clearly fond of him: poxagio 1 686g cov TCETEN (f. 70r), poxoio 1 680G Gov
xoAe TCETEN (f. 78r)¥. Tzetzes was not widely acknowledged by his more notable
contemporaries: the only mentions known to the TLG are in Gregory of Corinth’s
commentary to Hermogenes®®, which first references the “silly little verses” of Tze-
tzes” commentary (pAvoQocTiydilows : I 3, p. 1098 Walz) but then quotes it three
times without opprobrium, including an extensive historia in dodecasyllables (V 46,
p. 1186 Walz)*'. That philological dreadnought Eustathios of Thessalonike was not
above pinching material from him without attribution*. Tzetzes himself complained
about plagiarism on several occasions®®, and he has been vindicated by the discovery
in Laur. Plut. 32,3, dating to the mid- or late twelfth century, of uncredited extracts
from the Exegesis of the Iliad, which was written in or not long after 1138 — at most
a few decades earlier*.

authorization and strategies of autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi rediscovered, «<GRBS» LX
(2020) 650-688: 657-658. The model is Hes. Th. 22-34; I wonder whether the exegete’s shift from epic
to a rhetorical manual in prose may be construed as mirroring Hesiod’s own shift from the heights of
the Theogony to the (notionally) practical agricultural instruction of the Works and Days.

2 For all these see C.M. Mazzucchi, Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (Graecus 886): 1l codice e il suo
autore, I1: L’autore, «Aevum» LXXVIII (2004) 411-440: 420.

30 Here cited from Chr. Walz, Rhetores Graeci, V1I/2, Stutgartiae-Tubingae 1834. Gregory’s
citations of Tzetzes are listed and discussed in A. Kominis, Gregorio Pardos metropolita di Corinto e
la sua opera, Roma-Atene 1960, 29-30.

31 Tzetzes’ original is in J.A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum
Oxoniensium, IV, Oxonii 1837, 133; see Kominis, o.c. 30.

32 Examples in Th.M. Conley, Byzantine criticism and the uses of literature, in A. Minnis-I.
Johnson (edd.), The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism, 1I, Cambridge 2005, 669-692: 684;
Cullhed, Blind cit. 58; 1d., Diving cit. (reversing the intertextual link suggested by N. Agiotis, Tzetzes
on Psellos revisited, «ByzZ» CVI/1 (2013) 1-8); Id., Eustathios of Thessalonike. Commentary on
Homer’s Odyssey, 1, Uppsala 2016, 20*-21*. On Eustathius’ equally covert criticisms of Tzetzes, see
D. Holwerda, De Tzetza in Eustathii reprehensiones incurrenti, «Mnemosyne» s. IV, XII (1960) 323-
326; MLJ. Jeffreys, The nature and origins of the political verse, «<DOP» XXVIII (1974) 141-195: 150.

3 FExeg. Il. p. 8 with schol. ad loc. p. 423 Papathomopoulos; Ep. 42 (with Hist. VIII 204, 479-
492), 56, 78, 79; schol. Ar. Ran. 897a Koster.

3% F. Montana, The oldest textual witness to John Tzetzes’ Exegesis of the lliad, in M. Ercoles
etal. (edd.), Approaches to Greek Poetry, Berlin-Boston 2018, 107-131 (first noticed by C. Wachsmuth,
Ueber die Zeichen und einige andere Eigenthiimlichkeiten des codex Venetus der Ilias, «<RhM» n.F.
XVIII (1863) 178-188: 187, to little avail). The terminus post and ante quem of the Exegesis are 1138
(death of John’s brother Isaac, mentioned at p. 170 Papathomopoulos) and January 1144 (wedding of
Manuel I and Irene-Bertha of Sulzbach, mentioned in schol. Alleg. 1l. IV 67, p. 609 Matranga, but not
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His contemporaries Gregory and Eustathios are the inevitable terms of com-
parison, and the comparison does not tend to be flattering to Tzetzes™. Yet it is not
altogether fair to pitch «a layman having no direct professional links with the eccle-
siastical or the imperial milieu» against two archbishops, one of whom a saint*®. In
an oft-repeated phrase, Tzetzes was «one of the first men in European society to live
by his pen»’’; in his own words, he was a vooydctoQ, someone who earns his suste-
nance through his intellectual labour (Ep. 75)*®. While the other two men held the
coveted chair of rhetoric (uoc’fcrmg TOV ONTdEmV) before ascending to the highest
levels of the Church®, Tzetzes was intermittently Church- and power-adjacent, but
he was never elevated into the tenured empireum, and he had to make a living by
teaching and writing: academic precariat, if you will, Byzantine-style. He was well
aware of this imbalance, and he resented it to no end. Beside his trademark invectives
against ignorant rivals (BoOBaAot he calls them, “buffaloes™) and three exuberant

in the relevant place in our text, as an example of a successful prediction by Tzetzes): see Hart, o.c. 11-
12; Giske, o.c. 48-49, who inclines towards a date near the later end of the interval. Yet we can be more
precise. As Wendel had realised (0.c. 1961-1962), Exeg. Il. p. 22 Papathomopoulos (it is “the seventh
year, and soon will be the eighth” since he had to sell his library) and schol. Exeg. I1. 5,20, p. 421 Papa-
thomopoulos (he was in his twenty-first year at the time) combine to fix the composition of the text
when Tzetzes was 26 or 27 (with some uncertainty due to the ‘inclusive’ reckoning). If he was born in
the early 1110s, then, the date of the Exegesis must be not long after the terminus post quem of the
summer of 1138; if the incident on 8" November 1131 caught him when he was still in the service of
the eparch of Beroia (so plausibly Pizzone, Saturno cit. 88), he was no older than 20 at the time, cf.
schol. Exeg.11. 5,20, p. 421 Papathomopoulos just cited. The date of the Exegesis may have to be pushed
slightly forward (to 1140 or so?) if M. Cardin, Teaching Homer through (annotated) poetry: John Tze-
tzes’ Carmina lliaca, in R. Simms (ed.), Brill’s Companion to Prequels, Sequels, and Retellings of
Classical Epic, Leiden-Boston 2018, 90-114: 94 n. 11, is right that the Little-Big Iliad (cited at Exeg.
1l. p. 67 Papathomopoulos, and therefore older) was written after the poem On Metres, which in turn
was written after Isaac Tzetzes’ death in 1138; but it is uncertain whether the scholia to the Little-Big
1liad (which probably cite On Metres at 11 312, p. 201 Leone) were written at the same time as the text,
and if they were not (as Philip Rance warns in this volume, p. 435 and n. 23), the argument falls.

35 Wilson’s none-too-high esteem of Tzetzes has already been illustrated, but even the not-
iceably more sympathetic Pontani calls Gregory «perhaps the most distinguished grammarian of this
age» and Eustathius «perhaps the most learned man of the Byzantine millennium» (o.c. 447, 460).

36 Quotation from Pontani, o.c. 452. For Tzetzes’ «middle class» status and how it informed
his scholarly practices vis-a-vis his more established colleagues see Agapitos, Blemish cit. (comparison
with Eustathios on pp. 7-8).

37 R. Browning, Homer in Byzantium, «Viator» VIII (1975) 15-33: 26.

38 On this passage see Savio, o.c. 35-38; V.F. Lovato, Living by his wit: Tzetzes Aristophanic
variations on the conundrums of a ‘professional writer’, «xBMGS» XLV (2021) 42-58.

3 Such, at least, is the vulgate; yet there is no explicit evidence that Gregory was an official
professor of rhetoric beside the didactic character of his works and his interest in Hermogenes. One
might have drawn the same conclusion about Tzetzes, did he not so emphatically tell us otherwise.
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broadsides against one such buffalo who was given a cushy post in his place (Hist.
X1369, esp. 210-224; Iamb. 111, IV)*, he speaks of his critics as a Go@n xovcTOdic,
a “clever posse™!: not just a clique of intellectuals, but one with clear overtones of
hostility and gatekeeping. Witness also his repeated references to a life “in the cor-
ners”— as we would say, ‘on the margins’ — of academic spaces*.

One remarkable thing about Tzetzes in his twelfth-century context is his utter
lack of interest in theological matters. Gregory of Corinth and Eustathios of Thessa-
lonike were both churchmen, and both are known for theological as well as scholarly
works; the other noteworthy poet of that age, Theodore Prodromos, whose pauperly
persona is sometimes compared to Tzetzes’, wrote commentaries to the liturgical
canons by Cosmas of Jerusalem and John Damascene, like the two archbishops®,

40

The latter are published separately by P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae iambi, <RSBN» n.s.
VI-VII (1969-1970) 127-156: 144-146. Yet the lambs — which include a poem in hexameters (III) —
constitute a single editorial project with the second redaction of the Histories, which they conclude: see
Leone ibid. 127. 1t is often repeated that the lambs are three, of which the hexameter poem is the second.
In fact they are five (I: vv. 1-22, tit. Todvvov Tob TCETCov otiyot iomPueot ; IT: 23-292, tit. Toidwy
Gry@yT) cLVTEANG T® VOV Blw ; IL: 293-309, tit. Tob adtod oTiyor Newixol ; IV: 310-355, tit. Trixot
topBueot Tob adTol Guabol xol deEnToEEDTOL, BoTTEQ POGLY 0l BE10lOVTES, 00 ONTOQUG 0T0VG
‘Hoddotog Aéyet BagBagodectégoug Ebvenv ambvtov ; V: 356-360, untitled but clearly demarcated
in the mss., as Aglae Pizzone has kindly verified for me), and this is the numeration I use here. On the
tirade against the buffalo in Hist. XI 369 and in the lambs see Aglae Pizzone’s contribution to this
volume. On the passage in Hist. XI 369 see also P.A. Agapitos, Grammar, genre and patronage in the
twelfth century: A scientific paradigm and its implications, «JOByz» LXIV (2014) 1-22: 13; Id.,
Blemish cit. 22-27. On lamb. 111 see D’ Agostini-Pizzone, o.c.

AU Schol. Thuc. 1123,1 v. 6 in Pal. gr. 252, f. 45r (M.J. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide.
Note autografe sul Codice Heidelberg Palatino Greco 252, Bari 1999, 50) and two new occurrences in
the passages of the Allegories from the Verse-Chronicle and Logismoi published by Tommaso Braccini
and Aglae Pizzone in this volume (pp. 15 and 62 respectively). A xovcTodia of malicious rivals is also
mentioned — twice — in schol. Ar. Ran. 507a Koster. See Jeffreys, o.c. 150, Luzzatto, o.c. 54-55; on
Tzetzes’ frequent sarcastic use of Goqog and compounds see Savio, o.c. 43-47.

42 The recurrent words are £yy@viog and £yyovidie / £yyovide : Exeg. Il. p. 22 Papatho-
mopoulos, schol. 5,20 p. 421 Papathomopoulos; Ep. 39 (Biov TOV TeviyQov xoi £yydviov), 46 (oixov-
00G £y® %ol £yydviog), 58 (Eyyovidliely Yo elobig), and the alternative title of the satirical poem
edited by S. Pétrides, Vers inédits de Jean Tzetzes, «ByzZ» XII (1903) 568-570 in Vind. phil. gr. 321
(Ztixol x0Td SPOAE®V TVAV SloicLEOVTOV 0OTOV %aimeQ £yyovidvTa) as reported by Agapitos,
Blemish cit. 16 n. 84; cf. Hist. 1 11, 286 (tOv guAoy@dviov ... Blov).

4 Prodromos: partly published by H.M. Stevenson, Theodori Prodromi commentarios in car-
mina sacra melodorum Cosmae Hierosolymitani et loannis Damasceni ad fidem codicum &c., Romae
1888; for the rest see Nesseris, o.c. I, 439-443. Eustathios: P. Cesaretti-S. Ronchey, Eustathii Thessa-
lonicensis exegesis in canonem iambicum pentecostalem, Berlin-Miinchen-Boston 2014. Gregory: F.
Montana, Gregorio di Corinto. Esegesi al canone giambico per la Pentecoste attribuito a Giovanni
Damasceno, Pisa 1995; the commentaries to the other canons are still unpublished, see Kominis, o.c.
91-97; F. Montana, I canoni giambici di Giovanni Damasceno per le feste di Natale, Teofania e Pente-
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not to mention a number of devotional poems. Tzetzes knew the Scriptures well and
could quote them fluently for very secular purposes (cf. e.g. Ep. 57); Ocohoyiog ¢
O Ao TOANTTOL TAVTT) Gtel eTo, as he says of Socrates (arg. I Ar. Ran., p. 692
Koster)*. His nearest approach to St John Damascene is the parodic Canon of the
Seven Idiots which he wrote to the tune of the saint’s canon on the Dormition of the
Virgin, Avot&m t0 oTopo pov (schol. Ar. Ran. 990(b) Koster)*. One wonders if this
lack of theological élan was another reason for his lack of preferment in official
academe, whose revolving doors with the Church were in frantic activity.

His only incursion into religious literature is a hypomnema in praise of St Lucy
(BHG 996)*. Probably commissioned in 1154 by an embassy of Sicilian bishops*’,
this text gives us a valuable glimpse of Tzetzes the prose narrator, complementing

coste nelle esegesi di Gregorio di Corinto, «Koinonia» XIII (1989) 31-49. Under this aspect, Tzetzes’
profile is more similar to that of Constantine Manasses, whose ‘academic’ activity, however, is of a
very different kind and extent; see I. Nilsson, Writer and Occasion in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The
Authorial Voice of Constantine Manasses, Cambridge 2021 (113-141 on Constantine as grammatikos).
On the possible relationship between Tzetzes and Manasses, revolving around the sebastokratotrissa
Eirene, see Rhoby, Auftragsdichter cit. 167-168.

4 “However, he held off from theology altogether as something incomprehensible”; cf. schol.
Carm. 11.1124, p. 129 Leone, where he boasts that “No-one of my own age in this time has read more
books [than I] — except theological ones” (tAn|v puévtot T@v BgrotéQwv). On Tzetzes’ refusal to impose
Christian readings onto his sources cf. his insistent rejection of Michael Psellos’ Christianizing allegory
of the opening of lliad IV (schol. Carm. 11. 11 27a, 34, pp. 160, 162-163 Leone; Exeg. Il. p. 5 with schol.
ad loc. p. 420 Papathomopoulos; Alleg. Il. IV 47-53), see Frederick Lauritzen’s chapter in this volume;
cf. also the opening scholion to the Little-Big Iliad (p. 101 Leone), where “while being most Christian”
(yoroTiovindToTog Gv) he dismisses the notion that Homer’s gods are glorified demons. On his
disinterest for Christian perspectives more generally see A. Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium: The
Transformations of Greek Identity and the Reception of the Classical Tradition, Cambridge 2007, 306-
307 (citing the emphatically pagan focus of the consolatio in Ep. 38).

4 Koster, Commentarium cit. 989-991; see Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 185 and n. 17. This text
is a list of seven famously stupid people, subverting the well-known canons of the Seven Sages (Koster,
l.c.). The play on the liturgical and the literary-critical sense of the word ‘canon’ is very clever, but the
composition may not have endeared its author to his most orthodox readers.

4 Ed. pr. A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Varia Graeca sacra. Coopnuxs speueckuxs Heu3oan-
HBIXb 0020C108CKUXD Mekcmogw [V-XV ebkosw, C.-IletepOyprs 1909, 80-97; see now G. Sola, loannis
Tzetzis hypomnema et S. Methodii patriarchae canon in S. Luciam (2), «<Roma e I’Oriente» XV (1918)
48-53; (3), XVI (1918) 106-115; (4), XVII (1919) 90-105. Tzetzean authorship is conclusively defend-
ed by P.L.M. Leone, Sull’Hypomnema in S. Luciam di Giovanni Tzetzes, «Rivista di bizantinistica» 1/2
(1991) 17-21: 17-18. The text comes with scholia (Papadopoulos-Kerameus, o.c. 97-101), which show
none of the usual Tzetzean fingerprints but could still originate from him (so, it seems, Nesseris, o.c.
I1, 526); their main sources are Stephanus of Byzantium, the Suda, and the Etymologica.

47 See G. Sola, loannis Tzetzis hypomnema et S. Methodii patriarchae canon in S. Luciam (1),
«Roma e I’Oriente» XIV (1917) 42-50: 45-46; Leone, Sull ' Hypomnema cit. 19-21.
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the «lively and artful prose»* of the Letters. It stands out for a rhetorically crafted
proem in praise of Sicily, replete with learned references to geography, mythology,
and history (§1-3), and for St Lucy’s quirky comparison of herself to “my ancestor
Archimedes” and his machines (§11-12)*. Like other Tzetzean works, the hypomne-
ma is peppered with hexameters, some Homeric, some custom-made’; the author’s
characteristic erudition is on display also in St Lucy’s anecdote about Archimedes’
death, where the inventor’s last words are recast into their Doric ‘original’ (§12)°'.
Tzetzes’ true object of interest were the classics. Homer first of all: beside the
«edutainment»*? of the Little-Big Iliad, Allegories of the Iliad and of the Odyssey,
and Theogony (which includes a catalogue of the best warriors of the Trojan War),
there is the ponderous Exegesis of the lliad, consisting of an introduction to Homer
and an equally fulsome commentary to the first book of the epic. He wrote commen-
taries to Hesiod’s Works and Days and the pseudo-Hesiodic Shield of Heracles™, to
several plays of Aristophanes (Clouds, Frogs, Plutus — the ‘Byzantine triad’ — and
Birds, plus a general introduction to comedy and a plot summary of Knights), and to
Lycophron’s Alexandra; an introduction to bucolic poetry and to Theocritus’ first
1dyll, the so-called Anecdoton Estense (it is not known if he also produced a com-
mentary)”’; annotations, whether direct or taken down from lectures, on Pindar, some

48 Agapitos, Blemish cit. 6 n. 27; contrast Sola, Hypomnema (1) cit. 49.

49 See Kaldellis, Hellenism cit. 305, and Philip Rance’s chapter in this volume (pp. 457-458).

50 On Tzetzes’ «metrical bricolage» see N. Zagklas, Metrical polyeideia and generic innova-
tion in the twelfth century: The multimetric cycles of occasional poetry, in A. Rhoby-N. Zagklas (edd.),
Middle and Late Byzantine Poetry: Texts and Contexts, Turnhout 2018, 43-70: 46-47. On his use of
hexameters as a closural device (cf. S. Lucia §13) see also Agapitos, Blemish cit. 26 n. 134, with an im-
portant qualification in D’ Agostini-Pizzone, o.c. 129-130.

31 For a similar act cf. Ep. 11, discussed by Giulia Gerbi on pp. 142-145 below.

52 Cullhed, Eustathios cit. 11%*; or, as Kaldellis puts it, «classics for dummies» (Hellenism cit.
301). See all of Hellenism cit. 301-307 on Tzetzes as a «Hellenist». On the Little-Big Iliad, often re-
ferred to as Carmina lliaca, see P.A.M. Leone, I “Carmina Iliaca” di Giovanni Tzetzes, «QC» VI/12
(1984) 377-405; Braccini, Erudita cit.; Cardin, Teaching cit.; U. Mondini, Composing the Mixgopue-
YN ‘TMég. Macro- and microstructure of a Byzantine Homeric poem, «ByzZ» CXIV (2021) 325-
354. On his Homeric «rewritings» see Braccini, Riscrivere cit.

33 Gaisford, o.c. 499-654 (but see Nesseris, o.c. I1, 516); A. Martano, Scolii e glosse allo Scudo
di Eracle dal manoscritto Ambrosiano C 222 inf., «Aevum» LXXVI (2002) 151-200. On Tzetzes and
his praxis as a commentator see Budelmann, o.c. esp. 154-161. A list of his scholarly works can be
found in Nesseris, o.c. II, 515-519 (commentaries), 523 (didactic poems).

34 E. Scheer, Lycophronis Alexandra, 11, Berolini 1908 (together with the scholia vetera). See
also Wendel, o.c. 1978-1981, and Thomas Coward’s contribution to this volume.

55 1. Kayser, De veterum arte poetica quaestiones selectae, Lipsiae 1906, 54-97; C. Wendel,
Scholia in Theocritum vetera, Lipsiae 1914, 7-13 (including the final part, which Kayser had omitted).
See also Id., Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien, Berlin 1920, 9-17.
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plays of Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides, Nicander’s Theriaka and Alexiphar-
maka, and Oppian’s Halieutika®®; and, in the realm of prose, commentaries on Her-
mogenes®’, Aphthonios®, and Porphyry’s Eisagoge®®, as well as annotations on two
manuscripts of Herodotus and Thucydides, of the latter of which the autograph sur-
vives (Pal. gr. 252)%. Beside these, he wrote three didactic poems on ancient poetry
— On the Differences between Poets, On Tragic Poetry, On Comic Poetry®* —and one
On Metres which he dedicated to his brother Isaac, who had also written a metrical
treatise before dying an early death®. Tzetzes’ verse metaphrasis of Ptolemy’s Geo-
graphy does not seem to have survived beside the lines he quotes in Hist. XI 396,
890-997%; the epitome of Apollodorus’ Library in Vat. gr. 950, which some have
ascribed to him, is not his after all®.

% See Wendel, Tzetzes cit. 1972; Nesseris, o.c. II, 516-517. Pindar: one note in dodeca-
syllables in Vat. gr. 1312 is ascribed to Tzetzes (schol. Pind. Isth. I 51d Drachmann), and it is unclear
whether he did more work on him; see Wendel, Tzetzes cit. 1971/1972. Keep in mind that the most
authoritative manuscript of Pindar’s Olympians with scholia, Ambr. C 222 inf., was copied by a student
of Tzetzes’ and contains plenty of Tzetzean material, see p. xv above. Aeschylus: S. Allegrini, Note di
Giovanni Tzetzes ad Eschilo, «<AFLPer» I1X (1971/1972) 219-233; O.L. Smith, The A commentary on
Aeschylus: author and date, «<GRBS» XXI (1980) 395-399. Sophocles: F. Bevilacqua, Il commento di
Giovanni Tzetzes a Sofocle, « AFLPer(class)» XI (1973/1974) 559-570. Euripides: D.J. Mastronarde,
Preliminary Studies on the Scholia to Euripides, Berkeley 2017, 80-89, and Jacopo Cavarzeran’s
contribution in this volume. Nicander and Oppian: U. Cats Bussemaker, Scholia et paraphrases in
Nicandrum et Oppianum, Paris 1849; M. Geymonat, Scholia in Nicandri Alexipharmaca cum glossis,
Milano 1974; F. Napolitano, Esegesi bizantina degli “Halieutica” di Oppiano, «<RAAN» XLVIII
(1973) 237-254.

57 Cramer, o.c. 1-138. See now Pizzone, Self-authorization cit.

3 See Nesseris, o.c. II, 518.

9 Only partly published by Chr. Harder, Johannes Tzetzes’ Kommentar zu Porphyrius el
névte povdv, «ByzZ» IV (1895) 314-318.

% Herodotus: M.J. Luzzatto, Note inedite di Giovanni Tzetzes e restauro di antichi codici alla
fine del XIII secolo: 1l problema del Laur. 70,3 di Erodoto, in G. Prato (ed.), I manoscritti greci tra
riflessione e dibattito. «Atti del V colloquio internazionale di paleografi greca (Cremona 4-10 ottobre
1998)», Firenze 2000, 633-654. Thucydides: Ead., Tzetzes lettore cit. See also J. Bértola, Using Poetry
to Read the Past: Unedited Byzantine Verse Scholia on Historians in the Margins of Medieval Manu-
scripts, diss. Gent 2021, 11-31, and his contribution to the present volume.

1 Koster, Prolegomena cit. 79-109. The one On Tragedy is re-edited with commentary by G.
Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes. La poesia tragica, Napoli 20112

62 J.A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, 111,
Oxonii 1836, 302-333. Like many other works of Tzetzes’, this poem is badly in need of a new edition.

63 See Chiara D’ Agostini’s chapter in this volume, pp. 410-414.

4 J. Michels, Tzetzes epitomator et epitomatus? Excerpts from ps.-Apollodorus’ Bibliotheca,
John Tzetzes’ Lycophron commentary and Chiliades in Vaticanus gr. 950, «Byzantion» XC (2020) 115-
132. The ascription was first proposed by Richard Wagner (no, not that one) in the addenda to his editio
princeps of the epitome: Epitoma Vaticana ex Apollodori Bibliotheca, Lipsiae 1891, xvi.
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Not all his commentaries are equally well explored. Several still await a truly
critical edition; some, indeed, await any edition at all. They portray a scholar with
ecumenical interests, ranging across genres and periods of both poetry and prose (but
with a clear focus on technical handbooks in the case of the latter®). Especially with
regard to poetry, his breadth of coverage is notable, as is his determination to put it
on display. In the prolegomena of the Commentary to Hesiod’s Works and Days he
chastises the earlier commentator Proclus for (among other failings) not following
the proper order of an introduction: “First of all he ought to have stated the division
of poets (sc. into genres) and what are their characteristics, and who are the most
famous of them; then to tell the life of the one which he had appointed for exegesis,
and whose contemporary he was, and how many books he wrote...” (prol. p. 10
Gaisford)®. He then proceeds to do just that, as he had done — he reminds us — in the
poem ITept Sioupogdig oty and in the Commentary to Lycophron, here still attri-
buted to his brother (p. 11)*’. He offers similar overviews in the Anecdoton Estense
on bucolic poetry, in the didactic poems ITeQl Tooryxilg Tomoewg and IMept xw-
uxtic mooewc, and more than anywhere in the Prolegomena de comoedia®. In the
latter work he sets Aristophanes’ poetry against the background of Old Comedy with
its history and characteristics, and en passant he produces the nearest pre-modern
equivalent to a History of Classical Scholarship in Antiquity, from the Pisistratean
recension of Homer to the Library of Alexandria, for which he is a crucial source®.
Not all the material he proffers there is equally reliable’, but the cumulative effect

6 He was clearly aware of the downward shift in subject-matter represented by the commen-

tary to Hermogenes, witness the hexameter paratext in Voss. gr. Q1 mentioned above (xiv and n. 28).

% On Proclus see also Cesaretti, o.c. 162-163, highlighting the «Proclomania of learned Con-
stantinopolitans» (so called by A. Angelou, Nicholas of Methone: the life and works of a twelfth-century
bishop, in M. Mullett-R. Scott (edd.), Byzantium and the Classical Tradition. «University of Birming-
ham Thirteenth Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies 1979», Birmingham 1981, 143-148: 144). One
of its standard-bearers was Michael Psellos, another of Tzetzes’ polemical targets (Exeg. Il. p. 5 with
schol. ad loc. p. 420 Papathomopoulos, Alleg. 1. IV 47-52, cf. Alleg. Od. prol. 36, 50-40; see Cesaretti,
o.c. 129-140, and Frederick Lauritzen’s contribution to this volume).

7 Tzetzes had also done something similar, but without the first, ‘general’ part, in the Exegesis
of the Iliad. An analysis of the prolegomena of the Exegesis is in Cesaretti, o.c. 146-151, who remarks
the novelty of Tzetzes’ «individuazione filologica» of Homer in contrast to Psellos’ «decontestualizza-
zione filosofica»: «Tzetze vuole collocare Omero nel punto e nel posto che gli compete» (p. 146). On
the prolegomena of Exeg. Il. see also Alberto Ravani’s chapter in this volume, pp. 262-264.

8 Koster, Prolegomena cit. 22-38.

% See R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the
Hellenistic Age, Oxford 1968, 100-102, 127-128; P.M. Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, Oxford 1972, 1,
321-323 with II, 474 n. 198 and 488-489 n. 193; L. Canfora, La biblioteca scomparsa, Palermo 1988,
193-196; Wilson, o.c. 194-195.

0 For discussion of one detail see the chapter by Anna Novokhatko in this volume.
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remains: the authorial figure that emerges from these works is not a mere exegete of
an individual text, but an expert on all of ancient Greek poetry with its history and
contexts, who simply serves the reader one slice at a time from a Lucullan banquet
of knowledge.

For all his «professional classicism»’", Tzetzes devoted a commentary of sorts
to one post-classical author: himself. The Chiliads, or more properly Histories'*, are
ostensibly a commentary on Tzetzes’ letters, although both their contents and their
presentation in the manuscripts leave room for doubt on which of the two texts, the
Letters or the Histories, is the ‘primary’ one”. It is probably the most notorious of
Tzetzes’ works: he was just the sort of person to write a 12,668-line exposition in
political verse on his own collected letters — and then add scholia to it’*. He regarded
it as his chef d’eeuvre, 7| BiPAog Alpa TCeTlxdv tovnuatwy (lamb. 1)7. Yet this
“Book I of the Tzetzean toils” is among the least studied, and least well understood,

U Kaldellis, Hellenism cit. 301.

2 Tzetzes’ title is Totoglon ; the now common appellation Chiliads derives from the editio
princeps (N. Gerbel, "Todvvou T00 TEETCov BiPAlov 16TOQWOV, TO d10 GTIX®V TOMTIKR®Y, AApOL
XOAOVDUEVOV, BV GTIY®OV TO TOGOV HLQLOG UioL %0l SLOY IO ETTEXOGI0L TEVTTIHOVTOEVVE. loan-
nis Tzetzae variarum historiarum liber versibus politicis ab eodem Graece conscriptus et Pauli Lacisii
Veronensis opera ad verbum Latine conversus, nuncque primum in luce editus, &c., Basileae 1546),
which segmented the text into sections of a thousand verses each — the ‘chiliads’ of the title. Whence
the reference system currently in use, consisting of the number of the chiliad; the sequential number of
the historia in the relevant pinax, which bears no relation to the sequence of the chiliads; and the number
of the verse(s) within the relevant chiliad. So «Hist. VII 140, 433-437» = the 140™ historia (of the third
pinax, in this case), corresponding to vv. 433-437 of the seventh chiliad, i.e. 6,433-6,437 of the entire
poem. Whoever next edits the Chiliads should consider adopting a more rational system, modelled on
the author’s own: pinax, historia, verse (see p. xxiii and n. 77).

3 So Kaldellis, Hellenism cit. 302. The arrangement in the manuscripts differs between the
two recensions of the text, A and B, both of which go back to the author. In recension A the order is as
follows: i. commentary to the Letter to Lachanas (141 historiai, Hist. 1 1-IV 470); ii. Letter to Lachanas
(Hist. IV 471-779); iii. Ep. 1; iv. commentary to Ep. 1 (23 historiai, Hist. IV 780-V 201); v. Ep. 2-107;
vi. commentary to Ep. 2-107 (496 historiai, Hist. V 202-XII 668). In recension B the Chiliads are
written sequentially, without the Letters interspersed, but in the same order, with the same internal par-
titions, and with the lambs added by way of conclusion. See Leone, Historiae cit. xiv-liv; Pizzone, The
Historiai cit. 184-186.

4 Leone, Historiae cit. 529-569. Most of them are authorial, but not all: Leone, ibid. Ivi. Re-
member that the Letters have scholia of their own (Leone, Epistulae cit. 158-174). Much like those of
the Chiliads (Leone, Historiae cit. liv-lvi), they often concern the vicissitudes of the text itself: see
Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 188-189; Ead., Self-authorization cit. 674-676; and pp. xxviii—xxx below.

5 «His flagship work», Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 183; also, concretely, «das erste der in der
vorliegenden Sammlung enthaltenen Werke des T[zetzes]», Wendel, Tzetzes cit. 1994 — presumably
qua his flagship work. On Tzetzes’ possible reasons for his choice of the stichos politikos see Jeffreys,
o.c. 150-157; Agapitos, Blemish cit. 48-54.
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components of his corpus’. On its face, it is an omnium gatherum of erudite facts,
mostly to do with ancient literature, mythology, and history, purporting to elucidate
the classical allusions in the letters. The 23 historiai of the second pinax, for instance
(Hist. IV 780-V 201), deal with the grape €migpuALLc ; the rare words Bexecéinvog
and BAttopdupog ; Melitides and other proverbial poot ; the word poupdxvog (a
synonym of BAtrtopdauuoc); silly Makko, with a real-life counterpart; the multiple
senses of the word oV (all of the above come chiefly from Aristophanes); the friend-
ship of Peirithoos and Theseus; that of Anacharsis and Solon (both from Plutarch);
the ass of Cuma; the Aesopic monkey who tried to pass for a man (both from Lucian);
Paris’ bowshot in //. XI 369-395; [Eur.] Rh. 510-511; /1. XVII 175; Aesch. Sept. 592;
Achilles in Skyros; the contrast of Trojans and Greeks in //. III 2-9; I/. XX 196-197;
11. VI 127; the Molionidai of I/. XI 750; the monster Cacus (from Cassius Dio and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus); the centaur Asbolos (from Apollodorus); and a verse
by the tyrant Dionysios (IrGF 76 F 11, again from Lucian) —all of which are alluded
to in Ep. 1. But the work is a carefully planned whole. Each of the three sections in
which the Histories are divided has a pinax, a table of contents; as he tells us himself,
Tzetzes first formulated the three pinakes, determining which allusions in the Letters
needed to be explained and allocating space accordingly, then he proceeded to write
the respective historiai”’. For all his boasting about his ease of improvisation and
speed of writing®, his insistence on this point brings home for the reader how much
thought and care he devoted to the poem.

Like a good many modern commentaries, the Chiliads show off simultaneous-
ly how sophisticated the commented text is, and how learned the commentator. With
both hats on at once, Tzetzes construes for himself an authority both as a classical
commentator and as a classic. So the label ‘post-classical’ which I used in the previ-

6 The only recent attempts to investigate the Chiliads from a viewpoint other than text-critical

are those by Aglae Pizzone: The Historiai cit. and Autobiographical cit. Earlier see Giske, o.c. 12-40
(who first realized that the Histories are a commentary on the Letters: p, 22); H. Spelthahn, Studien zu
den Chiliaden des Johannes Tzetzes, Miinchen 1904; Wendel, Tzetzes cit. 1993-1999. Some more atten-
tion has been devoted to Tzetzes’ sources: M. Carvalho Abrantes, Explicit Sources of Tzetzes’ Chiliads,
s.l. 2017* (non vidi), and already Chr. Harder, De loannis Tzetzae historiarum fontibus quaestiones
selectae, Killiae 1886, not to mention the apparatus of sources in Leone’s edition.

"7 There is plenty of cross-references within the Chiliads, indicating the pinax and the historia
where a certain piece of information is to be found (e.g. VI 62, 587-589, including a reference to the
heading of the historia; VII 120, 198; 137, 377-378). There is also an outline of the general structure
of the work (V 23, 186-201) and a few other references to the pinax, which make it clear that it existed
before (the final version of) the individual historiai: VI 50, 382-393; VII 144, 744-750; X 332, 455-
457. See Giske, o.c. 15, 22-27; Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 187-189. Unfortunately, modern editors omit
the pinakes, as if they were supposititious material rather than the very framework of the book.

8 See Jeffreys, o.c. 148-149.
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ous paragraph is true only in a chronological sense. Leave aside that an author is ipso
facto construed as a classic — as an auctor — when he becomes an object of commen-
tary; the focus of the Histories is itself relentlessly classical. In this way the Histories
classicize the Letters too. If the Letters «were designed to contain as many exempla
and references as could be crammed into them for the purposes of pedagogy»’®, these
are — precisely — references: they enrich the ostensible message of the respective
letter, but they are not, at least in theory, the whole point of it. The Histories upend
this ‘original’ perspective to put the classical elements centre stage. They elide the
subject-matter, the purpose, the concrete communicative situation of each letter —
real or fictional as they may have been®— to lift the text onto the plane of the classical
past, Greek or (less often) Roman®'. The Histories atomize and filter the Letters to
make of them something quite different from what they are on their own™.

The title of the work points us in the right direction too. This is no run-of-the-
mill Commentary to the Letters, a genre with which the Histories do not fully align®.
These are histories, in a different sense from the one familiar to us. «In the usage of
scholiasts and grammarians, a ictoplo was (1) any subject matter in a classical text
that required elucidation, and then (2) the elucidation itself»*. And this is precisely
what the Histories are and do®. Their focus is not on the letter collection as a text,
but on one particular aspect of its content, one possessed of autonomous educational

" Kaldellis, Hellenism cit. 302, cf. Leone, Epistulae cit. xviii-xix.

It is clear that some of the Letters relate to fictional situations and are designed «als Muster
fiir stylistische Ubungen» (Wendel, Tzetzes cit. 1992), and others, too, are likely to have been reworked
for publication as well as from the first recension of the collected Letters to the second (Leone, Epistulae
cit. ix, xiii-xiv). See the chapter by Giulia Gerbi in this volume.

81 On the balance of Greek and Roman elements and the general absence of a deep Christian
element see Kaldellis, Hellenism 303-307; on the Letters specifically, Nesseris, o.c. I, 164. On the
Roman element see also S. Xenophontos, ‘A living portrait of Cato’: self-fashioning and the classical
past in John Tzetzes’ Chiliads, «<EBiz» 11 (2014) 187-204; V.F. Lovato, Hellenising Cato? A short
survey of the concepts of Greekness, Romanity and barbarity in John Tzetzes’ work and thought, in K.
Stewart-J. M. Wakeley (edd.), Cross Cultural Exchange in the Byzantine World, c. 300-1500 A.D.,
Oxford-New York 2016, 143-157.

82 See Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 190, on the Chiliads «tearing Tzetzes’ letter collection out
of historical contingency»; Grigoriadis, o.c. 28. On atomization in Tzetzes’ commentaries see Budel-
mann, o.c. 153-157; also his observations on the self-sufficiency of Tzetzean commentary, «discussions
that can be read, perhaps even are best read, without the ancient text in mind» (ibid. 157-161).

8 Witness, for instance, the lack of any prefatory material: see above, p. xxi and n. 67.

8  A. Cameron, Greek Mythography in the Roman World, New York 2004, 90-93 (quotation
from p. 91).

85

80

With aptly Tzetzic allusiveness, there is also a nod to the more common sense of the word
icrogioc, specifically as the title of Herodotus’ work: Tzetzes’ Histories (I prol. 1-3 and 1, 4-105), like
Herodotus’ (I 6,1), begin with Croesus.
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value and which accordingly both required and deserved explanation. In so doing,
the Histories display the impressive range of both Tzetzes the letter-writer and Tze-
tzes the scholar, the latter regaling his readers with detailed access to the concealed
treasures of the former through his great learning and didactic impetus®.

One last work of “Tzetzic researches” remains to be mentioned. Until recently,
the Aoyiouot (something like ‘Audits’) were thought to be lost. All that was known
about them was what Tzetzes himself said elsewhere, especially in a note to Aristo-
phanes’ Frogs (v. 1328 Koster): in that book, he relates, he «audit[ed] the work of
several wise men, fifty-two plays by Euripides, and one hundred nineteen books of
wise men from all fields. One book of mine contains the audits of all of them, mostly
in iambic metre, but a few also in other metres; and there are other books too con-
taining in a scattered way my audits of other wise men»*’. Yet it turns out that some
extracts on rhetorical topics do survive in a manuscript in Leiden, Voss. gr. Q1%;
what is more, the codex (which also contains the Commentary to Hermogenes) is an-
notated in Tzetzes” own hand®, only the second set of autograph annotations known
to have survived®. It seems that this work was a miscellany of adversaria critica,
perhaps originally existing as loose sheets to which Tzetzes kept adding throughout
his life and from which relevant sections could be copied into manuscripts according

8 Let us not forget that the Histories, while extraordinary in the proportion of ‘commentary’

to text (as in many other respects), are not the only instance of Tzetzean self-scholarship. Among his
other works, at least the Carmina Iliaca, the Exegesis of the Iliad, the Allegories of the Iliad and of the
Odyssey, the poem Tlegl S10podig TonT@dv, and quite possibly the Life of St Lucy (see n. 46 above)
come with authorial scholia. Those of the Exegesis are often autobiographical or reflect explicitly on
the author’s thought processes (see e.g. those discussed at p. xxviii and nn. 34, 44); those of the Carmina
have a more detached air, as is apparent from the very beginning of the first scholion (O maQmv
momtig, p. 101 Leone), though they are not free from autobiographical obtrusions (e.g. schol. 111 284,
pp. 223-224 Leone). The scholia to the Exegesis reflect its status as a work in progress and often contain
additions or updates to the main text; those to the Little-Big Iliad — by far the bulkiest corpus of Tzetzean
self-scholarship after the Chiliads themselves — are the scholarly apparatus that accompanies a finished
work of high poetry, and more often than not they strike an appropriate tone for epic commentary (and
for classroom use). See F. Conca, L’esegesi di Tzetzes ai Carmina lliaca, fra tradizione e innovazione,
«Koinonia» XLII (2018) 75-99; Cardin, Teaching cit. 104-105 and passim; Mondini, Composing cit.
330-331 and passim; and his chapter in this volume.

87 Koster, Commentarium cit. 1079; transl. Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 663, lightly adapt-
ed. On the connotations of the word Aoyiopot and of Tzetzes’ self-assumed title of AoyioTrig (a nod to
the title of péyog AoyoQuocstng in the Imperial administration) see ibid. 670-688.

8 Meyier, o.c. 93; this fact was pointed out with reference to Tzetzes by Nesseris, o.c. 1, 187-
188 and II, 525, and again by Aglae Pizzone, who is now preparing an edition of the text.

8 Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 653-654.

% The other set is to be found in Pal. gr. 252, a ninth-century codex of Thucydides: Luzzatto,
Tzetzes lettore cit. 9-42.
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to need — as happened with the rhetorical material in Voss. gr. Q1°'. Once again the
breadth of Tzetzes’ coverage is evident (and duly aggrandized by him)®%.

Much like some of his modern scholars, Tzetzes was not above excoriating
the object of his efforts. Take for example the book epigram that concludes the Com-
mentary to Lycophron (and which, in the version transmitted by Pal. gr. 18, f. 96v,
graces the frontispiece of this volume)®:

Adyovg GTeQTETS TTOMO LOYONCOG YQOPELS
avietoenteg PaoPaa TAEENG EmTn’

“Yoreld”, “yomvas”, “ovca” xol “tuxiouoto’”
oLV ““OboyTi” Te “noluva” ol “Avxopio”,
HOVOV VEOLG 18D T, LMEE AVXOPQOV®

0LBEY YO0 BALO TTAT)Y VOT Ajmv Adyor.

Joyless discourses with much toil you write

weaving barbaric words — those hapaxes®*!

goleia (v. 376), gronas (20), ousa (20), and tykismata (349)
with Orthage (538), krimna (607), and lykopsia (1432):
they’re only sweat for schoolboys, stupid Lycophron!
Nothing but humbug for the mind®®, your words.

0 For an overview of the Logismoi and their textual history see Pizzone, Self-authorization

cit. (loose sheets: 663-665; work in progress: 666-667).

%2 The claim that he wrote about 52 plays by Euripides stretches credibility. It is unlikely in
the extreme that 33 of the lost plays still survived in the twelfth century, and his other works only show
little evidence of genuine access to them; contrast Hipponax (p. xxvii below). On his vaunted reading
of satyr drama (schol. Diff. Poet. 113, p. 90 Koster) see L. Carrara, Giovanni Tzetze, il dramma satiresco
ed il Fortleben di Euripide a Bisanzio: Nuove letture di vecchi testimoni, <MEG» XXI (2021) 171-214.

% Scheer, o.c. 398. On this epigram (DBBE Type 3725) see C. De Stefani-E. Magnelli, Lyco-
phron in Byzantine poetry (and prose), in Chr. Cusset-E. Prioux (edd.), Lycophron: éclats d’obscurité,
Saint-Etienne 2009, 593-620: 615-616; on its occurrence in Pal. gr. 18, see A. Rhoby, Ausgewdhite
byzantinische Epigramme in illuminierten Handschriften, Wien 2018: 115-118.

% dvictognteg — a reference to otherwise “unattested” words — humorously reverses the first
line of the Alexandra, A€ to hvto vTEEX®G O 1 16T0EETS : A. Berra and A. Loojenga ap. De
Stefani-Magnelli, o.c. 616 n. 82.

95 For the sake of consistency I translate the Palatinus’ vot, understood as the dative singular
of voUc, as in the Pauline Epistles and in Exeg. I/. p. 251 Papathomopoulos and Ep. 72. Scheer prints a
metrically suspect o0SEV GAAO TATV 1) xevol AMpwv Adyor, with no variants noted in the apparatus.
Rhoby, Epigramme cit. 116 prints a more plausible 003&v yoQ GAA0 ANV <xe>vol Afgov Adyor,
“Nothing but the empty speeches of humbug-talkers”.
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Earlier in the Commentary to Lycophron he had thunderously exposed the poet
for “stealing” words from the iambographer Hipponax and getting the sense wrong
to boot (GoxéQa., schol. Lyc. 855 Scheer): “He is wrong to call sandals d.oxégot
[...]1 O Lycophron, be aware that you steal words from Aeschylus, but from Hippo-
nax even more; and either from forgetfulness or ignorance you mix up their mean-
ings. But I will remind this clever poet myself! Don’t you know, O Lycophron, that
when you were hogging Hipponax’s book, I was standing behind you and watched
you read his words? You found doxégog there and you took it in that sense, without
paying attention nor having the words in mind. But hear what Hipponax says, and
learn that dloxégon are not sandals, but felt boots...”, and so forth®. The margins of
Pal. gr. 252 testify to considerable impatience towards Thucydides®’.

For Tzetzes, learning meant books”. Anything worth learning is found in
books: either directly, or through book-derived products such as Tzetzes prodigious
memory, which deputizes for a library when he is &B{BANG, ‘bookless’ (Alleg. Il. XV
87-89; Hist. VIII 176, 173-181). His typical line of attack against schedographers is
that they are ignorant because they do not read books, and that they damage their
students’ education because their pointless schede divert them from reading books”.
By contrast, books are where his own, true knowledge originates. Instead of claiming
some great man of letters in his scholarly genealogy, he states that his only teacher

% Scheer, 0.c. 277: 00T0G GoAEQOG TO LTTOSNUOTE 20X AEYEL [...] & ADxoggov, yive-

oxe 8T1Tag pev Aékelg o AloyOhov xAémtelg, &€ Inmavonrtog 8¢ TAEoy- EmANGU®Y 8€ MV T un
VO®V ToOTOC BAANY GALOG TIONGLY. GAL’ Gvouvicm TODTOV £y TOV GOMOV TOTNY. 00X 01600,
@ Adxopov, 811, §te ob TV Trmdvaxtog xotelyes PPAOV, xaTOTY GOL EGTIUOG EYM EDQOV
o Tog oOTod AEEELS Gvadeyduevoy xol TO GoxréQog 8¢ éxeloe elonuag xoi oUtm Tébewog un
oYMV UNd’ £ig vodv Exmv To QNuarTo. AL Exove, Tdg pnow Trrnavos, xol ndbe STt doxégon
o0 T Urtoduorta, GAAG tikic, xTA. See E. Degani, Studi su Ipponatte, Bari 1984, 80-81. Tzetzes
must have read at least Book I of Hipponax’s Iambs at first hand, see O. Masson, Les fragments du
poéte Hipponax, Paris 1962, 42-51. He is the most important source for Hipponax’s text beside the
papyri, and one or more of his quotations have turned up in every papyrus of Book I published to date.
Hipponax is not the only otherwise lost author whom Tzetzes read and quoted (see Wilson, o.c. 196),
but his reuse of Hipponax is remarkable in both scale and duration. He may have been aware of the
rarity of this text in his time and displayed his acquaintance with it as a mark of erudition; there is also
an element of self-identification, see Valeria F. Lovato’s chapter in this volume, pp. 202-206.

97 See Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore cit., e.g. 31-38, and Julidn Bértola in this volume, pp. 341-346.
Cf. the criticisms of Aristophanes in schol. Ar. Ran. 25a, 358a, 422, 1144a Koster (Wilson, o.c. 194)
and of Homer and others in the Carmina Iliaca (Braccini, Riscrivere cit. 47-50, and Valeria F. Lovato’s
contribution to this volume, pp. 190-201).

% Savio, o.c. 52-53, 58.

% E.g.schol. Ar. Plut. 9 Massa Positano; schol. Ar. Ran. 1160a Koster; Hist. VII 143, 500; IX
280, 703-704; XII 399, 225 and 238. See Agapitos, Blemish cit. 15, 17-20; Savio, o.c. 52-56.
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was his father (Hist. III 70, 159-172; IV Ep. ad Lach. 562-598)'%; as for the rest —
he assures us with typical humblebrag — he is an autodidact, “not having been taught
anything by anyone, rather being naturally clever and self-taught, having learnt ev-
erything from the reading of books” (schol. Exeg. II. 5,20 p. 421 Papathomopou-
los)'. There is more to this than self-distancing from what we might call ‘conven-
tional academia’. Tzetzes’ rejection of new, skills-based teaching methods is the flip
side to his embracing of a book-centred classical education where praxis is nourished
by a deep engagement with the ancient texts. The fundamental role of books in his
educational project is as apparent from his choice of subject-matter as from his
explicit statements in his works, and it is baked into his very biography.

Physical ‘books’, not only disembodied ‘texts’!%%, Tzetzes makes much of his
limited access to books in certain moments of his life, such as the financial disgrace
that followed his falling out with the eparch of Beroia: the reader needs to pity him
for having to work without books, excuse the defects caused by this lack of resour-
ces, and (implicitly) admire what he is capable of doing nonetheless'®. Although his
skills as a textual critic were not of the first order, he knew how liable manuscripts
are to error, and what a difference an “old” book can make to establishing a reliable

100 These two touching descriptions of his father’s wide-ranging instruction are complemented
by the more concise statement in Hist. V 17, 615-616, which also gives us his father’s name: Michael.
That entire Historia (V 17, 585-630) is devoted to Tzetzes’ ancestry. His aristocratic maternal family
originated in Iberia (today’s Georgia) and was related to two empresses, Maria of Alania and Eudocia
Makrembolitissa; his paternal family was much humbler, but Tzetzes’ grandfather — another John — had
been a generous host to men of learning in spite of being totally illiterate himself. On Tzetzes’ family
see P. Gautier, La curieuse ascendance de Jean Tzetzés, «<REByz» XXVIII (1970) 207-220; for an ana-
lysis of the two autobiographical passages from the Chiliads and their implication for Tzetzes’ self-
presentation see Xenophontos, o.c.; Pizzone, Autobiographical cit. 294-303.

101 Papathomopoulos, o.c. 421: xatot ye undev mogd undevog Hpnvevpéve 1) Bupocdmng
%ol o TopoddS £E dvoryvidceng BipAwy mhvto paddvtt pot. For context see Cullhed, Blind cit. 59.

102 Compare what Paolo Cesaretti says about Eustathios in Cesaretti-Ronchey, o.c. 29%-30%*.

103 See e.g. Exeg. Il. pp. 21-23 Papathomopoulos (cannot guarantee the verbatim accuracy of
a quotation because he is almost wholly bookless), ibid. 252 ufite PpAdde t1 PremOvTov xod yQoi-
@bdvT@V ATV Lovou Tob xewévoL Thg BAov Thg ‘Oungetog %ol Todtng odx ig OAlyo moge@bo-
ouiog, “nor am I looking and writing from a book except for the text of Homer’s volume, and it too is
damaged in not a few places”; also Alleg. Il. XV 85-89 (cannot check the author of a verse), Hist. VIII
176, 170-181 (cannot tell whether an expression comes from the //iad or the Odyssey). This last remark
devolves into a boast of his prodigious writing speed, even without books: see Pizzone, The Historiai
cit. 190-192. Note her remark on Tzetzes’ defiant pose as «a self-sufficient and self-contained literary
archive» who does not need constant access to books because his memory makes up for it (ibid. 197-
198). On the fopos of booklessness and its implications see especially Savio, o.c. 58-65; on the sale of
Tzetzes’ books after the events in Beroia see also Philip Rance’s chapter in this volume, pp. 427-430.
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text'®. In part, no doubt, this awareness came from his own bitter experience. The
scholia to the Histories and the newly discovered autograph annotations to the Com-
mentary to Hermogenes in Voss. gr. Q1 are peppered with insults addressed to the
respective scribes because of their bad copying'®. Tzetzes was remarkably — and
remarkably explicitly — concerned with the materiality of his works qua written arte-
facts'®. He often references the textual state of his writings before they became the
manuscript the reader holds in their hands'”’, or the damage which they suffered in
some earlier iteration'®®. In one particularly interesting case (schol. Ep. 1, p. 159
Leone) he expostulates at length about a scribe, a yo1iiov vIOg who had failed to
follow instructions and copied the text straight from the mpwtoTLTOV — a rough
draft, written TuxOlOG x0l AOTOGKESIWG [...] ATAXTOG X0l TEPLEUEVOS “as it
happened, impromptu [...] without order and mixed up” — unlike the other copyists,

104 Wilson, o.c. 193-194.

105 Chiliads: e.g. schol. Hist. 119 tit.; V 23, 201; VII 149, 831 and 845 (with a request to copy
from the TewTOYQOpoV rather than from the corrupt copy he is annotating); VIII 161, 35 (ditto); 171,
136; X1 396, schol. ad schol. 902; XII 399, 226; 404, 332; XIII 496, 620b, pp. 534, 549-550, 558-559,
564, 565, 569 Leone; see E. Trapp, Tzetzes und sein Schreiber Dionysios, «Diptycha» II (1980/1981)
18-22; Agapitos, Blemish cit. 20 n. 106; and Yulia Mantova’s chapter in this volume. Commentary on
Hermogenes: two examples are published by A. Pizzone, John Tzetzes in the margins of the Voss. gr.
Q1I: discovering autograph notes of a Byzantine scholar, https://cml.sdu.dk/blog/john-tzetzes-in-the-
margins-of-the-voss-gr-q1-discovering-autograph-notes-of-a-byzantine-scholar (4" February 2020).
Compare the barbs he directs at the scribe of the Heidelberg Thucydides, Pal. gr. 252: Luzzatto, Tzetzes
lettore cit., e.g. 26, 30, 38.

106 See A. Pizzone, Cultural appropriation and the performance of exegesis in John Tzetzes’
scholia on Aristophanes, in D. Manolova-P. Marciniak-B. van der Berg (edd.), Byzantine Commen-
taries on Ancient Greek Texts, 12th-15th Centuries, Cambridge, forthcoming.

W07 E.g. Ep. 10 (verse letter to his dead brother “crossed out” because of an excess of grief and
dichronoi); schol. Hist. IV ep. ad Lach. 779, p. 548 Leone (humorous verses not copied from the moow-
TOYQOUPOG XGETNG into the fair copy); schol. Ar. Ran. 843b Koster (text of schol. 834a first written on
a loose sheet attached to the TewtdTLITOG TETEGB0G, then fitted into the page by writing smaller and
tighter). Other references to drafts on loose sheets (oyedio, oyeddoia) abound in the Tzetzean corpus,
often with an emphasis on the author’s ease of improvisation: cf. e.g. Exeg. Il. p. 252 Papathomopoulos;
Alleg. Od. V 103-104; schol. Ar. Ran. 843a Koster; Hist. VIII 176, 173 and 178. See Leone, Historiae
cit. liv-lv; Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 190-192.

108 See e.g. the verses in Laur. Conv. Soppr. 627 edited by Nunzio Bianchi in this volume, but
also Hist. V 23, 200-201, VI 63 tit. and vv. 597-600 with schol. IV 141, 469b p. 547 Leone (missing
pages stolen by some soldiers, with a prayer to the reader to buy them back and copy them in if they
can) and the heading of the second collection of the Letters that precedes Ep. 70 (somebody took both
the oyedio and the fair copy of the first collection, destroying the former and corrupting and jumbling
the latter), cf. the headnote to Ep. 76 (texts brought back together from the oyeddoio “as we happened
to find them and as we were able to read them”). See Pizzone, The Historiai cit. 188-190, highlighting
how Tzetzes uses references to the history of the text to «build a sort of stratigraphy, a ‘biographical’
outline which applies to both the collection and its author» (190).
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who complied with Tzetzes’ directions and wrote everything in order, including the
two tables of contents (mtivaxeg)'”. As that very comment proves, Tzetzes inspected
the manuscript after copying and warned the future reader about the flaw — while
pointing out that the blame did not rest with him.

Recent studies have stressed the role of autography in Tzetzes’ self-portrayal,
a strategy which makes his writings visually recognisable and construes him as an
official whose signature is vested with authority''’. Another important aspect of this
practice is what we may call a poetics of quality control. Tzetzes is not content with
sending forth his writings into the world; he takes care that they circulate in a correct
form according to his intention. With the author’s obtrusive presence in the margins
of the manuscript and his performative vituperation of delinquent copyists, the reader
is both alerted to what could go wrong and reassured that it has been exactingly put
right''!, At the same time as he seeks to control the dissemination (and reception) of
his work, Tzetzes inscribes himself into the process of revision, joining it with the
other aspects of his authorial self''?, This is part and parcel of his posture as A0y15TNgG
T®V ToAo®V %ol vEmv, «auditor of the ancients and moderns» (Iamb. 360)''*. He
scrutinizes and chastises all alike: rogue scribes, incompetent colleagues, misguided
poets, and not least himself, with his youthful errors and precarious circumstances.
The result — we are led to understand — is unique, and uniquely valuable'**.

Tzetzes’ «cantankerous nature» is part of his authorial persona just as much
as his vast erudition and his educational ardour. It is a seal of authenticity — with the

109 The passage is discussed by Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 674-676.

110 See Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 670-688; Ead., Bureaucratic discourse, signature and
authorship in John Tzetzes: A comparative perspective, kKACME» LXXIII (2020) 43-66.

1 See especially schol. Hist. V 23, post 201, where the work of “cleaning up” the “smelly
filth of this crappigrapher (for so he should be called, rather than calligrapher)” is explicitly said to be
undertaken for his patron Constantine Kotertzes. Leone, Historiae cit. 549 prints »0mopdryov at v. 3,
with no variant noted in the apparatus, but the manuscripts whose digital reproductions are accessible
to me (Par. gr. 2644, f. 111v; Vat. gr. 1369, f. 115v) read xortgoygéccpou, and I am in no doubt that
Tzetzes wrote thus: he does use coprophagy as a term of abuse elsewhere (Hist. XII 399, 233), but the
opposition with xo\ypdpov and the sense of the passage both require xomoyedpov. Cf. the other
Tzetzean coinage inverting x0AAMYQGQOG, Viz. Pawloydpog, used with reference to himself (note to
the hypothesis of Ar. Plut. in Ambr. C 222 inf. f. 144v ap. Massa Positano, o.c. xcii; schol. Ar. Plut.
733 Massa Positano; note to schol. Hermog. in Voss. gr. Q1 f. 115v ap. Pizzone, Self-authorization cit.
678); see Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore cit. 143-144; Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 676-678.

112 On the secretarial and «bureaucratic» aspects of Tzetzes’ self-presentation see Pizzone, The
Historiai cit. 192-195; Ead., Self-authorization cit. 673-676; Ead., Bureaucratic cit. 51-53.

13 Transl. Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 680.

114 Tzetzes® «retorica dell’eccellenza e dell’unicita» is well brought out by Savio, o.c.: e.g. 18,
22-23, 54, 122-123 (quotation from p. 22).
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noun to be understood both as true authorship and as unfiltered frankness. It was also
a marketing ploy. Look again closely at the drawing from Pal. gr. 18 in the frontis-
piece of this volume. While the scroll in Lycophron’s hand bears the opening line of
the Alexandra, the one in Tzetzes’ does not contain the epigram that opens the com-
mentary''®, as one might have expected, but the closing one: not the presentation of
Lycophron and of Tzetzes’ own work on him, but the tirade against the poet which
we examined a few pages ago. While this thirteenth-century manuscript was, obvi-
ously, not produced under Tzetzes’ supervision, the artist’s choice illuminates the
authorial persona that was still felt to emerge from the commentary. In other words:
Tzetzes tried hard to make himself seem like a thoroughly unpleasant person, and
that shrewd self-advertising campaign very much succeeded.

*
* %k

Studia Tzetziana nostris temporibus neglecta fere iacere quis est, quin sciat?, asked
Heinrich Giske in the very first sentence of his 1881 dissertation''®. Ironically, in the
months between his writing that sentence and its publication, another dissertation on
a near-identical subject had come out'"”. And Tzetzean studies — TCetCixon £ggvva,
we should call them (Hist. XII 398, 66 and 68) — have not been neglected since then.
The second half of the twentieth century has brought a great deal of text-critical
work, with previously unpublished texts coming to their editio princeps and others,
published in unreliable or insufficiently critical editions, redone in line with modern
editorial technique. Two names stand out: Herbert Hunger and, especially, Pietro
Luigi M. Leone''®, The turn of the century brought one of the most exciting discov-
eries on a Tzetzic subject: Maria Jagoda Luzzatto’s realization that the bilious scho-
lia to Thucydides’ text in Pal. gr. 252 were in Tzetzes’ own hand'”, of which we
thus gained the first specimen. The new millennium has brought the first translations

115 Scheer, o.c. 1.

H. Giske, De loannis Tzetzae scriptis ac vita, Rostochii 1881, 1.
G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis, Lipsiae 1880.
H. Hunger, Johannes Tzetzes. Die Allegorien aus der Verschronik. Kommentierte Textaus-
gabe, «JC)Byz» IV (1955) 13-49; 1d., Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur Odyssee, Buch 13-24, «ByzZ»
XLVIII (1955) 4-48; 1d., Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur Odyssee, Buch 1-12, «ByzZ» XLIX (1956)
249-310. P.L.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae iambi, <RSBN» n.s. VI-VII (1969-1970) 127-156; 1d., loannis
Tzetzae Epistulae, Leipzig 1972; 1d., loannis Tzetzae Carmina lliaca, Catania 1995; 1d., loannis Tzetzae
Historiae, Galatina 2007* (Napoli 1968"); Id., loannis Tzetzae Theogonia, Lecce 2019.

119 MLJ. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide. Note autografe sul Codice Heidelberg Palatino
Greco 252, Bari 1999, esp. 9-42.

116
117
118



XXXii PRODI

of Tzetzes into modern languages'®, an impressive number of articles and chapters
elucidating his works and his place in the thriving learned culture of Comnenian
Byzantium'*', and the first book-length non-text-critical monograph on Tzetzes since
the two of 1881'%%, Discoveries have continued, too: two excerpts on rhetorical topics
— one in political verse, one in trimeters — published by Carlo Maria Mazzucchi from
Ambr. M 66 sup.'?; a large chunk from the Accounts (Aoyiouot), retrieved by Aglae
Pizzone in Voss. gr. Q1 together with the Commentary to Hermogenes, again graced
by Tzetzes’ characteristically cantankerous autograph marginalia'**; most recently,
again thanks to Aglae Pizzone, the verse epistle that closes Tzetzes’ Letters, previ-
ously ignored by Leone'®.

120 Little-Big lliad: P.L.M. Leone, Giovanni Tzetzes. La leggenda troiana (Carmina iliaca),
Lecce 2015 (Italian); C.A. Messuti, Tzetzes. La guerra de Troya, también conocida como Carmina
lliaca o como Pequeiia Gran [liada, s.1. 2020 (Spanish, unfortunately based on Lehrs’ edition of 1840).
On Tragic Poetry: G. Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes. La poesia tragica, Napoli 2011% (2007; Italian).
Allegories of the Iliad and of the Odyssey: A.J. Goldwyn-D. Kokkini, John Tzetzes. Allegories of the
lliad, Cambridge MA-London 2015; Eid., John Tzetzes. Allegories of the Odyssey, Cambridge MA-
London 2019 (both English). On these last two see the issues raised by D.J. Mastronarde, «BMCRev»
2015.09.45 (https://bmer.brynmawr.edu/2015/2015.09.45/) and by J. Haubold, «xBMCRev» 2020.03.07
(https://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2020/2020.03.07/). There exists a multi-authored English translation of
the Chiliads on the Theoi website (https://www.theoi.com/Text/TzetzesChiliades1.html); I mention it
for the sake of completeness, but it relies on an outdated text (Kiessling’s of 1826) and it is so full of
errors that it should be used with the greatest caution, if at all. Two further English translations are in
progress: a selection of literary-critical works (the preface to the Exegesis of the Iliad, the verse treatises
On the Differences between Poets, On Tragedy, and On Comedy, the prose Prolegomena to Comedy,
and the Life of Aristophanes) by Baukje van den Berg for the «Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library»,
and the Little-Big lliad by Silvio Bir and Valeria F. Lovato for the «Translated Texts for Byzantinists»
series. There are two old translations into Latin: one of the Chiliads by Paulus Lacisius in the editio
princeps, N. Gerbel, loannis Tzetzae variarum historiarum liber versibus politicis ab eodem Graece
conscriptus et Pauli Lacisii Veronensis opera ad verbum Latine conversus, &c., Basileae 1546, and
one of the Little-Big Iliad in F.S. Lehrs, Hesiodi carmina, Apollonii Argonautica, Musaei carmen de
Herone et Leandro, Coluthi Raptus Helenae, Quinti Post-Homerica, &c., Parisiis 1840, 4-34.

121 Tshall not attempt to list them, partly because the list would far exceed the bounds of accept-
ability for one footnote, partly in order not to rouse (O6vog (or accusations of buffalo-hood) in those
whom I might inadvertently omit. The footnotes of the chapters included in this volume will provide a
reasonably complete overview of recent as well as less recent scholarship.

122 M. Savio, Screditare per valorizzare. Giovanni Tzetze, le sue fonti, i committenti e la con-
correnza, Roma 2020.

123 C.M. Mazzucchi, L’ex libris di Giovanni Camatero e versi inediti di Tzetzes nel codice
ambrosiano M 66 sup., «Aevum» XCIII (2019) 441-447.

124 A. Pizzone, Self-authorization and strategies of autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi
rediscovered, «<GRBS» LX (2020) 650-688 — with more to come.

125 A. Pizzone, Christmas presents for John Tzetzes: a new verse epistle from the letter collec-
tion, «ByzZ» CXIV (2021) 1305-1322.
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This surge of interest was well under way when John Tzetzes: An International
Conference took place in Venice in September 2018. Twenty-three scholars from all
over Europe gathered for two and a half days to discuss Tzetzes’ writings and their
significance for both Classical and Byzantine Studies. With the inevitable defections
and changes of plans and a few, fortunate additions, the present volume represents
the outcome of those discussions. We are proud to publish in Open Access, however
belatedly, the first collection of essays dedicated entirely to Tzetzes.

We begin with three anecdota. Tommaso Braccini reports a manuscript from
the Patriarchal library of Alexandria containing what seems to be the entire allegori-
cal preamble to Tzetzes’ Metouxr) yoovixy, including its previously unknown final
section (vv. 528-633), which he kindly allows to appear here for the first time. Aglae
Pizzone regales us with more of the Aoyiopot which she has uncovered in the bil-
iously annotated Vossianus: a detailed treatment of an obscure but apparently crucial
part of good oratory, the tpoxatd.oToo1G (and the endless polemics that surrounded
it, ¢ca va sans dire). Both of these texts were in fact recorded in the published cata-
logues of the respective libraries, yet they had escaped the notice of Tzetzic scholars
until now. Conversely, the verses against the vandalic “son of a goat” in ms. Laur.
conv. soppr. 627 were well known, but they had not been published except for a few
verses; Nunzio Bianchi finally gives them the full edition they deserve.

The typical Tzetzean polemic which we have seen surface in the final part of
the Allegories from the Verse-Chronicle and reach a paroxysm in the verses against
the Tedryov yovog is also the subject of Yulia Mantova’s article: a taxonomy of the
terms of obloquy used by Tzetzes in the scholia to the Histories. The polemical verve
does not abate in the metrical diatribes explored by Marc Lauxtermann as he untan-
gles the “method in the madness” of Tzetzes’ use of the “common syllable” — which,
mind, is not the same as the d{yovot the buffaloes dabble in! This section, concerned
with topics of a general import in Tzetzes’ ceuvre, continues with Giulia Gerbi’s stu-
dy of fictional or semi-fictional letters in the Epistles, which often embed a clear
pragmatic setting but do not name an addressee or are not written in persona Tzetzae.
In the concluding chapter, Jestis Mufioz Morcillo investigates Tzetzes’ sophisticated
use of ekphrasis and its influence on Renaissance artistic theory.

The short third section comprises two papers about Tzetzes’ reception of two
major figures, one mythological (Thersites, by Valeria Flavia Lovato) and one his-
torical (Alexander the Great, by Corinne Jouanno). References to Alexander abound
in the corpus, mixing references to learned sources and to the «popular culture» rep-
resented by the Alexander Romance. Thersites, on the other hand — like his poetic
analogue, Hipponax — can be read as an in-text avatar of Tzetzes’ self-definition, in
opposition to Eustathius of Thessalonike and his fondness for Odysseus.
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The rest of the volume is devoted to Tzetzes’ multi-faceted reception of an-
cient texts, from Homer to Late Antiquity, in chronological order. Rite coepturi ab
Homero, as Quintilian would say (I 10,46), we begin with a diptych of chapters on
two of Tzetzes’ Iliadic works: the MwxoueydAn ‘Tadg and the Allegories of the
lliad. Ugo Mondini examines the Little-Big Iliad and their authorial scholia as a
piece of didactic literature responding to contemporary concerns about presenting
useful information in a synoptic and concise way; Alberto Ravani analyses the pro-
legomena to the Allegories in comparison with the introduction to the Exegesis of
the Iliad and teases out the ways in which Tzetzes displays not only his skill as an
allegorist, but also his knowledge of myth and his talent as a narrator. Frederick
Lauritzen’s contribution, on the other hand, is squarely allegorical, focussing on a
long-distance polemic between Tzetzes and Michael Psellos and its cultural context.
Anna Novokhatko rounds off the Homeric material with a discussion of the myste-
rious Panel of Four which (as Tzetzes claims in the Introduction to Comedy) edited
the Homeric poems at Peisistratos’ behest.

Jacopo Cavarzeran examines the evidence for Tzetzes  exegetical activity on
Euripides as attested by Vat. gr. 909, where annotations going back to Tzetzes’ likely
commentary are augmented by material drawn from other works of his. The chapter
by Julidn Bértola looks at authorial and didactic strategies in Tzetzes’ verse scholia
on codices of Thucydides and Herodotus (Pal. gr. 252 and Laur. Plut. 70,3), further
proposing Tzetzean authorship for some unattributed material in the Laurentianus.
While the book epigrams on the fifth-century historians have been edited or re-edited
recently, the large commentary to Lycophron which John Tzetzes ascribed to his late
brother Isaac (cf. Ep. 21) has not been revised in over a century; Thomas Coward
offers a sample of what a new edition should look like. The last two chapters explore
Tzetzes’ reception of technical texts, which literature-focussed Classicist and Byzan-
tinists alike are liable to overlook. With Chiara D’ Agostini we dive into Tzetzes’
reception of Ptolemy’s Geography in the context of twelfth-century geographical
discourse and (again) a polemic with Eustathios of Thessalonike. Philip Rance inves-
tigates the “mechanographers” with whom Tzetzes would, or could, not part even in
poverty: the final pages of the volume brim with Anthemios and Pappos, geometry
and optics, Archimedes and burning-mirrors, and Tzetzes’ real or purported sources.

&
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The conference that gave rise to the present volume was made possible by a
Marie Sktodowska-Curie European Fellowship under the European Union’s Horizon
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2020 research and innovation programme (MSCA-IF-EF-2015, grant agreement no.
708556). As well as hosting the Fellowship itself, Ca’ Foscari University of Venice
provided magnificent hospitality for the conference in the scenic Aula Baratto. The
Society for the Promotion of Hellenic Studies generously granted funding toward
student bursaries. I am grateful to the then director of the Humanities Department,
Giovannella Cresci, who inaugurated the conference; to Federica Benuzzi, Caterina
Carpinato, Ettore Cingano, and Filippomaria Pontani, who chaired sessions; to Am-
bra Agnoletto, who supported the conference, and the entire project, on the adminis-
trative side; and to Elena Bonollo, Caterina Franchi, Giulia Gerbi, Chiara Morelli,
Alberto Ravani, and (again) Federica Benuzzi for their assistance before and during
the conference. Some of the original speakers at the conference could not include
their contributions in the volume in the end, and I acknowledge them here in grati-
tude for their participation: Minerva Alganza Rold4n, Baukje van den Berg, Alessan-
dra Bucossi, Ettore Cingano, Caterina Franchi, Enrico Magnelli, Johanna Michels,
and Vlada Stankovi¢.

I am very thankful to the board of «Eikasmos» for welcoming the volume in
their free online Open Access series and for two sharp extra pairs of eyes at proof-
reading stage. During the preparation of the volume I had the support of many. I
single out three people on whom I relied extensively for (among other things) wise
advice, bibliographical assistance, and cat photos: Thomas Coward, Ugo Mondini,
and most of all Tzetzes’ groupie-in-chief, Aglae Pizzone. The quality of the finished
product, and my own sanity while producing it, owe them a great deal. I accept re-
sponsibility for any remaining failures of editorship; I mention especially the lack of
indexes, which (buffalo that I am!) an excess of other workload has prevented me
from compiling. I hope their absence, in an electronic publication, may be somewhat
mitigated by the word search function.

ENRICO EMANUELE PRODI
enrico.prodi@classics.ox.ac.uk



A neglected manuscript of Tzetzes’ Allegories from the Verse-chronicle:
First remarks

As Herbert Hunger noticed more than sixty years ago in a crucial article', John
Tzetzes devoted many efforts to his Verse-chronicle (Metouxn yovixt BBrog),
which he wrote in dodecasyllables. He left it unfinished, because, in his own words
(Hist. X1II 399, 249-251), he realized that “everyone hated that which is technical
and loved what is barbarous: what a misfortune!” (&TeAf] xol TodTNY / dpixo
BAET@V cOUTTAVTOG TO TEXVIROV HicobvTog, / T Bhofaga 8¢ otégyovtog. ®
oLUPOQEAG Eoydtng). In Hunger’s plausible view, T0 teyvixov hinted at Tzetzes’
dodecasyllable, more ‘pure’ than the average Byzantine dodecasyllable, especially
in the use of dichronoi, and, in Tzetzes’ view, the true heir to the iambic trimeter?.
Conversely, ta BaoBogo was possibly an allusion to the «primitive political verse»
or pentadecasyllable.

This incomplete work, which should have contained “the history of the world”
(xdopov ioTogla), seems to be largely lost, except for some fragments. Two such
fragments (and possibly a third one?) are short and are contained in the Chiliades (XI
396, 890-997, on Mysia, and XII 399, 259-290, on the Metonic cycle), where they
stand out because of their metre. The longest and most important one, which we will

My deepest gratitude goes to Gemma Storti and David Eichert, who generously helped me
to improve the English text of this paper. Valeria Flavia Lovato, Enrico Emanuele Prodi, and Marco
Barbero were kind enough to read this work in various stages of its writing, and I am very grateful to
them for many detailed and valuable suggestions.

' Cf. H. Hunger, Johannes Tzetzes. Die Allegorien aus der Verschronik. Kommentierte Text-
ausgabe, «JOByz» IV (1955) 13-49: 13-17; see also Id., Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der
Byzantiner, 11, Miinchen 1978, 59. Previously, the Verse-chronicle had been discussed in the general
context of Tzetzes’ works by G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis, Lipsiae 1880, 63, and C.
Wendel, Tzetzes, Johannes, in RE VIIA (1948) 1959-2011: 2000-2001. It is unfortunate that, apparent-
ly, I.C. Nesseris did not make use of Hunger’s article for the entry about the Verse-chronicle in his most
useful catalogue of works by Tzetzes: H mondeio. 6tnv Kwvetovtivodmoin xotd tov 120 oudve, 11,
diss. Ioannina 2014, 515-526: 526 (VIL.1).

2 On Tzetzes’ “technical verse”, see the very useful remarks by G. Pace in Giovanni Tzetzes,
La poesia tragica, Napoli 2007, 31-39. Cf. also Hunger, Allegorien aus der Verschronik cit. 13-14; on
Byzantine prosody and metrics, see also M.D. Lauxtermann, Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geo-
metres: Texts and Contexts, II, Wien 2019, 265-383.

3 Hart, o.c. 63, and Wendel, o.c. 2000-2001, also ascribed to this work a passage in the Chi-
liades (X1I 438, 713-721) dealing with crocodiles.

LT3
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deal with here, was transmitted by manuscripts as an independent poem, variously
entitled “Twdavvov Tod TEETCoL AN YyoQlon £ TTG YQOVIXTIG LETEXTS BBAov, or
"Ex thig netowilg yeovixtic BiProv Twdvvov tod TLETCov dAinyogiat, or Tod
noxoitov TEETCoL el GAANyoiac. In all likelihood, this is an excerpt from the
first part of the Verse-chronicle, where Tzetzes exposed a typical Greek mytholog-
ical cosmogony — interpreted, however, in allegorical terms.

Following Hunger’s edition, these Allegories from the Verse-chronicle consist
of 527 verses. After a preamble about the origin of allegory, described as “an
Egyptian invention” (ebgnua T®v Alyvrtiov, v. 1) brought to Greece by Cadmos,
Tzetzes divides “every written logos™ into three groups: completely false texts,
completely true texts, and mixed ones. The first category (like myths about Cronos
eating his own children, Athena born from the head of Zeus and so on) makes sense
only by means of an allegorical interpretation. The second category (i.e. the com-
pletely true texts) does not need any allegory: this is the case for the deeds of the
Apostles. The third category has a plausible literal meaning (for instance, Egyptian
Thebes has one hundred gates, and each of them, in time of war, has space for two
hundred war chariots), but also a more hidden sense (in this case, that the city of
Thebes, in time of war, disposed of twenty thousand chariots in total). In the same
way, allegorical meanings can be decrypted according to the physical elements
(oToyelomn®g), or according to the passions of the soul (Yuyx®dg), or, finally, ac-
cording to the “nature of the material facts” (g TEOYUAT®V TEPLREV DAXBY (PO-
61¢), i.e. following a euhemeristic approach®.

The Allegories from the Verse-chronicle continue with sections (in apparently
desultory order) dedicated to the allegorical interpretation of mythical characters and
episodes. The list includes Cronos and Rhea, the birth and childhood of Zeus and his
rise to power, Eros, the weddings of Prometheus and Peleus, the birth of Athena,
Hephaestus, the episode of the apple of discord, the riot of the gods against Zeus and
the bondage of Hera, Laomedon, Phaethon, the bondage of Ares and his liaison with
Aphrodite, Atlas, Perseus and the Gorgons, Styx and Cerberos, and finally the fight
between Typhon and Zeus. The text of these Allegories, as known so far, ended with

4 On the use of allegory in Tzetzes, see at least H. Hunger, Allegorische Mythendeutung in

der Antike und bei Johannes Tzetzes, «J OByz» 111 (1954) 35-54: 46-47; P. Cesaretti, Allegoristi di Ome-
ro a Bisanzio: Ricerche ermeneutiche (XI-XII secolo), Milano 1991, 127-204 (esp. 147, 155, 193-194,
where he points out that Tzetzes’ division of allegory into physical, psychological and historical was
heavily indebted to Psellos); P. Roilos, Amphoteroglossia: A Poetics of the Twelfth-Century Medieval
Greek Novel, Washington D.C. 2005, 124-127; F. Pontani, Scholarship in the Byzantine Empire (529-
1453), in F. Montanari-S. Matthaios-A. Rengakos (edd.), Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek Scholar-
ship, Leiden-Boston 2015, 297-455: 379. See also Lauritzen, this volume.
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two verses hinting at the abovementioned poym of Zeus against Typhon and the
Titans. There is no real conclusion, even if the episode of Typhonomachy might
indeed seem appropriate to bring to completion this wide excursus on the allegorical
meanings of cosmogonical myths.

Hunger studied and explained the textual tradition of this fragment. The editio
princeps appeared in 1616, edited and translated into Latin by the French “royal
publisher” (architypographus regius) and scholar Fédéric Morel as loannis Tzetzae
allegoriae mythologicae, physicae, morales. As Morel himself states in the title
page, he obtained the text from a manuscript in possession of the Dutch diplomat
Janus Rutgers. Morel hosted Rutgers as a student in Paris in the years 1611-1613
after the latter’s studies at Leiden with Voss, Scaliger, and Heinsius. His manuscript,
which featured a badly corrupted text, is lost, and therefore Morel’s edition is a
primary witness for its readings (its siglum is Mo). Rutgers’ manuscript contained a
version of the Allegories that reached only up to verse 446, followed by a spurious
verse which reads »ol tobrto pev ovtm xoi ®3 €xetr téhog. Verses 1-147,
however, are transmitted also by the late-twelfth-century manuscript Milano, Biblio-
teca Ambrosiana C 222 inf. (Martini-Bassi 886), siglum A, which is very hard to
read and probably stems directly from the milieu of Tzetzes’ pupils®. This manuscript
was used by Wilhelm Studemund and Carl Wendel. The next major advance in the
knowledge of this little-known work by Tzetzes was the discovery by Hunger of
manuscript Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. gr. 30 (siglum
B, formerly dated to the fifteenth century but recently ascribed to the twelfth)®,
containing about eighty plus-verses compared to Morel, but lacking the first part (vv.
41-527). This manuscript also contained scholia and glosses to the text of the
Allegories’. Hunger supposed that, with the addition of the verses transmitted by the
Barberinianus, the allegorical cosmogony was complete, and that Tzetzes meant for
it to function as a preamble to his Verse-chronicle. Things, however, are different.

In 2013, Silvia Ronchey (whom I wish to thank once again) was kind enough
to share with me her digital images of a low-quality microfilm of manuscript Al-

> About the dating and origin of this famous manuscript, see C.M. Mazzucchi, Ambrosianus

C 222 inf. (Graecus 886): il codice e il suo autore, «Aevum» LXXVII (2003) 263-275 and LXXVIII
(2004) 411-437.

¢ A description is found in H. Hunger, Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur Odyssee, Buch 13-
24, «ByzZ» XLVIII (1955) 4-38: 8. For the new dating see P.A. Agapitos, John Tzetzes and the blem-
ish examiners: a Byzantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writerly disposition,
«MEG» XVII (2017) 1-57: 39 n. 199. A digital reproduction is available at https://digi.vatlib.it/view/
MSS Barb.gr.30.

7 For the events leading to the discovery of the lost part of the Allegories, see Hunger, Allego-
rische Mythendeutung cit. 45-46.
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Iskandariyya, Bi3A1001xn tov [Totouogyetov 62 (olim 107). Ronchey was studying
this manuscript for the edition of Eustathius of Thessalonike’s Exegesis in canonem
iambicum, which she and Paolo Cesaretti have recently published. The origin of the
manuscript was interesting enough: in Ronchey’s words, it was «produced within a
scholarly circle in Constantinople at the end of the 13" century... the fact that [it
was] used for research and élite instruction is shown by the almost constant flow of
corrections and additamenta of aliae manus datable between the 14" and 16"
century»®. The manuscript remained in Constantinople until the beginning of the
seventeenth century, when it was presented to Cyril Loukaris, then Patriarch of
Alexandria, who brought it to his patriarchal library®. As Ronchey pointed out to me,
the Alexandrinus (for which I propose the siglum C) contains, among many exegeti-
cal works and homilies by various authors, also some works by Tzetzes. These texts
include parts of his Allegoriae in Iliadem, and especially, at ff. 85v-88r, the 'Ex ¢
HeTEWG xeovixic BBrov Twdvvou tob TEETCov GAAnyopio, as already stated
by the old catalogue of Moschonas, which however gave no further information'’.
The existence of these passages was interesting enough in itself, since this manu-
script apparently was not known to Hunger. A closer inspection has revealed, more-
over, that the text of the Alexandrinus is the longest and most complete among all
surviving testimonies of the Allegories from the Verse-chronicle, containing 633
verses written in three columns and accompanied by scholia. After v. 482 at f. 87v
the text is written in a smaller hand. C has the first forty verses, which are lacking in
B, and also 105 additional verses in the final section. Furthermore, this section culmi-
nates with a typical conclusion, which seems to indicate that the allegorical preamble
to the Verse-chronicle really ended with v. 633.

The Alexandrinus is not easy to collate accurately, given the less-than-stellar
quality of the reproductions and the unreadable sections in the manuscript, which is
marred by stains and faded ink, especially at f. 86r''. Nonetheless, a collation reveals
something of its stemmatic position.

8 S. Ronchey, Eustathios at Prodromos Petra? Some Remarks on the Manuscript Tradition

of the Exegesis in Canonem lambicum Pentecostalem, in F. Pontani-V. Katsaros-V. Sarris (edd.),
Reading Eustathios of Thessalonike, Berlin-Boston 2017, 181-197: 181.

®  See the detailed description in Eustathii Thessalonicensis exegesis in canonem iambicum
pentecostalem, edd. P. Cesaretti-S. Ronchey, Berlin-Miinchen-Boston 2014, 201*-209%*; see also Ron-
chey, Eustathios at Prodromos Petra? cit. 181-183.

10" See Th.D. Moschonas, Katéhoyor tiig atouogyuiic Biprobnxng, I: Xewdygopot,
Salt Lake City 1965* (Alexandreia 1945"), 53.

"' Here are the variae lectiones I managed to gather, compared to Hunger’s text: Tit. £€x THg
peTwiic xeovixiig BiProv Twdvvou tob TEETCov dAAnyogio; 7 dmdgvors; 8 tebewoteg; 10 &v
ovuforotg; 20 xotecBiov; 26 &; 28 oltwg; 30 @égn; 35 vouncog; 43 Swewdda; 46 tneh; 49



A neglected manuscript of Tzetzes’ Allegories from the Verse-chronicle 5

First of all, the existence of an archetype can be postulated from errors that
are common to the whole manuscript tradition. Hunger already singled out a number
of these errors: v. 20: xatncOiev Hunger xatesbiov ACMo; v. 26: 0 Hunger & AC
Mo; v. 62: toug Hunger obg ABCMo; v. 141: tooog Hunger toogpn ABC toopfig
Mo; v. 263: o010 Hunger avtog BCMo; v. 312: douo Hunger Eouo BMo Egyp...
C; v. 315: o1 BCMo, del. Hunger; v. 419: émopPolong Hunger douBoilong BC
dUouPolog Mo; v. 426: Spuov Edxtnoiov Hunger opuiov éMxtoiov BCMo; v.
440: Aéyovowv Hunger Aéyovteg BCMo; v. 464: modyoov €xdoopov Hunger
70Q 0YQoTlg Exdooumv BC; v. 482: Soxog Hunger 6pxov BC; v. 483: gidnuuévov
Hunger Aeheyupéve BC; v. 505: dedeyuévov Hunger dedeyuévog BC

Because the Alexandrinus is by far the most complete testimony, it seems clear
that it is not a descriptus of some other extant manuscript. Conversely, neither Mo,
nor A, nor B can derive from C. C and Mo lack verses which are transmitted by B
(183a, 252a, 272a, 403a, 425a, 460, 478), and share many errors which separate them
from A and B. It is possible to point out the following examples (the first lectio is
the right one according to Hunger): v. 7: &mtégvoig A drtogvolg CMo; v. 35: voon-
oag A vouncog C vopisag Mo; v. 75: yoapoic AB @ovoic CMo; v. 140: O¢uig
AB 0¢t1g CMo; v. 141: *Tog AB 181 C Eidn* Mo; v. 193: dotégo B aépa C

diopvuocTov; 50 gicpegovong; 51 diewddo; 55 Tnyv, fiv meoeiney, doudtov Sewmddo; 59
irtroPoTov; 62 obg; 63 ovdowT; 64 olg; 65 povov; 73 ol; 74 TocamAdg; 75 povaic; 79 Tob; 86 O
metovog (7); 87 evvoolooa; 111 i 8¢ and yéver; 128 poxpay yebpew 0Ehmv; 132 bAwryy; 135
pRv (for yRv); 140 O¢tig; 141 “18n; 151 8¢&; 153 10 8¢ oivov; 183a missing; 189 Aowmoov; 192 tdv
(for Tov); 193 dépar; 196 pev; 199 yodupavteg; 210 Booyd Tt xtvnue; 213 G te %ol i xod TéAw;
215 Booyd; 216 mépnve; 220 Edpmrog; 227 Aafov; 239 TAGttov; 245 youmv; 252a missing; 255 Ty;
256 péonv; 258 topToQddels; 263 avtog; 267 8¢ voey 272a missing; 273 adtdv and yodpov
(yoovo- added by a second hand); 300 "Egux00va; 301 £&; 306 cuvelhyn; 312 t¢ and £gu- ended by
an abbreviation mark; 315 %oi; 319 Tov and poxotc; 332 xatotdTe; 340 O Tolc; 344 Zevg GAN;
345 drpdtov; 351 Tobtwv; 352 Zevg, T0; 357 obmw; 362 Sioteéxewy Plw; 363 mogeiopedy; 377
v ad; 378 Tdv LIGTOV; 381 HAlov; 383 Aofmv; 391 waw (for THE); 392 Ty cOyxgacwy d¢; 394 O¢a;
402 86pov; 403a missing; 409 éxtetopévoug; 410 Aedv; 414 oG TE w0 LPHo TAvTO TEEPEY; 418
Mog; 419 %ol yiiv ovgovov droufeloug; 422 €pbacav and 8¢ (for te); 423 7); 425a missing; 426
Toembev and dpuinv ErxTolwy; 428 cusTtEomal 8¢ TdV; 430 dupgevTi®v (?); 431 YQLCEUTOQWY;
435 tayvg; 437 meppadcocav; 439 moiv (for mhg); 440 Aéyovteg; 442 xo; 446 Gv Tov; 447
énmecwv; 452 ‘Hopouotxaig pyyovaic and cuveryuévov; 454 xegootnov; 460 missing; 461
TIMoceldavelog; 462 Mbovow,; 464 o’ byEoTs Exdoapmv; 466 urboov; 467 xOotv; 468 1 (for §mn)
and dAong; 474 adto; 476 é@uids; 478 missing; 479 IMdaicog ol Xguodog; 481 aifegwdev and
obovoG; 482 Joxov; 483 Aeheypéve; 485 To végBev; 486 Iiyavto; 488 ndynv (for pévew); 490
pechiTig (i.m. y. ol ueciTic); 492 Hiog Hog; 494 vuxdnuégwv and eQidodpwmv; 496 &rln; 502
xotéoyev; 505 dedeypévog; 506 oty (for TEOg); 509 &bodwg; 516 Evrewwoet vobv; 519 dittoig viv
énéyvoxog; 520 10 C (-v added by a second hand) and uébng; 522 %’ Eymrev; 524 voyxOnuéowv; 525
oBAoig and gimov (for Epny).
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Mo; v. 196: ag B uev CMo; v. 215: Babv B Booyyd CMo; v. 216: mépuxe B
népnve CMo; v. 227: hoyxov B Aofov CMo; v. 256: pégovg B uéonv CMo; v.
345: ataxtov B atodxtmv CMo; v. 362: Siextoépety flov B dratpéyxewy Blo C
Mo; v. 363: topetopeeiv B mogeiopedv CMo; v. 377: 168’ ad B §1'ad CMo; v.
383: oxov B rofov CMo; v. 403: doduov B dopov CMo; v. 422: Epocav B
£pBacav CMo.

Could Mo derive from C? This possibility is excluded by the fact that C
features some errors or slight inversions of words, which the careless scribe of Mo
(which has the true reading) could not have corrected suo Marte (for instance: v. 10
a.cLUPOA0Ic Mo dovpfodrolg A £v cupPorolg C; v. 210: ooy xivnud v BMo
Boax T xivnua C; v. 266: voet 8¢ B voel § (sic) Mo 8¢ voet C; v. 357: oUto B
Mo ovntw C; v. 431: yovoeundomv BMo yovceuropmv C).

It is likely, therefore, that C and Mo both derived from a common subarche-
type, whose existence can be also postulated from the readings which the two manu-
scripts feature at v. 414: 6 8o 700G VEL TE *0L (Do TEEPEL B 6 8”0 700G TE
xot {@o Tavto TeE@et C 0 8o pioels te xot (o mavto Teémel Mo. Probably
1o0g or et had already disappeared in the subarchetype; wévto was added to fill
in the verse, and the missing word was later written in the margin or between the
lines. C and Mo both choose a different reading (thinking that woa.c was an alterna-
tive to Oet or vice versa), and Mo transformed ¢Oet into the accusative gpiOoeIC.

Agreement between A or B and a member of the family composed of Mo and
C, therefore, can lead to a reconsideration of Hunger’s choices: see for instance v.
50 eiopegovong CB, v. 74 mtocamAdg CA, v. 87 ebvoodco. CBMo, v. 111 ntédg 8¢
CAMo, 319 Vv poxoig dAroig Aoyolg CB.

In the section where B and C are the only testimonies (vv. 447-527), the latter
quite often has readings that are clearly false, but sometimes it also shows variantes
adiaphorae which need to be evaluated (such as 447: éunecov B éxnecov C; 466:
Exmtdov B umtbpou C; 467: yooic B ydowv C; 494: voxbnuéow B voxbnuéoomv C;
519: s imhoig dieméyvorag B dittoic vov éndyvarag C; 520: uade B uadng C);
at other times C has even better readings, such as 461: TToce1dwvrtetog B [Mocedw-
velog C; 462: Moaoca B Movsa C; 485: tot végbe B 10 végbev C. A reading of
the Alexandrinus in the previous part (v. 394) confirms an important emendation
proposed by Paul Speck (0o for Osi)'2.

But the most important contribution of the Alexandrinus to the constitutio
textus, of course, consists of the new final verses contained in f. 88r. Unfortunately,

12 Cf. P. Speck, Zu Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien aus der Verschronik, «<RhM» n.F. CII (1959)
95-96.
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in order to provide a fully reliable edition, one would need to inspect the manuscript
in person (possibly with the help of a blacklight for some passages where the ink has
faded), or at least to have better reproductions. So far I have not been able to reach
either goal, but I trust that this will be possible in the future; for the time being, I
hope that even an interim edition, with all its shortcomings, will be of some utility
for a better understanding of this little-known fragment from one of the more
ambitious — and more unlucky — works by Tzetzes. The text" and its translation will
be subdivided according to the main allegorical themes discussed by Tzetzes, so as
to discuss, albeit very briefly, their significance and the major issues that they raise.

The ‘new’ verses begin with a concluding line attached, as it seems, to the
previous section, where Zeus’ victories against Typhon and the Titans are listed.
This list is now completed by a reference to Zeus’ triumph over the Giants with the
help of Heracles” arrows (v. 528: Awg te vixny €x Beldv "HooaxAéovg, “and Zeus’
victory by means of Heracles’ arrows”), which is duly explained as the victory of
the sun, by means of his rays, over the unruly elements. Then follows an allegorizing
section about Heracles who injured, again with his arrows, Hera and Hades (as hinted
at in the Iliad, V 392-400). This is the allegorical interpretation of the episode by
Tzetzes:

...A10g TE vixny €x Bed®dv "HooxAEoug.

Kivduvog v yoip cuyxQupfvor ol taiy

TNV £1807T010V (E180TTO1MY MS.) XOCUAYWYOV OVGTOV'?, 530
XUOEL TTLEOG TE Ol XOTALYIB®V GTQOMOLG

€01’ av 0 AouTEOg HA0g, YTig TO %A&oc,

AVETAEV aOTOVG ExxEVDY Ola BEAT

TOG XQLOOESETS TOEHAG AOUTTNEOVOLG.

...and Zeus’ victory by means of Heracles’ arrows. For there was danger that
the essence which creates the forms and leads the universe [530] would be
concealed again by the stream of fire and the twistings of the hurricanes, until
the bright sun, the glory of the earth (= Heracles), neutralized them by pouring
his splendid golden rays like arrows.

3 Punctuation is mine; accentuation has been adapted to modern conventions, except in the

cases where it can have metrical significance. I use three asterisks to signal places which, despite all
efforts on my part, I was not able to read.

Y Cf. vv. 373-374: xivduvov €ixe cuyxQuBfivon xol oA / thv DAy dobowoty gig
XOGHOLEYLOLY.
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ToeOpoata Tadta'® 8¢ mod'® pact!” Taiy 535
g€evotoyobvtog v Boraic Hooxiéoug

“Hoog te nolot de&1ob ToumAd BEreL

A0V TE VOT®V TOD HIOPOVOTATOL,

U’ @v x0vog Te %ol 6ToMN'® (ms. 6TEOMEAV) VuyONUEQWV

£XOLOL TNV XIVNGLV GLOQOYEGTATNV. 540
Nugbnuéewv yoQ opoind TeQldQoum

%GO xoteAdmv Hiog YR gig Copov,

Ex TOV Oc0EY %0l LEQAV TTIG EOTIEQUS

OoTEQ SRV £V BoANTS TOEELUATWY,

TNV VOXTO TTOIET TTROG TO VTG Gve TEEXELV. 545
NuyOnuégov'® uev odtog MAiov §popog

Ex L1V BE %ol LEQ®V TOV TG £,

TOG £V AOY01G YO Se€lo TodTO AEYEL,

BaAAwY cEAOGHOTG EV TQUTAOTG TOV 0ibEQQ,

®EMV HOVT YO MV TO TTELY TEIXoQIW, 550
TOLDV SQOUOIG HEV NUEQOS OXOVGTOG

[535] This kind of arrows, I believe, are meant again when Heracles, using the
bow, transfixes with a triple dart the right breast of Hera, and the back of most
murderous Hades. It is thanks to them that time and the cycle of the days [540]
have their unceasing movement. For the sun, in the circular orbit of the days,
going down into the darkness of the earth, as it if were chasing the night from
behind and from the Western parts by the launch of arrows, [545] causes it to
run up over the earth. This is the daily course of the sun, from the right and
the Eastern parts — for every learned man calls them “right” — which hits the
ether with triple brilliance [550] (for previously there were only three sea-
sons), creating the recalcitrant days through its mobile courses

For the lengthening of short dichronoi, even in “technical” iambs, in the final syllable of a

word, see Pace, o.c. 32.

The accentuation of this indefinite adverb occurs often in Tzetzes: see Pace, o.c. 27. In this

case, the accentuation can have metrical reasons (the caesura must fall after 5€).

The accent can be explained by the lengthening of 1 in arsi. See Pace, o.c. 29.
Cf. Tzetzes, Schol. Hes. Op. 412 Gaisford: ...t1v T00 00govod fiv Epnv vuyxdnueoncioy

meQuotEo@v. The phrase 1) Tfig iuégog ooy occurs in Maximos Planudes, Macrobii commentarii
in Somnium Scipionis in linguam Graecam translati, 1 6,60,9 Megas.

Enrico Emanuele Prodi proposes the emendation vuyxfnuegog (adjective).
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TAGVNOL TNV GQOIQOV 3& TNV AoV TEEXWVY

%0l #OXAOV 0OTOV (ADTAV MS.) EXTEQIVEL TOD QOVOU,

xol Séopa ooty Tobto Tod [Tpoundemg

neotstiong (Mpoioteiong ms.) T valsty &v T® Kouxdoo. 555

and going around the whole (celestial) sphere, and it completes the cycle of
the year itself, and they call this the chains of Prometheus, [555] (created) by
the arts of Hephaestus in the Caucasus.

Among the many observations that could be made, we can limit ourselves to
saying that Tzetzes’ interpretation of Heracles as an allegory of the sun is different
from the traditional, Stoic view of Heraclitus (33-34%"), shared also by Eustathius
(Comm. in Il. 11 pp. 105-106 van der Valk), according to which Heracles is the
symbol of the emphron kai sophos man. The hero as a symbol of the sun, however,
recurs below and elsewhere in Tzetzes (see De generatione deorum p. 103 Cramer
= 366 Matranga), and also John Galenos (pp. 318 and 359 Flach)*.

The final verses of the first section announce the protagonist of the second
one, that is Prometheus, the symbol of time. After an initial reference to the Titan’s
marriage, which he had already dealt with (vv. 289, 318-327) along with Peleus’
wedding (also hinted at in a previous section, vv. 328-387), Tzetzes focuses on the
myth of Prometheus’ imprisonment in the Caucasus. The Titan was tormented by an
eagle, which day by day devoured his liver, which was destined to grow again in the
night. This episode is interpreted in all three manners of allegory expounded in the
prologue: according to the elements, as the life-giving effect of the alternation of
night and day and of the celestial rotation, along with the heat and the regulating
power of the sun; according to the passions of the soul, as the soul tormented by
anxieties by day and resting by night; and according to historical reality, Prometheus
is seen as an ancient benefactor of humanity.

TCapot Mpoundemg pév, dg xal LV E@ny,
1) GPOQIXT XIVNGIG E1G XQOVOL SQOUOV

Prometheus’ wedding, as I said before, is the circular movement in the path

2 Cf. v. 590: ooy SQopumdv TAGYNCL THV GeaiQov SQOUotLS.

See also the commentary in Eraclito. Questioni omeriche: Sulle allegorie di Omero in
merito agli dei, a c. di F. Pontani, Pisa 2005, 304.
22 On whom see Roilos, o.c. 128-130.

21
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nree® meounddg mtavto T® Pl PEQEL,

%OV OV XUTEGYE GLYYVCEL VIXOUEVY

oc v Epnv yiv [IN\Eng Tl v yauog™. 560
Tao vOv 8¢ v otneiéy €ig xedvou dopoug,

To, Tavto Sedvtog £v Blw Tgounbéng,

™V Tjv EnecthEi&ev Hiiov dOpoG

elg QwoTxnV Beguny te xol LOoTEOMOV

VAV EQVTOV £E EVOYQ®OV 0VGTOG, 565
GAATTYOQODVTEG (POIGLY 0UX ATTEIXOTWG

Neootodespo Kovxdoo MoopndEng:

TO XOVGTIKOV YO %O (EOV XEXQOUEVOV

QLOUD xoTesTNEIEE TNV YQOVOUL Bhoy.

TOv NTOTOTEWXTNY 8& VOV Gviv HEyo<v> 570
%ol TNV AVEEGAEUTTOV NTATOV QOGLY

%Ol TIG TOV OQVIV TG T€ ToEEVEL LGOE.

TNV 6Qo1QIXY %IVIGLY, GDTOV TOV XQOVOV

70 1oV TTEOUNO®S elcpogobvta TQ Blo,

[TeounBEn AEYOLOLY VX ATEHOTMG 575
deévta deopoic oig Epnyv Hpoiotiog (tod Hepoistov ms.)>.

of time, whereby he providently brings everything to life, although, van-
quished by confusion, the movement did not stand, [560] like the earth, as I
said before in the wedding of Peleus; but now the fixation made by the path
of the sun in the path of time (that is, of Prometheus, who does everything in
life), so that it be strengthening, warm and nutritive [565] (and the path of the
sun obtains this by mixing itself with the essence of humidity), not without
reason they call it allegorically chains of Hephaestus in the Caucasus for
Prometheus, since the burning and boiling element, mitigated, has regulated
the pace of time. [570] But now learn about the liver-eating bird, and the
indelible nature of the liver, and who shot the bird with arrows, and how. The
circular movement, time itself, which providently brings everything to life,
[575] not without reason they call it Prometheus, tied with the chains of
Hephaestus I mentioned above.

2 C usually marks the iota subscript only with dative articles, but here it is traced with insis-

tence, as if to be sure that the reader will not miss it.

24 Tzetzes talks about the wedding of Peleus and Thetis at vv. 349-366.

2 I follow Enrico Emanuele Prodi’s suggestion in printing ‘Hepootiolg. The reading of C
presents two problems: a hiatus (but for occurrences of hiatus after an article in the dodecasyllable, see
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<O>% 6oEHOG TAYIOTOG OLETOG SQOUOG

0 8€&100 PHEQOLG TE %X TOD TTG £,

£v 8e€101¢ 8¢ nal BEo1g TOV ATV,

avoteEywy dve pev gig Tov [thgl”’ yiig Tomov 580
TNV NUEQOY GryEL TE %0 xOTECHIEL

o¢ o oboav de€loig Tebeéevny:

€V TQ TEEXEWY &€ TOV VOXTOG XAT® XOXAOV,

MG TTOLV TTAALY TTROEIGY EVIEAEGTOTY,

oUToO TOQOEQEET ®ol TTAAY 8¢ ylveTon®™ 585
TOTG €€ ** 5pouQIn0Tg TEQLEQONOIG

€01 Qv TOV 0QVLY, TNV POQEOV TTIG NUEQX,

0 ®¥Aew0g aOTOG HEoxATIG x0ol pOSEOQOG

xTelV oA (Bodalo1???) TEQUATMOGOG TOV XQOVOV,

OOV SQOUMY TTAAVNOL TNV GPOTEOV SQOUOLC. 590
Yoy ITpounbevg N wooundeio: tokty,

0 & GeTog TEPULXEV BAYOG (PQOVTISOV”

The very swift eagle is the circular course, which from the right and the
Eastern parts — the liver too is located on the right — [580] running over the
earth leads and devours the day, located on the right like a liver; the same day,
however, in traveling the lower orbit of the night becomes again perfectly
intact, [585] and in this way vanishes and returns again by means of the ...
celestial orbits, until the noble and light-bringer Heracles with his arrows (?)
kills the bird, which is the movement of the day, thus bringing the year to an
end, [590] after having travelled across all the celestial sphere through the
mobile courses. Prometheus is also the foresight of the soul, and the eagle is
the pain of anxieties;

Lauxtermann, o.c. 300-301) and, most of all, the length of the penultimate syllable, which seems hardly
acceptable despite the metrical licenses allowed with proper names.

26 Some initial letters in C are rubricated (vv. 1, 21, 30, 184, 223, 286, 292, 305), and possibly
its antigraph (i.e. the subarchetype?) featured similar rubrications. In this case the disappearance of the
initial omicron may be due to a blank space which was not filled up by the appropriate ‘drop cap’, as
in the case of the similar false reading of C at v. 468 (rtn) for 67tn) at the beginning of the verse).

27 One of the two articles must be deleted for metrical reasons; since the author often uses
v without the article (see for instance vv. 532, 542, 545), it seems more advisable to expunge T1g.

28 1In this poem there seem to be some exceptions to the rule of the stress on the penultimate
syllable (e.g. vv. 213, 225).

2 For the -oict ending, see v. 555.
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N VOE 8€ TToOEL TV HEQULVDV TOVG TTOVOUG,

av 8 MUEQX TTROEIG PEOVTIdeG ***30

£nc Bavov Tig Expetonon tov Blov 595
néQaG AaBOvTog Niov TobTo[V] XEOVOoUL.

“Hv %o TTgoun0evg oo Tix0g AEAEYUEVOS

€0QMOV TO TOALX TTROG TO YENG WOV Blov,

CTOWYELOMDG &€ TODTO TV ATTEOCPOQMV,

deopo [oounbéng d& sroryeinv Aoyolg 600
TOLG GPOIQIXOVG AEYOLGLY EVTAXTOVG SQOUOVG.

while the night causes the pain of worries to cease, if the day arrives the anx-
ieties ... (come back?), [595] until one dying ends his life, the sun having
received this limit of time. There was talk also of a real Prometheus, who
invented many things useful for life; however, at the elemental level, this is
not relevant. [600] By the chains of Prometheus instead, in an elemental sense,
they mean the well-ordered circular courses.

The equivalence between the liver-eating eagle and the ot TOv Plov
(ovTideg appears already in Cornutus, 32; this interpretation is shared also by John
Galenos in his Allegory to Hesiod’s Theogony (p. 336 Flach). Prometheus as a bene-
factor of humanity (yooupdtov diddoxarog, “teacher of letters™, to be precise) is
mentioned also in Tzetzes’ Exegesis of the lliad, pp. 85-86 Papathomopoulos; in the
scholia to the same work there is also a lengthy discussion of the allegorical
meanings of the myth of Prometheus, which starts from his historical existence as an
Egyptian king (pp. 433-435 Papathomopoulos; see also p. 15). He was worried by
the floods of the Nile (the eagle eating his liver), which were controlled with the help
of the devices invented by the “historical” Heracles (allegorized by the arrows). Then
the scholion delves into the psychic and elemental interpretation, in a very similar
way to the Allegories from the Verse-chronicle®.

30 Enrico Emanuele Prodi suggests the interesting integration o

See pp. 434-435 Papathomopoulos xoi aTn nev TESQI Tooundéng (x?»?tnyogux gnrogi-
%1 ol Tcg(xyu(xnxn N 8& Poywen xoil Prhdcopog TOlO(UTT] goTiv: Hgounesug £0TIV N nusrsgoc
moounbeto, Getog 8¢ ol Tob Plov (povtides, ol TO Hudv Ao xotateiyovsor Hooxifg de O
oG %ol O e0vog Thg Lo, 0g TANEWOELG ToEEbEL TOV GETOV, TIyoLV TOG HU®Y GToTtadEL (PQOV-
Tidog peta Yo Bdvartov T@V oALHO OOV PEOVTIS®Y Tawoueba. Troryelomds 3¢ meopdeioy
3e1 oe voetv 10 ot 00 BodAnua %00’ HUbG TOWCSE XIVNCEMG TETLYNHEVOL TOV 0VQAVOV"
%ot 8¢ TOUg ExTog TO %00’ Eipopuévng BouAnv ot TOv obEovov Tuxelv Tiig xwvnoewg fv
£LGOEL XVOVPEVOG TIEPUXE ... AETOG BE O TO Tt £6bimwv 1 dexivnTog Tob 00EEVOD %IvNoig, Grtd
TOV SeE1dV Tyouv GvotoAm@®y ywvopévn, U fiv 6 voxfniuegog drmotekeiton xoudg SoTig o

31
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The next section is again about Heracles: this time, Tzetzes focuses on his
twelve labours.

‘HooxA&oug GBAovg ye ToUTO act Tov

Ebouobéwg mBotvtog £lg adTOV TOVOLG

TOV YO GLEXIVITOV 0VQOVOD SQOUOV

TOV GUUTIEQIGTREPOVTOL XUl TOV (POGPOQOV 605
EOQucbéa xoAoToy £x TV poGEOQmV,

Beet Y00, OG EPMUEYV, 0VX EYWV GTACLY

TO%O01G T€ PocLy TEodQoueTv HooxAéoug

av0’ 00TTEQ OUTY TEOGTAYEVTMV TAV TOVAV.

‘O Zevg TeM®V Yo TTveDUa TG E180VQYT0G 610
Eaoe[v 8€] xoopov gig dropbonoels TEEXEY

LoBovto (AaPdvteg ms.) Trv cOUTNEW Hvitep vOv €xel,

‘HooxA&oug ylyovtog, NAlov A&y,

[Tovg] cwTNEXOLG TEEXOVTOG £V LMDO1G §QOUOVG,

They mean this, I believe, by the labours of Heracles, when Euristheus inflict-
ed pains upon him: in fact the perpetual course of the sky, [605] which spins
around and brings the light, they call it Eurystheus from the light-bringing
(stars), since, as we have said, it runs (theei) without pause, and they say that
in the birth he preceded Heracles, and because of this the labours were inflict-
ed upon him. [610] For Zeus, being the spirit of specification, allowed the
universe to be differentiated, taking the configuration it has now, when the
mighty Heracles — the sun, I mean — travels salvific paths

%x01Q0G O vuXONUEQOG TOV XEOVOV xal TG &V XOve £cbiet, Toebeton 8¢ Uito “Hoohéoug, Hyouy
AAlov: obTe Yo O xEOvog GrromAngodton d16 Tiig Tob HAMoL xvhoewg, “...and this one is the
rhetorical and historical allegory about Prometheus; the psychic and philosophical one is the following.
Prometheus is our foresight, and the eagle the anxieties of life, which devour our liver; Heracles is the
sun and the time of life, which when is completed shoots with arrows the eagle, that is, stops our
anxieties, for after death we are free from toilsome anxieties. But in an elemental sense, you need to
think of “providence” as the fact that the sky obtained this movement according to God’s will towards
us, while for the pagans it is the fact that the sky obtained its unceasing natural movement according to
Destiny’s will ... The eagle devouring the liver is the perpetual movement of the sky, happening from
the right, that is, from the East, by which the period corresponding to a day and a night is completed,;
and the period of day and night which eats the year and what’s in a year, this is shot with arrows by
Heracles, that is, by the sun: for in this way the year is completed by the movement of the sun.”
32 This repetition from the previous verse is somewhat suspect.
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GAAG TTOQNTIOTNOE TNV £180VQ Y0V 615
TO IO S10EBEV €ig ATANTOVG ExYVOELS,

TOV 0DQOVOV XIVET BE %0l TTEO NALOL

%OV E1YE TNV ®IVNGLV AGTOTOLUEVTY,

E0G TO *¥AeWOV Ve TTIG £180VQYI0G

™V cbyvov Eoube®, Ty ATny, x4To 620
TO<V> fMov & Etaev Ev oolQa TEEXEY

TOLG SwdeXaTAOTG GOAXOVG (-TTADG -% MG mS.) TEQISQOUOLE,

00 BeQUOTNG HEV BEQL HEUTYUEVT

&x TN €00 TE %ol XBOVOG TTOVTOL PUEL.

amid the Zodiac**. [615] But the specification was deceived by the fire that
erupted into disordered flows, and it (instead of the sun) moved the sky,
although the movement was inconstant, until the noble spirit of the specifi-
cation [620] threw down Ate, the confusion, and arranged for the sun to travel
the twelve-fold orbits of his labours along the (celestial) sphere; and it is the
heat of the sun that, mixed with the air, makes everything grow from the
ground and from the earth.

The equation between Heracles and the sun is well known (see above), and
the final verses are somewhat clarified by the scholia: v. 615 is glossed as ¢ fydi-
tnoev N “"Hoo Tov Alo, and then v. 620 as tobto 8¢ 10 «avtixe & €IV AtTny
XEPOATIG MITOQOTTAOXGUO10», With a quotation of Iliad XIX 126, which describes
Zeus’ anger after he realized that Hera deceived him in order to deprive Heracles of
the kingdom that rightfully belonged to him. Tzetzes interpreted the episode through
a “historical” allegory in his Allegories to the lliad (XIX 52-80 Boissonade and Ma-
tranga) and Chiliades (I1 36, 171-214). The final verse (€x TTig £00g T€ %ol xHovog
movto e is glossed as a reference to the mythical Erichthonios (Tig ctoyeia-
%@®¢ 0 "EouyB0oviog 0 £x tTig AOnvag yevvnbelg xoi Tod ‘Hpotlotov), whose name
is interpreted as a compound of £go. and y0av also in Scholia in Lycophronem 111,
37-45 and above in this same fragment (vv. 298-302). Hunger connected the identifi-
cation of Heracles’ twelve labours with the Zodiac, traversed by the sun in its yearly
path, to the method ascribed to Metrodoros of Lampsacus®. This identification

33 The form with a single rho, for metrical reasons, occurs also at v. 629. On the use of such

«metrical stratagems» by Byzantine poets, see Lauxtermann, o.c. 283.

3 Literally, “amid the animated beings (zoa)”: I follow Enrico Emanuele Prodi’s suggestion
for the meaning.

35 See Hunger, Allegorische Mythendeutung cit. 52.
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appears also in Tzetzes’ Allegories to the lliad (VIII 158-175 Boissonade = VIII 161-
178 Matranga), and it is remembered also by Tzetzes’ contemporary John Galenos,
p- 360 Flach: e0A0ywg &€ ol woivo copds 6 ‘HooxAtig A&yetan tnv “HBnv AaPeiv
€lg Yovoixo TEAEGG TOLG ABAOVG EXEIVOLG TOVG dwdex L TAL YOO Swdexa LOdiol
TEQUTOAEDGOG O NAL0G, Xl AITAMG TOV drtovtor Lodloxov 817 EvieuTod TANQ®-
o0G, £x TOTE TTOAY, BomeQ €5 GAANG GE) TG, NBAoX®V NUTV AVATEAAEL £V E0QL,
“With good reason and in a very wise way it is said that Heracles married Hebe,
having accomplished his famous twelve tasks. For the sun, having traversed the
twelve signs of the Zodiac, and in a word having completed the whole Zodiac in a
year, then being young once again, like a new beginning, rises for us in Spring.”

After a short section about Cypris, interpreted as the force of generation, there
is a conclusion (separated from the preceding verses by a dikolon and paragraphos,
followed by a blank space) where Tzetzes, with his usual aggressiveness, dismisses
the attacks of his critics.

‘H & ad KOmoig te ol xexQouuévn™ gpioig 625
elg Kbmov (Koo ms.) NAbev €ig oQiopov Tod xvety

2O TTOVTO YEVVEL TTQOG TO YENOLOV Blov.

Ei ducoef) te xol mepihuyo TOSE,

el péteo Movong duocefotc £ouuuévng”

%0l QNTOQ®OV AOY®V T€ (8€ ms.) X0l LETAQCIMV 630
do100 PMGLY T) GOET XOLGTOSIO. (XOLGTOLSIL mS.),

neldece 8’ LUETC TOTg GoPOTg TOLTWV AOYOIC:

£€oT, doxelto™ To10:81, xQrTol Aoyov*.

[625] And in turn Cypris, the tempered nature, reached Cyprus to provide
procreation, and she generates everything for the utility of life. If the gang
of the know-alls says that these verses are profane and tasteless, rhythms of
a profane and careless Muse, [630] bereft of rhetorical and lofty words, and
you believe their wise words: well, let it be that way, literary critics!

36 Tzetzes adopted the form with double my for metrical reasons.

Cf. Him. Or. XLVI 4-6 T{g é0ouypévnv te %ol &tipov podoav olov 31 Tt uéyo xol
Thryxodov TAV 6OV £l TadyEw dTov dvéneicey; Tzetzes, schol. Hist. IV ep. ad Lach., 779, To.
doteloporo év pove &ypdipn T@ TEOTOYGp® 14T, &v Toig To’ UiV 88 ueTaryQo-peiot THde
oUx £TE0ecaV O £QQUpEVE %0l TEAT] %0l 1810T180G povong xol dryogaiog.

3 Cf. Lib. Decl. XIX 1,33: BobAecOs <0®>, & &vpeg ABnvaiol, peicecBol pov tov
GvBowov, TEyIo ST evoV; E0TO, SoxelTw.

3 Cf. Aeschin. In Ctesiphontem 50: ‘“Ypgic 8 fuiv £€oecbe @V AMdywv xoirod.

37
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The reference to the arrival of Aphrodite in Cyprus probably alludes to
Hesiod, Theogony 193, with a paretymology of the name of the island that is also in
John Galenos, p. 310 Flach: gix0tog 8¢ A&yeton To Tod 00EAVOD UAden €v T
KOmoo mteceiv 1 xotoffAndfval, modcov 6 TOTOG YOVILOTOTOG €6TL X0l TOD
%DEWV TTOQLOTINAG.

The final tirade, instead, is very typical of Tzetzes; another fragment of the
Verse-chronicle also ends with a rant against his critics (Chiliades X1 396, 978-989).
The end of the text transmitted by the Alexandrinus is particularly remarkable for its
evocation of the cogn xovotmdio of Tzetzes’ enemies. His commentaries are stud-
ded with invectives against this “gang of know-alls”, identifiable with the “official”
teachers operating at the so-called Patriarchal School and Senate of the Philoso-
phers®. One of the most graphic is a scholion to Thucydides I 123,2, which reads:

TOG GLYYQOUPOG XQLVELY 8E TEXVIRD TQOTT®
6#OAOL TE TOLSL KO TTOACLDY KOL VEDV
TEEtCov povov yoiouo SuopadestdTov,
N VLEGIG GvrteQ %ol xL3ooTNG Blov
gyyovidvto th Ztod xol T OdA®

oLEEL SLUTEE, 1) GO ®OLGTWSL O,

avh’ oLITEQ AOTOTG OVOUADG GLVEICTEEYEL
OTL TE PN TEYVIRAG SEOV YQOUPELY
7eCo1g OpoD AOYO1G TE X0 TOTG £V LETQW,
@OEELY 8€ UNdEV UNdood ToL TG TEXVNG.

«To judge according to the criteria of techne the writings / of this puppy [scil.
Thucydides], of the ancients and the recent authors, / is the prerogative of
Tzetzes, the most ignorant man: / as he crawls in a corner of the Stoa or of the
Rotunda, / the learned guard, the coarse and confuse / mass of his time, targets
and ridicules him / because he never rushes to chime in with their opinions, /
and argues that one should write according to the techne’s norm / both in poet-
ry and in prose, / not polluting in any respect the principles of the techne»*'.

40 See M.J. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide: note autografe sul codice Heidelberg

Palatino Greco 252, Bari 1999, 52-55, who recalls passages from the Commentaries to Aristophanes
such as in Nub. 242, p. 442,77 Holwerda; in Ran. 259a, p. 772,11 Koster, 507a pp. 836,2, 12 and 837,3
Koster (this passage has been translated and discussed also by Agapitos, o.c. 28-32); in Plut. 1098, pp.
221,19 and 222,5 Massa Positano; lambi 1,80;

41 Translation by F. Pontani, Scholarship cit. 384-385. See also Luzzatto, o.c. 49-55.
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This passage is followed by a praise of technai and a psogos of the ignoramus-
es trying to subvert them:

TNyl Y& €lot T® Plo xoAd TEXVOL

0oTIG 8 GvouQETV TOVG TEXV®DV AOYyous BEAEL,
00TOG TORELGMQEET XOTTEED VO TG Ble,

OV £x GLOJAV, EE aTEXVOVY BaoPaomy.

Technai in fact are the sources for good life, / and whoever wants to destroy
them, / he introduces a dunghill into life, coming from swinish and ignorant
barbarians.

The scholion is in the iambic dodecasyllables that Tzetzes (who was very
proud of them) called technikoi**; and the ‘technical’ dodecasyllable, as stated above,
was also the metre of the Verse-chronicle and of its preamble constituted by allego-
ries to cosmogonical myths. It may not be a coincidence that this preamble, in the
fullest version preserved by the Alexandrinus (of which today I tried to provide an
interim edition and translation), ends with the proud and scornful mention of the
“gang of the know-alls”: the versification of a world chronicle, starting from the
mythical cosmogony and its allegorical interpretation, was part of an ongoing and
life-long crusade against his ignorant rivals, and the metrical form, far from being a
superfluous habit, was for Tzetzes a fundamental component of his being an ente-
chnos teacher.

TOMMASO BRACCINI
tommaso.braccini@unisi.it

42 See Luzzatto, o.c. 20.



Tzetzes and the prokatastasis:
A tale of people, manuscripts, and performances

Tzetzes’ carefully staged outbursts of outrage and wrath at his opponents feature
prominently in this volume and, more broadly, in the literature engaging with his
work. The anger against (former?) patron Andronikos Kamateros' in Historia X1
369, 210-245, a piece that includes a tirade in hexameter against an anonymous
rhetor-buffalo (vv. 212-224), belongs into the most spectacular instances of such
wilfully paraded behavioural trait.

The feud with Andronikos has been variously addressed in modern scholar-
ship, and deservedly so, as it speaks to key points of chronology, patronage and
language®. And yet a few basic questions still remain unanswered: which kind of
relationship existed between Tzetzes and the Kamateroi? What was the actual bone
of contention that sparked the quarrel? Which impact did the dispute have, as implied
by Tzetzes’ words? And finally, how seriously must the whole feud be taken? The
last question is particularly crucial, as it raises broader issues of methodology and
ways to read twelfth-century texts and cannot be tackled properly before answering
the first three®. The materials I recently uncovered in the Leiden University Library,

*  This chapter has benefitted from feedback and input of several friends and colleagues who
read draft versions of it. My gratitude goes to Elisabetta Barili, Nunzio Bianchi, Chiara D’ Agostini,
Valeria Lovato, Paolo Scattolin, Nikos Zagklas. A very special thanks goes to the editor of this volume
for his feedback, tireless work, enthusiasm and, above all, kindness — which no doubt has been a most
precious quality during the tough pandemic times in which this volume has taken shape. Needless to
say, I am the sole responsible for any remaining shortcoming or mistake.

! On Andronikos see below, n. 5.
See G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis, Leipzig 1880, 22-23; C. Wendel, Tzetzes,
Johannes, RE VII/A (1948) 1959-2010: 1964-1965; M.]. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide. Note
autografe sul Codice Heidelberg Palatino Greco 252, Bari 1999, 74 n. 19; P.A. Agapitos, John Tzetzes
and the blemish examiners: a Byzantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writerly
disposition, <MEG» XVII (2017), 1-57: 22-27; M. Savio, Screditare per valorizzare. Giovanni Tzetze
e le sue fonti, i committenti e la concorrenza, Roma 2020, 50-51. Savio, following Wendel, erroneously
identifies the anonymous opponent of Tzetzes in the affair with Andronikos related in Historia X1 369
with Gregorios (see below), an identification already refuted by Agapitos, o.c. 23 n. 121. More in gener-
al on the networks of patronage, including the Kamateroi, see M. Griinbart. ‘Tis love that has warm’d
us. Reconstructing networks in 12th century Byzantium, «RBPh» LXXXIII/2 (2005) 301-313.

3 Together with Chiara D’ Agostini we worked on this topic while I was drafting the present

2
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Vossianus gr. Q1, which also bears autograph notes by Tzetzes himself, provide a
decisive help in clarifying those points.

In the present contribution I will examine this important chapter in the life of
Tzetzes on the basis of fresh evidence provided by the commentary on Hermogenes
preserved by the Vossianus, as well as by the text of the Logismoi, contained in the
same manuscript®. After offering an overview on the difficult relationship between
Tzetzes and the brothers Theodoros and Andronikos Kamateros’, I will proceed to

contribution: see C. D’Agostini-A. Pizzone, Clawing rhetoric back. Humor and polemic in Tzetzes’
hexameters on the Historiai, «Parekbolai» XI (2021) 123-158.

4 The commentaries on Hermogenes are only partially published: J.A. Cramer, Anecdota
Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, IV, Oxford 1837, 1-148; E.C. Walz, Rheto-
res Graeci, 111, Stuttgart 1834, 670-86. They are preserved by seven manuscripts: Voss. gr. Q1 (around
1180); Neap. I1 E 5 (late XII-early XIII c.); Dresd. Da. 7 (XIII c.); Bodl. T. 5. 06 (Misc. 268) (XIV c.);
Arund. 541 (XV c.); Cambr. UL LI V 03 (2201) (XV c.); Marc. gr. XI 10 (XV c., only one excerpt).
Additionally, Vindob. Phil. gr. 130 (XIV c.) contains the scholia on Aphthonios and excerpts from the
commentary on the Issues, while Vindob. phil. gr. 300 (XIV c.) contains a shortened version — possibly
authorial — of the whole commentary. For a general presentation of the Voss. gr. Q1 and the Logismoi,
see my Self-authorization and Strategies of Autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi Rediscovered,
«GRBS» LX (2020) 652-690.

5 In this overview I will leave aside the iambs published by Leone, for which see D’ Agostini-
Pizzone, o.c. On the Kamateroi, see V. Laurent, Un sceau inédit du protonotaire Basile Kamatéros,
Contribution a la prosopographie byzantine, «Byzantion» VI (1931) 253-272 whose mistakes are cor-
rected by G. Stadtmiiller, Zur Geschichte der Familie Kamateros, «ByzZ» XXXIV/2 (1934) 352-358;
P. Gautier, Michel Italikos. Lettres et discours, Paris 1970, 39-41; P. Magdalino, The Empire of Manuel
1 Komnenos, 1143-1180, Cambridge 2002, 212-213. On Andronikos Kamateros: 1. Polemis, The
Doukai: A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopography, London 1962, 26-27; J. Darrouzes, Notice sur
Grégoire Antiochos (1160 a 1196). 1. Son ceuvre. I1. Sa carriere. Ill. La fondation du monastere Saint-
Basile, «<REByz» XX (1962) 61-92: 68-69, 73, 81; J. Darrouzes, Georges et Démétrios Tornikés. Lettres
et discours. Introduction, texte, analyse, traduction et notes, Paris 1970, 43-49 (with family tree); A.
Cataldi Palau, L ’Arsenale Sacro di Andronico Camatero. Il proemio ed il dialogo dell'imperatore con
i cardinali latini: originale, imitazioni, arrangiamenti, «REByz» LI (1993) 5-62: 7-11; A. Bucossi,
George Skylitzes’ dedicatory verses for the Sacred Arsenal by Andronikos Kamateros and the codex
Marcianus Graecus 524, «JOByz» LIX (2009) 37-50 and Andronici Camateri Sacrum Armamenta-
rium. Pars Prima, Turnhout 2014, 1x-xx1v (both with previous bibliography); Agapitos, o.c. 22-23. On
Theodoros, very little is known, besides Tzetzes’ letters; the only details about his life are those from
the epitaphios in dodecasyllables penned by Tzetzes, see S. Pétrides, Epitaphe de Théodore Kamateros,
«ByzZ» XIX (1910) 7-10; P. Maas, Zwei Noten zu dem Epitaph des Tzetzes auf Theodoros Kamateros,
«ByzZ» XIX (1910) 11; E. Kurtz, Joh. Tzetzes, Epitaph auf Theodoros Kamateros, «ByzZ» XXV
(1925) 144. Andronikos and Theodoros were the sons of Gregorios Kamateros, who had married into
the imperial family through Eirene Doukaina making his fortune as a tax collector, according to Niketas
Choniates (Hist. p. 9, 16-21 Van Dieten). Gregorios had a brother, called Romanos, whose son Michael
— a cousin of Andronikos and Theodoros — is mentioned by Tzetzes in Ep. 89 (without using the title
of sebastos, which applied only to Gregorios’ branch of the family). To him Michael Italikos sent letter
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outline the theoretical-rhetorical background behind the quarrel staged in Historia
XTI 369. In the third part I will focus on tracing a network of manuscripts that has to
be seen as the material counterpart of the theoretical stances showcased in the po-
lemic with Andronikos. Finally, I will show how the issues discussed by Tzetzes are
not to be read only against rhetorical theory but also, and perhaps more importantly,
against performative practices, which had a deep impact on the social standing of
literati. This in turn will shed new light on the implications that the dispute with
Andronikos might have had for Tzetzes’ personal circumstances.

Tzetzes, the Kamateroi, and other animals

The ties between Tzetzes and the Kamateroi are well attested by Tzetzes’ letter
collection. Although prompted by different occasions, the epistles featuring in the
collection resonate with a range of recurring themes, creating, as we shall see, a nar-
rative arc. First, there is a distinctive emphasis on the lack of acknowledgement with
which Tzetzes’ work was allegedly met. Second — and this becomes particularly
apparent by reading the Epistles together with the self-commentary provided in the
Historiai® — an ambiguous light is cast on the relationship with the Kamateroi. Be-
hind the overly respectful tone of the letters there lurks a not-too-hidden sense of
mockery and banter. As we shall see, such an ambiguity characterizes also the explo-
sive polemic against Andronikos Kamateros.

As mentioned above, Andronikos was not the only member of the Kamateroi
family with which Tzetzes was acquainted. Ep. 86 and 87 are addressed to Theodo-
ros, Andronikos’ brother. Ep. 89 to both Andronikos and Theodoros. Ep. 90 and 103
to Andronikos alone. In what follows I will proceed to my analysis by grouping the
letters by addressee.

Theodoros Kamateros

Although tensions with one member of the family are mentioned already in Ep. 69
(p. 98,14-16 Leone), to which I will come back, the first Kamateros that we encoun-
ter in the collection is Theodoros, that is Andronikos’ brother. Ep. 86 and 87, albeit
very concise, convey quite clearly Tzetzes’ negative feelings toward him.

22, warning him against the dangers of war upon his departure on a campaign in Dalmatia (Gautier,
o.c. 52, see also Laurent, o.c. 269-270; Stadtmiiller, o.c. 354; Darrouzes, o.c. 49).

¢ On the Historiai and their structure, see my The Historiai of John Tzetzes: a Byzantine
‘book of memory’?, «<BMGS» XLI (2017) 182-207.
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Ep. 86, a short missive (p. 127,10-14 Leone), consists of less than three printed
lines and reads as follows’:

Td cefootd 200w Oc0dnew T® Kopotneo. Exépoovog modypo motelg
%0l PUOEL ONEOUEVOLGS, TO GO LEV OTOG ATTOAOUBAV®Y, 0VX ATTOSIE0VG
d& o aArOTELO. £QEWOO.

To the venerable sir Theodore Kamateros. You behave cunningly and natural-
ly like Theramenes, receiving your own dues, without paying others’. Be well.

Michael Griinbart hypothesizes that Tzetzes might here refer to a book that
Theodoros never returned — a common occurrence in the society of Komnenian
literati®. However, if one looks at the commentary provided by the Historiai, there
might be more to it. The letter prompts just one entry, Hist. XII 416, 493-502, which
is devoted to the phrase xo1 @Ocel Ongopuévous’. Tzetzes provides an unflattering
portrait of Theramenes, turning him into a disciple of Euripides, “a deceitful, cun-
ning, always shifting” character (30A10¢, TOVOLEYOTOTOG, £vOE %kAXETOEV QETTMY,
v. 495)'° who deserved the nickname “cothurn” for his ability always to position
himself advantageously regardless of who held power''. The verbs chosen by
Tzetzes in the letter seem to refer to economic transactions, pointing to Theodoros’
habit of not respecting commitments. This hypothesis seems to be reinforced also by
the likely reference to Iliad TX 340-343, where it is said that any man &yo-
00¢ ol Exépewv (341) cares for his belongings. However, the characterization as
ambidextrous, which is attached to the nickname “cothurn”, entails also a sexual
innuendo, as cothurns were suitable for both men and women'?. The latter detail is
not developed in the Historia but is explicitly mentioned in the lengthy passage from
the commentary on Aristophanes’ Frogs where Tzetzes enlarges on the historical

7 All the translations, except where explicitly signaled, are mine.

M. Griinbart, Prosopographische Beitrdge zum Briefcorpus des Ioannes Tzetzes, «JOByz»
XLVI (1996) 175-226: 216. The same assumption seems at stake in Grigoriadis’ modern Greek trans-
lation: see 1. Grigoriadis, Imévvng TCEting, 'Emictodat, Athens 2001, 225 and 293 n. 186.

°  There is an intertextual reference to Ar. Ran. 540. The title of the historia points to the
proverbial nature of the quotation: 1) Aéyovco %ol pooer Ongopévouc. I owe these remarks to Nunzio
Bianchi, whom I thank.

10 On Theramenes, mentioned in a similar context in Eustathios, see V.F. Lovato, La ricezione
di Odisseo e di Omero presso Giovanni Tzetze e Eustazio di Tessalonica, diss. Lausanne-Turin 2017,
114.

8

' Cf. Xen., Hell. 11 3,29 ss.
12 Cf. Lucian, Amores 50.
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figure of Theramenes. The passage is relevant to Ep. 86 in that it uses the same
phrase @Uogl Oneoapévoug, which comes from Aristophanes but is probably also to
be taken as semi-proverbial (schol. Ar. Ran. 438/39, p. 844,9-15 Koster)":

To 8¢ mQEOG TO NOVTEQOV Ol GTTOAOV KOl LOAUXMTEQOV X0l TQLPNAOV
petoteéneshon TeQEEEI0L ®0l EVTTEQIGTEETTOL (VQOG EGTL X0 PUCEL
ONQEOUEVOLG 0L PLGTXAG EXULOVUEVOL TOV ONEOUEVTY, TOV XOAODUE-
vov 8o TO evmeQloTEenToV %x000QVov. TTEoElToUEY SE, OTL 6 *0B0QVOg
UTTOdNUG £6TL TTEOGPLEG %0l (VOGS %ol Yovou&iy, T EMaupoTeQILoV
2Ol ®OTOAANAOV OV SEELQ TTOBL %Ol GIGTEQ®, O1A EIGL LEYQL 0L VOV TG
1eQOLTIX0 LTTOSNUOLTOL.

Turning to the sweetness and to the delicate and more effeminate as well as
the exquisite is proper of an ambidextrous and easily pliable man, of a The-
ramenes in nature, of someone naturally emulating Theramenes, who was
dubbed “cothurn” because of his being so pliable. As we have said already,
the cothurn was a type of footwear suitable for both men and women, or else
suitable for both feet, the right and the left one, just as sacred footwear are up
until now.

To sum up, Ep. 86 encapsulates the doublespeak characterizing Tzetzes’ letter
collection as a whole. Behind praise, there lurks banter, whose multiple connotations
are made visible by the self-commentary. In turn, the self-commentary uses erudition
and antiquarianism as a facade designed to make raillery look more innocent.
Theodoros Kamateros is presented as a double-dealing individual, one that promises
and does not deliver, to others’ detriment. At the same time, the few lines may hint
at sexual ambiguity, casting an even more unflattering light on the ethical stand of
the patron.

Ep. 87 is comparable in tone. A bit longer, it conveys Tzetzes’ discontent at
his addressee’s behavior. From the short missive it transpires that Theodoros is not
maintaining his end of a deal, despite the efforts put by Tzetzes into the work (p.
127,15-20 Leone):

3 Theramenes and his nickname are also mentioned at schol. 46a, p. 718, 2-4 Koster. As

stressed by Koster in the apparatus fontium (p. 845), much of this information comes from the scholia
vetera on Aristophanes. Tzetzes introduces the detail of Theramenes being a disciple of Euripides — an
author for whom he did not have much sympathy (cf. schol. Ar. Ran. 1328, pp. 1074-1079 Koster).
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AQEOGTWG EY® %ol AoBeVDG %ol TOVOLG ETPBAALELY 00 GOEVD, TETEOSL
8€, g €otxe, YevvNOELG GALOIC TTOV®® GAL’ETTELST) TOVTOVG GVAITTETTTMOXO-
TOG 000, AVATEGODIOL 81) #0LL 0DTOG. OVSE YOQ XOTO TOVG YEYNQUKOTOG
TOV WOV, un £x®Vv Sooviov, @vodrot YoLALISLOV. £0QWGO.

I feel ill and weak and I am not up to labouring, and yet, born on the fourth,
as it seems, I am labouring for others; however, since I see that those others
are leaning back, I will lean back too. For I am not here to get a little grunter,
without having the wits, like the old men from the proverbs. Be well.

Tzetzes elaborates here on his own self-styling as Heracles, since the com-
parison with the hero runs throughout his work, as testified also by the paratexts to
the Commentary on Hermogenes present in the Vossianus'. Once again both the
Historiai and the commentary on Aristophanes help clarify the idioms used in the
letter. In Historia XII 417 Tzetzes unpacks the reference to Heracles, explaining the
meaning of the phrase “born on the fourth”, using dodecasyllables instead of political
verses (vv. 503-507):

Tov "HooxAfiv AEyovot unvog TETEAS
tey0évTta oA TANTafETY £V TG Plw,
¢6hovg TeELoDVTO TROG Ty TG EvQuehEme.
A’ 0bEQ ExQOTNOEY ) TTOQOWIE,

GAAO1G TTOVOTGL TTROGPLHG AEAEYUEWN.

They say that Heracles, born on the fourth of the month,
had to suffer many trials in his life,

accomplishing the labours by the order of Eurystheus.
Because of that the proverb became established,

said fittingly of those who labour for others.

Tzetzes builds on a well-attested Late Antique and Byzantine tradition, testi-
fied to by lexica and collections of proverbs'®. The second part of the letter, on the

14 See for instance the iambs closing the commentary, in which Tzetzes states that with his

exegesis he surpassed Heracles’ labours (ff. 211v-212r). In her doctoral dissertation Valeria Lovato has
aptly stressed how Heracles’ labors, which included the dirty task at Augias’ stables, could fit very well
into the fecal imagery used by Tzetzes against his opponents (Lovato, o.c. 212).

15 Zenob. Epitome, VI 7; Hesych. T 613 Hansen-Cunningham; Suda t 388 Adler; Phot. T 190
Theodoridis, based on Philoch. BNJ 328 F 85b; Eust. in 1/. 1 469,3-4 Van der Valk. See also the modern
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contrary, glossed by Historia XII 418, is a highbrow, Atticizing version of a demotic
saying introduced by Tzetzes in the self-commentary (vv. 508-509):

Movong TTig Te10d1T180¢ et ubbog A&ywV,
GAAOG U1 £V SOLOVEL T1YOQOICE YOLQODVLY.

A saying of the trivial muse is bequeathed, which states:
another, even if he was without wits, got himself a piglet.

H yooio un €xov doipova yogace yovgodviy — literally, “the old woman
bought a piglet, even if she was without spirits” — is a well attested demotic proverb,
which circulated in several variants, whereby d1GBoro, oo (a silver coin) could
also be found instead of doiuovo'®. There is also a modern version, still in use, where
Baoova replaces dotuove. The meaning of this version is “looking for unnecessary
trouble”. Tzetzes, however, seems to point to the idea of trouble taken despite a lack
of resources to cope with it. In the paraphrase of the proverb he offers in the letter,
Sopoviov is used instead of Saipova. Sopuoviov is consistently interpreted through-
out Tzetzes’ work, via a schedografic pun, as meaning £€micTnuovizov given the
assonance with T0 dortpov/danjuov: this equivalence informs also the lines against
Andronikos Kamateros appended to the second recension of the Historiai'’. In one
of the Historiai, moreover, Archimedes is labelled as ¢:vpo. cabov ol yégovtal
doupoviov Tolg €gyotg, “ailing, old man, ingenious in his works” (Hist. I1 35, 147)%.

We cannot know what task Tzetzes is resisting against, but the mention of a
piglet can hardly be coincidental, given the pre-eminence of swine imagery in the
polemic against the Kamateroi — and against the capital’s literary society at large'.

Greek translation of Grigoriadis, o.c. 225, 287 n. 293. On this proverb in the commentaries on Aristo-
phanes, see also B. van den Berg, Playwright, satirist, Atticist: The reception of Aristophanes in 12th-
century Byzantium, in P. Marciniak-1. Nilsson (edd.), Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period: The
Golden Age of Laughter?, Leiden 2021, 227-253: 248.

16 1. Politis, ITo:goyuton, IV, Athens 1902, 106-107.

17 See D’Agostini-A. Pizzone, o.c. and cf. Exeg. Il. p. 249,18-250,1 Papathomopoulos. On the
importance of the mind for Tzetzes’ originality V.F. Lovato, Living by his wit: Tzetzes’ Aristophanic
variations on the conundrums of a ‘professional writer’, «<BMGS» XLV/1 (2021) 42-58.

8 On Tzetzes’ reception of Archimedes see Philip Rance’s chapter in this volume.

See V.F. Lovato, Odysseus the Schedographer, in B. van den Berg-D. Manolova-P. Marci-
niak (edd.), Preserving, Commenting, Adapting: Commentaries on Ancient Texts in Twelfth-Century
Byzantium, Cambridge (forthcoming); Pizzone, Self-Authorization cit. 668-272. TouAACw tellingly
features in Tzetzes’ commentary on Ar. Plut. 302, which is one of the intertexts sustaining the pro-

19
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In the paraphrase Tzetzes uses the sophisticated form youALidiov, entailing a hint at
the myth of Circe and Odysseus, which is also at the heart of Plutarch’s unfinished
essay Gryllos®™. The short dialogue was read in Constantinople at the time, as shown
by references in Eustathios?'. Moreover, the use of youALidiov puts the emphasis on
the inarticulate voices uttered by the pig, possibly reinforcing the hint at aesthetically
unsound uses of rhetoric*.

For Theodoros there exists also an epitaph, ascribed to Tzetzes by general
consensus®. The poem, in iambic metre, was edited by Sophrone Pétridés in 1910
and is preserved by a single manuscript, Par. gr. 2926, ff. 5Sr-v — which interestingly
also contains a copy of Aphthonios and Hermogenes*. The epitaph is followed by
the verses against Skylitzes and Gregorios — the latter, as we shall see, probably to
be identified with the protégé of the Kamateroi mentioned in Ep. 89 (p. 129,3 and
16 Leone).

Although beginning with an extremely erudite and flattering catalogue of
heroes and historical figures who did not manage to escape death despite their inher-
ent greatness and their qualities (1-49), the epitaph shows the same ambiguous tone
as the letters. The poem is written in the voice of Theodoros himself (vv. 50-52):

Téo TO AOUTOV TOLY0QOTDY GOl (PROGTEOV
£Y0 TEOEADMY AoLXIXTIC XAMV OGPVOG
xol TTig Kopoatnedv evyevods gilovylog.

longed simile equating rhetors and schedographers to Circe’s pigs (pp. 86,16-87,9 Massa Positano, with
further loci paralleli).

20 Tzetzes seems to be the only one to use the term in the diminutive. On the dialogue and its
antecedents see K. Jazdzewska, Tales of two lives in Xenophon's ‘Hiero’, Plutarch’s ‘Gryllos’, and
Lucian’s ‘Cock’, «Hermes» CXLIII/2 (2015) 141-152.

2 InOd. p. 1, 379,27 Stallbaum.

2 Cf. Hist. IV 7, 886-890. In the Exegesis on the Iliad, Tzetzes uses yoOiew to define the
theories of other competitor exegetes (p. 76,14-18 Papathomopoulos). See also DELG s.v. yov- and M.
Casevitz, Homeére en prose: Plutarque et la réutilisation de 1’Odyssée dans le traité Sur le fait que les
animaux se servent de raison, in B. Acosta-Hughes et al. (edd.), Homére revisité. Parodie et humour
dans les réécritures homériques, Besancon 2011, 15-25: 15.

23 See above, n. 5, for editions and relevant bibliography.

Pétridés, Epitaphe cit. The corpus is copied from f. 6r to 238v. Par. gr. 2926 is a paper
codex from the fifteenth century, which also includes an astronomical treatise by Cleomenes with astro-
nomical tables, diagrams, and drawings (ff. 238-283).

24
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I must then tell you about me in what follows:
I am born a bud of the Ducal loins
and of the noble root of the Kamateroi.

The iambs moreover are supposed to accompany an image of the deceased on
the tomb prepared by his loving family, an honour that he had not aspired to, since
he wanted to have the same burial as his fellow-monks (v. 68-72)%:

OUTO HETOOYOV GUPIOV LOVOTQROTTMV
£6TIELGOV OV TRV UT) TTOROCTIAV TOVG OQOVG
%OWT] LETOOYETV %O TOPTIG LOVOTQOTT®V"
TO GLYYEVEG PIATQOV 8 T TG TOP®
oTNAOYQOMET TE T YQOPT THG E1%OVOC.

Thus, partaking in the monastic dress,

without trespassing their boundaries, I also hurried
to a common burial, together with the monks;

yet, my loving family honours (me) with this burial
and celebrates me with the picture of the icon.

Theodoros’ youth is characterized by a love for rhetoric, decadent softness
and all things transient. We also learn that fear of death induced him to embrace
monastic life, wearing the characteristically black dress of the monks. This seems to
have happened after a severe bout of dysentery. The relevant lines are characterized
by water- and fish- imagery sustaining the overarching wordplay with the notion of
transiency — expressed by the verb Q€v, literally ‘to flow’. The whole passage leaves
one wondering whether here too there might be a tinge of irony (vv. 54-70):

% The Kamateroi were patrons of the arts and the Marc. gr. 524 shows that they sponsored

several art objects, among which icons accompanied by inscriptions. The author has been identified
with George Skylitzes, possibly the same Skylitzes attacked by Tzetzes in his lambs (see below). In
this case we would have a clear case of intellectuals competing for the same patrons and offering the
same literary services. On the Kamateroi as patrons and George Skylitzes’ epigrams, see A. Rhoby,
Zur Identifizierung von bekannten Autoren im Codex Marcianus Graecus 524, <MEG» X (2010),167-
204: 179-189. On the genre, see Id., Inscriptional poetry. Ekphrasis in Byzantine tomb epigrams,
«ByzSlav» LIX/3 Supplementum (2011) 193-204.
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HUyovv pév, niyovv cuyyevdv toig d&long,
fvBovy 8& TOALOTG TMV QEDOVT®OV €V Plw.
[Mpwtoig 8¢ Aayvoig cuoxi®dv NN yvadoug,
oPELY®V €V Of0Tg %ol TELY®V GvOmy Adyov,
TEQTVOV SMvTAoLY %0l YALxaCovTta Blov’
ETEL § MO OV TNV TTVOTV SUGEVTEQ®
EE€TAxev NG TV EVOYQ®V TOD Blov,

0O¢ TEYVIROG TIC 1OLELE TOG £YXEAG,

0 vt ONE®V TTG YeWdoug 0LGT0G

TOV PLYOYQEVTAV TTWG GLVELG TOG TAEXTAVOG.
OUte Ogod veboavTog £l cOTNQLOY

TO TTiG OTOATIG LEAOGLO OBV TEOTTOLG
XEAG ELOVTE UNYOVTV SOTNELOG™

£0TEVG O, LOXQOV EXSQOUETV TOV GLOXDOV"

I used to boast, yes to boast, the honours of my relatives,
but I also thrived in many transient life occupations.

When my cheeks were darkened by the first hair,

bursting in softness and harvesting the flowers of logos,

I sipped what makes life delicate and sweet;

but then, taking the breath from the dysenteric,

as a skilled fisherman does with eels,

the One who hunts after all things of earthly substance,
dragged us out of the watery alleys of life,

— Oh, how well does he know the tentacles of the seducers!
Thus, with God nodding to salvation,

covering myself like a squid

in the blackness of the habit, as a stratagem toward salvation,
I hurried far away from the nets.

Although expressions of self-derogatory atonement are inherent in the genre?*’,
the description of Theodoros as a profligate squid indulging in earthly and sensual
pleasures is aligned with his previous characterization as a new Theramenes. The

% Pétrides prints coTngioy.

27 See for instance the poem by Isaakios Komnenos, from the Barocc. 131, edited by E. Kurtz,
Ein Gedicht des Sebastokrator Isaac Komnenos, «BNJ» V (1926/1927) 44-46, on which see now V.F.
Lovato, Isaac Komnenos’ poem to the Virgin: the literary self-portrait of a Byzantine prince, «Scandi-

navian Journal of Byzantine and Byzantine Modern Greek Studies» VI (2020) 55-83.
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fish simile adds to the ambiguity of the whole poem, all the more so as eels feature
among the animal imagery used by Tzetzes to blame his opponents. The scholia on
Aristophanes’ Clouds 559 Koster enlarge on eels and on their habit of ‘stirring the
pot’, both literally and metaphorically?®:

Euvnodn yoQ €v tolg Inmedol Tdv £yyxélenv. ol EyxElvg yaQ, dtav
HEMOGL TETV, TOQACGOLVGL TO UM *Ol EMELTA TTIVOLGLY. SNAOVOTL &-
TOINGOV %O EUE EXETVOL OUTOG ETAQOENY TO EULOL TIOINUOLTO XAETTTOVTEG
Tt Exelvov TOG Evvoloc.

He mentioned the eels also in the Knights. For the eels, when they are about
to drink, stir the waters and then they drink. Clearly those people did the same
to me: they stirred my poems, stealing ideas from them.

Through the Aristophanic text* Tzetzes alludes to intellectual theft and to ma-
terial meddling with his production (€tdpa&ov To Euc Tomuoata), something that
recalls the circumstances behind the poem edited and commented in this volume by
Nunzio Bianchi.

The epitaph helps better understand Theodoros’ characterization in the letters
also in another respect. When the collection was published, Theodoros was presum-
ably already dead: Andronikos and Tzetzes were about the same age® and Theodoros
is described as still fairly young in the epitaph. If Griinbart’s dating is correct, the
letters to Theodoros are from the mid-1150s at the latest, that is to say when Tzetzes
and Andronikos were in their forties®'. The collection was published in the first half
of the 1160s: even assuming that Theodoros was much younger than Andronikos, he

28 The passage from the Knights is to be found at v. 886, where, however, the habit of stirring

the waters is ascribed to fishermen not to the animals.

2 On the role of Aristophanes in Tzetzes’ polemic attacks see P.A. Agapitos, ‘Middle-class’
ideology of education and language, and the ‘bookish’ identity of John Tzetzes, in J. Stouraitis (ed.),
Ideologies and Identities in the Medieval Byzantine World, Berlin-Boston (forthcoming).

30 Ep. 89, addressed to the brothers Kamateroi, was originally composed before 1157, when
we know that Andronikos was eparch as he was registered as such during the Synod of the Blachernae.
The title, used later in Ep. 103, is not present in the previous letters.

31 On Andronikos’ life (he probably was born around 1110) see above, n. 5. On Tzetzes’ date
of birth, see now A. Pizzone, Saturno contro sul mare d’Ismaro. Una nuova fonte autobiografica per
la vita di Giovanni Tzetze, in A. Capra-C. Nobili-S. Martinelli Tempesta (edd.), Philoxenia. Viaggi e
viaggiatori nella Grecia di ieri e di oggi, Milan 2020, 75-94.
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could not possibly have qualified as a young man after that date*’. The comparison
with Theramenes entails therefore a touch of tragic irony, because the audience
would have known that profligate habits and reckless morals had led both of them to
an untimely death®. Dysentery had in fact dubious moral connotations and ancient
medicine connected it explicitly with an excessive wine consumption — a recurring
detail, as we shall see, in the characterization of Tzetzes’ enemies™.

Theodoros and Andronikos Kamateros

The same motifs hinted at in the letters to Theodoros — intellectual rivalry, resent-
ment, unauthorized circulation of his work — are to be found also in Ep. 89, sent to
both Kamateroi brothers. Nikolaos Zangklas has recently shown that this letter is
most likely connected with the iambs following the epitaph for Theodoros in the Par-.
gr. 2925, first edited by Pétridés in 1903. In this section I illuminate further aspects
shedding new light on the possible links with Theodoros’ epitaph and the circulation
of texts in Constantinople.

Ep. 89, a longer missive (pp. 129,3-130,11 Leone), was prompted by a diplo-
matic incident with a fellow literatus, Gregorios, who appears to have been one of
the Kamateroi’s protégés. Tzetzes was shown a letter with some hexameters written
by Gregorios, even though authorship was not clearly stated — or so he says. Appalled
by their quality, he had composed an impromptu rebuttal in iambs, criticizing the
colleague’s poem (p. 129,6-9 Leone)*. In turn, someone else had let Gregorios know
about Tzetzes’ criticism, unduly ascribing to him poorly composed lines (11. 9-15),*".

32 For the date of ‘publication’ of the collection see Wendel, o.c. 1996. The terminus ante

quem is established on the basis of Andronikos’ career, as in 1166 he was promoted from eparch to
Droungarios.

3 Theramenes fell victim to Critias under the regime of the Thirty Tyrants, which he had
contributed to create: see Xen., Hell. II 3, 56 and cf. F. Hobden, The Symposion in Ancient Greek
Society and Thought, Cambridge 2013, 152-154.

3% See Hippocr. Epid. VII 82,5, pp. 436,22-438,1 Littré; Aff. XXVII 6, p. 238,10 Littré.

35S, Pétrides, Vers inédits de Jean Tzetzés, «ByzZ» X11/2 (1903), 568-570; and see now N.
Zagklas, Satire in the Komnenian Period: Poetry, Satirical Strands, and Intellectual Antagonism, in P.
Marciniak-I. Nilsson (edd.), Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period. The Golden Age of Laughter?,
Leiden-Boston 2020, 279-303: 296-301. See also Agapitos, Blemish examiner cit. 16 n. 84.

36 On the whole episode and on Tzetzes’ improvisation, see Agapitos, Blemish examiners cit.
121-122.

37 His critics are described as follows in the self-commentary (Hist. X 306, 73 Leone): ag
TEXVIXOL xNQELTTOVTOL TOTG HEBLGOXOTTAROLG, / %0l TEXVIXOV T YebipovTeg undév, unde £180teg
(“they are proclaimed skilled by drunkards busy with kottabos, even if they do not write or know any-
thing skilled”).
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In order to clear up the matter Tzetzes asks the Kamateroi to summon a public read-
ing of his iambs (1I. 17-23).

Tzetzes characterizes his critics as drunkards, “vomiting out” the bad lines
they ascribe to him (100 otouatog dmoxottofilwv Tavtt, r. 13). As clarified by
Historia X1I 423, referring in turn to Historia VI 85, 854-895, this verb alludes to
the game of kottabos, played in ancient times during the symposium: the participants
had to try to hit a target with the last droplets of wine from their cups. Tzetzes links
explicitly the term to drunkenness. But there is more. In one of the scholia on the
Historiai related to the entry on Theramenes (XII 416, 499, p. 566 Leone), which,
as we have seen, comments on the letter to Theodoros, Tzetzes recalls Theramenes’
last words (according to Xen. Hell. 11 3,56), including the verb dmoxottaBilm:

Douaxov TOcEL TELELTE 00TOG *eLevoEL Koitlov €vog Tdv A" GvTog
TTELV 0OTOD £QMUEVOL” ATTOXOTTORICOG IXQOV TOD (POQUAXOL, GVEXQOL-
ve: Koutlo T@ %oAQ.

He dies drinking poison by the order of Critias, one of the Thirty, who had
previously been his lover: throwing then a bit of the poison like in the game
of kottabos, he shouted: “To the beautiful Critias”.

The intertextual parallel can hardly be coincidental, especially given that &7ro-
xottofilo is a rather rare verb. The Kamateroi and their circle of literati are consis-
tently represented as a ‘basket of deplorables’, yielding to debauchery. Allusions and
explicit references in the letters together with the self-commentary create a narrative
trajectory around Tzetzes’ relationship with the group. Such an arc moreover is in
dialogue with other, more or less occasional works and poems stemming from the
same period, thus creating a network of texts in which literature and lived experi-
ences illuminate each other.

Letter 89 also testifies to a fluid circulation of texts, which could present
themselves in many forms, from the anonymous waxed tablet to oral transmission.
Tzetzes describes Gregorios’ lines as follows (11. 6-9):

YQOUUOTEIOL YAQ HOL TTROGEVEYDEVTOG EYXEYOQOYUEVNV NOOIXTV EXOV-
ToG podoay, oux €18MG ToTog GQo €N 0 TAVTNG TOITNE, LOUBOLG TVOG
TIQOG TOL TIOREGLEUEVH TTIG TEYVNG ATTECYESIUTOL.
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For I was given a short letter on a tablet containing hexameters engraved upon
it and since I did not know who their father was, I improvised some iambs
against the sloppiness of their technique.

Reacting to the bad press, Tzetzes asks to be judged on the basis of his ‘autho-
work (11. 15-22):

dcopon buAV Peoyeiov TNy aitno, T@ uev xvueim Fonyopin §180&ot To
TT|G TEQUTETELNG GXOVG1OV, £V XOWVQ & TM GLALOY®, E1 SUVOLTOV GUUTTOL-
QOVTOG X0l TOD QUPEQEVSNQIO, TIEO TTAVT®OV 8E %Ol TOD DUETEQOL GLVE-
P1od 1oL PLA0GOEOL ®LETOL MiyamA, Loboov LUB®Y EUBV 0VY DTTOYEIMG
7O XQOVOV 8€ TV®WV GLYYQUPETGOY, MG OV XENGPLYETOV UNdoUT] TQ
SLoBAALOVTL YEVOLTO, DTTOVOYVDVOLL XOL XQTVOLL.

I'have a quick ask: first, could you tell sir Gregorios that the incident was unin-
tended and, second, could a book of my iambs, overtly composed a while ago,
be read and judged, in a public gathering, if possible in the presence of the
referendarios and in front of everyone as well as of your cousin®, sir Michael
the philosopher, so that it does not remain hidden to anyone of the accusers?

What is striking here is the contrast between improvised iambs (&recyedi-

aco) and the “Muse” of iambs composed oLy OToyeiwe, literally ‘not underground’.
The term Muse has to be read as a pointer to a proper collection of iambs in book

form.

‘Muse’ was used to designate Herodotus’ books — nine in number — already in

ancient times. More specifically, however, Tzetzes links the Muse to the written
word and to books in particular. In the Allegories on the Odyssey, for instance, we
read (vv. 104-105)*:

ol xdpton xol ot Birot 8¢ hvtog ot IMieplon,
010, Movs®v %ol YVOGENG TEAODGO XOUTOIXIOIL.

the papers and the books no doubt are the Pierides,
as they are the abodes of the Muses and knowledge.

3% The term &veyndg is taken here by Tzetzes as meaning ‘cousin’ instead of ‘nephew’, as he

explains in Hist. VI 50, 370-381. See also Grigoriadis, o.c. 294 n. 297.

3 The translation is taken from A. Goldwyin-D. Kokkini, John Tzetzes. Allegories of the

Odyssey, Washington DC 2019.
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The passage is to be compared with a scholion on the Carmina Iliaca in which
Tzetzes says that ai veonoTl cuvoydsicot BiBArol were called “Nymphs™ and “Mu-
ses” (schol. Carm. I1. 11 465a, p. 208,8-9 Leone)*.

Equally, the scholia to the Batrachomyomachia ascribe to Tzetzes the follow-
ing exegesis (schol. 1, p. 201,13-15 Ludwich):

‘Elarv 8¢ xoto TCETENY o BBAoL, €ig 0ig EAMIGGOVTOL X0 GLGTEEPOVTOL
%0l 0LOVEL Y0QELOLGY Ol MoDGOL GVAYQOTTTOL YOQ Ol YVMOGELS TUAV
Toig BiBroig yivovrot.

Books are according to Tzetzes the Helicon: in them the Muses turn and whirl,
as if dancing; our knowledge is recorded by books.

It is thus possible to draw the conclusion that in the 1150s there was a book
of iambs, ‘published’ and authorized by Tzetzes, circulating in the capital*'. Such a
book, however, had been composed ‘some time before’. lambic poems feature often
among Tzetzes’ marginalia. Some are explicitly connected to improvisation*?;
others, however, do not refer to any impromptu or occasional compositional practice
and seem to date from the beginning of his career, as shown by the presence of
dichronoi®. It might be that some of them were part of this earlier collection. Such
a book of iambs is now lost, but Ep. 89 shows that Tzetzes considered it represen-
tative of his poetic production, so much so that he asks to be judged on it rather than
on the lines improvised on specific occasions and not subject to revision or proper
publication in book form. Moreover, the published version works as a non-falsifiable
record, preventing that ‘bad lines’ are unduly ascribed to the author.

As mentioned above, Ep. 89 seems to be tightly connected with the iambs
against one Skylitzes and one Gregorios from Par. gr. 2925. Panagiotis Agapitos has
recently discovered another version of the poem in the Viennese manuscript Phil.
gr. 321, where the verses are accompanied by further lines cursing Tzetzes’ oppo-
nents in a very characteristic way — the same curse can be found in the autograph
notes of the Vossianus*. The twelve-line poem from the Parisian manuscript is

40 T thank Valeria Lovato for pointing me to this reference.

41" The mention of a book of iambs is to be found also in the bibliographical note from the
Ambr. C222 inf., schol. Ar. Ran. 897, p. 955,2-3 Koster.

42 See Agapitos, Blemisher examiners cit. 37 and n. 194.

4 See Pizzone, Saturno contro cit.

4 See Agapitos, Blemish examiners cit. n. 84, and for the Vossianus (€00 goppoio oTiA-
Bovoo evoked against the copyist) see f. 113 r.
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introduced by a title explaining the circumstances prompting the poem’s composi-
tion — such details are absent in the Vindob. Phil. gr. 321. The iambs are addressed
against one Skylitzes and one Gregorios, referred to as imperial secretary. As men-
tioned above, the former was already identified with Georgios Skylitzes by Pétri-
dés®. Georgios Skylitzes, as we saw, was in fact closely connected with Andronikos,
for whom he wrote the dedicatory verses of the Sacred Arsenal among others. As far
as Gregorios is concerned, Agapitos and Zagklas suggest a possible identification
with Gregorios Antiochos and posit that he is the same Gregorios as the imperial
secretary of Ep. 89%°. As stressed by both scholars, Gregorios Antiochos had also
been a secretary in his youth, and he benefitted from Andronikos’ patronage. The
famous Escorialensis Y II 10 preserves two letters by Gregorios Antiochos ad-
dressed to Andronikos as well as one letter and one encomium written for the
Patriarch Basil Kamateros (1183-1185), who was also a member of the family even
though the relationship with our Kamateroi brothers is hard to pinpoint*’. This net-
work of relationships is most plausible and now further manuscript evidence might
shed more light on it. Besides Par. gr. 2925 and Vindob. Phil. gr. 321, the verses
against Skylitzes and Gregorios are also preserved by Marc. gr. Z 613, f. 295v, as
pointed out by Ilias Nesseris*®. The verses are introduced by the same title as in Par.
gr. 2925, but the Marcianus provides extra prosopographic information omitted by
the Parisinus (emphasis mine)*:

Stixot Tob TEETLov abBmQEOL %ol TTAVTT) AUELETNTOL YEYOVOTEG XOTO TE
00 ZxvAitn ot Tenyoeiov Tob BacIMxoD YQOUUKTIXOD EXEIVOL TOD
Tob Mélnrog, cimdvtov Exclvov un otiyovg dOvacor tov TCETCNV
oty llew TL yevvaiov xol GEETOLVOV. 00G Opo TG dxodoot Tf) 0gbomvoln
XOUTOL GLUVEYOUEVOG E0XESIOGE, YQOUDOVTOG TOUTOLG TOD XOL TO UIVUUOL
£1movTog TOL POyoL.

4 Pétrideés, Vers inédits cit. 569.

4 Agapitos, Blemish examiners cit. 24 n. 120; Zagklas, o.c. 298 n. 75. On Gregorios Antio-
chos, see J. Darrouzes, Notice sur Grégoire cit.; M. Loukaki, Grégoire Antiochos. Eloge du patriarche
Basile Kamateros, Paris 1993, 3-28; Bucossi, Andronici Camateri cit. XXI1.

47 Loukaki, o.c. 29-36.

4 1.Ch. Nesseris, H mondeio. 6ty KmvotovtivodmoAn xotd tov 120 cudva, 11, diss. Ioan-
nina 2014, 524. The Marc. gr. Z 613 is dated to the thirteenth century and preserves the Odyssey with
the Batrachomiomachia: see F. Pontani, Sguardi su Ulisse. La tradizione esegetica greca all’Odissea,
Roma 2005, pl. 10-12. Image: https://www.internetculturale.it/jmms/iccuviewer/iccu.jsp?id=0ai%3A1
93.206.197.121%3A18%3AVE0049%3 ACSTOR.240.10358 &mode=all&teca=marciana&viewType
=onepage&mediaType=image&objectindex=610.

4 Translation by N. Zagklas, modified with additions.
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Verses by Tzetzes composed on the spot and completely unprepared against
Skylitzes and that imperial grammarian Gregorios of Meles, when they said
that Tzetzes is not able to versify anything noble and praiseworthy; upon
hearing these things, he improvised them though distressed by his shortness
of breath, when he wrote them down and delivered the message of the psogos.

The crucial point in this version of the title is that Gregorios is connected to
the Meles family through what appears to be an indication of “sponsorship”, such as
the one we find for instance for Michael the rhetor 6 ToD @cccorovixng or Eusta-
thios 0 100 KotoupAmgov. The Meles family is attested from the eleventh century,
when Argyros Meles, educated as a hostage in Constantinople, rose to the highest
ranks of the imperial administration under Konstantinos IX. In the twelfth century
Stephanos Meles is logothetes of the drome and serves under John II during the cam-
paign in Cilicia of 1137-1138. Michael Italikos and Theodoros Prodromos address
letters and poems to Stephanos, describing him as a patron®'. Given the prominence
of Stephanos Meles in the extant sources, two poems preserved in the Barocc. 27,
ff. 322r-324v have been generally ascribed to him since the Twenties of the last
century™. The title of manuscript, however, reads just Tod MéAntoc. The first poem
is a life of Theodore of Stoudios in verse. The second, unfortunately incomplete, re-
volves around a performance and shows polemic overtones that closely remind one
of Ep. 89. The most recent editor has interpreted such overtones as related to the
author himself, who would be performing an act of self-derogatory humility. This
interpretation, however, is mainly due to an emendation that changes the text offered
by the manuscript in a crucial point (v. 4)*. In what follows I offer a different trans-
lation, following the text as it is preserved by the Baroccianus®*:

T TOUTO, TAVTOG £5YATNG TOAMNQLOG

50 On Argyros and the social progression of the family in Constantinople, see O. Delouis, La

Vie métrique de Théodore Stoudite par Stéphane Méles (BHG 1755m), «AB» CXXXII (2014) 21-54:
27-33.

51 See Michael Italikos, Ep. 20, 21, 40 with Gautier, o.c. 44-45; Theodoros Prodromos, Carm.
Histor. 68, 69, 70 with W. Horandner, Theodoros Prodromos. Historische Gedichte, Vienna 1974, 510-
513.

32 See Delouis, o.c. 28, relying on S.G. Mercati, Stefano Meles é I'autore della vita giambica
di S. Teodoro Studita del cod. Barocc. gr. 27, «ByzZ» XXV (1925) 43-46.

53 The reading Goon TGwv, with an aorist infinitive from é&elpw and an epic form of article/
demonstrative pronoun with partitive function, is normalized in Qe téwv by Delouis, making therefore
the accusative dpovcov dvdga very difficult to explain.

3 Barocc. 27 is dated between 1315/16 and 1323/24: see Delouis, o.c. 27.
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UEGOV TOGOVTOL GLAAGYOL TAV TTOLTEQWV
%0l TODTO TAVTOV EDAOBOV HOL HOCUIMV
GovcoV GVdQa TTOVTEADG GLQOIL TAWY

0v 008’ OAmG EcTedhay 01 ool AdYot
OTEPEL YOQITMV, OG GTEPOLGT TTOAAAXIG
YVBGV $180VTEG EVTTOVOV TTOG TO YQAPELY
xouh®G, LEAMYQEBGS, ELPLHGS, Bavpacing,
ov gnroewn BiPArog oLdaUDS Exel
TToVOLVTH LTV oYNUATOV TOG 18€0C,
o ‘Eguoyévng £xd1ddoxel Tovedpag,
oo méCe TG uadiog voococ,

OAAG TOQATTEL %0l GTEOPET %Ol GUYYEEL
0 T@V xVUAT®V TTG ebLpLoG GAAOG

£lg LoV aOTOV raTOToVTIcHL OEAWY.
AML €lg TOV €lguUOV 0BG GE® TOV AdYOoV.
“Edel e o1y, @ ®oAT) YEQOLoia,

81" 0bg TEOAAPMV ETEPNVHL TOLG TEOTTOLG
UNTTOG AoANGOG £ LEGOV. ..

What is this? Absolutely, an act of extreme arrogance:
in the middle of such a gathering of fathers

all of them pious and moderate,

to extol a man without refinement,

one whom never ever the wise speeches crowned
with the crown of graces, as they often crown,
offering a grateful task of knowledge, so as to write
with elegance, sweetness, nobility, and wonder,

him, whom the rhetorical book never had

labouring to learn the styles of figures,

the ones taught by Hermogenes with great wisdom.
On the contrary the plague of ignorance drags him down,
he is disturbed and agitated and confused

by the tossing of the waves of sluggishness,

that will soon plunge him into the abyss.

But now I will bring my speech back on track.

Maybe I should have stayed silent, o beautiful senate,
because of the ways I have shown you in advance,
lest, speaking in the middle...

PIZZONE
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Meles describes a performance/contest within a cOAL0y0og which resonates
with the circumstances of Ep. 89, where proximity to a church environment is also
suggested (p. 129,11-12 Leone). The praise for Hermogenes and the allegation that
the &povcog does not know his rhetorical handbooks also remind of Tzetzes’ polem-
ic with the close-knit group including the Kamateroi. It would be extremely tempt-
ing to see in the duovcog a portrait of Tzetzes ‘from the other side’. Although the
hypothesis cannot be proven beyond doubt — and surely arguing for it would require
more evidence™— at least two facts emerge: there are no cogent reasons to ascribe
the Baroccianus poems to Stephanos Meles rather than to any other member of the
family; the verses of the Baroccianus show that theoretical and practical knowledge
of Hermogenes had a great relevance to performative practices broadly intended.

Going back to the Tzetzes’ attack in iambs, the prose introduction from both
the Parisinus and the Marcianus informs us that Georgios and Gregorios had criti-
cized Tzetzes’ iambs as vile and not praiseworthy (v. 3 Pétridés). Although afflicted
by orthopnoea, Tzetzes had replied immediately, improvising a violent rebuttal,
which he had then put in writing and sent as a memento (vv. 4-5 Pétridés)*®. The
iambic poem is a tirade against the Tooryloxot (“billy goats™) and the Bovacocot
(“buffaloes”) unwisely defying the leonine Tzetzes. The former are seen as horny
animals — both literally and metaphorically — striving to butt their heads against their
rivals. Both of them are described as shitty beasts, unusually sprouting faeces from
their mouths instead than from their butts (vv. 1-17). The coarse character of these
lines would fit well with the allegations levelled against the duovcoc. Such behav-
iours, moreover, are defined by Tzetzes as typical of the young and novel exemplars
of their species (vv. 18-19). This detail suggests that Tzetzes’ rivals must have be-
longed to a younger generation, trained in new fashionable rhetorical skills. Such a
fact fits with Andronikos’ patronage as well as with the age of Georgios Skylitzes,
who was born around two decades after Tzetzes and Andronikos. As for Gregorios,
much depends on his identification. Gregorios Antiochos belonged to the same
cohort as Georgios. Stephanos Meles was logothetes of the drome between 1138 and
1140, which suggests that he could well have had protégés one generation younger
than Tzetzes’’. Finally, if the Georgios and the Gregorios mentioned in the iambs
actually belonged to the Kamateroi’s circle and if the Gregorios from the iambs is
the same as the individual mentioned in letter 89, this would explain why the epitaph

55 I plan to enlarge on it in a further contribution.

See the translation and commentary by Zagklas, o.c. 297-298.

The form 6 tod attached to the name referred often to the sponsorship of uncles, as men-
tioned above. See P. Magdalino, The reform edict of 1107, in M. Mullett-D. Smythe (edd.), Alexios I
Komnenos, Belfast 1996, 199-218: 206 and n. 11.

56
57
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for Theodoros and the lines against Tzetzes’ accusers were copied one after the other
in the Par. gr. 2925. If I am right in thinking that the lines for Theodoros resonate
with a certain ambiguity, the combination of both poems becomes somewhat natural,
as both testify to the aesthetic and ethical flaws of a powerful intellectual and polit-
ical network.

Andronikos Kamateros

Ep. 90 is the first letter of the corpus addressed to Andronikos alone. It is closely
connected to Ep. 89 in that it provides information on the outcome of the incident
described there.

The whole affair with Gregorios and the cohort of critics ended up well for
Tzetzes — or at least this is what he wants the readers of the letter collection to think.
In the missive he lingers on the result of the ‘public judgement’ he had asked for (pp.
130,14-131,4 Leone):

[MovoéPooté pot oePacte kol avbévta, xBeg Tepl Aoyvmv dpag 1 dOvo-
WG VMY YEADN HOL T@V YQOUPEVT®Y ot S1at YoV TTig 67)g AvTIAMDE®DS TG
EUQ PEV aOBEVTY, TG 6O SE ASEMPD GLUVTOUMG CTUANT® T) ETIGTOAT %Ol
0. BoytoTd pot oty S0, dmeQ AeEcyESlOGH VOV TQOTQOTNV TOL £E0Q-
XOL XEXTNUEVH X0 ETTOVOV, OTL TNV GLUHOQICY T@V @V T Yeoupn dnAol
oToLEYETL. TabTe 6TOANT® VOV, “Opoa 2ol “Extm” 0 StofdAlmv Nuac
“gloeTon” ) “el x0l ELOV SOQL LAIVETOL EV TTOAGUNOL”, X0 OG TUETG LETOL
HEAETNG OV YQhpoUeV. ol Poayels 8¢ Tiveg £TEQOL GTIXOL TOVTOIG GTO-
ANcOVTOL, 0UG X0l BOCOVIGATOCHY TEXVIXAC.

O you, wholly sebastos, my sebastos and lord, yesterday toward nightfall the
power of my writing was proclaimed; through your intercession the letter shall
be sent at once to your brother, my lord, together with the very short lines I
just now created impromptu, which also include the praise for the exarch,
since it portrays in verse the crew of those put in the spotlight by my writing.
These shall be sent now, “so that Hector too”, who accuses us, “may know
whether my spear also rages in my hands” (//. VIII 110-111), and that we do
not write preparedly. And some more short lines will be sent to them, which
shall also be judged skilfully!

The scholia to the epistle explain, in order to avoid any ambiguity, that To.
yooupévta pot were the verses mentioned in the previous letter (p. 172,4-5 Leone).
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The day after the public reading, Tzetzes asks Andronikos to pass on to his brother
the letter announcing his victory, together with some new lines he has composed to
celebrate the event. Toward the end of the letter, he also adds that he will send further
verses to his opponents. As noted by Zagklas, the term he uses — Teyvix®dg — might
suggest that he is speaking of dodecasyllables following the rules of ancient iambic
meters>®. Even if we cannot be sure that these verses are the same preserved by the
Par. gr. 2925 and the Vindob. Phil. gr. 321, their content must have been compara-
ble in tone.

There is a second letter addressed to Andronikos in the collection. It is letter
103, again a very short missive, in which Tzetzes interprets a dream allegedly experi-
enced by Andronikos as pointing to his fears of losing the love of the emperor. The
epistle, reassuring at face value, ends with a very disquieting mention of the imperial
executioner (“But the strong and vigorous intelligence of the emperor, that ruling
and marvelous youngster, will prevent the executioner from accomplishing what he
wants”: GAL’ 0 TOD 0OTOXQATOQOG GEOLYDV X0l GTEQQROG AOYIGUOG, O GLOYIXOG
2O TIEQIXOAATG VEOVIOG EXETVOG 0UX £0GEL TOV Moy 0 Bodieton Sramed&or-
cBou, p. 149,13-18 Leone).

Ep. 90 and 103 are particularly important in the collection’s narrative arc.
As stated at the beginning, the outburst against Andronikos in Historia X1 369 has
attracted much attention given its violent tones, and yet it surely is not the last word
in the tense relationship between Tzetzes and his patrons. In reading the collection
with the self-commentary one must carefully distinguish different chronologies.
While both works were probably published at some point in the first half of the
1160s, the letters and the commentary refer to events spanning across three decades.
In other words, the events narrated in the Historiai should not be read synchronically,
but diachronically together with the collection: they are integral to its narrative.

Other references to the Kamateroi and Historia XI 369.

Besides the epistles explicitly addressed to the Kamateroi, the letter collection
prompts other indirect references to the family, either in the missives themselves or
in the self-commentary.

Problems with the Kamateroi are surely at stake in Ep. 69, which closes the
first instalment, or cuvarywyn, of Tzetzes’ letters. The letter, addressed to one John

8 Zagklas, o.c. 301 n. 89.
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Basilakes and dated by Griinbart to 1148-1150°, entails a pun capturing the author’s
mixed feelings toward the family (p. 98,8-17 Leone):

Kafomicog UG Tolg Loy otQos, YALXOTOTE HOL SECTIOTO X0l OVEWLE®
gl Yo NUIV OG GTEOTIWTIXWTEQEL MOV GXONCOL, GAL 0DV TOOTOUG
TOLG PIAOVG OTTAloOVTEG *0T” €X0Q@V coOUOTOPOAAEL TOVTOIG XEXQON-
pebor AN GAL” 008" MUETG GUOIQOL TTOVTEADG Lo oISV EAETPONUEY.
XOTEGYOV YOQ XOL OOTOG TNV TOVG YQOUPIXOLG GTTELHOVOLGOLY SOVOXOG
%ol ToG T® oePfoct® 8¢ T® Kopotned otolelcos poyolpog xEQol Tod
TOUTOG OTTOXOUICOVTOG TTOQESYOUNV TTOd0G" aOTOG YoQ €Y S0 Tve
TEQUIETELOLY TOVT® TG VOV 0V TTQOGOWAD.

You have armed us with blades, my sweetest lord and cousin; for even if they
had been useless to us, in that they were too warlike, nonetheless we would
have made use of them as if they were bodyguards, arming our friends against
our enemies; besides, we ourselves are not completely without share in some
little swords. For I myself did retain the one that sharpens my writing pens
while I entrusted the blades sent by the sebastos Kamateros to the hands of the
boy who brought them; for I do not meet with him in person due to a certain
quarrel.

Once again, the situation is deeply ambiguous. The gift of swords becomes a
pretext to emphasize the aggressive character of Tzetzes’ poetry. His pens are literal-
ly weaponized. Tzetzes also mentions blades sent by Kamateros, which he immedi-
ately returned via the same boy who had delivered them. Provided that the blades
mentioned in the letter are not just metaphorical in the first place, what was the
purpose of the gift? Was it a present to mend things? Or else is this just a pun alluding
to the violent disagreements between the two? ‘Poupoio, a synonym of péyouno,
appears time and again in the autograph notes of the Vossianus in formulaic insults
against the copyists to whom Tzetzes wishes horrendous deaths®. In letter 90, as we
have seen, he implicitly compares his verses to Hector’s spear. Chances are therefore
that here too Tzetzes wants to emphasize that he is well equipped to rebut the attacks
of the powerful clan, thanks to both his friends/relatives and his pen.

It is now time to look more closely at Historia X1 369, which, as we saw, has
attracted much attention due to its violent overtones. The Historia is associated to

% Griinbart, o.c. 211-212.
60 See ff. 81v, 82r, 108r, and see above, n. 44.
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Ep. 76, addressed to one John Kostomyres®', as a thank-you for a letter and a present
(¢moToln xoi dmootoAn). Taken aback at such generosity and unable to recipro-
cate in the same way, Tzetzes declares that he will pray for his correspondent. The
present mentioned in the letter is nothing but a piece of writing exalting Tzetzes and
his rhetorical prowess, as shown by the following passage (p. 112,9-21 Leone):

guetolale YOQ 1 YQOPT %Ol TTEOG TO TOTEVOV XOTEGVQETO, TOV Gy%ov
aPETG0. TOD GEIOUOTOG, K0T TTEQL TOV YOUOLAA®V %O TTNYLOIOV LDV
YIYOVTIOVTOG AOYOUG AVETTAOTTEY, 010G TTOTE TOG AAEEAVSQOL EIXOVOG O
ZTacQOTNG EXET1V0G 0 B1Buvag, ovy £TEQ0MBoALOV 008’ £TEQOTEAYXNAOV
TAMATTOV €xETVOoV, OOTEQ MV 0 GvNE, %0B®G ol 6 ADGUTTOG TTEOG
aAnBeL0ly TODTOV BVETAOLTTEV. OVT® HEV EUETOLOLE 1) YQOUPT) ROl TTQOG TO
TOTTEWVOV XOTECVQETO, TOWDTA TEQL MUDV OVOTTAATTOVGO, KOV Ol TAV
EvOuUNUATOV EDEEGELS Ol XEPOAOL®Y ®0L T) 18E0 TOD AOYOL, Evvolol T€
xol nébodot, AEEets, oynuota, x®Ao, cLVBTIXOL, AvaTaDGELS, QUOOL 0UX
elev aOTTV OGTIEQ £V TTROCOTELY TV TM HETELALOVTL GLYROAVTTTEGHOL.

For the piece of writing was moderate and inclined toward the humble,
smoothing down the pride of honour and created towering discourses, like
giants, about my humble being, my nothingness, just like the portraits of Alex-
ander painted by that famous Stasikrates from Bythinia, who had represented
him without eyes of different colours and without tilted neck, as Lysippus had
painted him, according to the truth®. Thus, your writing is moderate and
inclined toward the humble fabricating such things about myself, even if the
disposition of arguments and topics, as well as the form of discourse, the
thoughts and the modes, the words, the figures, the clauses, the compounds,
the cadences, the rhythms did not allow for it to be completely obscured by
moderation as if by a mask.

In the second part of the letter Tzetzes quotes directly from his correspon-
dent’s encomium and connects it explicitly to an affair regarding one sir Theodoros
(toL &€ ye el TOV xOEoV OcddwEov), with whom Tzetzes does not wish to discuss
anymore. Theodoros should just look into his writings, and in particular into those

61 Leone’s edition has Kostdpov, but the manuscripts do not allow for this reading. Griinbart,

o.c. 211, following Darrouzes, suggests a truncated form of Kostdpvgng. On this name, see E. Trapp,
Die Etymologie des Namens Kostomyres, «JOByz» XXX (1981) 169-170.

62 See A. Stewart, Faces of Power: Alexander’s Image and Hellenistic Politics, Los Angeles
1993, 406.
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teaching the /logoi. This is stated unambiguously in Historia X1 372, 406-407, where
Tzetzes glosses the oracle €uol peAncet xo Asvxaic x0ouc® as follows:

‘Eyo & gimov, ® £€ygoho ToDTO, AEUXOG VOV X0QOG
TOG EMTVOLOG TOG EUOGC, OIGTIEQ TEYV® TOLG AOYOLG.

However, I said, where I wrote this, “white crows”
as my thoughts, through which I present artful speeches.

Equally, at the end of the letter Tzetzes stresses that by reading his books he
—seemingly the same Theodoros — will be able to quench his thirst and find precious
gems and pearls. As Eric Cullhed has pointed out®, the self-commentary once again
clarifies that Tzetzes is speaking here about his own books (Hist. XI 375, 489-490):

"Ootoea VOV 8g Aoyxo Tag BiAovg ovopdle.
Moydpoug TtavTeg € adT®dV, 80x®, VOETG TOVG AOYOUG.

Here I call the books “oysters of discourse”.
Surely, you interpret the pearls coming from them, I suppose, as words.

There is not enough evidence to prove beyond doubt that the *“sir Theodoros”
mentioned in the letter is actually Theodoros Kamateros. However, the tensions im-
plied by Tzetzes are centred around issues of rhetoric and they pave the way to the
anger displayed in the historia.

To sum up, the complicated relationship with the Kamateroi goes across the
whole second part of the letter collection and seems to span across ten years, from
the end of the 1140s to the end of the 1150s. The episode narrated in Historia XI 369
is only a fragment of the various disagreements that Tzetzes had with the clan. All
of them are to be seen against the background of performative practices, ranging
from public reciting to poetic contests and the teaching of rhetoric. More important-
ly, Tzetzes builds a story around these disagreements, carefully disseminating infor-
mation across the collection and the self-commentary. Such a narrative is one with
a happy ending for him. The last thing we hear about Theodoros is that Tzetzes is
sending him a triumphant letter to celebrate his victory against his poetic rivals,

0 Cf. Suda, c 1050 Adler.
8 E. Cullhed, Diving for pearls and Tzetzes’ death, «ByzZ» CVII/1 (2015) 53-62: 60-61. 1
borrow his translation of the passage quoted.
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while the last picture we have of Andronikos is that of a man horrified at the prospect
of being executed by the emperor and in need of Tzetzes’ reassuring words.

Historia XI 369 and the Tooxot0ctoolG in the Logismoi and in the Commentary
on Hermogenes.

In this section I look at the theoretical background of Tzetzes’ outburst against
Kamateros in Historia XI 369. As mentioned, Tzetzes’ attacks are sparked by a
disagreement on the meaning and use of mEoxotdoTaclg within the treatment of
exordia in ps.-Hermogenes’ De inventione®. In what follows I will therefore focus
on the purport of this rhetorical device in Hermogenes and his Late Antique exegetes.
I will then concentrate on the reception of Hermogenes in the Historiai as well as on
the structure of Historia X1 369. Finally, by looking both at the Commentary and at
the Logismoi, I will disentangle the different approaches voiced by Tzetzes and his
opponents.

[Mpoxataotacts plays a central role in the corpus Hermogenianum. After
addressing typologies and technique of tpootuio in the first book, the second book
of Invention introduces a theory of narration, or d1fynoic®. The peculiarity of In-
vention, however, lies in that the second book, despite its proclaimed intentions, is
devoted more specifically to the Teoxatdotocig, which marks the transition from
the prologue to the narration and the proof®’.

The term is not easy to translate. Current translations range from «back-
ground», «introduction» to «preliminary narrative», «preparation for the proof» or
«pre-exposition»®. As shown by Antonio Sancho Royo, mooxotdctaocig is not

6 See Ps.-Herm., Inv. II 1,1 with M. Patillon, Corpus Rhetoricum, Pseudo-Hermogéne,

L’invention — Anonyme, Synopse des exordes, Paris 2012, 117, 1-9 (text) and 150 n. 91 (commentary).

See Patillon, o.c. xviii-xix for a schematic survey of the contents of the first two books.
See Patillon, o.c. xxxii, xlv-1. Cf. also M. Edwards-D. Spatharas, Forensic Narratives in
Athenian Courts, London 2020.

% «Opening statement of the narration»: Edwards-Spataros, o.c.; «preparation for the proof»:
M.R. Dilts-G.A. Kennedy, Two Greek Rhetorical Treatises from the the Roman Empire, Leiden-KoIn-
New York 1997, 113; M. Bailiff-M.G. Moran, Classical Rhetorics and Rhetoricians: Critical Studies
and Sources, Westport 2005, 39; «background»: D.H. Berry-A. Erskine, Form and Function in Roman
Rhetoric, Cambridge 2010, 233; «preparation for the narration»: V. Valiavitcharska, Rhetoric in the
hands of the Byzantine grammarian, «Rhetorica» XXXI/3 (2013) 237-260; «preliminary statement»: J.
Walker, Michael Psellos on rhetoric: A translation and commentary on Psellos’ synopsis of Hermo-
genes, «RSQ» XXXI/1 (2001) 5-10: 22.

67
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explicitly theorized as such until the second-third century AD®. Besides Hemogenes,
we find a treatment of this part of the speech in Apsines (RA. 2) and the Anonymus
Seguerianus (244), and then in the late antique commentators on Hermogenes: Sopa-
ter, Syrianus, Marcellinus, and Troilus™.

I will not delve here into the complexity of the several functions ascribed to
TEOXNTACTOGIG by Apsines and the Anonymus Seguerianus, which have been
already skilfully summarized by Sancho Royo. However, it is worth recalling that
their notion of Tpoxatdotocig implies the idea of a biased and subjective narrative,
which presents the facts, later detailed in the 1ynoic, in a way favourable to the
speaker. In this respect, according to Apsines, the TooxotdoTao1S can also work
as a pre-confirmation or pre-accusation as well as a means to introduce the intentions
of the speaker, their opponents, and their audience. Along similar lines, according to
the Anonymus Seguerianus, Tpoxotdctaolg can work as a prologue. Moreover,
dynoig and xotdoTao1G are not interchangeable: whereas the former presents
facts that are unknown to the judges, the latter is an exposition of facts that are
already known. As noted by Michel Patillon, this interpretation is picked up later on
also by John of Sardis in his commentary on Invention™. In fact, these nuances —
subjectivity and differentiation from 81fjynoic — are absent in ps.-Hermogenes, as
we shall see. They are to be found, however, in his later commentators. Troilos
explicitly asserts that TpoxatdoTtacig works as an introduction and a prologue,
while Syrianos states that it summarizes the facts included in the xatdoToo!c,
which, in turn is a biased, pathetic and expanded exposition as against the simple
and objective S 1Mynoic.

If we now turn to ps.-Hermogenes himself, his doctrine of Tpoxatd.cTOGIG
is characterized by three main points: (1) The factual equivalence between mpoxo.-
taotaoctg and mEodMynoigs ; (2) The description of TEOXOTAGTAGLS as a narrative
presenting the background or temporal antecedents of the facts under consideration,
with the aim to pave the way to confirmation (“this happened in the past ... therefore

% A. Sancho Royo, El término mQoxotéotaois en la teoria retérica griega sobre las partes

del discurso retorico, «Habis» XXXVII (2006) 365-385.

0 Sopat. Rh. pp. IV 414.22ff. and VIII 80,22 Walz; Marcell. p. IV 54,25 Walz; Syrian. in
Hermog. pp. II 64,10ff. and 101,9ff.; Troil. Prolegomenon sylloge p. 52.11 Rabe. See Sancho Royo,
o0.c. 369-370. For the anonymous, see M. Patillon, Anonyme de Séguier. Art du discours politique, Paris
2005, 46.

1 Patillon, o.c. 150, n. 91.
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... )™ (3) The absolute aesthetic and technical value ascribed to TeoxaTdcTOGIC,
so much so that to skip pre-exposition is deemed dteyvov and iS10TIHOV",

These are, as we will see, the very same points tackled and challenged by
Tzetzes both in the Historiai and the Logismoi. Historia X1 369, however, is not the
only passage from the self-commentary dealing with the corpus Hermogenianum. In
commenting on one of the earliest epistles, Ep. 8, addressed to one Andronikos
Kalorabdas, presented as a former pupil now away from the capital’, Tzetzes offers
his own take on the corpus, focusing in particular on the Types of style and the Art
of eloquence. Historia V1 79 is characterized by very harsh tones against Hermog-
enes, who is accused of nullifying the efforts of those from whom he received help
(dperndn, v. 787), like Phoibammon and Minucianus (for the Issues)” or Dionysius
(for the Types of Style)’®. Hermogenes, according to Tzetzes, “pisses into the sew-
age” (O0tog €v T® AoVTE®VL g, Og Eoxev, oLENoNG, V. 785): we will encounter
this image again in the Logismoi”’.

I will not enlarge on this point here as it goes beyond the scope of this paper,
but Tzetzes seems to consider Phoibammon not as a later exegete but rather as a
competitor of Hermogenes, like Minucianus and ps.-Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
from whom the author of the corpus allegedly drew inspiration for his own writings.

2 The decision-making situations or topics listed by Hermogenes to which ooxatdcTo01G

can be adapted are five: migrations; law propositions; war and peace; impiety and murder; and public
crimes. See Patillon, o.c. 151 n. 93.

3 These three points are listed also in the summary in political verses of the ps.-Hermogenian
treatise offered by Psellos in the eleventh century: Poem. 7.127-133.

74 See Griinbart, o.c. 184. The name Kalorabdas is not otherwise attested.
By Phoibammon, whose dating is uncertain (though commonly placed to the fifth-sixth
century), we have a treatise on the figures of speech (pp. III, 41-50 Spengel) and prolegomena to
Hermogenes’ Types of Style (H. Rabe, Prolegomenon sylloge, Rhetores Graeci, XIV, Leipzig 1931,
375-388). From p. 387,25-32 Rabe we learn that the author of the prolegomena had produced also work
on the Issues. On Phoibammon see W. Stegemann, Phoibammon, RE 39 (1941), coll. 326-43; G.A.
Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors, Princeton 1983, 123-124; Id., A New History of
Classical Rhetoric, Princeton 1994, 222-223, 228-229; C. Pepe, The Rhetorical Commentary in Late
Antiquity, «AION(filol.)» XL/1 (2018) 86-108: 91. On Minucianus see below.

6 Since De ideis is ultimately a treatise on Demosthenes’ style, I would argue that Dionysius
is Dionysius of Halicarnassus, author of a De Demosthene (see Kennedy, A New History cit. 161-166).

" Tzetzes’ point is, in modern parlance, that Hermogenes had treated these other authors ‘like
shit’, harvesting their work without properly acknowledging it and advancing a much worse model of
rhetoric.
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Tzetzes also points out that Hermogenes finds support in the dignified intel-
lectuals of his time, the Bavpdioior who recognize in him something familiar’. The
fact is that his pupil should listen to him, Tzetzes, and not to Hermogenes, if he wants
to profit from a proper treatment of rhetoric. The highly polemical Historia VI 79,
794-817, offers a summary of Tzetzes’ own approach, highlighting some of the
elements later developed in the quarrel with Andronikos Kamateros:

/ \ / / \ /
Kepoaloio d€ S1OwG1 TOLAXOVTA ROl TTEVTE,
E / / / \ ~ /
OUPALVTOL LOAOL SIUAEGTQOL ROl (POVEVOV RWAOLOGTNV. 795
Koi tadto A&yet uébodov Se1vOTnTOg TUYYAVELY,
® GLVEQYOVGL X0l TIVEG O GLOL0L OULOTOLG.
TCETENG 8¢ oot devoTNTOG GHLOYQAPET LEBOSOLG
ETITEOY BNV, GOVTOUO, TOD Y AQTOL TTEPEIGUEVOG.
M£Bodov 6V devdTnTog Yivwoxe vOv ualddv Hov, 800
EL8EVOL TTAVTO TEXVIX®, ONTOQX® TGO AOY®,
700 HEV 0V XM %EXETIo00L 6E GLVOAMG TTEOOWIOLG,
0oV 8€ YN, OTOTOV TE %Ol TTMG KoL PUEYQL TTOGOV,

He gives thirty-five chapters,

pies of an obscure mill and ass-buckled oven™. 795

And he says that these achieve the approach to forceful speaking,

and there are some that also agree, as like with like.

Tzetzes outlines for you the approaches to forceful speaking

cursorily, succinctly, without wasting paper.

Now, listening to me, learn the approach to forceful speaking, 800

learn to know everything for a skilled and rhetorical speech,

where it is not at all necessary to use proems,

where on the contrary it is necessary, which one, and how, and up to
[which point,

" Such “splendid people” are probably the same close-knit group of bombastic and self-

entitled rhetors blamed in the iambs that accompany the second recension of the Historiai: see P.A.M.
Leone, loanni Tzetzae iambi cit. and Agapitos, Blemish examiners cit. 24.

7 I subscribe here to the hypothesis of K.L. Struve, Uber den politischen Vers der Mittel-
griechen, Berlin 1823, 102-103, according to which Tzetzes presents the theories of his adversaries,
literally, as bull-shit. Such imagery characterizes, as we have seen, the whole poem against Georgios
and Gregorios. The scholia on the Historiai stresses that pOlov is used instead of pOAmvog as a wilful
barbarism, in tune with the jesting tone (VI 79, 795 Leone).
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%ol 1o TTEodiyeTco de %ol dunyeicon déov,

7100 §° 00 rEodNyeicbon Te 00SE Ye dunyeicbon, 805
%ol 1o 8¢ dryovitesOot, Tod 8¢ drywv oL TTiTEL,

%0l TT0D XQEMV ETTIAOYOV, TTOT & 0V Xee®V TIOEVAL,

2OL TTOVTOL TTOG 0L TTOTE ST 0l LEYQL TIVOG YQAPELY,

18€01G TTOLOIG EXOGTOV X0 TOTG OXTM LOQLOLG,

gvvolaig »ol pebodoig de AéEeat, oxnuact te, 810
xOAOIG, GLVONX LG, TTOCEGT X0 TOTG QUOLOTE MGAVTOG,

TIOVTOL TTQOG TOL TTROPANUOTO YROUpOvVTO %ot a&low,

%0V EVB0EOV TO TTEOPANEL, XAVTTEQ £X TOV ASOEMV,

AVTTEQ AUPIBOEOV EGTL, XAV TE TOV TOQOSOEWV.

TowodTn pev 1 Sdvauig detvdotnrog uedodouv: 815
0 & "EQUoYEVNG GLV 0O TOD TOTG GOMPOGLVTYOQOLG

YQOUPETMGOY, AUAEITOCOV, GTTEQ OOTOTG ETTEADN.

and where you need to use the pre-narration and the narration,
where you must skip both pre-narration and narration 805
and where you must resort to the disputes and where the dispute has

[no place,
and where you need the peroration and where you do not need it,
and how and when and up to which point you must write everything,
each point through which idea of style and through the eight parts,
thoughts and approaches and words and figures 810
and clauses and compounds and pauses and rhythms likewise,
writing everything suitably according to the defence,
whether it is noble or one of the vile ones,
whether it is ambiguous or belongs to the incredible.
Such is the power of the approach to forceful speaking; 815
as far as Hermogenes and his clever advocates are concerned,
let them write and speak whatever occurs to them.

This passage shows very clearly that Tzetzes advocates a flexible approach to
the rhetorical devices theorized by Hermogenes, one that customizes the speech, so
to speak, according to the relevant occasion, without dogmatic preconceptions.

The same disparaging attitude toward Hermogenes and those who follow him
blindly is to be detected straight at the beginning of this Historia. Here Tzetzes draws
the line between proper rhetoric and what he calls “sophistic”, introducing a dis-
tinction that ought to be borne in mind when approaching his work on Hermogenes.
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The whole passage from the self-commentary is in fact prompted by the sentence
from Ep. 8 (p. 7,10-15 Leone):

VOLL LTV %0 TTEQL TV xVQLoXTV BeQoiteiony NoYOANUEVOG UNSE TOV ONTo-
Qu@V Aoylwv GpuéLeL, GAL TT) oT) BIBA® TTRocEX®Y YOUVaLE HEV GOUTOV
TIQOYUUVAGHOGL X0l GTOGELG YOAPELY ROADG EXUEAETO. XOL TTQOOWIWV
ebEECY NavBave xol 18€av AdYov ONTOEXOD TOVTOG dloxQlvely £Ti-
OTELE.

Yes, after taking care of your Sunday worship, don’t neglect the sayings of
rhetoric, but paying close attention to your book, prepare yourself with the
preparatory exercises and work on writing the issues properly and learn how
to find proems and attend to assessing the style of any rhetorical speech.

The pupil is invited to train specifically in judicial discourse (I. 15). Tzetzes
in fact considers judicial rhetoric as the only genuine kind, whereas Hermogenes’
teachings are more suitable for sophistry, as explained by the first words of the
historia (VI179, 743-748):

PNTOQUXTV UEV YIVOGKE TNV SX1y0Q®V TEXVIY,

™V BBrov ‘Eguoyévoug 8€ comioTikny Hot xGAsL.

AUtn 8’ N cogiotebovsa Onroixiig 1 BBrog 745
TevTaBiBrog LTTAQYEL LEY, €lg TTéEVTE Slonpeita,

€1 TE TO TQOYLUVACUOTO, GTOGELG X0 TOG EVQECELG,

18€0g xol TTEOG HEBOSOV SEVOTNTOG GLV TOLTOLC.

Be aware that rhetoric is the art of the lawyers,

but to me you should call the book of Hermogenes sophistic.
That book of rhetoric, the sophistic one,

is five books, is divided into five,

into the preparatory exercises, the causes and the invention,
the ideas and with them the approach to forceful speaking.

Given that in the last section of the Historia — as we have seen in the passage
quoted above — Tzetzes paraphrases again in political verses the advice he gives to
Andronikos in the letter’s finale (Ep. 8, p. 17,15-19 Leone), one is left wondering
whether the book he invites his alleged former pupil to consider during his Sunday
practice is Hermogenes’ or rather his own. Be that as it may, the letter to Andronikos
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Kalorabdas testifies to an early interest of Tzetzes for the corpus and, probably, to
an early engagement with it in his capacity of teacher.

Once again, we can appreciate how Historia XI 369 is connected to many
overarching themes of the self-commentary. Historia XI 369 is a summary of the
corpus Hermogenianum. Tzetzes voices his disagreement on several points, compar-
ing his attitude toward Hermogenes to the treatment he had reserved to several
authors in the Logismoi, in his capacity of “auditor of the ancients and the mod-
erns”®. The attack in hexameters against Andronikos and his protégé (vv. 212-222)
is encapsulated in the outline of the second book of Invention. The actual refutation
of Hermogenes, lingering on the technicalities of the mpoxotdoTao1G, comes right
after the verbal aggression (vv. 223-245):

Obrog 6 dEeNTogevTog 6 TCETENG, TOD LITAE)OL

T0D QNTOQO ®kNELECVTOG TOV BovBadov TOV otov,

€1 TO TTEQL EVREGEMV £V TOU® TM SELTEQW 225
700 ‘Eguoyévoug AEyovtog olomeQ S180exeL AdY01G,

UM LETO TO TTEOOTHIOV EVOEWS dinyeicbon,

GTEXVOV TOVTO YOIQ PNOL 0L THV (QETTOQELTOV,

xoTicbo TEoxoTaGTAGEL 88, TT) ®0l TTEOSIYNOEL,

%ol TOTE TTEOG SNyNoV Y®EETY, BoTeQ dddoxel 230

This is the utterly un-rhetorical Tzetzes, while the eparch

saluted as a rhetor such a buffalo,

in the second book on the Invention

by Hermogenes, who states in his teachings

that one shall not proceed to the narration straight after the proem,

(for he says that this is not skillful and belongs to the utterly un-rhetorical),
but one shall use the pre-exposition and the pre-narration,

and then move to the narration, as he teaches.

80 XT 369, 118-123 focus on Aphthonios’ and Hermogenes’ progymnasmata in general; 124-
134 on myth; 135-140 on narrative; 141-156 on the different styles; 158-169 on chreia and gnome;
170-176 on elaboration and constructive reasoning; 177-181 on encomium; 189-197 on the the Issues;
198-209 on the Invention, first and second book in general; 210-222 on the rant against Andronikos,
223-245 on the refutation of Hermogenes’ theory on pre-exposition; 246-432 takes up again the thread
of the Historia after the digression and include the first refence to the Logismoi; 252-433 are focused
on book 3 and 4 of Invention; 296-305 on the Art of Eloquence; 296-434 on the Types of Style; 346-
358 on Tzetzes tendency to refute the great authors of the past, with a reference to the Logismoi.
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o0tog 0 TCETENG 6 ENBeig ditTdg EvavTiodTo,

AEYOV, 1| TQOXATACTOGIG X0l TTROJINYNOIG 8

00 AEYOLGLY, G AEYELS VOV GV, TO TTQOTIETTQOYUEVCL,

GUVOTTTIX®G &€ AEyovat To pEALOVTOL AeyOijvar,

olow TV TTROXUTAGHELTV EUTTROGHEY LEAAEIS AEYEWY. 235
OVd’ eicael 0UOBIOV %ol TEYVIXOV BE AEYEL,

oG AEyers, ® ‘Eouoyeveg, xofNobot TeoxatacTAcEL

“Eo Tl Yo 0TTov TEYVIROV TO Xoficbot tpoowios,

EVi BUGT TE 0l TOIGL X0 TETQOGT TTOAIXIG

0mov 8¢ oA undopds yenoachot eooie: 240
%0l GAA 0D 8€ TEXVIXROV GOl AEYEL TEQPUXEVAL,

0L Hovov To un xenoacHot, | eHg, TEOdNYNoEL,

OAAO UMdE diMynoty To cbvorov TIEVHL

®G Ao oD rodiov un xenoocot crydoty,

£V AALOIC TTOALY TEYVIXOV ETTIAOYOV UT) AEYELV. 245

The above-mentioned Tzetzes disagrees twice,

stating: pre-exposition and pre-narration

do not tell, as you say now, the antecedents,

but summarize what it is about to be said,

which pre-arrangement you are about to expound. 235

Also, he affirms that it is not always fitting and skilled,

as you say, Hermogenes, to use the pre-exposition.

Sometimes it is skilful to use proems,

once, twice and three and four times, and often;

sometimes, again, to skip the proem altogether; 240

and elsewhere he says that it is skilled for you

not only not to use the pre-narration, as you say,

but even to skip completely the narration;

equally elsewhere is fitting not to use the disputes,

whereas on other occasions again it is skilled not to pronounce 245
[the epilogue.

As mentioned above, these lines are followed by one of the two passages of
the Historia referring to the Logismoi. As I have shown elsewhere, the Logismoi, or
Audits, are a multilayered work, composed at different stages and based on Tzetzes’
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reading notes®'. The manuscript Voss. gr. Q1, which is also the best witness for the
commentary on the corpus®?, has preserved a portion of the Logismoi devoted to
Aphthonios and Hermogenes. That section has a composite nature: the part dealing
with Aphthonios’ and Hermogenes’ preparatory exercises is in iambs, while the one
tackling the other four treatises of the corpus is composed in political verse — but it
stops at the beginning of the section on De ideis. The portion in political verses was
probably composed at a later date, possibly after or around the same time as the
Historiai, which describe the Logismoi as a self-standing book in iambs*. This
seems to be confirmed also by the role played by the issue of mEoxotdoTOCS in
the text transmitted by the Vossianus.

The treatment of Toxatdotooclg in Tzetzes” commentary on ps.-Hermog-
enes is, on the contrary, rather succinct. Although polemical overtones are still
present, Tzetzes’ exegesis is short and to the point (f. 90r, fig. 1):

[Tet TOD TTEOOWIOL TTELY TEAOT® S1BGENS TOU®,

£V TO deLTEQW TEYVIXAG TMIE S180GHEL TOUW,

UM UETO TO TTEOOIHIOV EVBEWG dinyelcbot

Ex TOV ATEYVOV TODTO YOIQ X0l TOV GQQENTOQELTMV.
AALOL TTQOXOLTOG TGO TOL TTEMTO. TTROSINYNOEL,
T0TE, ThG dinynoewg andyechot TEETOVTOG.
TCETCng €0 TOV GvdoL 8€ AEyewy O BELeL THOE.
Aéyer 8¢ v Suynoy miartdvesOon Towilmg
GVTTEQ TOIGT %O TETQOGT XDOAOIG TTOAMALOYDUEV

After previously teaching about the prooimion in the first book,

in the second one he skilfully teaches

that one shall not proceed to the narration straight after the prooimion
— for this comes from the unskilled and utterly un-rhetorical persons.
Rather one must first equip the exposition with a pre-narration,

and then fittingly start with the narration.

Tzetzes allows the man to say what he wants here.

However, he does say that the narration is artfully amplified

if we recapitulate through three or four clauses

81 Pizzone, Self-authorization cit.

For the manuscript witnesses see above, n. 5. The commentary has probably to be dated to
the 1140s: see Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 661-662.
8 See again Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 653-654.

82
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TOL TLETTQOLYULEVOL TIQOLYUOITOL X0 TOVTMV TOG CLLTIOG,
%0l 0TIV TOVG A0Y1oUoLE 81 0Dg GLVEPN TOdE

%ol 660TTEQ TEOEYEAE. TTELY £V TTROLPNYNoEL™.
OOx €Yo 8¢ coPESTEQOV TOD TEYVIXOD TL AEE0L

€l U1 ToL YENL® PATVOPAY LOXQOXOUTTNEOLG AOYO1G.
Todto to TTide Yo SoupT) %ol TOV AOTOVONT@V.
[MpeoPutego xal xonoo 1ot Tf) LtobEcEL

Qv LEV XOITNYOQTIG TVOG TO TTQOTIQOYOEVTOL (PODAL,
av 8" UTeENYoQTiG TVOG, XENOTA TO TEOTTEOYHEVTOL.

the deeds done and their causes,

and the reasons behind their causes, why they came to be,

and everything I wrote before with respect to the preliminary outline.
I can’t say here anything clearer than the skilled rhetor,

unless I want to drag, babbling like a broken record.

The arguments here are clear and belong to the self-evident ones.
The antecedents are also useful to the presentation:

if you accuse someone, the background is bad,

whereas if you speak for someone, the background is to be good.

Tzetzes does not counter Hermogenes’ arguments here, confining himself to
adding few details about the amplification of the narration through a sort of short
recap of the antecedents. Toward the end, commenting on /nv. I 1.2, Tzetzes moves
along the lines of Hermogenes’ Late Antique commentators, introducing the concept
of subjectivity and biased exposition that are to be found in the general presentation
of the subject matter. The perspective on the antecedents obviously changes accord-
ing to the role of the speaker, either prosecutor or defendant. The influence of the
Late Antique rhetorical tradition is to be detected also in the use of the term dponTo-
eevToV, a word that plays a crucial role in the polemic with Andronikos Kama-
teros®. In his work on the different sorts of {ntfuoto, Sopater stresses that moving
directly to the xotdotooig is highly unskilled, especially because emotions are
involved (p. 8,58 Walz):

8 _ugrynoet is written in rasura in Tzetzes’ hand. The term does not occur in Hermogenes,

but it is present in his commentator John Sikeliotes (p. 143,4 Walz) and in an anonymous Prolegomenon
(p. 41,17 Rabe).
85 See Agapitos, Blemish examiners cit. 24-26.



fig. 1: Leiden University Libraries, Voss. gr. Q1, f. 90r
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"Ene1dn) mifog E6TIV Ev OA® T TAACUOTL, SET TTOQOTNEETY, OTL XOAOV €V
TOTG TOWVTOIG TOV CNTNUATOV TTEOXATACTATIXO1G YeNoachot vonuoct,
%Ol UM OTTADG ELGRAALELY €1 TNV XOTACTAGLY" GRPOSQW YOIQ TO TOLOVTOV
GLQONTOQEVLTOV.

As there are emotions in the whole fictional account, one must observe that it
is beautiful in such inquiries to use preliminary thoughts and not to simply
transition to the exposition, for this is very un-rhetorical.

The word is ironically appropriated by Tzetzes. As pointed out by Agapitos®®,
the key term appears already in Historia IX 278, a commentary on letter 59, ad-
dressed to the anonymous wife of the Megas Hetaireiarchos in 1147, just before the
arrival in Constantinople, in September, of the German troops guided by Conrad III
and headed to the Holy Land on the occasion of the Wendish Crusade®’. The content
of the letter — a dream interpretation — and its commentary are not directly related to
rhetorical theory. Nonetheless they still pertain to literary performance and to the
rituals of intellectual display as practised in the circles of the Kamateroi*. In the
commentary, as we see in the text quoted below, the term is not yet referred to
Tzetzes himself.

As mentioned above, the Logismoi further develop the arguments of Histo-
ria X1369 as regards the problem of poxatdotoacic. The section dealing with the
second book of De inventione goes from f. 228v to 239v, where the portion devoted
to the treatise On the Types of Style begins and the manuscript abruptly ends. The
various topics are tackled in the form of {ntnoeic®. The issue of mEoxathoTOC1g
is handled in {ntnoig 21, from f. 228v to f. 230v. In the {ytnoig the points of criti-
cism against Hermogenes go from two to three. Whereas in the Historiai the issues
at stake were (1) the absolute necessity of Tpoxatdotocig and (2) the nature of its
content (background events vs. a recap of forthcoming arguments), the Logismoi also

8 Ibid.

87 Griinbart, o.c. 209.

8 Dreams and the social game of dream interpretation play a certain role in Tzetzes’ letters.
We have seen above that ep. 103 revolves around a dream allegedly experienced by Andronikos Kama-
teros. Recently Mazzucchi has identified a dream narrative copied in the ms. Ambrosianus M66 sup. in
the hand, as he argues, of John Kamateros, the Constantinopolitan Patriarch (f. 311r). The manuscript
containing Hermogenes was copied in the tenth century, but twelfth-century hands completed it with
glosses (see below). Some of this material can be ascribed to Tzetzes (C.M. Mazzucchi, L ’ex libris di
Giovanni Camatero e versi inediti di Tzetzes nel codice Ambrosiano M 66 sup, «Aevum» XCIII (2019)
441-448).

8 See Pizzone, Self-Authorization cit. 663-664.
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question the identity of mpoxotdoTacig and Todiynois. Tzetzes challenges Her-
mogenes’ views by addressing him directly, in a sort of living dialogue with the past
(f. 229r-229v, figg. 2-3):

xol 1Rog Tov ‘Eguoyévn 8¢ tata onotl xat’ €nog’
“’Eviayob mooiutov, ‘Epuodyeveg, ob mintet,

800 %ol Tl 8™ GAAOYOD %ol TEGCOQO TTOAAAKIC.
"Eviogyob Giouodiov umn AEyety EmAoyoug,

Eviood 8¢ TeXVIxOV XNt ToTlg EmAdYOIG.

Kol 00 7oAy iouodiov xol TeXVIXov LITAQYEL
TOTG Ary®VIGTIXOTG NUTY xeYQTIoBo xEPOALOLG,
00 8& oA GVAQUOGTOV TOVTOLS £6TL xeXQTioO0L.
Ko 00 pév dteyvov €6T1 811 yNC1G GLVOAMG,

00 8€ %0l x0T ExPOCY TIOETOL TTAXTLTATOGS,
%0l 0D, £% SUTYNOEWG *OTAQYECHOL TTEETMIES.

00 8& oA, AvaQUOGTOV TODTO”, TO £V X0 TTEATOV. A
AELTEQOG, AUOQTAVEWY GE TTOAY EvTadbo AEYet, B’
TOOTOV TV TROXOTOGTOGLY TQOSTYNGEL (PAVTOL.

Kol toltog, “aitiduot o€ yodpovta TodTo g1val, r

TEATE TE X0l TEESPOTEQ, DV AEYEL TIG TQOYUATWOV,

and he tells Hermogenes the following, word by word:
“At times, Hermogenes, the opening does not work well.
twice and otherwise three times and often four times.

At times it is fitting to not pronounce the peroration,

at times it is skilled to use the peroration.

And, again, it might be fitting and skilled

for us to use topics suitable for the debate,

or it might be unfitting to use them.

And the narration might be altogether unskilled,

or it might also be expanded through ekphrasis,

and there is where it is suitable to start from the narrative,
and where again this is not fitting.” This is the first issue,
second, he says that you, again, are wrong when

you say that pre-exposition and pre-narration are the same,
and third, “I accuse you because you affirm that these are
the first and the antecedents of the facts that one narrates,
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oV UMY 8" OV HEAREL TIG ELETV BOTTEQ £Y® VOV AEYO.

Kol o0, &v Toig 18éoug 8¢ xol téyvn Thig uebodov

%ol €V £TEQOLG TOTTOLG €, Gx®V TOVTA HOL AEYELS

detevig TODTO LEAAOVTOV UEV, OV UNV TOV TTOQEABOVT®Y,

HAVTTEQ KOXETOE GHOTEWVDG KOl OV GOPDG SEWHVONG.

AANOWOV S18Gox®V YoQ Aoyov v TG 18€ag,

u€0080v TOUTOL AEVELG HOL, AXOTACTATOG AEYELY,
f.229v  x®Qlg TEOXATACTAGENG STPE 0l TOD TEOAEYELY

£x TTIG TTQOXUTAUGTAUGENMG TNV TTQO HOVNV EXXOVOG

®G OV doxTig TL ETEQOV 0V TO AOTO d& AEyew.”

not of those that one is about to narrate, as I say.

And you, in the Types of Style and in the Art of Eloquence

and in other passages you say the same as I do, though unwillingly,

showing that these parts of the speech belong to the future and not to
[the past,

even if there too you prove yourself obscure and unclear.

For, when you teach the sincere discourse in the Types of Style

you tell me that its approach consists in an elocution without exposition,

that is without pre-exposition and preliminary speech,

cutting just the syllable ‘pre’ off the word pre-exposition,

in order that you seem to say something else and not the same”.

Tzetzes argues his point on the contents of the tpoxatd.cTOc1G by signalling
the corpus’ internal inconsistencies. The first objection is based on Id. 11 7,18,3-5%.
There Hermogenes states that moving directly to the answers, without announcing
one’s undertaking (T0 x®Q1g ¥ TOGTAGEWG), is proper of the sincere discourse. Al-
though attested in the manuscript as a title of Book 2, xatdctocic does not feature
among the rhetorical terms of Invention, but there are two further occurrences in
Types of style (19,14,8; 11 9,31,8). In the specific passage mentioned by Tzetzes the
term indicates the ‘undertaking’ rather than the exposition proper, so much so that
Patillon himself translates it as «annonce du propos»’'. Tztezes’ point is therefore
that Hermogenes here actually means mooxotdctaoctg and that he is pointing to
special circumstances in which the pre-exposition is not required.

% Tzetzes uses the term dxotoctdtog which comes from John Sikeliotes’ commentary on

the relevant passage (p. 426,18 Walz).
91 The same translation at 1 9,14,8.



fig. 2: Leiden University Libraries, Voss. gr. Q1, f. 229r



fig. 3: Leiden University Libraries, Voss. gr. Q1, f. 229v
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The second allegation of inconsistency is based on Meth. 12,1-2. There Her-
mogenes stresses the need briefly to summarize the arguments that will be presented
in the body of the speech. To prove his point, Tzetzes introduces a paraphrasis in
political verses of the relevant Hermogenian text (229v):

€x c0D TeQl peBddov ¢ dddrynatog 6 TCETCNG,
CLGELYYWV GTTOTIVIYEL GE, x0l 0UX £0 SQOOHAGOL

AEyov: ““EQUOYEVEG SELVE, TTIXQE TOTG EVEQYETAIG,

aOTO T® Oodéxtn TE xol Mvouriov® Se,

€€ 00 TNV TTACOV TEYVOCIV 0DTOG EGPETEQICH

%ol €x T0D PoANEERS & ol TOD AloVLGTov

%ol TV NTOQMV TAV Aomdv @vrtep 6 TCETENG 01dev

00G GVOry@yms 0L TILAG GOLG EVEQYETOG OVTHG,

TALVOUG TIOLETG TOVG AvEQOLG €, xOTOUpoQaic’™ puglong” : —

s \ \ / ~ / /
Eic 0 met nebodov cov, Tobto S8aGrELS YOOPMV”
»  “TO €V QYT CLVOTITIRAG £V XEPOAOLOIG AEYELY

Using your Method as a chain, Tzetzes

chokes you, preventing any escape,

saying: “O terrible Hermogenes, bitter towards your benefactors,

the very Theodektes®® and Minucianus,

from which you have drawn all your art,

just like you did from the Phalaereus and Dionysios

and all the other rhetors of whom Tzetzes knows very well,

whom you ignorantly fail to honour even though they are your
[benefactors,

vou treat the men as your latrine, discharging your anger on them.”

In your Method, you teach the following, saying:
“The device whereby one states synoptically at the beginning, in summary

2 The term is double-edged, in the vein of Tzetzes: it means both “attack” and “diarrhoea”.

The verse echoes Ar. Plut. 1061. I thank Nunzio Bianchi for the reference.

% Theodektes from Phaselis lived in the first half of the fourth century BC. A pupil of Isocra-
tes, he was active as both poet and rhetor. See: F. Jacoby-J. Bollansée-G. Schepens, Die Fragmente der
Griechischen Historiker Continued, IV: Biography and Antiquarian Literature, Leiden 1999, 395-398;
E. Matelli, Teodette di Faselide, retore, in D. Mirhady (ed.), Influences on Peripatetic Rhetoric. Essays
in Honor of William W. Fortenbaugh, Leiden-Boston 2007, 169-186; V. Pacelli, Teodette di Faselide.
Frammenti poetici, Tiibingen 2016.
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OTTEQ HOLTOOKHEVOLELY TIC E1TE S18AGHELY HEAAEL,
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ol ool 8 vrtooyecv”, dote PLaln dxmv

e ~ e s ~ / E / /
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999

®OG %Ol TO, ‘OITOGYOUEVOV TOlO EUE VOV SETEOL’™.

what one is about to expose or teach,

is called by all the most recent experts on rhetoric ‘preface’,

while the most ancient ones call this ‘undertaking’”, so that you are
[unwillingly constrained

to admit that Tzetzes speaks the truth also in these matters.

In the section on clarity, you show it more evidently

when you say that clear thoughts are expository,

for they outline clearly what it is about to be said,

as in “I promised to make three points™.

In the following section, after a short recap of his arguments, Tzetzes explains
also why he argues that mpoxotdotacig and TRodNynoig are not the same. First,
both terms do not refer to antecedents, but relate to the semantic sphere of anticipa-
tion, due to the prefix o-. Second, this is not to say that they mean the same thing.
Although they share the notion of anticipation, they refer to different rhetorical
devices. The reason of ps.-Hermogenes’ mistake lies in his simplistic reductionism
when it comes to rhetorical terminology (f. 230r, fig. 4):

1 8¢ Y€ TEOSINYNOIG X0l TTEOXUTAGTOGIG O

00 TO TEEGPVTEQO E1GT KO TOL TTROYEVOVOTOL"
ExETVaL, TTIQO TOD TRAYUOTOG POUEV %0 TTOREABOVTOL
%0l ATTOGTAVTO, 8€ Ul %ol GrroTefEUEVHL

Pre-narration and pre-exposition

are not the earlier facts and what happened before;
those facts before the event, we also call them foregoing
and I say what is past and left aside

94

Dem. 23,18.



fig. 4: Leiden University Libraries, Voss. gr. Q1, f. 230r
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%0l €1 T1 TOLOLTOVLUOV, ECYNXOGL TNV XA GV

£V 01 8€ TTROGMUAIVOUEY TL TTEQL TV HEALOVT®V,
TODTO, TTROVTTOCYEGELG TE (POUEV X0l TTQOEXDECELS,
TROOEMQELOG GLV (LOTOTG Ol 81) TTEOVPNYNGELS

2O TTQOY QUK TNQICLOTO KOl TTQOSLOTUTTOGELG

oLV 01G, TTEOSINYNGELG TE %O YE, TTQOXUTOGTACELS
%O, XOTOGTAGEL GLV OTOTG KO TIQOXATAUCKEVAG YE
%ol GALOL, TTQOGPLEGTOTO, OVOUOITO, OTTOGOL.

TIAMV, oyl v voulLopey GmovTo Te@urivor,

®G 0UTOG, TTROXAUTAGTOCIY RO TG TROSINYNCELS
GAL" AOVET® OGS PQOVDV %0l LOTQOG TTIG CWPQOVAY,
710G 0£50m B0 dE TEADV BEPNAov xoLoTOSIOG : —

and anything similar is defined in such a way;

however, those parts where we pre-announce anything about the future,
those we call preliminary undertakings and prefaces,

together with preambles and pre-explanations

and pre-characterizations” and pre-figurations

with them, and pre-narrations and pre-expositions,

together with expositions and pre-confirmations

and all the devices bearing most suitable names.

Except that we do not believe that they are all the same,

as he does with pre-exposition and pre-narration;

but now listen all of you, clever men from the wise lot,

and you, all of you coming from the uninitiated squad, just shut up.

At the end of this passage Tzetzes refers to the xovsTmdio, band or squadron,
to be identified with his opponents®. The commentary on Aristophanes implies that
thic gang would often contest Tzetzes’ teachings or performances, interrupting him
with questions and proving their crassitude in poetic matters. This leads him to

9 Tzetzes shows a striking consistency throughout his career in his theoretical approach to

these matters. He uses this rhetorical device to interpret //. I 105 in Exeg. Il. p. 197,8-9 Papathomopou-
los: T0 8¢ oyfiio TEOYCEOXTNEIGUOG EGTLY, O TTELQA TOTG ONTOQC TEOXATOCTOCS AéyeTot (“The
figure is pre-characterization, what is called pre-exposition by the rhetors™). TTooyc:QoxTnEIGHOG is a
neologism by Tzetzes.

%  See Agapitos, Middle-Class cit. There is now a further occurrence in the Allegories from
the Verse-Chronicle (v. 631), edited by Tommaso Braccini in this volume, p. 15.
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anticipate several times their possible objections®’. The members of the squad were
apparently also staunch advocates of Hermogenes, just as he states in the Historiai.

At the beginning of Historia X1 369 Tzetzes lets us know that, whereas
Hermogenes’ treatises are only five in number, the books written in his defence are
as numerous as sixty (v. 103). Andronikos and the anonymous buffalo are obviously
part of this pro-Hermogenian gang. The question arises, however, whether it is possi-
ble to identify other actors, or at least traces of their approach to Hermogenes. The
answer is in the positive, as we shall see in the next section.

Late twelfth-century readers of Hermogenes

As the Historiai and the Logismoi make clear, Tzetzes was induced to elaborate on
his views regarding moxatdoTacig by the violent reaction that his criticism
against Hermogenes had caused among fellow rhetoricians, a reaction which — alleg-
edly — had found a sympathetic ear in Andronikos Kamateros. The first question to
be asked is then: is there anywhere we can trace signs of the controversy other than
in Tzetzes’ work?

A good starting point is the work of Gregorios Pardos, bishop of Corinth.
Among the treatises that have been bequeathed to us, we find a commentary on Her-
mogenes’ Art of Eloquence, in which Tzetzes’ exegesis is acknowledged several
times. Gregorios famously expresses harsh criticism against Tzetzes’ commentary,
as shown by the following passage (p. VII/2, 1098,22-28 Walz)*®:

Aéyer de nat 0 TEETENG €V 01g Eypahev €1g TNV OANV TNV OnToQuxny €EN-
YNOWV PALEQOSTIYLSI01G OTOD, Tt Bovg TEocONXKNV A&yeL O ‘Eguoyévng
N TV TOV NTOQOV TOV AEYOVT®V 1] TNV TOV TQOCMTOV TAOV LITOXEL-
uévav €v 1oig Aoyolc.

Tzetzes says, in his silly little verses full of abuse on the whole of the rhetoric,
that Hermogenes calls qualification of character either that produced by the
speaking rhetors or that of the characters present in the speeches.

97 Cf. schol. Ar. Nub. 242, p. 442,6-7 Massa Positano 810 8¢ t1v dpofectérny pogov xov-

oTwdlov ybpo ToTE xol avTOg %0t awTovg; The note on Plur. 1098, pp. 221,15-223,17 Massa
Positano offers a long digression on dichronoi and rhetorical compositions, where it is explained that
issues of quantity also apply to prose.

% Other mentions at pp. 1099,3, 1186,12, and 1157,25 Walz.
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These few lines are extremely important as they testify to the fact that by the
mid-1150s there was already a published commentary in verse by Tzetzes circulating
in Byzantium, given that 1156 is the most likely date for Gregorios’ death”. Gre-
gorios’ text also offers further glimpses into the problematic reception with which
Tzetzes’ exegesis was met by his contemporaries

The mention of Tzetzes’ commentaries prompts further considerations. Gre-
gorios’ work on /Id. is preserved, among other, by the Laurentianus Plut. 57,5, a
manuscript dated by Carlo Maria Mazzucchi to the late twelfth century but restored
one century later'®. As a witness it is therefore chronologically close to the time
when both Tzetzes and Gregorios worked on, and published, their commentary on
the corpus. The Laur. Plut. 57,5 preserves Aphthonios and the Corpus Hermogenia-
num together with a series of Byzantine commentaries, including John of Sicily’s
exegesis on the IeQt 18e®v'"".

Among these exegetical works, Rosario Scalia has recently called attention to
the catena-commentary on the Invention ascribed in some manuscripts to Georgios
Diairetes or Sophistes'®. Scalia lists three manuscripts that mention this elusive fig-
ure as the author of the commentary in two further Hermogenian manuscripts, Vat.
gr. 105 and 901 (following Scalia, D and V, while the Laurentianus is L). In fact,
the picture is a bit more complex. Let us have first a quick look at the manuscripts
involved.

D belongs to the Nicaean period and is dated to 1244-1255: it ascribes our
commentary on Invention to John Doxapatres'®. V dates from the late thirteenth
century'™ and, as stressed also by Scalia, it preserves the exegesis ®0TO AUUOTOL

99

30, 35.

100 See C.M. Mazzucchi, Longino in Giovanni di Sicilia: con un inedito di storia, epigrafia e
toponomastica di Cosma Manasse dal cod. Laurenziano LVII. 5, «Aevum» LXIV (1990) 183-198: 185.

101 See S. Papaioannou, loannes Sikeliotes (and loannes Geometres); revisited. With an appen-
dix: Edition of Sikeliotes’ scholia on Aelius Aristides, in A. Binggeli-V. Déroche (edd.), Mélanges Ber-
nard Flusin, Paris 2019, 659-692: 661.

102 R.G. Scalia, La teoria della mooxatactoois nel Tel edpéoeng dello Pseudo-Ermogene
e nei suoi commentatori, in P.B. Cipolla (ed.), Metodo e passione. «Atti dell’Incontro di Studi in onore
di Giuseppina Basta Donzelli (Catania, 11-12 aprile 2016)», Amsterdam 2018, 111-130.

103 For a description of the manuscript and his contents, see Papaioannou, o.c. 661: John Sikeli-
otes and John of Sardis are also transmitted under the name of John Doxapatres, while Galenos under
the name of Gregory of Corinth.

104 See Papaioannou, o.c. 662 and P. Schreiner, Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 867-932,
Vatican City 1988, 87-90.

See A. Kominis, Gregorio Pardos, metropolita di Corinto e la sua opera, Rome 1960, 29-
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independently from the commented text. Again, the manuscript contains also the
work of Doxapatres (on Aphthonios) and John Sikeliotes.

D does not mention Georgios as the author of the commentary, listing instead
Doxapatres, at f. 32r'%®, The commentary’s authorship is explicitly problematized by
the title of L (by the twelfth-century century hand), which reads as follows (f. 174r):

TxOMoL €1G TOVG TTEQL EVRECENMG TEGGHQUG TOUOVG, €% TTOADVY BAMY
PLOTIOV® HEAETY GLVOOQOIGOEVTOL, 0l EDPLBG TOTG TOD TEXVIXOD GLV-
apuocBévta gntoic. Eiot 8¢ 1) Tod Atpétov I'emylov, 1) ToD Aeyouévou
TemEylov AVETTLYQAMOL %0l AOEGTTOTOV.

Scholia on the four books of Invention, put together with tireless care from
many books and fittingly harmonized to the sayings of the rhetor. They are
either from Georgios Diairetes or from the said Georgios nameless and anony-
mous.

The addition about authorship comes after the same title that is to be found
with small variations also in D:

TxOMoL €1G TOLG TTEQL EVPECEWG TOUOVG TGGUQUG, £X TTOAADV 1ot BBAlwY
@uomtovniEVTO 2ol cLVaBEOIGHEVTH, ol EVPLAG TOTG TOD TEYVIXOD
cvvorocsBevto gntoic. Todvvou Tod Ao&amatod.

V, finally, at f. 123v, gives l'ewQyiov co@iotod as the author, without further
details. In fact, the authorship of “Georgios” is most doubtful. Already Glockner had
pointed out the great similarity or even overlaps between “Georgios” and portions
of the commentary ascribed to John of Sardeis by Doxapatres'®. The attribution to
John is accepted also by Patillon and Papaioannou'’’. This is surely not the place to
disentangle such a complex issue. What matters to our concerns, however, is that
Laur. Plut. 57,5 proves the circulation of this commentary on Invention in the learned
circles of the capital during the twelfth century.

105 This fact was pointed out already by 1. Graeven, Cornuti Artis Rhetoricae Epitome, Ziirich
1891, x1-x11.

106§ Glockner, Quaestiones Rhetoricae, Bratislava 1901, 12-13.

107 Papaioannou, o.c. 661-662; M. Patillon, Anonyme. Scolies au traité Sur l’'invention du
pseudo-Hermogéne, Paris 2012, vii. On John of Sardeis see D. Resh, The first metaphrast: loannes,
Bishop of Sardeis, in A. Alwis-M. Hinterberger-E. Schiffer (eds.), Metaphrasis in Byzantine Literature,
Turnhout 2021, 43-70.
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As pointed out by Scalia and as the title of L. emphasizes, the merits of the
commentary consist in combining many sources from several books, safeguarding
the consistency between commented texts and exegesis. Such an approach points to
a school environment'® and, above all, is in complete opposition with Tzetzes’
stance on the corpus, which, on the contrary, extols originality and independence
from the Hermogenian tenets.

There is a striking detail in this commentary. As noted again by Scalia, its
exegesis stands out precisely when it comes to the stance towards TQOXUTAGTOGIC.
The passages highlighted by Scalia show that the commentary goes to some length
in order to demonstrate Hermogenes’ internal consistency and safeguard the equa-
tion of tEodMynoig and mpoxatdctacic'™. He even reinforces the idea of xotd-
otaolg — which is absent in Hermogenes himself, as we have seen — to create a dou-
ble parallel, TEOdMNYNO1G : TEOXATAGTOCIS = SNyNO1S : xotacToolg. While
enlarging on oxatdoTOCIG, moreover, the text tellingly acknowledges also the
necessity of an introductory recap, which he identifies with Teoxatacxev, or pre-
confirmation, which ps.-Hermogenes addresses later in the treatise''’:

ToOT®V 8 TO HEV HOAETTOL TTQOOIOV, TO OE TTEOSYNGIG, O KO TTQOXOL-
TOOTAGLS, TO 8¢ mEomaooxev). Kol moooluov pév €6t HEQOG AOYOL
XQNOWOV TTQOG TO DTTOXEUEVOL, TTQOXATACTOGIG &€ £6TL FyoLV TTROdN-
YNO1G HEQOG TOD TTOVTOG AOYOL HETOL TO TTROOTUIOV TETOYUEVOV, 81 0D TG
TEESPOTEQN TOD TTEAYHOTOG Gpnyovuedo. TTpoxotocxeun (xorTtooxeLN
L) 8¢ £oTwv Emoryyelo TOV LEAAOVTOV %O TOGHELOLESHOL XEPOAOLMY.

Of these speeches one is called proem, the other a pre-narration, or even pre-
exposition, the other still pre-elaboration. And proems are a part of speech
useful to the topic at hand, while the pre-exposition is, like the pre-narration,
a part of the entire speech placed after the proem by which we narrate the
things that precede the fact. On the other hand, the pre-elaboration is the an-
nouncement of the points that are about to be elaborated.

Such an equivalence is explicitly denied by Tzetzes, who puts pre-exposition
and pre-confirmation on the same footing, against pre-narration. The latter is the
only part actually designed, in his opinion, to expound the antecedents, as he explains

108 Scalia, 0.c. 111, n. 4.

109 Scalia, 0.c. 116-118.

110 The text is edited by Scalia at p. 117. It can be found at f. 194, 11. 8-14 in L; f. 571, 1.43-57v,
1. 5in D. I was not able to locate it in V, which is damaged.
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further in {ntnoig 25, referring again to the passage from Id. 11 7,18,3-5 on clarity
already mentioned above (f. 231r).

The correspondences highlighted above make this commentary a likely repre-
sentative of the group of staunch Hermogenian supporters attacked by Tzetzes. If
not his historical persona, which is really hard, if not impossible to pinpoint, the exe-
gesis transmitted under his name was probably the one to which Tzetzes’ opponents
subscribed. Such a hypothesis might be confirmed by another important and hitherto
disregarded fact. As I have mentioned above, albeit in passing, one of the most
ancient manuscripts of Hermogenes, Ambr. M 66 sup., carries later glosses written
in twelfth-century hands as well as verses by Tzetzes on Hermogenes. This manu-
script, moreover, according to Mazzucchi, belonged to the library of John X Kama-
teros, a member of the family who also had been active in rhetoric, so much so that
we have a praise of Alexios III by him dated to 1196'"".

The glosses of Ambr. M66 sup. are extremely rich and become even richer
when the manuscript reaches Invention I1. There, at folia 83r-v, the issue of mpoxo.-
ThoTaotg is abundantly commented upon. As I was able to ascertain, there is no
doubt that the twelfth-century hand glossing /nvention copied material partly over-
lapping with the commentary preserved by L, D and V, starting from f. 74r. The text
quoted and translated above is to be found at f. 83v. Unfortunately, the manuscript
does not seem to provide any authorship for the commentary — but closer inspection
will be needed to this effect. The relationship between M66 sup. and the other wit-
nesses of this commentary also needs to be investigated more thoroughly, but this is
something that goes beyond the scope of this contribution. What is important to me
here is that we see a network of late twelfth-century manuscripts in dialogue with
each other, as it were.

Laur. Plut. 57,5 includes two commentaries, Gregorios’ and the commentary
on Invention, ascribed there to Georgios, which, in different ways, are explicitly or
implicitly at odds with Tzetzes’ exegesis. Voss. gr. Q1 transmits the most complete
version of Tzetzes’ material on Hermogenes, including the Logismoi, which refute
the very approach to the corpus voiced by the commentary on Invention in Laur.
Plut. 57,5. Lastly, Ambr. M 66 sup. bears textual material stemming from both
Tzetzes and the exegete on Invention. If Mazzucchi is right and it really belonged to
the library of one of the Kamateroi, this manuscript represents the material counter-
part of the ambiguous relationship between Tzetzes and the family. As patrons and

11 See above, n. 88. On John X Kamateros, see Darrouzés, Georges et Démétrios cit. 48-49.
See also I. Van Dieten, Nicetae Choniatae Orationes et Epistulae, Berlin 1973, 216-217; E. Kaltso-
gianni, Nikephoros Chrysoberges’ Encomium of the Patriarch John X Kamateros: A New Fragment,
«Parekbolai» X (2020) 142-149.
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sponsors of the arts, the Kamateroi were at liberty to negotiate their position toward
contemporary literary trends, giving alternatively their favour to one or the other.

From theory to performance: managing audience expectations

We have a phrase in Italian to capture the essence of unproductive discussions: “que-
stioni di lana caprina”, which literally translates as “goat-wool matters”. I am fully
aware that, taken at face value, the debate around pre-exposition in Invention Il could
well fit the bill — pun on billy-goats included. And yet, on the basis of the Logismoi
and the commentary on Hermogenes, I hope to be able to prove that much more is
at stake here than simply the pride of stubborn theoreticians.

As shown by the texts examined above, performance, in different forms, is
always very much in the background. The polemic with the Kamateroi is rooted in
the rituals of public and courtly display that made Komneanian society so lively and
fertile. In turn such rituals determined the life of the people involved in them, both
in terms of everyday anxieties, hopes, and fears and in terms of long-term social
standing. A failed performance could mean not only a loss of prestige but also a loss
of income or of prospective students. Not surprisingly such a perspective is present
also in {ntnoig 21, dealing with pre-exposition. It informs the last section of the
{ftnotg, where the purpose of all the rhetorical devices illustrated in the first part is
finally laid on the table (f. 230r-v, figg. 4-5):

OUTo PEV TTEOBIBAGHOVTEG GUVTOU®G TV TO HEALOV,
TOG *¥ANOELG OG ELQNHELY VOV, XOAODUEV TEXVNG AOYOUG.
"Av 8’ £lg xE@AAOLOL TIVOL LEAAOVTOL SLOQADUEY,

€l TE TL %0l xOVOTEQOV HEAAMUEV QT yETSho,

TOTE HOAETY si(ﬁe(xusv TOUTO TOG ¥ANCELS TACE
ngoxaga%rngtcuouc; ocuoc %ol TthSwLTUTrwcsstg,
TQOXOTAGTAGELG GUV OTOTG X0 XOTOGTAGELG GoL

Thus, when we indicate preliminarily and succinctly all that is to come,
we call words of the art the names that I have mentioned right now.
But, if we take up summarily the arguments to come,

and we are about to expound something rather new,

then we should get used to name the process with the following terms:
pre-characterization and pre-figurations

and also pre-expositions and expositions,
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f. 230v

f. 230v

2O OLOL, TIQOXOTAGHEVOLG RO TTQOOIXOVOULOG

oLV 01g RobeQaTElNG TE *0lL YE TTROS10QBMOES.
AML" 0 TTQOYOQOXTTQIGHOG GLV TIQOSLOTUTTWCEL

2O XOTOUGTACEL U0 SE %O TT] TTQOXATAUCTAGCEL,

VoL U1V, 20l THY Tob AEYOVTOG AIGPAAELOLY GXOTTOVGT,
0xQOOT®V TO TTAE0V B€ Tvar um BoguBdvTon’

av ©TiG Y00, “TEGCMQM EQETV, AxQOOTOL, VOV HEAA®”,
v 8¢ 1 800 Poang O, ExBoQULPNCELS TOLTOLG

%o, AL DTTOGYOUEVOG ETEQX. € S18GGHMV,

2O TTEQPLOUEVOL AEYOV OE UT) TIQOEUTMV EXETVCL,
opoing £00QUPNoOG dxEoaT®Y TO TATOOG,

%0l OUT® TODTO TAEOV UEV AXQOOTAV PQOVTILEL.

"H 8¢ ye mooxatacxeLt) cvv Tfj eobegamelc,

%ol 1) 1R0d100MGEL 3 TTEOAEYOVTOL EVTE(VECG,

0T &v T HEAMOUEV EQETV 80%OTY TOV HOVOTEQWVY
TIAEOV TTIG AoPOAELDG 8E (PROVTILEL TOV AEYOVTOV.
‘O Ayv Y00 @QOVTILEL LEV RO TOV AXQOMUEVOV
a0TOD 8¢ TAEOV VOV 0OTOD, Ut 80EN oo AEYELV.

together with pre-confirmations and prefatory summary

and preparation for the introduction and the setting right by anticipation.

But the pre-characterization together with pre-figuration

and exposition as well as pre-exposition,

although they do protect the speaker,

they protect much more the audience, lest they shout their disapproval.

For if you say: “Now, my public, I will say four things”

and then you say one or two, you will provoke an uproar among them,

and if you promise one thing and then you teach another

and you speak in a disorganized manner, without announcing your topics,

equally you cause uproar among the majority of your audience.

Thus, these devices are more for the sake of the audience.

The pre-confirmation together with the preparation for the introduction

and the setting right by anticipation are skilled ways to preface,

when we are about to say something that seems new,

but they are more for the sake of the speaker.

For the speaker thinks about his listeners too

but here more about himself lest he does not seem to put forward
[novelties.



fig. 5: Leiden University Libraries, Voss. gr. Q1, f. 230v
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H mpoowovopio 8¢ Ton ol Gueotéguv,
0xQOOTOTG 0L AEYOVTL HEGOTNG YOQ TUYYOVEL.
TocoLTATADG ELAQTNXEV O TEXVIXOG EVOGSE,
ELMETV TOMINGOG BTEYVOV, OC TIC £x TOV ATEYVOV
TO BVEL HATACTACEWS GYecHOL Sunyeicbo.

The prefatory summary is equal for both,

for it is midway between the speaker and the listeners.

So, this is how the rhetorician was wrong here:

daring to call unskilled, as if he was one of the unskilled speakers,
to start with the narration without exposition.

{ftnotg 21 closes on very detailed considerations on the psychology of
listeners and speakers and ways to approach novelty, very much in tune with the
conversations on these topics that animated the circles of Komenian literati''?. There
is no space here to delve into the technicalities of this passage. What is relevant to
my concerns is that Tzetzes has a keen eye for the reactions of the public. The term
he uses, do@aAeia, conveys by itself the dangers of performance, while the audi-
ence is represented as boisterous and menacing.

Such concerns are expressed also at the end of the preface to the commentary
on Invention, where Tzetzes enlarges again on the question whether prologues are
absolutely necessary. Four lines are particularly relevant to our topics, as they offer
a clue to the kind of performances that Tzetzes and his audiences had in mind (f.
81v, fig. 6):

EVIOTE KO TTOVTEADG TTQOOTUIOV EXAEITEL.
“Eunoott BacAEmg Yo ol TIVOV DTTEQOY MV
o0 de1 meooyalechot xal TELV GEEL® TTOY®
oUTE TROOWIALOVTO 0UT EMAGYOVG ETYOV.

Sometimes the prologue is skipped altogether.

For in front of the emperor and of other personalities

one must not have a prologue, as on the Areopagus in antiquity
they had neither prologues nor conclusions.

12 See A. Pizzone, History has no end.: originality and human progress in Eustathios’ second

oration for Michael o tou Anchialou, in F. Pontani-V. Katsaros-V. Sarris, Reading Eustathios of Thes-
salonike, Berlin-Boston 2017, 331-356; Ead., Audiences and emotions in Eustathios of Thessalonike’s
Commentaries on Hermogenes, «<DOP» LXX (2016) 225-244.



fig. 6: Leiden University Libraries, Voss. gr. Q1, f. 81v
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It becomes clear that exhibitions in front of the Emperor played an important
— albeit not exclusive — role in Tzetzes’ considerations. We come thus full circle. In
Historia X1 369, the rhetor chosen by Andronikos had been celebrated at and by the
court. Given the role that performance has in the texts associated to the dispute with
the Kamateroi and the relevance of pre-exposition to performative practices, I think
that also in Historia X1 369 we have to do with a case of a public contest between
literati either presenting competing speeches at the court or previously selected (in
the case of the ‘buffalo’) for this purpose''”. The peculiar treatment of pre-exposition
chosen by Tzetzes might have played a part in the final outcome of the contest. We
are not in a position to hypothesize more. It is lost together with so many other
minutiae and everyday concerns that preoccupied the protagonists of this story.
There is no doubt, however, that the new texts from the Logismoi and the commen-
tary on Hermogenes are helping to partly dispel the mist of time.

AGLAE PIZZONE
pizzone@sdu.dk

113 See E.C. Bourbouhakis, Not Composed in a Chance Manner: The Epitaphios for Manuel I
Komnenos by Eustathios of Thessalonike, Uppsala 2017, 47*. The issue of courtly culture is discussed
again in by M. Mullet, Performing court literature in medieval Byzantium: tales told in tents, in M.
Pomerantz-E. Birge Vitz (edd.), In the Presence of Power: Court and Performance in the Pre-Modern
Middle East, New York 2017, 121-141.



Il figlio di capro e il libro sfregiato.
Versi inediti di Tzetzes (Laur. Conv. soppr. 627, ff. 20v-21r)

Alla pubblicazione della estesa e multiforme produzione di Giovanni Tzetzes (ca.
1110/1112-post 1180)" — incomparabilis memoriae vir atque infinitae pene lectionis,

*  Nel corso della stesura di questo lavoro ho avuto il privilegio e il piacere di confrontarmi
con amici e colleghi. E in particolare sono grato ad Aglae Pizzone, per la generosa disponibilita e per
I’aiuto prezioso prestatomi nell’esegesi di questi versi e nella ‘navigazione’ tra gli scritti editi e inediti
di Tzetzes, e ad Antonio Rollo, al quale sono debitore per I’attenta rilettura del testo e per i molti sugge-
rimenti che mi hanno messo al riparo da sviste e inesattezze. Sono inoltre riconoscente a Menico Caroli
per aver letto e migliorato una prima stesura di queste pagine. Il debito di gratitudine verso Rosa Otranto
e Massimo Pinto, con i quali mi sono confrontato a piu riprese su questi versi, ¢ maggiore di quanto
possa qui dire. Sono inoltre grato a Davide Baldi per 1’aiuto fornitomi nella decifrazione di alcuni punti
non ben leggibili nei fogli del Laurenziano; a Daniele Bianconi e a Tommaso Braccini per alcuni utili
spunti interpretativi. In fine, non ultimo, un sincero ringraziamento va a Enrico Emanuele Prodi per i
consigli sul testo, per I’incoraggiamento a portare avanti questo lavoro e per averne accolto i risultati
nel presente volume. Nel rammarico di non aver sempre saputo o potuto far tesoro di tutti i consigli,
vale precisare che dell’interpretazione complessiva, come di imprecisioni ed errori rimasti nel testo,
resto naturalmente solo woTQ.

! Per un inquadramento sulla vita e gli scritti di Tzetzes si fa riferimento a C. Wendel, Tzetzes,
Johannes, in RE VII/A (1948) 1959-2010. Per recenti messe a punto sulla sua biografia intellettuale,
I’opera e il contesto culturale, oltre ai lavori citati nelle note seguenti, vd. V.F. Lovato, Ulysse, Tzetzés
et I’éducation a Byzance, in N.S.M. Matheou-Th. Kampianaki-L.M. Bondioli (edd.), From Constanti-
nople to the Frontier. The City and the Cities, Leiden-Boston 2016, 326-342; P.A. Agapitos, John Tze-
tzes and the blemish examiners: a Byzantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writerly
disposition, <MEG» XVII (2017) 1-57; A. Pizzone, Saturno contro sul mare di Ismaro. Una nuova
fonte per l'(auto)biografia di Tzetze, in A. Capra-S. Martinelli Tempesta-C. Nobili (edd.), Philoxenia.
Viaggi e viaggiatori nella Grecia di ieri e di 0ggi, Sesto San Giovanni 2020, 75-94; M. Savio, Scredita-
re per valorizzare. Giovanni Tzetze, le sue fonti, i committenti e la concorrenza, Roma 2020. Per la sua
scholarship si rinvia a H. Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, 11, Miinchen
1978, 59-63; N.G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium, London-Cambridge 19962, 190-196; M.]J. Luzzatto,
Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide. Note autografe sul Codice Heidelberg Palatino Greco 252, Bari 1999; F.
Budelmann, Classical Commentary in Byzantium. John Tzetzes on Ancient Greek Literature, in R.K.
Gibson-Ch. Shuttleworth Kraus (edd.), The Classical Commentary. Histories, Practices, Theory,
Leiden 2002, 141-169; A. Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium. The Transformations of Greek Identity
and the Reception of the Classical Tradition, Cambridge 2007, 301-307; F. Pontani, Scholarship in the
Byzantine Empire (529-1453), in F. Montanari-S. Matthaios-A. Rengakos (edd.), Brill’s Companion
to Ancient Greek Scholarship, Leiden-Boston 2015, 1, 297-455: 378-385; D.J. Mastronarde, Prelimi-
nary Studies on the Scholia to Euripides, Berkeley 2017, 77-89.
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per dirla con Poliziano* — mancano tuttora all’appello, ancorché noti da tempo, gli
oTiyot che un copista della prima eta paleologa ha trascritto ai ff. 20v-21r del Lau-
rentianus Conv. soppr. 627 (d’ora in poi F), il celeberrimo codice dei romanzieri
greci. Alla luce del generale recupero di interesse negli ultimi decenni per la figura
di Tzetzes e per la sua produzione, & parso opportuno offrire una proekdosis di questi
versi, aperta a ulteriori approfondimenti, insieme ad una prima versione di lavoro e
ad alcune note di commento.

1. Il Laurenziano (sec. XIII ex.-XIV in.) &€ ben noto per essere testimone medievale
unico anche e soprattutto per i romanzi di Caritone e di Senofonte Efesio, nonché il
solo manoscritto a trasmettere integralmente il libro I del Dafni e Cloe di Longo
(privo ciog della lacuna dal capitolo 12 a 17 che affligge la restante tradizione)®. Ben-
ché il codice sia un cimelio assai noto, in quanto testis unicus per scritti antichi e
bizantini*, e benché numerosi studiosi abbiano compulsato le sue carte, collazionato
e pubblicato i testi di cui & latore, gli oTi)ol in questione sono rimasti negletti, né
sembra abbiano suscitato particolare interesse. Meritano dunque di essere tratti alla

2 Poliziano, Ep. I 2,5 (S. Butler, Angelo Poliziano. Letters, 1. Books I-IV, Cambridge MA-
London 2006, 14).

3 Descrizione del manoscritto in [E. Rostagno]-N. Festa, Indice dei Codici Greci Laurenziani
non compresi nel catalogo del Bandini, I: Conventi soppressi, «SIFC» I (1893) 172-176 (ripubblicato
come primo supplemento al vol. II della ristampa a cura di A. Kudlien del catalogo di A.M. Bandini,
Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae, Lipsiae 1961, 28*-30%); per
i problemi che il testimone pone quanto a datazione e localizzazione cf. N. Bianchi, I/ codice Laur.
Conv. soppr. 627 (F): problemi e ipotesi di localizzazione, «kAFLB» XLIV (2001) 161-181; per un qua-
dro sintetico dei problemi inerenti questo testimone vd. R. Roncali, Caritone di Afrodisia. Il romanzo
di Calliroe, Milano 2004%, 5-9. La storia moderna del Laurenziano € strettamente intrecciata con quella
dei romanzi greci: cf. N. Bianchi, Caritone e Senofonte Efesio. Inediti di Giovanni Lami, Bari 2004;
Id., 1l codice del romanzo. Tradizione manoscritta e ricezione dei romanzi greci, Bari 2006, capp. Il e
IV; per un quadro aggiornato si vedano inoltre i contributi di Augusto Guida: Prove di restauro virtuale
sul codice Laur. Conv. soppr. 627, in S. Luca (ed.), Libri palinsesti greci: conservazione, restauro
digitale, studio. «Atti del Convegno internazionale», Roma 2008, 171-177; Caritone in Vaticana, in G.
Bastianini-A. Casanova (edd.), I papiri del romanzo antico. «Atti del convegno internazionale di studi.
Firenze, 11-12 giugno 2009», Firenze 2010, 153-163; Qualche novita dalla pagina macchiata del codi-
ce Laur. Conv. soppr. 627 di Longo, in A. Casanova-G. Messeri-R. Pintaudi (edd.), e si d ‘amici pieno.
«Omaggio di studiosi italiani a Guido Bastianini per il suo settantesimo compleanno», Firenze 2016,
495-504.

4 Non sara inutile ricordare che il manoscritto € stato in passato anche al centro di polemiche
e clamorose querelles filologiche e non solo: cf. R. Pintaudi, La polemica Courier-Del Furia a proposi-
to del Laurenziano Gr. Conv. Soppr. 627. Documenti di Archivio, <AATC» XLIII (1978) 201-238; e
da ultimo G. Cattaneo, Per la storia di una lacuna: documenti inediti a proposito dell’Affaire Courier
dal carteggio Francesco Del Furia-Sebastiano Ciampi, «QS» 87 (2018) 215-258.
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luce, a testimonianza sia della preziosita del minutissimo scrigno manoscritto che li
contiene sia di quanto varia e vivace — nonché in parte ancora da esplorare e
pubblicare — fosse la multiforme produzione letteraria di Tzetzes.

Appartenuto all’umanista Antonio Corbinelli (11425), F passo in seguito con
la sua biblioteca alla Badia Fiorentina (1424) e da qui, a seguito delle soppressioni
napoleoniche delle corporazioni religiose (1809), alla Biblioteca Medicea Laurenzi-
ana, ove tuttora si conserva’. In Badia fu letto da Poliziano®, tra gli ultimi a saper
valorizzare questo codice. Di esso si persero infatti le tracce fino alla sua riscoperta
settecentesca’, allorché Antonio Cocchi (1695-1758), erudito e scienziato toscano,
editore principe del romanzo di Senofonte Efesio (Londra 1726), per primo, a quanto
consta, segnald la presenza tra le carte di F degli otiyot tzetziani: versusque aliquot
Tob ZETE (sic)®.

Bisogna attendere gli inizi dell’Ottocento per imbattersi in una nuova segnala-
zione di questi versi: nella descrizione del Laurenziano posta in /imine all’edizione
delle fabulae esopiche, giusta la recensio di questo codice, Francesco Del Furia an-
notava: «eadem pagina [i.e. f. 20] habentur versus nonnulli Tzetzae»’. Una rilevante
segnalazione, indipendente dalle precedenti, risale poi alla fine dello stesso secolo:
nella seconda edizione della Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur di Karl Krum-
bacher, nella sezione dedicata agli scritti inediti o perduti di Giovanni Tzetzes, si
legge: «Im Cod. Laur. Conv. soppr. 627 fol. 20" sah ich eine jambische Epistel gegen

> 1l codice F, come gli altri appartenuti al Corbinelli (sui quali vd. A. Rollo, Sulle tracce di

Antonio Corbinelli, «<SSMU» II (2004) 25-95), passo per legato testamentario alla Badia, previo usufrutto
vitalizio a favore del sodale Iacopo di Niccoldo Corbizzi, per essere poi trasferito in Laurenziana a
seguito delle soppressioni: R. Blum, La Biblioteca della Badia fiorentina e i codici di Antonio Corbi-
nelli, Citta del Vaticano 1951, in particolare per F: 3,9, 67 n. 19, 75, 77, 79, 88, 104, 109, 116, 160.

¢ Cf. N. Bianchi, Poliziano, i romanzi antichi e Senofonte Efesio, in 1d., Romanzi greci
ritrovati. Tradizione e riscoperta dalla tarda antichita al Cinquecento, Bari 2011, 67-98.

7 Non vi ¢ alcuna segnalazione di versi tzetziani nella celebre descrizione del Laurenziano
(la prima descrizione a stampa di questo codice) che il padre maurino Bernard de Montfaucon offre nel
suo Diarium Italicum, Parisiis 1702, 365-366.

8 La notizia su F di Antonio Cocchi si legge autografa nelle carte II'-III" del codice Bodl.
D ’Orville 319 (sul quale cf. F. Madan, A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian
Library at Oxford, IV, Oxford 1897, 107 nr. 17197) contenente la trascrizione del romanzo di Caritone.
Quest’ultima fu utilizzata per I’editio princeps da Jacques Philippe d’Orville (1750), il quale nella Prae-
fatio trascrisse integralmente la notizia cocchiana sul codice. La stessa notizia ¢ trascritta, pure autogra-
fa di Cocchi, anche nel Magliab. VIII 1324 Grandi formati 11 (cc. 78-79) della Biblioteca nazionale di
Firenze. Quanto alla grafia Z&étEa del Cocchi, deve aver tratto in inganno il tratteggio assai simile a
quello del csi con cui il copista di F ¢ aduso a vergare la lettera zeta.

°®  Fabulae Aesopicae quales ante Planudem ferebantur ex vetusto codice Abbatiae Florent.
nunc primum erutae [...] cura ac studio F. De Furia, Lipsiae 1810* (Firenze 1809'), XXX1V.
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einen, der aus einem Versbuch des Tzetzes ein Stiick herausgeschnitten hatte»'°, A
tale dichiarazione ¢ fatta seguire la trascrizione di parte dell’inscriptio di questi versi,
per la cui prima sezione (vv. 1-18, f. 20v) Krumbacher aveva potuto disporre di
riproduzioni fotografiche''.

Qualche anno dopo, all’interno del catalogo dei codici della Badia fiorentina
passati in Laurenziana, Nicola Festa'? forniva una dettagliata descrizione del manu-
fatto e per i nostri versi una trascrizione integrale dell’inscriptio corredata di incipit
ed explicit®. Meno di un decennio pit tardi, Leo Sternbach pubblicava, traendoli da
F (f. 21r), octo carmina &décmota [...] quae ad certos auctores referri possunt: i
primi due, Eig tOynv e "Emti Tfj 100G TO X100V UETAPOAT] TV TQOYLAT®V, asse-
gnava a Tzetzes (perché trascritti subito dopo i nostri 6tiyot dichiaratamente tzetzia-
ni) e in particolare alla sua produzione giovanile'*, senza tuttavia peritarsi di dare pil
ampia notizia o trascrizione degli tiyot che qui interessano, proprio in quanto espli-
citamente tzetziani.

Inediti risultano pertanto ancora nel 1948 nell’ampia e documentatissima voce
su Tzetzes di Carl Wendel per la Realencyclopdidie®, ove se ne da conto con relativa
trascrizione di seconda mano di inscriptio, incipit ed explicit'®. Solo in anni piu re-

10 K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur von Justinian bis zum Ende des

Ostrémischen Reiches (527 - 1453), Miinchen 18972, 535.

"' Questi versi non erano segnalati tra i molti scritti ancora inediti di Tzetzes nel Vorwort della
prima edizione della Geschichte (Miinchen 1891, 241), datato «Miinchen, im Oktober 1890» (X). Solo
dopo questa data infatti Krumbacher venne a conoscenza dei versi tzetziani, come ¢ confermato dallo
‘schedone’ bibliotecario relativo al codice conservato in Laurenziana: in data 8-10.VIIL.1891 ¢ regi-
strato «Karl Krumbacher - Miinchen» con I’annotazione «fot. positive le cc. 20°-20 (nella parte infe-
riore del verso del f. 20 si leggono appunto 1’inscriptio e i primi diciotto versi).

12 [Rostagno]-Festa, /.c. Generalmente attribuita a Rostagno e a Festa congiuntamente (giusta
le titolazioni), la descrizione dei codici del fondo Conventi soppressi della Laurenziana si deve in realta
al solo Nicola Festa, come si precisa nella premessa di Girolamo Vitelli allo stesso Indice (ibid., 130
[= Supplementa cit. p 5*]) e come risulta da una lettera del Festa a Vitelli pubblicata in M. Gigante,
Lettere di Nicola Festa a Girolamo Vitelli, in Nicola Festa, «Atti del Convegno di studi, Matera, 25-
26-27 ottobre 1982», Venosa 1984, 61-109: 97 nr. XVI.

3 [Rostagno]-Festa, o.c. 173-174 (= Supplementa cit. 29%).

14 L. Sternbach, Spicilegium Laurentianum, «Eos» VIII (1902) 65-86: 66-67. Pilt prudente-
mente Carl Wendel osservava che non ¢ motivo sufficiente a rivendicare la paternita tzetziana di questi
due carmina adespoti il fatto che siano trascritti di seguito ai nostri versi dichiaratamente tzetziani
(Wendel, o.c. 2003).

15 Wendel, o.c. 2002-2003, nr. 34.

16 Inscriptio, incipit ed explicit forniti da Wendel sono appunto quelli trascritti in [Rostagno]-
Festa, Lc. (all’infuori dell’accentazione di Yog al v. 37, che segue correttamente la lezione del codice
ed ¢ da intendersi quale correzione implicita di Wendel in luogo di Oog del Festa).
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centi, forse anche per la crescente attenzione riservata a Tzetzes e alla sua opera,
questi versi hanno trovato segnalazione in repertori della produzione poetica bizan-
tina'” e nel regesto degli scritti del nostro grammatikos accluso alla dissertazione
dottorale di Ilias Ch. Nesseris, ove ne viene data anche una parziale trascrizione (vv.
1-6,29-30)".

Non sembra che alcuno sia tornato di recente su questi versi: la situazione
materiale del manufatto, la scrittura in pit punti evanida e 1’usura del supporto nel
margine superiore di f. 21r, € non solo", oltre che forse pure I’errata percezione che
questi oTiyo1 avessero gia trovato pubblicazione, potrebbero aver distolto dal darne
trascrizione.

2. Questi otiyot (trimetri giambici, dodecasillabi)® ci consegnano una vivace pole-
mica del nostro grammatikos contro un “figlio di capro”, accusato di aver rovinato
il tomos dei versi tzetziano decurtandone una parte. La tagliente maniera di apostro-
fare e insultare rivali e detrattori, nonché il lessico vario e proteiforme messo in
campo per I’occasione, confermano la paternita di questi trimetri (nei quali, peraltro,

7" 1. Vassis, Initia carminum Byzantinorum, Berlin-New York 2005, 770: i versi sono segna-

lati sulla base della descrizione del manoscritto di [Rostagno]-Festa, /.c.

8 L.Ch. Nesseris, H moudeioe otnv Kovetovtivodmodn xotd tov 120 oudvo, II, diss.
Ioannina 2014, 515-540 (catalogo delle opere di Tzetzes), 382 n. 71 (la trascrizione parziale dei versi,
ivi fornita, si discosta dal manoscritto nei seguenti punti: g TE&yov xoi 29, 8¢ 10 pddiota 30).

19 Sui problemi posti dalla non facile lettura di alcuni fogli deteriorati di questo testimone cf.
Guida, Prove di restauro cit.

20 Sul dodecasillabo bizantino studio di riferimento & quello di P. Maas, Der byzantinische
Zwilfsilber, «ByzZ» X1II (1903) 278-323 (rist. con aggiunte e revisioni nelle Kleine Schriften, hrsg. von
W. Buchwald, Miinchen 1973, 242-288, da cui si cita); cf. inoltre M.D. Lauxtermann, The velocity of
pure iambs. Byzantine observations on the metre and rhythm of the dodecasyllabe, «JOByz» XLVIII
(1998) 9-33, e A. Rhoby, Vom jambischen Trimeter zum byzantinischen Zwdlfsilber. Beobachtungen
zur Metrik des spdtantiken und byzantinischen Epigramms, «WS» CXXIV (2011) 117-142. Utili anche
alcuni studi specifici: C. Giannelli, Tetrastici di Teodoro Prodromo sulle feste fisse e sui santi del
calendario bizantino, «AB» LXXV (1957) 299-336 (rist. in Scripta minora, Roma 1963, 255-289); R.
Romano, Teoria e prassi della versificazione. 1l dodecasillabo nei Panegirici epici di Giorgio di Pisi-
dia, «ByzZ» LXXVIII (1985) 1-22; L. Sarriu, Ritmo, metro, poesia e stile. Alcune considerazioni sul
dodecasillabo di Michele Psello, <MEG» VI (2006) 171-197. Per la metrica bizantina, incluso il dode-
casillabo, si veda ora la trattazione di M.D. Lauxtermann, Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geometres.
Texts and Contexts, 11, Wien 2019, 265-383 (Appendix Metrica). In particolare per i trimetri giambici
di Tzetzes vd. G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis, «JCPh» Suppl. 12 (1881), 1-75: 66-75; F.
Kuhn, Symbolae ad doctrinae megi SvyQdvav historiam pertinentes, Vratislaviae 1892, 83-88; P.L.M.
Leone, loannis Tzetzae iambi, «<RSBN» n.s. VI-VII (1969-1970) 127-156: 130-132; Lauxtermann,
Byzantine Poetry cit. 289-290; e piu diffusamente G. Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes. La poesia tragica, Napoli
20117, 31-39.
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il ricorso alla terza persona con la reiterata presenza del genitivo TCETCov, com’e
nello stile dell’autore, funge da effettiva sphragis)* e restituiscono una nuova
testimonianza della sua produzione in versi, oltre che una prova non trascurabile
dell’attenzione che copisti e filologi d’eta paleologa riservarono al nostro grammati-
kos, alla sua opera e al suo insegnamento®. I versi in oggetto costituiscono altresi
una significativa attestazione di quegli sfoghi autobiografici che ricorrono con fre-
quenza (si pensi soprattutto alle composizioni con finalita didattiche ed erudite) nella
scrittura di Tzetzes, ben noto per «the extreme and quite particular presence of his
own Self in his texts»*,

Questi 6Tiyot sono stati trascritti da un copista non identificato, la cui scrittura
definita «da “cerchia di Planude”» ¢ riconducibile a quella stilizzazione facente capo
alla Fettaugen-mode detta beta-gamma®, su due colonne a lettura progressiva
orizzontale nella parte inferiore del f. 20v (r. 11 ex imo) e in quella superiore del f.
21r (col. 1, r. 10). Il deterioramento di una parte di questo foglio, pur impedendo in

21 Su questo coinvolgimento in terza persona, tipico della scrittura del nostro grammatikos,

cf. M.J. Luzzatto, Leggere i classici nella biblioteca imperiale: note tzetziane su antichi codici, «QS»
XLVIII (1998), 69-86: 70; Pizzone, Saturno contro cit. 83.

22 Sull’interesse dei dotti di eta paleologa per le note tzetziane vd. Luzzatto, Leggere i classici
cit. 74-76, e soprattutto Ead., Note inedite di Giovanni Tzetzes e restauro di antichi codici alla fine del
XIII secolo: il problema del Laur. 70,3 di Erodoto, in G. Prato (ed.), I manoscritti greci tra riflessione
e dibattito. «Atti del V Colloquio Internazionale di Paleografia Greca, Cremona, 4-10 ottobre 1998»,
I1, Firenze 2000, 633-654, e 111, 323-330 (tavole). Un altro caso significativo, per esempio, ¢ dato dal
Vind. Phil. gr. 321 (sec. XIII ex.), preziosa miscellanea di testi bizantini, che trasmette, tra i vari
materiali tzetziani, anche un breve poema inedito di cui ¢ annunciata 1’edizione da Agapitos, o.c. 16
n. 84.

23 Agapitos, o.c. 4, che definisce questo atteggiamento come «autographic syndrome»; sulla
authorial presence nell’opera tzetziana cf. le considerazioni di Budelmann, o.c. 150-152; F. Benuzzi,
Erudizione, autorita e autorialita: l'esegesi antica alla commedia sulla cattedra di Giovanni Tzetze,
«IFilolClass» XVII (2017-2018) 369-386; e soprattutto A. Pizzone, Self-authorization and strategies
of autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi rediscovered, «<GRBS» LX (2020) 652-690 (sono grato
all’autrice per avermi dato la possibilita di leggere questo contributo ancora in bozze). Piu in generale
e di recente sull’autorialita nella letteratura bizantina cf. E. Cullhed, The blind bard and ‘I’: Homeric
biography and authorial personas in the twelfth century, «BMGS» XXXVIII (2014) 49-67; A.
Pizzone (ed.), The Author in Middle Byzantine Literature. Modes, Functions, and Ildentities, Berlin-
Boston 2014.

24 La definizione «da “cerchia di Planude”» & di G. Cavallo, Il libro come oggetto d'uso nel
mondo bizantino, «JOByz» XXXI (1981) 395-424: 415. Sulla stilizzazione beta-gamma cf. N.G.
Wilson, Nicaean and Palaeologan hands: Introduction to a discussion, in La Paléographie grecque et
byzantine. Paris 21-25 octobre 1974, Paris 1977, 263-267.
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qualche punto una piu sicura decifrazione, non ci priva tuttavia del senso comples-
sivo di questi versi®.

Benché risultino in qualche punto problematici e pure di non pacifica esegesi,
questi oTiyot meritano d’essere sottratti all’oscurita e offerti in una prima e provvi-
soria edizione, accompagnati anche da una traduzione di lavoro che ne agevoli la
comprensione: in attesa di ulteriori approfondimenti, varra senz’altro la pena per ora
di leggerli nella loro integrita.

Sriyor Tod TCETCov mEOG Tver xOYaVTOL HEQOG TOD TOUOL TAV GTIY®V
aOTOD €DEMV TODTOV £V T® SOXEAAIOL XEM® £yQdpnoay 8™ obTol xol
EXOANONGOY £1C TOV TOUOV EXETVOV VT~ EXEIVOV TOV XOTIEVTOV.

Topov 6TOAEVTO TOVEE TM GOxEA®,

TQOYOL YOVOG TIG, GAACL X0l TTOLOL TQEOYOV,

Exe10eV 01GTQM X0l TTORETAE TOLG GTIYOLG,

T1QOG OV TIG ELTTE TNV COPNV THLQOWLOV

POAAOL TOTTQLV EXELQEV GUTTEAOL TEAYOC, 5
010G TTOITNQ GOG, ® TEUAV TO YOQTIOV,

Versi di Tzetzes contro un tale che ha reciso parte del volume dei suoi (scil.
di Tzetzes) versi dopo averlo rinvenuto nella stanza del sacello. E questi (scil.
i versi che seguono) furono trascritti € incollati in quel volume al posto di
quelli recisi.

Questo libro, allestito per il sacello, un figlio di capro — e di quale capro —
recise con furia e ne sottrasse i versi. Contro di lui si riferisca (questa) storiella
istruttiva: [5] foglie di vite recise una volta un capro — quale tuo padre, o
distruttore del libro,

23 Nella trascrizione si introduce iota mutum anche quando assente (p.es. v. 3), tralasciando

di segnalare in apparato questi casi. Dell’uso dello iota mutum in F discute, in merito a un epigramma
di Cristoforo Mitileno, E. Follieri, lota mutum: ripristino o eliminazione in alcuni testi bizantini, in
Scritti in memoria di Carlo Gallavotti, cRCCM» XXXVI (1994) 271-280 (rist. in Ead., Byzantina et
italograeca. Studi di filologia e di paleografia, a cura di A. Acconcia Longo-L. Perria-A. Luzzi, Roma
1997, 477-485), ove si rileva che «nel codice fiorentino [scil. F] lo iota mutum ¢ indicato, come
subscriptum, molto sporadicamente» (275 = 481). Si mantengono a testo le forme univerbate di
espressioni avverbiali risultanti da concrezione (articolo + avverbio/aggettivo/sostantivo); da notare, in
quest’ultimo caso, che al di sotto di TapdAicto. (30) in F & presente un segno di hyphen (sull’impiego
di questo segno, a indicare parole che, normalmente pronunciate separatamente, devono essere invece
lette insieme come se fossero una sola, cf. Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes cit. 98; hyphen si riscontra anche
nelle note autografe tzetziane: cf. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore cit. 49 n. 19, 72 n. 8).
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elt’ odv T1g EARAL00G, 1T BALOL LETO,

N & dumerog «Keigov ne, pnotv, ® Tdye,

BiBowoxe, TEUVE, xOV HEQOTIG TTAVTO kAABOV,

A" glg Bunhog ®xol GPOYOS TOG 064G, {®} TEAYE, 10
01VOL GTOAOYHOTG %O YOOGS ETTUQXEC®Y.

%0l 6L TOAOUTOV %0V TOHoV TEETLOL GTiY WV

TOVTOL LEUNVOG GV GTTOQAENG KO TEUNG,

OAL" 00V Gt 0O TOD TOD TTOTEOG GOL TOD XEQMG

%QOLVOL TTOALY BADGELOV EUPETEOV AOYOV" 15
VXL Y0IQ OOTO TV POMUEVOV XEQOLG,

TO TTig ApoAbelog T ol XQTOV XEQOG

0. T€ TIQOETSEV O TTEOPTTNG TTELY %EQQL,

EMATO TTOWIADL TE Ol TOV 000wV

%EQOG TE TTOLV TMV EEQEXMY GTQOTELUATOV 20
%0l 81 LV TOTC ol AOPov Bulovtimv

%Ay Aayovto xol xohovpevov Kégog.

%£Q0.6BoAOTY HEV TOD TEAYOL TO TTodlov

o TOTEW® %EQOTL %0 ELPOVG TTAEOV

8-11 Cf. Even. AP IX 75 (versus laudat Tz. schol. Ar. Plut. 1129, 227, 5-9 Massa Positano),
Leonid. AP IX 99 | 17-23 de cornibus cf. Sud. » 1366-1374 Adler | 17 ygiov xégog: cf.
LXX 1Sam. 16, 13 | 18 0 mogntng: cf. LXX Dan. 7, 7 et 8 | 21-22 de promunturio cf.
Plin. Nat. IV 18 [46], IX 20 [50], Amm. XXII 8,8; de sinu cf. Polyb. IV 43,7, Strab. VII 6,2.

10 & expunxi | 15 BrOogiev F | 19 vix dispicitur | 21 xoi! vix dispicitur

che tu vi sia giunto a farlo da solo o con altri — e allora la vite: «Recidimi —
dice —, o capro, divorami, tagliami; anche se mi tagli ogni ramoscello [10]
bastero tuttavia, capro, per il vino che sara versato per libare in offerta al tuo
sacrificio». Anche tu, dunque, se pure, impazzito, strappassi e tagliassi I’ intero
libro di versi di Tzetzes, comunque dal corno del tuo stesso padre [15] sgor-
gherebbero fonti di parole in versi, perché questo (corno) sopravanza tutti i
corni celebrati: quello di Amaltea e il corno dell’unzione, i corni che il profeta
ebbe dapprima in visione, ricurvi e vari, [20] e ogni corno degli eserciti schie-
rati di Serse, e inoltre, insieme con questi, (sopravanza) anche il colle dei
bizantini cui € toccato il nome ed ¢ noto come Corno. E se il figlio del capro,
colpendo col suo corno paterno e piu grande di una spada,
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Topov dinvtégevoe TV TCETLov oTiyoV 25
EXETVOV EDQOV XEAALY coxeILLOL,

TOUTOLG 8 AVTjKE TANUULETICOV TOVG GTLYOVG

TO TTod0G oOTOD TOD TOTEOG TTAAY HEQOLG,

TOIG TETQAXIG TQOYOL TE %O TTOALY TQOYOL

TIAEOV 8E TOUGAIGTO LUQLOTQOY V. 30
avh’ @V TOEETAE<C> LETQOGLVOET®V AOY®V

0 GLALOYIGLOVG EXOBMY XEQUTIVOLG

TOV EYXEXQUUUEVOV TE GOV (PUTOGTIOQOV,

00TOL TTOQEYQAPNOOV E1G TOUTV TOUOL!

ot QETTIQ>0 MY XOXDY TOTG TTOTEAGLY. 35
0Bev TN TG COMEOVILE TO TEXVOL

010VG BROTOTG TTEETEL YaLQ, OV YEVVAV VOLC.

25 divrogevoe F | 29 too? ... tod F | 30 pugotee? F | 31 mogeire F | 35 Ogento F

[25] ha trapassato le viscere del libro di versi di Tzetzes, dopo averlo trovato
in una stanza del sacello, questi versi, invece, li ha fatti nuovamente sgorgare
con abbondanza il corno del padre stesso del ragazzo — tre, quattro volte capro
e ancora capro, [30] e assolutamente pill capro di quelli che sono mille volte
capri! Al posto dei componimenti in versi che hai sottratto, tu che hai appreso
dei ragionamenti cornuti e del tuo progenitore nascosto, sono stati aggiunti
questi (versi qui) alla parte tagliata del libro: [35] questo ¢ il compenso delle
tue malefatte per coloro che ti hanno generato. Percio, padri, educate bene i
figli: ai mortali conviene infatti generare bambini, non suini.
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3. Questi 6Tiy01, trentasette trimetri*® scritti forse pure sull’impellenza del momento,
come pitl di sicuro in altre occasioni*’, si segnalano per 1’impiego di vari registri e-
spressivi (da quello colto a forme pil colloquiali), di metafore e allusioni (p.es. la
polisemia di x£p0g), di enunciazioni circostanziate o altre pil elusive, di espedienti
retorici e innovazioni lessicali: soluzioni e risorse che contribuiscono tutte a dare I’i-
dea delle capacita scrittorie e polemiche (che spesso tendono a coincidere) del nostro
grammatikos, forse pure non finalizzate a un uso meramente privato e personale.
L’inscriptio che precede i trimetri informa su occasione e contenuto degli
stessi (il ritrovamento®® del tomos dei versi di Tzetzes da parte di un ignoto malfat-
tore, che ne ha decurtato una parte, e la conseguente perdita di alcuni versi poi sosti-

26 Sj tratta di trimetri atechnoi, secondo una definizione risalente allo stesso Tzetzes, che 1i

avrebbe usati in una prima e giovanile fase della sua attivita, a fronte dei giambi technikoi, pit
osservanti delle norme classiche della prosodia, che si risolse di impiegare in eta pit matura. Come di
norma negli atechnoi, anche in questi versi vi € pieno rispetto del parossitonismo e di sillaba breve in
undicesima sede (per téxvo, 36 va messa in conto correptio); per rispetto dell’isometria non sono
ammessi piedi trisillabi, tollerati invece nei technikoi per un maggiore avvicinamento alle norme
classiche. Le vocali dichronoi (o, 1, v) sono usate al posto di una lunga indipendentemente dalla posi-
zione che occupano (cf. pOAAa 5, EAMAvog 7, 60 12, mévto 13, wowido 19, topdicta 30, Té 36);
in particolare per EAAvBo (7), oltre che per la terza sillaba, andra messo in conto allungamento anche
per la prima (cf. in proposito Tzetzes, Exeg. II. 1, 202, ed. Papathomopoulos 255, 9-10: <giAnAovOoc>"
EAAALB0IC %0l TTAEOVOGUE TOD 1BTOL &V T & ATTIXGS x0id TOD 0 Tovindg sidirovbog). E evitato lo
iato, come di norma nei dodecasillabi. La cesura (Binnenschliisse nella definizione di Maas), sia pente-
mimere (B5) che eftemimere (B7), rispetta la tendenza osservata nel dodecasillabo bizantino (Maas,
o0.c., 256-265), per cui B5, qui in maggioranza (64%), ¢ sempre preceduta da parola accentata sull ulti-
ma o sulla penultima sillaba (1-4, 6, 9-14, 16, 18, 20-23, 26-28, 31, 32, 35-36), mentre B7 ¢ sempre
preceduta da parola accentata sulla terzultima sillaba. Nel caso di B7, enclitiche e particelle sentite
come enclitiche garantiscono 1’accento sulla terzultima prima di cesura quando precedute da parole
parossitone (al v. 37 yG@, non accentato in F, & seguito da segno di interpunzione in coincidenza con
cesura e andra considerato enclitico; sulla non ammissibilita della clausola ossitona in B7 nel dodeca-
sillabo, fenomeno noto come “legge di Hilberg”, cf. I. Hilberg, Ein Accentgesetz der byzantinischen
Jambographen, «ByzZ» VII (1898) 337-365); nel caso di B3, il pronome indefinito Tig (sempre accen-
tato in F) al v. 2 andra considerato ortotonico dopo parossitona.

7 E il caso degli otiyot dichiaratamente o0@wQot xai évm duerétnrot contro Giorgio
Scilitze e Gregorio pubblicati da S. Pétrides, Vers inédits de Jean Tzetzés, «ByzZ» XII (1903), 568-
570; su questi versi, scritti appunto «on the spot and completely without preparation», e I’improvvisa-
zione letteraria nella versificazione bizantina cf. P. Magdalino, Cultural Change? The Context of
By:zantine Poetry from Geometres to Prodromos, in F. Bernard-K. Demoen (edd.), Poetry and its Con-
texts in Eleventh-century Byzantium, London-New York 2012, 19-36: 31; si veda ora N. Zagklas, Satire
in the Komnenian Period: Poetry, Satirical Strands, and Intellectual Antagonism, in P. Marciniak-I.
Nilsson (edd.), Satire in the Middle Byzantine Period. The Golden Age of Laughter?, Leiden-Boston
2020, 279-303: 296-301, e il contributo di Aglae Pizzone in questo volume.

28 Per gbpv, da intendere quale nominativo assoluto, cf. Sternbach, Spicilegium cit. 66.
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tuiti dall’autore con quelli che seguono), senza molto aggiungere a quanto si legge
negli 6Tiyo, dai quali si riprendono termini, espressioni e pure il silenzio sulla effet-
tiva identita del responsabile del misfatto. Nuovo ¢ pero il dato relativo alla colloca-
zione materiale assegnata ai nuovi versi: sarebbero stati «incollati» (€xoAANONGaV)
— modalitd non indicata nei trimetri — al posto di quelli recisi®. Da segnalare ancora
I’'impiego di 61T, verbo assente nei versi, ove di contro ricorrono pill volte xglpw
(3, 5, 8,9), anche per I’ovvia assonanza con x£€Qoc, € TEuvo (6, 9, 13). L’inscriptio
potrebbe essere opera di un copista, che avrebbe riassunto il contenuto dei versi sulla
base forse di personali conoscenze e di quanto aveva sotto gli occhi, o piu verosimil-
mente dello stesso Tzetzes, e non solo perché evidentemente meglio di chiunque
altro poteva conoscere le dinamiche in oggetto (la collocazione ‘avventizia’ dei
nuovi versi, su cui vd. infra), ma anche per alcune affinita espressive col suo usus
scribendi.®

1. L’uso di toépoc, che implica naturalmente I’idea del volumen, del rotolo®!
(forma libraria tutt’altro che estranea alla cultura bizantina)*, potrebbe qui assolvere
alla funzione di conferire una coloritura solenne al dettato, secondo un’analoga
formalizzazione riscontrabile nei versi che il nostro grammatikos scrive contro una
‘donna schedografa’ e contro la schedografia in genere: qui, attingendo agli strumen-
ti compositivi della tradizione giambico-comica antica e al lessico dei poemi omerici
ed esiodei, viene delineata la figura di una donna, forse pure fittizia, ritratta in
sembianze antiche con un tOuog nella mano al posto del telaio e il x&Aopog nell’al-
tra in luogo della spola®. E possibile che anche nei nostri otiyot, e con le stesse

2 Non & raro che 'inscriptio restituisca informazioni non presenti nel testo: cf. Pétrides, Vers
inédits cit.; Agapitos, John Tzetzes cit. 16 e n. 84. Peraltro lo scrupolo con cui il copista di F ha avuto
cura di trascrivere questa lunga inscriptio ¢ conforme all’attenzione che riserva altrove per simili
paratesti: cfr. Bianchi, I/ codice cit. 168-170 n. 36.

30 Per tvoe wOpavta pégog dell’inscriptio of. Hist. X1 413, 477 pixQov x0mévTog HEQOG
Tt...; per la sequenza éxgivov avt’ éxetvov cf. Alleg. Il. prol. 754-755 avt’ éxetvng, / Exelvny...

3111 greco Topog naturalmente vale anche e innanzitutto ‘ritaglio, pezzo’ (la radice riconduce
a Téuvo), valore probabilmente ben presente a Tzetzes, che al v. 33 si servira pure di Toun, in stretta e
allitterante contiguita con Topog, per indicare la ‘parte recisa’ del suo libro (gig Toprv TOHOL).

32 Per uno sguardo d’insieme sulla forma del libro a Bisanzio cf. M. Menchelli, Il rotolo di
Patmos e i manufatti piu antichi del commento di Proclo al Timeo platonico dalla ‘collezione filosofica’
all’eta dei Paleologi. Studi preliminari sulla trasmissione di un testo filosofico a Bisanzio, Parma 2016,
5-8.

3 Si tratta degli oTiyot tzetziani kot yovourog oyedoyoopovong (Vallicell. F 68 (gr. 103),
trascritti nel margine esterno di f. 220r): &vtl pev ioTod TOV TOPOV XEQGL PEQELS / TOV xGAapov &
ad évti xegnidog, yovor (vv. 1-2), «invece del telaio porti in mano il libro, / invece della spola il
calamo, donna». Edizione complessiva ne ha dato S.G. Mercati, Giambi di Giovanni Tzetze contro una
donna schedografa, «ByzZ» XLIV (1951) = J.M. Hoeck (ed.), Festschrift Franz Délger zum 60.
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finalitd, il libro tzetziano abbia assunto la forma pi alta e letteraria del TOpoG, tanto
piti che in questo caso si tratta proprio di un Versbuch™, come si precisera pill avanti
(12, 25, 31), in ossequio peraltro anche ad un ben documentato immaginario lettera-
rio che vede appunto nel volumen il libro poetico per eccellenza e perfino il tramite
iconico dell’investitura poetica®. Ma nulla impedisce naturalmente di pensare che la
forma di volumen fosse quella effettivamente assegnata da Tzetzes all’esemplare
ufficiale dei suoi versi*.

Resta, ad ogni modo, notizia di non trascurabile rilievo il fatto che Tzetzes
avesse provveduto ad allestire una personale raccolta di versi in un unico romos®’.
Di una propria raccolta di giambi parla esplicitamente nell’Ep. 89 (uoboow 1oupov
€udV ovy Lmoyelwg), che dichiara altresi di aver scritto alcuni anni prima (7Q0
XQOVOV 8¢ TIveV cuyyapeTsav): nell’epistola, composta prima del 1157, Tzetzes
chiede ai suoi detrattori di essere giudicato non sulla base di versi improvvisati e
occasionali bensi della sua opera riconosciuta e pubblica, quella poboov 1ouBwv

Geburtstage gewidmet, 416-418: 418 (rist. in S.G. Mercati, Collectanea Byzantina, 1, Bari 1970, 553-
556: 555). Per una lettura di questi versi si vedano E.V. Maltese, Donne e letteratura a Bisanzio: per
una storia della cultura femminile, in 1d., Dimensioni bizantine. Donne, angeli e demoni nel Medioevo
greco, Alessandria 20062, 105-127: 113-114 (da cui la traduzione citata); Agapitos, o.c. 15-17 (ove si
nota tra I’altro che «the terminology describing weaving comes exclusively from Homeric and Hesiodic
poems, making the image of female duties appear textually as very archaic», 16), e Savio, o.c. 56-58
(se ne rileva I’'impronta ‘classica’ e il carattere fittizio).

3 Krumbacher, o.c. 535.

35 Come nella celebre miniatura nel cosiddetto “Menologio di Basilio II” in cui la Vergine
introduce il volumen in bocca a Romano il Melodo dormiente (Vat. gr. 1613, p. 78). Per 'immagine di
inghiottire il rotolo, molto pill antica, cfr. il celebre passo di Ap. 10,9, che riprende Ez. 2,9.

36 Sul modello, per esempio, del prototypon della diataxis di Michele Attaliate preservato v
@ oxevoPLAOXI® TTG LoV, ove si conservavano anche altri documenti/volumina di particolare
pregio, come i crisobolli imperiali: P. Gautier, La Diataxis de Michel Attaliate, «<REB» XXXIX (1981)
5-143: 77, rr. 988ss. Sull’impiego di vari supporti scrittori (tra cui vanno messe in conto anche le tavo-
lette) nella produzione tzetziana. nella quale autografia e autorialita risentono delle pratiche buro-
cratiche e della formazione legale del grammatikos, si veda ora A. Pizzone, Bureaucratic discourse,
signature and authorship in John Tzetzes: a comparative perspective, «Acme» LXXIII (2020) 43-66.

37 Wendel, o.c. 2003. Oltre ad un impiego piu tecnico di Topoc, quale si troverebbe in Hist.
XTI 399, 243 (su cui si tornera pit oltre: cf. n. 82) e in Ep. 106, p. 153,19 Leone (té Tou® 3 THig TOV
Sroxovov aroyeaptic), nelle altre occorrenze tzetziane il termine sembra ricorrere nell’accezione pitt
comune di ‘parte di opera’ (cf. Hist. XI 369, vv. 204, 205, 225, 255, 260, 262, 272, 273, 291, 292, 305,
334, 337), conformemente all’'uso bizantino. Cf. B. Atsalos, La terminologie du livre-manuscrit a
I’époque byzantine, Thessalonike 1971, 150-151 e 155-157, ove si accenna pure a questi versi (trascri-
vendone parte dell’inscriptio sulla base della descrizione di [Rostagno]-Festa, /.c., e di Krumbacher,
l.c.): «Il semble bien que cet autour emploie ici le mot [scil. Topoc] dans son sens le plus général de
“livre”, sans aucune référence a sa matiére ni a sa forme» (157 n. 1).
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€udv che evidentemente considera rappresentativa della personale produzione poe-
tica e provvista del carattere ufficiale e definitivo di un libro a tutti gli effetti*®.

Nel caso dei nostri versi, il carattere ufficiale e autoriale del tomos poetico
viene ad essere rimarcato dalla sua collocazione nel caxéAlov, al quale € esplicita-
mente destinato (6tarévro). Qui coxéAlov sara da intendersi non tanto nel senso
comune del termine (LBG, s.v.: ‘Sickchen, Beutel’), quanto, a giudicare anche dalla
enfasi implicita in apertura di versi, nell’accezione pil specifica di ‘luogo riposto e
destinato ad accogliere beni di valore’, quale era appunto il sakellion imperiale o
quello di una fondazione monastica®®. Di conseguenza, la precisazione »xeAAi®
caxeliov al v. 26 — e gia nell’inscriptio: €év T® caxelhlov xeAM® — induce a
interpretare kellion non nel senso di ‘cella monastica’’, che avrebbe fatto pensare al
kellion del nostro grammatikos*', ma in quello pill generico di ‘stanza, camera’**: un
ambiente, dunque, all’interno del sakellion, luogo non facilmente accessibile.

Oltre che un esemplare ufficiale, il fromos in questione sembra essere anche un
esemplare unico, privo di copie conformi: colpa dunque tanto piu grave averlo sfre-
giato. Una situazione che richiama da vicino quella cui andarono incontro le Histo-
riai: quando Tzetzes si accinse a rivedere 1’opera, una parte di essa non era pill repe-
ribile, andata ormai perduta, come ricorda lo stesso grammatikos: “alcuni soldati,
avendo trovato molti BipAidio dei miei scritti all’interno del woAdtiov, nella stanza
(v %€MY) di un GLANTNAG, il quale era morto, se li erano rivenduti, chi per quattro
monete di bronzo, chi per sei e cosi via tutto il resto...” (Hist. VI 40)*.

38 Per I’Ep. 89, una sua interpretazione e contestualizzazione, si rinvia al contributo di Aglae

Pizzone in questo volume (pp. 30-38).

3 1l sakellion nelle fondazioni religiose sottoposte alla giurisdizione patriarcale aveva la stes-
sa funzione di quello imperiale, cio¢ di raccolta delle risorse economiche (cf. A. Kazhdan-P. Magdali-
no, ODB 111, 1829-1830, s.v. Sakellion), ed era presidiato dal sakelliou (6 coxeliiov: cf. J. Darrouzes,
Recherches sur les dgoptxio de I'Eglise byzantine, Paris 1970, 62-64, 318-322).

40 Cf. A.-M. Talbot, ODB 11, 1120, s.v. kellion.

4 Vale a dire il kellion della povr) Tavtoxdtogog, importante fondazione imperiale com-
nena nel cuore di Costantinopoli (cf. A.-M. Talbot-A. Cutler, ODB 111, 1575-1576, s.v. Pantokrator),
ove Tzetzes risiedette, studiando e insegnando, almeno dal 1147 e ove risulta ancora attivo negli anni
successivi al 1155: cf. M. Griinbart, Prosopographische Beitrdge zum Briefcorpus des loannes Tzetzes,
«JOByz» XLVI (1996) 175-226: 219; cf. anche E.A. Congdon, Imperial Commemoration and Ritual
in the Typikon of the Monastery of Christ Pantokrator, «<REB» LIV (1996) 161-200.

42 Cf. G.W.H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, Oxford 1961, s.v. ‘chamber, room’.

411 fatto & testimoniato da schol. Hist. IV 141, 469, da una nota premessa a Hist. VI 63 e
soprattutto dalla nota premessa a Hist. VI 40 (che qui si & tradotta): Zroati@dton 8¢ €v 1@ ToraTie)
BBAISIo: TOALG TV EUBY TOVNUETOV EDQOVTEG £V HEAAT) TVOG TAV EUBV OWANT®V, TEBVNHOTOG
Exelvou, AITNUToAXOGLY, O LEV TEGGEQMY XoAx®V, O 8¢ EE, xol T8I Thvta Opoles... Vd. in
merito P.L.M. Leone, Significato e limiti della revisione delle Historiae di Giovanni Tzetzes, «Aevum»
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A tal proposito, pur non escludendo una qualche intenzionale amplificazione
e artificiosita, forse pure giocate su un lessico formalizzato e burocratico, ¢ utile
richiamare qui anche alcuni giambi, presenti nella seconda recensio delle Historiai,
nei quali il nostro grammatikos, impiegando un frasario «modelled after the stock
phrases used to authenticate official documents»*!, rivendica di aver «depositato»
quei testi “nell’archivio di Tzetzes” (TCETCov x0TEGTEOOMCOV €V T CEXQETV)
non prima di «averli collazionati con I’originale» (GvtefAnOn Tabto TG TEWTO-
veoupoig)*’. Benché non sia meglio precisabile il luogo di conservazione, analoghe
sembrano essere state invece le dinamiche, che, dobbiamo immaginare, avranno
interessato il Versbuch: la copia ufficiale, riscontrata sull’originale (poi perduto?)
Tzetzes avrebbe infine depositato in luogo sicuro e (quasi) inaccessibile, €v T®
GOAEMAOL HEAM®.

2. Dopo il fomos, compare 1’altro protagonista di questi versi: con ben studiata
simmetria (due Tdryov agli estremi e perfetto isosillabismo centrale Tig &AL %01),
¢ introdotto ’autore del misfatto, la cui identita non ¢ tuttavia meglio precisata,
lasciata forse pure volutamente in ombra. Colui che ha avuto 1’ardire di sfregiare il
tomos €& qui definito Tedryov yovog (pit oltre Tob TEAYoL TO TTadlov, 23) con la
precisazione ulteriore totov TEdyov*, che, allusiva e elusiva al tempo stesso, pre-
suppone un tragos-padre, che ritornera pilu esplicitamente nei versi successivi (14,
28). Pur a fronte di tale elusivita, si dovra comunque rilevare che la formula Todyov
moic/uidg/Téxvov (e in alternativa xeQotd viOG) € ben documentata nella scrittura
polemica tzetziana, che attinge sovente al lessico animale (maiale, capro, bufalo) per
apostrofare ignoranti e detrattori (trai quali specialmente i cultori della pratica
schedografica tanto in voga al tempo), e viene sovente utilizzata in riferimento ai

XXXVII (1967) 239-248: 241.

4 Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 33.
Iambi, 358. Per xotoctemvvout nel valore di ‘eintragen, registrieren’ cf. LBG. s.v. €
Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 34, di cui si segue qui I’interpretazione. Per cexgétov (orxonroc) nel
valore di ‘Verwaltungsbiiro, Kanzlei’ cf. LBG s.v. Il fatto che alla fine di quei giambi, una vera e propria
sphragis, Tzetzes si definisca Aoy16THg TOV moAoudv ol ve®dv (Iambi, 360), ha indotto a ipotizzare
che egli voglia qui, come altrove, accreditare di sé I'immagine pubblica di “revisore di testi antichi e
moderni” come fosse un’autoinvestitura della carica di ‘revisore’ statale per eccellenza, quella di uéyog
royoguaotig (Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 24 e passim): gli stessi termini AoyioThg € Aoyiopol
(titolo, quest’ultimo, di un’altra opera tzetziana fino a poco tempo fa ritenuta del tutto perduta), propri
del greco pilt dotto, hanno il loro corrispettivo burocratico nei demotici AoyoQuGTHG € AoYoQLOGUOL.
E plausibile che, «by using governmental formulae, Tzetzes shapes himself as a self-legitimated
‘literary auditor’, allowed to pick holes in the work of both contemporary and past authors» (ibid. 687).

4 Per la clausola xoi mtotov Tedryov cf. Theog. 395 xoi wolov yévoug.

45
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cattivi servigi prestati dai copisti*’. Non sarebbe pertanto troppo arrischiato pensare
che anche qui I’ira di Tzetzes si stia riversando su di un giovane copista al suo
servizio incaricato di trascrivere il Versbuch in questione e, anche e forse proprio in
ragione di questa mansione, tanto piu in grado di introdursi nel sakellion.

3-11. Contro colui che ha reciso i versi (3) Tzetzes invita a opporre un detto
istruttivo (115 €inte TNV co@nyv togowtav)*®: il proverbiale racconto del capro reo
di aver divorato tralci di vite, evocato in questi versi, presuppone il noto epigramma
di Leonida di Taranto (AP 1X 99), con le relative parole che la vite rivolge appunto
al capro stesso*, e soprattutto I’epigramma — scritto forse a imitazione del preceden-
te, dal quale riprende il pentametro finale — trasmesso sotto il nome di Eveno di

47 Si vedano p.es. alcuni casi in cui Tzetzes si rivolge al copista delle sue Historiai (talora

apostrofandolo anche con I’epiteto x00pBo: LBG s.v., ‘Dirne’): 6 Tob tobryov moig 00Toot x0AAyQé-
@og (schol. Hist. 1 20, 559 Leone); x0AoD tebryov viog 6 Proyedwog (schol. Hist. X1 396, 891
Leone); x000Bog LIE, TEYOL vie Shog abToBOEPOEOS (schol. Hist. XII 399, 226 Leone); uébe xovo-
vo TEVdV, x000Bag vie T TEdyou (schol. Hist. XII 404, 332 Leone); pilov celido Gntonctov,
%0V TExVOV TEOYOL, TthiEes (inscr. Hist. X1 411); vie Tob tedryou (schol. Hist. X111 480, 324 Leone).
Per I’identificazione dello scriba delle Historiai con tale Dyonisios si veda E. Trapp, Tzetzes und sein
Schreiber Dionysios, «Diptycha» II (1980-1981) 18-22, al quale si deve inoltre il merito di aver
riconosciuto nel termine xeQotdg (LBG s.v.: ‘Gehornter, Hahnrei’) un’altra espressione di insulto nella
scrittura tzetziana (nella prima edizione delle Historiai di P.M.L. Leone, del 1968, sia xegotdg che
»o0QEPo. erano trascritti come nomi propri): ®€QOTA HKQOD LIE, Tiva glcl 8¢ & yedupers ol &
HOTOAMPTTAVELG %O XA TEXOTQWSAG Hov TNy BAov; (schol. Hist. X 361, 971 Leone); {fitet oAy
moélenhe ToD ool xeQatd 6 LG € subito dopo T TEAYOL 6 LIOG OLSEV GvdbevTOV £X (schol.
Hist. X1 385, 737 e 770 Leone); (8ete T0D x£Q0Td TOV LIOV TTHG XOTEAEWDE TO IOV %0l TXQEIWCE
po® v BiBrov (schol. ad schol. Hist. X1 396, 902 Leone). Per I’impiego di Toéryog cf. ancora Hist. 11
34, 105 (yoipet Yo TEéryos T0Tg xeNuvoic xoi Toig duoPartolg Tomoig); IX 275, 527 (6 medTeeryos
TOV TQAY®V TE TAVTOV TOV &V DGTEQOLS, su cui cf. infra, n. 73); schol. Ar. Ran. 507a, p. 835 Koster
(6AL’, & ooy Tabto TEAyoL VIE, ceknvialopeve). E si veda anche il tooryloxog (LSJ s.v.:
‘young he-goat’) che, insieme a TQd&yog, ricorre pit volte nei versi del Paris. gr. 2925 (sec. XV) editi
da Pétrides, o.c., e ancora Hist. XII 399, 240-243 (toorydmwAov), su cui si tornera pit oltre. Sull’im-
piego di termini insultanti negli scoli alle Historiai cf. il contributo di Yulia Mantova in questo volume.
Sugli attacchi ai rivali e le polemiche di Tzetzes cf. Savio, o.c., e anche Lovato, o.c.

4 Per questo costrutto cf. Tzetzes, Hist. VIII 242, 87 v wogoyiov AEye Tig OITbQyovcoy
Tob TEétCov.

¥ "Eadhog edmMdyOV 0iyog oG &v ol GAmf / olvng Tovg Grtolovg hvTog Edoupe
xAG&douc. / Td &' Emog €x yaing tocov dmve Kelge, nduote, / yvobuoic Huétegov xAfjuo to
xoQmo@ogov: / Qlo yog Eumedog oboo oAy yAuxd véxTtaQ Gvicetl / docov émoneioat oot,
Tbrye, Buopéve, «Una volta I’adulto sposo barbuto della capra distrusse tutti i teneri rami dei tralci di
una vite. Una voce dalla terra cosi gli risuonava: “Rodi pure, o perfido, con le tue mascelle il nostro
fertile tralcio. Ma la radice resiste e ancora produrra il dolce nettare, sufficiente per libare sul tuo
sacrificio, o capro”» (trad. M. Gigante).
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Ascalona (AP IX 75)%, peraltro sicuramente noto a Tzetzes, dal quale € trascritto nel
commento in Plutum (v. 1129, p. 227 Massa Positano). Da entrambi, ad ogni modo,
Tzetzes ricava spunti, tasselli o semplici memorie poetiche, che arricchiscono il
dettato e pongono sullo stesso piano il capro proverbiale e il «figlio di capro» che ha
oltraggiato il suo Versbuch (xelgov 8 = xelge AP 1X 99,3; x0v x€gong 9! = »fv
ue @aryng AP IX 75,1; movto ®hadov 9 = mtovtag ... xAddovg AP 1X 99,2; todrye
8e 10 =~ API1X 99,6 ¢ AP IX 75,2).

Ancor prima di riferire questa paroimia, figura una lunga incidentale polemi-
ca a spese del malfattore (6-7): a lui Tzetzes addebita, ancora una volta implicitamen-
te, la discendenza da un padre-tragos (olog motnQ 606, 6), dunque con le corna (con
tutte le implicazioni deteriori che il termine comporta quando usato offensivamente);
a lui rivolge ancora 1’accusa di aver reciso, alla pari del ben piu noto e proverbiale
capro, il yotiov, un singolo foglio del tomos, contenente i suoi versi**. E poco
importa che nel compiere questo gesto — sfregiare il fomos, ma altresi introdursi nel
sacello — il giovane malfattore vi sia giunto da solo (t1g EAnAv0ac)* o con la compli-
cita di altri (7).

12-15. T versi centrali introducono un nuovo dato: quand’anche I’autore del

50 Kijv pe @byng €mt otlov, dumg £t xaQmopoghow, / docov Emoneicon col, Tedye,

Buopéve, «Rodimi pure alla base: dard tanto sugo, caprone, / da libare su te quando t’immolano» (trad.
F.M. Pontani). Sulla paternita dell’epigramma (che sviluppa un tema gia esopico: Aesop. 404, 404°
Halm = 327 Hausrath-Hunger) cf. J. Geiger, Euenus of Ascalon, «SCI» XI (1991-1992) 114-122: 116-
118; altri ritengono invece che sia Leonida imitatore di Eveno: cf. M.G. Albiani, I/ capro e il terebinto
(Theocr. AP VI 336 = Ep. I Gow), «Eikasmés» VII (1996) 161-163. Sulla fortuna di questo epigramma
(tradotto da Ovidio, citato da Svetonio, riprodotto in graffiti pompeiani etc.), oltre alla bibliografia
citata, cf. E. Magnelli, Capri e porci: Priap. 65 e i suoi modelli ellenistico-romani, «Dictynna» XI
(2014) 1-7.

51 Kégorg si segnala come recupero di una forma epica (congiuntivo aoristo di xelpw), di cui
non mancano altri esempi (cf. x€ga: 18, Bpémton 35).

32 Pur al netto delle «metrischen Schrullen» di Tzetzes (Maas, o.c. 279 n. 43), il verso 10 non
sembra del tutto lineare (tredici sillabe). Piuttosto che immaginare qui una soluzione del trimetro, di
norma evitata negli atechnoi, si preferisce espungere exempli gratia 'interiezione (®): & possibile che
@, se di errore si tratti, sia subentrato per distrazione del copista, che ha specularmente duplicato la
clausola del v. 8, la quale, nella trascrizione in progressione orizzontale di questi tiyot in F, viene a
trovarsi esattamente al di sopra di questo verso.

5311 termine ricorre anche in un passo in cui Tzetzes, nel rievocare la falsa lettera di Priamo a
Palamede, caduto vittima di un inganno preparato da Odisseo, ricorda i TQ®Tx0 YQOuuUOTO TTQEOG
xoQtiov (Alleg. 11. prol. 1076), appunto la falsa lettera, cui si fara riferimento qualche verso pilt avanti
col termi-ne yéotng (ibid. 1080, 1081). In generale, per 1’uso pil antico di yoptiov cf. M. Capasso,
Volumen. Aspetti della tipologia del rotolo librario antico, Napoli 1995, 31-34.

5411 pronome T1g andra qui inteso alla stregua di £ic.
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misfatto impazzisse del tutto e rovinasse da cima a fondo il libro tzetziano, ecco che
dal corno del suo stesso padre — si noti la costruzione speculare ai vv. 14 (0ToD
70D TTOITEOG 60L) € 28 (v Tol TOD TrTEOG)™ — zampillerebbero nuovi versi. E pos-
sibile che qui Tzetzes alluda alle capacita scrittorie del keras (dai cornua voluminis
al materiale costitutivo del calamo la metafora scrittoria del keras qui e pil oltre
spiega bene il linguaggio allusivo di alcuni versi)®: nell’immagine della potenza
generatrice del keras, dunque, che fa sgorgare nuovi versi, ¢ naturalmente implicita
quella della metafora creativa del parto poetico, peraltro affacciata fin dall’iniziale
tomos (1). E non € escluso che in questi otiyot il rapporto pater/pais si carichi anche
di un valore metaforico, non affatto estraneo al lessico relazionale che Tzetzes talora
riserva a testi e autori antichi’’, ove ricorre alla figura del pater/auctor che concepi-
sce e genera figli/scritti.

Tale paternita metaforica potrebbe esplicitarsi invero non solo sul piano del
rapporto autore/testo, ma forse anche su quello di maestro/allievo se, alla luce di
quanto sopra notato a proposito dell’epiteto “figlio di tragos”, il pais in questione si
trovasse ad essere un giovane al servizio del nostro grammatikos, e quindi sotto la
sua tutela, proprio come quel wondomovdov (LBG s.v.: ‘Edelknabe, Page, Gefolgs-
mann, Diener’) che in una lettera al megas chartularius (Ep. 69, assegnabile al
1146)°® Tzetzes chiede che gli venga affidato perché lo aiuti nella condizione di
malattia in cui versa da tempo™.

5 Cf. anche il 60v putoomdov del v. 33.

Per questa interpretazione di keras sono debitore a Aglae Pizzone e soprattutto a Enrico
Emanuele Prodi, che qui ringrazio. Quanto al valore di keras, cfr. Atsalos, o.c. 199 («la pointe du
calame») e LBG s.v. %ég(xg, ‘Stabende der Buchrolle’.

57 Nelle note marginali autografe al Tucidide heidelbergense (Pal. gr. 252), per esempio,
Tzetzes designa lo storico greco come oxOAA0G, ‘cucciolo’ (cf. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore cit. 51 e n. 30,
61 n. 62; il vezzeggiativo si giustifica alla luce del fatto che nella biografia di Marcellino, nota a Tzetzes,
si ricorda esplicitamente che Tucidide era ancora moic quando Erodoto era gia uno storico rinomato).
Inoltre, in un passo piuttosto complesso delle Historiai (Hist. XI1 457, 984-985) la metafora relazionale
si carica di altre implicazioni: Tzetzes usa I’immagine del marito cornuto in riferimento all’attribuzione
di alcuni BiBAic al nome di Archimede: i manoscritti vengono nel seguito definiti oudid, mentre la
AQyndoug £yygot| & la uritng abtdv. Ha richiamato la mia attenzione su questo passo, e sulla pos-
sibilita che un’analoga implicazione sia sottesa a questi versi, Aglae Pizzone, cui va la mia gratitudine.

58 Griinbart, Prosopographische Beitrdge cit. 204-205.

% Trelhote 00V Lot 810 THg DUAY dvTIMheme TO TodOTOLAOY, Tvor UT) TEALY ®oTOGYE-
Oeic T® cuvndet voouoTt ExpeTENo® TOV Blov EgNuog dloxdvou Tob xbv HdmQ 1ot Gmoxopicov-
T0G (69,21-24 Leone). Sulla figura del giovane a servizio, la sua condizione servile e i termini con cui
era designato (moic, moudiov, mwondiorog, mondomovdov) cf. Y. Rotman, Byzantine Slavery and the
Mediterranean World, Cambridge-London 2009, 87-89, e R. Shukurov, The Byzantine Turks, 1204-
1461, Leiden-Boston 2016, 245.

56
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16-20. Ed ecco che la vendetta di Tzetzes si avvale dell’unico x€go in grado
di reagire all’oltraggio subito, lo strumento scrittorio, scrivendo nuovi versi di de-
nuncia. Quel x€gog eccelle infatti su qualunque altro celebre corno: prodigioso e
prolifico qual €, non teme rivali. L’estro tzetziano si dispiega qui nella polisemia di
keras (dal significato concreto a quello metaforico, dal simbolismo religioso all’ac-
cezione militare, all’uso sofistico ecc.). Nell’immaginario biblico, cui si attingera
pit avanti, il corno € notoriamente simbolo ed espressione di forza e potenza, o anche
di salvezza (Salm 17,3; Lc 1,69)%°, come del resto anche nel nostro caso, in cui il
keras poetico ha la meglio ed ¢ piu forte, riesce a generare nuovi versi, a preservare
il tomos e a garantire la paternitd degli otiyot in esso raccolti.

La sequenza di corni celebri e potenti, che nulla possono a confronto del keras
poetico, si apre con il proverbiale corno di Amaltea®', prosegue con “il corno che
unge” (17), allusivo dell’episodio biblico di Samuele recante olio nel corno per
I’unzione reale di Davide®, e passa quindi ai vari corni (indicati dal plurale epico
%€ che il profeta Daniele vide nella prima delle sue visioni®. 11 v. 19 (che apre il
f. 21r di F, in cui la scrittura alquanto evanida non consente una piu sicura decifra-
zione) funge da trapasso e introduce un ulteriore termine di confronto: il keras
poetico ¢ superiore ad ogni corno (ora in accezione militare) degli eserciti di Serse
(19-20) — ove merita notare 1’attributo Ee&xdg, che si segnala quale neologismo in

8 Esemplificativo quanto si legge in Salm 74,11: «E spezzero tutte le corna degli empi

(Thvto TO %EQUTO TAY OPaQTOA®DV) € fard che le corna dei giusti (to xEgarta o8 Suxaiiov) saranno
innalzate», peraltro ben presente a Tzetzes (cf. Ep. 57, p. 84,4-5 Leone e Hist. IX 271, 352-353). Sulla
polisemia di xéQ(xg ¢ i suoi valori nel Vecchio e Nuovo Testamento cf. W. Foerster, Grande Lessico
del Nuovo Testamento (ed. ital.), V, Brescia 1969, 349-358, s.v.

1 1l corno di Amaltea (capra o ninfa nutrice di Zeus) € celebrato quale non plus ultra del bello
e dell’abbondanza gia nella poesia di Anacreonte (fr. 4,1 Gentili = PMG 361,1) e divenne proverbiale
per indicare una fonte dispensatrice di beni; per 1’eziologia di questo modus dicendi, usato a indicare
persone estremamente fortunate, cf. Plut. Prov. Alex. I1 27 (CPG 1, 341 Leutsch-Schneidewin) e anche
Suda o 1478 Adler.

2 1Sam 16: «E il Signore disse a Samuele: “[...] Riempi di olio il tuo corno (mAficov TO
%£Q0G 6oL EAatov)”» (16,1); «Samuele prese il corno dell’olio € lo unse (T0 x€Qog TOD EAaiov %ol
£yoioev) in mezzo ai suoi fratelli e lo spirito del Signore si poso su Davide da quel giorno in poi»
(16,13).

% Dan T: «Mentre stavo ancora guardando nelle visioni notturne (£€8edgovv €v 6ttt THg
vuxTOG), ecco una quarta bestia» che aveva xégorta 8éxa (7,7) in mezzo ai quali spuntava un altro
corno pilt piccolo (GAL0 Ev %xEQag Gvemin Gve LEGOV oOT@Y HixQov £v Tolg xEgacty aTob, 7,8).
Che proprio a questa prima visione Tzetzes voglia alludere, e non alla seconda ove pure appaiono
xégato (8,1-14: un montone con due corna viene abbattuto da un capro con un corno magnifico, dal
quale, spezzatosi, ne spuntano altri quattro), sembra indicare I’avverbio motv (18).
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voga in etd comnena o quanto meno ben attestato al tempo®. E merita pure rilevare
che la sequenza di corni fin qui esposta sembra essere, in ultima analisi, non tanto
una casuale enumerazione di exempla illustri, tra quelli che potevano addursi, quanto
piuttosto un esercizio retorico, si direbbe, realizzato su materiali gia raccolti ed
esposti, come per esempio gli ifem lessicografici di Suda dedicati al x€goc, nei quali
¢ dato conto dell’accezione militare del termine (% 1366 Adler), delle peculiarita
morfologiche (x 1367, 1372), della simbologia veterotestamentaria (» 1368, 1370,
1371), del mitico corno di Amaltea (x 1369) e anche del xegosBorog (x 1374), su
cui si tornera piu oltre (23).

21-22. Che anche il promontorio di Bisanzio o uno dei suoi colli (Adpog)®®
avesse nome di ‘Corno d’oro’ era notizia finora attestata da Plinio, e dalle fonti che
ne dipendono®. Si tratta comunque di notizia alquanto peregrina, ricavata da fonte
non precisabile, e forse tanto piu per questo esibita da Tzetzes. Quanto invece alla
perifrasi usata in questi versi, essa sembra assommare tasselli ricavati da Polibio (IV
43,7: TOv ®OATTOV ... TOV xodovpevov Képag) e Strabone (VII 6,2: 0 Kégog t0
Bulovtimv), i quali tuttavia fanno entrambi riferimento al xOAmoc.

23. L’unicum tzetziano xeQoisBoloby coglie I’esecrabile atto che Tod TedyovL
70 moudlov si & accinto a compiere. Il neologismo xeQocBoAém pud essere
naturalmente un calco su xegaopdrog, ‘duro, testardo’ — la cui prima occorrenza &
in un celebre passo del libro IX delle Leggi di Platone, ove € esposto il nomos con
cui € perseguito il saccheggio dei luoghi sacri (853d 5) e il ladro sacrilego (854a 2)%

8 Oltre a Hist. VII 138, tit. 2, Ep. 18, p. 33,8 Leone e schol. Thuc. (Pal. gr. 252) 1 p. 72
Luzzatto, cf. Teodoro Prodromo, Carm. 18,22; Niceta Eugeniano, Dros. et Charicl. 111, 86; Gregorio
Antioco, Ep. Il ad Eustath. 217; Eustazio, Comm. in Dionysii orbis descript. 513,13 e 861,15; Manuele
Olobolo, Or. in imp. Mich. Palaeolog. 1, 76,4 Treu; Giuseppe Briennio, Ep. 20,22.

5 Per questo valore di AOog, attestato fin da Omero (‘crest of a hill, ridge’: LSJ s.v. II), cf.
Od. X1596 e XVI 471.

% Promunturium Chryseon Ceras, in quo oppidum Byzantium liberae condicionis, antea
Lygos dictum (Nat. IV 18 [46]); Huius aspectu repente territi, semper aduersum Byzantii promuntu-
rium, ex ea causa appellatum Aurei Cornus (IX 20 [50]); da Plinio deriva la notizia Sol. 10,17
(Veniamus ad promunturium Ceras Chryseon Byzantio oppido nobile, antea Lygos dictum), da cui
verosimilmente dipende Mart. Cap. VI 657 (illic promuntorium Ceras Chryseon Byzantio oppido
celebratum). Ammiano Marcellino ricorda invece questo promontorio solo come Ceras: et Constanti-
nopolis, uetus Byzantium, Atticorum colonia, et promuntorium Ceras praelucentem navibus vehens
constructam celsius turrim, quapropter Ceratas adpellatur ventus inde suetus oriri praegelidus (XXII
8,8). Piu in generale sul Corno d’oro cf. da ultimo T. Braccini, Bisanzio prima di Bisanzio. Miti e
fondazioni della nuova Roma, Roma 2019, 17-19.

7 Con la premessa che «non bisogna dispiacersi se qualcuno dei nostri cittadini sia duro come
i semi toccati dalle corna di buoi (Tig &yytyvnron T@v mOMTOV NIV otov xeQooBorog, 853d 2) e
abbia una natura talmente inflessibile da non poterla ammorbidire» (trad. E. Pegone). Cosi Plutarco
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—ma ¢ altrettanto plausibile che Tzetzes abbia inteso concepire questa forma verbale
sulla base della composizione x€gag + BoAéw, nel senso di ‘colpire col corno,
incornare’ (sull’esempio di xepawvoforém, ‘colpire col fulmine, fulminare’). Non
si puo neppure escludere che vi possa implicitamente essere interferenza e sovrappo-
sizione semantica: da un lato, infatti, questo conio lessicale delinea e rimarca la
personalita di un paidion testardo, indocile — quasi alla stregua, se si volesse leggervi
Platone in controluce, di un malfattore — e pure dmoidevtog (secondo I’esegesi
corrente di xeQooBOLOG attestata in una parte della tradizione lessicografica bizanti-
na)®, e dall’altro tende ad esplicitare la violenza e la durezza con cui il keras del
paidion ha colpito e trafitto il tomos.

25. Alla prestanza del keras creativo si oppone quella keras del paidion, in un
confronto, si direbbe, all’ultimo corno, che sembra declinare, in pit domestiche
circostanze, 1I’opposizione veterotestamentaria tra il corno dei giusti e quello degli
empi®. 1l keras del paidion va pit in profondita di una spada e arriva fino alle viscere
del tomos, secondo 1’immagine evocata da dinvtégevce, che qui si segnala come
altra peculiarita lessicale di Tzetzes. Finora attestato in un passo delle sue Allegoriae
Odysseae, infatti, Sievtepevw € un conio di quelli alla maniera aristofanea’, il cui
antecedente verbale andra individuato in Nub. 166: @ TlopO%EQL0G TOD SlEVTE-
oevportog (cf. DGE s.v. Sievtégevpa: « intestigacion’ e.e. investigacion sobre el
intestino del mosquito»), per il quale si dispone pure del commento tzetziano (schol.
Ar. Nub. 166¢ Holwerda) arricchito da altra neoformazione, dievtepevoeng (schol.
Ar. Nub. 166a Holwerda)™'.

27-28. In una sequenza non affatto lineare e perspicua, pure scandita
dall’insistito ricorso all’iperbato (ToUTOVG ... TOLG GTIXOVG ... TANUULETICOV ...
70 ... %€Q0G) € a qualche ridondanza (70180¢ aOTOT TOV TTOTEOG), si immagina che

(Quaest. conv. VII 2, 700c 4-8) spiega il valore di xepoioBdLog in riferimento al passo di Platone: «E
chiaro che, credendo che i semi che urtano contro le corna dei buoi diano frutti duri, in senso metaforico
definivano cosi uno caparbio e intrattabile (Tov 00063 xol GxANEOV EvBQWTOV), ciog “urta-corna” e
“duro-da-cuocere” (xeQooBOAOV %0l dteQduova)» (trad. A. Montalbano).

8 Syn. A %282 Cunningham (= Phot. x 589 Theodoridis, Suda » 1374 Adler): 5t odv Aéym
%£Q0.6BOAOVG, TOUG AoudebTOVG *0l GHANQOLG o ) TTEWDOUEVOLG TOTG VOUOIG PNoT.

% Cf. supra, n. 60.
Koxdoy yao Edguréovta Thig #0ung dvagmdcas / Ootéga Sinvtégevce xGto Bolmy
70 Elpog (Alleg. Od. TX 76-77); con il commento di Hunger ad loc., 309: «die Eingeweide durch-
bohren». Sulla predilezione per Aristofane e I’inventiva lessicale di Tzetzes cf. Agapitos, o.c. 13-14;
Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 668-670; Savio, o.c. 42 e passim; e il contributo di Aglae Pizzone in
questo volume.

" Cf. Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristophanem, Indices, Groningen-Amsterdam 1964, 86,
s.vv. dlevtégeupa e *JevTEQENaIS.

70
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il corno rigonfio e copioso (mAnupveticov) del padre abbia fatto finalmente sgorgare
(&vTje) questi nuovi versi’.

29-31. Nella serie di epiteti che occupa questi due versi — e ambiguamente
riferibile tanto al 10180g che al totEdg del verso precedente — si segnala in partico-
lare puproteoryog (30), che, assente nei moderni repertori lessicografici, ha tutto 1’a-
spetto di un altro hapax™, a conferma ulteriore della rigogliosa inventiva del nostro
grammatikos™. Come del resto spiccatamente tzetziano € anche attributo petgo-
ocUvOeTog («composed in metre», LSJ s.v.; «in Versen geschrieben», LBG s.v.), che
troviamo impiegato, oltre che qui (31), soltanto in altri suoi scritti (Ep. 13,24,9; Ep.
94,138,3; Hist. VII 144, 642).

32. ZuAhoyiopoug xeQotivoug, che in prima istanza avrebbe potuto far pen-
sare al sofisma o paradosso delle corna’, sembra piuttosto alludere a pid ravvicinate
sottigliezze retoriche, quelle cio¢ dispiegate dallo stesso autore nei versi precedenti:
si tratta appunto dei «ragionamenti» sul corno sviluppati poco prima, sia quelli di
biasimo del corno che ha distrutto i versi, sia quelli di elogio del corno che ne ha
creati di nuovi, conformemente all’abilita propria del retore provetto di saper essere
aupoTeQdYAmGo0G, come altrove rivendicato da Tzetzes, cioé in grado di «usare in
modo vantaggioso fatti e nomi e altre cose parimenti per 1’elogio e per il biasimo»’®.

33. Insieme alle potenzialitd del corno, con questi versi Tzetzes ha dunque
rivelato anche il progenitore fin ad allora oscuro (€ yxexQuUUEVOV puTOGTTOEOV) del

2 Cf. Olobolo, Encom. in imp. Mich. Palaeolog. 30,16 Treu %ol 6Tope To0TOG TANUUOQELY

AOyoug Givixe.

> Per una formazione lessicale analoga, cf. Hist. IX 275, 526 m0tQoryog TV Tbywv Te
TOVTOV TOV £V DGTEQOLS, Ove TEOTQEOYOG — che vale «erster Ziegenbock» (LBG s.v.) — & un altro
unicum tzetziano: questo termine, in passato corretto in teoTaryog (nell’ed. Kiessling delle Chiliades,
che stampava mEdTOyog TV Tory®v, da cui dipende ThGL s.v., che glossa «praefectus», ristabilito
nell’ed. di Leone, 360), non va posto in relazione con totory®déw (GI s.v.: «declamare prima tragi-
camente»), ma correttamente CONNEsso — Proprio come nel nostro caso — con TEAY0G.

7 Merita ricordare che Tzetzes si segnala per una scrittura «in cui I’involucro linguistico
tradizionale a stento contiene pensieri nuovi; ma gia il suo lessico si arricchisce di termini del tutto
estranei al bagaglio ricavato dai classici» (L. Canfora, Sulla tradizione dei testi, in 1d., Antologia della
letteratura greca, I: L eta arcaica, Roma-Bari 1987, 69).

> Tale sofisma ¢ attribuito nella sua prima formulazione a Eubulide di Mileto: Diog. Laert. IT
108: «Uno dei poeti comici cosi dice di lui (fr. 294 Kock = 149 Kassel-Austin): “Eubulide ’Eristico,
che poneva sofismi cornuti (xegortivog £gwtdv) e confondeva gli oratori con argomenti falsi e
pomposi, se ne ando col volgare e inutile cicaleccio di Demostene» (trad. M. Gigante). Come esempio
di vacua sottigliezza il sofisma ¢ ricordato da Sen. Ep. 49,8; cf. anche Gell. XVI 2,10.

76 Hist. VII 132,299-301 (tobto Y00 9NToQog GvQos x0id GU®OTEQOYANSGOL, / %0l QG-
YHOOL %0l XAAGEGL %0 TOTG AOUT01G Opoimg / eog Emovov xal Poyov e xexoficOon cuuEeQdV-
T®G), su cui cf. Agapitos, John Tzetzes cit. 35, e Pizzone, Self-authorization cit. 660-661.
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pais, che & appunto “figlio di capro” (2, 23), dunque figlio di un ‘padre con le corna’,
con un termine, (LTOGTOQOG, che si segnala certo per la sua ricercatezza’’, ma anche
per una evidente prossimita alla sfera semantica del mondo vegetale (LSJ s.v., lett.
‘planting’; e puTocToQio ‘planting of trees, esp. of vines’), e delle viti in particola-
re, che non pud essere casuale. Da questi nuovi versi il pais viene dunque ad appren-
dere, grazie alle capacita retoriche di Tzetzes, sia delle potenzialita poetiche del
corno sia della propria discendenza da un capro. Se poi ai ragionamenti cornuti sara
anche sotteso un double entendre e la figura dell’ignoto genitore del pais avra una
sua allusiva corrispondenza nel reale, allora non si dovra neppure escludere che
EYXEXQUUUEVOV (PUTOGTIOQOV possa altresi insinuare 1’idea della natura di bastardo
del pais medesimo.

34. I nuovi versi di Tzetzes, questi appunto che leggiamo, “sono stati aggiunti
nella parte recisa del libro™: si tratta di un’aggiunta, dunque, quale & rimarcata dal
verbo moQoryedipw, che in forma di postilla su cartiglio dovremmo immaginare —
stante quanto si legge nell’inscriptio — ‘incollata’ proprio nel punto in cui il tomos &
stato lacerato.

35-37. Questi nuovi versi dovranno servire, nelle intenzioni dell’autore, non
solo da ammonimento al lettore, ma anche, e al tempo stesso e sarcasticamente, da
compenso (con espressione di sapore omerico e solenne: OpEnT<Q>0L ... TOIG O~
Toow)” che il pais offre ai genitori. Da qui, la chiusura ad effetto del carme, di
tono sentenzioso, con 1’esortazione generale a che ogni genitore provveda a render

7 A utoomdog (che vale ‘padre’ fin da Soph. Tr. 359) Tzetzes ricorre anche altrove: lambi

15; Hist. V 19, 665; VI 46, 314; VI 90, 929; VII 136, 361; VII 149, 863; Theog. 305. Merita osservare
che nel Vat. Pal. gr. 92 (codice italogreco degli ultimi decenni del XIII secolo e importante testimone
di testi schedografici; per una descrizione vd. I. Vassis, Tév vémv @ulordyov molaicuoto: H cuiio-
v oxed®Y ToU nddwa Vaticanus Palatinus Gr. 92, «Hellenica» LII (2002) 37-68) al f. 166r figura
uno cy£80¢ in cui un anonimo maestro accoglie a scuola il Toud{ov del quale mostra di conoscere bene
TOV GOV uTooTOEOV (cf. Vassis, o.c. 53 n° 101; trascrizione del testo in Nesseris, o.c. I, 41 n. 94).

8 Trai vari significati che Tour] puod assumere (Tzetzes altrove lo usa p.es. con il valore tecni-
co di ‘cesura’ e ‘divisione’: cf. Trag. poe. 19, su cui vd. Pace, o.c. 44 e 64-65 comm. ad v. 8), in questo
caso sembra rispondere piu pertinentemente al valore di ‘end left after cutting, stump’ (LSJ s.v.) e pud
essere reso con ‘parte recisa’ (che ¢, in forma pil sintetica e ricercata, quanto si legge nell’inscriptio:
%xO0PovTo néQog Tob TOROL ... £xoAANONcav gig TOV TOWov). Non si pud peraltro escludere che
Tzetzes abbia qui presente anche il valore di ‘potatura’ che questo termine viene ad assumere nel lessico
agricolo (cf. p.es. la potatura delle viti in Theophr. CP III 14,2 e il taglio dei grappoli nel romanzo
bucolico di Longo II 1,2), valore che nel caso dei nostri versi tornerebbe ad alludere alla paroimia del
capro.

7 Cf. I1. 4,477-478 € 17,301-302 toxedot / Ogémtoa (pilotg, in riferimento a guerrieri uccisi
anzitempo da Aiace. Per I’uso di 6péntga (correzione in luogo del 6pentd di F) cf. Tzetzes, Carmina
Iliaca 2,287 Bgéntoo Stdwotv dueilyog, &g e é@xet (riferito a Erigenia figlia della Notte).
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saggi (mdg cwpeovite)® i figli; il tutto accentuato dall’accostamento di parole
simili e quasi omofone (vViovg/Vac), con un calembour a stento trasferibile in altra
lingua, che circoscrivono il verso e fanno da suggello all’intero componimento.

4. Questi versi sembrano dunque concepiti per smascherare (anche se solo in parte)
il giovane malfattore, denunciare il suo misfatto e infine rimpiazzare i versi recisi,
verosimilmente non piu reperibili altrove, con inediti 6tiyot di denuncia apposti nel
punto stesso del fomos in cui si € consumato lo scempio. Ma resta 1’impressione
complessiva che Tzetzes dica molto meno di quanto lasci realmente trapelare dai
versi.

Merita percio tanto pill notare che forma e lessico degli ultimi due versi (36-
37) richiamano alquanto da vicino I’appello che Tzetzes rivolge in una brevissima
lettera, quasi un biglietto, al padre di uno studente ignorante (cosi l’inscriptio:
amondevTov ortEl): «Non mi piace che un padre soffra per Iottusita del figlio:
rendi saggio tuo figlio, se davvero sei suo padre» (Ep. 62: O0 BoOAopot 81" &Ber-
nelov Liod TETEQO ATETV: OEEOVILE 0DV GUL TOV LLOV, €1 T® GVTL TOITNQ).
Nulla sappiamo della natura e destinazione di questo biglietto e la possibilita di
identificare quell’dmaidevtog col pais dei nostri versi non avrebbe per ora altro
riscontro al di fuori di queste analogie in termini. Movenza e lessico, cosi vicini, e
destinatario finale dell’ammonimento, anch’egli wotne d’un figlio insubordinato,
inducono quanto meno a mettere in conto una possibile affinita di dinamiche e
forse pure una vicinanza temporale, pur nell’indeterminatezza della stessa Ep. 62
(1147-11487)%.

In termini di confronto non molto diversi si pone un altro significativo conte-
sto che rivela, con i nostri versi, alcuni punti di contatto. Il riferimento ¢ al lungo
passo delle Historiai in cui Tzetzes si scaglia con lessico tagliente e coprolalico
contro gli schedografi (Hist. 399, Chil. XII 223-246). Egli lamenta, tra molto altro,
che i giovani studenti non farebbero altro che trascrivere i testi dei barbari (schedo-

80 Sull’idioma attico 7dig con I’imperativo, «assai amato da Tzetzes» (Luzzatto, Note inedite

cit. 645 n. 39), cf. Kiihner-Gerth, I, 85, e Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore cit. 121 e n. 81.

81 [ tra quelle lettere che «non idcirco ut mitterentur scriptae sunt, sed tamquam ad exercita-
tionem accommodatae orationis suae ostentandae gratia a Tzetza compositae esse videntur» (P.A.M.
Leone, in Ep., XvII-XIX). E tuttavia, se la prima sezione delle lettere tzetziane (Ep. 1-69) rispetta anche
un ordine cronologico, come si ritiene (Hart, o.c. 41-46; H. Giske, De loannis Tzetzae scriptis ac vita,
Rostochii 1881, 5-9; Wendel, o.c. 1192), varra la pena allora di notare che questa lettera ¢ ricompresa
tra I’Ep. 59 e ’Ep. 66 rispettivamente assegnabili al 1147 e al 1148. Cf. anche su questa lettera G.
Morgan, Homer in Byzantium: John Tzetzes, in C.A. Rubino-C.W. Shelmerdine (edd.), Approaches
to Homer, Austin 1983, 165-188: 169-170, e sulle epistulae ad exercitationem accommodatae pill in
generale il contributo di Giulia Gerbi in questo volume (sull’Ep. 62 cf. pp. 153-154).
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grafi) nei loro libri trasformandoli cosi in stalle di Augia piene di sterco, proprio —
aggiunge — «come fece il TeorydT®Aov con il libro del catasto» (Hist. 399, Chil. X1I
243: domeQ ®ol TO TEOYOT®AOV TOD TOUOL TO PBBAlov)*. In questo verso, ben
congegnato e fortemente allusivo, 1’hapax TooydoT®lov (‘giovane capro’ ovvero
‘cucciolo/piccolo di capro’)®® e I’espressione tecnica Tob tépov T0 BiAlov, che,
sulla scia di Agapitos®, si pud rendere con “libro del catasto”, mostrano una verve e
un lessico vicini a quelli dei nostri versi. Resta perd estranea al confronto tra i due
passi la possibilita di applicare 1’accezione di ‘libro del catasto’ anche al Topog dei
nostri versi. Ciononostante, ¢ da chiedersi se il nostro pais non sia da identificare
proprio con quel TooryortwAov. D altronde, come ha suggerito ancora Agapitos®, il
TEOryOT®AOV potrebbe a sua volta essere in relazione con la storia che Tzetzes riferi-
sce in una lettera (Ep. 47, assegnata al 1146)%, con cui affida un giovane, non identi-
ficato e per di pid suo parente (ibid. 68,7: TonddQLov NUETEQOV OV cLYYEVES), alla
protezione del logariastes Giovanni Smeniotes®’, perché non venga punito dal gover-
natore provinciale. Il wondaQuov, infatti, definito “sapiente folle” e “saccente™, e
gia in precedenza resosi colpevole di un simile misfatto, aveva osato trascrivere
alcuni giambi alla fine del volume del catasto®, che a tal motivo il funzionario si
rifiutava di firmare. Difficile stabilire se il giovane delle Historiai e quello dell’Ep.
47, verosimilmente la stessa persona, possano essere identificati col nostro pais e se
lo sfregio del Versbuch sia un (altro) misfatto a lui imputabile. Se cosi fosse, dovrem-

82 Importanti riflessioni su questi versi (Hist. XII 399, 223-246) offre Agapitos, o.c. 8-21.

81l termine va messo in relazione con T®dAog, che, oltre che ‘giovane’, vale anche ‘cucciolo,
figlio® (cf. e.g. Hist. IV 124, 111; XII 404, 329), per cui tooryomwiov pud valere anche ‘cucciolo di
capro, figlio di capro’, alla stregua di Tedryov Olog.

8 «The word Tépog can function as synonymous to wooxtixd, the administrative cadaster»
(Agapitos, o.c. 19 n. 101).

8 Agapitos, o.c. 19 n. 101.

Griinbart, Prosopographische Beitrdige cit. 201-202.

87 Su questa lettera cf. M. Griinbart, Byzantium: a bibliophile society?, «Basilissa» I (2004),
113-121: 120-121, e N. Zagklas, “How many verses shall I write and say?”: Poetry in the Komnenian
period (1081-1204), in W. Horandner-A. Rhoby-N. Zagklas (edd.), A Companion to Byzantine Poetry,
Leiden-Boston 2019, 237-263: 255. Per il destinatario della lettera, Giovanni Smeniotes, cfr. Griinbart,
Prosopographische Beitrdge cit. 201-203; P.M. Pinto, La composizione letteraria antica agli occhi dei
Bizantini: Giovanni Tzetze e Michele Coniata, in R. Otranto-P.M. Pinto (edd.), Storie di testi e tradizio-
ne classica per Luciano Canfora, Roma 2018, 187-202: 188; e infine Pizzone, Bureaucratic discourse
cit. Sulla sua funzione di logariastes, e non solo, cf. R. Guilland, Logariaste, <<JOByz» XVIII (1969)
101-113 (rist. in Titres et fonctions de |’ Empire byzantin, London 1976, nr. xx1): 103 e 106; e il contri-
buto di Aglae Pizzone in questo volume.

88 To mouddiglov o QBds TO LMEOGOPOV ExETVO xal doxncicogov (Ep. 47,68,9).

“O tovg 1duPoug ToTE TH TEAEL TOV TTEOXTIK®Y Eveydate (Ep. 47,68,9-10).
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mo pensare all’agire di un pais, pure legato a Tzetzes da vincolo di parentela, piut-
tosto irrequieto e recidivo. A ben vedere, giovani di tal fatta, istruiti al punto di avere
guadagnato fin da presto una certa dimestichezza con la poesia®, non mancavano di
certo nella Bisanzio del tempo: presuntuosi a tal segno da scriver versi o decurtarne
altri su libri e carte altrui. E in una cornice del genere ancor meglio si comprende-
rebbe la massima finale dei nostri otiyot (37).

Piu difficile, invece, ipotizzare in quale momento il nostro grammatikos abbia
redatto questi versi. L’ impiego di trimetri atechnoi indurrebbe ad escludere I’eta ma-
tura, quando Tzetzes si avvalse di iamboi technikoi (come lui stesso li definisce, per-
ché piu rispettosi delle regole sia prosodiche che metriche proprie dei trimetri di eta
classica), pure rimproverandosi la precedente produzione di atechnoi. Questi cTiyot
potrebbero dunque risalire alla sua produzione di giambi giovanili®’, della quale
s’incontrano sparse tracce nei suoi scritti®’, mentre alcune analogie e assonanze, in
termini e concetti, con lettere rivenienti alla seconda meta degli anni ’40, potrebbero
valere da indizio di appartenenza a quella fase cronologica della sua biografia.

Scritti sul modello dei numerosi ‘avvisi’ grammaticali e esegetici, che Tzetzes
non lesina nei suoi commentari, o degli ‘avvisi’ di trascrizione e interpretazione ai
copisti, che s’incontrano nelle note apposte nella sua minuziosa attivita di annotatore
di codici antichi, anche i nostri versi valgono da ‘monito’ al futuro lettore che potreb-
be imbattersi nel suo tomos: questi sappia dei danni subiti dal Versbuch, apprenda
dell’ignobile comportamento del giovane malfattore e della genesi e valore dei versi

% Su questa familiarita dei giovani con la poesia, legata alle consuetudini didattiche di usare

composizioni in versi, cf. Zagklas, How Many Verses cit. 255.

1 Sull’'uso o meno degli atechnoi, legati a un largo impiego di dicrone, come indizio crono-
logico cf. E. Cullhed, Diving for pearls and Tzetzes’ death, «ByzZ» 108 (2015), 53-62, per il quale
I’impiego del dodecasillabo vale come elemento di datazione ante 1160; pill cauta in merito si mostra
Savio, o.c. 75 n. 112. A tal proposito si dovra pure ricordare, per quanto non dirimente ai fini della
datazione, che i nostri versi condividono con le Allegoriae Odysseae —1a cui composizione dovette aver
inizio intorno al 1160: cf. Wendel, o.c. 1968; H. Hunger, Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur Odyssee,
Buch 13-24, Kommentierte Textausgabe, «ByzZ» XLVIII (1955) 4-48: 6; P. Cesaretti, Allegoristi di
Omero a Bisanzio. Ricerche ermeneutiche (XI-XII secolo), Milano 1991, 138) — un tipico conio
tzetziano (cf. supra n. 70).

%2 Per la giovanile produzione di trimetri technikoi cf. Ep. 1,4,7-13, ove Tzetzes cita alcuni
suoi giambi, e un pitl tardo scolio alle epistole ove fa riferimento al cattivo uso da lui fatto nel passato
delle vocali dichronoi (schol. Ep. 1, p. 159,5-6 Leone: 81x00voig xatexaduny, g oi BodBodor); anche
nelle Historiai cita alcuni giambi giovanili (Hist. III 66, 61-67) e si esprime con lo stesso tono (schol.
Hist. 111 66, 61: §te Tabro £ygopov £TL xaTe)QMOUNY TOTg Sryedvols dg oi BodBaAor). Si vedano
inoltre gli exempla che Tzetzes ricava £ £u@dv 1duPwv e si trovano annotati nei margini del Voss. gr.
Q 1, ora editi da Pizzone, Saturno contro cit. 78-79 (per la citazione 78, v. 7), e ancora il contributo di
Aglae Pizzone in questo volume.
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che sta leggendo, oltre che naturalmente della perdita di quelli recisi che non potra
mai leggere.

Ed ¢ pure da chiedersi se i versi caduti non trovassero posto proprio all’inizio
del tomos e quindi se il tono e ’enfasi dispiegata da Tzetzes nei nuovi 6Ti)xot non
vada spiegata anche alla luce del fatto che una volta tagliato il foglio iniziale si
rischiasse di non capire piu chi fosse 1’autore del fomos, la cui paternita poteva essere
anche rivendicata da altri, quasi un’ossessione del nostro grammatikos, peraltro non
affatto nuovo a furti e sottrazioni di questo genere®®. Vedersi sottrarre o rovinare libri
o anche solo una parte di un libro ¢ del resto misfatto tanto piu diffuso di quanto
possano far pensare i versi di Tzetzes: le sottoscrizioni di molti manoscritti, nelle
quali si incontrano espressioni di minaccia, forme di maledizione o semplici avver-
timenti contro tali eventualitd, sono infatti evidente «segno che la pratica doveva
essere abbastanza frequente»*.

Anche per un’operazione di rammendo del genere non mancano testimonian-
ze lungo tutto il millennio bizantino, secondo una prassi di risarcimento materiale
con altro e nuovo testo effettuata da parte dell’autore medesimo dello scritto, che
dunque si configura a tutti gli effetti come un «rattoppo ‘d’autore’»*. Foglietti ag-
giunti, modeste toppe o semplici strisce di carta recanti interventi scrittori autografi
degli autori medesimi degli scritti raccolti nel manoscritto sfregiato possono aiutare
a comprendere meglio anche le dinamiche seguite da Tzetzes nel rimpiazzare i versi
caduti (non piu disponendo verosimilmente di altra copia di quei versi) con altri di
nuova composizione e di denuncia.

Un’idea delle modalita di lavoro di Tzetzes — che puo valere pure come testi-
monianza del modo in cui i suoi autografi potessero essere strutturati per stratigrafie
e di come i manoscritti fossero talora corredati di aggiunte di testo fissate anche su
ritagli di carta e toppe agglutinate — suggerisce il copista principale nonché posses-
sore del codice Ambrosianus C 222 inf., allievo, come sembra, dello stesso Tzetzes
e attivo a Costantinopoli negli anni del primo regno di Isacco II Angelo (1185-1195)
in un ambiente prossimo alla cancelleria imperiale. Questi «attingeva ad autografi di
Giovanni Tzetzes o a una loro copia fedelissima»®, come indica una nota marginale

9 Cf. supra, n. 43, il caso delle Historiai.

D. Bianconi, Cura et studio. Il restauro del libro a Bisanzio, Alessandria 2018, 35, ove €
ricordato, tra i vari esempi, il lungo colofone del celebre Tetravangelo di Rabbula, Laur. Plut. 1,56 (sec.
VI) che annovera tra i ladri sacrileghi «chiunque [...] se ne appropri oppure ne tagli una pagina, scritta
0 non scritta».

% Secondo la definizione di Bianconi, o.c. 44.

% C.M. Mazzucchi, Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (Graecus 886): il codice e il suo autore. Parte
seconda: ['autore, «Aevum» LXXVIII (2004) 411-440: 419.
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(alle 11. 6-13 del f. 93v, peraltro a corredo di uno scolio tzetziano contro quanti utiliz-
zavano le sue opere senza riconoscerne la paternitd)®’, in cui si avverte che Tobto
TIQOGLEG TV TM TEOTOTVLTI® TETEASI®, «questo era attaccato al quaternio origi-
nario»®®. 1l dottissimo allievo dovette dunque avere tra le mani un libro del maestro
recante, secondo consuetudine non estranea alla prassi tzetziana, un foglietto attacca-
to al fascicolo originario.

Poiché di questa consuetudine sia I’Ambr. C 222 inf. che il Laur. Conv. Soppr.
627 serbano a loro modo eloquente testimonianza, non ¢ improprio pensare che i
risentiti versi tzetziani trascritti ai ff. 20v-21r di F possano provenire senza tanti
intermediari dal suo ambiente: da un esemplare autografo dell’opera (o proprio
dall’esemplare ufficiale del suo Versbuch) o da una sua fedelissima copia. Che le
radici del Laurenziano, almeno in parte, affondino nel XII secolo era stato gia sugge-
rito in merito al corpus dei romanzieri in esso trascritto®, il quale sembra riverberare,
nel suo nucleo fondamentale, un analogo «corpus di narrativa antica organizzato
nell’eta dei Comneni»'®, quando cio¢ a Bisanzio questo genere di testi andd incontro
a un significativo revival (prova ne sarebbero anche i versi di Niceta Scutariota dedi-
cati ad Alessio II Comneno e trascritti al f. 21v dello stesso codice, poco dopo quelli
tzetziani qui pubblicati)'’.

Nell’immaginare infine circostanze e dinamiche che avranno dato origine a
questi versi di Tzetzes ¢ sensato pensare — se diamo credito a quanto si legge nell’in-
scriptio — che fossero stati trascritti su un foglio incollato sull’esemplare d’autore
nel punto sfigurato: una circostanza, ¢ da credere, che avra comprensibilmente dato
vita ad una circolazione piuttosto ristretta degli stessi versi, il che si accorda bene

97

Schol. Ar. Ran. 843a, pp. 934,15-936,19 Koster (che edita questo scolio con qualche errore
di lettura cui ha posto rimedio Mazzucchi, o.c. 419 n. 46). Sul ricorrente timore di Tzetzes di appropria-
zioni indebite delle proprie opere cf. Ep. 42 e 56.

% Trascrizione diplomatica e traduzione di Mazzucchi, o.c. 419.

% Si tratta dei romanzi di Longo (ff. 22r-35v), Achille Tazio (ff. 36r-47r), Caritone (ff. 48r-
70r) e Senofonte Efesio (ff. 70v-79r).

100G, Cavallo, Conservazione e perdita dei testi greci: fattori materiali, sociali, culturali, in
A. Giardina (ed.), Societa romana e impero tardoantico, IV: Tradizione dei classici, trasformazioni
della cultura, Roma-Bari 1986, 83-172: 149 (rist. in Dalla parte del libro. Storie di trasmissione dei
classici, Urbino 2002, 49-175: 145), e Id., Il libro come oggetto d'uso nel mondo bizantino, «<JOByz»
XXXI (1981) 395-424: 415.

101 11 componimento di Niceta Scutariota indirizzato ad Alessio II (Zt{yot Tob ZxovTaQLdToL
710G TOV TTOQPLEOYEVVNTOV), € databile tra il 1180 e il 1182, & edito da R. Browning, O Mogx1ovog
eMnvindc xddixog X1.31 xai 1) Bubavtivi oyedoygopia, «Parnassos» 15 (1973) 506-519: 515-516
= Il codice Marciano gr. XI.31 e la schedografia bizantina, in Miscellanea Marciana di studi
bessarionei, Padova 1976, 21-34 [rist. in Studies on Byzantine History, Literature and Education,
London 1977, nr. XVI]: 30-31. Cf. anche Bianchi, I/ codice cit. 166.
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anche con la facies del Laurenziano, noto per essere codex unicus di testi antichi e
bizantini, un codice di rariora, insomma, scovati dal copista — o gia presenti nel
modello a sua disposizione, se mai ne ebbe uno — in sedi privilegiate, quali potevano
essere biblioteche collegate con importanti centri culturali religiosi e politici della
capitale, ristrette cerchie di eruditi, legati ad attivita di insegnamento, ambienti dotti
imperiali'®. L’ipotesi costantinopolitana dell’origine del Laurenziano, a suo tempo
prospettata su base testuale'®, sembra ora trovare in questi versi un ulteriore e signi-
ficativo indizio: il tomos tzetziano conservato nel sakellion, prima sfregiato da un
giovane insolente e molto vicino all’autore e poi risarcito dall’autore medesimo nel
modo originale che si € visto, non avra verosimilmente conosciuto grossa circolazio-
ne al di fuori di quell’ambiente, e ancor meno I’avra avuta quel cartiglio avventizio
recante quei risentiti otiyot contro il figlio di capro.

NUNZIO BIANCHI
nunzio.bianchi@uniba.it

102 Bijanchi, 1! codice cit. 165-167, 181.
103 Bianchi, I/ codice cit. 167 € passim.
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INDEX VOCUM NOTABILIORUM

* Stellula notantur voces perrarae aut Tzetzianae, ° circello notantur verba
coniectura restituta.

Audrdeio 17 (-elog).
ovinut 27 (Gvixe).
BBodox® 9 (-€).
BAOLw 15 (°PAboEIOLY).
Bodw 16 (-opevov).
BuCavtioc 21 (-ov).
* SlevTeQevo 25 (Sinvtépevce).

£y%QUTT® 33 (£yxexQuuUUéVOV).

Expovidve 32 (-uodov).
EMntog 19 (-Q).
gupeteog 15 (-ov).
Enareém 11 (-€o).

° Bpémtoa 35.
OunAn 10 (-4g).
%elpo 3 et 5 (Exelpev), 8

(xe1Qov), 9 (x€Qong).
xeAMov inscr. (-o), 26 (-o).
xépag 14 (-0g), 16, 17, 18 (-a),
20, 24 (-aTv), 28.

Képag 22.

* %£QaoPOAE® 23 (-AoDV).
%xeQATIVOG 32 (-0VQ).
#OAMG inscr. (ExoAANONoOY).
%ovvog 15 (-ot).
AO0@og 21 (-ov).

* ueteoovvbeTog 31 (-wv).

* Lo TEOYos 30 (-0V).

* Ee0E1x0G 20 (-®Vv).

0167106 3 (-®).

TOQOYQAp® 34 (-eyQdupnooy).

TOQOQE® 3 (TapeThe) et 31
(°ToETAEQ).

roowia 4 (-a).

TOTEKOG 24 (-®).

TANuULEE® 27 (-floav).

mogtdov 18 (-ev).

coxéAov inscr. (-ov), 1 (-0), 26
(-ov).

onadcon 13 (-0Eng).

otodayuog 11 (-o1g).

oTéM® 1 (cTarévTa).

GLAAOYIGHOG 32 (-00C).

cOEEOVIL® 36 (-€).

Téuvo 6 (tepdv), 9 (-e), 13
(-Téumng).

TCEtEng inscr. (-ov), 12 (-ov), 25
(-ov).

toun 34 (-nv).

touog inscr. (-ov, -ov), 1 (-ov), 12
(-ov), 25 (-ov), 34 (-ov).

OOV 5 (-00).

PLTOGTT0QOG 33 (-0V).

xoQTiov 6.

xon 11 (-0g).

xolw 17 (xoiov).

0¢ 37 (Vo).
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Tzetzes’ scholia to the Histories as a source
on the socio-cultural use of invective in Byzantium

Whilst examples of invective poetry and prose psogos are well explored for the
classical period, its Byzantine embodiment, as usual, stays far behind in terms of
scholarly attention. Still, there are a number of publications devoted to the subject.
Significantly, the existing studies mostly concentrate on the rhetorical aspect and
take into consideration the sources which were intentionally created as literary works
which allude to the corresponding ancient genre and aim at insulting the victim'. We
would define this kind of invective, very approximately though, as the ‘learned’ one.
The distinctive feature of it was an intention to neutralize the author’s opponents,
either by applying humor or not. Yet, there is one more important point to consider,
namely the range of lexical units used as foul words.

Analyzing Aristotle’s and Plato’s theoretical approaches to invective, Severin
Koster noticed that Plato had discerned two different forms of ioufuen 18€a, i.e.
with rage (cuv Bop®) and without rage (dvev Buuod), which had different goals and
were applied in different circumstances. The former aimed only at offending the
enemy, whilst the latter intended to blame and criticize him for the public good*.
Thus, this very type can be largely related to the case of literary use of insult.
Nevertheless, in terms of vocabulary, it means that there were no separate wordlists
to apply in the two corresponding sorts of invective. And what about the status rerum
in Byzantium? Was there one set of words to be used for varied purposes, or were
there two completely different layers of the foul language, so to say the ‘learned’ one
and the ‘vulgar’ one? On the one hand, the tendency of modern research to step back
from such kind of strict dichotomy has fully proved its fruitfulness’. On the other

*  Preparation of this article has been started with the invitation of Enrico Emanuele Prodi to
contribute and has been completed only due to his advice and invaluable support for editing.

! As for most recent publications, see corresponding chapter on derision and abuse in F.
Bernard, Writing and Reading Byzantine Secular Poetry 1025-1081, Oxford 2014, 266-276; E. van
Opstall, The Pleasure of mudslinging: an invective dialogue in verse from 10th century Byzantium,
«ByzZ» CVIII/2 (2015) 771-796. For a comprehensive bibliography on the subject see van Opstall,
0.c. 789-790 n. 41.

2 S.Koster, Die Invektive in der griechischen und romischen Literatur, Meisenheim am Glan
1980, 7-11, citing Plat. Leg. XI 934b-936d.

3 Cf. M. Hinterberger, The language of Byzantine learned literature, Turnhout 2014. The
approach expressed by Hinterberger seems to have been fully implemented by Panagiotis Agapitos in
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hand, the scholarly awareness in the sphere of the socio-cultural use of invective in
Middle-Byzantine everyday life is rather limited. It seems rather challenging to
define the ‘vulgar’ foul vocabulary in its historical and linguistic background, and,
surprisingly, one of the most brilliant intellectuals of Byzantine era left us an incred-
ibly important source on this very kind of abuse, namely his scholia on the Histo-
ries’. The present paper is an attempt to assess to what extent the scholia can contrib-
ute to the research on the colloquial obscenities and swearwords of everyday life in
the Middle Byzantine period.

To start, we have to take into consideration a whole variety of issues connected
with the theoretical research on invective language which has its own functioning
laws applicable to any culture in any time or space®. So, the first and the biggest
problem to deal with is the fact that our subject belongs to oral communication, i.e.
to spoken language. Consequently, we have to search for sources which could possi-
bly reflect direct speech, for instance dialogues embedded into certain texts, such as
hagiographies or juridical treatises’. The second difficulty is that we have to recon-
struct the scenario, i.e. to assess what kind of people were talking to each other and
the circumstances of their conversation. It is extremely important because when we
deal with written invective, as was shown by Emilie van Opstall, we can hardly be
sure of the genuine degree of the abusiveness. Analyzing the tenth-century invective
dialogue between John Geometres and Stylianos, she noted that the poems might

his article on John Tzetzes’ perception of schedography: John Tzetzes and the blemish examiners: a
By:zantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writerly disposition, <MEG» XVII (2017)
1-57. The author proved that in his works Tzetzes artistically used versatile language registers in order
to produce the most effective attacks on his intellectual competitors. Invective material collected in the
article is of great importance for the present paper and certainly will be used further. Nevertheless, our
main aspect is solely colloquial abusive practice, so we have to be cautious with the swearwords men-
tioned by Tzetzes in the text of the Chiliads, since this is a purely literary writing based on thoroughly
elaborated oixovopioL.

4 So far, our search for secondary literature has resulted in two publications only, a chapter
on insult in Phaedon Koukoules’ treatise on Byzantine culture and a monograph on invective use in
Early Christian society: Ph. Koukoules, BuCovtivayv Blog xoi moAttionoc, I, A6fvou 1949, 284-312;
J. F. Hultin, The Ethics of Obscene Speech in Early Christianity and its Environment, Leiden-Boston
2008. Koukoules collected a prominent list of swearwords, but it definitely needs a more systematical
analysis of the contexts. Hultin’s book is an in-depth study surveying foul language in the ancient world
and in the Judeo-Christian tradition without going into Byzantine period.

> P.L.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Historiae, Galatina 20072, 529-569.

¢ See e.g. T. Conley, Toward a Rhetoric of Insult, Chicago-London 2010.

7 Itis obvious that not all genres can provide us with dialogues transmitting true oral speech:
for instance, historiographical sources can, in contrast, contain a hero’s speech which was stylized in
the classical manner.
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have been just an amusing literary game or an emulation of the ancient iambs com-
posed solely by John®.

In contrast, returning to Tzetzes’ scholia, it is crucial to point out that his
abusive attacks on the scribe, who made some mistakes while preparing a manuscript
with the Histories, demonstrate a specific real-life context: we thus have a chance to
analyse a plausible oral speech situation. Despite the fact that some of the abusive
comments are in verse, many invective terms are attested in slangy non-metric
remarks, which seem not to be restricted by any genre or influenced by a rhetorical
tradition’.

In the Appendix all the swearwords from the scholia are collected and
organized into a table according to several parameters. The cognate words are placed
horizontally, and vertical arrangement is based on the comparison with Aristophanic
foul words, so, in a sense, it can be defined as temporal (descending from the classi-
cal period to later ones).

At first glance the set of invective images is quite predictable. A remarkable
part of them is connected with the (so to speak) physical bottom. These are typical
words which are often tabooed in different cultures. At the same time, returning to
the problem of vocabulary, in order to define the stylistic and temporal register of
the abusive words, I tried to assess how old these words were. To evaluate the general
pattern, I decided to compare them with terms of abuse attested in Aristophanes’
comedies. The reason for doing so was that Tzetzes was a connoisseur in the mate-
rial'®, and it was of interest to find out if he managed to borrow something from this
abusive treasury.

So, at top of the table (rows 1-4) I placed the words which were actively used
by both Tzetzes and Aristophanes. Despite this clear overlap, it is obvious that
Tzetzes did not adopt them directly from Aristophanes. As we can see from column
3 (general number of occurrences in the twelfth century), the true reason is just that

8 van Opstall, o.c. 795, 788.

The last piece of invective, which concludes the whole text of the scholia, is a more elabo-
rate poem consisting of fifteen iambic verses and a cento of four Homeric verses: Leone , o.c. 601-602.
Due to the fact that this poem possesses far more literary character, we decided not to include it in our
analysis in the present article. It differs remarkably from Tzetzes’ previous abusive interjections, thus
it is best studied in a separate companion paper.

10 One should note his extensive commentary on several comedies of Aristophanes, see
Johannis Tzetzae Commentarii in Aristophanem, 1. Prolegomena et Commentarium in Plutum, ed. L.
Massa Positano, Groningen 1960; II: Commentarium in Nubes, ed. D. Holwerda, Groningen 1960; I11:
Commentarium in Ranas et in Aves, argumentum Equitum, ed. W.J.W. Koster, Groningen 1962; and
the other Tzetzean materials collected in Scholia in Aristophanem, 1A: Prolegomena de comoedia, ed.
W.J.W. Koster, Groningen 1975, 22-38, 48-49, 84-114.
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they were frequently used and common for the Greek language of the period''. Row
5 shows us one more overlap (vi€ THg dvouicc), and again we can assume that the
expression hardly came directly from classical antiquity. More likely, the phrase
gained its popularity in Byzantium because it is a quotation from the Psalms (88:23),
so the case may be seen as a hilarious coincidence.

The next word Bavavcog ‘related to craftsman’, ‘craftsman’ (row 6) is more
problematic. It is not attested in Aristophanes’ works, although, according to the
rhetoric of classical psogos, being a craftsman was a ground to be abused'?. Ob-
viously, the concept continued to exist, and, beside the general term Bavovcog, the
names of at least two specific types of craftspeople were used as terms of abuse in
Tzetzes’ Historia 369: tloryyduog ‘cobbler’, EuhocoOBANG ‘skewer of planks’'>.
Still, the problem is to assess correctly the level of abusiveness and vulgarity:
perhaps it was not a highly affective word, but just emotionally more neutral ‘boor-
ish’, ‘rude’'*. In the Modern Greek dictionaries there is an entry Bdvovcog meaning
‘rude’, ‘yokelish’"®, which means that the word eventually lost its first meaning
‘craftsman’ and continued to be applied in the metaphorical pejorative meaning only,
so Tzetzes’ use might have been purely colloquial. Actually, we can hardly be sure
what exactly Tzetzes meant: the old abusive concept ‘craftsman’ or the medieval
meaning ‘boorish’. Taking into consideration the cases of ‘cobbler’ and ‘skewer of
planks’, the former option seems more plausible, thus we should rather consider a
more bookish register of the word Bavovcog in comparison with other insults.

As for BogBogog and its derivates (row 4), we can point out that in Old
Comedy it could designate any type of mud or filth'®, whilst for Tzetzes’ wrathful
remarks we should rather consider the meaning of the root as ‘sewer’ (a flow of ex-
crements and bilge waters) or ‘latrine’. The last interpretation can be proved by turn-
ing to an additional marginal gloss to the first line of the final poem of the scholia:

1" The data were obtained through a TLG search, reference date 01.06.2018.

12 See Koster, o.c. 2. Cf. LSJ® 305, s.v. Bévavcog, 1.1, 2.

Agapitos, o.c. 25.

See E. Kriaras, A0 Thg pecoimvirng eAnvixng dnuadous yooupateiog 1100-1669,
A’-IT", Oeccorovinn 1968-1994 [henceforth: Kriaras], A" 21, s.v. Bévowscog.

5 See AeEd TG %0 veoelnvixng, ‘18gupa Mavoin TeiavtoamuAlidn, Occcatovi-
%1 1998 [henceforth: Triandafillidis], 258, s.v. B&vavcog ; G.D. Babiniotis, Ae&xd tng vEag EAAVI-
wNc YAdocag, ABnvo 1998 [henceforth: Babiniotis], 351, s.v. Bévovscog.

16 See e.g. J. Henderson, The Maculate Muse: Obscene Language in Attic Comedy, New
York-Oxford 19912, 192. Nevertheless, a meaning similar to ‘sewers’ can be attested in Lucian’s Lexi-
phanes (17,9). There is a metaphor in which a torrent of unclear and dubious words poured upon the
hero’s head is represented as a torrent of sewers. So the situation is quite like that of the scribe who was
attacked for a flow of misspelled words.
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’Q (...) Aovtemv Broyede (p. 569,10 Leone). The word Aovtamv is explained
as follows: AoLTE®V £6TL TO LTNEEGIOV, O XAVOANG, TiyoLv O BOEPBOQOG, O ®GQw-
Bog, TO TeEESY (“AoVTQMV iS a necessary room, a sewer, i.e. a bog-house, a dung
beetle, a necessary”, ibid.)". The definition is clear, so the word should be perceived
as belonging to scatological vocabulary, which was very active (see row 9, ®07Q0g
and its cognates). Understandably, the concept of scatological swearing does not re-
quire much attention as it is well researched for both antiquity'® and modern cultures.
This fact notwithstanding, one lexical observation should still be mentioned. In Old
Comedy and the classical language in general the word »0mQog meaning ‘excre-
ment’, ‘dung’ was emotionally neutral and deprived of a specific abusive strength,
i.e. it did not mean ‘shit’. In contrary, to express affective feelings and to abuse there
was another word, ox®@". Likely, by mediaeval times its expressiveness was fully
adopted by x0100c*, so Aristophanean oxotopdyog (Plut. 706) appears in Tzetzes
as x0mEoaryog (Hist. XII 399, 233; XII 436, 666; and schol. Hist. V post v. 201, p.
549,27 Leone)*!. Moreover, there is not a single word with the root xot- in Tzetzes’
work, although this word definitely existed in the form of oxdtov in Byzantine
times*. One way or another, the word ox®g was not used by Tzetzes. In our opinion,
the plausible reason is that this ancient word was too outdated or old-fashioned, thus
unable to accomplish the mission of abusing someone in a vulgar way.

Moving downwards through our table, we pass on to the words which have a
less strong connection to classical antiquity and, surely, they are not attested in
Aristophanes. A remarkable part of them belongs to the Middle Byzantine period
and represents for us, in a sense, ‘modern’ foul vocabulary.

7" For a similar image relating to sewers see the passage of the Logismoi published by Aglae

Pizzone in this volume, pp. 45, 59.

8 As Edwards notes, in comedy «feces are intrinsically funny»: A.T.Edwards, Aristophanes’
Comic Poetics: TOE, Scatology, oxdppa, «TAPhA» CXXI (1991) 157-179: 164. According to the
comments at Nub. 295-297, turning to the theme of defecation was a typical way to make people laugh.
See also Henderson, o.c. 187-199, and T.M. de Wit-Tak, The function of obscenity in Aristophanes’
Thesmophoriazusae and Ecclesiazusae, «Mnemosyne» XXI (1968) 365.

19 Henderson, o.c. 36.
Cf. the nickname of the emperor Constantine V. On Greek copronyms see O. Masson, Nou-
velles notes d’anthroponymie grecque, «ZPE» CXII (1996) 145-150, and F. Bechtel, Die historischen
Personennamen des Griechischen bis zur Kaiserzeit, Halle 1917, 611. Van Opstall, o.c. 781, expresses
the same opinion on the shift of abusiveness to the lexeme »6mog and brings more examples.

2L Leone, o.c. 574; see, however, p. xxx n. 110 of the introduction to this volume.
See E. Trapp, Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grdzitdt besonderes des 9.-12. Jahrhunderts,
Wien 1994-2017 [henceforth: LBG], VII, 1562, s.v. oxdtov.

20

22
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First, we mention several terms of obloquy relating to animals. The three lead-
ing animals here are a pig®, a buffalo (line 7)*, and a goat, the latter as part of the
expression ‘son of a goat’ (row 8)*. Noteworthy, in the table there is not a single
%avBoog ‘dung-beetle’ or even xOwv ‘dog’, which was one of the most traditional
abuses in the ancient world. The word xOwv is attested in other works by Tzetzes,
but they all are related to a mythological context. At the same time, in his metrical
scholia to Thucydides we encounter the word oxOAA0G*, applied to the historian.
Obviously, the word was used in its Modern Greek meaning, i.e. ‘dog’ (not ‘puppy’),
and it had a vulgar and abusive character”’. The conception of a dog as a dirty ani-
mal® definitely remained pervasive in medieval times. We can call to memory the
famous epigram of the tenth-century poet John Geometres On Psinas®. Apparently,
Psinas was a person’s name and the poet used it for an invective pun with the Slavic
word psina, ‘dog’, which was an obscenity in old Slavonic and was known in
Byzantium. So, we can assume that an old invective image gained its new life in a

2 Three expressions connected with the word y010og are mentioned in the final poem (see n.

9), so they will be discussed in a separate publication.

24 One of Tzetzes’ favourite foul words, with a connotation of ‘stupid’, ‘ignorant’, see Agapi-
tos, o.c. 11. Despite the fact that Tzetzes was the most active (and almost the only) author who used
this word as a term of abuse (see LBG VI/1, 288, s.vv. BouféAiov, BodBorog), we still can be quite sure
in general of the colloquial character of the insult. Alongside Tzetzes, Kriaras s.v. BoOBadog refers to
Markos Defaranas (S. Karaiskakis, M. Aspogavog, Adyot §i8axtixol Tov mortQdg meog Tov LIdY,
«Aooyopior XI (1934-37) 1-66), and Agapitos, o.c. 11 n. 56 cites the same meaning in Prochopr. 11
68-73. Besides, a similar pejorative meaning survived in Modern Greek (Triandafillidis, s.v. BouBéAt,
2.8).

25 For this expression see below on ‘son of a cuckold’. For a scoptic poem by Tzetzes that
revolves entirely around the concept of ‘son of a goat’ see Nunzio Bianchi’s chapter in this volume.

26 The word is used twice in the marginalia annotated by Tzetzes himself in ms. Heidelberg,
Pal. Gr. 252: fol. 261 6 oxOMog 0btog Attiatore yedupet (“This dog writes in the most Attic way”™)
and fol. 451 T0G GLYYEOPOG XQIVELY € TEXVIXED TEOTIG / GHOAAOL TE TOLSL KoL TOUACLBY KOL VEDY
/ TCéETLov povou oo duopabestdrov (“To judge in artful way the writings of this dog and
[others] ancient and contemporary is the grace of the most ignorant Tzetzes only”): M.J. Luzzatto,
Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide. Note autografe sul codice Heidelberg, Palatino Greco 252, Bari 1999,
respectively pp. 61, 49.

27 M.J. Luzzatto supposes that Tzetzes called Thucydides in this way because he was younger
than Herodotus, see Luzzatto, o.c. 51-52 n. 30. I strongly suspect this understanding is too sophisticated
and less plausible.

28 Such attitude to dogs traces back to the ancient world. Judging on Aristophanes’ data, dogs
were filthy, because they used to eat dung along with pigs and dung-beetles (e.g. Pax 24-25), thus the
abusiveness of the term is rooted in scatology.

2 For the text and commentary see M. Lauxtermann, John Geometres — Poet and Soldier,
«Byzantion» LXVIII/2 (1998) 356-381: 379.
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form of a more contemporary word, which corresponds to the observation we made
above on the transition of the abusive potential from ox®Q to ¥07QOC.

Finally, we turn to most actively used and, evidently, most ‘modern’ swearing
options. The first one will be viog x00EBO ‘son of a bitch’ (line 10), but previously,
it seems reasonable to discuss the word xobpPa itself.

The etymology of this invective has been much disputed. Scholars in the field
of Slavic studies have always considered that it derives from Slavic *kur (a cock).
Initially it meant a hen, but later gained the meaning ‘whore’ (cf. French ‘cocotte’,
‘poule’). On the other hand, Greek linguists consider this word to be a loan from
Latin curva (curvus), i.e. ‘crooked’, ‘wrong’*°.

The problem is that there actually was a homonym loanword which came from
Latin — xobgPa. It came into usage no later than the sixth century with a completely
different meaning, i.e. ‘saddle curve’*'. Actually, we can be sure that the Byzantines
understood both meanings and the difference between them, because there is a pun
based on this word in the Life of St David, Symeon and George (BHG 494, ninth or
tenth century). St Symeon made a joke when he refused to accept a horse which was
given to him as a gift. He came to the horse, touched the saddle and said: Obol T®
HESOV 800 %x0LEBOV povoy® xoBnuEve (“Alas to the monk who is sitting between
two curves / whores™*%. Apart from this Vita, xo0pBo as a professional title appears
in two more cases. The first one occurs in some late manuscripts of the Life of St
John the Merciful (ninth to twelfth century). The second example is in the astrolo-
gical poem by John Kamateros (twelfth century) addressed to the emperor Manuel
Komnenos. The author says that a girl who was born under a certain zodiac sign
would definitely become a whore**. So, the word apparently came into active foul
vocabulary some time around the tenth century, a time of dramatically intensive
dealing with the Slavs, which indirectly proves the Slavonic origin of the abusive
term. Following the usage of the word in later periods, we can see that the further we
proceed in time, the more clearly the word loses its meaning as denotative of a
profession and becomes just an affective abusive address towards a woman (cf.
‘bitch’ in English). There are at least three contexts in late Byzantine period in which

30 The problem was scrutinized by L Sevéenko, “Whore” in the Life of John the Merciful,
«Palaeoslavica» VI (1998) 294-297.

31 Ibid. 296.

32 J. van den Gheyn, Acta Graeca Ss. Davidis, Symeonis et Georgii, «AB» XVIII (1899) 209-
259: 252.

3 L. Weigl, Johannes Kamateros. Eicoryoyn dotgovoplog. Ein Kompendium griechischer
Astronomie und Astrologie, Meteorologie und Ethnographie in politischen Versen, Leipzig 1908, 41

(v. 1251).
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the word was addressed to a woman who was not a prostitute. Twice this epithet is
given to a virgin warrior Maximou in the Escurial manuscript of the Digenis epos*,
and once to a malicious wife from Leonardos Dellaportos’ poem™.

Reverting to Tzetzes’ scholia, we turn to the expression viog »00EBag, which
is more relevant to the poet’s abusive means. In the eleventh-century juridical treatise
known as [leTpa there is a case on impairment of dignity: one state official verbally
abused another one by calling him viog xoVBog and xegotdc®, and finally the
wrangle led to a fight. Therefore, the invective efficacy of the terms can be stated
without any doubts. To prove that it worked exclusively as an obscenity, we made a
review on the usage of a similar expression — vi0g TTig TéEVNG ‘son of a harlot’. The
TLG shows that the collocation was quite frequent, but none of Middle Byzantine
contexts revealed it as an affective abuse’’. On the contrary, the examples demon-
strate a neutral factual statement. If someone is called viog TT)g TéEVNG it only means
that the person was born to a prostitute or out of marriage®®. This usage seems to go
back to the Septuagint. According to the Book of Judges (11:1), one of the judges of
Israel, Jephthah, was born to a prostitute. Therefore, such denotation dominates in
the sources throughout the whole Byzantine period. So the expression v10g TH|g T6Q-
v merely indicates the profession of the person’s mother and/or highlights his so-
cial status. In contrast, vi0g ®00EPBoG bears a purely vulgar and offensive character.

In our opinion, the expression definitely had a Slavonic origin. Such a state-
ment can be sustained by general observations on the mechanisms of the borrowing
of foul words. Typically, such words cross the borders between peoples and lan-
guages without much difficulty and, in many cases, faster than other lexical layers.
Of the two main reasons, the first is the fact that the adopting language can inten-
sively absorb foreign swearwords, because while being clear in their meaning, they
do not sound very harshly, since non-native speakers do not feel emotional connota-

34

E. Jeffreys, Digenis Akritis. The Grottaferrata and Escorial versions, Cambridge 1998,
350, 354 (vv. 1518, 1577).

35 M. Manousakas, Agovéipdov Ntehhamogra Tomuarta (1403/1411), Abivo 1998, 205-
368 (v. 2059).

36 1. Zepos-P. Zepos, Jus Graecoromanum, IV: Tleigo. Ebotofiov 100 Popaiov. "Enttoun
voumv, ABfivon 1931, 233 (LXI, 6).

37 Data obtained through a TLG search, reference date 01.08.2019. The search showed nine
occurrences, only one of which refers to an abuse. The expression is included in a set of insults cited in
one of John Chrysostomos’ homilies, De mansuetudine (PG LXIII, 554).

38 See e.g. an episode from the Life of St Theodore of Sykeon, where a demon addresses the
saint and calls him a son of a prostitute (A.-J. Festugic¢re, Vie de Théodore de Sykedn, Bruxelles 1970,
ch. 18. On the one hand, it sounds offensive, but in fact, according to the text, Theodore’s mother really
made her living with the oldest profession (ch. 3).
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tions as keenly as native speakers do. However, the second reason seems to be more
plausible in our case. This type of loans coincides with the general perception of the
Slavic language as barbaric and vulgar, thus the invective was supposed to work
more effectively.

The next abusive term is xeQotdg ‘cuckold’ and viog xegotd ‘son of a
cuckold’ (row 11). As in the case of viog x00EBog, the effectiveness of the word is
proved by the context that we discussed already in the I[IeTpo. A brief excursus on
the history of the concept of xegortac is adduced in Phaedon Koukoules’ treatise. In
his opinion, the earliest source which contains the idea of a wife setting the horns
onto her husband’s head by cheating on him dates back to the second century AD
and is attested in Artemidoros’ treatise®. So, the idea itself is quite old, but we do
not encounter the word much until the period between the tenth and the twelfth
century, when it became extremely popular. We meet it in the works of Christopho-
ros of Mytilene, Anna Comnena, Nicetas Choniates®, in the title of Constantino-
politan monument Kegoteupoiov*, and Michael Psellos even wrote an essay on
the origin of the term xegortac. He suggests that the expression was triggered by the
fact that all the animals that wear horns (goats, deer, etc.) are very indifferent and
apathetic in love, so they do not suffer from jealousy**. Remembering the previously
mentioned term vIOG TOL TEAYOL, We can eventually come to the conclusion that the
core idea of these abuses is the same*. If, according to the Byzantines themselves, a
cuckold and a goat represent very close notions, then in both cases the matter is a
situation when a child born in legal marriage is not biologically native to his official
father. Moreover, perhaps, in some cases the abuse vi0g x00EBoG might transmit the
same concept. Since xo0EPa is not strictly a prostitute, but merely a vicious woman,

3 Koukoules, o.c. 303-307.

40 All the references to the sources are given by Koukoules, /.c.

According to Patria, in the Neorion harbour there was an arch with a magical statue wearing
four horns on its head. If a man suspected his wife of adultery, he could pass over and touch the statue.
In case his suspicions were justified, the statue would turn around for three times. Cf. T. Preger, Pseudo-
Codini Patria Constantinopoleos, in Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum, 11, Leipzig 1907,
271.

41

42 K. Sathas, MyyomA Werrob T160ev 16 T00 negortd Svopc, in Mecoimvixy BiAodnxn

E’, Tloptot 1876, 526.

4 In the case of the expressions vLIOG xeQOTd, LIOG x0VEPBOC, apart from the abusiveness
concentrated in the words xegatéig and xo0gBo themselves, we should consider one more factor. The
‘additional’ insult effectiveness roots in a very archaic conception of vituperation of the opponent’s
ancestors, which surely was reflected in classical Greek psogos as well (see Koster, o.c. 16). As for our
scholia, the same type of insults is represented by expressions such as vie wogwtdTov ‘son of the
filthiest” (row 2), vie BefArov pogod ‘son of a filthy and impure man’ (row 12).
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who, for example, practises adultery, the result is the same — her child has somebody
else as a father, not her legal spouse. Viewing this abuse in the social and cultural
aspect, we can make an important inference. Unlike terms of abuse such as ‘bastard’
which are common in other cultures, in Byzantium there must have been a different
socially conventional invective. According to it, it was disreputable and humiliating
to be born not to a cheating husband, but to a cheating wife**.

However, the last word to which we turn our attention, namely x6melog (row
13), might add some ambiguity to the issue. The common Byzantine meaning,
attested in the dictionaries of Kriaras and Trapp, is ‘youth’, ‘servant’. Clearly, this
translation hardly matches Tzetzes’ invective intonation, so we should rather consi-
der other meanings. Another one given by Kriaras is xoxon0ng, xoxomo10g ‘nasty’,
‘evildoer” with the field label OBoioT. (insult)*, which seems to fit our context per-
fectly. At the same time, Trapp shows one more possible interpretation*’. He refers
to an occurrence of the word in the scholia to Sophocles’ Electra, where the com-
mentator uses the word x0melog to explain the notion of ‘bastard’, ‘natural child’*,
I doubt we can be fully certain of what exactly Tzetzes meant, but at all events the
word revealed its colloquial and affective character quite vividly.

Finally, apart from the analysis of separate words, we should pay attention to
the combinational peculiarities of the insults. Looking at some expressions (espe-
cially rows 8, 10, 11), we can note that Tzetzes compiles several swear words togeth-
er, so that they form a whole chain, a torrent of swearing. On the one hand, that is a
true sign that our source reflects the real communicative situation. When people start
losing temper and the emotional temperature intensifies, the density of the abuses
increases dramatically. On the other hand, it is the structural characteristics of the
language of obscenity. A great deal of foul words share a feature of being combined
in various permutations to express the uncontrolled emotion. Noteworthily, not all
the words reveal the same level of combinability. Among the words and expressions

4 At the same time, the concept of ‘bastard’ must have existed as well (see below on x0me-

10g), but, as for our scholia, the concept of viog x00EPoG / LiOG ®eEoTd undoubtedly prevailed. More-
over, the classical word for bastard, vd0oc, was never used as an insult (see LSJ, Kriaras, Triandafillidis,
5.v. vd0oc) and a later insult with the same meaning was a loanword from Italian (see LBG, Trianda-
fillidis s.vv. prdotagdos, TaoTdodic). So, we can suggest that the abusive concept was borrowed
along with the word due to the fact that it was not developed enough on Greek soil originally.

4 Kriaras VIII 276, s.v.xdmehoc, 1, 2; LBG VI/1 861, 5.v. x0meog.

46 Kriaras, l.c.

47 LBG, l.c.

4 Schol. Soph. El. 325 @Ocwv] xota @Oy, fitol gicel xal od 0EGeL. TOD YVNo1ov Evo-
tiov, 0 PUGIKOG, 6 Aeyduevog xomerog, in G. Dindorf, Scholia in Sophoclis tragoedias septem, 11,
Oxford 1852, 252.
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attested in the scholia, pe:0g, x00EPMG LIOG, TEAYOL VLIOG, ®EQEATA LIOG, and the
cognates of »0mog demonstrate the most active combinability. In our opinion, it
reveals a higher level of their abusiveness. Arguably, their direct meaning started to
recede, and the usage of such expressions might eventually have attained expletive
character (cf. ‘shit’, ‘bitch’ in English, kurwa in Polish). On the contrary, the words
which better preserved their distinct meaning, e.g. BoOBodog as ‘stupid’, ‘dumb’ or
Bavavcog as ‘boorish” were likelier less affective and less rude.

To sum up, we can admit that the scholia to the Histories definitely contributed
to our subject, since they gave us an opportunity to conduct quite a wide overview
on the range of everyday invectives. Having placed them in context, we can rest
assured that these words belonged to the register of vulgar and colloquial expres-
sions. Even if in a majority of cases these terms of abuse have some roots in antiquity,
we can postulate that none of them was borrowed from Aristophanes directly, and
several do not have a straight connection to classical literary invective at all. Besides,
a certain lexical shift should be noted, when new words replaced the ancient ones
while conveying the same abusive concepts as their predecessors. Conversely, in
other cases we witness relatively fresh concepts contemporary to the Byzantine
world. As for the imagery, the scatological realm definitely prevails upon the sexual
one*, and the second most active group is connected with the social status of the
person in dependence from the circumstances of his or her birth. Assuredly, the
aforementioned ideas should be assessed as preliminary and need to be further
researched on the basis of other types of sources, e.g. juridical ones, if we talk about
bastards and children born after female adultery. Anyway, apart from the numerous
magnificent philological deeds conducted by John Tzetzes, we should be thankful to
him for his swearing as well, since it was performed with much liveliness and
variability, which left us significant data to work on the issue of understanding the
functioning of language registers and Byzantine culture in general.

YULIA MANTOVA
july8@mail.ru

4 Despite the fact that we failed to find a single purely sexual abusive term within the scholia,

it still seems too hasty to state that they were not used in Byzantium at all. Likelier, they had a more
euphemistic expression, thus, they are more difficult to detect.



Appendix

Total number of

Nr. Arist. XII c. Tzetzes’ scholia on Histories, ed. Leone cognate abuses in
the scholia
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 14 >200 poeds — 3 3
2 14 >200 peieog — 13 TOPUL0QOG — 2 T HIOQOS YOI TO OLTEOCEW TG HLOQOS sove Ty B}BXOV’ 20
ULOQMTOTOV £YYOVOV TOLTOL YVYNS LLE LORMOTOTOV
3 2 ~50 xOBoopo — 1 1
6 T0¢ SucHdUOL
4 | (='mud’, | ~50 | PdoPogoc (='shit)— 4 BooBboov oG 8hog avToPooBogog BogBogetc (hapax) 5 0Lo0oUOLG 7
“filth) PogPogovg
5 1 12 vig Tiig dvoptog — 1 1
6 0 > 200 Bévowsog — 1 1
7 0 >50 BoOBarog — 4 70 BovBéiiov 5
8 0 0 Tod Tedryov 6 vidg — 4 KaAoB tedryov viog TEXVOV TEAYOL TEdyoL TG 7
%0TEL0/G OLX 01d0ig .
9 . 1 , %07mOg (= ‘shit’) — 1 HOTEXOTQOGOG — 2 HOTIQOPAYOG volpeLY, GANAL #omeAOTe (hapax) 8
(= ‘dung’) A , Briov
xomplovg; xomglo

10 0 0 %o0EPOG LIE — 3 %00QPOG LIE HaRE %00EPoG vie T TEdyoL 5
11 0 0 %EQOTO LoD VIE—2 | Tod Kegotd Tov vidv 3
12 0 0 vig BeProv piogod — 1 1
13 0 1 nomekoc — 1 1




Buffaloes and bastards:
Tzetzes on metre

John Tzetzes was a man of strong convictions and great anger with whoever dared
to disagree with him. ‘Buffaloes’ he used to call them: BoOBokot, morons'. Another
favourite term of abuse was: ‘sons of he-goats’, i.e. ‘bastards’, because he-goats have
horns, and horn-wearers (x€Qotéideg, cornuti, cuckolds) allow others to father their
children®. The buffaloes and bastards were everywhere, in all walks of life, in every
pursuit and field of expertise, but it was their views on metre that got Tzetzes really
worked up.

A good example is a scholion in Tzetzes’ commentary on the Plutus of Aristo-
phanes®. It is 117 lines long and deals with various grievances and annoyances, from
the lack of proper funding to the serious metrical mistakes made by the BateQioTad,
silly scholars who disregarded the length of the so-called ‘dichrona’, the vowels o, 1
and v that are either short or long, but definitely not both*. Halfway through this rant,

' See M. Jeffreys, The nature and origins of the political verse, <DOP» XXVIII (1974) 141-
195: 149-150.

2 Hist. X11399, 243 (P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Historiae, Galatina 20072, 467): toory6-
mwlov, and numerous examples of Tedyov moic / LVioG / TExvov in Tzetzes’ notes on the Histories, 1
20, 559 (p. 534,25 Leone); XI 385, 770 (564,12); 396, 891 (564,15); XII 399, 226 (565,15); 404, 332
(565, 20); 409, 426 (566,8); and XIII 480, 324 (568,10), two of which make it perfectly clear what this
term of abuse stands for: 564,12 ToD TEdryoL 6 LIOG referring to the same scribe as the one vilified in
line 564,11 as Tob piool xeortd 6 Lidg, “the son of a filthy cuckold”, and 565,15 x0bgBog vig, TEA-
oL Lig, “son of a whore, son of a he-goat” (cf. 565,20). See also schol. Ar. Ran. 507a, p. 835,9 Koster:
Tedryov vig. For névdnrog téxvov in schol. Ar. Plut. 137, see n. 5. For the similar meaning of toé&yov
mondiov in the poetry of John Geometres, see M.D. Lauxtermann, Byzantine Poetry from Geometres to
Pisides: Texts and Contexts, I-11, Vienna 2003-19, II, 129-130. An entire poem of Tzetzes’ on a ‘son
of a he-goat’ is edited by Nunzio Bianchi in this volume; on Tzetzes’ terms of obloquy more generally,
see the chapter by Yulia Mantova (loose women and horned beasts at pp. 111-114).

3 Schol. Ar. Plut. 137, pp. 41,8-46,20 Massa Positano; see also M. Schmidt, Adnotamentum
Tzetzae ad Arist. Plut. 137 ineditum, «Philologus» XXV (1867) 687-691. For a commentary, see W.
J.W. Koster, A propos de quelques manuscrits d’Aristophane de la Bibliothéque Nationale, <REG»
LXVI (1953) 1-33: 23-24.

4 For the term QateQiothg in Tzetzes” commentary on Aristophanes, see H. Hunger, Zur In-
terpretation polemischer Stellen im Aristophanes-Kommentar des Johannes Tzetzes, in Kopwmdotoo-
yuoto: Studia Aristophanea viri Aristophanei W.J.W. Koster in honorem, Amsterdam 1967, 59-64,
at 59. Hunger interprets it as a bad person: someone who is after «das 6¢.tegov, das in euphemistischen
Sinne fiir xox6v zu verstehen ist» (see LSJ, s.v. £tegog, I1.2, «other than should be»). I think it means
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Tzetzes directs his anger at one grammarian in particular who had claimed that
Homer arbitrarily lengthens and shortens the dichronic vowels and who had adduced
as evidence /. V 31, a line that famously begins with "Ageg "Ageg, with alpha first
long and then short (pp. 43,31-44,2 Massa Positano):

NUEG Te cLEEL THV O duneeiay LoV
GALOTIQOGAAA®MG Sy EOVolg xoficBot AEyel,
T0 «’AQEG, "AQES» TTOVTa 0D BodV HEYQL
(Beevtnoiov HéEveNTog ® ToTEOG TEXVOV!).

He mocks me in public and keeps saying that Homer uses the dichrona as it
suits him, while bellowing "Ageg, "Ageg on every occasion (oh that bastard
from Brindisi!)>.

We do not know who the bastard from Brindisi was. It must have been a Greek
from Southern Italy, who had established himself as an intellectual in Constantinople
in the mid twelfth century®. If he indeed taught that Homer used the dichronic vowels
indifferently, he erred in good company: many other Byzantine scholars thought
exactly the same’. Even a great scholar such as Eustathios of Thessaloniki comes
dangerously close to admitting that Homer handles the dichronic vowels freely. This
is what he has to say about Ageg, Apeg (pp. II, 14,15-17 and 15,7 van der Valk):

Ko §por 61twg 0pod toQéheto T0 ahTo GVOUO £V EXTAGEL TE S1YQ0VOL Xoil
£V GLGTOM]), OG GV EVEEIENTOL CAPESTOTO TNV S1POENCLY TAV SIoNU®V
S Edvev [...] Tveg € oot yevEsHon TODTO 0V LOVOV XOITOL GLELoPOQLY
dyedvov, oA [...].

“a person who avers that, in the case of the dichronic vowels, anything goes: short or long—either of
the two is correct”. A third possibility would be to connect it with Tzetzes’ rant in schol. Ar. Ran. 298a,
p. 783,1-6 Koster against those who misinterpret tobto y” £0” firtov Qotégou: people who make such
‘thateristic’ mistakes are capable of anything.

5 For uévdng as the word for ‘goat’ in Egypt and the equivalent of Pan, see, e.g., J. Nimmo
Smith, Pseudo-Nonniani in IV orationes Gregorii Nazianzeni commentarii, Turnhout 1992, 204,6-7:
Tov IMavo Mévénto xorobowy ol AiydrTiot S TO #0d TOV TQOYOV HEVENTO KOAETY.

¢ Both Michael Italikos and Theorianos may have been Italians; but the first is a bit early and
the second a bit late to be identified with the bastard from Brindisi. See P. Magdalino, Prosopography
and Byzantine identity, in A. Cameron (ed.), Fifty Years of Prosopography: The Later Roman Empire,
Byzantium and Beyond, Oxford 2003, 41-56: 51, 53-54.

7 See F. Kuhn, Symbolae ad doctrinae megi dvyQdvev historiam pertinentes, Breslau 1892.
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Please note how [Homer] offers the same name twice, with the dichronon both
long and short, so as to demonstrate the different lengths of ambivalent di-
chrona. [...] Some maintain, however, that the treatment of the dichronon is
not purely arbitrary, but [...].

The ‘some maintain’ was a minority view; most people, including Eustathios,
thought that the dichronic vowels could be both long and short.

Another school of thought, slightly less liberal than the Eustathian one, includ-
ed those who maintained that one ought to follow the example of the ancients and
adopt their practices. A good example is the following dialogue between a pupil and
his teacher, found in a thirteenth-century manuscript of Dionysius Thrax (Vat. Gr.
14, p. 1/3, 206,14-19 Hilgard):

"AQ’ 00V EEE0TI HOL TOG S1pBOYYOLG %Ol TO SlYQOVEL S0 TTOVTOG EXTEIVELY;
AexTEOV §TL €V TOTG HETQKOTG TOG SUPBOYYOLG £x TTOVTOG TEOTTOV, TO &€
3y Qovor 0L €ix), GAAG ®OTO TNV TTOQRASOGY %0l QTG TOV TOANIDV-
1800 Y010 TO AQEC,AQEG Ol LOXQOV %ol POyl EXEL TO o EEEGTLV OV
ouoimng xol uiv yonoochol.

«So, am I allowed always to treat the diphthongs and the dichrona as long?»
«Well, according to the metricians, [one should treat] the diphthongs always
[as long], but as for the dichrona, [one should] not [treat them] at random, but
follow the tradition and the example of the ancients. Take "Apeg,’Apeg where
the alpha is both long and short; in such cases we are allowed to do the same».

Eustathios of Thessaloniki mentions yet a third category, consisting of radical
grammarians who flatly denied the existence of dichronic vowels (p. I, 52,18-20 van
der Valk):

e/ \ \ \ / ~ \ ~ ~ \ E] B /
ouTtm 0c o T0 Koovimv dupogettat moQo T@ 7o T %ol 0AAO OUX OAL-
Y0, €1 %01 01 VOV GTQUEPVOL AOYIGTOL TV GTLYOLQYOLVTMV LOVOYQOVOL TO
TodTo E1vor BELOLGY.

Thus we see that Kgov{wv, and many other words as well, are measured both
long and short in Homer, even if the metrical inquisitors of today claim that
such words only have one length.
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There can be little doubt that Tzetzes was one of these metrical inquisitors®.
His most violent rants are invariably directed against the fategiotad, also called
a8101poodiyEovot or adapoodiyovictal, “those who use the dichrona indiffer-
ently™. See, for example, a note on Plutus 277, where he discusses the prosodic
length of tvOEca (p. 99,6-19 Massa Positano):

TOTG GOPOTATOIG HOL 1d10LpoEOdLYEOVOLS [...], 0TmteQ TO xouha TODTA
POCLV, OG Ol OTOL STYQEOVOL OTE HEV HoxQOlL 0TE € BoorxeTon AoyilovTa.
apaoxavov 8¢ ToUTO aWTOlg YEVOLTO TOWOTNY T® PBlo TEOGTOEIoVGT
AUGTTEAELOY TO GVEL HEBOSMY XOVOVMV TE AOYIHDY %O TTOQOTTONUATOV
portaiov (olov 0 TCETing enoty, o xeovov deTTon LoxQOD) QUdIHG GrxoQL-
alwg OUT® %0l EVUOQBG TTACOV TEXVIV TOV A0Y®wV povOdvely te xol
uetéQyechon!

Our most learned it’s-all-the-samists [...], who have this splendid theory that
the same dichronic vowels can sometimes be measured long, sometimes short.
How generous of them to provide such a beneficial service to the world: to
study and learn the whole curriculum so easily, quickly and expediently, with-
out need of methods, rational rules and idle observations (such as those by
Tzetzes, which demand time and effort)!

As always, Tzetzes is exaggerating a bit: it is hardly believable that his fellow
grammarians pretended that one could do without methods and rules and observa-
tions altogether. The point is that for Tzetzes, the self-declared lover of Homer
(AduUNQE0E)", the idea that Homer would treat the dichronic vowels at random was
blasphemy. Obviously, he was well aware of the problem of irrational scansions in
Homer'!, but as Homer was the greatest poet ever, there had to be method to it and
rules (xovoveg) which one could learn and master only through hard work. Crucial

8 See Kuhn, o.c. 82-83; M. van der Valk, Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commen-

tarii ad Homeri Illiadem pertinentes, 1, Leiden 1971, cxxxiv; Jeffreys, o.c. 150.

®  See Hunger, o.c.

10 See P.A.M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Carmina Iliaca, Catania 1995, 101,3.

' For metrical problems in Homer, see G. Schulze, Quaestiones epicae, Giitersloh 1892, and
W.F. Wyatt, Metrical Lengthening in Homer, Rome 1969. For discussions of metre in the ancient
scholia to Homer, see G. Rauscher, De scholiis Homericis ad rem metricam pertinentibus, Strasbourg
1886, and F. Montanari, / versi ‘sbagliati’ di Omero e la filologia antica, in M. Fantuzzi-R. Pretagostini
(edd.), Struttura e storia dell’ esametro greco, 1, Rome 1995, 265-287.



Buffaloes and bastards: Tzetzes on metre 121

for Tzetzes’ understanding of false quantities in Homer is the concept of the ‘com-
mon syllable’ (xowvn GLALABT) — a concept very popular with metricians and gram-
marians in Roman and Byzantine times. The ancient commentators distinguish three
types of ‘common syllable’: (1) syllables shortened through epic correption; (2)
syllables shortened through Attic correption; and (3) irrational lengthenings of short
final syllables. A classic example of the third type is /. XIV 1 NéctoQo 8™ ovx EAot-
Bev Loy mtivovtd e Eunng, where -Oev in ELabev is long. The syllable is long
because the word 1oy historically begins with a digamma, which here is slightly
prolonged: [elat"ew wiak"e:]; but later Greeks had no knowledge of the digamma,
added a -v between £Lodg and 1oy to avoid hiatus, and assumed that in Homer a
short syllable may occasionally be long at word end: such an inexplicable lengthen-
ing makes it a ‘common syllable’'*.

In his commentary on Hephaestion, the ninth-century grammarian George
Choiroboskos (pp. 203,25-208,8 Consbruch) knows of ten phonetic environments
that enable short syllables to be lengthened: (1) the following word begins with iota
(as in the Homeric example just mentioned); (2) and (3) there is an acute or a perispo-
menon on, after, or before the short syllable; (4) there is a rough breathing or an
aspirated plosive before or after the short syllable; (5) the short syllable is followed
by a pause indicated by a punctuation mark; (6) the lengthening is triggered by
adjacent duetdBolro (nasals and liquids); and (7) to (10) the lengthening is triggered
by either 8, 7, o or T, letters that can be doubled word-internally. This metrical
doctrine appears to have been quite popular with the Byzantines because traces of it
can be found in the works of numerous scholars, including Eustathios of Thessa-
loniki and our own John Tzetzes" .

Later scholars, however, do not restrict these rules to final syllables, but also
apply them word-internally. A good example is Tzetzes’ self-critical scholion at-
tached to the verse epilogue of Epistle 1 concerning the word dyoQitéyAmwTTOC,
which he had measured with both the first alpha and the iota long (pp. 158-159
Leone):

12 See ps.-Dion. Thr. pp. 20-22 Uhlig; ps.-Herodian. p. III/2 657,27-36 Lentz; Heph. pp. 7,15-
8,10 Consbruch. For later testimonies, see, for example, W. Studemund (ed.), Anecdota varia Graeca
musica metrica grammatica, Berlin 1886, 183.

3 For Eustathios of Thessaloniki, see H. Grossmann, De doctrinae metricae reliquis ab
Eustathio servatis, Strasbourg 1887, 6-14. For Tzetzes, see, for instance, his commentary on Book I of
the Tliad: M. Papathomopoulos, "E&Nynoig Tedvvou yoopupotod tob T¢étlov eig thv ‘Oungov
"TMéida, Athens 2007, at 100,4-7, 117,6-10, 132,19-133,1, 137,5-12, 162,14-15, 175,17-18, 178,18-21,
185,17, 198,20-199,1, 179,8, 179,16, etc. Whereas Choiroboskos restricts his discussion to short final
syllables, Eustathios and Tzetzes apply the ten ways of lengthening both to final and word-internal
short syllables.
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%ol Ev 1@V dac€ov extelvel g o Trmovoxtt T0de" “Hv adTOV O@IG
TOVTVIULOV 3Gx0U™ %0l Tl ALGYOA® “PooyITOVEG ROl TTETTAEXTOL-
vuévar” [...]. obtog &xeton uEV TODTO %0l ®OVOVOC, TO 8 TAEOV <ov)>
0Tl TOTE %0l rQovolg »atexduny ®g ol BovParot, 60ev GBondntov
31y QovOV £6TL £V 0OTOTG" TOD GYOQITOYAWTTOG TO QL.

A single aspirated consonant is capable of lengthening, just as we see in this
verse of Hipponax: fjv adtov 8gig T@vteviuiov daxot [fr. 28.6 West], or in
Aeschylus: @onoyitoveg xal memiextovnuévol [Cho. 10491, [...] This
then conforms with the rule, but the rest does not, because back then I still
misused the dichrona like the buffaloes do, which is why there is an indefen-
sible dichronon: namely, the ot of dyoQiTtéyAwTTOC".

Here rule no. 4 (see above) justifies the lengthening of the short initial alpha
because it is followed by an aspirated chi'®.

While the doctrine of the common syllable has a distinguished pedigree and
is certainly not his own invention, Tzetzes appears to innovate in three important
respects. The first innovation is that final syllables cannot only be lengthened, but
also shortened. Take, for example, the hilarious note attached to his own Carmina
Iliaca, in which he defends shortening the long final alpha of toic in line I 124 (pp.
128,7-129,11 Leone):

70D 8¢ Tolo TO 0L LorxQOV xaieQ OV Boy L £8€) O, O Ajyov £1¢ LEQOG

Although the alpha of Toia is long, it is measured as short here because it ends

14

The first syllable of d¢ig is occasionally long in archaic poetry (e.g. I1. XII 208); the alter-
native spelling drteig (doubling of phi with deaspiration of the first phi), though supported by Eusta-
thios, is rather dubious. P. Maas, Greek metre, Oxford 1960, 68, views (oioy{twveg as an exceptional
case of anaclasis; M.L. West, Tragica I, «BICS» XXIV (1977) 89-103: 100, suggests to emend it to
paioyitwveg (though @oidg is not attested); see also the commentary ad loc. by A.F. Garvie, Aeschy-
lus. Choephori, Oxford 1986, 345.

5 For the suggestion to add ovy, see G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis, «<JCPh»
Suppl. XII (1881) 1-75: 67.

16 The reason why Tzetzes specifies that a single aspirated consonant already lengthens, is
that he generally objects to unnecessary (in his eyes) double consonants, such as, for example, £58¢1c€
instead of £3e1ce in Homer (Exeg. II. p. 132,8-17 Papathomopoulos): unnecessary because the  of
oy ourdyA®TTog (rule no. 4) and the acute of £8ioe (rule no. 2) suffice to create the right phonetic
environment for the common syllable.
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LOYOL, 2O YEYOVE #0WvT) GLALPT), O %ol TToR  ‘OunEe €v T@ - “8eboo
VOV 1} Tlmodog mepdouebov ne AEPnTog™ xol o  ‘Howwde: “Huota
TEVITXOVTO, LETOL TQOTIOG NEALO10™ %ol €V AQYUNEOLG EMITOMIY” “X0i
XQOWG aOT®V doTvag TEQLE Exel”™ xol moQ  ETEQOLG HLELOG ETEQM
nogto. & xentev Tic obetv Evretbe QROVMG EXUEON £1 TEOCEXTIXAG TOTG
EUOTG EYXOTTTEL GLYYQOUUOGT X0 UT) (PQLATTETOL X0 ¥0QLLH, x0BATEQ
QBT Tvor LOQUOADXELD, TNV £0LTAV Guobioy NUTV ETPEQOVTESG X0l
80%0DVTEG TYVONXEVOL UG TO X0 VEXQOTG GYESOV YVMOQULOL. OVSELS YOLQ
OLBETOTE MG MUETG LETQIXNV TEXVTV 0L TTONTXNV TXQP®OCaTO. £TL 88
0LBE TMV %OITOL TOV AOTOV XQOVOV %0 TNV 0OTNV NAXIOY TEAODVTOV NUTV
TIG TTOATANOESTEQUS GvEYvoxe BiBrovg, TANY pEvTol T@V BETEQMV.
2O EL POVITIOV TV OQEXTOV LOL %0l ETSEXVLGONLL, TTLEIXAVGTO GV £YE-
YOVEL TQ T@V VOV GTLOLRYALOITO £V TG TTOMCAVTOV 0UTO XEQPOAXTG,
TOL LEV OG HETQIXTG TEYVNG VEVODELUEVDL X0l GANOTTROGOAAD X0l SEdEY-
HEVOL G ETLXE, UT DT 0DSEVOG ®0vOVOG TOV HETE®Y BonbBodueva (olo
%ol NUETS £v OATY015 dtolovBobvTEG BOAOTDUEY TNV TEXVNY, XOL TO UEV GV

the word and functions as a common syllable, cf. Homer in book XXIII: §bpo
vOv 1 Toinodog megdwuebov ne AéPnrog [11. XXIII 485], Hesiod: fuato:
TEVINXOVTO, LETO TEOTOG NEAoo [Op. 663], the epitaph to Archimedes:
%ol XQOlG aOT®dV dotvag TEQE €xel, and many other examples in the
works of many other authors'’. Whoever is in need of instruction, may learn
these things here, provided they read my writings attentively and do not blath-
er and talk drivel, like some morons and dumbwits who project their own
ignorance onto me and think that I do not know what even the dead, so to
speak, know. In fact, no one has ever mastered the ins and outs of metre and
poetics as I have. No one else in this day and age, too, has read more books
than I have, although I make an exception for religious writings. Were I to
give myself airs and show off my knowledge, then the doggerel of today’s
versemongers would go up in flames, right on top of their composers’ heads:
some poems because their metre is false, erratic and random, and does not
comply with any known rule (just as I too make a mess of metre in some of
my works, following their example, and I would gladly see these burnt so as

17" In modern editions, vov in /I. XXIII 485 is considered to be short and clitic: 68696 vov 1

Toimodoc. Hesiod has more examples of short fem. acc. pl. in -og: see A.C. Cassio, The language of
Hesiod and the Corpus Hesiodeum, in F. Montanari-A. Rengakos-Chr. Tsagalis (edd.), Brill’s Compan-
ion to Hesiod, Leiden 2009, 179-201: 187-189, 191-192, 200-201. The epitaph to Archimedes appears
to be lost.
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OUTOG £TLEOATAOGOUEY Tva xaTe UNdEV cuvEBatve TNy TE€YVNV B0A0D-
oboit), T 8€ MG TUVTEADG TEOTIOV TTOMTIXAV GTTOSEOVTOL.

to avoid offending the art of metre), and other poems because they fall short
of true poetry altogether.

The second innovation is Tzetzes’ insistence that having movable -v for rea-
sons other than euphony is simply wrong. Take, for example, line 3 of the Carmina
[liaca: 6QxM0e §” émaeide nol £g TEMOG EEcpéeive, with the adverbial ending -0g
long. In his notes to the Carmina lliaca, Tzetzes explicitly tells us that coy0e does
not take a -v because it is followed by a consonant; adding movable -v is only
allowed if the following word begins with a vowel (p. 103,16-104.3 Leone). As he
likes to repeat himself, the same observation can be found over and over: do not add
movable -v unless it is absolutely necessary for euphonic reasons'®. The fact that
Tzetzes explicitly, and on more than one occasion, warns against the redundant use
of movable -v, indicates that many Byzantine intellectuals thought the opposite. So
too do many modern editors, who, whenever -€ or -c1 are measured long in Byzan-
tine poems, hastily add a movable -v to save the day: the question is whether this is
always the right approach'’.

The third innovation is probably the most radical. In his commentary on He-
phaestion, Choiroboskos explicitly warns against employing the third type of com-
mon syllable: epic correption and Attic correption are absolutely fine, but irregular
lengthenings are not. They are fine in Homer and Hesiod, but not in other kinds of
poetry (pp. 207,17-208,8 Consbruch)®:

"A&ov 8” Muag amogfoot, TU 81 TOTE TOVT® TG TEIT® TEOT® THG XOWTg
o0 xexonuedo NUETS [...], GALC LOVOL Ol TTONTOL: GTTOVIMG YOQ EVQIOKE-
TOL €1 GAAO LETQOV.

One might ask why we do not use this third type of common syllable [...], but
only the [epic] poets do: in fact, it is seldom encountered in other metres.

18 See, for example, Exeg. Il. p. 162,14-15 Papathomopoulos: x& 8&vatog, not xev 8dvatog

(as in modern editions); p. 181.13-14 &nect xoi, not £mesiy xoi (as in modern editions).
19 See Lauxtermann, o.c. II, 281-282 and 283.
20 Cf. p. 204,7-8 Consbruch.
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Note the word Nnueic, ‘we’, and the reference to other metres, presumably the
Byzantine dodecasyllable, in which irrational lengthenings are indeed not allowed.
That is, unless you are Tzetzes.

In many of his writings, Tzetzes prides himself on his metrical expertise and,
particularly, his skill in composing ‘technical iambs’. Tzetzes’ technical iambs are
prosodically correct verses that do not abuse the dichronic vowels; in his iambs, reso-
lution is allowed and line end is not necessarily paroxytone. Tzetzes’ iambs are in-
deed prosodically faultless, except for final syllables and monosyllables where short
alphas, iotas and ypsilons may be lengthened®'. This is quite odd because while it is
not difficult to learn by heart the prosodic length of a restricted number of inflections
and small words, it takes an incredible intellectual effort to memorize the prosodic
length of thousands and thousands of words. So if Tzetzes has hardly any problem
with word-internal prosody, why does he stumble faced with the neuter article ta,
which he measures as long? The answer is that he does not stumble, but simply
applies the concept of the common syllable to the extreme*. If Homer and Hesiod
can lengthen short final syllables, Tzetzes is entitled to do the same; in fact, by
lengthening inflected endings and monosyllables, he demonstrates that he knows the
rules of epic poetry as none other of his generation”. Measuring to. as long is not a
mistake: in fact, it is unmistakeable proof of Tzetzes’ superiority as a metrical expert.

In his technical iambs, Tzetzes restricts his use, or abuse, of the common syl-
lable to the dichronic vowels o, 1 and v**. In his hexameters, however, he has many
examples of long € and 0”. I have looked at final syllables and monosyllables in the
Carmina lliaca and come across a truly staggering number of lengthened € and o

2L See Hart, o.c. 66-74; Kuhn, o.c. 83-88; G. Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes. La poesia tragica, Na-

ples20112, 31-39.

22 See Hart, o.c. 67: non dubium videtur quin Tzetzes (...) in artificialibis iambis certas quas-
dam leges observaverit, quibus ad antiquos poetas proprius accedere sibi videretur.

2 Tt is worth noting that Tzetzes assumes that Homeric prosody also applies to metres other
than the dactylic hexameter. In his didactic poem IeQi pétoov, he writes: To Tévto pétoo déxovron
0. TN Tol HEwov: / TOg UVIENGELS, TAG ®OWOG, TOG SeAdsEls G, “all metres may have the
irregularities of the hexameter: synizeses, common syllables, resolutions”, etc: ed. J.A. Cramer, Anec-
dota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum Oxoniensium, I-IV, Oxford 1835-37, 111, 331,20-27.
This is why we also find ‘common syllables’ in Tzetzes’ iambic poetry.

24 As Kuhn, o.c. 85 n. 2 rightly points out, the instances of long € and o are very rare indeed
in Tzetzes’ technical iambs.

2> For metrical observations on Tzetzes’ hexameters, see H. Schrader, Die hexametrischen
iiberschriften zu den achtundvierzig homerischen rhapsodien, mit einem excurs iiber die daktylischen
verse des Theodoros Prodromos und des Johannes Tzetzes, «JCPh» CXXXVII (1888) 577-609: 601-
609.
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and historically short o and 1 (for which see the appendix below). Here are some
appalling examples:

long &:  Tg, 8¢, uév, év, g, Bgnie, Paciifieg

long 0: &g, TOV, GTtO, TOT0, EXOGTOG, TTTITOV, AQTEMS0G, €180V, SESUTVTO

long a:: &, 8éxa, doa, Tavta, YAAcGo, ONyuive, £guua, TAlovod,
HOULGOV

long t: T, pv, €mL, uéQL, d0QaTL, YEUOGL, TTAOL, GAAOIGL.

To quote Hamlet, «though this be madness, yet there is method in it». The
madness is restricted to the final syllables. Word-internally there are hardly any
mistakes, and the few mistakes Tzetzes makes are all pardonable to a certain extent?.
Take, for example, III 256 Ovov, with the omikron long, because of Hesiod Op.
113: voo@v dteg te mMOVOV %ol 01500, 00SE T1 de1hov, where the manuscripts
Tzetzes had access to offered a different reading: dteQ mévov, without T, so that
the first syllable of tovwv necessarily becomes long. As expected, Tzetzes explains
the irrational scansion of -7to- as an instance of the common syllable?’. The reason
why Tzetzes felt free to lengthen short final syllables and monosyllables, including
ostensibly short vowels such as € or o, is not metrical incompetence, but is based on
his understanding of irregular lengthenings in Homer and Hesiod.

Some of his metrical observations may make little sense to us because we tend
to forget that medieval manuscripts quite often offer different readings than we find
in modern editions®. The problem with editions of classical authors is that they are
usually based on a select number of manuscripts and ignore the medieval text tradi-
tion. I already discussed wovov in Hesiod Op. 113 and the way Tzetzes treated this
seemingly irrational scansion, even reproducing it in his own poetry. Another exam-
ple is his discussion of Hesiod Op. 262, GAAN To@xAMveot §ixog cxoM®Gg EVETOV-

% For III 256, see the main text. I 78 &g Tgoinv is probably an interpolation: see Leone,
Carmina lliaca, app. ad loc. For 11 68 "Eyéuovo. (xe long), see Tzetzes’ own scholion, p. 171,13-15
Leone. III 144 Agyelooty is a typo for Agyeiowsiv. Il 384 Zxopdvgoto (nowv short) finds its justifica-
tion in Homer’s évdothg and dvdpeipdvtng (the scholion at IT1 384, p. 227,2 Leone is most probably
not by Tzetzes, but by a later scholiast). There are also a number of verse-beginnings of the éxépoaiog
type (see below): 1 112 godtwv Beréeoot, T 460 grévatav 8¢ moldbgoov, IIT 182 ‘Exdtn, Ayye-
péoyn, and 11 31 e yoovoxgdTogo.

27 See Tzetzes’ scholia ad loc.: Th. Gaisford, Scholia ad Hesiodum, Leipzig 1823, 115,1-2.

28 Tt is particularly annoying that Papathomopoulos ‘emends’ Homeric quotations to what is
nowadays held to be the correct version, thus rendering Tzetzes’ discussion of them totally nonsensical:
see, e.g., Papathomopoulos, o.c. 100,4-7, at I1. T 4, where Tzetzes and most manuscripts do not offer 8¢
Ao (as in modern editions), but §” EALdQLOL.
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teg, where the manuscripts at Tzetzes’ disposal apparently read ToQoxAlvoct, not
TogxAlvoot (p. 185,4-17 Gaisford):

TO 1toL ooV £8€E0T0, 0l TO AL Boor - ® THG AfeATNEIOG TOV TOAUT-
oaVTOV TOUTOV xoAeTY ‘Ounee aviaudlov, xol thg EoXATNG GTomiog,
2ol VXN TAV! OALG TOD PEV TTQOXAIVOGL TO TToL LOXQOV 1o g dexfnoeTon
31 OVITEQ %OVOVOL O TTOAOLLOL TTOUNTOL 0L HETQ®V ELGNUOVEG, RO ODTOG
g€emioTapon. ¥xMve 8 TO %A, €l x0l 6xLTELG TIG £TOAMUNGE PooryL €0
oo, xol TG TOAEWG Giv ToUTOV EEEwO, £V fiteQ S1ETEROV, £1 SuVaTdG
£1Y0V, OC U1 TO THG TOLOTNG ®oXlaG OGO YEVOLTO S1080G1UOV. TOAAOD
8" av €dénoe TobTOV pe xQivor ‘Ounee avidwAlov, 0g v Thooig Tolg
ETIGTAUONG KO TEXVOLG TOIG AOYROIG ATAVTOV DITEQUVESTNXEY, OV UO-
VoV vOQOTT®V, TOM® S€ %ol Gy yEL®V ELTETY, €1 TEOG GQOL X0l Gy YEAOL
€11V EMOTNUOVAQY 0L X0l TEYVAQYY.

Ilo is long here, and xAt short. Oh the stupidity of those who dare claim that
[Hesiod] is equal to Homer or even more foolishly, superior!*® As for 7o in
TOQOXAVOGL, it may be measured long, in the very same manner that the
ancient poets and the specialists in metre, myself included, know very well.
[Tzetzes is referring to the doctrine of the common syllable]. But xA in xAve?
If a shoemaker dared measure it short, given the chance I would have him
thrown out of my home-town, so as to prevent that horrible blight from
spreading. Not in a million years would I call him equal to Homer, the poet
who surpassed all in all the arts and sciences, not only men, but also — dare I
say it? — angels: that is, if angels too are masters of the arts and sciences.

Another thing we tend to forget is that the ancients and the Byzantines had no
knowledge of historical linguistics and were therefore unable to understand the ins
and outs of Homeric prosody from a diachronic perspective. Take Tzetzes’ discus-
sion of I1. 1 70 0¢ Rdn t& T~ €dvto TG T° €cc0uevo TEO T’ €6vto. Where we
nowadays would say that O¢ is long because it is followed by a no longer extant
digamma in }jn, Tzetzes assumed it was a common syllable (Exeg. Il. p. 175,19-20
Papathomopoulos). And if Homer used 0¢ as a common syllable, then there was no

2 Thave made a few corrections on the basis of Par. Gr. 1310, f. 93r-93v, and Par. Gr. 2773,
f. 42r.
30 Tzetzes is referring to the legendary Contest of Homer and Hesiod: see P. Bassino, The

Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi: A Commentary, Berlin 2018, 40-45.
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reason why Tzetzes should not use it as such in his poetry: Carmina Iliaca 11 40 6¢g
ot Ayoudv Teoin €undeto Avyov SAebgov.

A third thing we tend to forget is the formative role played by tradition in
shaping ideas and expectations. Tzetzes’ metrical observations may seem odd to us,
but not to the Byzantines, who learnt at school about dichrona, common syllables,
and all that. There are very few people nowadays who still read the metrical treatises
of the ancients and the Byzantines, which is regrettable because so many metrical
oddities in Byzantine poetry are not odd at all once you know what the poets-to-be
learnt at school®!. Many of these treatises deal in extenso with the so-called 7wé:0m of
the Homeric hexameter: metrical irregularities®. In his commentary on book I of the
lliad (pp. 239,16-241,10 Papathomopoulos) Tzetzes follows the grammatical tradi-
tion in distinguishing six 70, divided into two categories: (I) lines that are too
long — (1) wpox€porog (at line beginning), (2) wpoxoiAiog (in the middle), and (3)
8oy oovog (at line end); and (I1) lines that are too short — (4) dx€paiog (at line
beginning), (5) uecoxAactog (in the middle), and (6) peiovgog (at line end).

To give an example, the line KoixAw, T, 7tie olvov, Enel @aryeg dvdQduen
%Q€a (0d. IX 347) is a Solyy0ovog because the sixth foot consists of a dactyl rather
than a spondaic: it is too long. We would probably say that xp€a. needs to be read
with synizesis, but the ancients and the Byzantines thought otherwise. It is precisely
this theoretical background that explains why Tzetzes deemed it acceptable to write
verses with one extra syllable at the end. He created his own doityoovgot, ‘long-
tailed” verses. See, for example, Carmina Iliaca 11 378: Aivelog 8" dipa Bodg, G-
ToQ o LG, eboTNBOg TTELE, where -Bog TEAE fills the sixth foot*. One cannot fault
Tzetzes for following the grammatical tradition and assuming that one of the types
of the Homeric hexameter was the ‘long-tailed’ one. If he erred, he was at least in
good company.

As we have seen, Tzetzes regularly claims to be a metrical expert, single-
handedly fighting a rearguard action against the buffaloes and bastards, those idiots
who made a mockery of prosody. But how good a metrician was he? The classicists
have been rather harsh with Tzetzes, averring that he gets the prosody mostly right*,

31 For a good overview, see F. Budelmann, Sound and text: The rhythm and metre of archaic

and classical Greek poetry in ancient and Byzantine scholarship, in F. Budelmann-P. Michelakis (edd.),
Homer, Tragedy and Beyond: Essays in Honour of P.E. Easterling, London 2001, 209-240.

32 See, for instance, Studemund, o.c. 174, 180-183, and 184.

3 See Schrader, o.c. 596-598.

3% But not always. His discussion of Hes. Op. 462, p. 289,6-16 Gaisford, for example, is totally
idiotic: see M.L. West, Hesiod: Works & Days, Oxford 1978, 70.
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but fails miserably in all other respects®”. However, getting the prosody right was no
mean feat more than a thousand years after the loss of the phonetic distinction
between long and short. Classical metre was beyond his ken, as it was for all Byzan-
tines, but let us be fair to them: how were they supposed to grasp all the subtle
rhythmical variations of classical metre if they could not hear this melodic variety in
their own language? As the metrical treatises make abundantly clear, speakers of
Greek effectively ceased to understand lyrical metres long before the Byzantine
era®. Should we hold Tzetzes to account for not recognizing the dochmiac at Ar.
Plut. 637, or the classicists for failing to understand what language change does to
the perception of a language?

One of the things I love about Tzetzes is that he sometimes clearly disagrees
with himself. In the commentary on Book I of the /liad, we read that the second
syllable of oloTjo at /. T 342 (in modern editions: 6Aotfiot) is long because hiatus
(between o and 1)) may lengthen the syllable (pp. 314,13-315,8 Papathomopoulos).
However, in his much later commentary on the Plutus of Aristophanes, he informs
us that while hiatus may shorten long syllables, it cannot lengthen short syllables
(schol. 947, p. 199,9-24 Massa Positano)*’. And sometimes he just forgets what he
has just said. In the excursus on the six 7¢0m of the Homeric hexameter embedded
in his commentary on book I of the Iliad, Tzetzes has the following to say about the
axépaog type (p. 240,15-19 Papathomopoulos):

AAEPAAOV YO AEYETOL TO £V GQXT) GTIYOL AETTTOV GLAAAPBTIG, T) £X XOWVTIG
SLAAOBTG, T ATADG MG T “Og 1dN TG T° €6vTo TG T €500UEVH TTQO T
govra.

The ‘headless’ type is one that lacks a syllable at the beginning of the line,
either because of [the presence of] a common syllable, or for no good reason,
as, for example, 0g 161 T T~ €0vTa TG T° €560Ueva TEO T €ovta [11. 1.70].

However, in his discussion of this verse, Tzetzes had previously explicitly
denied that it is a ‘headless’ verse (p. 175,19-20 Papathomopoulos):

35 See C.O. Zuretti, Analecta Aristophanea, Turin 1892, 144-145; Koster, o.c. 23; N.G.
Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium, London 1983, 194.

3 See M.L. West, Greek Metre, Oxford 1982, 162-185; M.D. Lauxtermann, The Spring of
Rhythm: An Essay on the Political Verse and Other Byzantine Metres, Vienna 1999, 69-74.

37 Tzetzes is referring to lines such as Aeschylus fr. 155 Radt, "Iotog Towdtog madévoug
£EebyeTon, where we have word-internal correption.
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3¢, 20V GLALOPN, %O 0K EGTIV AREPAAOG O GTIYOG, DG TIVESG OTOVTOL.
0¢ is a common syllable, and the line is not headless, as some think.

These ‘some’ apparently include Tzetzes as well.

The buffaloes and bastards would have had a ball with this. They would have
laughed at this minor lapse of memory and mocked Tzetzes for not always being
consistent. But what else would one expect from that lot? Those it’s-all-the-samists
with their «Ares, Ares». Bloody idiots...

MARC D. LAUXTERMANN
marc.lauxtermann@exeter.ox.ac.uk
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APPENDIX
COMMON SYLLABLES IN THE CARMINA ILIACA

This appendix presents the irrational lengthenings of short monosyllables and final
syllables in Tzetzes’ Carmina lliaca: €, o, short o, short 1, and short v. Tzetzes con-
siders such syllables to be ‘common syllables’ (see above for more information).

te (1 185, 272, 11 88, 139, 220, 111 577, 645), 8¢ (11 140, 302, 431, I1I 54, 585, 634,
712), uev (1 707), év (11 74), aoyxhbe (I 3), ovgovdde (I 213), dMoe (I 373),
nportaoev (11 446, 11T 439), evle (L1 157), £tépwbe (111 158), Sricde (111 304),
éxartegbe (11 321), éue (I 620), xaue (I 142, 1 701), vie (11 115), Buyatégeg
(I23), dedr0teg (11 145), yodbmvteg (I1 309, 454), dvotavteg (I 299), BaciAfeg
(I 438), mAnge (I 113), EraPe (11 20), drémavoe (11 184), xatéguéev (1T 284),
Bmenée (111 32), xdpuoce (111 86), EnAnde (11 102), £xe (I 123), elxev (I 157),
Bdve (11 177), »08nve (111 288), épooveev (111 303), enéPoioe (M1 332), elre (111
385), ticoxe (11 544), dxove (111 492), yeyauev (11 471)

0 (III 544, 690), Tov (II 61, 194), oc (I 40, 282), ov (I 81), aro (I 258, 111 99),
xotevavtiov (III 170), coendov (I 338), “Oungog (I 55), ‘Inrdboog (11 443),
“Elevog (I 579), £xactog (11 322), §log (II 141), @urotyog (I 367), xo0ilo-
uevog (I 258), avaoyouevog (I 332), Aavoov (11 42), Mevéraov (1T 82), viov (11
89), Trmov (11 703, 713), Boragov (1M1 63), £ptdovmov (I 457), odAduevov (1 5),
uvgopevov (I 297), toto (II 638), IMagidog (I 59), Agtéwdog (I 201), MEromog
(11 577), £€ovroc (II1 704), Alowaddo (1 14), £0srov (I1 168), €1dov (I 303), drmé-
Bavov (111 226), petyov (1T 290), AABov (111 352), 8&8unvto (I 171), Emovro (1T
175), x€owvto (111 344)

yog (I 157, 619), Evexo (11 76), aipo (I 393), cdapo (I 617), d&xa (1 37),
ArABela (1 385), EbBowa (I 391), AgdPioca (1T 258), igpera (I 776), yAdooo,
(I 753), evgeio (I 639), vikncooca (I 72), tihhovoa (I 413), xAotovoa (111
449), yoiov (11 457), oxéreo (11 474), téxva (111 759), x0xdo. (I 767), mévto.
(I 652), Soa. (I 147, 165), Aotvea (I 490), drutoueva (11 463), &xyduevo (111
253), Axauavto (1156), gnyuivoe (1219), yeovoxpatopo (I131), Hiovije: (1T 133),
Alovta (1T 161), xove (IIT 106), fryépova (I 336), inthoo (I 521), coteuéo
(I 583), 6povta: (I 389), avégog (I 90), Odgavievog (1T 329), ofjuc (11 24),
govpo (I 169), uéya (I 139, 11 357, 111 524), xépoav (L1 99), maboav (11T 293),
xousoy (111 515)
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71 (1 .378), wv (III 167, 560), évi (I 36, 716), émi (II 356, 111 3), uéXQL (II 233),
moti (I 405), 661 (11 456, III 686), Agtéudt (I 196), Aykiit (I 225), Tugdvt (111
301), Afavtt (TIT 403), @€t (11T 459), d6patt (I 279), meguroenel (I 111), gv-
yevel (T 501), Towot (I 172), fryepoot (I 188), enéecor (I 750), debrodot (I
271), oot (11 292, 111 416), dAinrotot (11T 318), drrowst (I 609), Bdirovot (11T
326)

ovv (111 169)



Epistulae ad exercitationem accommodatae:
Notes on some fictional epistles by John Tzetzes

1. Epistulae ad exercitationem accommodatae or Musterbriefe?

John Tzetzes' wrote 107 epistles which can be dated to the timeframe between the
30s and the 60s of the twelfth century. These letters were organized in a proper
corpus and arranged for publication by the author himself, who provided them with
a systematic commentary — 1 B{BAog ioToQudv, commonly referred to as Chiliads.
The Epistles and the Chiliads are conceived to be complementary one to the other:
this is a strong mark of originality that makes Tzetzes’ epistles stand out from the
rest of Byzantine letters collections.

The debate concerning the utilitarianism and fictionality of Byzantine episto-
lography which animated the twentieth century® has nowadays found a balance in
the coexistence of both aspects in the different stages of reception and fruition of
letters®. Although recognizing the high level of formality and literary elaboration of
Byzantine epistles, which were meant for performance and publication, critics have
recognized their value in the framework of élites communication and their impor-
tance for historical documentation.

Neither the production of letters on commission nor the composition of epis-
tles intended to be used in schools were uncommon practices in the Byzantine

*

I would like to thank Enrico Emanuele Prodi for his valuable advice: this work has been
significantly improved by his contribution.

' For biographical information concerning John Tzetzes and his activity, see I. Nesseris, H
roudeio. 6ty Kovetovtivodmodn xatd tov 120 oudvo, I, diss. Ioannina 2014, 158-197 (available
at http://hdl.handle.net/10442/hedi/40859); F. Pontani, Scholarship in the Byzantine Empire, in F.
Montanari-S. Matthaios-A. Rengakos (edd.), Brill’s Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship, 1,
Leiden-Boston 2015, 297-455: 378-385.

2 Byzantine epistolography suffered from a systematic devaluation from scholars due to its
obscurity and its lack of concreteness: see the famous and emblematic judgement by Jenkins, «a
Byzantine letter is an impersonal rhetorical flourish which either contains no message at all, or, if it
does, the message is couched in so obscure and allusive a fashion as to be nearly unintelligible» (R. J.
H. Jenkins, The Hellenistic origins of Byzantine literature, «<DOP» XVII (1963) 37-52: 45). See also
the quotations listed by M. Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid: Reading the Letters of a Byzantine Arch-
bishop, Aldershot 1997, 23-31.

3 On the reception of letters see M. Mullett, Theophylact cit. 31-43.
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learned milieu. Both the reading of letters in school* and the connection between
preparatory exercises, in particular ethopoiia’, and the epistolary genre are attested.
It is likely that Tzetzes used some of his letters during his teaching activity; the
endeavour of the production of the Chiliads itself (whose material is usually very
well suited to teaching purposes) could point toward this direction. It being
understood that all letters were eligible for use in teaching at a later stage of their
reception, being by their very nature an expression of a public and ceremonial kind
of communication®, some letters stand out from the corpus to various extents for their
level of fictionality. Tzetzes’ letter collection is advisedly recognized as a very useful
instrument for tracing Tzetzes’ network’. Nevertheless, critics have set aside some
of these letters, considering them as not belonging to a proper communication
network but rather being conceived from the beginning as models of epistolary
communication.

In his edition, P.L. Leone singled out ten letters as being fictional literary
exercises of sorts. He pointed out that Neque desunt epistulae (7,9, 11, 12, 15, 30,
52, 62-64) quae non idcirco ut mitterentur scriptae sunt, sed tamquam ad exercita-
tionem accommodatae orationis suae ostentandae gratia a Tzetza compositae esse
videntur®. Leone takes the expression ad exercitationem accommodatae from Giske®,
who in turn borrows it from the title of the collection of fictitious epistolary models
for school by Gasparino Barzizza (Epistolae ad exercitationem accomodatae, pre-
cisely), quoted by Forster'. Griinbart adds five more letters to this list (Ep. 16, 17,

4

A. Markopoulos, Anonymi Professoris Epistulae, Berlin-New York 2000.

See Mullett, Theophylact cit. 42-43 and O. Vox, Paideia ed esercizi retorici in Alcifrone,
inId. (ed.), Lettere, mimesi, retorica. Studi sull epistolografia letteraria greca di eta imperiale e tardo
antica, Lecce 2013, 203-250.

6 Mullett, Theophylact cit. 17 speaks of «public intimacy».

M. Griinbart, Prosopographische Beitréige zum Briefcorpus des loannes Tzetzes, «<JOByz»
XLVI (1996) 175-226. On Byzantine epistolography as a source for the knowledge of history, social
network structure and everyday life, see P. Hatlie, Redeeming Byzantine epistolography, «<BMGS» XX
(1996) 213-248 and M. Mullett, The detection of relationship in middle-Byzantine literary texts: the
case of letters and letter-networks, in W. Horander-M. Griinbart (edd.), L ’Epistologmphie et la poésie
épigrammatique. Projets actuels et questions de méthodologie. «Actes de la 16e table ronde», Paris
2003, 63-74.

8 P.AM. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Epistulae, Leipzig 1972, xviii-xix. The Greek text of all
epistles comes from Leone’s edition, with only some occasional changes in punctuation. Translations
are my own.

® H. Giske, De loannis Teztzae scriptis ac vita, Rostock 1881, 4.

10 R. Forster, Francesco Zambeccari und die Briefe des Libanios, Stuttgart 1878, 279.

5

7
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20, 35, 41) and refers to them as Musterbriefe, model letters'': his classification
includes all the epistles which have an anonymous recipient (or whose sender is not
supposed to be the author himself) and which must thus be understood as «Muster-
briefe bzw. Auftragswerke»'?, “model letters or letters on commission™.

The letters which have been singled out for fictionality are thus, altogether, 15
outof 107: Ep. 7,9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 20, 30, 35, 41, 52, 62, 63, and 64, all belonging
to the first section of the collection. Nevertheless, these letters cannot be classified
as a unique compact group under the label of ‘fictional letters’: rather, a distinction

has to be made between them.
2. Dealing with authority. Six progymnasmata-epistles in John Tzetzes’ corpus

If «every letter must be interpreted in terms of what is known of the recipient as well
as the writer»'?, a first discriminating factor is precisely if and how sender and
recipient are made explicit in the epistle’s title. In six letters (Ep. 7, 9, 11, 15, 30,
52), the sender is mentioned using the indefinite pronoun, with the formula &g &0
Twvog, “as if from somebody”. The first to notice the peculiarity of this expression
was Giske, who pointed it out as a marker of fictitiousness: ac primum quidem iam
id, quod alii epistularum tituli habent illud &g &md Twog, carent alii, demonstrat
aliquid interesse inter has et illas"*. The sequence ®¢ 07tO + genitive is undoubtedly
used to point out a difference between the persona loquens and the author regardless
of genre: it can be found in the title of poems (e.g. Psellos Carm. 64 Westerink'),
progymnasmata (e.g. an ethopoiia by Nicholas Mesarites'®) and, of course, epistles
(e.g. Michael Gabras, Ep. 414 Fatouros'’). In epistolography, the indefinite pronoun
is not unique to Tzetzes’ corpus (see e.g. the above-mentioned letter of Gabras), but
it is more frequent in it comparison to other authors’ collections. Being one of Tze-
tzes’ peculiar features, the presence of G &d Tvog shows a deliberate precision in

1 A similar appellation was introduced by Hunger in his classification of four different

typologies of Byzantine epistles: he speaks of «Klischeebriefe», “epistolary models”, being the fourth
sub-category (d) of the third typology, «Literarische Briefe», “literary epistles”. See H. Hunger, Die
hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, 1: Philosophie — Rhetorik — Epistolographie —
Geschichtsschreibung — Geographie, Miinchen 1978, 204-206.

12 Griinbart, o.c. 180-181.

13 Mullett, Theophylact cit. 18.

14 Giske, o.c. 5.

5 L.G. Westerink, Michaelis Pselli Poemata, Stuttgart-Leipzig 1992.

16 B, Flusin, Nicolas Mésarités. Ethopée d'un astrologue qui ne put devenir patriarche, in
«Mélanges Gilbert Dagron», Paris 2002, 235-241.

7 G. Fatouros, Die Briefe des Michael Gabras, Vienna 1973.
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the designation of the sender as indefinite and cannot be considered as irrelevant.
The formula ®¢ &0 Tivog should thus be considered distinctive not only comparing
to the 92 ‘real’ letters of the corpus but also comparing to the nine epistles which
have been included by critics in the number of the fictional letters without having
this marker.

Out of these six letters, Ep. 52 has a particular status, having both the sender
and the receiver plainly marked as fictional:

Ep.52
Qg amd TIvog TEOG TIVaL

OV £TANCUOVEG NUETS, £V ®LELY TELPIANTE ASEAPE xVQLE OdSWEE, 0LX
ETANOUOVEG MUETG GYATNG E0UEV xol UBAAOV TTG o7 *x0boQig %ol
a80Aov” EvBev Tol UNdE cuvabel unde vOTTE NUAS TEIG YEOUPOTG ACTIEQ
TOG TtEQL @ALay veBovg ol duvnuovos. Huels yop x0b’ xdotnv O
OTTEQ MUAV OTAV LTTEQ THG TG GryATTNG LITEQANAODUEV TTQOG TOV Gryl®-
TOTOV UGV SEGTOTNV TE %Ol TTOTEQQ, OG0 81 ol duvauedo. Artorafmv
8& 0ol TO OTOAEVTO HOL GryQUOior TTOQOL TTiG 671G AOEAPOTNTOG EVYOQL-
oTnoo T§ OvTOG TEQL NUAS AdeA@IX]] SLOECEL GOL %0l §10 TOD TOROVTOG
HOL YQOUUOTOG TIQOCKUV® GE %Ol UTAUCTIOLOUNL TOV EUOV ASEAPOV.
“Egowao.

To somebody as from someone

I am not neglectful, Theodore, most beloved brother in God, I am not neglect-
ful of your affection and especially of your goodness and your honesty; so, do
not urge and do not press me with letters as you would do with somebody who
is sluggish and neglectful in friendship. Sure enough, I am talking every day
to our most holy Lord and Father for your sake as well as for mine, as much
as I can. Receiving the venison that was sent me from your brotherhood, I sin-
cerely thank your fraternal disposition towards me, and with this letter I revere
you and I embrace you as my brother. Farewell.

The fictionality of this letter, which is a basic epistolary model, is clearly
stated by the title, where both the sender and the recipient are referred to with indefi-
nite pronouns (®g & TVOG TEOG Tiver). Judging from the epithets they are quali-
fied with, the two correspondents are likely to be monks, but there is no further clue
about them: even the name of the recipient, Theodore (‘a gift from God’), could be
merely a standard name. The epistle, which is a model of a high-standard epistolary
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conversation between equals'®, does not provide any other information. The letter is
a sort of repertoire of themes and tones which were typical of Byzantine epistolog-
raphy: the absence of the sender (who is absent bodily, but not spiritually)", the
expression of friendship®, the exchange of gifts*!. The communication focusses on
conventional friendship-related themes?: brotherly affection and loyalty, the vivid
memory of the friend, the mediation for the friend’s sake, the gratitude for a gift,
friendly devotion.

In five other letters (Ep. 7, 9, 11, 15, 30) the indefinite pronoun occurs only in
the designation of the sender, while the recipient is qualified differently (generally
by the post he holds). In three epistles, the sender’s specific role or position is men-
tioned (a deacon, a stranger, a eunuch), while in two others he is described merely
with the indefinite formula:

Ep.7: Qg amd Tvog S1o:xOVoL 110G ETTIGHOTTOV

Ep.9: Qg amd tvog EEvou TEOG TOV T [TovTemdTTOL 1yodUEVOV

Ep. 11: T ToAfve douxt Opexnciov O 0o Tvog eHVOLXOL BoTOVAOL
TTOQPLROYEVVITOL

Ep. 15: T® tepwtdte unteomoiity [otedv Mg amd tivog

Ep. 30: T® mortouioyn xved Miyomi O Gmd Tivog

In any case, while the expression ®¢ &mo + genitive, taken on its own, could
have simply attributed the letter to a different persona loquens, for instance a real
sender who commissioned to Tzetzes the drafting of the letter, the presence of the
indefinite pronoun works rather as a precise mark of fictionality. In most cases, a
precise communicative situation is built up, and the letters are imagined to be
addressed to a well-defined authority in a quite specific occasion. These letters offer
some examples of epistolary communication with clergymen belonging to various
ranks of the ecclesiastical hierarchy (the bishop, Ep. 7; the abbot, Ep. 9; the metro-
politan, Ep. 15; the patriarch, Ep. 30) and, in a single case, with a non-ecclesiastic

18 The presence of the appellative &8&A@0g indicates that the characters involved are equals,

while a communication directed to a SeomoTHG from a SoDAog implies «a superior / inferior relation-
ship»; see Mullett, The detection cit. 70.

9 See Mullett, Theophylact cit. 13-15.

20 Friendship was one of the most important themes of Byzantine epistolography, if not the
most important overall. See Hunger, Die hochsprachliche cit. 222-223.

21 See Mullett, Theophylact cit. 32-34.

22 See Griinbart, o.c. 183: «Dieser Brief ist ein Muster fiir die Pflege des freundschaftlichen
Tones».
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authority (the doux, Ep. 11). The systematic use of the terms d00Aog and SecmdTNg
states that the communicative act has a vertical direction: these epistles do not
concern peer-to-peer conversation (as Ep. 52 does) but address higher-ranking mem-
bers of the hierarchy®. These epistles seem to be meant to offer a model of interac-
tion with authority, in order to address in an appropriate way someone who outranks
the sender.

Ep.7
e 2 yd /4 \ b1 4
Qg A0 TIVOG S10XOVOL TTROG ETTLOROTOV

‘Hywoopuéve ot d€omoto, 1| TOV YENQ®V TROYUATMV (POQX OG £X PUCENMG
GLE10Q0MG XVBEVOUEVT] KO LETOTTITTTOLGO, VOV XOQOV NUIV ETEIGNYOYE
otV oxQIBT ol ToAoVTODYXOV PLAlog Emyvouovo. Asiéelg 8¢ viv
%0l OOTOG €1 U1 TNVOAL®OG ooy UdOOL TO TTEMNY AEYOUEVE. TTOQO GO, O
OTTEQ NUAV LITEQAUANG LG OLOCYEQEGTEQOV YNQEEVOVGNG TIVOG EXXANGLOG
TOD VOLXANQEODVTOG 0TIV, %0l MG SEIENG PIAMOV OVTWG OXQOLPVECTA-
TNV %0l GTTOCTONTOV %0l THG oTg evyevelog emagiov. Kolel yao oe
LOVOVOUYL OTOG O %01QEOG, VOLL UMV %0 T XNEeLoLGa Mideto, TANEMGOL
GXQOUPVESTOTNY GOL TTG PIMOG DITOGYESY AYOVIGOUEVOV AoV XOADS
OTEQ GvdQOG yvnolov kol @ilov Tobtov Tov dlowdov. El 8¢ ye tobrtov
a.eOAev00G TANEAOGELG TOV Gebrov, TO HEV Aotd THG PIALNG GLY®, TOUTO
8¢ oOx dxvnoat TEovOTEQOV ETIPBEYEASOHOL, O Mo TTOlUVN E5ETTON T

As from a deacon to a bishop

My saintly lord, the movement of earthly things, since by nature it incessantly
plays at dice and undergoes changes, has now given me the occasion to judge
accurately and assess the balance of your friendship. and as a judge holding
the balance of affection. You will now show if the words you recently said
were not mere words, that you would speak on my behalf if a Church was in
absolute need of a guide, and you would give proof of a friendship that is truly
most pure and unfeigned and worthy of your nobility. It is all but the occasion
itself — yes, and Midea which lacks a guide — that calls you to keep your most
pure promise of friendship, accomplishing with extraordinary success this run
of an honest and beloved man. If, after your struggling, you will have carried
out the challenge, I will omit the rest about friendship; but I would not hesitate
to declare this more clearly: that your flock and Midea will be a single herd.

2 Seen. 18.
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Te on kol 1 Midewo. "Eym 8¢ Goyolog poeilong yeEvopevog dovielong xol
TEQIOTAGESY AUTOTTROCHOTMG 18ETV 6€ 0LX ToYLoOL 1o TO Un EEEADETY
ue movtog avTodr €1dng 8¢ TNV @liov Oca %ol dOvatol, S0 TG
TTOQOVGOTG YQOPTIG LOL NEIMGOL TNV OGNV UEYOAOPIALOY GO KO LEYOAD-
Vol T@v PuMx®dv Beoudv un robecbot. “Egewod Lot 1) teQd xe@aAT) xol
oidécuoc.

For my part, having become busy due to countless work and contingencies, I
could not see you in person, since I absolutely could not leave at the moment;
but knowing friendship and the things it can do, I pray through the present
letter that the greatness of your affection and the greatness of your spirit does
not forget the laws of friendship. Farewell, holy and venerable head.

In Ep. 7 a deacon addresses a bishop inviting him to fill the vacant see of the
city of Midea*. All we know about the characters involved is their position in the
ecclesiastical hierarchy, which reveals a communication from a low-rank ecclesiastic
to a high-rank one. The concrete occasion is quite clearly alluded as the appointment
of a new bishop for the city of Midea, which is described as being desperately in
need of a guide. The deacon apologizes to him for not having met him in person,
adducing some general occupation that made him too busy to leave, and asks for
friendship and goodwill. The reference to friendship implies a more concrete request:
the sender aspires to hold the vacant post and asks the recipient to give him a
preferential treatment while filling the post. The request follows a promise from the
recipient himself, a promise that the sender hopes will be something more than mere
words. There is no reference to time and space, and even the reference to the city of
Midea could be the result of a conventional choice. The name ‘Midea’ in this letter
is glossed in the Chiliads (Hist. VI 72, 670-697) in a passage in which Tzetzes draws
up a list of names which are very similar in sound and spelling but different in
meaning: Mndetog, Mndiog, Midetag, Mewdtoac®. This Chiliads passage shows an
unusual and unprecedented treatment of the myth of king Midas. The reference to

2 The name Midewa could be a misspelling of Mndeic, a city in western Thrace mentioned
in the Notitia episcopatum (cfr. Not. Episc. 17,262 Darrouzes); see also H. Ahrweiler, Géographie
historique du monde méditerranéen, Paris 1988, 246.

2 The first three nouns disambiguated in the list replicate the sequence of Suda n 878-880
Adler. The attention dedicated to spelling is likely to reflect Tzetzes’ contempt for a certain attitude
toward schedography. For Tzetzes’ criticism against schedographers, see P.A. Agapitos, John Tzetzes
and the blemish examiners: a Byzantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writerly
disposition, <MEG» XVII (2017) 7-217.
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the city of Midea brings in the history of its founder, kind Midas. In the Chiliads,
Midas is associated to ploughing and his accession to the throne is presented as
fortuitous and unwilling: while he is going and ploughing, he is physically seized by
the Phrygians, who needed a king, and crowned as their sovereign®. The history of
king Midas is used to recall the appointment of the sender as the bishop of Midea:
as in the mythical past Midas was compelled to be king by the will of the Phrygians,
now the city itself, which is lacking a guide (Ep. 7, pp. 15,23-16,2 Leone: xaAel
yog o€ [...] N xneevovco Midewa), seems to urge the recipient to become its bishop.

Ep.9
€ b J4 J4 A A ~ yd € 4
Qg a6 Tivog EEvov mEog Tov Tod IavrendnTov 1yovpevov

Tolu®dv 6 300AOC cov, Beoedéotote dEomoTa, ol TTaAY d€opat ThE oTig
AvTIMNEDS” S1EC®LES TTELY NUAG LTTO TNV oTV XPOTOV, TNV Ayloy AEYO
HOVAV, €% TOD XU TOXAVGHOD TOV PLOTX®@V TEQIOTAGE®V, MomeQ 0 NBE
TOTE TNV TAOV ATAVTOV OOV GITOLOIQ0Y, KOl TOVTOIOG NUAG XELQOY®-
YOV eQiEbaines. Qg 8¢ TG ofjg ameportnoauey xBOTOL (0VTT® YO
£’ NUAG TO TN PaoMxTG GryovoxTNGEDS VIMQE EXOTOGE), LLELOIG TOTG
SLOYEQEST TTOANIOUEV KQVEL TE GUETQM TUITYVOUEVOL XOL TV GVOyXOL®V
amavTeV oTeQovUEVOL. “EvBeY TOl %0l TTOAY BGTTEQ DTTO TIVO, GOTNHQLOV

As from a foreigner to the abbot of the monastery of Christ Pantepoptes

I dare to call myself your servant, my godly lord, and again I need your protec-
tion; you have saved me before in your Ark — I mean your sacred monastery
— from the flood of the difficulties of life, as Noah once saved a portion of all
the living animals, and in guiding me you took care of me in all kinds of ways.
Since I left your Ark — since for me the flood of the emperor’s anger has not
stopped yet — I have been facing countless hurdles, paralyzed by an immeasur-
able frost and devoid of all the necessary. Therefore, I seek salvation again in
your godly protection as in a saving Ark, and I beg to have your former

26

Hist. VI 72, 686-688: Midog Yoo 00T0G Gpoakevs @v Tdv moteevovtov / Boog Aofov
%ol GipoToov, EEfABev doTeedcmV: / ol Poiyeg &’ dvoprdtavtes Towlot Bactéa (“Midas, who
worked as a ploughman, took his oxen and his plough and went out ploughing, but the Phrygians took
him and made him their king”). This situation is a mythographic hapax appearing only in Tzetzes, since
in Arrian (An. II 3) all this story is referred to Midas’ father Gordius, rather than to Midas himself. A
parallel can be found only within Tzetzes” own work: in schol. Ar. Plut. 287 Massa Positano the same
history is reported with almost the same words in an abridged version of this passage.
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2POTOV TTEOG TNV 6NV BECSESTATNY XA TAPELY® AVTIANPLY, XEIQOY®-
ylog T€ THG TEOTEQMG TLXETV GEL® %0’ Goov 6 Beog 6dnynoet oe. Kot
TiG Y0Q 0VT®G G 6L HBE0D WUNTNG, TOV TEVEGTEQWV XkNSOUEVOS, TQOPT
TEWOVTOV, TOQOG GIOQWV %0l GLVEAMV €IMETV BAAOGOH TTOVTOIMV
HOADV;

AM @ Tooun6ed, évdedv evegyéTa,

avh’ @V TO TAVTO TUYXAVELS TOTG GTOQOG,
GVTILETENONL 601 BEOG TTOVTOXQATMQ
%ATjQov xotaoyelV TTig Eden xAngovylog.

guidance in as much as God will lead you. Who could be said to be, to such
an extent as you, an imitator of God, a man caring about the poor, a
nourishment for the starving, a way for the ones who have no way out and a
sea that gathers all sort of goods?

But, o Prometheus, benefactor of the poor,

In return for all the things you are for the desperate ones
May Almighty God reward you

by giving you a lot in the land of Eden.

Ep. 9 is a request addressed to the abbot of the Monastery of Christ Pantepop-
tes from an unspecified foreigner who declares himself in severe trouble, because
someone in the court is opposing him. The epistle, which has a laudatory tone, offers
an example of how to beg a higher-ranking person in order to obtain hospitality and
protection. Great attention is paid to the choice of words, imagery, and allusions. The
text has a solid and well-organized figurative basis: the image of the monastery in
which the foreigner hope to find asylum is entrenched in the metaphor of Noah’s
Ark, the image of the flood of life’s harshness is based on the flood myth narrated in
the book of Genesis. The anger of God that originated the flood is replicated in the
Bosiixn dryavaxtnoig which threatens the sender and compels him to seek refuge
in his Ark once more.

The letter ends with four dodecasyllabic verses where the abbot, being a
generous benefactor, is depicted as a Prometheus bound to be rewarded by God with
a place in Eden. One could argue that Prometheus, although being undoubtedly a
benefactor, did not quite receive a prize in return for his philanthropy; nevertheless,
the choice of Prometheus is not left to chance. The Titan is effectively a perfect
character for symbolizing benefaction toward mankind, and the association between
Prometheus and a prize obtained from God could satisfy a certain taste for oxy-
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moron, creating a sharper imagery. The Titan’s name itself could moreover be, in
Tzetzes’ mind, a citation of the Christ’s epithet Pantepoptes, eponymous of the mon-
astery. The choice of this monastery, founded by Anna Delassene circa 1087 and
named after “Christ the All-Seeing”, is easily attributable to the great importance it
had acquired during the Komnenian age, to the strong link it had with the Komne-
nians themselves and to the role it had in the statement of their power?’. Prometheus’s
name, meaning “foreseeing”, “foreknowing” (in opposition to his brother Epime-
theus, the “after-thinker”) could thus be a fine reference to the epithet Pantepoptes

of the title.

Ep. 11

T® Taifve dovxi Ogaxnciov dg amd TLvog £0voLY0L Baiodlov
TTOQMPLQOYEVVTITOV

MeyoAemupavesTOTE Lot aOBEVT %0l ASEAPE S0VE TOD BEN0ITOC OQouxn-
olov, @Tuot TOAAKL TOAAKYXOD TO GOV (PLA0SIXOLOV TEQIOQUAAODGT %ol
ANQUXEVOLG V' TUETG € HOVOL, G E0XE, TTOQX TTG OTIG LEYOAETLPOVELOG
70 Pomoiuevog Thoyely doxoluey. Prhomoluny Yo Exeivog 6 Koadot-
dog oTeaTnyog UtfExev EALGSOG, Gvno &€ TAALD Yevvaiog TEADY EVESEL

To Galen, doux of the Thracesian Theme, as from a eunuch, advisor of a
porphyrogenite.

My most eminent lord and brother, doux of the Thracesian Theme, many
reports resound everywhere and announce your love for justice, but I alone, it
seems, appear to suffer the fate of Philopoemen from your Eminence. Philo-
poemen, son of Crausis®®, was general of Greece, although he was regarded as

27 Scholars usually identify the Pantepoptes monastery with the mosque which is nowadays
called Eski imaret Camii, even if this identification is not unanimous. In regard of the monastery, see
the introductive section of R. Flaminio, La decorazione scultorea della chiesa di Cristo Pantepoptes
(Eski Imaret Camii) a Costantinopoli, in Ch. Pennas-C. Vanderheyde (edd.), La sculpture byzantine,
Vile-Xlle siécles. «Actes du colloque international organisé par la 2e Ephorie des antiquités byzantines
et I'Ecole francaise d’Athénes (6-8 septembre 2000)», Athénes 2008, 39-53. Concerning the debate on
the identification: C. Mango, Where at Constantinople was the monastery of Christos Pantepoptes?,
«Aghktiov Tng XioTwovixng Agyororoywmng Etongeiog» XX/3 (1998) 87-88.

28 The name of Philopoemen’s father is attested in all the sources as Craugis (e.g. Plut. Phil.
1,1; Paus. IV 29,8, VIII 49,2, etc.) but in Tzetzes’ works, whether it is due to a conscious innovation or
to inaccuracy, it is always spelled Koabo1g, a form for whom there are no other parallels.
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noefc. “EvBev Tol %ol oG £oTiocy €G TEQLPOVODG Tvog *ANOELG
Meyaéng xol arerdov TTg ameenods ExEIVOL HOQEMTIG TTEETOLCY Ti-
noioy £pedato. "Etuye Yo oixol Td toTe un moeivol Tov Meyoaéa,
N 8 100 Meyoéng éxelvou yovn duceldt] Tov duhomoipeva PAEYoGO
EDAo oyllewv xehever Bepamovto TobTov voplcaso 6 8 @v TOV TEOTOV
Ememng T0 xehevcbev dielyaleto. Qg & 6 Meyoevg MMV %ol 18mv
tobrtov avéxgaye: “Tt tobto dpdg, ® Pomoluny;” “TL & GAlo”, notlv
EXETVOG, “T ®oxOG LOQEAS Tvvuut dixoav;” Kot Muels 8¢, g Eoixe, ToQo,
600 £LVOLY 1OV COUATOC GsBevodg Tivvbouey dixac. Ti &€ pot BodAeTon
To0To. X0 TOXOVE. AveUlds EUTig 0QMOVIG €v T® LTTO 6 BEUOTL % TTuo
TUYYOVEL TTQOGGTELOV X0 TTOVTOIWG EMNEEGLETON T} X0 TEAEIWG XOTOPL-
Bowoxetot. A& yoOV TNV OGNV UEYOAETIPAVEIOY £0HTvolL TODTO Ove-
TINEENGTOV, %0l EEEIG ol ATO B0D YAV xol 0P’ MUAY Gyamny %ol
avoxnELEY” €l 8” 00, 0 £10G BEVTNG EICAEEL LE KO QUPTCOUOL TTOQOL
080G TOD %QUTOOD MUAY OOTOXQATOQOG TOD TAVTO SXolwg *QIvEWV
€180T0g, #0% TOLTOL Hotl TOAY Emavaddupot TO dixotov. ‘H &ydmn cov
xoQloBeln pot.

excellent as for the rest, he lacked in beauty. For this reason, when he was
invited to a banquet by a famous man of Megara, getting there, he discovered
the punishment that befitted his unbefitting appearance. Indeed, it happened
that the Megarian was not at home at that time: that man’s wife, seeing that
Philopoemen was ugly, commanded him to chop the wood, mistaking him for
a servant. Since he had a mild nature, he obeyed the order. When, after coming
back and seeing all that, the Megarian cried out: “Why are you doing this,
Philopoemen?” he said: “Why on earth, if not to serve the sentence for my
ugliness?” And I too, it seems, serve the sentence for my weak eunuch’s body
at your hands. Listen what it means for me. In the Theme that you rule, there
is a suburban possession belonging to a cousin of mine who has no relatives,
and it is being damaged in all kinds of ways and it is completely decaying. I
beg therefore your Eminence to keep it safe; you will get grace from God, and
love and public praise from me. Otherwise, my lord will introduce me, and I
will throw myself at the feet of our powerful emperor, who knows how to
judge everything fairly, and thanks to him justice will shine again for me. May
your love show favour to me.

In Ep. 11 the characters are described with a higher level of specificity, to such
a point that we can identify the time and the place to whom the situation refers. The
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sender is an unnamed eunuch, defined by his role as advisor of a porphyrogenite,
and the receiver is Galen, doux of the Thracesian theme. Griinbart identifies the
recipient with the Galen who is attested in 1133 as katepano in Smyrna (which is in
the theme of the Thracesians) and dates the epistle to 1139%. The emperor whom the
sender declares himself ready to address if the doux refuses to help is anyway John
IT Komnenos (who reigned until 1143).

The communicative occasion is a request of protection (or a preventive move
against any malversation) on behalf of a cousin, addressed to the doux by a eunuch
holding a high place in the court. It is not clear which of the two ranks higher, since
the addressee is called o00EvTo ot GdeAPE, but the relationship seems to be one
between equals. The qualification of the sender as a eunuch is not a descriptive detail
of secondary importance, since it imprints an important mark on the text. The
sender’s actual claim appears indeed to be relegated to a hasty and quite vague
mention toward the end of the epistle’®, whose more substantial part deals with the
sender’s personal condition, filtrated through the anecdote of Philopoemen, the
Greek general who was strong and noble, but, it seems, outstandingly ugly?'. Just as
Philopoemen, mistaken for a servant, must expiate his ugliness, similarly the sender,
in spite of his high social position, perceives his condition of eunouchia as something
to atone for*%. The narrative element is of paramount importance, since the anecdote
is extensively narrated and occupies most of the epistle, whose tone is even animated
by the use of direct speech®’. The model of ethopoiia appears to have a particularly
strong influence on this epistle, which easily fits the characteristics of the exercise,

2 Griinbart, o.c. 181. The date would be consistent with the frame of the collection of the
Letters, which is supposed to follow a chronological order: Ep. 10, dedicated to the death of his brother
Isaac, is dated 1138 (by both Giske, o.c. 9, and Griinbart, o.c. 184), Ep. 12 is dated to around 1138, and
Ep. 13 dates to 1139 (Griinbart, o.c. 185; paulo post decimam Giske, o.c. 9).

30 Tzetzes thus obeys the general tendency in Byzantine epistolography to avoid giving too
much space to a third person whose presence, although necessary, could distract attention from the true
focus of the letter, that is the relationship between the sender and the writer. See Mullett, Theophylact
cit. 18.

31 Tzetzes’ replication of the story is functional to the parallel he builds with the physical con-
dition of the eunuch. Although all the ancient sources clearly say that Philopoemen had no real physical
deformity, he proposes his ugliness as a matter of fact both in the epistle and in the history.

32 Ttis well known that eunuchs had social relevance in the Byzantine court and that eunouchia
was a way of rising in society. Nevertheless, the despicable condition of eunuchs is a conventional
topos in Byzantine literature. See C. Messis, Les eunuques a Byzance, entre réalité et imaginaire, Paris
2014, 213-228.

33 Tzetzes reproduces Plutarch’s passages quite literally, inserting the direct speech exactly in
the same place and using a very similar structure and equivalent words. Cf. Plut. Phil. 2,4; Tzetz. Ep.
11, p. 20,7-9 Leone; Hist. VI 84, 850-852.
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so that one would not even be surprised to read it under the customary title of an
ethopoiia, “tivog O €lmtot Adyoug...”.

Ep. 15
T® iegotato pnreormoritn Hatedv Gg artd Tivog

ATQOVT] HEV %Ol BxOpPOV TTEQL TO YOQAPELY TNV YADTTOV EGYNXOUEV, @
leQWTOTE SEOTTOTO, 00 EvExa ol LITECTEAAOUEDD ETIGTEAAEWY TT] OF)
a0ty %o Ty [Muboryopeiov doxobvteg deouedo clwmnv, xobo xol
aOTOG NUTV XOTOVEISIONG, XOUTOL XUl GLYYEVIXTV TTOTEOOEOBEY GTOQ-
YNV €180TEC TNEOUVTA 6 1RO NudG. [TANY €1 %ot Talg youpaic [MTuboryod-
QELOV NOXOTUEV TNV GLOTNY, GAL’ 00l %0l TOTG £QY01G EMECTYALOUEY,
0LdE TTOTEWOG PIMOG TUEV GUVIUOVEG, OALGL TTOVTOIOG TO TTQOG GTV
Bepamelov omebdouey. BoadeTls 8¢ oy NUETS TTEQL TG Gtodeltels TOV
oV TEAECUATOV EQAVNUEV, OALG XOITO. LEV TOV XQOVOV TOV TTEQICL
XOAOUNV 3N 0ol DTG YEVESHOL YIVOOKELS TNV EXCTQOTELOLY TOD %QOL-
TO0D MUAV 0OTOXEATOEOG THY TTEOG Kikxiow ot Avtioxeav. "Ectd-
Anoov Uev yoQ ToQ’ MU@V TTEQL TNV AVTIOXEWY TOTE Ol TTEOGYQOPOL,
OTOG 0l ATTOSEIEELS TO VD TEQOV YEVOLVTO, X0 LOMG OYE TOOTOG OTTESE-
Eauebo, Tob movoeBaotov cefacTol xuElov AdQLoVOD TADTOG OTTOXO-
uloavtog. ‘H Boadutng 8¢ TdV Godeléemv T@V TEAESUATOV TTG VOV
£yxQoviag ovx GALOOEY TTOBEV EYEVETO T) €% TOD U1 TOV YQOUUOTNPOQOV
vroyelQlov £ivor TG 6Tig y0TNTOG, £T1 8€ *0l TOD UT| 6O TEUPOTIVOL

To the holy metropolitan of Patras as from someone

My tongue is obscure and unadorned in writing, my holy lord, therefore I
hesitated to write to your holiness and I seemed to practice the Pythagorean
silence which you blamed me for, and yet I know the innate affection of uncle
that you keep towards me. Even though I observe the Pythagorean silence in
writings, nonetheless I am not silent in doing, and I am not forgetful of
paternal love; quite the opposite, I was striving to be at your service. It is not
I that am late with the receipts of these payments, but you know that last year
the military expedition of our mighty emperor in Cilicia and to Antioch was
an obstacle. At the time I sent the officers to Antioch, so that the receipts might
happen more quickly, and I received them only a long time later, when the
pansebastos sebastos lord Adrian brought them back. The now considerable
delay of the receipts of your payments is due to nothing but the fact that the
letter-carrier was not under the control of your holiness and that the payments
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%Ol TO, TEAECUOTOL. SUOG %0 OUT® TOD TEAYUOTOG EXOVTOG NUETG GLY-
yeEVIXNV Gryamny €mdei&opevol To Aeimov £fsgamedoapey xol ToOTOG
ATOTANQOCOVTEG GmecTOAxEWEY TT| of) le@dTtnTl. TNV gdhoylow TOD
TQOTOXANTOL ATTOGTOAOL ATTEAXPOV %0l TT) GLYLOSVVT GOL EVYOQIGTNGA.
[MepieTye 8€ TO 1eQdV GOL YEaUU SNAODY UE TT) OF) Y10TNTL, X0l €1 TIVOG
€V XELQL YEVOIUNY T@V OVTMV %0l YVOUEVOV 0OTOBL, £ym 3¢ €D 1601 Og
d€opon pev 0LdEVOC TAOV aOTOOL 1) TG ofg drylag evyic. El 8¢ Tvog ol
deolunv £T€QoV, 0LX GV TT) O6f) GylwoLvY EdMAMGO: TTOAOTG YO dlo-
Beponton TO PIMOTWOV GOV X0l LEYUAOS®QEOV *0l aOTOG &€ TOUTO Aoy
XOAMGTOG ETIGTOMOL" S10 TOL TODTO %0 £1 TVOG £8£0UNY, 00X £8E1 TTQOG
gUYEVT] xOl EVYVOUOVE %0l T OVTL GQYLEQEN %Ol UEYOAOS®QOV %Ol
HOvov 10 d€ov Emiotapevov yodpety pe. ‘H lepd cov xot Oelor 0N xot-
o0ein pot.

were not complete when they were sent. However, even though this is the way
things are, I took care of the rest and after topping it up I sent them to your
holiness, giving proof of familial affection. I also received the blessing of the
apostle who was called first and I expressed gratitude to your holiness. Your
holy letter includes to the instruction to inform your holiness if I am in need
of something among the things which are or have been here, but rest assured
that I do not need any of the things that are there, except for your holy prayer.
If I needed something else, I would not inform your holiness; indeed, your
generosity and munificence resound in many places and I know them very
well indeed myself. For this reason, if I needed something else, it would not
be necessary for me to write to you, noble and right-minded and truly a high
priest, and munificent and the one to be aware of what is needed. May your
holy and godly prayer show favour to me.

This epistle too, like Ep. 11, contains some concrete details and references to
facts and people and appears to be adapted to a real situation. The sender is com-
pletely undefined (both his name and his role stay obscure) and the epistle addresses
a sender who is qualified only by his role of metropolitan of Patras. However, a
specific historical event is referred to: the military expedition in Cilicia and to
Antioch which John II Komnenos started in 1138. Since the sender says that the ex-
pedition was led during the previous year, the epistle can be dated with certainty to
1139. Another prominent figure is mentioned: Adrian Komnenos, son of the sebasto-
krator Isaac (the emperor’s uncle), who took part in the expedition and was later
rewarded with the position of archbishop of Bulgaria. The setting is bureaucratic: the
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sender justifies himself for a delay in sending some documents attesting the payment
of taxes. The anonymous writer says that he sent the documents to Antioch as re-
quired, but they were delayed due to some problems connected to the military
expedition and that they are now waiting to be sent to Patras. He closes the letter by
saying he topped up the payment himself and took care of the other things he was
supposed to settle and reiterating his position of affection and trust towards the
metropolitan. Being involved with tax payments and mediating between important
clergymen, the sender is certainly supposed to be an official; Griinbart proposes to
identify him with a logariastes, a fiscal authority dealing with the ecclesiastical
hierarchy**.

Ep. 30
T® matouayn xved® Miyank g amd Tivog

Tocobtov €x TdV c®v d0DAOC £y® Ttokkocs'r(')g, TOGOVTOV ékécxtcsrog,
T060UTOV AVAELOG TOV GOV ueyoc?»oSmgsmv o GSOTCQO[_)))\,T]TS déomota, @
TCO(’CQLO(QX(DV omgoewwv ® TOV LAC{WV TOOTOV %Ol YOUEQTDV Urcsg—
xelueve, @ TEO(QOL Thg dvodev 68?;10«; 1'0100101(; Sucxsgscroc'rou; %ougou;
emPooaPevbelc NUIV @EOLEE %ol OYLE®UE, 0D TO dAxQLOV TNV YAV
AVOUIAOG TOAUVTOLUEVNV %o ToyEDEV DTECTNEIEEY MOTTEQ TL XOANTL-
XOTOTOV £3Q00U0, ODTEQ Ol TEOCELYOL %ol vnoteion Bepeiiodyov
BGOgov yeyOVasLY BQENXTOV, ® T DACI® HEV X0l TNAIV® GOUOTL vOQ®-
7€, T ToAMTElQ LITEQ BvOQWTOV, TOGODTOV GITWOG £Y®, TOGODTOV GLVa-
El0G T@V 6OV HEYOAOSmEEDY, OeoTiunTE. "EXTQEPELS HEV YOIQ O COTOG
HLELd0G A0oD xartar TOV EUOV Inoobv, xav 00X €€ OAMY®V XAOGUATOV,

To the Patriarch Michael as from someone

So much I am the last of your servants, so much the humblest, so much unwor-
thy of your generosity, O God-blessed lord, o topmost among the Patriarchs,
superior to these material and earthly things! You who have been established
by the divine hand as our protector and fortress in these difficult times, whose
tear, poured on the earth that shakes irregularly, strengthened it as the most
tightly-joined support, whose prayers and fasts are an invulnerable foundation
and basis, o man with a corporeal body made of clay but superior to humans
in behaviour, so much am I dishonourable and unworthy of your generosity,
0 God-honored lord. You nourish thousands of people, as my Jesus did, and

3 Griinbart, o.c. 182.
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AL €€ OLOXANQOV TOV GOTOV, X0l YQELCIOV 8 GALOLG GLPEBECTEQMG
GVTAETG %0l GAAOLG GALOL TO YQEWWESTATA, NUETG OE TV AQTOXANCUA-
TOV %0l TOD 0Q0D TOV 6@V S0TLHOVOV x0BLGTEQILOUEY T) XOL TTOVTELDG
Tooeouedo. TO TEQL TAVTAG YOOV TTQOGNVEG GOV %Ol PIAAVIQ®TTOV, B
Ococinele déomoto, #OUeE TOAMNTIOY TOET, ®ol dEouat THE HeYioTNg
YOG LVNG 6oL eVAOYIOY MueENoloY TEOGXLEWHT VAL pot didochot £’
0o® TavTl THG LOTG Hov.

not with a few bites, but with entire loaves; to some you give money abundant-
ly and you provide others with what they need most; but I was falling behind
the bites of bread and the choir of your dinner companions, or indeed I was
completely neglected. Your kindness and your goodwill towards everybody,
O God-like lord, make me daring too, and I ask your great holiness that your
daily blessing is confirmed for me and given me until the end of my life.

This letter is addressed to Michael II Kourkouas (also named Michael Oxei-
tes), who was chosen as Patriarch of the capital by Manuel I Komnenos and was in
office from 1143 (the year of the death of both the emperor John II Komnenos and
the Patriarch Leo Styppes) to 1146. Nevertheless, despite the mention of a specific
recipient, the epistle seems not to refer to any practical communicative occasion. The
epistle has a complimentary tone and, since most of its text is constituted by quite
fulsome praises of the Patriarch, it hardly goes beyond a mere display of flattery.
The Patriarch is portrayed with a trend for hyperbole and manifest exaggeration (e.g.
his tears would be able to fix the earth shaken by an earthquake; he would feed
thousands of people); he is represented as an extraordinarily generous person whose
euergesia is comparable to the miracle of Christ feeding the crowd with five loaves
(see Matthew 14,17-21, Mark 6,38-44, Luke 12-17, John 6,9-13). The unspecified
sender, instead, presents himself as the only one who was left behind by his generos-
ity, being unworthy of the Patriarch’s divine benevolence. What the sender asks,
after a long praise that was supposed to be introductory but that occupies in fact most
of the epistle, is simply to benefit from the Patriarch’s munificence.

In these six letters, Tzetzes creates a fictitious communicative situation in
which the sender and the recipient act following the schemes and the conventions of
Byzantine epistolography. They can be defined, with good reason, progymnasmata-
epistles®, since they share with preparatory exercises the role of rhetorical model,

35 All these six letters are labelled as epistolary models by Maria Margarita Kevrekidou in her

MA thesis: M.M. Kevrekidou, To emictoloygopxd corpus tov lodvvn TLETEN: moguAnmTTeg,
X0QMYOl x0 TROGTATES £VOG AoYiov Tov 120vL cuwva, diss. Thessaloniki 2013 (available online at
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the fictitious setting, and the adherence to the convention of their own genre.
3.Ep.12,16,17,20,35,41,62,63,64: ‘real’ letters connected with Tzetzes’ activity

Beside the six epistles whose undetermined sender is qualified with the formula @g
&tO Tivog, nine more letters have been included in the number of the fictional ones.
There is no consensus towards them among critics: if Epp. 62, 63 and 64 were
already included in the number by Giske, Ep. 12 is considered fictitious only by Le-
one and Griinbart, while Epp. 16, 17, 20, 35 and 41 are suspected as Musterbriefe or
Auftragswerke by Griinbart alone. All these letters are joined by the absence of the
indefinite expression &g &0 Tvog, absence which cannot fail to be significant in a
corpus whose elaboration was carefully planned by its author himself. In titles of
these epistles there is no mention of the sender; consequently, there is no reason to
suppose that the author wants to attribute the letters to a different persona loquens.
Once established that the sender of these epistles is supposed to be Tzetzes himself,
the difference between them and the rest of the corpus (that is, the difference from
the remaining 92 letters which are considered ordinary) no longer holds. Given that,
these letters are more likely to be an effective part of Tzetzes’ communicative net-
work and to be related to concrete situations, although they remain, unsurprisingly,
strongly influenced by their literary perspective. A major part of these nine epistles
seems to be related to episodes of Tzetzes’ scholarly and teaching activity?®.

Ep. 12: TIpdg twva yoouuotixov (To a grammarian®”)

Ep. 16: TIgog £mioxomov GEWDVTO LET™ EDYVOUOGUYNG TO GTEAAOUEVOL
moQ” adTod d&xecot kol Twdvvn Tov Agovta Emygdhavto
7QOG OV E6TEAMETO TOL 6TEAAOHEVH (To a bishop who asks with

http://ikee.lib.auth.gr/record/132536). The epistles are defined as, respectively: €miGToAN TEOYOUVO-
opo (Ep. 7, p. 34; 9, p. 36; 11, p. 37; 15, p. 42); emiotorf) moTumo (Ep. 30, p. 54); emoToln LIo-
devyno (Ep. 52, p. 72).

36 This article does not include text and translation of all these nine epistles, by reason of space
and focus: I only provide the Greek text and the English translation of Ep. 12 and of the triptych of Ep.
62-64, i.e. of the epistles which are classified by Leone as ad exercitationem accomodatae.

37 Although neither Ep. 12 nor Ep. 17 seem to be fictional, it seems remarkable that the
recipients of Ep. 12 and 17 are indicated using the expression 7tp0g Twve. The expression does not occur
in the corpus except in some of the fictitious epistles, five out of the total 107 (Ep. 7,9, 12, 17, 52). It
may be relevant that wedg + accusative is the construction which is used to refer to the addressee of
ethopoiiai. It is used by Aphthonius (Prog. IX 4) to indicate the character the speech is addressed to in
the genre of ethopoiia which he calls “double”, and the recipient of the ethopoiia was already referred
to with the expression T0 EOG 6 6 Adyog by Theon (Prog. 70,24-25, p. 115 Spengel).
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frankness to receive the things that were sent from him and who
dubs John, to whom he sent them, ‘Lion’)

Ep. 17: TIgdg twva yoouuotixov (To a grammarian)

Ep. 20: “Hooog bPilovtt AovtooxovBaw®® (To a scarab who insults
heroes)

Ep. 35: @A dEiocavtt yooupot ixetnoloy xoupnyv artixifovoay (To a
friend who asks to write a refined supplication in an Attic style)

Ep. 41: T® motouogy® vrtopuvnoxovtt (To the Patriarch’s
OITOUUVIOR®V)

Ep. 62: Amoudebrov matl (To the father of an ignorant child)

Ep. 63: Twi dtoBoret (To a slanderer)

Ep. 64: Twi popooxome (To a blemish-examiner)

Ep. 12
IIdc Twva yooppatiedv

AOYIOTOTE YQOUUOTIXE, GLOXOVVTOG TTOQO TTG OTG UEYOAETIPOVELNG
rogowvnBEvTeg TE xol o BEVTEG NvEyxapey: Ehoyicouedo obv dEov
UNXETL TNV oMV EEOYANKEVOL LEYOAETTLPAVELOY, TVOL UT) RO TTEQOLTEQ®
70, THG TTaoviog Nuiv eoywenoete. To §” GAla o1y®, TO 3 TOV YQOupN-
GOUEVOV E8APLOV KOADS %ol TAATENG TOTG BoLAOUEVOIG TTaVTO, SNA®-
GELEV, AUEQNL & ETTIAOUTOL HAQTLEES GOPAOTOTOLY. OL THV QUSIOG YOLQ

To a grammarian

O most learned grammarian! I have tolerated enough to be outraged and
mocked by your magnificence; I think therefore there is no more need for me
to importune your magnificence, so that your outrage does not proceed further
against me. I omit the rest, but the text of what will be written will explain
everything correctly and abundantly to the ones who want to know: «the future
days are the wisest witnesses». I am not among those who can easily be

38 As far as we know, the word LovtoxévBoog is an absolute hapax, being attested only in

the title of this epistle. The epithet is undoubtedly an insult; Griinbart, o.c. 185 defines it as: «eine Scha-
be, die sich gerne im Feuchten aufhilt (vielleicht blatta orientalis)». The reference is to the Homeric
Thersites who, being a coward, criticizes the Greek heroes and could be an allusion of a less talented
scholar who dares to criticize a more brilliant colleague (namely Tztetzes himself). On Tzetzean insults
see Julia Mantova’s chapter in this volume; on Tzetzes and Thersites, that by Valeria F. Lovato.

3 Pind. OL. 133.
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olopuévov MUetg, x0v Oavexeohon »ol poxQoBLUETV UepabNxouey.
"EQo®co Ttotlmv Nuic, €1 Toxtéol 6ot Aoyouedo, GAL’ £8et xoi TTgoun-
BEwg poovtida molelohal og, unrote xol TeElQo Adfng Metouedetlog
Thic ' Emun0éng mondoc.

mocked, even if I have learned to tolerate and be patient. Go on mocking me,
if you think I should be mocked, but you should also take care of Prometheus’
thoughts, in order not to experience Metameleia [i.e. ‘repentance’], daughter
of Epimetheus.

Ep. 12 is piece of vivid and caustic irony directed against a colleague. Tzetzes
reports that he has been mocked and discredited by the recipient, a grammarian, and
to have run out of patience towards his behaviour. This epistle is radically different
from the group of six progymnasmata-letters in terms of contents and form: it is
neither an epistolary model nor to a letter produced on commission, but rather a small
piece of a literary querelle. Ep. 12 does not show the typical features and the topoi
of Byzantine epistolography, it focuses on the blame of a single adversary and seems
to refer to a concrete episode. Based on the corresponding passage in the Chiliads*
(VI 85, 854-895) the dispute may have arisen from a disagreement on etymology.
The focus is on wine and on drinking games such as kottabos, and on the etymology
of apowio and tEomnhoxiopog in particular. It seems that the controversy could
have originated precisely from a different etymology: while a grammarian — whose
name does not even deserve to be mentioned — states that the word was derived from
‘mud’, Tzetzes offers a different (and of course better) etymology connecting the
word to wine and to the comic and symposiastic sphere.

The fact of portraying colleagues as villainous, injurious, and ignorant people,
together with the strong (and somewhat threatening) self-defense, is a fairly charac-
teristic trait of Tzetzes’ production. The teaching milieu of the Komnenian age was
a working environment in which competition was fierce and where each professional
was busy not only affirming his ability as a scholar and a teacher but also criticizing
others” work in order to discredit his rivals*'. Tzetzes, who was not part of the circles

40 A reference to Chiliads themselves could be seen in the mention of “the text of what will

be written” which “will explain everything correctly and abundantly”. After all, to clarify things and to
provide information to those who wants to learn is exactly the aim of the Chiliads in relation to the
Epistles: see also the introduction to this volume, pp. xxiii-xxv.

41 All Byzantine literature is scattered with references to cases of harsh competition and mock-
ery of rivals between scholars and schoolteachers. See for instance F. Bernard, Writing and Reading
Byzantine Secular Poetry 1025-1081, Oxford 2014, 254-259, 266-276. Rivalry between schools was
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which were closer to the court and did not manage to obtain a prestigious teaching
position, had a compelling need of self-promotion**.

Ep. 12 is not an isolated case in Tzetzes’ letter collection, since there are many
other letters addressed to more or less identifiable colleagues or learned men. A
parallel could be found with the homonymous Ep. /7, where Tzetzes harshly urges
a colleague to give him back some book that he had borrowed. A polemical invective
(not necessarily directed against a colleague, even if it is most likely) animates also
Ep. 20, when the recipient, described as an insect who dares to insult heroes, is
mocked because of his vile aspect and behaviour and is compared to Thersites insult-
ing the Achaeans®. Ep. 16 focusses on the contrast between Tzetzes and a bishop.
The letter is highly sophisticated, and it is so strongly centred on the private relation-
ship between the two that it is sometimes obscure to decode for the external reader.
Nevertheless, some elements seem to emerge clearly: an exchange of gifts undoubt-
edly occurred, as well as a crack in the friendship between the sender and the recip-
ient and a skirmish concerning the appellative ‘lion’ that the sender gave to Tzetzes,
blaming him for being arrogant and voracious. As far as Ep. 35 is concerned, the
addressee is referred to as a rhetor and the focus is on rhetorical production and
imitation (one of the corresponding passages, Hist. VIII 169, 94-123, contains the
definition and practical examples of the Hermogenic concepts of x0AANG1ig, the
union of a quotation with one’s own text, and wo®dio., the union of a quotation
with one’s own text with a partial redrafting and reinterpretation, see Herm. Meth.
30 Rabe).

The last three epistles of this group, included among the fictitious epistles by
Giske, Leone and Griinbart, are connected to concrete teaching controversies. These

also framed in specific contests between pupils centred on the practice of schedography. On schedogra-
phy see . Vassis, Schedographie, NP X1 (2002) 152-153, and, at least, R. Browning, /I codice Marciano
Gr. X1.31 e la schedografia bizantina, in Miscellanea marciana di studi bessarionei, Padova 1976, 21-
34; L. Polemis, TTpofAfuota: tg Butavtiviig oxedoyoopiog, «Hellenika» XLV (1995) 277-302; and
recently P.A. Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine and Its Dangers. Eustathios of Thessalonike on schedo-
graphy and everyday language, «<DOP» LXIX (2015) 225-242; 1d., Learning to read and write a
schedos: The verse dictionary of Paris. Gr. 400, in P. Odorico-S. Efthymiadis-1.D. Polemis (edd.), Pour
une poétique de Byzance. «<Hommage a Vassilis Katsaros», Paris 2015, 11-24; Id., Blemish examiners
cit.; F. Nousia, Byzantine Textbooks of the Palaeologan Period, Citta del Vaticano 2016, 49-92.

42 See M. Savio, Polemica e invettiva nelle opere di Giovanni Tzetze: screditare i concorrenti
e pubblicizzare 1’ “eccellenza tzetziana”, «RFIC» CXLVI (2018) 181-238; Ead., Screditare per valo-
rizzare. Giovanni Tzetze, le sue fonti, i committenti e la concorrenza, Roma 2020; A. Pizzone, Self-
authorization and strategies of autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi rediscovered, «GRBS» LX/4
(2020) 652-690, esp. 678-690.

4 Maybe a metaphor of an untalented and arrogant scholar who disparages his more brilliant
colleagues.
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are the three shortest epistles of the corpus, being constituted by a single sentence:
Ep. 63, the shortest ‘letter’ overall, is made of seven words which constitute a single
trimeter*’. The author himself refers to Ep. 64 as émiotoMov (Hist. IX 298, 959),
while in the scholion to Ep. 62 (schol. 92,10, p. 169 Leone) these letters are called
Aoxovixoi €mietodal. Sure enough, they are but very short and caustic messages
whose meaning is, at a first glance, quite obscure, and can be understood only by the
person they have been written for. Their shortness and their obscurity are likely to
be the main cause of their unanimous inclusion among the fictional ones. Neverthe-
less, these epistles, which share a berating and mordent tone, prove themselves to be
connected with the environment of teaching and literary controversies.
Ep. 62
Arardedrov tatol
OV Bovlopoi 8 afertneio LIOD TETEQE ATETV: CMEPQEOVILE 0DV GV TOV
LLoV, €1 T® OVTL TATHQ.
To the father of an ignorant child
I don’t want to vex the father for the silliness of the son: so recall your son to
his senses yourself, if you really are a father.
Ep. 63
Tuwi draPolrel

‘O Mdpog Tévto 00®V E0VTOV 0VY, 0QQ.

To a slanderer

Although he sees everything, Momos can’t see himself.

Ep. 64
Twi peopooxomo

U PEV TOG EUOG PaALOIVOG ELEMP®” GOVG &€ copovg TnAEPoug vevoul-
%0G.

4 The use of the trimeter is likely to imitate the model of the gnomai monostichoi attributed

to Menander, and Euripides’s gnomai.
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To a blemish examiner

You blame my pdAlovor, but you call your wise men Telephoi.

If the first one, Ep. 62, is a reproach to a father for the boorishness of his son,
Ep. 63 is addressed to a slanderer who, like Momos, sees everyone else’s blemishes
and makes fun of them but is unable to recognize his own. Ep. 64, though appearing
completely obscure at a first glance, has been instead demonstrated to provide a cross
section of a concrete linguistic and exegetical dispute.

Tzetzes himself offers us an explanation of this cryptic message in Hist. IX
297, 946-959*. He explains that the reference to the blamed ¢pdAiovor must be
traced back to his commentary to Lycophron’s Alexandra, where he explained the
different kinds of qpdhouvon®, respectively the cetaceous (that is, the whale present-
ed in Lycophron’s verse alongside dolphins) and the insect (the moth), both of which
named after their habit of jumping toward the light. Tzetzes offered several names
in which @dAoivor can be called: dAoiva, POy, YOO, TLEEVGTOVUOQEOG, and,
in the everyday language, xavdntoopéotoa (‘lamp-extinguisher’). In offering these
lexical entries, he is not only listing synonyms, but he is also providing a fairly
complete lexical overview, inclusive of different stylistic registers. He glosses the
conventional word @d&Acive, employed by Lycophron, not only with words belong-
ing to the same register, but also with a synonym coming from the vernacular, like
rovdnrooPeotooa. The blemish-examiner whom the epistle addresses is a person
who browses his colleagues’ works in the desperate search of a blemish to reproach
them for: the reference is to another (anonymous*’) scholar who blamed Tzetzes for
mixing different registers and mocked him for using vernacular Greek while glossing
Lycophron*. Since criticizing colleagues was a proper weapon to harm their career,

45 Panagiotis Agapitos exhaustively reconstructed the whole story: see Blemish cit.

The animal is called (p&Aoave: in the commentary to Lycophron and ¢pdAAotve, systemat-
ically, in the epistle and in the Chiliads.

4T Tzetzes defines him as “buffalo-priest”, so the scholar is likely to be involved in the
ecclesiastic hierarchy, but this is the only — very weak — clue toward his identification.

4 The buffalo-scholar and his work cannot be identified, but it is possible to follow the debate
on Tzetzes’ side, since he usually builds a strong and explicit system of links between his own works,
quoting himself and often reusing passages of his own other works. The issue of xovdnlooBéstoo
occurs in a great number of his works: besides the Epistles and the Chiliads, it appears also in his scholia
on Lycophron, on Aristophanes (schol. Ar. Ran 507a Koster), and on Oppian (schol. Opp. p. 404 Diib-
ner). There is a remarkable difference between two redactions of Tzetzes’” Commentary to Aristopha-
nes: while in schol. Ar. Ran. 855a Koster the gloss to the verse is very simple and mentions only the
brain, the version of schol. Ar. Ran. 854 Koster presented by ms. Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (the second
redaction) adds a precise reference to the Telephus as Euripides’ play.

46
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Tzetzes could not have found a better way to pay his pwpooxomog back than to
denounce one of his blemishes in return. In Hisz. IX 299, 960-980 he informs us that
the so-called buffalo wrote a sort of comedy for Patriarch Leo Styppes and called the
Patriarch’s brain ‘Telephus’, inappropriately quoting a verse from Aristophanes’
Frogs (855) in which Dionysus warns Euripides to dodge because Aeschylus, hitting
him out of anger with an enormous word, could spill out the Telephus from his head.
The buffalo, Tztetzes says, does not understand Aristophanes’ reference to Euripi-
des’ play Telephus and misunderstands the verse, considering ‘Telephus’ as a learn-
ed way to refer to the brain.

None of these nine epistles can be considered a fictional epistolary model: all
of them are clearly related to a more or less practical occasion and to the activity of
their author.

4. Drawing conclusions

The fifteen letters which have been singled out as fictional or written on behalf of
someone else do not form a homogeneous group. Six of them (Ep. 7, 9, 11, 15, 30,
52) are effectively epistolary models, while the other nine (Ep. 12, 16, 17, 20, 35,
41, 62, 63, 64) are ‘real’ letters that Tzetzes sent during his life and career and that
relate to concrete episodes, exchanges, and often disputes. In these last epistles the
recipient is not identified, but he is alluded to in a way that, although remaining
obscure for us, must have made him well recognizable in the learned circle in which
Tzetzes’s works circulated and in which the literary querelle was disputed*’. The two
groups show different features in both content and form.

A first visible clue is the title: an explicit mention of the presence of a different
sender occurs in the fictional letters, where the persona loguens is clearly distanced
from the author with the indefinite pronoun and the use of w¢ (®¢ &mwod Tvog). The
coherent and systematic presence of this formula, occurring in the fictional epistles,
ensures the distinctive role that the title plays in the internal classification in the eyes
of Tzetzes himself. The indefiniteness of the title, for its part, ensures that the
purported sender is not a concrete person who commissioned the letter and states the
fictional nature of the text. These six epistles can be described as progymnasmata-
epistles, because they are conceived and act as a preliminary exercise and a model
for composition. In them, Tzetzes choses a sender and a recipient among a variegated
multitude of typical characters of the society of the time (the monk, the bishop, the

4 The non-outspoken mention of the recipient, who is often a competitor or an enemy, could

be responding to a rhetorical mode of both attacking in an indirect manner and focussing on self-
promotion.
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patriarch, the eunuch, the doux, the foreigner) and builds up a concrete communi-
cative occasion meant to be the scenario of the text. The quantity of details provided
concerning the situation is uneven: in some epistles the communicative occasion is
just vaguely sketched (Ep. 52) or even unmentioned (Ep. 30), while in others the
situation is described in some detail and more characters are introduced (Epp. 11;
15). While the sender is totally indefinite (Epp. 15; 30; 52) or designated only by his
social role (Ep. 7, 9, 11), the recipient is sometimes identified as an actual authority
of the time (like the doux Galen in Ep. 11 and the patriarch Michael in Ep. 30);
nevertheless, it has no consequence either on the text or on its fictionality. The cha-
racters generally act in a bureaucratical milieu: the imaginary sender, from time to
time, faces several different situations in which he must deal and interact with au-
thority and to create and maintain relationships inside the bureaucratical and eccle-
siastical hierarchy.

In these letters almost all the topoi of Byzantine epistolography are explored:
the expression of friendship and affection (Ep. 15, 52), absence and the excuse of
the impossibility of a face-to face meeting (Ep. 7), the justification of a delay in com-
munication (Ep. 15), the complaint for one’s own personal condition (Epp. 9, 11, 30)
and the (sometimes pleading) request of protection and help (Ep. 9, 11, 30) or of a
post one aims to hold (Ep. 7), the eulogy of the recipient (Ep. 9, 11).

On the contrary, there is no reason to seclude the other nine letters (Ep. 12,
16, 17, 20, 35, 41, 62, 63, 64) from the remaining 92 epistles of the corpus, since
they perfectly insert themselves into Tzetzes’ communicative network and they have
no fictional elements.

GIULIA GERBI
giulia.gerbi@unive.it



John Tzetzes on ekphrasis and the art of knowledge transfer

Introductory notes

Ancient ekphrasis is the rhetorical art of vivid description as explained in the pro-
gymnasmata handbooks (pre-exercises) of the Roman Empire. As far as we know,
the progymnasmata were first described in the first century CE by Aelius Theon.
Later rhetoricians of the Second Sophistic, such as Aphthonius, ps.-Hermogenes,
and Nikolaos of Myra, only made little changes. The literary influence of progym-
nasmata goes back to Classical and Hellenistic times, as demonstrated by literary
analysis and archaeological evidence, i.e. ostraca and papyri with these school ex-
ercises'. Second Sophistic rhetoricians defined ekphrasis as “a guiding speech that
brings the subject matter vividly before the eyes™™. Ekphrasis is therefore the verbal

*  For helpful suggestions I owe my thanks to José Antonio Ferniandez Delgado, Francisca
Pordomingo Pardo, Minerva Alganza Rolddn, Anastasios Antonaras, Enrico Magnelli, and Enrico
Emanuele Prodi.

' J.A. Fernandez Delgado, Influencia literaria de los progymndsmata, in J.A. Fernindez
Delgado-F. Pordomingo Pardo-A. Stramaglia (eds.), Escuela y literatura en Grecia Antigua, Cassino
2007, 273-306; J.A. Fernandez Delgado-F. Pordomingo, Topics and models of school exercises on
papyri and ostraca from the Hellenistic period: P.Berol. inv. 12318, in T. Gagos (ed.), Proceedings of
the 25th International Congress of Papyrology, Ann Arbor 2010, 227-238; J.A. Fernandez Delgado-F.
Pordomingo Pardo, La retérica escolar griega y su influencia literaria, Edicién a cargo de J. Urefia
Bracero y L. Miguélez-Cavero, Salamanca 2017.

2 Ael. Theon Prog. 118,7 Patillon-Bolognesi: £x(a.oig £6T1 A0Y0G TTEQUTYMUOTINOG EVOQ-
yi Ut Sy &ryov TOv dndoduevov. For some small differences in the ancient definition of ekphrasis
see R. Webb, Ekphrasis, Imagination and Persuasion in Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Practice,
Farnham-Burlington VT 2009, 39-59. For an introduction to the literary praxis of ekphrasis and the
existence of ecphrastic canons in antiquity and Byzantium cf. J. Mufloz Morcillo, Aproximacion a los
cdnones de la ékphrasis, entre tradicion literaria e influencia escolar, <RCCM» LXI/2 (2019) 475-
495. For further general literature on ancient ekphrasis cf. R. Webb, Ekphrasis ancient and modern:
The invention of a genre, «Word & Image» XV/1 (1999) 7-18; S. Bartsch-J. Elsner, Introduction: Eight
ways of looking at an ekphrasis, «CPh» CII (2007) i-vi; A.S. Becker, Sculpture and language in early
Greek ekphrasis: Lessing’s Laokoon, Burke’s Enquiry, and the Hesiodic descriptions of Pandora,
«Arethusa» XXVI/3 (1993) 277-293; 1d., The Shield of Achilles and the Poetics of Ekphrasis, Lanham
MD-London 1995; J. Elsner (ed.), Art and Texts in Roman Culture, Cambridge 1996, 54-74; 1d., Intro-
duction: The genres of ekphrasis, «Ramus» XXXI (2002) 1-18; D.P. Fowler, Narrate and describe: the
problem of ekphrasis, «JRS» LXXXI (1991) 25-35; 1d., Even better than the real thing: A tale of two
cities, in Elsner (ed.), Art and Texts, cit. 54-74; R. Nicolai, L’ &xpocig, una tipologia compositiva
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capacity to create mental images with psychological, persuasive strength. Ekphrasis’
topics range from characters (persons or animals), events, places, times, manners of
doing something, and many other things. Aphthonius added plants as subject matter
in the fourth century; Nikolaos of Myra included sculptures and pictures in the fifth.
Rhetoricians considered ekphrasis as one of the most advanced rhetorical exercises,
often used in combination with other progymnasmata such as narration (diegema) or
praise (enkomion). Due to its overarching character, ecphrastic texts are present in
every literary genre changing their function over time. In Late Antiquity, some au-
thors wrote ekphraseis as «<memory images»’. Those texts were not meant for com-
municating with a broad audience, as in classical times. Therefore, we miss some
descriptive vividness in them. But, in eleventh- and twelfth-century Byzantium, a
Hellenistic revival modernized the psychological use of ekphrasis. The fascination
for ecphrastic texts eventually reached Italian humanists. Guarino’s translation of
Lucian’s Slander is for many authors the new starting point for a Western ecphrastic
tradition that fosters both the production of new ecphrastic texts, e.g. encomiastic
speeches on Church dedications, and the production of images inspired by ancient
descriptions.

This article deals with the contribution of John Tzetzes (ca. 1110-1180) to the
understanding of ekphrasis and its practice in twelfth-century Byzantium and delin-
eates his possible influence on Renaissance Italy.

In response to a silk scarf he had received as a present, John Tzetzes wrote a
thank-you letter as an ekphrasis (Ep. 71). Most of the mythological references in this
encomiastic letter are explained in Hist. X 327, 307-324. After commenting on the
Homeric topos about the surpassing excellence of Phaeacian women in the art of
weaving, Tzetzes proceeds to describe the silk scarf in terms of a highly sensual and
unique experience*:

dimenticata dalla critica antica e dalla moderna, «AION(filol) » XXXI (2009) 29-45; For the special
case of technical ékphrasis cf. C.A. Roby, Technical Ekphrasis in Greek and Roman Science and Liter-
ature. The Written Machine between Alexandria and Rome, Cambridge 2016, 298-299.

3 R. Webb, Picturing the past: Uses of ekphrasis in the Deipnosophistae and other works of
the Second Sophistic, in D. Braund-J. Wilkins (edd.), Athenaeus and his World: Reading Culture in the
Roman Empire, Exeter 2000, 218-226.

4 For the importance of silk production and trade in Byzantium cf. R. Sabatino Lopez, Silk
industry in the Byzantine Empire, «Speculum» XX/1 (1945) 1-42; cf. also A.M. Muthesius, Silk, power
and diplomacy in Byzantium, in Textiles in Daily Life. «<Proceedings of the Third Biennial Symposium
of the Textile Society of America, September 24-26, 1992», Earleville MD 1993, 99-110. I thank
Anastasios Antonaras for bringing to my attention these two, articles which were helpful to my under-
standing of Tzetzes’ description of the silk scarf.
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AmELABOV YAQ GOV TNV XAV, E8eEGUNY TNV dwEENV, £180V TO DPOG %EQ-
%180G £Qyov ONPouxiic, £TEONTEY TO XAAAOG, NYNOAUNV TOV TEXVOLEYOV,
GQ(T)V é%sxuﬁ%sw TOG TMV (’)uuéc'w)v Bo?»('xg, %0Q0V 8€ GYETV 0LSOUDG ?jxov
Tng Osocg agyugoxgow AV TO xQ®Ho TOD ocpouc;, ® TOV OALOV xgwuocr(uv
ocm‘oc; smyocvvuuoa MO0 TN 00y, pokoxov TNV Gy, XQUGOGT]]JOV nv
00’ O pégog Tocg xeTgag [Leone Xagt&ocg] elobopev sﬁocgrocv TTUXVOV TV,
AeTov nv GTEQQOV TV, Unsanuoc‘nCov ‘rnv #Afiow %0l ToQOTEE OV TOD
o0meQ Vpoug ExEXANTO %ol TOtg &x um:(ov 8&&81%0)\/ cLVTEDEWEVOLG
avtnole Tfj 8¢ oTMTvOTNTL Tf] €% TUXVOTNTOG TE %0l THG AEW0TNTOG
AOUTTQOV EVOTTTQOV TAEOV ATTEAOYUTIE.

I got your thanks, I received the present, I saw the web, a work of a Theban
weaver’s shuttle, I was amazed by its beauty, I admired its industriousness, I
couldn’t stop to glance at it, I did not get tired at all of looking at it. Its colour
was silvery, which is the colour I mostly exult with; it was pleasant to the eyes,
soft to the touch; it was embroidered with gold, we accustom our hands to
hang upon it in turns, and it was compact, smooth, stiff, perfectly pacing the
closeness and being driven by the very web that summoned and also strived
the combination of six-fold threads: thanks to the brightness resulting of its
compactness and smoothness, it shone more than bright mirrors.

Tzetzes reflects on the first contact with the gift using verbs of perception and
gradually intensifies the degree of anticipation: “I looked at it” (€1dov), “I was
amazed” (€tebnmew), “I couldn’t stop gazing at it” (0QAV EXEXUNXE TOG TOV
oupdtov Borag — actually: “weary from throwing glances at it”). At first glance, the
scarf is generally a beautiful thing — at least as beautiful as the famous Phaeacian
weaving works he describes in the introduction of the letter. Then, he remarks on its
colour, calling it “silvery” (&yvoyovv). This is Tzetzes’ favorite colour, as he
goes on to remark: @ TOV ALV yEoUATOV 00TOG Emrydvvopon (“I mostly exult
with this color”). This remark may suggest that this is not going to be a description
based on universal values but on personal preferences. At the same time, silver and
gold (a few lines later the scarf is said to be youcdonuov, i.e., “embroidered with
gold”) are traditionally preferred colours for representing opulence and prosperity.
These colours, though, could also have a Neo-Platonic equivalence, conveying the
ascent from the lowest material level to the experience of divine light through a kind
of symbolic capacity or anagoge. The anagogical ascent was probably first popu-
larized by pseudo-Dionysius the Aeropagite, who enunciated it as an intellectual
effort for elevating the spirit from materiality to divinity. It then became an essential
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tenet for symbolism in patristic exegesis and poetry”. Some descriptions of jewelry
by the French abbot Suger (1081-1151) can thus be understood as demonstrating the
anagogical and epiphanic character of works of art’. Hence, the brilliant colours
silver and gold do not necessarily correspond with the observer’s own personal pref-
erences.

Moreover, it is not even necessary to ascribe to this passage an anagogical
intention in Neo-Platonic terms. Indeed, in Hist. X 327 Tzetzes attributes the bright-
ness of the Phaeacian weaving work to a type of ‘Homeric’ “close-woven fine linen”
that is “watered by wet olive 0il” (x0oc€wv & 0BovEémv amoleiBeton LyQOv &-
Aoiov, Od. VII 107). Tzetzes nominalizes the archaic term xongoc€wv in ‘Kairosis’,
which he defines as “the junction of a web of fine linen, the density, the setting of
warp and weft threads whose high density is best composed of, and by means of
woven robes it appears a shining and a radiance like the brightness and shining of
the olive oil” (Kalgooig 1 cuvageta: Tod Bpoug Tiig 000vng, / 1) TOxveo1g, 1) GOV-
Be01c GTNUOVOVY %O TTIG #QO%NG, / €€ NG TOAATIG TUXVAOGENMS ARIGTOG LVPUCHE-
vng, / €€ DPooUATOV GTIMPIC TE POIVETOL TIG X0l aiYAN, / 0lo 6TV ) AElWOIG
%0l oTIMPIg TOD €Aatov, vv. 327-331). Read in view of this interpretation of the
Phaeacian weaving art, the ékphrasis from letter 71 would in no way concern Neo-
Platonic anagogical experiences, but rather the more general meaning of superlative
brightness as the result of outstanding craft and decorum’.

5 Dion. Aerop. De coelesti hierarchia 11 5,12: &voteivesBon 510 TOV POVOUEVOV ETTL TOG

Uregroopiog, “to lift up from sense-perception to divine realities”; cf. also G.W.H. Lampe, A Patristic
Greek Lexicon, Oxford 1961, 100-101.

¢ Cf. e.g. Suger’s description of Saint Eloy’s Cross in the abbey church of St. Denis in De
administratione 33,198: Unde, cum ex dilectione decoris domus Dei aliquando multicolor, gemmarum
speciositas ab exinstrincecis me curis devocaret, sanctarum etiam diversitatem virtutum, de materia-
libus ad inmaterialia transferendo, honesta meditatio insistere persuaderet, videor videre me quasi sub
aliqua extranea orbis terrarum plaga, quae nec tota sit in terrarum faece nec tota in coeli puritate,
demorari, ab hac etiam inferiori ad illam superiorem anagogico more Deo donante posse transferri
«Thus, when—out of my delight in the beauty of the house of God—the loveliness of the many-colored
gems has called me away from external cares, and worthy mediation has induced me to reflect,
transferring that which is material to that which is immaterial, on the diversity of the sacred virtues:
then it seems to me that I see myself dwelling, as it were, in some strange region of the universe which
neither exists entirely in the slime of the earth nor entirely in the purity of Heaven; and that, by the
grace of God, I can be transported from this inferior to that higher world in an anagogical manner» (E.
Panofsky, Abbot Suger: On the Abbey Church of St.-Denis and its Art Treasures, ed. by G. Panofsky-
Sorgel, Princeton NJ 1979?).

7 Tzetzes also describes with a similar enthusiasm the clothes of Antisthenes the Sybarite in
Hist. 129, 815-823. In this case, too, there is obviously no need for a religious interpretation.
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However, Tzetzes’ urge to describe a superlative experience allows him to
claim, in a more general sense, that the silk scarf is “pleasant to the eye” (R80 TNV
Bcav), “soft to the touch” (uodoxov Trv Gpnv), “embroidered with gold” (xouvc6-
onuov), i.e., of excellent quality. Among other things, the scarf is at once “compact”
(tumvov), “smooth” (AeTov), and “stiff” (cTepdv). All these qualities are easy to
perceive as everyday sensory experiences, which Tzetzes also points out by referring
to the experience of holding the silk scarf in each hand (x00’ 6 uéQog Tag xetQog
eloBopev £Eaptav). Therefore, this description seems to be sensuous but not
because of the object’s intrinsic value nor because of Tzetzes’ personal predilection.
It is a multisensory, sensuous description because his superlative gratitude inspires
a smart communication strategy that takes the mythical suitability of excellent
crafted materials as its point of departure. John Tzetzes appeals to the reader’s multi-
sensory experience in order to communicate his own hyperbolic enthusiasm for the
present with corresponding verbal vibrancy, adhering to the essential progymnasma-
tic recommendation of vividness (€vaQyeia) for sparking public’s imagination by
putting the described object in front of the eyes®. Furthermore, as a good grammarian,
Tzetzes continues his encomiastic description by resorting to the corresponding
substantives of the scarf’s main haptic characteristics (rruxvov and Agiov), introduc-
ing a variation that leads to the idea of a brightness beyond a plain visual experience,
i.e. the scarf is even more radiant because of its compactness and smoothness (t7) 8¢
STIMTVOTNTL Tf] €% TUXVOTNTOG TE %O TTIG AE0TNTOG AUUTTQOV EVOTTTQ®OV TAE-
ov amélapure, “thanks to the brightness resulting of its compactness and smooth-
ness, it shone more than bright mirrors”). The result is a rhetorical exercise of gradual
encomiastic ekphrasis with some similarities to an anagogical elevation of sensory
perception that could frame it in the more general context of medieval ambiguity of
the material world.’

Even if Tzetzes’ description may resemble an anagogical exercise, its exhorta-
tions and hyperboles, as well as the clearness and concision of the verbal presenta-
tion, strongly suggest that he is following the main guidelines of Second Sophistic
progymnasmata handbooks. Tzetzes’ decision to do so is neither obvious nor typical
of description-writing in twelfth-century Constantinople. In fact, since Late Antiqui-

8 Theon 118-120 Patillon-Bolognesi; Aphth. 36-38; ps.-Hermog. 22-23 Rabe; Nikolaos of Myra
67-71 Felten.

° In the Middle Ages, the physical world used to have a negative connotation (according to
Christian neo-Platonic theories) but sometimes, materials, animals, plants, or even crafted objects could
also have a symbolic, spiritual dimension. Cf. e.g. U. Eco, Arte e bellezza nell 'estetica medievale, Mila-
no 1987.
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ty, ecphrastic practice had developed a different tenor in comparison with the ‘guide-
lines’ from the first handbooks of progymnasmata.

In the third century, for example, we find ekphraseis that are long and rich in
detail, for instance in Triphiodorus’ Sack of Troy, even though the first rhetoricians
mostly quoted and even recommended brief descriptions. The first of the four ca-
nonical rhetoricians who dealt with progymnasmata, Aelius Theon (first century
CE), explicitly instructed his students to offer descriptions in a way that nonetheless
avoided beating around the bush (0 un TeAéwg dmounxdVEY TEQL TO GYENOTA,
119 Patillon-Bolognesi). Nikolaos of Myra added in the fourth century that the
descriptions should be made in detail, i.e., xorto péQog (“part by part”, Nikolaos of
Myra 68-69 Felten). The poets from the Egyptian Thebaid (such as Triphiodorus or
Nonnus'?) seem to have often ignored Theon’s advice of concision insofar as many
of their descriptions are quite long and rich in intricate details that reduce or even
annihilate the psychological strength recommended in the progymnasmatic defini-
tion of ekphrasis.

Some late compilators such as Athenaios of Naukratis are interested in the
preservation of information via description''. Accordingly, they neglect the primary
goal of ekphrasis to appeal to the imagination building on the public’s knowledge.
Indeed, Late Antique authors no longer assume any general knowledge on the part
of the public in order to establish this symbiotic essence of évagyeta, but instead
tend to formulate their descriptions in full. For example, as Webb has revealed,
pseudo-Nikolaos designed his ecphrastic examples as «memory images», i.e. de-
scriptions «with a specific cultural agenda to preserve the knowledge of the tradition-
al narratives of classical literature»'2.

In some cultural and artistic contexts, stand-alone ekphraseis serve allegorical
or interpretative purposes, especially when it comes to describing pictures or sculp-
tures that represent ideas or mythological episodes such as the Eikones by Philostra-
tus or the epigrammatic description of sculptures (e.g. Posidippus’ epigram on the
statue of Kairos made by Lysippos, AG XVI [Plan.] 275 = 142 Austin-Bastianini'?).

10 For an approach on ekphrasis in poetry from the Egyptian Thebaid, especially in Triphiodo-

rus and Nonnus, see Miguélez Cavero, o.c. 283-309.

11 Webb, Picturing cit.; cf. e.g. Athenaeus’ descriptions of Philopator’s river boat (Ath. V
204d-206d), Hieron of Syracuse’s large transport ship (V 206d-209e), or mollusks and pearl harvesting
in India (IIT 93a-94b).

12 R. Webb, The Model Ekphraseis of Nikolaos the Sophist as Memory Images, in M. Griinbart
(ed.), Theatron. Rhetorische Kultur in Spdtantike und Mittelater, Berlin 2007, 463-475: 464.

3 Cf. F. Pordomingo Pardo, L épigramme de Posidippe sur la statue de Kairos, AP XVI
(Plan.) 275: Image, texte, réalité, «Philologus» CLVI/1 (2012) 17-33.
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Indeed, as late as the eleventh century, Mic