John Tzetzes and the blemish examiners: a Byzantine teacher
on schedography, everyday language and writerly disposition

Defining the relation between learned and vernacular literature still remains an
important issue concerning the overall study of Byzantine literature. Since the mid-
dle of the nineteenth century these two linguistic and literary areas were more or
less viewed as being separate entities catering to the needs and expressing the ide-
ologies of different strata of Byzantine society, high (written and Byzantine) in the
case of learned literature and low (oral and Neohellenic) in the case of vernacular
literature.! This division had a great impact on the study of late Byzantine and early
Modern Greek literature, especially in the way in which the socio-cultural environ-
ment of these two literatures was perceived and how the master narratives for their
respective histories were gradually created up to the middle of the twentieth centu-
ry.? Though much work has been done in editing and interpreting learned and ver-
nacular texts, and even though voices have been raised against the division of these
two domains,’ the overall impression from publications of the last twenty years is
that most Byzantinists prefer to deal with learned texts, leaving the vernacular ma-
terial to Neohellenists, while the latter on the whole avoid to study in depth materi-
al before the fifteenth century.*

The research for the present paper was conducted in June-July 2012 at the Institut fiir Byzanti-
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versitit Koln) with fellowships from the Alexander-von-Humboldt Stiftung (Bonn). I am grate-
ful to the Humboldt Stiftung for its continuing financial support, as well as to Albrecht Berger
and René Niinlist, who acted as my hosts in Munich and Cologne. The paper was finished with
a fellowship from the Faculty of Arts and Philosophy (University of Ghent) in October 2016. I
am grateful to the Faculty for its financial support and to Kristoffel Demoen as my host in
Ghent. My thanks extend to Carla Castelli, Yakir Paz, Aglae Pizzone and Nikos Zagklas for pro-
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V' P. A. Agapitos, Karl Krumbacher and the History of Byzantine Literature, «Byzantinische
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2 P. A. Agapitos, Dangerous Literary Liaisons? Byzantium and Neobellenism, «Byzantina» 37,
2017 (forthcoming).

> See, for example, E. Trapp, Learned and Vernacular Literature in Byzantium: Dichotomy or
Symbiosis?, «Dumbarton Oaks Papers» 47, 1993, pp. 114-129; C. Cupane, Wie volkstiimlich ist
die byzantinische Volksliteratur?, «Byzantinische Zeitschrift» 96, 2003, pp. 577-599.

4 For some examples see P. A. Agapitos, Genre, Structure and Poetics in the Byzantine Vernacu-

«MEG» 17, 2017, pp. 1-57
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In a recent paper, I attempted to show how problematic this approach is, while I
proposed that the joint study of learned and vernacular texts would be productive
on an analytical microlevel, as well as on a synthetic macrolevel.” As a case study, I
chose the type of grammatical exercise known as schedos and the practice of sche-
dography in the twelfth century, exactly the period in which it was believed that
the separation of learned and vernacular language and literature was finalized. In a
further paper, I looked more closely at the way in which schede were taught in
school and read by various recipients,® while in another three papers I examined in
more detail the opinions of Anna Komnene, Eustathios of Thessalonike and
Theodore Prodromos about schedography as a practice and the use of everyday
language in literary texts.” What, in my opinion, became apparent from these stud-
ies is that (i) everyday language was used in schools for teaching Greek, (ii) various
authors and other players in Constantinople’s network of education had differing
opinions about schedography, and (iii) the schedos became part of a new performa-
tive literary genre (the “prose-schedos-verse” triptych) from about the Thirties of
the twelfth century and until at least the end of Manuel Komnenos’ reign. Not only
was a new genre created out of schoolroom practice, but this practice also generat-
ed the composition of court poems in the vernacular, such as the surviving poems
of the so-called Ptochoprodromic corpus.

The present paper is the last in this series and focuses on a fourth writer and
teacher of the Komnenian era, the polymath and polygraph John Tzetzes (ca. 1110-
after 1166).%2 Despite the appearance of important editions of a number of his

lar Romances of Love, «Symbolae Osloenses» 79, 2004, pp. 7-101: 7-8. One should also note the
almost complete absence of vernacular literature from the relevant chapters of the Oxford Hand-
book of Byzantine Studies (2008).

° P. A. Agapitos, Grammar, Genre and Patronage in the Twelfth Century: Redefining a Scientific
Paradigm in the History of Byzantine Literature, «Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik»
64,2014, pp. 1-22. For a further overview of education in the Middle Byzantine era see A. Mar-
kopoulos, Teachers and Textbooks in Byzantium: Ninth to Eleventh Centuries, in S. Steckel, N.
Gaul, M. Griinbart (eds.), Networks of Learning: Perspectives on Scholars in Byzantine East and
Latin West (c. 1000-1200), Betlin-Miinster 2014, pp. 3-15. On schedography in Southern Italy
see now L. Silvano, Schedografia bizantina in Terra d’ Otranto: appunti su testi e contesti didattici,
in A. Capone (ed.), Circolazione di testi e scambi culturali in Terra d’Otranto tra Tardoantico e
Medioevo, Vatican City 2015, pp. 121-167 with an edition of various schede and a full list of
items from the schedographic collection of Vat. Barb. gr. 102.

¢ P. A. Agapitos, Learning to Read and Write a Schedos: The Verse Dictionary of Par. gr. 400, in
S. Efthymiadis, Ch. Messis, P. Odorico, I. D. Polemis (eds.), Vers une poétique de Byzance:
Hommage a Vassilis Katsaros, Paris 2015, pp. 11-24.

7 P. A. Agapitos, Anna Komnene and the Politics of Schedographic Training and Collogquial Dis-
course, «Néa Poun» 10, 2013, pp. 89-107; Literary Haute Cuisine and its Dangers: Eustathios of
Thessalonike on Schedography and Everyday Language, «Dumbarton Oaks Papers» 69, 2015, pp.
225-241; New Genres in the Twelfth Century: The Schedourgia of Theodore Prodromos, «Medio-
evo Greco» 15, 2015, pp. 1-41.

8 For his life and works see the essential study by C. Wendel, Tzetzes Johannes, in RE, 7A, 1948,
coll. 1959-2010. On the approximate date of Tzetzes’ death see now E. Cullhed, Diving for
Pearls and Tzetzes’ Death, «Byzantinische Zeitschrift» 108, 2015, pp. 53-62, in critical response
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works offering a solid basis for scholarly research, there still remain poorly edited
or even unedited texts of his in need of critical editions.” Hellenists have for the
most part been interested in Tzetzes as a “classical philologist”, viewing his works
more as repositories of lost ancient Greek material rather than as textual products
of the twelfth century with a concrete socio-cultural and literary life of their own.!°
At the same time, Tzetzes has not received any deeper literary interpretive atten-
tion from Byzantinists. A few studies have dealt with specific themes of his ceuvre,!!

to N. Agiotis, Tzetzes on Psellos Revisited, «Byzantinische Zeitschrift» 106, 2013, pp. 1-8. In or-

der not to burden the notes of the present paper, I offer here a list of Tzetzes” works most often

used together with their editions and abbreviations:

Ep. P. A. M. Leone (ed.), Ioannis Tzetzae Epistulae, Leipzig 1972.

Hist. / Chil.  P. A. M. Leone (ed.), Ioannis Tzetzae Historiae, 2nd edition, Galatina 2007 (1st
edition, Naples 1968).

Tambi P. A. M. Leone (ed.), Ioannis Tzetzae Iambi, «Rivista di Studi Bizantini e Neoel-
lenici» 16-17, 1969-1970, pp. 127-156.

Carmll. P. A. M. Leone (ed.), Ioannis Tzetzae Carmina Iliaca, Catania 1995.

Allegll. J. Fr. Boissonade (ed.), Tzetzae Allegoriae 1liadis accedunt Pselli Allegoriae, Paris

1851 (repr. Hildesheim 1967); English translation with facing Greek text by A.
Goldwyn, D. Kokkini, John Tzetzes: Allegories of the Iliad, Cambridge, MA 2015.

AllegOd. H. Hunger (ed.), Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorien zur Odyssee, Buch 1-12, «Byzanti-
nische Zeltschnft» 49, 1956, pp. 249-310; Johannes Tzetzes, Allegorzen zur Odys-
see, Buch 13-24, «Byzantinische Zeitschrift» 48, 1955, pp. 4-48.

Theog. 1. Bekker (ed.), Die Theogonie des Johannes Tzetzes aus der bibliotheca Casanaten-
sis, «Abhandlungen der Koniglichen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin aus
dem Jahr 1840: Philosophische und Historische Klasse», Berlin 1842, pp. 147-
169 (repr. in I. Bekker, Opuscula academica Berolinensia: Gesammelte Abbhandlun-
gen zur Klassischen Altertumswissenschaft, Byzantinistik und Romanischen
Philologie, 1826-1871. Band 1: Aus den Abbhandlungen der Preufischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, 1826-1847, Leipzig 1974, pp. 443-465).

Sch. Ar. Plut. 1. Massa Positano (ed.), Johannis Tzetzae Commentarii in Aristophanem. Fascicu-
lus I continens Prolegomena et Commentarium in Plutum, Groningen 1960. [M-P]

Sch. Ar. Nub. D. Holwerda (ed.), Johannis Tzetzae Commentarii in Aristophanem. Fasciculus 11
continens Commeﬁmrmm in Nubes, Groningen 1960. [Ho]

Sch. Ar. Ran. W.]. W. Koster (ed.), Johannis Tzetzae Commentarii in Aristophanem. Fasciculus
III continens Commentarium in Ranas et in Aves, argumentum Equitum, Gronin-
gen 1962. [Kol

° For a recent overview of Tzetzes’ life and works see I. Ch. Nesseris, H noideio otnv Kovorov-

TvoumoAn xatd tov 120 aidva, PhD thesis, University of Ioannina, I-II, Ioannina 2014: I, pp.

158-197 and II, pp. 515-540 (exhaustive catalogue of his works with full bibliography). For

briefer overviews see H. Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, 1-11, Mu-

nich 1978, II, pp. 59-63 and 1. Grigoriadis, Twdvvng T¢ét¢ng: ‘Emicrodai. Eicaywyn, uetdgpa-

o, oyéAta, Athens 2001, pp. 27-32 (with good bibliography).

10 For two recent publications of this type see O. Primavesi, Lecteurs antiques et byzantines

d’Empédocle: de Zenon a Tzétzés, «Cahiers de Philologie» 20, 2002, pp. 183-204 or D. Canavero,

Enea e Andromaca in Epiro, «Acme» 55,2002, pp. 151-164.

1 For example, Grigoriadis, Twdvvng TCétlng, cit., pp. 9-25 offered an analysis of Tzetzes” hu-

mor.
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his relation to Hellenism,'? his social network, his relation with his students, or his
“beggarly” character as a “poet on commission”."> Only very recently studies have
focused on a more sustained, theoretically informed, literary analysis of some of
Tzetzes’ works.'* One central difficulty in approaching Tzetzes as an author is the
fact that most of his lengthier surviving works have been (or appear to have been)
written for didactic purposes, thus giving the impression that they do not offer the
necessary basis for literary interpretation. However, the question whether didactic
texts are literature is a modern and not a medieval problem." Another major diffi-
culty in studying Tzetzes is the extreme and quite particular presence of his own
Self in his texts, to the point that the vast majority of his writings appears to be dri-
ven by an “autographic syndrome”.

The textual image of this phenomenon — Tzetzes’ egocentric, idiosyncratic and
contentious character — has been mostly interpreted as a purely personal trait of
his.'® However, it is not possible to establish a direct — biographic, psychological or
intellectual — one-to-one relationship between texts and their authors. This, obvi-
ously, does not mean that a number of Byzantine writers — particularly so from the

12 A, Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium: The Transformation of Greek Identity and the Reception
of the Classical Tradition, Cambridge 2007, pp. 301-307, has proposed to read Tzetzes as an ex-
ponent of “Rhomaian” Hellenism in the twelfth century; see also his Classical Scholarship in
Twelfth-Century Byzantium, in C. Barber, D. Jenkins (eds.), Medieval Greek Commentaries on
the Nicomachean Ethics, Leiden 2009, pp. 1-43: 26-32, with a rather superficial treatment of
Tzetzes and his commentaries.

P See M. Grinbart, Prosopographische Beitrige zum Briefcorpus des loannes Tzetzes, «Jahrbuch
der Osterreichischen Byzantinistik» 46, 1996, pp. 175-226; Byzantinisches Gelebrtenelend — oder
wie meistert man seinen Alltag?, in L. M. Hoffmann, A. Monchizadeh (eds.), Zwischen Polis,
Provinz und Peripherie, Mainz 2005, pp. 413-426; Paideia Connects: The Interaction between
Teachers and Pupils in Twelfth-Century Byzantium, in Steckel, Gaul, Griinbart (eds.), Networks
of Learning, cit., pp. 17-31: 27-29; N. Gaul, Résing Elites and Institutionalization — Ethos/Mores -
“Debts” and Drafts: Three Concluding Steps Towards Comparing Networks of Learning in Byzan-
tium and the “Latin” West, ibid, pp. 235-280: 266-268; A. Rhoby, loannes Tzetzes als Auftrags-
dichter, «Graeco-Latina Brunensia» 15, 2010, pp. 155-170.

4 See E. Cullhed, The Blind Bard and «I»: Homeric Biography and Authorial Personas in the
Twelfth Century, «Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies» 38, 2014, pp. 49-67: 58-67, and the
forthcoming papers by A. Pizzone, Self-Authorization and Strategies of Autography in Jobn Tzet-
zes’ Historiae, «Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies» 57, 2017 and The Historiai of John Tzet-
zes: A Byzantine “Book of Memory”?, «Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies» 42, 2018.

5 Tn particular for poetry see M. Lauxtermann, Byzantine Didactic Poetry and the Question of
Poeticality, in P. Odorico, P. A. Agapitos, M. Hinterberger (eds.), «Doux remeéde...»: Poésie et
Poétique a Byzance, Paris 2009, pp. 37-46; see also E. M. Jeffreys, Why Produce Verse in Twelfth-
Century Constantinople?, ibid., pp. 219-228.

16 Tndicatively, see Wendel, Tzetzes, cit., col. 1965; Kaldellis, Classical Scholarship, cit., p. 26
(«comically annoying personality»); Nesseris, IToideia, cit., I, p. 158. For a more balanced ap-
proach see Griinbart, Byzantinisches Gelebrtenelend, cit., p. 413. For a sympathetic approach by
a Classicist to Tzetzes in his commentaries see F. Budelmann, Classical Commentary in Byzan-
tium: Jobn Tzetzes on Ancient Greek Literature, in R. K. Gibson, Ch. S. Kraus (eds.), The Classi-
cal Commentary: Histories, Practices, Theory, Leiden 2002, pp. 141-169, though the socio-eco-
nomic aspects of his persona are not discussed.
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late tenth century onwards — did not have a sense of being “authors” and did not
express such a sense quite clearly in their writings.!” Yet their authorial identities
were also shaped by their social, cultural, religious and economic environment and
the resulting manifold codes of interaction with their real or intended listeners
and/or readers.

In the highly competitive environment of the capital, where the correct exegesis
of standard school texts (such as Homer, Euripides, Aristophanes, Hermogenes
and Aphthonios) was of paramount importance for promoting a specific teacher’s
superiority over his colleagues, criticism of a potential competitor’s work was a
crucial weapon in eliminating him from receiving a coveted position or a lucrative
commission.'® Criticism by others is one of the reasons why Tzetzes kept a watch-
ful eye over his own work, lest it should be appropriated by some other teacher.!’
This happened, for example, when a certain Pelagonites, Tzetzes’ colleague at the
Pantokrator Monastery, appropriated his commentary to the progymnasmata of
Aphthonios. Tzetzes accused Pelagonites of plagiarism and succeeded in convinc-
ing the abbot to relieve the adversary of his teaching duties.?’ Within such a con-
text, to accuse a competitor of philological ignorance or of using wrong Greek was
instrumental in discrediting this person’s standing as a qualified teacher. Eu-
stathios, for example, in his lectures discreetly criticized Tzetzes’ products of
Homeric philology and corrected his errors,?! while Tzetzes in his commentaries

17 For theoretically well-equiped discussions of this matter in Byzantine Studies see S. Papaioan-
nou, Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantium, Cambridge 2013, along with A. Piz-
zone, The Author in Middle Byzantine Literature: A View from Within, in A. Pizzone (ed.), The
Author in Middle Byzantine Literature: Modes, Functions and ldentities, Boston-Berlin 2014, pp.
3-18, and M. Mullett, Iz Search of the Monastic Author: Story-Telling, Anonymity and Innovation
in the 12th Century, ibid., pp. 171-198.

18 On this literary competitiveness, which reflected a very specific need for social and financial
success, see the pioneering study of A. Garzya, Literarische und rhetorische Polemiken der
Komnenenzeit [1973], in Storia e interpretazione di testi bizantini. Saggi e ricerche, London 1974,
nr. VIL. Two textual witnesses of such polemics in the twelfth century are a still unedited text by
Nikolaos Kataphloron about blatant plagiarism by competitors (see M. Loukaki, TuuBwpvyot
Kol OKVAEVTES vekpdv: Ot anowels Tov Nikoddov KatagAdpov yia tn pnropikn Kot Tovg phi-
topeg omv Kovotavtivotvmoin tov 120v aidva, «Byzantina Symmeikta» 14, 2001, pp. 143-166)
and an anonymous vituperation against writers who compose monodies (edited with translation
and commentary by A. Sideras, Eine byzantinische Invektive gegen die Verfasser von Grabreden,
Vienna 2002).

19 See Pizzone, Self-authorization, cit., part 2.

20 Epp. 78-79. For another case of blatant plagiarism, where a teacher stole Tzetzes’ commentary
to Lycophron, tried to pass it as his own and was exposed by a pupil see ep. 42; see also a
grotesque episode of supposed plagiarism described by Tzetzes in Sch. Ar. Ran. 897a (Rec. II),
951-955 Ko (on the latter passage see Gaul, Riszng Elites, cit., pp. 266-268). Recension II repre-
sents an expanded and revised version of Tzetzes’ Aristophanic commentaries. It is most fully
preserved in the famous Ambr. C 222 inf., once dated to the late 13th-early 14th century. How-
ever, C. M. Mazzucchi, Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (Graecus 886): il codice e il suo autore, «Aevum»
77,2003, pp. 263-275 and 78, 2004, pp. 411-437, has convincingly shown that the Ambrosianus
was copied out in the late 12th century, commissioned and read by a pupil of Tzetzes.

21 D. Holwerda, De Tzetza in Eustathii reprebensiones incurrenti, «Mnemosyne» 13, 1960, pp.
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also criticized, though not discreetly, other teachers on their metrical or grammati-
cal inadequacies.?? The detection and publicizing of such “wrong” usages exempli-
fies the professional risks to which teachers could be exposed if they did not have a
powerful social network to support them and good diplomatic skills to counter
such an exposure, as Theodore Prodromos had successfully done.” Tzetzes often
represents himself as the target of such criticism, offering us valuable insights into
the control mechanisms within a professional peer group such as the capital’s
grammarians.” The fight for securing a new patron or keeping an old one is what
comes out most strongly in Tzetzes’ appeals as documented in his letters.?

In comparing John Tzetzes and Eustathios of Thessalonike, we can say that the
two men stand at a substantial distance within the social, cultural and educational
spectrum of Komnenian Constantinople. In contrast to Eustathios, Tzetzes never
occupied any high rank in the capital’s “school system”, nor any rank in the eccle-
siastical hierarchy. Despite Tzetzes’ vast textual production (he himself speaks of
10V £EfKovTa cuyyeypauuévay pot BipAov, «the sixty books written by me»?°),
only two brief prose texts of public oratory survive from his pen, this again in con-
trast to Eustathios’ grand orations and sermons.?” Moreover, Tzetzes’ philological
works, such as his commentaries on the Aristophanic triad, Lycophron’s Alexandra
or on the I/7ad?® differ greatly in style, structure and perspective from Eustathios’
Parekbolai on Homer or the exegesis on the iambic Pentecostal canon.?’ Eustathios

323-326, and now E. Cullhed, Eustathios of Thessalonike: Parekbolai on Homer's Odyssey 1-2.
Proekdosis, Uppsala 2014, pp. *21-*24.

22 H. Hunger, Zur Interpretation polemischer Stellen im Aristophanes-Kommentar des Johannes
Tzetzes, in Kouodotpayruara. Festschrift W. J. W. Koster, Amsterdam 1967, pp. 59-64.

2 See Agapitos, New Genres, cit., passim, and N. Zagklas, Theodore Prodromos: The Neglected
Poems and Epigrams. Edition, Translation and Commentary. PhD thesis, University of Vienna,
Vienna 2014, pp. 58-87.

24 On the role of phthonos («envy») as an emotion and a driving force in this specific context of
teacher rivalry see M. Hinterberger, Phthonos: Mifigunst, Neid und Eifersucht in der byzantini-
schen Literatur, Wiesbaden 2013, pp. 168-171.

¥ Indicatively, see Epp. 56 (to the sebastokratorissa Eirene), 57 (to Megalonas, representative of
Empress Eirene), 89 (to the sons of Theodore Kamateros) and 74 (to Joseph, abbot of Pantokra-
tor Monastery).

26 See the similar phrased passages in Sch. Ar. Ran. 843a (Rec. II), 936, 13-19 Ko and Sch. Ar.
Ran. 897a (Rec. I1), 954, 15-955, 4 Ko. The «sixty books» also make an appearance in Hzsz. 369,
Chil. X1 103.

27 A speech of gratitude addressed to the Patriarch John IX Agapetos (1111-1134) and a conso-
latory speech addressed to an anonymous. Both texts were written before 1134; see B. L. Kon-
stantopoulos, Inedita Tzetziana: Avo avéxdotor Adyor tov lwdvvov TEéw(n, «Hellenika» 33,
1981, pp. 178-184. That Tzetzes was absolutely capable of writing lively and artful prose can be
seen from his letters, one of the most interesting epistolographic collections of Byzantine litera-
ture.

2 Only the commentary to Book 1 was ever completed; see now M. Papathomopoulos (ed.),
E&nynots Twavvov ypaupatikod 1o T¢Et¢ov gig v Ourjpov TAidda, Athens 2007.

2 On the latter see now P. Cesaretti, S. Ronchey (eds.), Eustathii Thessalonicensis Iz canonemn
tambicum Pentecostalem, Berlin 2014.
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and Tzetzes represent two different types of teachers within the capital’s society,
the former being an “upper-class” and high-profile 7zaistor, the latter being a
“middle-class” grammatikos with a restricted public profile.’® Tzetzes certainly
gave no cause to be attacked for political reasons, as had been the case with high-
level controversies over “correct” education at other times in Byzantium.’! Thus,
some of Tzetzes’ eccentricities, which prove to be devices of high literary artistry,
are related to his middle-class social standing and his failed efforts to achieve a
higher educational status in Komnenian Constantinople.”

Given these differences between Tzetzes, Prodromos and Eustathios, and given
the amount of material Tzetzes has to offer, it will be quite instructive to examine
in detail his opinions about schedography and everyday language, because this will
enable us to see in what ways the social position of a teacher might influence his
view on language instruction and literary writing. Furthermore, by looking into the
way Tzetzes combines in one specific work the question of appropriate language
use with a writet’s o7konomia, we shall be able to clarify some debated issues in the
study of Komnenian literature. Such an examination will further our understand-
ing of the variegated picture of Komnenian textual production in respect to the as-
sumed division between learned and vernacular Greek language and literature.

The schedographic labyrinths of ignorant scum

The practice of schedography is firmly attested since the first decades of the
eleventh century.”” The reading and writing of this new type of grammatical exer-
cise (oy€dog, «sketch», «improvisation») quickly developed into an important ele-
ment of the education system. A schedos was written for advanced pupils and

0 Tn comparison to Eustathios or Theodore Prodromos the number of high-standing persons as
addressees of his works is restricted, while the relationship of these people to Tzetzes was in
most cases not long-lasting; see Griinbart, Prosopographische Beitrige, cit., passinz, and Rhoby,
loannes Tzetzes, cit., passin.

1 One such case was the clash between Leon Choirosphaktes and Arethas of Caesarea in the
eatly tenth century; see P. Magdalino, I Search of the Byzantine Courtier: Leo Choirosphaktes
and Constantine Manasses, in H. Maguire (ed.), Byzantine Court Culture from 829 to 1204,
Washington, DC 1997, pp. 141-165: 146-161, and 1. Vassis (ed.), Leon Magistros Choiro-
sphaktes, Chiliostichos Theologia, Berlin 2002, pp. 7-10. Another case was the controversy be-
tween Nikephoros Choumnos and Theodore Metochites in the early fourteenth century; see 1.
Seveenko, Etudes sur la polemique entre Théodore Métochite et Nicéphore Choumnos: La vie in-
tellectuelle et politique a Byzance sous les premiers Paléologues, Brussels 1962, pp. 21-174, and
Hinterberger, Phthonos, cit., pp. 323-325.

32 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, Boston-Berlin 2017 (forthcoming).

3 Agapitos, Anna Komnene, cit., pp. 98-102. To the references on schedography there one
should add a piece of information provided by Psellos. In addressing his former fellow student
Romanos, he remembers how both of them, while young (ca. 1130), diligently studied correct
spelling (0pBoypadia) by writing out schede: ovtol dvoeL Te Gvieg deklol kal omovdy) 10, TAEL-
OTO TV YPNOLHOV YEYPOOOTEG GYEdDV, OV TOTE Kol avtog oyedoypaddv Etvyxov (Ep. 16: E.
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served two main aims: it drilled them in the complexities of Greek spelling, gram-
mar and syntax, while it also helped them to understand the progymnasmata. These
two aims were achieved through the puzzling form in which the grammarian pre-
sented the schedos. The text, punctuated in an erratic manner, was filled with
strange words and phrases giving no meaning. The pupils had to decode this «rid-
dle» (ypidog or vénuo) and to rewrite it correctly. The puzzles were based on simi-
larities of sound, called dvtictoiya («correspondences»). For example, we will
find phrases playing with similarly sounding nominal and verbal forms’* or wrong-
ly written phrases that need to be acoustically decoded.”” Most schede were in
prose (usually up to twenty lines in length), but there survives a fair number of
schede in iambic twelve-syllable verse. By the middle of the twelfth century a par-
ticular type of schedos had become fashionable, in which an antistoichic prose sec-
tion is concluded by a short non-antistoichic poem, often addressed to a recipient.
This particular “diptych” type was in all probability an invention of Theodore Pro-
dromos, who elevated the schedos to a new genre, offering it to aristocratic patrons
as entertainment. It is this specific, wholly literary activity that Anna Komnene and
Eustathios criticized as a form of deviation from the true aim of proper educa-
tion.>®

Similar to Eustathios,”” Tzetzes viewed schedography as a labyrinth created by its
practioners, mostly teachers like himself.’® For example, he wrote a letter to his
friend and colleague John Ismeniotes in order to praise him about his literary skills
which Tzetzes only recently had discovered. Tzetzes notes to his addressee that «I
knew you to be a most exact model and scientific master of general education».’
As Tzetzes notes in the Histories, the vast verse commentary to his own letter col-
lection composed around 1155-1160 and commonly referred to as Chiliades,*® by

Kurtz, F. Drexl [eds.], Michaelis Pselli Scripta minora magnam parten: adbuc inedita. Volumen
alterum: Epistulae, Milan 1941, p. 20, 5-8).

4 From an unedited schedos of Stylianos in the Vat. Pal. gr. 92, f. 194": €1 deicelg, 8edv, ® nad,
kol nepl Adywv eidfoelg idloeic, NdNoelg cavtov kol tov €xBpov dnoeig; see C. Gallavotti, No-
ta sulla schedografia di Moscopulo e suoi precedenti fino a Teodoro Prodromo, «Bollettino dei
Classici» s. II1, 4, 1983, pp. 3-35: 27 n. 23.

3> From a schedos of Constantine Manasses transmitted in the Vat. Pal. gr. 92, f. 235 (a) kol
¢xioonoev 1o 1¢ instead of kol oikicelg éviote, and (b) évidkeé te pwobeig instead of v xal
é1epdc g see I. D. Polemis, Fiinf unedierte Texte des Konstantinos Manasses, «Rivista di Studi
Bizantini e Neoellenici» 33, 1996, pp. 279-292: 283.

3¢ For a detailed discussion of the above see my studies in n. 7 with full documentation and bib-
liography.

37 Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., pp. 227-230.

38 Very few and brief are the remarks on Tzetzes and schedography; see Gaul, Rising Elites, cit.,
pp. 273-279 on schedography in general with a reference to Tzetzes, and Nesseris, IMoideia, cit.,
I, pp. 166-167 on Tzetzes and schedography.

3 Ep. 77, 114, 4-5: dnoypoppudv yép o€ Kol €momuovdpymy thg £ykukAiov maildetag £yivo-
oKoV GKkplBEctatoy.

40 The Histories are quoted by the ordinal number of each historia and the thousand-verse nu-
meration introduced by Theodor Kiessling in 1826. On the Histories as a larger-scale project of
Tzetzes see the studies by Aglae Pizzone referred to above in n. 14.
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«general education» in this passage he meant only «grammar».* He then goes on
to explain what exactly the subject was by which he knew the skills of Ismeniotes:*?

KOl yOp €1 Kol KOAOKVUVTALG KOTO TOV KOULKOV EANUOV, Opmg 0K glov ovtmg OV
GpAentElY UE, OAAC TopePLELOVTO TPaVAG OpaV KOl GKOVELYV Ol UEYOAODVELS TOV
Tapo 600 TAGKELCAV oyxedovpylk®v AofupivBwv mloxol kol ol €aydviot
duirdot 00 yop ooy 0UTO TOV AVNKOVUGTMY KOl GUOVP®Y LEALGTOYELG TOV AdYmV
gxpéovoal 1uyyag. ovt® uév, ouTm TG £YKVKALOVL Toldelag VTOYPOUUOY GE HdELY
OV aKxpLPEcTOTOV.

And even if pumpkins were damaging my eyes, according to the Comic,* yet still I
would not be as incapable of seeing, since the ingenious intertwinings and the non-
athletic competitions of the schedourgic labyrinths you have intertwined would
powerfully force me to see and listen. For your intertwinings were not utterly un-
known and obscure, pouring forth the honeydripping charms of your words. Thus,
then, thus I knew you to be the most exact model of general education.

Explaining in the Histories his own phrase oyedovpyikdv Aopupivbov mlokod,
Tzetzes expounds the story of Daedalus and the construction of the Labyrinth for
King Minos.** The story of the Labyrinth gives Tzetzes the opportunity to make
the following comment about schedourgic «riddles» (vofjuatoa):*

565  Tolotog O AaBvpivBog v 6 wopad v Kpimy,
dpOVPLOV TOAVEALKTOV, KOXAOELSES TNV OECLY.
‘Ey® 3¢ tponikdTepov SELVOTNTL PNTOPWV
10 oYedoVP YAV vorata vov Aafupivioug £omv.

565  Such was the Labyrinth that was situated on Crete,
a fortress with many twisted coils, snail-shaped as to its arrangement.
But I, more allegorically by means of rhetorical force,
called now the riddles of schedographers «labyrinths».

The extravagant epistolographic compliment payed to Ismeniotes about his inge-
nious composition of labyrinthine yet charming schede and its explanation in the
Histories, are the only positive statements about schedography Tzetzes made in the
totality of his surviving works. In its choice of specific words the phrasing in the
passage quoted from Ep. 77 is fairly similar to a passage about the schedographic

4 Hist. 377, Chil. X1 527-528: viv 8¢ ye v ypappatiktny £yxivxiiov moideiav | einov, kotd
KaTdypnowv, o AoY® d€ Kupiy.

2 Bp 77, 1143-11.

$ Ar. Nub. 327 viv y¢ 101 §idn x0Bopdc a01dc, €1 uf Anuag kolokvvtalg (Socrates speaking to
Strepsiades about seeing the Clouds descending from Mount Parnes and the latter not seeing
them clearly). On the Aristophanic verse and its meaning see Hzst. 378, Chil. X1 529-542 along
with Sch. Ar. Nub. 323a, 460, 18-19 Ho: kol 6 Zokpdtng €l un kolokOvtalg, onot, Anuag kol
UEYOA®G AUPALOTELG LoOUEYEDELG ExwV TAG ANUAG, dLK® 1O TovTOG Opag.

4 Hist. 379, Chil. X1542-568.

¥ Hist. 379, Chil. X1 565-568.
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practice of Theodore Prodromos in the monody written by his pupil Niketas Euge-
nianos*® and a passage on the schedographic practice of Patriarch Michael in an
encomiastic oration written by Eustathios.*’ All three passages accentuate the per-
formative aspects of the schedos, making it quite clear that Tzetzes knew very well
what he was writing about.

All other remarks of Tzetzes about schedography and its practioners are decisive-
ly negative. This massive criticism of «the art of the grammatical sketch» () téyvn
100 6)£80v¢), as Anna Komnene called it,* focuses on two major issues. The first
concerns the ignorance of schedographers, be it in basic matters of spelling, gram-
mar and metrics or in more complex subjects of general education, such as rhetoric
and astronomy. A most telling example of this criticism comes from a note by Tzet-
zes (but copied out in the late thirteenth century), to be found on the left margin of
cod. A of Herodotus, the famous Laur. 70, 3 (early 10th cent.), f. 5*.* Commenting
on Her. I 23 (Apiova t10v MnBuuvaiov), Tzetzes remarks to the future reader of
the codex:°

"Aplova Yvooke pikpov pot Ypadety
1LOVIK®OG T€ Kol kot 'At0180¢ Mdyoug
Anpelv Adyoug €a 8€ TpwEonAOKouC.

Know that "Apiova is to be written with an omzicron,
both in Tonic and according to Attic diction;
but let the teacher-intertwined speeches tell fooleries.

The concern of Tzetzes about the correct spelling of third-declension proper
names ending in -ov is also to be found in the Histories. On account of a reference
to Arion in the verse epistle he addressed to the teacher Lachanas Zabareiotes,’!
Tzetzes includes a whole exegetical note on Arion and his story with reference to
Herodotus.”? In an added scholion to the heading of this history, Tzetzes points to
the correct spelling of Arion by quoting an ancient verse inscription preserved in
Aelian’s On the Nature of Animals. He then remarks addressing his future pupils:”®

46 1, Petit, Monodie de Nicétas Eugénianos sur Théodore Prodrome, «Vizantijskij Vremennik» 9,
1902, pp. 446-463: 461-462; see Agapitos, New Genres, cit., pp. 20-22.

47 OrMin. 7, ed. P. Wirth, Eustathii Thessalonicensis Opera minora, Berlin 2000, pp. 100-140:
131, 23-30; see Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., pp. 232-233.

® Alexiad XV 7, 9: D. R. Reinsch, A. Kambylis (eds.), Annae Comnenae Alexias, Berlin 2001, p.
485, 18.

4 On the complex make-up of the present codex see M. J. Luzzatto, Note inedite di Giovanni
Tzetzes e restauro di antichi codici alla fine del XII secolo: 11 problema del Laur. 70, 3 di Erodoto,
in G. Prato (ed.), I manoscritti tra riflessione e dibattito, I-111, Florence 2000: II, pp. 633-654 and
111, pp. 323-330 (plates).

>0 Luzzatto, Note inedite, cit., p. 643.

5L Chil. IV 479.

52 Hist. 17, Chil. 1396-417 (Ilepi "Apiovog).

3 Sch. Chil. 1396; 533, 3-5 Leone.
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0 EMLYPOULO KOL ONUEL®MGOL, Tva €€ 00TOV YLveoKoLg, 0Tt "Aplovog T0 O ULKPOV deT
ypdoeLy, mg 10 IMavdiovog, T&lovog kol 10 GuoLo, Kol 0V i¢ ol BovPalol cyedek-
dotat péya.

Of this epigram take note, so that you might know from it, that in ’Apiovog the 6
should be written as omzicron, like Tlavdiovoc, 1&iovog and the same, and not omzega
like the buffalo sketch-publishers write.

In the marginal note of the Laurentianus quoted above the tp@&or are the school
teachers who «intertwine» schede,’* only that, in the opinion of Tzetzes, the teach-
ings of such people tell nonsense. Tzetzes’ scholion to Hzsz. 17 makes it clear that
he has the schedographers in mind. He calls them «publishers of sketches» (a word
created by him)*® and characterizes them as «buffaloes».’® As we shall have the op-
portunity to see further below, this word is one of his favorite abuses for character-
izing ignorant teachers, including himself in two cases.”’

The ignorance of schedographers in matters of spelling, especially of epic and ar-
chaic vocabulary, is expressed most clearly in another scholion. Tzetzes wrote a
highly intricate letter to his former pupil Alexios, congratulating him on his ap-
pointment as kokkiarios, a tax official.”® The letter opens with a verse from Hesiod
(Op. 486 fuog k6xKVE KokKVLEL dpVOG €v TetdAotot), in which Tzetzes introduces
a wordplay with the verb xokx0{e1v and its homophone xokxiletv. Both verbs are
brought into relation with Alexios’ new office, the name of which is firmly pointed
out to the readers by its inclusion in the letter’s heading:*”

>4 E.g., like the proximos Stylianos in poems 9-10 of Christopher Mitylenaios: M. De Groote
(ed.), Christophori Mitylenaii Versuum variorum collectio Cryptensis, Turnhout 2012, pp. 10-11.
% However, the verb oxedexdotém is attested in his contemporary Gregory of Corinth (see LBG
5.0.).

%6 On the meaning of the word as «foolish person» see Kriaras, IV, p. 160, s.v. BovBakog; see al-
so Ph. Koukoules, ©cocairovikng Evotabiov ta Aaoypadixd, I-11, Athens 1950: 11, p. 184 with
references to Tzetzes, but also to Ptochopr. 11 (version H), 68-73 (ed. H. Eideneier, IMTrwyonpd-
Spouog. Kprrixrj éxdoon, Herakleion 2012, p. 168 in the critical apparatus).

57 Tzetzes quotes in Ep. 1, 4,7-13 a few iambs of his written when he was young. In a later scho-
lion to the letters he applies this abusive characterization to himself concerning his wrong use of
dichronic vowels in these verses (158, 14-159, 7): ottag €xetol pev 10070 Kol kavovog 10 3¢
A€oV 8t 10TE KOl Suypdvorg koteypduny, ag ol BovBarot («Thus does this phenomenon also
have a rule; furthermore, that then I misused dichronic vowels just like buffaloes do»). In the
Histories he also quotes a few of his own youthful iambs (Hisz. 66, Chzl. TII 61-67) and makes a
similar comment (541-542 Leone): otiyxot £uot- 8te tavta &ypodov £Tl Katexpduny tolg dt-
xpOvolg ag ot Bovfarot («My verses: when I wrote these lines, I still misused dichronic vowels
just like buffaloes do»).

%8 On this office, the meaning of the recondite wordplay and the aim of Ep. 31 see now the ex-
cellent analysis by P. Katsoni, O Iwdvvng T¢€t¢ns ket o koxkidpiog: TTAnpogopies yia 1o popo-
Aoyiko ovotnua Kot TN AELToVpYio TOV otV emLoToroypadia e votepns fulavtivic Tepio-
Sov, in T. G. Kollias, K. G. Pitsakis (eds.), Aureus: Téuog agrepwuévos orov xabnyntr Evdyye-
Ao Xpvod, Athens 2014, pp. 311-328: 318-324. For a first, not quite successful attempt to solve
the puzzle of kokkiarios see Griinbart, Byzantinisches Gelebrtenelend, cit., p. 417 n. 19.

% Ep. 31,46, 13-17.
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Td dveyld 100 TpmToPectiopiov Kup®d AAeEL® YEVOUEV® KOKKLOPL®

«"Hupog kdxkvg kokkvln dpuog v metddotows (katd 10v 'Ackpaiov ekelvov ‘Holo-
dov xoxkilewv, GAL o0 kokKkVLeELWY), EERAOEG BN Kol 00TOC O TOVEVLYEVESTATOG MOt
deomotng.

To master Alexios, nephew of the protovestiarios, when appointed kokkiarios
«When the cuckoo tweets his cuckoo-song in the leaves of the oak» (according to
the Ascraean Hesiod kokkizein [«sprinkle with light rain»] and not kokkyzein [«pro-
duce the cuckoo-sound»], you also came forth, my most noble lord.

Hesiod used xoxxvletv, but Tzetzes suggests that he actually meant xoxkilev.
Now, this verb — a colloquial word — means «sprinkle something with flour or
dust»,® but Tzetzes (with an eye on the verses following the Hesiodic quotation,
i.e. Op. 488 tiuog Zelg Vot tpite Huatt und amoAnyol) reinterprets the verb to
mean «raining lightly». He thus suggests that just as the cuckoo starts singing at the
end of winter, signalling the arrival of spring when light rain falls,*! so does Alexios
go forth on his duties at the beginning of spring. It would have been obvious to the
informed readers of the letter that the wordplay koxx0lelv/kokxilev is a typical
schedographic riddle involving the use of everyday language. We see here that
Tzetzes knew very well how schedography functioned and, moreover, used collo-
quial discourse in setting up his deceitful riddle, just like Theodore Prodromos and
other teachers did. In an iambic scholion to fjuog in Ep. 31 about the accentuation
of this archaic adverb, Tzetzes notes to his reader:®?

fuogl 5 muog ypdowv Sdcuve kol yitov § Gua,
¢ TAROG, NUOg £kkomev dacL BELeL
TPOYOIKOV TEAOVV O€ TV YIANY dEpeL’
oVt dacuyidov uév, og TLETing Aéyet,
601 TEYVIKOV 80VG AkpLBEaTaTov Adyov:

10 TOVg Taveohoug £0, 8¢ ToVG oXESEPYATOC
icooy 008ev dv dokovoly idévar:
dEPOLVOLY TNV KANOLY S€ THG TEY VNG LTV
TOVG TEXVLKOVG YAP 0VK £nlotavial Adyouc.

5 Should you write hémos [«when»], place both an asper and a lenis,
as in temos [«then»], while hémos when shortened needs an asper,
but when beginning a trochaic it carries the lenis.

Thus, place an “asperolenis”, as Tzetzes says,
granting to yourself a most exact technical diction,

10 but let the all-wise sketch-workmen go their ways:
They know nothing of what they think they know.
In vain do they bear the appelation of the art,%®
for they are ignorant of technical discourses.

0 See Katsoni, Iwdvvng TEéting, cit., p. 321 n. 42 for the relevant references.

61 On this interpretation of the relevant Hesiodic verses see Hist. 163, Chzl. VIII 41-43.
2 Sch, ad Ep. 31, 166, 5-13.

© That is, being called technikot, another term for grammatikoi.
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The criticism against schedographers concerns again their ignorance in matters of
spelling, but here they are ironically called «all-wise sketch-workmen», a low-class
version of schedekdotai. These people are wrongly called technikoi, whereas they
are completely ignorant of the «discursive arts» (Aoyikai téyva). It is interesting
to note how Tzetzes disparages schedographers by degrading them intellectually
and socially, while using quite aptly a schedographic riddle to enhance a letter to a
former pupil. Similar in content to the previous scholia are some of Tzetzes’ re-
marks in his commentaries on Aristophanes. For example, in the commentary on
the Frogs, he attacks vehemently schedographers for having misunderstood the eli-
sion 10T €011, thinking that they hear o0t €otiv,* exactly the kind of schedo-
graphic “error” also pointed out by Eustathios.®> Of the same type is the schedo-
graphic error criticized in relation to another verse of the Frogs:®°

ovANnTpic N8’ €vdov €otl: <ide €vdov €oTiv> Kol aVANTPlG. Tolg oxedekdoTalg Kol
AVUEDGL TEXVOY AOYLK®V UN 80ING <«HOM» Kal> OVTIKO, MG TG LOKPO 0OVK €KOAL-
Becbon peta puplov topadelyudtov ToAldklg £8e1&a.

ovAntpic 18 évdov £oti: «This here fluit-girl is inside». Do not grant immediately
10n («already») to the sketch-publishers and corruptors of the discursive arts, since
T have many times shown with myriads of examples that long vowels are not elided.

The schedographers understand the elided demonstrative 1i8€ as the adverbial #dn.
Tzetzes again uses «sketch-publishers» but adds here the “moral” characterization
«corruptors of the discursive arts» (Avpedveg texvav royikav).”” Thus, the prac-
tioners of schedography are placed in an area demarcated by error as a form of sin.
This moral imagery takes on stronger contours in a scholion to Aristophanes’
Wealth. Tzetzes, in dealing once again with the correct spelling of a word (800 as a
numeral and 80 as the dual of the ordinal adjective in Attic), makes the following
note to his pupils:*®

un TG 6€ TAV NUETEPOV GKPOOTAV, OG TG VENX 60d0 TV Plov KoBdpUaTa, BG SVTKOV
YpOdeGOHOL HEYO TOAUINCOL ELMELY. £aTE T0. BaTEPLOTAV TOLG BOTEPLOTOLS, EMLOTN-
HOVLKO1G 8€ KOVOGLY Ol NUETEPOL YPOUEVOL AEYETE" TTAGO AEELG €V ULG O®VT) TO TPLO:
Y€vn onuoivouoa GKALTOG £0TLV.

May none of my own pupils loudly dare say that it [sc. 800] is to be written as a dual,

¢4 Sch. Ar. Ran. 1160a (Rec. IT), 1038-1039 Ko.

% For example, the phrase tdy’ fuboete in [liad 2, 373 is misunderstood by schedographers as
tayel wooete (Eust. Commll. 241, 33-36); see Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., p. 230.

¢ Sch. Ar. Ran. 513-514 (Rec. I), 839-840 Ko. Recension I represents an eatlier stage of Tzetzes’
commentary and is mostly prerserved in Vat. Urb. 141 (14th cent.), but also in Par. Suppl. gr.
655 (14th cent.).

¢7 Possibly a reminiscence of Aopntoi téyvng in Ran. 93 (referring to young upstart tragedians),
a verse Tzetzes had commented on; see Sch. Ar. Ran. 93,730, 1-2 Ko (Awpnroi téxvng: dtogp0o-
PELC KOl doaviotal Tdv Texvev: Aéyet 8¢ Thg tpaymdiog kol koutkng). On Tzetzes’ use of Ran.
92-93 see also further below n. 244.

8 Sch. Ar. Plut. 508, 123, 22-124, 2 M-P.
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like the young wise scum of our present times do. Leave the matters of differential-
ists (thateristai)® to the differentialists, but you, my own pupils, by using scientific
rules proclaim this: «Every word indicating in one form all three genders is undec-
linable».

Here the schedographers have become «the scum» of Tzetzes’ own times. The
word kd0oppo belongs to the ritual sphere («refuse of a sacrifice»). In the ancient
scholia to Aristophanes’ Wealth, Frogs and Knights the word is treated as synony-
mous to dpapuaxdc, the person sacrificed or executed as an atonement for others.”®
Tzetzes obviously uses katharma in this particular sense of «outcast», thus a person
of criminal background and low social status, in modern terms a «scum». Not only
did Tzetzes comment extensively on two relevant Aristophanic passages,’! but he
also included three exegetical notes of the word in the Hzstorzes.”? He was so fasci-
nated by this Hellenic sacrificial tradition that he used it quite extravagantly in a
satirical letter addressed to his own slave Demetrios Gobinos.” For Tzetzes the
characteristic traits of the katharma are his ugliness, meanness and low social
standing.’”* It is within this semantic frame that he applies katharma to the average
schedographer, who is indirectly but decisively branded as a deformed, despicable
and base creature.” Thus, the schedourgos becomes the perfect inimical Other — a
grotesque inversion of a good-looking, decent and noble grammatikos.”® Given this
socio-textual attitude, Tzetzes allows himself to openly mock schedography and its

9 That is, «the ones who have a different opinion». The word is a creation of Tzetzes (see LBG
s.0.).

70 Equation of ké8apua with oopuaxdg in Sch. Ar. Pl 454 and Sch. Ar. Eq 1133; for appear-
ances of these two words in Aristophanes see Plut. 454 (yp¥Olewv 8¢ kol toludTov & KOOGp-
pote), Eg. 1405, Ran. 733. For a recent discussion of the pharmakos ritual in ancient Greek cul-
ture see T. M. Compton, Victim of the Muses: Poet as Scapegoat, Warrior and Hero in Graeco-Ro-
man and Indo-European Myth and History, Cambridge, MA 2006, pp. 7-22 (with substantial bib-
liography).

"1Sch. Ar. Plut. 454b, 114, 4-17 M-P and Ran. 733a, 891.7-892.4 Ko; see Koster’s extensive note
to 733a with full reference to the ancient scholia.

72 Hist. 23, Chil. V 728-763 (Tt 16 xd0oppa); Hisz. 239, Chzl. VIIT 902-912 (Tiva 16 koBdpuo-
t0); Hist. 481, Chil. XIII 333-337 (Ilepi kaBdppotoc 100 kol dopuokodv). See also Hisz. 201,
Chil. VIII 428-434 (on Aristophanes in the Frogs mocking the katharmata, here explained as
nwpdcooot, «foolish-wise»).

> Ep. 104, 151, 9-23. On this letter and its Aristophanic intertexts see Agapitos, “Middle-Class”
Ideology, cit.

4 See Hist. 23, Chil. V 731 (1®v mdvtov duopddtepov, «of all citizens the most deformed») and
Sch. Ep. 104, 174, 9-11: xd0oppal dvceidéotatov GvBpodriov £0vov £v 1aig cuudopaig VREP
ndong TOAEWG, Kol 10010 dapuakdg kol kGBapuo Exoreito («Katharmal During disasters they
sacrificed a most ugly and mean fellow for the good of all the city, and this person was called
pharmakos and katharma»).

> See, for example, the vicious description of the «wise scum» (co¢d ko8dpuota) in Hisz. 143,
Chil. VII 496-510.

76 Tzetzes describes himself as being similar to Palamedes and Cato the Elder, namely, tall,
strong of neck, symmetrically long-nosed and long-faced, quick-witted, modest, thin, blue-eyed,
with golden skin and blondish curly hair, though like Cato the Younger, he had a hot and irrita-
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practitioners. Thus, following a detailed analysis of a difficult passage in the open-
ing lines of Wealth, he notes in his usual satiric iambs:’’

nailewv ypewv yap kol YEAGY YEVELADOG
OYEOEKSOTOVVIMV KAl GTVYOUVTOV TOG BLBAOLG.

For it is right to ridicule and mock the beards
of those who publish sketches and loathe all books.

Here we find a further element in the construction of the schedographic Other,
since the «sketch-publishers» do not read books, in fact, they detest them. As Tzet-
zes puts it: «What a sort of scum, supposedly philosophizing, repulsive abortions,
utterly inane, uncouth as to their art, having read ten or maybe twelve books».”
Therefore, it is the moral right of the excellent teacher to ridicule in public his ig-
norant colleagues. This right to ridicule extends even to women, as we can glean
from another of Tzetzes’ satirical iambic poems:”

Friyxot 1ov TCEtlov kata yuvalkog oxedoypadoong
"AvTL PEV 16700 TOV TOUOV €V EPCL GEPELG,
1OV k8Aopov & ad dvti kepkidog, yovor
‘Epuq Aatpeteig kot 0velg KaAlionn
5 €v devtépe TbEIon TV "Adpoditnyv.

Ti ypiua oL dpag; 'Amop®d wa tag Biprovg:
dtpaktov doédaoe,® unpvov kpdxny,
NnAokatny HETEABE Kal HiTOUg TAEKE.
Adyot b kol uabnotg avdpdot Tpnet.

10 «MéMrer yap avnp, ur yuvn Bovievétm»
0 KOAOG AloYVAOG GE TELBET™ AEYMV.

Verses by Tzetzes against a woman writing out sketches
Instead of a web you hold a volume in your hands,
and also a pen instead of a shuttle, woman.
You serve Hermes and you sacrifice to Calliope,
5  giving second place to Aphrodite.
What are you actually doing? By my books, I am astonished!
Unroll the spindle, weave the woof onto the warp,?!
attend to the distaff, plait the thread.
Literature and education befit men.

ble temperament; see Hist. 70, Chil. 111 173-191 and Allegll. proleg. 724-739 (transl. Goldwyn-
Kokkini, cit., pp. 54-57).

7 Sch. Ar. Plut. 9, 9-10 M-P.

8 Hist. 143, Chil. VII 498-500: kol ola 8¢ xoBdpuota, driocopovvio dibev, | &xtpduorta, d-
vovotata, shupnrota Ty EXVNY, | déxa ndvov | dwdexo PLria dvoyvovro.

'S, G. Mercati, Giambi di Giovanni Tzetze contro una donna schedografa [1951], in Collectanea
Byzantina, ed. A. Acconcia Longo, I, Bari 1970, pp. 553-556: 556.

80 The verb d¢ericom is a creation of Tzetzes; see Hist. 258, Chil. IX 138 and 140.

81 Hes. Op. 538 otfuovt & &v movpe moAAv kpdxo unpucocbort («and you should weave thick
woof on thin warp»).
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10 «Man should attend to deliberating, let not woman think»;
let good Aeschylus, who speaks thus, convince you.

This is a rather particular specimen of Tzetzes’ anti-schedographic utterances. The
poem criticizes a woman who, in her studies, concentrates on Hermes (gua
rhetoric) and Calliope (gua epic poetry).?? However, according to Tzetzes, this was
improper for a woman, since she had to attend to Aphrodite (g#a marriage and
motherhood) and to practice weaving, while literature and learning was an activity
appropriate only for men, an axiom supported by a weighty verse of Aeschylus.® It
should be noted that only the heading of the poem refers to schedography, while in
the actual text schede are not mentioned, however, this is not an unusual practice
with Tzetzes.®* The terminology describing weaving comes exclusively from the
Homeric and Hesiodic poems, making the image of female duties appear textually
as very archaic. It has been suggested that the brief poem could be a schedos, writ-
ten for teaching pupils the vocabulary of weaving.®> For one thing, we have no in-
formation that Tzetzes ever wrote schede intended for circulation, as his «sketch-
publishing» colleagues did. Furthermore, there is no grammatical indication in the
poem that the text needs to be decoded as if it were some kind of riddle.3¢ At the
same time, the image of the woman studying and writing out a schedos reflects very
much the reading practices of educated patronesses of the Komnenian aristocracy,
such as Anna Komnene,® Eirene Doukaina®® and the sebastokratorissa Eirene

82 Hermes as A0y1o¢ ‘Epufic was seen as the patron of rhetoric, while Calliope, first among the
Muses (Hes. Theog. 79), was equated with epic (or sometimes lyric) poetry. Irrespective of the
ancient mythological and religious issues involved, Tzetzes viewed them so; see Hist. 89, Chil.
VI 917-926 (about the Muses and Hermes as ephoroi of poetry and rhetoric respectively), Hisz.
36, Chil. 11 386 (‘Oufpov Koardnn) and Hisz. 429, Chzl. XII 585-591 (Hermes as being the in-
terpreter [hermeneus] of languages and literature). Tzetzes in his letters often combines the two
in addressing some learned recipients, for example, Ep. 71, 101, 5-6 (® t@v ‘Eppod kot Movedv
TPodip®Y 10 cepvordynua) or Ep. 94, 136, 7-8 (kAdde Movodv kai ‘Epuod).

8 Aesch. Sept. 200 uérer yap dvdpi, urn youvi Bovievéto. On the education and activities of
women in the 10th-12th centuries see K. Nikolaou, H yvvaika ot uéon ulavrivi eroyn: Kot-
vovikd npétura kot kabnuepivig Biog ota aytoloyikd keiueva, Athens 2005, pp. 185-213.

8 See the satirical poem edited from Par. gr. 2925 (15th cent.) by S. Pétridés, Vers inédits de
Jean Tzetzes, «Byzantinische Zeitschrift» 12, 1903, pp. 568-570: 569, where the information giv-
en in the heading is not found in the text. The poem, with some variants and a different heading
(Zriyotl xa1d SLaBOAE®Y TIVAV SLOGUPOVIOY OVTOV KOATEP £YYWVIAVTO), is also transmitted in
the Vind. phil. gr. 321 (13th cent.), f. 43", along with an unedited shorter poem on the same top-
ic (Tod ovtov tepot otiyol mpdg avtovg). I am currently preparing an edition of both poems.
8 Mercati, Giambi, cit., p. 555 and, more recently, F. Ciccolella, Donati Graeci: Learning Greek
in the Renaissance, Leiden-Boston 2008, pp. 114-115.

8 See contrastively the long iambic poem placed at the end of the Histories (Iambi, pp. 134-144),
which is written as if it were a schedos accompanied by extensive scholia (lamzbi, pp. 147-151).

87 She worked hard with the complexities of schedography as she herself admits in the Alexiad;
see Agapitos, Anna Komnene, cit., pp. 93-96.

8 She was the addressee of at least one of Prodromos’ literary schede; see Agapitos, New Genres,
cit., p. 18 (with reference to the relevant editions).
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Komnene.® In this sense, I would see the poem more as a public and misogynist
expression against schedography, not unsimilar to some other satirical poems of
Tzetzes.”

The other major issue of Tzetzes against schedography is its use of everyday lan-
guage. We shall look at some specific passages where he expresses his opinions
about schedography in relation to 18i@tig yYA®tto as Anna Komnene called it,”!
keeping in mind the broader negative framework within which he was writing. For
example, while commenting on zainis, a word indicating in Aristophanes the
smelt (a small surface fish),”” he remarks:”

Tig Thg povidog: M povig €180¢ €otiv 1y0v0¢ dpotov tolg mAoteiong ouopicty, oV
HEVTOL aVTN 1| CUOPLE, G O TOlg oYEdESL PapBopovuevotl ToVTo vouilovoty.

1ig g powvidog: The smelt is a fish similar to the broad picarels, however not the pi-
carel itself, as those barbarized by schedography believe this to be.

Tzetzes points out that schedography «barbarizes» pupils instead of educating
them. This “barbarization” is reflected in the use of an Attic word (cuapic, Mod-
ern Greek papido) to cover in a colloquial manner all kinds of small surface fish.
The notion of a wrong “vernacularization” of Greek due to schedographic practice
is a phenomenon that Eustathios had also singled out as an example of the bad in-
fluence of schedography on pupils.” This “vernacularization” through schedogra-
phy is also a prominent element in Tzetzes’ critical remarks. For example, while
criticizing a boorish addressee in one of his letters, Tzetzes made a recondite word-
play on Thessalian cities and Thessalonike.” In the Historzes he refers to this word-
play, and then writes:*

Kot yap €BapBapwbnooyv ot mAeiovg oyedovpyloig,
Bifrovg GvoylvdoKovTES TV TOAOLBY 0VSOANG,

705 WG TOMOVG, XWPOG, TPCAYUATO YIVOOKELY COPECTOTWG,
Kol Bnoavpovg apvecsbat, AOYOLE COGDY TOVTOL®Y,
TV Apoddv kKamniwv 8e TAokf AafuptvOddet
poVN TOV VOOV TPOGEYOVTEG KOL KEKATNAEVUEVT).

For most of them have been barbarized by schedourgy,

8 She also was the addressee of one of Prodromos’ literary schede; see Agapitos, New Genres,
cit., pp. 9-12.

90 Tzetzes’ misogynist attitude has not been properly studied; for a very first attempt see T. Brac-
cini, Mitografia e miturgia femminile a Bisanzio: il caso di Giovanni Tzetze, «I Quaderni del
Ramo d’Oro on-line» 3, 2010, pp. 88-105.

N Alexiad 11 4, 9 (65, 98-99 Reinsch-Kambylis).

92 Ar. Ran. 984-985: tic m\v xedadnv dnedndoxev | thg powvidog; («Who bit off the head of the
smelt?»).

% Sch. Ar. Ran. 984-985, 985, 6-11 Ko.

%4 See Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., pp. 233-238.

% Ep. 60, 89, 8-9 and 90, 5-7.

% Hist. 280, Chil. IX 703-708.
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not reading any of the books of ancient writers,
705 in order to know most clearly about places, lands and affairs,
and to draw in treasures, namely, the discourses of various wise men;
instead, they turn their minds only to the labyrinthine
and vulgar complexity of ignorant tavern-keepers.

On the one hand, pupils pay attention only to this «labyrinthine complexity»,
which is a product sold in taverns.”” Moreover, pupils are not reading ancient
books in order to be properly educated, and we have already seen that Tzetzes
viewed schedographers as people who hate books and have read just a few of them.
On the other hand, schedographers are presented as «ignorant tavern-keepers».
The image of tavern-keeper characterizing a teacher possibly suggests that the use
of everyday language is involved in this venal form of teaching. In Historia 399
Tzetzes explains at length the calculations of the astronomer Meton; at some point
he introduces the following digression:”®

Ta & apobn xabdpuata 16 Anpocyedonioxa,
dnep katePopPdpwoay TV TEXVNV TOV YPOUUETOV,
225 10ig BiPAoig un mpocéyovieg, £v alg maviolog SABoG,
G VEKTOP S€ GLTOVUEVOL KOTPLOG TOG SUGOGLOVG
(Gyyérav yap o0 BELoVGLY dpTov dOyELY OL X01poL)
T® YpAdELY TO Anprato Kol xoilpev dprvaploig.
‘Huépaig kanton taic vov yAuKDG te kol £180ic” pot.
230 Ipog iunpw anednuncog, t{ovtlovtlov 8 ov mopein,
O &vie’ Gvdpeg pot £xOpot LdvTeg eicty, @ didot,
0 & imvog kol 0 KAmvog Te° Kol GALOG Anpwdlag.
Ta & apobn xabdpuota To0To, 16 KOTPoddyd,
£pOTNOEVTO TOLG AVTOLG POLTAOGL TOLSOPLOLE,
235 1iveg 100 METwvog 161y £viouTol Kol TEAAQ,
ULE0VVTEG TAG d19BGYYOUE TE TAGHG KOl TAG TPLPOGYYOUg
KO T0G d1ypOVOUg 6LV QUTOLG KOl TOVG KOVOVOG TAVTOG
KOl TavTov TV BLBAMev 8 Taoag TAg AVayVOGCELS,
Omep M PapPopog Yoyt T00TOLG GVOTUTMOEL,
240  tolg uerpakiolg Aéyovotr «Tadto & Nrotnuévos.
Ta tov BopPapwv ypddovot Aoyvdpla talg BipAoig,
TOUTOG TOLOVVTEG £V AVTOLG AVYELOV KOTPEMVOG,

100

7 The extravagant medium perfect participle xexannievuévog implies the selling of merchan-
dise and its distribution in a tavern, while it might even imply some sort of forgery; see LBG s.v.
KOTNAEVOUOL.

%8 Hist. 399, Chil. X1I 223-246.

9 The mss. read £180ic, but the editio princeps of 1564 corrected the incomprehensible word to
N80¢, accepted by all editors. However, given that the riddles in the next lines are also transmit-
ted in their “erroneous” form by all mss. (except for the 16th-century O which corrects every-
thing), €1801¢ should be retained in the text as the necessary signal that the readers are embark-
ing on an encoded schedos.

100 T have changed the punctuation in this verse, turning its second half into direct speech.
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@omep Kol 10 TPOYOT®AOV T0V OOV 10 BLBAlov.
OVt Ttept 100 METwvog Kol Tept GAL®Y TOcwV.

245 Kol €x 600®V PEV Ylvovtol cuyyVoELS, TATV Bpoyelot,
€x 0¢ BopPapwv BopPRopotl TAnpovVIEC Sucoculag.

And the ignorant scum, these composers of foolish sketches,
who have utterly barbarized the art of letters,
225 not paying attention to books wherein lies manifold wealth,
while feeding on foul-smelling dung as if it were nectar,
(for pigs do not want to eat the bread of angels!)
by writing fooleries and delighting in nonsense.
For these here days he [sc. a grammarian] rests so sweet and pleasant to me;
230  «You have migrated to Imbro, no cock [?] is near by,
the five men are living enemies to me, my friends,
so is dinner, sleep and smoke», and other such fooleries.
And these ignorant scum, these dung-eaters,
when asked by the children studying with them,
235  what are the yearly cycles of Meton and other such matters,
hating all diphthongs and triphthongs
and along with them the dichronic vowels and all rules of grammar,
as well as hating the reading of any book,
whenever their barbarous soul represents these matters for them,
240  they say to the youths: «These are all mistaken».
The youths write the little texts of these barbarians in their books,
turning them among themselves into the dung-filled stables of Augeias,
just like the young billy goat did to the book of the administrative cadaster.!
So much, then, about Meton and about how many others.
245 Certainly, confusions might also occur from wise men, yet they are brief,
but from barbarians occur latrines filling everything with stench.

01

The digression is structured in three parts: (i) an opening section introducing the
butt of Tzetzes” verbal missiles (XII 223-228); (ii) a middle section which gives the
impression of being a spontaneous insertion (XII 229-232), (iii) a concluding sec-
tion presenting the main point of the abusive passage (XII 233-246). The opening
and concluding sections connect to each other through the use of an almost identi-
cal verse (XII 223 ~ XII 233), while both sections end with an escalating abuse de-
veloped around fecal imagery. In the first section, the «ignorant scum» are repre-
sented as pigs eating excrements and refusing to dine on the Psalmist’s «bread of

101 The word 1dpog can function as synonymous to mpoxtikd, the administrative cadaster. Tzet-
zes in Chil. X1 243 is possibly alluding to a story he narrates in Ep. 47, asking from his friend
John Ismeniotes to protect a young man (a relative of Tzetzes) from the possible misgivings of
the provincial governor. The reason is that this young man, described in the letter as 10 no1ddpt-
ov dxp1pdg 10 pwpdcodov £xeivo kat doknoicodov, had been foolish enough to write an iambic
poem at the end of the cadaster. For the image of a male goat used as an abuse see the poem
edited by Pétrides, Vers inedits, cit., p. 569, v. 18 (tovti 8¢ k01vov 101G TpOyioKoLg TolG VEOLS),
where the phrase resembles the tpoyénmiov here; see also Tzetzes’ scholion to Hisz. 20, Chil. 1
559; 534, addressed to his scribe (6 100 Tpdyov Toig).
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angels».'% Thus, schedographers have not only been pushed into the margins of
society as katharmata, they have also been placed in the world of filthy beasts. In
the concluding section, the «dung-eating ignorant scum» distort the truths of an-
cient wisdom because they hate reading books, thus pronouncing them as mistaken
to their pupils. The misguided youths copy the «little stories» (Aoy08p1o) of these
barbarians in their books.!”® They thus turn the books into excrement depositories
of Augean (gua mythical) proportions, since only «latrines» full of stench can be
produced by barbaric teachers.! In Tzetzes’ view, then, the appropriate socio-cul-
tural locus for schedographers is outside educated society and on the dung-heaps
of a pigsty. The images, phrasing and subject of the first and third sections of this
passage have already appeared in an earlier exegetical note of the Histories,'®
where Tzetzes digresses for a moment from his main topic and attacks «the thrice-
accursed among ignorant brutes» (tpiog&dyioto 1@V Gpaddv kvwddiwv). These
people teach as technikoi but are, in fact, envious pigs wishing to eat dung effort-
lessly (amdvog kémpov BEAovoL) rather than make «an effort, so to speak, to eat the
bread of angels» (ueta movwv, O elnely, dptov dayelv ayyélov). In this passage
the pig-like teachers have been placed in the mythical pigsty of Circe, while Tzetzes
as the excellent teacher is equated with Odysseus holding the 7z0ly of Hermes. It
becomes obvious from the above that Tzetzes had developed a set of thought pat-
terns with which he attacked his peer group: ritual terminology from Hellenic cult,
social and spatial antithesis of bad and good in a “dualist” worldview, fecal and an-
imal imagery for the adversary, angelic and thaumatourgic imagery for himself.
Both passages, being digressions from the main subject of the text, are built
through these patterns that give meaning and structure to the writer’s improvised
thoughts. 1%

The inserted second section of the passage from Historia 399 offers to the read-
ers of the Histories exactly the kind of malodorous fooleries that schedographers
produce and on which young pupils prefer to dine. Sandwiched between a series of

102 Ps, 77, 25: dptov Gyyéhmv Edayev EvBponog, EMIGLTIOUOV AMEGTEIAEY OTOLG E1C TATGUO-
V.

105 This is probably a reference to schede. The rare word Aoy0dpiov (possibly synonymous to Ao-
vidwov, «little fable» in Ar. Vesp. 64) plays with the small size of the schedos, a characteristic
which Prodromos turned into a poetological term defining his literary “sketches”; see Agapitos,
New Genres, cit., p. 12.

104 The word BépBopoc has a number of meanings («mire», «filth», «sewer») which Tzetzes fully
employs. To these he adds the meaning «latrine», as he himself explains in a scholion at the very
end of the Histories (p. 569).

105 Hist. 306, Chil. X 64-78.

106 Another person who is criticized through a similarly fecal and animal imagery for his lack of
education and professionalism is the scribe responsible for preparing a clean copy of Tzetzes’
complex edition of his Histories, as is witnessed by a substantial number of abusive scholia
found in the margins of the manuscripts. See, for example, the scholion to the heading of Hisz.
19, Chil. 1476; 534, the scholion at the end of Hist. 23, Chil. V 201; 549-550 or the scholion to
Hist. 399, Chil. X11 226; 565. For the identification of this scribe with a certain Dionysios from
the Peloponnese who inscribed himself in the Hiszories see E. Trapp, Tzetzes und sein Schreiber
Dionysios, «Diptycha» 2, 1980-1981, pp. 18-22.
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schedourgic riddles (eidoig should be understood as 180¢, Vi’ évie’ dvdpeg as ot
névte avdpecg, 8 invog as deinvog and invog as Unvog), we find strange words com-
ing from everyday language: iunpw, t{ovt{ovt{ov and kdnvoc.!”” Given the pre-
ceding analysis, it should not come as a surprise that Tzetzes shows himself fully
competent in producing antistoichic puzzles, or in using everyday language.!® In
fact, these verses are not unsimilar to Prodromos’ “mixed” schede. But here every-
day language is part of Tzetzes’ parodistic strategy. Some eighty verses earlier in
the same Historia, Tzetzes relaxedly shifted to colloquial discourse within his
learned idiom, when talking about when Hesiod supposedly lived:!%®

‘Holodog 0 mpdtepog kotd tivag ‘Ounpov,

KOTG TIvag 8 160 povog, VoTEPOG KO £TEPOUC,

Kata Nuag tov TCEtlny de, tag t{oyag Lo tag uiog,
160 OAlyov Vo1EPOVTLLKOG XPOVOLS TETPAKOGLOLE,

oV Ypddet BiProv dotpiknv, g v dpyhv ok 01da,

€v neow 100 PLPAlov de 10 €N KELVTOL TOVTO,

Hesiod, who to some was earlier than Homer,
to some he was his contemporary and to others he was later,
but according to me Tzetzes — oh by my very own little pair of felt shoes —
160 he was just itsy bitsy later by about four hundred years;
so, does not Hesiod write an astronomic book whose beginning
I do not know,
while in the middle of the book are these verses to be found?

Tzetzes humorously swears by his felt shoes and uses a temporal predicative at-
tribute with a demotic diminutive suffix contrasting ironically to the long period of
four hundred years separating Homer and Hesiod.!'? Through this device he as-
serts in a grotesque manner his superiority over his rivals. Therefore, within the
broader combative strategy against his competitors, Tzetzes employed everyday
language to degrade them even further.

It is unfortunate that a probably extended piece by Tzetzes of this type of hu-
morous degradation has not survived. It concluded the vituperative letter Tzetzes
addressed to his colleague and rival Lachanas,!!! where, having reached the end of

107 Probably iunpw reflects a regional version of “IuBpe (is it possible that the mss. read iunpo as
an accusative?), while t{ovt{ovt{ov could be nominative of a feminine noun (cfr. Modern
Greek 160VT600vV0. meaning «penis») or genitive of a masculine noun tovtlodtlog (maybe
from the Italian dialectal ciuccio, «donkey», «dumb person»). Kdnvog is kanvog with a shift of
the accent.

108 These are techniques that Eustathios also referred to or even used but from a different per-
spective; see Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., pp. 230-233.

109 Hist. 399, Chil. X1 157-162.

110 The adjective votepovtliiog is formed in analogy to dAryovtoiiog that is well attested in
12th-century texts such as the Prochoprodromika and the Spaneas; see Kriaras, XII, p. 233 s.0.
0ALY0UTOLKOG,

UL Chil. TV 471-779; 142-151. On the function of this “epistle” within the Historzes see Pizzone,
The Historiat, cit., Part 3.
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a long series of «astringent reproaches», he announces that «he will chase away the
gloom with jokes».!? In a scholion to this verse, Tzetzes informs his readers that
these jokes were not copied from the author’s dossier into the manuscript prepared
for publication because they were «thrown off, simple, of a colloquial and vulgar
muse; whoever wants to read these as well, let him ask for them elsewhere».''> The
phrasing of the first part of this statement indicates, in my opinion, that these jokes
were written in political verse and everyday language, while the second part insinu-
ates that these verses circulated privately. If Aglae Pizzone’s suggestion is correct,
that the verse epistle to Lachanas is a piece of didactic poetry (real or fictional is of
little importance) to be read together with the author’s autographic commentary
(see here n. 111), then a sustained verse composition of vernacular and coarse
asteismata had no place in the publication of the Histories.!'* Tt is no coincidence
that the often coarse Ptochoprodromic poems where addressed to the highest
members of the reigning family. Whereas Prodromos had succeeded through his
social network to remove colloquial discourse from the classroom and to elevate it
to imperial heights,'”® Tzetzes was not willing or failed to do so. We recognize,
therefore, in this and in some of the previous passages from his letters and the His-
tories an ambivalent relation of Tzetzes to everyday language and its literary use,
something we do not find in Anna or Eustathios, both of whom relegated colloqui-
al discourse to the classroom or to some very specific uses within «the noble Attic
diction».

Tzetzes’ device of inserted abusive digression and linguistic/stylistic variety
reaches its climax towards the end of the Histories and is related to a painful inci-
dent late in his life, when he lost some kind of appointment as «orator» (pritop) to
an unnamed protégé of sebastos Andronikos Kamateros, second cousin of Emper-
or Manuel and prefect (énapyoc) of Constantinople at the time when the Histories
where being written.!'® This rival had publicly criticized Tzetzes’ presentation of a

U2 Chil IV 776-779: "AAAG, to0Ti pév elnov cot, de6vtog overdilwv, | kol mapavdv 16 npénov-
70, TOV 1000V KoTacTEAA®Y, | €v Adyolg 1owg oturtikolg, GAAG Avottelodot. | NDv 8¢ toig
doteiopact 10 oxvOpwrdv EAdocw. On asteisma as a word attested in the 11th-12th cent. see
LBG s.v.

13 Sch. Chil. V 779, 548, 2-6: 10 doteiopoto £v udve £ypdon 1@ npotoypddm xdptn: &v 10ig
nop NUlv 8¢ petoypaodeiot tde ovk £1é0noay i épprupéva kai evten (codd.: dtedn Diibner
Leone) xal 181dt180¢ povong koi dyopoiog d¢ & av £0élot xal tadta (nteiton £tépwdev. The
correction of Diibner (1836), accepted by Leone, is mistaken since Tzetzes” point concerns the
simple, cheap character of his product, not its imperfection. I take the participle £pprupéva to
mean «thrown off» in the sense of «improvised» (see further below on the heading of the
Theogony and the meaning of the adjective a08wpdv). Finally, for dyopaiog in the sense of «vul-
gar» see Ar. Pax 750 (okdpupocty ovk dyopoiolg).

114 Scurrilous poetic vituperation in the learned idiom could very well be published as Tzetzes’
Tambs at the end of the Histories or some of his freestanding satirical poems show.

15 Agapitos, New Genres, cit., pp. 25-37.

116 Andronikos Kamateros held the office of city prefect between ca. 1157 and some time before
1166, when he is attested as «grand captain of the palace guard» (uéyog Spovyydprog tig
Blyhac), a high judiciary office in the 12th cent. (see A. Kazhdan, ODB, I, p. 663). On Ka-
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specific Hermogenean rule as insufficient and erroneous, thus convincing Ka-
materos to appoint him as rhetor and not Tzetzes.!*” This is how the deeply insult-
ed teacher presented the incident in Historia 369''8 and the iambic poem conclud-
ing the Histories as a whole.!' This unnamed rhetor was not the only protégé of
Kamateros with whom Tzetzes conducted a public exchange of critical vitupera-
tion. Two further persons were the imperial secretaries George Skylitzes and Gre-
gory who, having criticized Tzetzes’ techniques of versification, where attacked by
him in a virulently fecal iambic poem.'?° The abusive attack of Tzetzes against Gre-
gory reached such a point, that he then was forced to ask Andronikos Kamateros
and his brother Theodore to speak on his behalf to Gregory and offer his apolo-
gies.!?! The passion with which Tzetzes hurled his criticism shows how precarious

materos see now A. Bucossi (ed.), Andronicus Camaterus, Sacrum Armamentarium. Pars Prima,
Turnhout 2014, pp. XIX-XXIV.

17 Tzetzes’ commentary on Hermogenes has not survived complete; for edited excerpts see J. A.
Cramer, Anecdota graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum oxoniensium, I-IV, Oxonii 1835-
1837 (repr. Amsterdam 1963): IV, pp. 1-138. For a fuller discussion see Wendel, Tzezzes, cit.,
coll. 1989-1991.

U8 Fijst. 369, Chil. X1 223-254, where he also makes reference to his lost verse treatise Logis»zo,
where he criticizes various passages of ancient authors, among which also sections of the Her-
mogenean corpus; on this work see Wendel, Tzetzes, cit., col. 2004,

119 The Histories end with three poems (iambic, hexametric, iambic); on the devices employed
by Tzetzes for the conclusion of the Histories see Pizzone, Self aut/)orz'zatz'on cit. The heading of
the third poem is anm Lau[iucm 700 00100 AuoBodg kai dppntopevtov [sc. T¢étLov], donep
daciv ol Berdlovieg, ola prtopog oiovg Hpddotog Aéyer BopBapwdectépoug 0vEmV dndvimy
(Leone, lambi, cit., pp. 145-146); for the reference to the rhetor incident in the poem see lazb:
1T 331-336.

120 This is the already mentioned iambic poem edited by Pétridés, Vers inédits (see above n. 84).
George Skylitzes rose to become a protokouropalates and governor of Serdica in Bulgaria; he
was also a writer of various types of liturgical poetry (see A. Kazhdan, ODB, I1I, pp. 1913-1914).
Crucial for his connection with Andronikos Kamateros are a laudatory poem on Kamateros’ Sa-
cred Arsenal (see A. Bucossi, George Skylitzes’ Dedicatory Verses for the Sacred Arsenal by An-
dronikos Kamateros and the Codex Marcianus Graecus 524, «Jahrbuch der Osterreichischen
Byzantinistik» 59, 2009, pp. 37-50) and a series of six poems for icons and other sacred objects
commissioned by Kamateros, preserved anonymously in Marc. gr. 524 (on the identification of
Skylitzes as their author see A. Rhoby, Zur Identifizierung von bekannten Autoren im Codex
Marcianus Greacus 524, «Medioevo Greco» 10, 2010, pp. 167-204: 179-189).

121 Ep. 89, 129-130. Wendel, Tzetzes, cit., col. 1964-1965 erroneously identified this Gregory
with the unnamed rhetor in the Hzstories and the lambs. The subject of the critique (theory of
thetoric in the one case, poetic technique in the other) and the framework in which this was
conducted are entirely different. However, M. Bachmann and F. Délger, Die Rede des uéyag
Spovyydprog Gregorios Antiochos auf den Sebastokrator Konstantinos Angelos, «Byzantinische
Zeitschrift» 40, 1940, pp. 353-405: 360 n. 2, suggested that the «imperial secretary Gregory» of
Tzetzes could be identified with the well-known official and rhetor Gregory Antiochos, on
whom see J. Darrouzes, Notice sur Grégoire Antiochos (1160-1196): 1. Son ceuvre. I1. Son carriére.

I1I. La fondation du monastére Saint Basile, «<Revue des Etudes Byzantines» 20, 1962, pp. 61-92.

This proposal has been viewed as unverifiable by M. Loukaki, Grégoire Antiochos: Eloge du Pa-

triarche Basile Kamateros, Paris 1996, p. 12 n. 76. Yet the fact that Skylitzes is mentioned togeth-
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his situation was and how little equipped he was with the necessary diplomatic
skills, thus having to apologize for his impetuous reactions.

Already in Historia 278, Tzetzes vented his outrage against the unjust and insult-
ing decision of his former patron by presenting himself in the following self-sneer-
ing manner:!?

& TEéLn, dppnrdpevte Kapotnpd ndpym

KOl TOVTOV YopLkotepe 1@V ev 1) Kovetavtivov,
TOTAdWY GUOOECTEPE KAETTOV LEPOGVAMY,

01 priTopeg 01B€pLoL Sok0VGL 1M ENAPY®.

Oh Tzetzes, untaught in rhetoric in the eyes of prefect Kamateros
and more boorish than all of Constantinople’s citizens,

you, more ignorant than thieving and temple-robbing clerics,
who appear as rhetors ethereal to the prefect.

Crucial in these lines are the words dppntdpevtog, xopixdc, duodng, mondg and
the phrase pritopeg aiBéprot since these delineate the educational and social spec-
trum of Tzetzes’ critique: on the one side of the spectrum stands “boorish and ig-
norant” Tzetzes, on the other side stand the “thievish” clerics as ethereal rhe-
tors.'? About fourteen-hundred verses later, while explaining the Hermogenean

corpus in Historia 369, Tzetzes inserts the most complex digression concerning

Andronikos Kamateros and the rhetor chosen by him:!?4

210 TECElng & 0 appnTOPELTOG O GUAONG EMAPYW
10 TavoePdoty oefootd Kapotmpdv €k yévoug,
pnropa 0g kNPLEEV AvakTopilolg £Vi 01KOLg
Aa1ddrov 0ib£€poto GLYNULOGVVOLGLY GPLeTOLG
netpopoyookondarovtiov, t{ayydplov, EvAocovANy,
215 BovBadov, opyimomay, moyydpikov, Eupocipaviov,'?’

er with Gregory by Tzetzes as being closely connected to Kamateros, while Antiochos addressed
two letters to Kamateros concerning a salary he was expecting to be paid to him (Darrouzes, No-
tice, pp. 68-69), makes it more than probable that the two Gregories, both of whom had been
imperial secretaries in their younger years, are one and the same person, favored and promoted
by Kamateros.

122 Hist. 278, Chil. IX 656-659.

125 Similar is the critique of contemporary teachers and schools in the first of the three poems
concluding the Histories; see lambi 1, 134-144.

124 Hist. 369, Chil. X1 210-224; see also the end of Hisz. 369, Chil. X1 346-358.

125 All manuscripts transmit éufacipoviov. The adjective éuBoaciuarrov printed by Leone is an
emendation by Theodor Pressel (1851), but the word is his creation. Rather unconvincingly, éu-
Bacipairog is explained in the LBG as «with woolen shoes», probably because of ¢updg («felt
shoe») that is used in ancient Greek for poor people (Isocrates). Personally, I view £uBooci-
povAog as a construction parallel to guBociyvipog («pot-visitor») in the Batrachomyomachia
137. The second component (-poviog) is related to povAiilm («to pander»), povitetig («pro-
curer») and povhotapeiov («brothel»). These words are all attested in the learned and the ver-
nacular idioms; see LBG and Kriaras, s.v. povAMim etc.
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Dpyav 18 ye Adprog dudpyvov, Epueov €180,
VUKTEPLOV £18WAOV S0iLOVOC £6TEPOUOPHOV.
Ovpavog 00 6TEVOYEL O Kal 00T Yol TEAWPN;
"OotAlyyeg 0€ TLPOG 0VK £OAEYOV a1BePLOLO;

220 OV movtog poifdnoe?® kot Exluoev oiduact yaiay,
BovBarov elcopoémv BaciAnidog £vdoBev aOANG,
J0TEOG OLGYPOGVVIV TOAEVUEVOV NUETEPOLO;
Ov1o¢ 6 Gppnrdpevtog 6 TLETiNG, 100 VAP oV
100 pTopo knpvEavtog Tov BovBodov TOv otov [...]

210 Tzetzes, untaught in rhetoric, ignorant in the eyes of the city prefect,
the protosebastos sebastos of the Kamaterean clan,
who did proclaim as a rhetor in the palatial halls
through the best agreements of ethereal Daedalus,
a fellow with stone-worn shoes,'?” a cobbler and skewer of planks,
215 abuffalo, a bullocks-cleric, utterly boorish, a brothel-visitor,
a pickle-jar,'?® a charkoal-basket'?” made of mallow,"° a wicked figure,
a twilight-formed'?? spectre of a nightly demon.
Does not heaven sigh, as well as the vast earth?!*?
Did not the curls of ethereal fire blaze up?
220 Did not the sea gush forth and flood the earth with its swollen waves,
beholding such a buffalo inside the imperial court,
wandering about to the digrace of our great city?
This Tzetzes, untaught in rhetoric, of the city prefect
the rhetor having pronounced such a buffalo here [...]

131

We will note that the passage displays the same tripartite structure as the digression
in Historia 399 (opening section with a first set of abuses, middle section with an
abusive digression in a different linguistic idiom, concluding section with further
abuses), while the opening and concluding sections are connected through an al-
most identical verse (XI 210 ~ X1 223). This indicates most clearly how Tzetzes op-
erated with his abusive improvisations, mentally shaped and verbally expressed by
recurring patters of meaning and structure, a fully consciously developed device of

126 T yc. Alex. 247 poipnoe.

27 retpouayoackondmoutlog is rendered in LBG as «der Schuhe mit aufklaffender Stolkappe
hat», which is not what the word implies (rétpa + «-poydoxo-» [?] + nomovtliv).

128 Ar. Vesp. 676.

129 Ar. Ach. 333.

BO Ar, Lys. 150 and 735. On the various meaning of dudpyivog and duopyic see Hisz. 430, Chil.
X1I1592-600, along with Souda 6 1625 (dudpywvoc) and 1626 (duopyic); I 144, 9-14 Adler.

B! The adjective &ppeov is a hapax of Tzetzes, probably created to fit the hexameter instead of
£puatov. The meaning of the word in this context of abuses is not quite clear, given that £ppotov
(or €puoiov in later Greek) has to do with an «unexpected piece of luck» or a «chance finding»
(see LSJ s.v.). However, in the Souda € 3032; 11 412, 18-19 Adler we find: £ppoidv €t 1@V xoxo0-
NOwv drag émeknc. Therefore, I have tentatively rendered the word here as «wicked».

B2 Hapax of Tzetzes; lemmatized in LS] and imprecisely translated as «dark», «shadowy».

13 Hes. Theog. 159 and 173.
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rhetorical technique. Moreover, Tzetzes again presents himself as lacking rhetorical
education (XI 210 appntépevtog), picking up most of the key words from Historza
278. In attacking this ethereal rhetor, Tzetzes shifts at XI 212 from his average
learned diction into Homeric overdrive, while also shifting from political verse to
hexameter.’* After only two lines (XI 212-213) he embarks on a direct abuse of his
adversary by shifting back to the political verse (XI 214-215). However, the abuses
are in the everyday language Tzetzes used to mock the self-complacent schedogra-
pher in Historia 399. The two verses look as if they have been lifted straight from the
Ptochoprodromic poems,”> and they make all the more regrettable the decision of
Tzetzes not to have his vernacular astezsiata copied for publication.

Tzetzes introduces at the end of verse XI 215 the epic-looking adjective éupaci-
uovriog which does not fit the political verse though it does fit the dactylic hexame-
ter.’® He then shifts back into Homeric diction at XI 216 for the remainder of his
attack. The seven verses are couched in the obscure style of the prophecies given
by the oracle at Delphi.”’ In the vernacular verses the rhetor, who has been pro-
claimed «through the best agreements of ethereal Daedalus» (XI 213),"® has, on
the one hand, become an utterly boorish cobbler and skewer of planks, this being a
distinctly Ptochoprodromic image,”® while, on the other, he is presented as a fool
and a boorish, knave-like cleric.!*’ To the disgrace of the City (dotv = [16A1g), this

134 Tzetzes does quote hexametrical passages from ancient texts in the Histories, for example,
Hist. 50, Chil. VI 382-403 (quoting I/. IT 127 and 225-227). In a few instances he introduces his
own hexameters into the political verse; see, for example, the end of Hzsz. 23, Chil. V 186-201,
where V 196-201 are in hexameters, being the weighty sphragis of Part II of the Historzes.

B5 One might compare, for example, the abuses in Ptochopr. 1 251-257 (the teacher and his
wife); ITI 207-213 (the cleric teacher); IV 549-557 (the young monk as teacher).

136 The word makes the accentuated fifteen-syllable verse longer by two syllables, while the ac-
cent is on the prepenultimate — a major rhythmical anomaly. However, the quantative pattern of
the word forms the last two feet of the “heroic” verse (-~ ~ -~ ), just like éuBaciyvrtpoc (Batra-
chomyom. 137).

B7 For a similar case of a fictive Delphic prophecy composed in hexameters compare Prodro-
mos’ Rhodanthe and Dosikles X 184-233 Markovich; on this passage see P. A. Agapitos, Writ-
ing, Reading and Reciting (in) Byzantine Erotic Fiction, in B. Mondrain (ed.), Lire et écrire d
Byzance, Paris 2006, pp. 125-176: 145-146. On the literary aspect of Delphic oracles in hexame-
ters see Plutarch’s dialogue Tlepi 100 pr xpav Euuetpo vov v [vbiov (Moralia 24; TIT 25-59
Patton-Pohlenz-Sieveking). For a list of “literary” oracles from Delphi, many of which would
have been accessible to Byzantine readers through their inclusion in ancient Greek texts (e.g.
Herodotus, Pausanias, Plutarch, Lucian, Heliodorus), see J. E. Fontenrose, The Delphic Oracle:
Its Responses and Operations, with a Catalogue of Responses, Berkeley 1978, pp. 355-416 (leg-
endary and fictional responses); for a critical edition of Byzantine collections of Hellenic oracles
prophesying Christianity see H. Erbse, Theosophorum graecorum fragmenta, Leipzig 19952
(without the Sibylline Oracles).

138 Note also the appearance of oi6epioto at XI 219.

B9 Cf. Ptochopr. 111 145-154 Eideneier.

140 The sexual element in dpyimamog («testicle-cleric»), a hapax of Tzetzes (see LBG s.v.), sug-
gests a person who behaves like a knave or rogue. For the boorish thieving cleric as teacher see
Prochopr. 111 240-273.
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person has invaded the imperial court as a buffalo of epic proportions (XI 221),
who, infront of the city prefect, «pronounced such a buffalo» (XI 224), meaning
the nonsensical explanation of the Hermogenean passage in question. The animal
and sexual imagery employed once again degrades the adversary in social terms
and allocates him to the world of vulgar craftsmen and fraudulent priests. The
heaping of learned references together with the swift shifts of style and the choice
of strange-sounding words create a grotesque humor by whose pungent irony the
ethereal rhetor as buffalo is swept away. There is no indication in this passage that
the vernacular idiom is seen as another language, though it certainly is used in an
abusive way by Tzetzes. In fact, three different modes of poetic expression and two
verse forms are brought together to produce a devastating satirical effect. As with a
number of passages already discussed, Tzetzes puts on an Aristophanic mask by al-
lowing himself to use his profound knowledge of the Comic’s plays in order to
mock his buffalo-like rivals, be they ethereal rhetors with their vapid art or outcast
schedographers with their nonsensical little texts.!4!

The blemish examiners and everyday language

The incident concerning the appointment of a rhetor by the city prefect, as well as
the incident about the poetic quality of hexameters and iambs by persons closely
attached to the Kamateros brothers, give us a good idea of how rivarlies between
teachers and rhetors were carried out in Komnenian Constantinople. Though the
former incident involved the exegesis of Hermogenes, Tzetzes also used colloquial
discourse to denigrate his successful adversary. Therefore, it will be instructive for
our purpose of examining the relation between learned and vernacular language in
the twelfth century to look at another well-documented case of polemical criticism
between Tzetzes and one of his rivals. This case concerns the use of everyday lan-
guage in the context of high poetical exegesis and constitutes a formidable exam-
ple of the peer-group control mechanisms referred to in the first part of the present
paper.

Among the difficult poetic works Tzetzes explained to his pupils, Lycophron’s
Alexandra held a place of pride. Early on in this dramatic monologue, the poet of-
fers a very dense and opaque metaphor: ¢nyov 8¢ xoi SpUkopmo Kol yALKUY
Botpuv | 0dAAaL Te KOl deAdivec oi T € dpoévav | 0€pBovto ddrot Aéktpa Bovp-
®cot Bpotdv («And on oat and acorn and the sweet grape browsed whales and
dolphins and the seals that are desirous of the beds of male mortals»).!* Tzetzes
explained in his commentary the rare word ¢dAlar («whales»), used instead of the
conventional ¢drorvar, as follows:'#

141 On the Aristophanic role-playing in Tzetzes see Agapitos, “Middle-class” Identity, cit., pp. 6-
10.

142 Lyc. 83-85. On the Alexandra more broadly see the new critical edition by A. Hurst, Ly-
cophron: Alexandra, Paris 2008.

15 E. Scheer (ed.), Lycophronis Alexandra. Volumen II scholia continens, Berlin 1908 (repr.
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ddAovo Il Lovdrév €1t tailg Avyvialg €nmetdpevov 6 Kol TLPOVGTOVUOPOG KOl
yoyn kKot yopa koAeltatl. [...] kol tepl uev paroivng 100 {wuodiov xepcoiov 0 kol
KovOnAooBEotpay 1SLOTIKAG GOUEY EITOUEV.

Phalaina || It is an insect flying around lamps, that is also called pyraustoumoros, psy-
che and psora. [...] And we spoke about the little land-animal phalaina, which we al-
so call colloquially «oil-lamp-extinguisher».

Tzetzes states that phalaina also means «moth» as his periphrastic explanation
shows. He then lists three other words by which moths are called: pyraustoumoros
(«dying by fire»),'** psyche («soul»)'*® and psora («itch»). At the end of the lemma
Tzetzes makes a concluding remark about phalaina, that the moth is generally
called (¢opév) «oil-lamp-extinguisher» in everyday language (18iwtikac).'*® For
the use of the colloquial kandelosbestra in a commentary to Lycophron he was re-
proached by another teacher. In his commentary to the Frogs, Tzetzes mentions
this reproach after he has explained the words nhaxot¢ and xdAAaBog in Ran. 507.
The lengthy digression is quite revealing about Tzetzes” use of everyday language
for purposes of teaching:'¥’

TAOKOUVTOG: LEAMTNKTO TavTold. KOAAGBoVG: €€ dptmv, poAdov & €k Loung motkiA-
poto, €1g 0oy koAAPwv, Taccallokwy KLBApOC, TUTOVUEVEH, 0V VOV KOAOVGL
oullyviag Kol onoopoiviag, KOv utapog Tig Uag Kol To0Tou £veka dloovpet, 0Tt
THG TV GKPOATAV EVEKD WHEAELOG KOL EMLYVAOGEMG TO TAV GodNVILOUEVY, O E1G TNV
AVKOPpOVOG dAALOLVOY" ENEENYNCAUEVOL YOP LOV KOL ELTOVTOG EKEL" «OGAAOLVOL
uév €011 Cmi’jqnov todg Aoyviong émnsréusvov Kol Bevviov ocin:dcg, 0 KOl yopo, Kol
wuxn Kol nupomctouuopog keyewt 0 kavénrooBeotpa mop’ drwTolg KOAELTOL
€otL 8¢ ¢aMawa kol 1y00g, mepi fig O AUKO¢p0)V ¢now» OAN, ® Swzcnpwv TOVTO,
tpocyov VIE, GsknvaOusvs doovav kot sm?mme 0 ¢ocMochozv EMOV T0 VT
Kol Yoynv Kol yopav Kol TupoueTOUMOPOV, £1T0 EMEVEYKOV 10 «KOvONLooRé-

1958), p. 46, 29-30 and 46, 33-47, 1; on this commentary see Wendel, Tzetzes, cit., coll. 1978-
1982.

144 The word nupavstotuopog is attested only in Tzetzes (LBG s.v.). It is probable that he creat-
ed it from an Aeschylean fragment (288 Radt 8¢8o1ka u@pov kdpto TP VGTOV NOPOV) quoted
by Ael. NatAnin. XII 8 and explained in the Zenobian proverb epitome (V 79; CPG 1151, 9-14
Leutsch-Schneidewin). The Aeschylean word mupovong («moth singed by candle light») is also
found in Eustathios’ ComzmOd. 1547, 64-66 and 1848, 37-38 with reference to TupoicoTov popog
as a proverb.

145 For yuyf meaning butterfly or moth see LS] s.0. VI (Aristotle, Theophrast, Plutarch).

146 The word is lemmatized in LS] as xavéniooBéotnc/-opéotplo («moth») because of its ap-
pearance in the scholia to Nicander (Ther. 763a) and Oppian (Hal. I 404), authors for whose
works Tzetzes had also written scholia (Wendel, Tzetzes, cit., col. 1982). In LS] the word’s liter-
al meaning is understood as «extinguishing candles». However, in Byzantine usage xovéfila pri-
marily refers to the oil-lamp as used in homes or churches (see Lampe s.2.). From the attested
compound words with kavdnio- as their first component (see the list in LBG) it is obvious that
a lamp is also inferred here and not a candle.

147 Sch. Ar. Ran. 507a (Rec. 1), 835, 1-837, 5 Ko. The scholion is transmitted only in the Urb. gr.
141.
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oTpO», 0VK Adomuocuvy toVT0 Kol dmopla AéEewv €lpnko, GAL EPLEUEVOC GaHRS
YPAOELY KOL MOEAELV KOL TNV TLUXOVGOV SVGVOULV EPEPUNVEV®Y TOV AEEEWY. €1 dE
KOUTNPO1G, LETEMPOLG Kal Eevmtépalg £BoVAeTO keYPNoBaL Tolg AEEETL, TAVTWG OL
TG VUAV KOVOTMOL0G OOV 6LVEABOVTEG cuvIEVOL piay oV t(etlikdv AéEewv 0vK
av £duvnonoav: 10010 8¢ ToTE KOl TENOVOOGL T4 AKPOKOPLHO DUAY KOL TPMTOLELO,
£Vi ToLyviddet xoA® 1o ud undepiov A&y voncoviec, temhaocuévag & elval
Ta0TOG VTOTOTACOVIEG, MG UAPTLG TOV AOYou O VOV Spouyydplog TOVTOLS GUV-
€0160ic Epwtioot Tepl TV AéEewy, di fioov oide-

TLOVYYE, TEUVE TG AalBdpyoug apPorag,

npwiknv Movoav &€ un xataieybvng.
OALN €11 PO TOV GALTAPLOV KOL TOACUVOLE® KOTAGYETOV doipovi Thg Kovonio-
oféotpag 10 Tl alTLd; 10 «KOVONAav» 1| T0 «GBECTPOV»; GAL, olopal, 6€ T Kal TNV
onv KovoT®dilov t00T0 uovov d1édobev dveyvakévor Tevkpov tOv XoAdolov kol
BoBvAdviov kal thv £kelve cuvietoyuévny Tooipav vy BdpBapov, &v 1) nepil 1@v
TAPOVOTEALOVIOV dotpov Lmdlolg d1ddokel, Toutwy dMbev Aéywv AdmoTtéAecuo;
EKELGE VAP OMNOLV 0VTMOL" «€K Holpag 1 HEXPLS Kol K OANG 0 d€pmV 10 Alva ToLel
KOVONAGRTOG KOl AOUTASOPLOVG>.

1800, 16 VOV 601 T®) GKOTELVD TOG PPEVOG

KOVONAOG ELGNVEYKA TPOG TO PAG TOV AdyoV”

ofeompioug & unyovog LIEPTPEXELY

€0po1g £v 00TO1G 101G Adyolg DLAoGTPATOL

érotov, 00 okdrnkag £€ Tvddv Aéyer.'*8
KAv kown mdvu kal BdpPapog Av N AEELC Avcttelobviog Eveka teBeluévn, ovk
£de1 LaBpoing MUAY KaTadAvopely. «datuéviot, poivecdex» 142 ¢ate Huag npéuoug
diayewv 1@ BOA®’ VUELS cuppoplag KOL KOVOTWILOG GUVETOYOUEVOL GANOG GAA®
VUBV aviepilete Kal £KAOTOC EKAGTOV KOTOANPEITE. GAAG HoL TAALY TOV Adyov
TPOGOPUOGTEOV, OBEV ANEGTAGOA.

Plakountas: All sorts of honeyed sweets. Kollabous: Ornaments made from bread, or
rather from dough, pressed in the position of kollaboi (that is, the pegs of the
lute),® whom we today call siligniai («wheat breadloafs»)®! and sesamountes
(«sesame cakes»),” even if some abominable person'” will disparage me also on
account of this, namely that I explain everything for the profit and knowledge of my
pupils, as I did in the case of Lycophron’s phallaina. For as I explained and said in
my commentary: «Phallaina is a little animal flying around lamps and extinguishing
them; it is also called psora, psyche and pyraustoumoros, and which is called «oil-
lamp-extinguisher» by common people. Phallaina is also a fish, about which Ly-
cophron speaks». But, oh you who disparage these statements, you son of a billy-
goat, moonstruck, possessed by a demon and suffering from epilepsy, he who pro-

18 Phil. VitApollTyan. 111 1, 2.

149 0d. XVIII 406 (Soudvior, poivecOe).

150 Sch. Ar. Vesp. 572.

1 The noun ciAyviog is attested only since the 11th cent. (LBG s.v.), though cilryvitng and
owlyvwv (« Lat. siligineum, «wheat bread») are attested since the 2nd and 6th century respec-
tively (LS]J s.0. and LBG s.0.).

152 The noun onocopodg is attested since at least the 4th cent. (LS] 5.. and LBG s.0.).

153 Tzetzes employs again a ritual word, since propdg initially meant «polluted», «defiled by

blood».



30 Panagiotis A. Agapitos

nounced phallaina to be the same as psora, psyche and pyraustounoros, and then
added the word kandelosbestra, 1 did not say this because of ignorance and lack of
words, but aiming to write clearly and to benefit others in interpreting an incidental-
ly difficult word. But if he [sc. Tzetzes] wished to use bombeastic, elevated and
strange words, indeed, the members of your cohort having come all together would
be unable to understand even one of the Tzetzian words. For exactly this did your
topnotch®* and pick-of-the-day boys suffer since they did not grasp a single word of
just one playful choliambic verse of mine, suspecting these words to have been fabri-
cated, as the present drungarios' is witness to my story since he acquainted himself
with these people asking about the words that were the following:

Shoemaker, cut to pieces the dog-biting hunting-boots, >

and do not utterly disgrace the heroic Muse.
And again I address myself to the sacrilegious’”’ man possessed by a murderous de-
mon: What exactly do you censure in kandelosbestra? The component kandela or
the component sbestra? Yet you and your cohort have missed, I think, reading
Teucer the Chaldaean and Babylonian and the Barbaric Sphere composed by him,®
in which he instructs us about the stars rising next to the Zodiac signs, purportedly
declaring their influence on humans; for therein he speaks thus: «From degree 18
until all of degree 20 he who carries the filaments of Destiny creates candle-lighters
and torch-bearers»."?

See now, for you, the one with a benighted mind,

I have introduced lamps towards the light of education;

but in these very stories of Philostratus

you will find an oil, wherein he calls it «worms from India»,

that escapes from fire-extinguishing machines.'®
Even if the word was utterly common and barbaric but quoted because of being use-
ful, you should not speak foolishly and behind my back against me. «Oh you pos-

154 The noun dxpoxdpudov is a hapax of Tzetzes (LBG s.v.).

155 Could the droungarios here be the predecessor of Kamateros? On the office see above n. 116.
156 The Tzetzian words of this verse prove to be rare words culled from the relevant lexica such
as Hesychios or the Souda.

b7 For rendering dMtipiog I use Souda o 1257; 1, 114, 25-26 Adler (dAithpiog: dvdciog, 6 &ve-
YOUEVOG ULdoNaTL KoL ENUaPTNKAG £1¢ B£00C).

158 On this little known astronomer and his treatise see W. Hiibner, Grade und Gradbezirke der
Tierkreiszeichen: Der anonyme Traktat De stellis fixis, in quibus gradibus oriuntur signorum. I:
Quellenkritische Edition, Stuttgart-Leipzig 1995, pp. 92-93 (with the older bibliography). The
various fragments of Teucer have been edited and commented by F. Boll, Sphaera: Neue
griechische Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Sternbilder, Leipzig 1903, pp. 3-72. Tt
is worth pointing out that John Kamateros (see A. Kazhdan, ODB, 11, p. 1098) used Teucer in
his astronomical poem On the Zodiac. This reveals a possible connection to Tzetzes via the pa-
tronage of the Kamateros clan, especially if John is to be identified with Andronikos’ older
brother (see Bucossi [ed.], Andronici Camateri, cit., p. XXI).

19 Randelaptes and lampadarios are lemmatized in LS] Suppl. s.0. The cryptic phrase «he who
carries the filaments of Destiny» is the sign of Hydra, more specifically, the head of the water
snake; see Hiibner, Grade, cit., pp. 118-120.

160 The fictitious story in Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius is about a strange creature living in the
waters of the Indian river Hyphasis, that resembles a white worm; when melted down it pro-
duces an oil that can light up a fire able to overcome any fire-extinguishing device (cBeothipro).
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sessed ones, you are mad!» Leave me in peace to live in the cupola.'®' Gathering
gangs and cohorts together, all of you contend against each other and fill each other
with nonsense.'®? But let me reattach my discourse back to the point where I broke

off.

Having additionally used two colloquial words to explain the rare k6AAofoc, Tzet-
zes invokes the potential disparagement by some other teacher who would accuse
him of explaining everything in the texts he is presenting. He is thus reminded of
the episoded about Lycophron’s phallainai. He first quotes his own scholion in a
somewhat modified form, probably from memory. It should be noted that what in
the commentary appeared as «which we also call colloquially “oil-lamp-extinguish-
er”» appears here as «which is called “oil-lamp-extinguisher” by common people»,
giving the impression that Tzetzes is not one of those who use this word. After
abusing his detractor in the manner we have already seen in the first part of the pa-
per, he remarks that he used this colloquial word in order to make his commentary
more profitable (i.e. comprehensible) to his pupils and not because he is ignorant
or overinterpretive. He then digresses even further by telling of how the cohort of
the teacher and his best pupils where not able to understand a funny choliamb he
had composed. Finally, he points out that both components of the contested word
are in fact well attested since ancient times, and he quotes the obscure astronomer
Teucer of Babylon and Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana. He concludes his
digression by presenting himself as a peace-loving person sitting in his alloted
place, while his rival and his pupils are a gang of savages tearing each other to
pieces. As noted already (see above), Tzetzes” representation of his rivals is shaped
by a specific set of negative images that he manipulates most competently. The
more one gets acquainted with this portrait gallery of #ziaroi, the more one gets the
impression that they are in one way or another reflections of Aristophanes’ archvil-
lain, the Paphlagonian slave in the Knzghts. Be that as it may, Tzetzes’ arguments
for using a colloquial word in interpreting Lycophron are (i) the usefulness for the
users of his commentary, and (ii) the fact that the colloquial word’s components
are already attested in older writings. These, in fact, are the arguments that Eu-
stathios also used, only he expressed them somewhat differently (more coherently
one would be tempted to suggest) and not attacking other teachers in a pro-
nouncedly vehement manner.'® In fact, Tzetzes did not do something out of the

161 Tzetzes wishes to live peacefully under the cupola (6 861o¢). Koster plausibly suggests that

this could be a discreet reference to his cell or some other building of the Pantokrator
Monastery, where Tzetzes lived and taught. For a similar imagery see an abusive iambic note
written by Tzetzes in the margin of the oldest manuscript of Thucydides, the late 9th-century
Heid. Pal. gr. 252. The note has been edited by M. J. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide. Note
autografe sul Codice Heidelberg Palatino Greco 252, Bari 1999, pp. 49-50. On these verses see
Agapitos, “Middle-Class” Identity, cit., p. 5.

162 Tn the poem referred to in the previous note, Tzetzes also speaks about a «wise cohort»
(co¢n kovotwdia), which disparages him because he does not follow their erring ways.

163 See Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., passim.
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ordinary when he glossed Aristophanes’ rare “colloquial” word and Lycophron’s
rare “epic” word with “classical” synonyms plus an “everyday” word, since this
was not an uncommon practice when teaching Greek at school in the twelfth cen-
tury and later.!%*

This particular incident of collegial backstabbing must have caused Tzetzes sub-

stantial irritation, for he did write to this teacher a short, cryptically ironic letter:'®

Tivi HOUOCKOT®.
20 Uev 10 EUoG doAraivog Euéuym: covg 8¢ cohpoug TnAEdoug vevouLkoc.

To a blemish examiner.
You reproached my whales, but you thought your wise men to be Telephuses.

The heading of this letter introduces us to the noun pwpockdénog, a rare word from
the context of sacrificial ritual meaning «a person examining sacrificial victims for
blemishes», attested for the first time in Philo and somewhat later in Clemens, both
Alexandrian authors.'®® Tzetzes often used it to describe those persons who are
ready to find blemishes in his works, in other words, malicious rivals.'” The word
is used once in the sense of «ill-disposed critic» by Eustathios for Homer.'%® Just
like katharma, momoskopos marks through reference to ritual practice an extraor-
dinary negative aspect of Tzetzes’ rivals.'®’

Obviously, the letter is incomprehensible to anyone who does not know the inci-

164 Agapitos, Learning to Read, cit., pp. 19-20.

165 Ep 64,

166 De agric. 130; 1320 M (= 76 Poilloux) and Stromz. IV 117, 4; 250, 13-15 Van den Hoek re-
spectively. The term was a translation by Hellenistic Jews of a cultic term from the ritual of the
Jerusalem Temple, and does not reflect Greek sacrificial practices; see Y. Paz, Exanzining Blen:-
ishes: The uwuooxénor and the Jerusalem Temple, «Studia Philonica», 29, 2017 (forthcoming).
For the use of the word and the derivative verb popockonéw in early Patristic literature see
Lampe s.v. and G. J. M. Bartelink, Zur Spiritualisierung eines Opferterminus, «Glotta» 39, 1960,
pp.- 43-48.

167 See, for example, Ep. 6, 13, 1; Hist. 397, Chil. XII 3; sch. Ar. Plut. 82 (Rec. 1), 28, 7 M-P;
Sch. Ar. Ran. 1137, 1033, 17 Ko; Allegll. proleg. 35; Theog. 502.

168 See CommOd. 1387, 19-20: “Ot1 008" €v 17 ‘Odvcceiq O montg domep 008 &v 1M TAddt
£0€Lel popookomog elvol Kol 61ALOg 8te | naco dvdykn («Note that in the Odyssey the poet,
just like in the I/iad, does not wish to be a blemish examiner and a lampooner should this not
be absolutely necessary»). The noun 6ildog characterizes a type of satirical poem (cfr. Ael.
NatAnim. 111 40 t0v 6ilhov ydyov Aéyovot petd toidiag ducopéotov); otlloypadia is found
in Eust. CommOd. 1850, 33 and 61AO¢ in Commll. 204, 22.

169 For another Tzetzian use of the word see his extravagantly abusive iambic attack against in-
competent scribes and ignorant teachers in Sch. Ar. Pluz. 137, 41, 8-46, 21 M-P (a total of 117
verses), wherein he combines all the negative images we have encountered up to this point in the
paper (differentialists, tavern-keepers, barbarians, scum, monstrous and malodorous beasts,
demons of darkness, thieves, corruptors of literature, enemies of God), while he also employs a
word developed out of everyday language (43, 12 xovtpovfitling). On kovtpoUBv («round
clay pot», but also a type of merchant vessel) see Kriaras, VIII, p. 350 and LBG s.v., on
kovtpouvBitling («randomly mixed») see LBG s.v. (is used only by Tzetzes).



John Tzetzes and the blemish examiners 33

dent. However, the letter reveals that Tzetzes must have retaliated in some way, be-
cause the second sentence suggests that the blemish examiner had also made an er-
ror out of ignorance. The two sentences are explained in two separate notes in the
Histories.'’° The first of the two notes follows the basic structure of the scholion to
Ran. 507. Tzetzes remarks that there are numerous meanings attached to phallaina,
one of which is «moth». He then goes on to explain:!'’!

‘Ev 8¢ 101¢ €1g Avkddpova €pol €Enynbeiot
Kol mept 100Tov £ypoyo T0Te T0V {WULAALOV.

955  "Eott kol {@ov £tepov AAAALYVO KEKANUEVOY,
daA oLVa, YOXN YOPO T€ KO TUPOVGTOVULOPAG OE,
Omep pool KOvOTEPOV TLVEG KavONAOGBETTPaY.
Todto 8¢ BovBardnomog Tig cvpelv'’? ovk aviike,
TPOG OV T0 EMLGTOALOV EYPEPN LOUOGKOTOV.

In my commentary on Lycophron’s poem
T also wrote then about this little animal.

955  For there exists another animal called phaillana,
namely phaillana, psyche, psora and also pyraustoumoros,
that some people call more commonly «oil-lamp-extinguisher».
But a certain buffalo-cleric did not succeed in disparaging it,
to whom blemish examiner my tiny letter was written.

Tzetzes again quotes his own scholion yet with the variation «that some people call
<this animal> more commonly “oil-lamp-extinguisher”». The avoidance of the in-
clusive plural of the original scholion («we call colloquially») again serves to lessen
the generality of the everyday usage implied in the Lycophron commentary. In the
second note, he embarks on a full-scale counterattack; it begins as follows:!”?

960  OD10¢ O BoLBAAOTOTOG LMUOGKOTAVY TOLASE,
0 OOELELOG EVEKEV £YPAONCOV TOV VE®V,
00106 BopPapag £ypavev ig dNBev KoOUmdLoY
£l ToTpLEpYMV 1OV ZTURhv, Gnep dALAP®G ELTE
KOl TAEPOV EYKEGOAOV EITAOV TOV TOTPLAPYOV.

960  Now this buffalo-cleric blamingly examining these my writings,
which I had written for the benefit of youths,
himself wrote in a barbarous manner supposedly a satire
to Patriarch Stypes, which things he expressed nonsensically
even calling the patriarch’s brain a «Telephus».

Our outraged teacher points out a gross error in a «supposed satire» (g 870ev

70 Hist. 298 (‘H Aéyovoa «t0g &udg ddAraivac», moAld 8¢ onuaiver 7 ¢dAroiva) and 299
(Mepi 100 «covg 8¢ codovg TnAEdoug vevoukogy), Chil. IX 946-959 and 960-980.

71 Hist. 298, Chil. 1X 953-959.

172 3perv here is synonymous to Sracvpely. We find a similar use in Allegll. IX 28.

173 Hist. 299; Chil. IX 960-964.
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koumdiav) that his blemish-examining adversary addressed to Patriarch Leo
Stypes (1134-1143). In this satire, most probably composed in iambics, the buffalo-
cleric called the patriarch’s brain a «Telephus», obviously misunderstanding the
Aristophanic verse 0évmv dU 0pyTc, €kyxéel tov Tiedov, as quoted in Chil. IX
969, where the Comic disparagingly refers to Euripides’ play Telephus.'* Tzetzes
sarcastically remarks that the patriarch had not composed a Telephus drama, while
his adversary proved to be a «barbarian» in thinking that the brain is mainly called
«Telephus» by Aristophanes (IX 968-978). The philological barbarism of Tzetzes’
adversary'” does not refer to the inappropriate use of everyday language, but to a
scholarly error in understanding Aristophanes.!’®

Tzetzes abuses his critic as a BovBardroanag (IX 958, 960, 967), while in his com-
mentary to the Frogs he calls the same person «son of a billy-goat» (tpdyov vig).!””
These abuses parallel the «buffalo» and «bullocks-cleric» we met in Hisz. 369
(Chil. XTI 215 BovBarog, opyinarog) and the «young billy-goat» in Hisz. 399 (Chil.
XII 243 tpoyémwrov). Thus, the rival has once again been placed in the world of
malodorous beasts. As in the commentary to the Frogs, Tzetzes in the Histories is at
pains to explain that he used kavénlooBéotpa in a work «written for the benefit of
youths» (IX 961). These virulent characterizations are part of a defense mechanism
against criticism about the use of colloquial discourse in the commentary of an an-
cient text. Seen from a different point of view, the incident of the kandelosbestra
reveals that Tzetzes’ commentaries were quite successful. This is proven, on the
one hand, by the incidents where some teacher stole one of his books or
dossiers,!’® and, on the other hand, by the rich textual history of his commentaries,
mostly written around the text!’”” but sometimes transmitted independently as run-
ning texts.!® Therefore, Tzetzes exposed his work much more to his peer group
than other teachers did. Eustathios again offers us a good counter-example. The
transmission of his Homeric Parekbola: is in Byzantine times far thinner than Tzet-
zes’ Iliad and Aristophanes commentaries,'®! since the complexity and size of Eu-

174 In the critical editions Frogs 855 is printed as 6evav U’ 0pyfg £xyén tov Thdedov. Dionysus
warns Euripides that the angry Aeschylus might hit the former’s temple with one of his immense
words and thus spill out his Telephus. In Sch. Ar. Ran. 855a (Rec. 1), 942, 9-10 Ko Tzetzes notes
0v Thredov] €ykédorov map’ vrovorav, while in Sch. Ar. Ran. 854 (Rec. II), 942, 1-8 Ko he ex-
pands the older scholion and clarifies the difference between the literal and the figurative mean-
ing in relation to the wordplay on the title of the Euripidean play.

175 Chil. TX 962 (BapBdpag Eypayev), 965 (Bofai tig BapBapdtnrog), 967 (BépBapo Afpa ypd-
oov), 978 (BapPope).

176 This is a different application of the barbarian imagery than the one found in Eustathios; see
Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., pp. 234-237.

177 Sch. Ar. Ran. 507a, 835, 9 Ko.

178 See above n. 20.

179 See, for example, Vat. Urb. gr. 141 or Par. suppl. gr. 655.

180 See, for example, Ambr. 222 inf.

181 One two-volume edition for the I/zad (Laur. 59, 2 and 3, a parchment codex) and two manu-
scripts for the Odyssey (Marc. gr. 460 and Par. gr. 2702, both bombycin codices), all of them
from the late 12th century.
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stathios” work made it costly to copy and difficult to use, while Tzetzes’ scholia
were reader-friendly and rather popular exegetical notes, as we can see from Eu-
stathios who knew them.!®?

We saw above (pp. 24-26) that Tzetzes employed the technique of stylistic shifts
for humorous purposes, but also within the context of poetry exegesis. He himself
reveals that he employed this technique consciously. In one of his most grotesquely
funny letters, he complained to Nikephoros Serblias, imperial secretary and mem-
ber of the Senate, that he had no money to repair a leaking drainpipe above the
door of his appartment and that he was in dire need of financial support.'®* In or-
der to flatter Serblias, Tzetzes made the utterly absurd claim that Nikephoros was
a descendent of the Servilii, a noble family of republican Rome (t®v npiv Koiod-
pov ZepPidiwv amdyove). In explaining the learned reference in the Histories,
Tzetzes wrote:!¥4

295 XepPnitog v Umotog koi Koicop t1@v Pouaioy.
MeB68w 3¢ de1vOTNTOg PNTOPLKD TM TPOTW,
€k ZepPnilmv g Yoviig Aéyw kol Tov ZepPAriav.
‘Qc einep dAhog HiPele, ZépPov ‘HAlav elnev.'®
To010 Yap PATOPOG AVEPOG KOl GUPOTEPOYAWMOGOV,
300 KOl TPAYUOOL KO KANGEGL KO TO1G AOLTOlg OUOL®G
TPOG £MOLVOV KOL WOYov de KeYPNoBoL GuUPEPOVTQC.

295  Servilius was a consul and caesar of the Romans.

By means of the technique of forcefulness, in a rhetorical way,

I declared Serblias as being of the family of the Servilii,

just as someone else might wish to call him a Serbian Elias.

For this is the talent of a man good in rhetoric and speaking in two ways,
300 namely, to use situations and names and similar such things

expediently for praise and for blame.

The pseudo-etymological play on the family name Serblias can, therefore, move to
two, quite opposite directions, on the one hand, as a transferral to an ancient Ro-
man (gua noble) context for purposes of praise (ZepBriag becomes a Zeppiitog),
on the other, as a transferral to a contemporary Serbian (g«a barbarian) context for
purposes of blame (ZepBriag becomes a TépBoc "HAlog). While the actual praise
“rises” to learned diction since ZepBniitog is a fully sanctioned Roman name culled
from Hellenistic historiography and the lexica,'® the potential blame “drops” to

182 See above p. 5 and n. 21.

18 Ep. 18. On the Serblias family see A. Kazhdan, ODB, III, p. 1875.

184 Hist. 132, Chidl. VII 295-301.

18 Tn all manuscripts but one of the Histories the Roman name is written with an eta (Zeppn-
Mog), though in some manuscripts the correct spelling ZepBidiog has been written above the
line. It is possible that the “wrong” spelling served Tzetzes’ purpose of an antistoichic play
(ZepBilog » ZepPniioc » Zepf Hrlog).

18 F g Souda ¢ 243; 111, 342, 10-11 Adler.
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colloquial diction since ZépBog is not sanctioned by Atticist practice.!®” Tzetzes

adds that this technique is the very hallmark of a good rhetor who is du-
dotepdyrlmococ. In my opinion, this adjective — a creation of Tzetzes — means that
a thetor can develop out of one word both a positive and a negative wordplay. This
results in two very different meanings that can be used for praise or blame accord-
ing to a given situation.!®® The combined use of “Attic” Greek and colloquial
“Rhomaian” Greek shows that we are not confronted with two languages standing
in some inimical relation to each other, but with idioms that are used to express,
sometimes simultaneously, different purposes of an author within the same text.
When an author takes a defensive stance as to the use of everyday language, this is
because someone else has criticized him for this use, as the kandelosbestra incident
amply indicates. This ambivalent stance is related to the character and social stand-
ing of the individual teachers rather than to a general attitude of the teaching es-
tablishment.

Such an ambivalence is expressed at length in the epilogue Tzetzes wrote for his
own compact version of the Theogony (along with a genealogy of the heroes of the
Trojan War) composed in political verses.'®’

187 The usual Atticist equivalent for the Serbs was Tp1BoA)oi, a race mentioned in Herodotus IV
49. See, for example, the comment of Niketas Choniates in his History about an expedition of
John II Komnenos in 1123: Mixp® 8¢ Votepov kol kotd 100 tdv TptBoArdv £€0voug (gimot &
av Tig €1epog ZéPPmv), KaKOLPYOUVTOG Kal TAG OTOVAG cuYX£0VTog, otpoteiay eknpute (16,
15-18 van Dieten).

188 P, Roilos, Amphoteroglossia: A Poetics of the Twelfth-Century Medieval Greek Novel, Wash-
ington, DC 2005, pp. 29-30, in analyzing Historia 132, suggests that the word means «double-
tongued» and relates it to «ambiguity» (§utAdn), a word used by Theodore Prodromos to de-
scribe the power of rhetoric against opponents. But Tzetzes speaks of both praise and blame; he
does not refer to the capacity of words to mean something else than what is being said and, thus,
to appear as deceitful, which is what schedography does within an educational context. This
meaning of d1mAdn as «deceitful ambiguity» is what Gregory Pardos (2nd quarter of the 12th
cent.) explains in his treatise On the Syntax of Discourse § 67, when he states that 16 8¢ (sc. pi-
poto) SumAnyv €xovia TV cOvVIaEly 1 Kol TOLKIAMTEPOY, TOVTO, VOV UOVO, TOPOAGBOUEY, ®C
xpNoLuo kol €ig v SutAdény Thg oyediknc miextdvng («only those verbs that have a double or
an even more varied syntactical function I have included as being also useful for the deceit of
the schedographic meshes»); see D. Donnet, Le traité Tlepi cvvidéews Adyov de Grégoire de
Corinth: Etude de la tradition manuscrite, édition, traduction et commentaire, Brussels 1967, p.
207, 409-411. On amphoteroglossia in Eustathios see also F. Kolovou, Die Briefe des Eustathios
von Thessalonike, Munich 2006, pp. 43*-49* with many references.

189 The main part of the text was edited for the first time by Immanuel Bekker (see above n. 8),
based on the Romanus Casanatensis gr. 306 (olim J-II-10), a. 1413 [C]. Eight years later, the text
was also edited by P. Matranga, Anecdota graeca, 1-11, Rome 1850: I, pp. 577-598, from a sofar
unidentified Vatican manuscript that breaks off already at 618 in Bekker’s edition. The epilogue
of the poem in C starts with v. 719, but breaks off at 777, because the scribe refused to continue
copying the incomprehensible foreign languages he found in the text: xai dAAotr ToAAol oTiyot
noav dtoréktov dloddpmv, GAL Eym mapélerya tavto i¢ dvodeAn («There were many other
verses of various dialects, but I ommitted these as being useless»). A similar case of refusal to
copy the epilogue is found in the Vind. phil. gr. 321 (late 13th cent.) [W] which also transmitts
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The poem’s heading runs as follows:!”

Todvvou ypoppotikod moinua tob T{étlov 0vBwpov Tavn Kol GUEAETNTOV B10,
OTLY WV TOALTLK@V TEPLEYOV TTOcOV Beoyoviay €v Bpoayel LETO TPOCHNKNG KOL KOTO-
A6you' ! 1@y €mt v "Thov dpiotov EAMvov te kot Tpomv.

By John Tzetzes the schoolteacher a poem wholly instantaneous and unstudied in
political verses comprising all the genealogy of the gods in a concise form with the
addition of a catalogue of the excellent Hellenes and Trojans during the war at Ilion.

The phrase «a poem wholly instantaneous and unstudied» (roinua avOwpPoOV TAvVIN
Kol duerémrov),? also appears in the heading of the poem against the two imper-
ial secretaries, namely, «verses instantaneous and wholly unstudied» (c1tiyot a08®-
pol kol mavin duerémror).!” In my opinion, the older meaning of the adjective
avbwpdg («immediate, at that very moment»), combined here with dueiétnrog
(«unstudied»), expresses the sense of «improvised», that is, delivered in a sketchy
and unprepared manner,'**

the Theogony on ff. 437-48". The scribe broke off at 723 and noted: tOv 8Aov €nidoyov id v
noAvloylov eidoapev Gypadov («All of the epilogue we left uncopied because of its garrulity»).
W is the oldest and best witness of the text, while it is also an important manuscript transmit-
ting, among many other texts, the letters of Euthymios Malakes, various works of Theodore II
Laskaris and the letters of Nikephoros Blemmydes; see H. Hunger, Katalog der griechischen
Handschriften der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek. 1: Codices historici, codices philosophici et
philologici, Vienna 1961, pp. 409-418: 411 on the Tzetzes material. Maria Tomadaki (currently
post-doctoral researcher at the Department of Literary Studies, Ghent University) is preparing a
critical edition of Tzetzes’ Theogony. From a first study of the Theogony manuscripts in the Va-
ticana, Dr. Tomadaki believes that the most probable candidate for having been the basis of
Matranga’s edition is Vat. gr. 896 (2nd half of 14th cent.), possibly with the use of Vat. gr. 895
(1st half of 14th cent.); it is the latter manuscript that preserves the dedication to the sebastokra-
torissa (see below n. 196); on the two manuscripts see P. Schreiner, Codices Vaticani Graeci:
Codices 867-932, Vatican City 1988, pp. 66-72 (895) and 72-76 (896).

190 Bekker, Die Theogonie, cit., p. 147. In a few cases readings from W have been included in the
text as they clearly are superior to the text of C.

91 The word xataAdyov is omitted in C but transmitted in W.

192 See also in the text’s prologue at Theog. 22-23: €y® 8¢ ndvta 6ol GOOAG EmSpouddny ALEw, |
dueletitog 0v0wpov kal kotectevouévag («For I shall tell you everything clearly and sum-
marily, in a manner unstudied, improvised and highly condensed»).

193 Pétrides, Vers inédits, cit., p. 569.

194 Tn connection with the embarassing episode hinted at in the Pétridés poem, Tzetzes makes
clear in two letters addressed to the Kamateroi brothers (Epp. 89-90), that he improvises good
iambs; he uses the phrases 1duBovg tivig dnecyediaca and td Ppdyiotd pot otyidia dnep
anecyedlaca (129, 8-9 and 130, 18 respectively). It should be noted that 008wpov as an adverb
makes a massive appearance in lemmata to poems of Manuel Philes (ca. 1270-ca. 1335), that
functioned as metrical prefaces to the recitation of prose works by older authors; see Th. Anto-
nopoulou, On the Reception of Homilies and Hagiography in Byzantium: The Recited Metrical
Prefaces, in A. Rhoby, E. Schiffer (eds.), Imitatio — Aemulatio — Variatio. Akten des interna-
tionalen wissenschaftlichen Symposions zur byzantinischen Sprache und Literatur (Wien, 22.-25.
Oktober 2008), Wien 2010, pp. 57-79: 68-74.
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The poem is dedicated to a royal lady, addressed in the prologue as «Well, then,
imperial soul, soul loving scholarship, splendid soul, lover of beauty and, above all,
lover of literature» and «Well, then, graceful soul, lover of history, lover of litera-
ture».'” This person is the sebastokratorissa Eirene, widow of the sebastokrator An-
dronikos ( 1142), second-born son of Emperor John IT Komnenos.'*® Tzetzes first
extolls Eirene’s mythical riches and royal will (Theog. 10-13) and, then, points to
her wish for receiving a list of the gods and the descendence of the heroes, a wish
which he will satisfy in a clear and concise manner (22). He concludes his self-
praise by suggesting that only she can save him from unjust men and from inhuman
poverty by breaking the bonds of his speechlessness through her warm golden
medicine that will allow his tongue and brain to function again (35-43).'%” One
could compare this prologue with Constantine Manasses’ prologue for his Annalis-
tic Compendium (Zhvoyig ypovikn), a work also commissioned by the sebastokra-
torissa. In the prologue’s first part,'”® Manasses employs the same themes and vo-
cabulary as Tzetzes (beautiful lady, friend of learning, rich and generous, wishing
for a concise and clear book on ancient history), but without the autographic style
of the latter. But, then, Manasses was a well-known public speaker, accomplished
writer, schedographer and emissary of the emperor, exactly the kind of person
whom Tzetzes could have branded as an «ethereal rhetor».

195 Theog. 1-2 ®épe, yoyn Bacitieco, yuyn dritctopovsa, | yoymn Aoumpd, orddikaie kol drro-
Moyotdtn and 18 yuyn xopiecsco, drAictop, GLAOAGYE.

19 Tn the Vat. gr. 895, f. 115" (see above n. 189) we find the lemma ITporoyog Tpdg v cePa-
otokpatopiocov (Matranga, Anecdota, cit., I1, p. 577). The correct identification of the ad-
dressee goes back to G. Hart, De Tzetzarum nomine vitis scriptis, «Jahrbiicher fiir Classische
Philologie. Supplementband» 12, 1880-1881, pp. 1-75: 38, and is based on Ep. 56, wherein
Tzetzes complains to the sebastokratorissa about the bad treatment of his «exegeses» (78, 2 1d¢
vop £uog £Enyfoetg); see Wendel, Tzetzes, cit., col. 1984. On Eirene Komnene see E. Jeffreys,
M. Jeffreys, Who was Eirene the Sevastokratorissa, «Byzantion» 64, 1994, pp. 40-68, who sug-
gested that Eirene was actually of Norman descent; A. Rhoby, Verschiedene Bemerkungen zur
Sebastokratorissa Eirene und zu Autoren in ihrem Umfeld, «Néa Poun» 6, 2009, pp. 305-336
and, most recently, E. Jeffreys, The Sebastokratorissa Eirene as Patron, in M. Griinbart, M. Mul-
lett, L. Theis (eds.), Femnale Founders in Byzantium and Beyond, Vienna 2013, pp. 177-194, with
substantial bibliography. The hypothesis that Eirene was Norman has been unanimously accept-
ed in the relevant bibliography, however, there is no actual evidence for this proposal, while the
argumentation is solely e silentio. We simply do not know the origins of this woman; she could
be Byzantine but of a somewhat lower social standing.

197 The text of the prologue (1-48) in C is in an unsatisfactory state. Given the importance of the
prologue for understanding the contract between author and addressee I list here the readings
from W so that readers can put them into the text in order to have a better understanding of
these verses: 6 0e0¢ ¢¢ C : v 6vtog W 19 160 C : 1t W | 9a ¢iieig to0g Adyoug kol nobeie, £n-
evipuddoa 100toug W : om. C | 13 Bacidikov npog dAroig C : Baciretov edAdyog W I 15 émi-
tepréotatov C : épupenéotatov W | 30 ndvta C: ndvtov W | 37 deopdoar C : deopoduor W
38 kol novieddg C : kol mavieddg Gv dowvog £k tovtav £ywvounv W | 43 v éykédorov Nit-
Oiov C : 10v yxédorov NMAOLav W | 46 npdooyeg (a silent correction of Bekker) : mpdoyeg W.
198 SynChron. 1-17; ed. O. Lampsidis (ed.), Constantini Manassis Brevzarium chronicum, 1-11,
Athens 1996, 1, pp. 5-6.
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The poem’s long epilogue of 137 verses cannot be found as a continuous text in
any printed edition and has therefore never been studied as a whole. Only one part
of the prologue has become well known, at least among Byzantinists. It is the pas-
sage where Tzetzes shows his knowledge of foreign languages, quoting snippets of
everyday conversation in Scythian (i.e. Cuman), Persian (i.e. Seljuq), Latin, Alan
(i.e. Old Ossetian), Arabic, Russian and Hebrew.'”” Because of the epilogue’s im-
portance for the purposes of the present analysis, I will quote the lengthy passage
in full, uniting it for the first time on the printed page.?™® Tzetzes ends his narrative
with the heroes who fought at Thebes. Then, he addresses his patroness:

Ov7101, HLTOV XPLGOTPEUVOV, 0VTOL, YPUTOV MPOLOV,
720 ‘ExMvov?’! fcov ot Bgot kol Toidec TV Hipdmy.
"Exe1g toryap 10 dAveLOV, GNETLON TO XPEOC,
€V TOLYVIOSESL YPOOOLG GLYYPAWOS TG GTTOVSAL0,!
Kol 81 KOADG EKUAVOOVE TAVTOG TOVG YEYPOUUEVOLC,
E1 8¢ 11¢ 1€lvEL TPOG MUAG AOPOVME LOdUOL BENOG,
725  KOTOUOKOUEVOS LAV TOLODTO, YEYPOOOTOV,
€KEIVOG LEV MG BOVAOLTO LOWOLS EXEVTIPLHCTM,
NUELG 8€ TAvTmg 0VdE YpL dOeYEaipedo Tpog TovTOV.
20 8¢ KOAOG YLVOGKOVGO. TO THG 0lKoVouiag,
KOl 0 EXEPPMV GVVETOC, ELOWE OTKOVOULOY

199 This passage (a total of thirty-five verses) was fully edited for the first time from the Vat.
Barb. gr. 30 [B] (13th cent.) by Gy. Moravcsik, Barbarische Sprachreste in der Theogonie des Jo-
hannes Tzetzes [1928-1929], in Studia byzantina, Budapest 1967, pp. 283-292. Moravcik dated B
to the 15th century, but on the 13th-century date see V. Capocci, Codices Barberiniani Graeci.
Tomus 1: Codices 1-163, Vatican City 1958, pp. 31-33. The missing final section of the epilogue
was published by C. Wendel, Das unbekannte Schlufstiick der Theogonie des Tzetzes, «Byzanti-
nische Zeitschrift» 40, 1940, pp. 23-26 (comprising fifty-five verses), also edited from B. The
passage with the foreign languages was then reedited from the Vind. phil. gr. 118 [V] (late 14th
cent.) by H. Hunger, Zum Epilog der Theogonie des Johannes Tzetzes, «Byzantinische Zeit-
schrift» 46, 1953, pp. 302-307: 304-305. These thirty-five verses were translated into English by
A. P. Kazhdan, A. Wharton Epstein, Change in Byzantine Culture in the Eleventh and Twelfth
Century, Berkeley 1985, pp. 259-260 (text nr. 47) on the basis of Hunger’s edition. This passage
has been discussed by P. A. Agapitos, Vo Aktualisierungsversuch zum kommunikativen Code:
Johannes Tzetzes und der Epilog seiner Theogonie fiir die sebastokratorissa Eirene, in E. Kislinger,
A. Kiilzer (eds.), Herbert Hunger und die Wiener Schule der Byzantinistik: Riickblick und Aus-
blick, Vienna (forthcoming).

200 Hunger, Zum Epilog, cit., p. 303, reconstructed the sequence of the epilogue on the basis of
the printed editions as follows: vv. 1-47 (719-765 Bekker) + 1-35 (Moravcsik and Hunger) + 1-
55 (Wendel). The epilogue will be quoted here as if it were a part of Bekker’s edition, thus con-
tinuing his verse numeration. For reference purposes the numeration of the individual editions
will be printed on the right-hand margin of the text column. I have slightly unified the spelling
and punctuation of the older editions. Lines printed in Italics are Tzetzes’ interlinear glosses
found in all three manuscripts (C, B and V). The last part of the epilogue, as edited by Wendel
from B, is also preserved in V which in certain cases transmitts better readings. These have been
incorporated from Hunger, Zum Epilog, cit., p. 307 who offers a collation.

201N\ transmitts EAAivav, while C reads éAAnvec,.
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730 KOl TPOGORO KOl TPOTOVG TE, 81’ 0VG £Ypoyo. TAJE,
£Ke1VOL HENYOLODE, BOK®, TNV LOUOCKOTOV YADCGOV,
NUGG 8 0VK GV VOULONTE TV 00OA®Y GUYYPOPEMY,

U1 KOUTNPOLG GLYYPGUUOOLY TADTO GUYYPOWAUEVOLC.
‘Eyo yap €lmba 6KOTELY KOl TPOS®TO Kal TpOToug

735 KOl TOUG KOLPOVG KOL TPAYUATO, KOl YPADELY TO TPETDIN.
Kot 1pdg 60hovg HEV YEYPOd®E GVIPOG KOL TPOG A0YLOVG
™MV ATTIKNY ApRATTOHOL TOTE KLvvipay YADTING,
£€nQdwV TAVL Ayvpag EKelvolg apuoviag:
€1 8¢ moTe dENOEL LIE KOl TPOG AYPOlKOVG YPAdELY,

740  domep Moy O KOUIKOC, oKAOMV TV oKAOMV YPAd®,

TPOGg GALEQG AYKLeTPOV, BovkevTpov Bounidtotg,
P0G oivompdtog olvov 8& YAukvy kol tOv O&ivnyv.
Ei & éxtporniov ypdyoiuev oivov £Eeomrota
HEMNBT KoL GAAEPVOV T) OLKEPLTNV TAEOV,

745 Kwnoet 10te k00 NUAV diKknV Thg TOPovVoLlog,
@omep KOl TAG TLG ETEPOC TEXVNY OOKDV BovoOcmV.
Ald 01 T0VTO TOVTOYOD TNPAV OLKOVOULAY,
¢ TPOG YUVALKO YEYPOONG VPO COPECTEPWOG'
£viote kol TovTEARG Eypoyo Bavauowdn,

750 1) TPOG YUVOIKOG YEYPOHWG KOLVAG €€ GypaUUETOV,
1 XOpLV AGTETGUOTOG KOL YEAWTOG LEYOAOV,
Baitt{ac?™ kot mathTia Ypddmy KOl TGS KOUPUS TOV.
Ipog 8¢ 10 KOpag YEYPOHWS KO TOVG ONELPOTEPOVG
YPAh® TV xorkopvLov > kol 10 kopovtioviitliy,

755 101G BpePLAALOLG YEYPOHMS YPEH® LOUULO TOTO. TE.
Kot IMAdtov 6 gridcodog oUtm ¢nol Tov ypadwv
«kail 81 EAeyév pot kahod ToTpog KOAOS Vide». 2%

203

202 Plutarch (Mor. 178b; I1 1, 20, 14-18 Sieveking) reports it as a saying of King Philip of Mace-
don, while it is Lucian in his famous essay How should history be written (Op. 59, 41: TI1 312, 8-
10 Macleod) who attributes it to «the Comic»: ¢ 0 kmu1kdg ¢noiv, 16 cVKo GUKA Kal TV oKd-
onv 8¢ oxddny dvoudlwv (Aristoph. fr. 901b). Tzetzes refers to this bon mot also in Hist. 207,
Chil. VIII 556-562, where it appears in a conflated version with Philip quoting Aristophanes.

203 Bekker printed Bdvovcov but this is unmetrical; I prefer correcting it to Bovatvcmv.

204 Bekker prints Boitlac. On the word («maid servant») see Kriaras, 5.0. Boyitoa, where also
the form Baitoa is included.

205 Attested in Aetios of Amida (LSJ), with the accent -ptiav, whilst Bekker prints -uvtav, that
would not fit the political verse here (penultimate accent before the caesura).

206 Tzetzes is quoting here a bon mot, spoken by Socrates, in the Pseudo-Lucianic dialogue Ha/-
cyon or On Metamorphoses (Luc. Op. 72, 1; IV 90, 9-10 Macleod): Kfivka tov Tpoyiviov tov
‘Bochpdpov 100 dotépog, koroD totpdc koAdv vidy («Ceyx of Trachis, son of the Morning Star,
handsome son of a handsome father»). Tzetzes’ ascription of the text to Plato stems from the
fact the dialogue is included in some of the oldest Plato manuscripts and was considered gen-
uine, despite the fact that Diogenes Laertius III 62 attested that Halcyon was falsely ascribed to
Plato (see M. D. Macleod [ed.], Luciani Opera. Tomus IV: Libelli 69-86, Oxford 1987, p. xii
with the relevant bibliography). It is interesting to note that Vat. gr. 1 (ca. 900; cod. O of Plato)
and Harl. 5694 (a. 913/4; cod. E of Lucian) were both written by Baanes for Arethas of Cae-
sarea, and both of them include Halcyon, with E probably copying O. In connection with Tzet-
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"AploToddvng 6€ dnotv TaALy €v toic Nedeloig
«oU HEV pot EAEYEG LOUUAY, £Y® & dpTov £81douv:

760 el 8¢ xakdav pot Edefac, Enyayov v EEw». 20
Aloyivn AnpocBévn e Avctav pabotte ot
KOl TévTag GALOVG TOVG 60O0VG, 01 YPOVTAL TOV TOLOVTNG,
dVIEP TUYYAVOD (NAWTAG, TAVTL TPOGHOPMS YPAdmY,
G0001¢ UEV OTOCL 600d, GOOT OE TOlg AGOHOLS,

765 kOl 101¢ Bavavcolg Bavovoa kol nact kot agiav.

Kol Zx00nv Zx00801g eVpotg pe, Aotivov tolg Aativolg 1 Hu
Kol Tooly GAAOLG £BVEGLY WG £va YEVOUE TOVTWV.
767a KOUOVoV 2a

Kol Zx00nv donalouevog oVt TPOGOyOPEV®
KaAn nuépa cov, avbevipia uov,”®® kan nuépa cov, avBEvTa ov.
770 GOAOUOAEK GATN < — = > COAGUOAEK GATOVYET. 5
770a TOUPKOLG 5a
Totg [T€pcoLg TAALY TEPGLKADG OVTM TPOGOYOPEV®’
KOoAN Huépa 6oV, ASEAPE, mob Vrdyels, mébev eicat, PiAE;
aoav xoig kovpovmopla yavidlap yopovidon.
T® 8¢ Aotive TPpocdmv® Ko To AoTivey YAOGGO V!
775 xOAdS HAOsg, avBEvTa Lov, KoAds NABES, GSEAPE: 10
Béve PevéoTt, douve, BEve Bevéartt, dpatep:
néBev eloat kai ano moiov Ouarog NAOES;
00vde &g £1 dexovdAe mpoPivilia Bevéon;
ndg, adeAPE, NABEG gic Toravtny TV TOAMLV;
780  ko6u0d0, dpdtep, Bevéott victov TlPLrdtey; 15
nelog, kaPfarldpiog, St Ooddoons Oérels apynoat;
nedove, KaBoAAdpLovg, TEPUAPE, BLg LOPApPE;
Tolg 'AAovolg TpoodOEYyoLOL KATO, TNV TOVTMY YADGCOV"
koA Huépa cov, avlsvia pov, dpydviiooa, nébsv eioat;
785  TOmAYXOG LEGHLAL YOLVO KOpOL KavTd, Kol TEALO. 20
785a  "Av & €yn Aldvicoa mondv GiAov, AKOVGOLg ToDTO 20a
00Kk aloyvveoal, avOevIpia LoV, VO YOUT] TO HOVVIV GOV TOTAS;
10 dpapvetl kivtll peodiit kot Govd caovYYe.
Toig & "Apoyty a¢ "Apoayty apapLk®dg TPOCAEYW:
700 vndyelg, nobev gloat, avbevipia uov; avévia pov,
KOAT UEPX GOV.

zes’ attested use of early minuscule codices for his readings of the classics (for example, his use
of the Thucydidean Heidelb. Pal. gr. 252 and the Herodotean Laur. 70, 3), one can assume that
he might have also read Plato and Lucian from the two Arethan codices or their immediate
apographs. On the Thucydidean and Herodotean manuscripts see Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di
Tucidide, cit., passim, and Note inedite di Giovanni Tzetze, cit. passin:.

207 Ar. Nub. 1383-1384.

208 The feminine form of o00éving appears three times in the text (769, 786, 789). Moravcsik
and Hunger printed the word as a08év1p1d pov, probably in correspondance to the more usual
form av0évtpro (Kriaras, II, pp. 339-340). However, both B and V transmit a08evtpia pov in
769 and 786, while in 789 B transmits a00gvtpia pov and V avbevtp without an accent. There
can be no doubt that the paroxytonal form connected to the enclitic possessive pronoun reflects
Tzetzes’ usage.
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790  GAELOVTOP UEVEVTE OLTI| LOVAE GEMOYO.
ITéAv 101 Pag mg £xovoty £€00¢ TpocoyopeL®”
Vylowve, aderdé, aderpitla, kodn nueépa cov.
10 00pO<oTE>, Ppdte, o€atprtla, Kol 30Ppa dEvn Aymv.
Toig & dp’ ‘EBpaioig mpochudg £Ppaik®de TpocrLyw:

795 UEUQYEVUEVE OIKE OTOUQ PAPOYYO KATOTIVOV UVIOG TUPAE,
puepoxkoueve Pnd doyn Beerllefovr tiuole,

25

30

‘EBpaie Aibg, 0 Kvpirog nAbev aotpant gig TNV KEYAAY co.

£Bep €pyou popav 606 Pelex €1 10 xwHAP cov.
OVt 101g TOGL TPOGAUA®D TPAGHOPO, KOL TPETMON
800  KOAMOTNG £pYOV £YVWOKAOG OLKOVOULAG TOVTO.
“Oo1ig 8¢ Topa TPOGOTOV 1} TAPO, TPOTOV YPAOEL
€KELVOG 00 6000OG €07, BapPopog € 10 TAEoV:
TOV GYOLVOTAOKOV TLG EITMV, TIG LLOVIOGTPOHOV,
glte ndAy 10V T{UKOAGY ELTOV TLG YPUTOTMOANY,

805  KOVGESOVO KOL TUPEPYOV ELTAV TLG TOV XOAKEQ,
gpemv??? néy onoag Tic Bvepmmov KeTNAGTV,
AEKVOOTOANV TIG EITAV TOV 0G TWAEL KUGUOVG,

GVV T0UTOLG TOV KOEAOVKAY Kavsoepydv Tig dnoac,’?
T0 KOUELODKOV KODOLY €, YEL®Y TOALOLC OOANCEL.

810  "Qomep xoi 10 dpacnitov?! dv S6Aov karéon
Kol AdBvpov 10 Gomprov AKeOVOV Ov A&y,

TPOG YPOOV OMWPOTAALY 8E HOPOGOGOG v AEYN’

812a ypab
«OPOLOTAOM, KEAPBOAAL, TAOG S1BMG TO. MdPOLO,
813a Kouapao
. . P PR , 212
TOG TEPGLKAG, LHOLKIAD, oML, Kol ToVg TttlevEoug,
8l4a  amidia ook’ 10 aypnio’t

815 &yvag kat kpddac,’! képapov kol g drounAidag»2 Lo
"Av A&yn TIg TPOG G0OOV TOLAVTAG ANPMSLOC,
BapPapoc vt kat Bpacig, Tapdepmv 8¢ 10 TALoV.
Kat pog BapPBdpoug dv mép Tig BapPapticde un Aéyn,
Kol T00ToV T0TE BApPOpOV YIVWOKE Ol TUYXCVELY,

820  @omep dnolv ‘Avayopolg 0 XkHONG EMGTEA@Y
dmoi yap 00T0g 6 Gvip £v TR EmeToA @

«ol Zxv0or BapPBapilovoiy v yével tdv ‘EAAvav
kat v BopPopilovery “EAAnveg £v BapPdporgy.>tE

209 ¢péomv B We.

210.¢_.a¢ B : eimag We.

211 B[ Jogrtov B We.

22 mrlevpoug B We.

2 sugap B.

214 10, Gypra pira V.

215 B[ 15[..] B.

216 duopoAidag B.

27 0Bt B : 0Vtog tempt. We.

218 Anach. Epist. 1, ed. R. Hercher, Epistolographi Graeci, Paris 1873, p. 102
"ABnvoiolg corotkilet, ‘’ABnvalot 8€ mopa Txvbaig.
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1 We

10

15

20

: "Avayopolg map’
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“QoTE KOARDG [LOL YIVOOKE TAG O OpOovAV €K TOVTO,
€1 KaT0 T0V "AVAY0pOLY TOV TAVEOPOV EKELVOV
eouev kol Aoyloueba BapPopot tolg PapBdpois,
GV KOTO YADTTOV TNV a0TOV 00TOLG 0V TPOGACADUEY,
TOAMG LAALOV TUYYGVOUEY £k BopPBapwdeoTtépmy,
Stav, £v ol duvdueda taoly dElmg ypdoety,
GKOTOAMAMG YPOPMUEV GOOO TPOG TOVG AGOGOVG.
Koi oot 8¢ 10 mdveodov BdpBapov eivar voet
Bovovcolg Tpog AcOYoLS T€ Kol HECOLG KOl TOVGO0OLG,
¢ Atoviolog onot ueta 100 PLAocTpaTov.
‘O pev yap Aloviolog ¢not To1ovTtoTponmg’
«Bovualo, avdpeg, £YWYE, TAOG Ol YOVELG EKELVOV
GK0VOVTEG AVEXOVTOL TOLaVTNG dAvaplog
kot g dokodor’? Tpog ool PapPapa AYELY T0VTOVCS.
[Meptl TdV "ATTLKAOG ONOL AEYOVIWV LOPOGOH®G
Tavto uev Atovioolog, Dldotpatog 8 AEyel
«10 amelpdkorov v T artikilewv BdpPapov»,
dote kal TpOg 6odoVg dnci BapPapov elval TovTO.
Trv 8€ codNveELOV KOLVAG GIOVTEG ETOLVOVOL’
av MAotg v k€xpnuol TacL Tf codnveia,
koitorye BiPAwv dv Tnyn kol Aé€ewv tavioiwy,
01?1 8¢ kal cadéotepa kol BAvavcd Tov Yphdom,
OmaVTay 0D ONpdUEVOG TO THG Olkovouiog,
0V xaptv Eypaya kol vOv v AOYoLg GOHESTEPOLG.

El 8¢ T1g mépyet Tpog UG £v ToVTo1g LOIoL BEAOG,
0VUK €0TLV GvOpTog £18m¢ TPOTOVG OlKOVOULAC,
OAL T} TAVTOG LWPOGOHOG KOL TV EXLOLVAALE®V,
olwv 0 Blog ténAnotal ueotdv dAaloveiag,
00pOV Kai LovovZ?? Badtopa depOVTOY GLAOGOOMY,
TOAAAKLG 8€ KOL YEVELOV KOl TAELOV OVOE GALO
NUELG YOp €V Ypodolc Eouev kavmv toV [TodvkAeitov,
TAGL T0, TPENWIESTOTO, YpAPovTes KaT GEilav.

220

These, golden-stemmed plant, these, o plant so beautiful,

were the Hellenic gods and the offsprings of heroes.
Thus you hold your loan, I paid my debt in full,

in playful writings have I composed matters important;
you, now, learn well all those recorded in writing.

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

And if someone should senselessly draw against me the arrow of blame,

stridently mocking me for having written such things,

let him, as he wishes, revel in such reproaches,

but I will not even reply a syllable to him.

But you, my lady, knowing well what concerns disposition,

and every sensible, judicious man, who knows about disposition

2 [ ..o1] B We.

220 Philostr. VitSophist. 116, 4: 10 yap dnetpdxarov v 10 drmikiletv BapBapov.

221
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ote B.

00pLV uévov kol V.
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and about persons and ways of conduct, through which
I wrote these here verses,
shall reproach (so I think!) the blemish-examining tongue of this man,
while you readers will not think of me as being a bad writer,
since I have not written these things in boastful treatises.
For I am accustomed to examine persons and ways of conduct
and occasions and situations, in order to write what is appropriate.
Having written to wise men and learned scholars,
I then fit the Attic lyre to my tongue,
singing for them most sweet harmonies.
Yet should I need to write also to uneducated people,
as the Comic says, I write the trough a «trough»,
to fishermen I write «fish-hook», «ox-goad» to the cattle-driver,
to winesellers I write the wine as being «sweet» or «sour».
Should I write the soured wine ektropias («diverted»),
meliedes («<honey-sweet»), phalernos («Falernian») or even szkerites
(«cidder»),
the wineseller will take me to court for madness,
just like everyone else practicing a handicraft would do.
Therefore, obvserving everywhere proper disposition,
having written to a woman I wrote more clearly.
Sometimes I even wrote in a completely low manner,
either having written to uneducated commoner women,
or for the sake of a joke and a good laugh,
writing «<handmaids», «slippers»?** and «cropping hair».
Having written to unmarried girls and to very ignorant persons,
I write «copper-colored-fly» and «fine chamois leather»,??
while to little babies T write «mommy» and «daddy».
Plato the philosopher writes somewhere
«they were telling me that T am a good-looking son
of a good-looking father».

223

Aristophanes again says in the Clouds:

«You were telling me “yummy-yummy”, and I gave you bred;

but if you told me “caca-caca”, I took you outside».

Educate yourselves then from Aeschines, Demosthenes, Lysias

and all other wise orators who use language in a similar way,

of whom I am an emulator, writing appropriately to everyone,

to all learned men learned things, clear things to the uneducated,
common things to commoners and to everyone according to their dignity.

225 The adjective Bovovcsmdng means here «commony», «low»; see LBG s.v. with references ex-
clusively to high-style authors of the 12th century (e.g. Eustathios and the Choniates brothers).
224 The meaning of the word is not clear to me. In LBG s.v. notitv we find «Riucherharz»
(e180¢ Bupduatog) from an alchemical work. The passage here is not quoted, nor is the word
lemmatized in Kriaras. I wonder if the word has something to do with the verb nat®, «to press»,
«to step», and therefore referring to some kind of shoe.

22 The noun kapovt{ovAitliy is probably a diminutive of xopovtto, derived from Italian ca-
mozza, and meaning «chamois leather» (LBG s.2.).
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You will find me to be a Scythian among Scythians,
a Latin among Latins,
and among all other nations being like one of their race.
Cuman
Thus, addressing a Scythian, I speak to him in the following manner:
«Good day to you, my mistress, good day to you, my masters.
GOAGUOAEK GATN <— —> COAOUOAEK OATOVYET.
Turks
To the Persians in Persian I speak thus:
«Good day to you, my brother, where are you going, from where are you,
friend?»
aoav xoig kovpovroplo yavidlap xopovtdon.
The Latin I address according to the Latin language:
«Welcome, my lord, welcome, my brothers.
Béve Bevéott, d0uLve, Béve Beveott, dpatep
«From where are you and from what province have you come?»
00vde &g &1 dexovde mpoPivilia Bevéon;
«In what manner, brother, have you come to this city?»
KOu0do, ppdtep, Bevéott victov tlPLtdtey;
«On foot, as a rider, by sea? Do you wish to stay?»
nedove, KaBoAAApLovg, TepUApE, Pig LOPApE;
To the Alans I speak according to their language:
«Good day, my master; my lady, from where are you?»
TomoyyOG LESPIAL xo1ve Kopbi kavtd, and the rest.
And if an Alan woman has a priest as a friend, you will hear this,
«Are you not ashamed, my mistress, to bave a priest fuck your cunt?»
namely, 0dpvet xivilt p¢odidt koitl Govd caovyye.
To the Arabs as being Arabs I speak Arabically:
«Where are you going, from where are you, my mistress?
Good day, my master».
OAEUOVTOP LEVEVTE OLTN LOVAE GETAYO.
And again to the Russians I speak according to their custom,
«Health to you, my brother, little sister; good day to you».
namely, 68pa<otes, Bpdte, oéotprilo, and saying 86Bpa dévn.
To the Jews I will suitably speak in Hebrew:
«Bewitched house, mouth and throat swallowing flies, blind man»;
pepokoueve Bno ooyn PeerlefovA TLHOlE,
«Jewish stone, the Lord bas come as a lightning upon your head».
€Bep epyop popav a0a Belex upon your xwbap.
In this manner I address to all useful and appropriate words,
knowing this to be the work of the best disposition.
Yet he who writes in violation of the person or the way of conduct,
he is not wise, rather he is a barbarian.
If someone calls the water-drawer??® a hinoniostrophos

(«water-drawer»),??’

226 Tn Sch. Ar. Ran. 1322 oyowiomhdxog is the «water-drawer», but Tzetzes’ oyotvomidkog
could suggest that he understood the word as «rope-maker».
227 Ar. Ran. 1297.
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or again if he calls the pot-maker a gryropoles («seller of small ware»),??®

805 if he calls the coppersmith a kausedon («pot-burners»)??’
or a pyrergos («fire-worker»),
or again if he names a rowing man an eretes («rower»),
if someone calls him who sells broad-beans a lekythopoles
(«seller of pulse-gruel»),?*!
and if along with these he calls the hatmaker a kausoergos
(«cap-worker»),
and the hat a kausis («cap»),?*> he will make many people laugh.
810  Just as if he names dolichos («long bean») the black-eyed pea®>*
and if he calls akeanos the chickling-pea,
and if a foolish-wise man should say to an old woman fruitseller:
812a Old woman
«Ripefruit-seller, aged mare? [?]

230

232

, at what price?*® do you offer
your ripe produce,
813a komara
peaches, strawberry-tree-fruit (nzzmaikila) and pistaccios (?),
814a apidia syka ta agrimela
815  pears (ochnas),?*® figs (kradas),?® berries [?] and wild little apples?»
If someone says such fooleries to an uneducated person,
he is certainly barbaric and insolent, if not completely mad.
And if someone does not speak to foreigners in their own foreign manner,
then know that he proves to be a barbarian,
820  just as Anacharsis the Scythian says when writing letters;
for this man writes in his little letter:
«Scythians speak as foreigners when found among Hellenes,
and again Hellenes speak as foreigners among the foreigners».
So then, every sensible person, know well from these things

237

240

241

228 Sch. Ar. PL 17.

22 Hapax of Tzetzes.

20 Hapax of Tzetzes.

B1 Possibly Aex1Bonwing; cfr. Aéxibog in Ar. Lys. 562.

B2 Hapax of Tzetzes.

23 Macedonian hat (Theophrast).

24 Ar. Pax 1144 ¢ocioroc. The dachrtov (a diminutive of ¢donrog) is the kind of bean (¢pactio-
Loc) defined as 86Ayoc in Attic Greek.

25 KdBoAlic seems to be a hapax of Tzetzes; in LBG it is rendered as «alte Frau (?)», which of
course is what the lemma in 812a offers. But the word, which includes the root of xaBoAldpng,
could be supposed to mean something like «old horse».

26 A colloquial expression in Ar. Ach. 745.

BT TIiledpovug is a hapax of Tzetzes. In LBG s.v. mtloxéa the word is rendered as «pistaccio
tree», i.e. moTOKEQ.

8 Od. VII 120 &yyvn.

B9 Ar. Pax 627 xpddn («fig-tree»).

240 The word is unattested; duouniic is ancient for péomtov («medlar»).

241 One should note here that the “ethnic” names of the original phrase (Athenians — Scythians)
have been transferred by Tzetzes to two different and very general categories; these, however, fit
more easily a twelfth-century reading of the terms.
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825  that, if according to Anacharsis (that most wise of men),
we actually are and are thought of as foreigners by foreigners,
lest we should not address them in their own language,
how much more must we be seen as most barbaric
when, in those things where we are capable of writing worthily to all,
830  we write unsuitably wise words to unwise persons.
Do understand that to everyone the most wise diction is barbaric,
to common people and to unwise, to «middle» persons®*
and to the most wise,
as Dionysius remarks along with Philostratus.
For Dionysius?® speaks in the following words:
835  «I do wonder, men, how the parents of such persons,
listening such phrases tolerate such garrulous nonsense,
thinking that their children speak to them in such a barbaric manner».
About those who speak Attically in a foolish-wise manner
these words says Dionysius, while Philostratus says:
840  «The lack of taste in using the Attic diction is barbaric»,
so that even speaking to wise men like that, he says, is barbaric.
But clarity is commonly praised by everyone;
being a zealous admirer of such wise men, I use in everything clarity,
although I am myself a source of books and manifold words;
845 but when I write more clearly and even commonly,
in all matters seeking after what is appropriate to the disposition
<of my writing,
on account of which I now wrote in a more clear discourse.
And if someone should send in such matters against me
the arrow of blame,
he is not a man knowing the ways of disposition,
850  but he rather is a foolish-wise person and a poetaster,?**
obfuscated people whose life is filled with arrogance,
who bear only the brow and walk of philosophers,
often also the beard, but nothing else beyond that.

242 The phrase 10ig pé¢cotg suggests here a social stratification of education, by being both a term
for a social group and a term defining a middle (gua average) level of education.

28 Wendel, Das unbekannte Schlufstiick, cit., p. 25, commentary to v. 34 (= 834) thinks that
Dionysius of Halicarnassus is ment here, but the “quotation” could not be found in his surviv-
ing works. That Tzetzes was indeed refering to this Dionysius can be seen (a) from the marginal
gloss 6 ‘Alkopvacoeig in V to 834, and (b) from a letter of his where he again combines Philo-
stratus and the «Halicarnassian» (Ep. 89, 130, 7-8): 6 "AAikopvaccevg 1€ kol 6 P1AOGTpOTOg
Kal 0 Aomog puptdpibuog pntopmv €GOS,

244 Ar. Ran. 92-93 (¢miouAdidec 1007 €01l kol otopvinota, | xeAMddvov povoeio, Ampntal wéy-
vne) along with Sch. Ar. 92a, 729, 6-8 Ko. The Aristophanic verse is used by Tzetzes in Ep. 1, 1,
5-7 (IMuvedvopal g Topd 6ol TIveg EMLGLVAMSEG T€ KOl GTOUVALOTO YADTIOV Gy aALVOV KOO’
NUAV KEKWVAKESAY Kol T0 NUETEpO ¢ 010V Te iy avtoig dtacécvpton), for which see Hist. 1,
Chil. IV 783. On the meaning of the two words see also Souda € 2758; 11, 393, 1-7 Adler (ém1-
GVAASEC €ml OV dokoUvimv €lvarl coddv | momntdv) and Souda o 1154; IV, 438, 24-439, 6
Adler (ctwudrog), also with reference to the Aristophanic verse. I have rendered the word as
«poetaster» following the Suda.



48 Panagiotis A. Agapitos

However, in my writings I am the rule of Polycleitus,?*’

855  writing to everyone what is most appropriate according to their dignity.

Tzetzes, in his usual technique of reconnecting to previous passages, begins the
epilogue by addressing the sebastokratorissa with the vegetal imagery he had used
in the prologue (719 ~ 14-17). The epilogue itself is clearly divided into three parts.
The driving power giving to this long passage the associative flow of its structure
and its motoric rhythm is Tzetzes’ anxiety of being blamed or even mocked by the
blemish examiners for not offering an allegorical exegesis of the Theogony in high
Attic style (724-733, 848-855), but having used a style appropriate to people of a
“middle-level” education (832 pécotig). As we have seen, it is an anxiety that runs
through a number of his works and that spurns him to attack these real or imag-
ined adversaries with an abusive language. Of course, the broader issue behind this
anxiety is the success or failure of the teacher to attract high-standing patrons and
affluent students.

It is within this context that we have to read the notion of playfulness Tzetzes in-
troduces when composing “light” educative texts in verse.’*® For example, at the
very beginning of the epilogue to the Theogony, he hands over his work to the se-
bastokratorissa, by suggesting that he has repaid his debt, having written in «playful
writings» about the important matters concerning the gods and heroes of the Hel-
lenes (721-722). He had already used this phrase earlier in the work, at the point
where he had concluded the genealogy of Aeneas with a brief excursus on the be-
ginnings of Rome. He interrupts the narrative and addresses his patroness (494-
499):

B£A01g 601 TOPELKVOWUEY OVT® TO YEVOG GUUTOV;
495 AN ampenég oot kol Bopv povAcETAL TEAELMG.
20 yap 1o0¢ otpatnyovs {ntelg EAAnvov 1€ kol Tpwwv,
10 8’ GAAO. 1O, TEPLEPYO TOVOL KOl KOTOV TAEQ,
KO TO1G GKPOMUEVOLG LEV, TOLG YPAOOUGT 8E TAEOY,
KOl LOALOV TOLYVIWSEGL TOLG GTLYOLG YEYPOOOOL.

Do you want me to explain to you thus all of their race?
495 But that would be inappropriate for you and utterly burdensome.

24 Tzetzes uses the same phrase for his poetry in Ep. 89, 130, 1, which he explains in Hzsz. 426,
Chil. X111 550-551 with reference to Hist. 191, Chzl. VIII 311-316.

246 M. J. Jeffreys, The Nature and Origin of the Political Verse [1974], in E. M. Jeffreys, M. J. Jef-
freys, Popular Literature in Late Byzantium, London 1983, nr. IV, pp. 142-195: 148-157, devoted
substantial space to Tzetzes’ works composed in the politikos stichos. Jeffreys pointed to two
features in Tzetzes’ works composed in political verse, that are of importance to the present
study. These are the presence of the notion of paignion («play») and the frequent appearance of
the term ozkonomia («disposition»). Jeffreys’ understanding of these features form an essential
part of his argument concerning the nature of the politzkos stichos and the use of vernacular lan-
guage in Komnenian poetic production and, therefore, their role in the history of Byzantine and
Modern Greek literature. As will become apparent from the following analysis, I hold a rather
different view about these matters.



John Tzetzes and the blemish examiners 49

For you ask to learn about the commanders of the Hellenes and the Trojans,
and about all other superfluous things filled with toil and fatigue,

for listeners and much more for writers,

and above all for those writing their verses in a playful manner.

Tzetzes claims that a detailed account of Roman royal genealogy would appear as
utterly improper and burdensome to Eirene, who has asked to learn specifically
about the generals of the Trojan war. All other strange things are full of toil and
weariness for listeners and writers alike, especially those who compose in “playful
verses”. But why should the specific request be such a wearisome toil for Tzetzes

and his playful verses? In the prologue to the Odyssey Allegories,**” he states about
himself:>#

€17 00V 101¢ nact {Nhetg kabéomrev Ounpov
40 KOV 1Ol COOECT KOl ANTTOLG KOl TOLYVIMSEGTEPOLG
Kol Tolg anokofdpuoot tod Adyov Thg oikiag.

Well, then, he [sc. Tzetzes] has become the emulator of Homer
in everything,
40  both in words clear and comprehensible and rather playful,
as well as in the offscourings of the house of discourse.?*’

In my opinion, these allusive lines suggest that Tzetzes in his allegorical exegesis
has been able to emulate Homer in all aspects of the poet’s various styles, thus im-
plying that he himself is the poet’s best interpreter.?’® In fact, as Eric Cullhed has
recently shown, Tzetzes actually set himself up as a kind of new Homer, the only
true successor of the wandering and poor bard.?!

A number of teachers from the eleventh and twelfth century included the im-
agery of playfulness in their works, for example, Michael Psellos,”? Niketas of

247 The Odyssey Allegories form the second part of Tzetzes’ Plot Summary of Homer (Ynd0gc1¢

100 ‘Opnpov), on which see Wendel, Tzezzes, cit., col. 1969. The work was originally dedicated
to Manuel Komnenos’ wife Eirene, that is, Bertha von Sulzbach (K. Barzos, ‘H yevealoyia tdv
Kouvnvav, I-11, Thessaloniki 1984: I, pp. 456-457). However, the writing was broken off at
Book 15 of the Ilzad Allegories, when the empress refused through her middleman, a certain
Megalonas, to raise Tzetzes” wages (see also below n. 262). The work was finally completed after
the empress’ death ( 1160) with the financial support of Constantine Kotertzes, an old pupil of
Tzetzes, as a special preface to Book 16 testifies (Boissonade [ed.], Tzetzae Allegoriae lliadss,
cit., p. 192; transl. in Goldwyn-Kokkini, cit., p. 289).

248 AllegOd. praef. 39-41.

2% Jeffreys, Nature, cit., p. 155 renders v. 41 as «in the offscourings of kitchen talk» and suggests
that Tzetzes intends to write in this manner.

20 We will find a similar self-representation in Tzetzes’ prefatory statement to the scholia he
wrote to accompany his own hexametric summary of the complete Trojan epic material, his
Carmina Iliaca (Mikpopeydin Thdc) in three books; see Leone, Carmina lliaca, cit., p. 101, 1-
10.

1 Cullhed, The Blind Bard, cit., pp. 58-67.

22 In the epilogue to his Rhetoric for Michael Doukas (Poerz. 7, 541-545 Westerink), the young
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Herakleia,”> or an anonymous author of a verse manual on basic syntax.”* All
three texts are composed in political verse. In my opinion, the words nailw («to
play»), moiyviov («play») and maryviddeg («playful») point to the “playful ease”
with which pupils will learn their material, be it by reading and memorizing gram-
mar and vocabulary, or by listening to and learning mythological subjects. Playful-
ness is one aspect of a teacher’s marketing device to present rather dry and cata-
logue-like material as easy, digestable, even pleasant for young pupils or aristocrat-
ic ladies. The other aspect of this device is, of course, the use of the accentual pols-
tikos stichos that could easily accomodate all kinds of longer words, especially stan-
dardized technical terms or catch-phrases needed for a teaching aid.?

But let us return to the Theogony of Tzetzes. The greater part of the epilogue is
devoted to the author’s supposedly customary practice to examine persons, ways of
conduct, occasions and situations in order to write what is appropriate (734-735).
Thus, he adjusts his language according to the education level of the recipients of
his writings. The Attic lyre is appropriate for wise and learned men, everyday lan-
guage for uneducated craftsmen and merchants, a clearer diction for women (in
this case the sebastokratorissa), but sometimes he will use an everyday idiom for il-
literate women of a low station, or simply for the sake of jest and laughter (736-
751). Tzetzes, then, offers some examples of this everyday language (752-755) that
are of the same type as the sarcastic colloquial comments we saw him use in the
Histories. He supports his practice of linguistic adjustement by referring to Plato,
Aristophanes and the orators Aeschines, Demosthenes and Lysias (756-763).
Moreover, he points out that he writes in a learned manner to the learned, in a
clear manner to the uneducated and in a common one to common people, address-
ing all according to their social standing (764-765).° In particular, Tzetzes’ refer-

prince is encouraged to learn by «playing through discourse» (railmv Aoyikdc), a situation dif-
ferent than what we find in Tzetzes who himself offers the playful verses.

23 In his poem on Subjunctive verbs 1-3 Niketas writes: ®épe pikpév 1t toiopev ToAl-
TLKO0lg €v otiyotlc | 1hg vocou mapnydpnua Kol Thg pkpoyuyiog, mept pnudtov &
gotwoav avbvrotdktav ovtol (Sp. Lambros, Todvvov 100 T¢étlov Iepi prudtov avbvrordk-
twv otiyot modrtikoi, «Neos Hellenomnemon» 16, 1922, pp. 191-197: 192).

24 Addressing his potential pupil the author states in the prologue: Tod Adyov cot Ty cvviogLy
Kol T@v Uep®V 10D Adyov | cuvidue melpabficopor uebddw mapadodvor, | cmovdnv
Talyvi® xepavvig TOALTLKOlG €V oTiyo0lg | ag éyng tadmv dunpov é-
yémng 8idackdrov (On Syntax 9-12); text edited by J. Fr. Boissonade, Anecdota Graeca e codi-
cibus regiis. Volumen 11, Paris 1830, pp. 340-393.

25 There is another topos connected to the notion of play, namely, that the teacher who teaches
in a playful manner receives comfort from labouring hard to produce satisfactory manuals.
Thus, the manual on syntax is preceded by a dedicatory epigram in twelve-syllable verse under-
lining the use of “modest play” and “play as comfort”: TIpd¢ moida cepvov evyeviy Ypddety
0ého | kol oepvov 0T TodLag ddom Tpdmov, | d¢ v 10 oeuvdv, kv Soxf mailet, £xn | kduol
8¢ d1ddoKxovtt moryviov Tpéme | yévorto pikpdc The Uiag vuktog tovog, | tdvm mapnydpnua tdv
&v 1 Plor | del yop fuly ol Aoyov omAion | kovdiopa tuyydvovoty thg AMmng uéya (On Syntax
1-8 Boissonade); see also Niketas’ opening statement quoted in n. 253.

26 In Theog. 765 xat dEiov suggests both «according to merit» in the Attic sense of the phrase
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ence to Aristophanes is important because the authority of the Comic vindicates
the use of everyday language for serious and humorous purposes, as the vocabulary
used in 801-817 manifestly shows.

We have seen sofar that Tzetzes uses everyday language over the broad spectrum
of his various writings, even if he does take towards it an ambivalent stance. It is
negative when he mocks ignorant schedographers and their «little texts», defensive
when he is being criticized by the malicious blemish examiners, and positive when
he writes satirical verses for his personal enjoyment against his rivals. The epilogue
of the Theogony, picking up the themes touched upon in its prologue, brings them
together in a most forceful “teacherly” style, where Tzetzes expresses his opinion
on how a specific authorial key concept functions. It is otkovouia. Within the first
part of the epilogue (719-765), the word ozkonomia appears three times (728, 729,
747) and in the same metrical position as the last word of the verse. Oikonomia al-
so makes three more appearances in the rest of the epilogue (800, 846, 849), of
which the two are again at the end of the verse. There can be no doubt that readers
are intended to understand that ozkonomia is an important concept related to the
writer’s choice of an idiom «useful and appropriate» (799 tpdcdopa kKol Tpem®IN).

The notional framework in which the word is normally used by the Byzantines in
theology and canon law is determined by three basic meanings, that of «wise fore-
sight» (synonymous to wpdévota), of «dispensation» (of God’s grace) and of «con-
cession» (i.e. relaxation of canon law).?” Within this framework, oikonomia is
without exception excercized by a higher authority. In the epilogue of the
Theogony, Tzetzes refers to oikonomia and its tropoi («ways») as something that he
as a writer heeds and applies (747, 800, 846), others, however, might or might not
know, for example, the patroness and wise men know it (729-730), ignorant critics
do not (849-850). Before embarking on the last part of the genealogies in the
Theogony, Tzetzes interrupts his catalogue-like narrative and addresses the seba-
stokratorissa. We have already quoted the first part of this extended authorial ad-
dress (see above p. 48) where Tzetzes mentions the inappropriateness of writing in
his playful verses about useless matters full of toil and fatigue (494-499). He then
remarks:?®
500  Nopxov yap elobe yuyn Tpayna tolovoo HEyo,

étav v olomep nédukev Enoivov enatio,
HAALOV BOKEL TL LOUNTOV TOLELY TO1G LOUOGKOTOLS,
U1 TPOG aVTO TPOGPAEYAGL TO THG OLKOVOULOG.
Kol 8n Lownov 16 TepLoco, Thg NPwoyoviog
505  €400g YPAYELY ATPENHDG GLYYPOUULOOL TLONKWOV,

(LSJ s.v. 6&ia 3a) but also «according to dignity» in the Byzantine sense; see A. Kazhdan, ODB,
I, p. 639. In the prologue of the Theogony, Tzetzes had used d&ia in the sense of «dignity»,
«rank» for the royal patroness (6 xal mpd¢ d&iav 1€0eike Oedc ¢ Vneptdny and 8 v KoAAO-
viv v €KKpLrov, 10 Yévog, Ty d&iov).

57 See A. Papadakis, ODB, 111, pp. 1516-1517.

8 Theog. 500-509.
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10 KOLPLOTEPO GOOMDG £V TOVTOLS dLOYPAH®’
10 & dALO dEovTal Kalpol Kol oTixwv TV Npoy,
KOl LOALOV TEPLEGOTEPOV KOl YAMGOTNG £VOLUOVONG.
Kal 8n yop®d tpog tov €1pudv, 6V 8€ KOADS Lol TPOGTYES.
500  For the soul is used to grow numb in accomplishing a great deed,
when in those things in which she shows itself worthy of praise,
it rather seems to the blemish examiners to accomplish
something blameful —
people who have not looked into what is appropriate to disposition.
Well, then, omitting to write inappropriately through
the writings of monkeys
505  what is superfluous to the genealogy of heroes,
I shall delineate the more important matters in these my writings;
what remains needs time and the verses of heroes,
and even more so it needs a cheerful tongue.
Well, then, I move on to the sequence of my story, while you be
fully attentive.

The writing about useless matters full of toil and fatigue, therefore, refers to the
state of stupor in which the soul sinks when, instead of receiving praise, it is at-
tacked by the blemish examiners who have not discerned the ways of ozkononzia.
And so, Tzetzes tells his patroness that he will leave aside the redundant informa-
tion of the genealogy of heroes since he does not wish to write improperly in the
manner of «monkey writings», because these other matters require «heroic verses»
and, even more so, a «cheerful tongue». The whole passage makes clear that the
patroness commissioned Tzetzes to prepare for her the genealogy of the Hellenic
gods and heroes, but it is he who knows how this is to be done and thus will pro-
duce the best possible product, exactly what the blemish examiners do not know
nothing about.

In the lliad Allegories, Tzetzes includes at two points similar remarks that make
absolutely explicit the distinction as to the roles played by the writer and the pa-
tron in the contract of commission. In Book 18, that is after Tzetzes had resumed
the writing of the work following the death of Empress Eirene, he notes that his
work «was written by means of disposition and by the zeal of the sovereign lady»
(oixovouia cvyypaodév, omovdn T4 g avdoong).?’ Oikonomia here clearly means
the necessary «disposition» a writer has to undertake in matters of language, style,
metre, content or structure so as to produce a work that will satisfy the «zeal» of a
specific patron. In the prolegomena to the Plot Summary of Homer as a whole,
Tzetzes makes a statement about the form of his work:?®

29 Allegll. 18, 660.

260 Allegll. proleg. 35-40. Boissonade placed a fullstop after $06ve in 36, separating the main
sentence from its secondary clause. But 37-40 must be understood as the imaginary reproach of
the momoskopoi. Boissonade also corrected in 40 petofoAelv (all codices) to puetaBoiiety
against the meter. In their translation, Goldwyn-Kokkini, cit., p. 5 have translated the passage
following Boissonade’s text.
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35 AM avayortilécBmooy al LoLooKOTol YADGGOL
€EVAOKTELY TL K00’ NUAV 016TPOVUEVAL TR 0OOV®,

WG Yap al TdAaL Ypdoovot Tov Ao pubouvpyiot
petaBolely €1g LOpomuUO TLONK®Y ToVg TLTdvoc,
oUT® KAY® VOV BoOVAOUOL TPOTIOLG OTKOVOULOG

40  pETOBOAELY TOVG PWOAG GUYYPAUULOCL TLONK®V.

35  But let the blemish-examining tongues be restrained
from barking out something against me aroused by envy,
for as the ancient mythographies write that Zeus
changed the Titans into the shape of monkeys,
so I now wish by the ways of disposition

40  to change the heroes though the writings of monkeys.

We see here that the same set of key-words appears as in the second address to the
patroness and the epilogue of the Theogony, namely, the momoskopot, otkonomia
and the syngrammata pithekon. Having read about Tzetzes’ insistence on address-
ing people of different educational standing appropriately, we realize that the
phrase «monkey writings» brands a book written in a diction inappropiate to the
topic and the addressee (Theog. 505 dmpendc). More specifically, in the Theogony
«monkey writings» refers to over-detailed exegeses of the genealogical material,
whereas in the I/iad Allegories it refers to what Tzetzes’ rivals wrongly perceive as
his simpler style of writing. It is not Tzetzes’ personal expression of distaste to
write in the clear diction of a middle style. Moreover, the images of the author’s
numbed soul and cheerful tongue obliquely but decisively suggest that Tzetzes
would expect a better payment for the treatment of such heroic matter in a heroic
verse. In fact, in the prologue to the Plot Summary, he made three proposals to of-
fer to the empress a more expensive product, twice a full translation®! and finally a
detailed summary of each individual book.?*?

If Tzetzes, therefore, heeds oikonomia or writes by it, whose is the authority from
which this «disposition» emanates? In my opinion, it is Tzetzes’ own. However, he
could not state this directly because such a statement would constitute a case of un-
veiled novelty, a problematic choice within the broadly conservative frame of Byzan-
tine society.?®® The idea that an author could exercise oikornomia over his own work
as the ultimate authority controlling the craft of writing had been expressed by
Michael Psellos hundred years before Tzetzes. For example, in an essay comparing
the novels of Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius, Psellos wrote about the former:?**

261 Allegll. proleg. 46-49 and 489-504.

262 Allegll. proleg. 1207-1214. These attempts precede his later complaints to the middleman of
the empress, where he demanded to be paid according to his work as a metaphrast and not just
as a scribe or author; see the long letter to Megalonas (Ep. 57) and his comments in Hisz. 264,
Chil. 1X 278-297.

265 On veiled and unveiled novelty see Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine, cit., pp. 229-230 with
further bibliography.

264 Text and translation by A. R. Dyck, Michael Psellus: The Essays on Euripides and George of
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The book is organized (dxovountor) according to the arts of Isocrates and Demos-
thenes since the element interrupting the story is seen to be controlled from afar and
the element following thereafter is immediately reconnected to the interruption. He
who reads Charikleia for the first time thinks that most elements are superfluous,
but as the story progresses, he comes to admire the author’s orderly disposition (tfv
oixovopiov 100 cuyyeypoddtog Bovudoetal). The very beginning of the work re-
sembles coiled snakes. Having concealed their head inside their coils, they display
the rest of their body; so the book, having chosen the type of plot onset that falls in
the middle, elevates its centre to its beginning.

Heliodorus’ own «orderly disposition» in matters of structural organization is to be
admired, and the simile of the coiled snake makes this admiration more than obvi-
ous. Psellos, however, never used o7konomia to describe his own literary tech-
niques, even if, in his very own way, he did use a number of other terms that derive
from ancient literary criticism.?®

The appearance of oikonomia in the Theogony and the Iliad Allegories is, then, a
prominent feature of Tzetzes’ work in relation between him and his patrons, as
Michael Jeffreys pointed out.?®® As I have attempted to show above, the tropoi
otkonomias are an encoded term signalling the authority of Tzetzes over his own
work. It should therefore not be assumed that the “educational” texts produced by
Tzetzes were written under the exact specifications of their respective patronesses.
In fact, the presence of the politikos stichos and the idiotis glossa in an immensely
varied spectrum of educational texts from the eleventh century suggests that it is
the teachers who chose to present the material in a different manner. As in the case
of most innovations in Byzantine culture, some of these teachers, like the over-sen-
sitive Tzetzes, needed to defend their novel products. The only thing one can infer
from the Theogony and the Plot Summary of Homer is that the patronesses asked
for the mythological subject matter to be presented in a comprehensible manner.?¢
The treatment, however, was left to the teacher.

This relation between patron and writer reflects the standard practice in me-
dieval book commissions. One illuminating example is the prologue Chrétien de
Troyes, a slightly younger contemporary of Tzetzes, composed to his famous Le
chevalier de la charette or Lancelot (ca. 1170-1175).2°% There Chrétien explicitly

Pisidia and on Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius, Vienna 1986, pp. 90-93; the translation, however,
has been here substantially revised. On Psellos’ essay see P. A. Agapitos, Narrative, Rhetoric and
«Drama» Rediscovered: Scholars and Poets in Byzantium Interpret Heliodorus, in R. Hunter (ed.),
Studies in Heliodorus, Cambridge 1998, pp. 125-156: 132-137.

265 See Papaioannou, Michael Psellos, cit., pp. 88-127.

266 However, Jeffreys, Nature, cit. pp. 151-152, proposed that by oikonomia Tzetzes made an in-
direct reference to the compromise between the patron’s wishes and the writer’s own choices
and that, in reality, the patron exercised strict control over all aspects of production. Jeffreys al-
so suggested that the chosen literary form (i.e. political verse and lower-level style) were, in fact,
distasteful to Tzetzes.

267 Compare the respective passages at Theog. 18-23 and Allegll. proleg. 16-34.

268 Ch. Mela (ed.), Chrétien de Troyes, Le Chevalier de la Charrette ou Le Roman de Lancelot,
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states that his patroness, Countess Mary of Champagne (1145-1198) and daughter
of Eleanor of Aquitaine, asked him to compose a romance: «Puis que ma dame de
Chanpaigne | Vialt que romans a feire anpraigne, | Je I'anprendrai molt volontiers»
(1-3).2%% He refers to the title of his romance and then adds: «Matiere et san li done
et livre | La contesse et il s’antremet | De panser, que gueres n’i met | Fors sa painne
et s’antancion» (26-29).° Chretien’s «thought» (panser), «effort» (painne) and
«careful attention» (antancion) are the equivalent of Tzetzes’ «ways of disposition»
(tpémor oikovouiog), the «wish» (vzalt) of Mary corresponds to the «zeal»
(omovwdn) of Eirene, while both patronesses dictate the subject matter.?’!

What Tzetzes, then, defends is adjustement and flexibility as the mark of a good
writer and criticizes rigidity as the sign of a foolish-wise person or of a poetaster
doning the high-brow comportment of philosophers (Theog. 850-851). It is in or-
der to demonstrate how he heeds ozkonomzza that in the second part of the epilogue
(766-800) he lets loose his display of knowledge of foreign languages, mingling into
the text his rough humor, be it his abuse of Jews or the sexually explicit reproach
to an Alan woman who has taken a priest as lover.?”?

In the first part of the epilogue (719-765) oikonomia is exclusively related to the
act of writing,?” in the second part (766-800) it is exclusively related to speak-
ing,?’* while in the third part (801-855) it is related both to writing and speaking,?”’
though at the very end of the text the act of writing takes over completely (854-
855). Otkonomia in relation to the act of speaking (799-800) is the point where
Tzetzes” use of foreign languages enters the picture. In this sense, the very end of
the epilogue to the Theogony is quite important in many respects. It suggests to the

Paris 1992; see also D. Poirion (ed.), Chrétien de Troyes, Oeuvres complétes, Paris 1994, pp.
505-682 (text and translation) and 1235-1299 (introduction and notes).

209 «Since my lady of Champagne wishes that I commence composing a romance, I shall com-
mence the work most willingly». Translation quoted from W. W. Kibler, C. W. Carroll, Chré-
tien de Troyes: Arthurian Romances, London 1991.

270 «The subject matter and meaning are furnished and given him by the countess, and he de-
votes to it his thought so as not to add nothing but his effort and careful attention». On these
highly debated lines of Chrétien see D. Kelly, The Art of Medieval French Romance, Madison,
W1 1992, pp. 106-110.

271 For further examples from Old French and Middle Persian literature see P. A. Agapitos, In
Rhomaian, Frankish and Persian Lands: Fiction and Fictionality in Byzantium and Beyond, in P.
A. Agapitos, L. B. Mortensen (eds.), Medieval Narratives between History and Fiction: From the
Center to the Periphery of Europe (c. 1100-1400), Copenhagen 2012, pp. 235-367: 254-276 and
294-312, where the patrons dictate the subject or point to an older book to be “translated”, but
never interfere in matters of form and style.

272 On these abuses see Agapitos, Aktualisierungsversuch, cit.

2B See 722,723,725, 730, 732, 733, 735, 736, 739, 740, 743, 748, 749, 750, 753, 754, 755, 763.
274 See 768, 771,774,783, 785a, 788, 791, 793, 794, 799.

25 For «writing» see 801, 829, 830, 845, 847; for «speaking» see 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808,
810, 811, 812, 816, 818, 827. One should note that the two types of discourse are separated
within the third part: writing first (801-802), then speaking (803-827) and, lastly, writing again
(828-855).
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sebastokratorissa Eirene — and vicariously to potential rivals, as well as to other
readers — that the author, who «in playfull writings composed matters important»
(722), knows well the «ways of (writerly) disposition». Being in his writings the
«trule of Polycleitus» personified,?’® he writes to everyone what is most appropriate
according to their educational standing (848-849 and 854-855). Tzetzes does not
look down upon everyday language generally. In the ambivalent stance he has to-
wards it, he accepts it for didactic purposes in lexical exegeses or for ridiculing in
an Aristophanic spirit his rivals, but he certainly criticizes the inappropriate use of
the idiotis glossa, be it when addressing the wrong people or, even worse, when
employing it for the purposes of schedography.

John Tzetzes stands apart, or even sets himself consciously apart, from the group
of successful teachers and accomplished public orators holding some ecclesiastical
or state office. His many and varied comments reveal to us his manifold use of
everyday language in school, as well as his knowledge of literary and educational
developements between 1130 and 1160. Much more so, his comments disclose to
us his socially defined personal tastes. In complaining about the successes of the ig-
norant scum-like schedographers or the ethereal buffalo-like rhetors, Tzetzes fur-
ther shows us that his simultaneously aggressive and defensive stance is rather dif-
ferent and of a greater scale and style than the comments of “discreet” teachers
such as Michael Italikos, Nikephoros Basilakes and Eustathios of Thessalonike, but
it is neither idiosyncratic nor simply comical. Schedography certainly became dur-
ing the twelfth century an embittered educational and literary battle ground, where
teachers acted out their fights for professional recognition and financial security in-
front of the aristocratic patrons of the empire’s capital. In this context, Tzetzes’
finely developed set of abusive imagery is by itself quite a literary achievement and
one of the most tangible results of teaching the classics in Komnenian schools.
Tzetzes was very sensitive to the “modernist” change of fashion in education and
its harmful role, as he saw it, to “traditional” literary culture. What we cannot infer
from Tzetzes is the presumed disjunction of a learned and a vernacular idiom with-
in the Komnenian literary system. The opinions of Anna, Eustathios, Prodromos
and Tzetzes show a substantial variety and nuance in dealing with colloquial dis-
course and its uses, indicating that Komnenian literary culture was not compactly
“elite” nor divided between “learned” and “vernacular” idioms.

The conclusions drawn from the detailed examination of Tzetzes’” opinions about
schedography, everyday language and writerly disposition, combined with the
analysis of the same issues in three other Komnenian authors, has led us to draw a
substantially differentiated, far more complex and very dynamic picture of the lit-
erary scene in twelfth-century Constantinople, in which colloquial discourse and its
literary uses came to play an important role. This role did not have “popular” ori-
gins but was the result of experimentation in the schools and of application in liter-
ary products prepared for aristocratic patrons. The separation of learned and ver-

276 A Jost treatise titled Kavav («Rule») on the proportions of the human body by the famous
bronze sculptor (5th cent. BC); see Tzetzes’ explanation in Hzsz. 191, Chzl. VIIT 311-316.
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nacular language in Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies since the middle of the
nineteenth century led to a distorted presentation of the socio-cultural environ-
ment of Komnenian literary production. The scientific paradigm that had created
this distortion cannot any longer satisfy the study of Byzantine literature which
now has to be based on a far broader spectrum of material data and new theoreti-
cal approaches. Thus, the old paradigm of Krumbacher and his epigones needs to
be changed, and such a change needs to be reflected in a new literary history of
Byzantium.
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