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ABSTRACT

In the aftermath of my edition of the pseudo-Aristotelian Pepli Epitaphia, this paper focus on the apochrypha to
those epitaphs written by John Tzetzes in the twelfth century, a group of eight elegiac couplets for those heroes
he felt worthy of one, and for whom he was unable to sort an extant epitaph in the manuscript sources he had
access. In order to do so, it also investigates the acknowledge and transmission of that epigrammatic corpus in
Byzantine literature, besides considering the readings and deeper meaning of two codices held at the National
Library of Spain (M and Md), where Constantine Lascaris copied, directly from Tzetzes, two brief anthological
garlands of these components.
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RESUMEN

Tras mi reciente edicion de los pseudo-aristotélicos Pepli Epitaphia, el presente trabajo se centra en los apo-
chrypha a dichos epitafios que compuso Juan Tzetzes en el siglo x11, un conjunto de ocho disticos elegiacos
para los héroes que consideré meritorios de tal tarea, y para quienes no pudo encontrar un epitafio conservado
en las fuentes manuscritas a las que tuvo acceso. Para lograr dicho propdsito, también se investiga el grado de
conocimiento y la transmision de ese corpus epigramatico en la literatura bizantina, ademas de considerar las
lecciones y el sentido mismo de dos cddices guardados en la Biblioteca Nacional de Espafia (M y Md). En ellos,
Constantino Lascaris copid, directamente a partir de Tzetzes, dos breves antologias de dichos componentes.
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1. TZETZES, HOMER AND THE PEPLOS IN MIDDLE-BYZANTIUM

John Tzetzes is probably the best example of professional classicist from the mid-
Byzantine period, a learned-man who lived by teaching and writing, on commission,
several literary and commentary works recently called by Kaldellis (2007: 301) “classics
for dummies”. Homer and his epics were of course in the centre of his interests, and to
them he devoted the first part of his career?, namely by composing the Carmina lliaca®
(c. 1133), a large Exegesis to the Iliad (c. 1140) and the Allegories to the lliad and the
Odpyssey (the first one ¢. 1145, the last one some when after 1558).

One’s effective dedication to Greek literature in the twelfth century (and to Homer
in particular) needs no large explanation. Michael, Bishop of Ephesus early in the
eleventh century, himself a learned commentator of Aristotle and pupil of Michael
Psellos, testifies that boys used to learn Homer* in schools at the length of thirty to
fifty lines a day®; a few years before, the very Michael Psellos said he started to learn
Homer at the age of eight, having finished the entire Iliad in just one year®. After
having accompanied in Macedonia the eparch Isaac as secretary in a mission that was
not to end up well, due to a love-polemic with his superior’s wife, Tzetzes, in his early
twenties, returned to Constantinople facing a deep problem, that of economical sur-
vival’. He then decided (or had) to dedicate himself to teaching, and for that purpose,
instead of writing yet another simple commentary on the Homeric poems, he preferred
to rewrite them, in the same hexameter verse, besides commenting them by means of
a huge corpus of scholia, the result of which were the Carmina Iliaca, his first eru-
dite and Homeric task. He was by this providing his students® with a comprehensive
version of the entire Trojan saga, from Hecuba’s dream into the main heroes’ nosto;,
altogether with his own thematic and (in some less frequent instances) linguistic ex-
planations.

While the allegorical methods of Tzetzes in the Carmina — a poem that still nowa-
days longs for any vernacular translation — have been the subject of several studies’,
I am more interested in revising the issue of its sources. At this level — I shall argue
— the place of the Peplos’ epitaphs deserves a deeper consideration. Scholarship was
able to identify the main sources used for the composition and commentary of the Car-

2 On Tzetzes’ Homeric interests and works see, among others, Browning (1975: 26-28), Morgan
(1983), Budelmann (2002: 141-169), and Kaldellis (2007: 301-307).

* This is the title generally accepted since the poem’s first publication by Schirach (1770). As for the
manuscript tradition, a single codex (Leone’s O) seems to give a title to the work at the initial inscription:
1 MtkpoueydAn iAwdc (“the Small-big Iliad”). See Leone (1984: 382-385).

* On the general issue of Homer in Byzantium see Browning (1975, 1992) and Matzukis (1992).

5 See Heylbut (1892: 613, lines 4-7).

¢ See Sathas (1876: 14).

7 For this biographical issue and its implications in the genesis of the poem see Braccini (2009-
2010: 154-155;2010: 88-89).

8 Tzetzes mentions, in the scholium to the title of his work, to be “worried for what is useful to the
youth” (tfic d@eAeiac T@V VEwV @povTifwv).

? Tzetzes’ rewriting of the Trojan saga rests on three types of allegory, as explained in initial scho-
lium — the psychological-aetiological method, the physical-astronomical, and the historical-pragmatic
one. See Leone (1984), Braccini (2009-2010; 2011).
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mina Iliaca': Homeric scholia, tragic poetry (especially Euripides) and its scholia,
Lycophron, Apolodorus, Philostratus’ Heroicus, Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica,
Tryphiodorus, Malalas and the Dictys Cretensis are only some of the most obvious.
Therefore, when saying “my library is in my head; I own no books due to dire poverty”
(all. I1. 15.87-88), in no way can these words, pronounced by Tzetzes, be taken literally.
He actually made a large and deep use of written sources, confronted and commented
them, in some cases not even choosing a version against another one, rather, as it was
proper of erudite Byzantine scholarship'!, presenting two or more versions for a same
myth, both in the corpus of the poem or, more frequently, in the Scholia. Still, at some
points there is a clear intention of originality, with aims for a mythurgical technique,
i.e. the invention of mythic versions'?, more generally in the realms of allegory. As for
the Peplos’ epitaphs inserted in the Scholia, Tzetzes’ use of them as a source seems to
be rather different from the Byzantine practice, assuming a role of illustration more than
confirmation. They are, nonetheless, yet another expression of erudition (and a meticu-
lous one, I must say).

I shall now investigate Tzetzes’ acquaintance of these epitaphs, an issue that shall
lead us through the treatise’s knowledge and transmission during the Byzantine pe-
riod. The Peplos, credited as Aristotelian right after the philosopher’s death'?, is nowa-
days generally believed to be apocryphal. It is actually mentioned among the main
(and oldest) list of Aristotelian works inserted at the end of the Vita Hesychii, also
called Menagiana thanks to its first edition, by Menagius, in 1663. In spite of its un-
certain author, scholars have come to think that the Menagiana, as its counterpart
Vita Laertiana, both depend on a common source from the third century BC, i.e., that
both might reproduce an inventory of the works credited as Aristotelian held at the
very library of the Lyceum, only a few decades after the philosopher’s death. In an-
other words, even if Aristotle did not write the Peplos, one of his best students might
have done so, already during the philosopher’s lifetime or not much later. Nonetheless,
any investigation on this work must start by looking at the testimony of Eustathius (in
Hom. /1. 2.557 = 1.439 van der Valk = test. 6'%):

ictéov 8¢ kai 6t Mopeoproc gic Alavta entypappa TaAaiov @épet TOe KTA.. ICTOPET
8¢ 6 avtdc Mop@uptoc Kai Tt ApLCTOTEANC COYYPAMUUX TPAYUATEVCAUEVOC, STiEp EKATON
nénoc, yeveaAoylac Nyepévwy e€€0eto kal ve@v EKACTwV aplOUOV Kal EMypdupaTa gic
avtouc, & kal avaypdeetat O [Mopevpioc €v toic gic TOV “Ounpov anAd Svta kai o0JEV
TL oL Kol @Aeypaivov gxovta. dictixa d¢ ta SAa keiva dixa tol pnbévtoc gic TOV
Afavtar fcwe yap 6 Entypappatonoloc EpiAotexvicato drevavtiac EABwV T® monti
émi pev @ Aaunpd Alavtt moAvAoyficat, Tode 8¢ &AAovc fittov cepvivar.

10 See especially Leone (1984: 405), Braccini (2009-2010: 156-157; 2010: 88, 91-92).

' Cf. Leone (1984: 387), Braccini (2009-2010: 157-159).

12 Braccini (2009-2010: 164-169). One particular case is the rewriting of the astronomical phenomena
from the opening of lliad 24 (hom. 2.275-290), on which the scholium clearly states, “all of this is my
own invention” (td 8¢ §Aov todto monTikoe udtoc éctt mAacheic nap’ €uod, schol. hom. 285).

13 For the argument, see Moraux (1951: 237-247), and Martins de Jesus (2015: 1-2).

!4 In bold I indicate the number of the festimonia (test.) and epitaphs (text number) as printed in my
edition (Martins de Jesus 2015).
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In the same twelfth century we are focussing on, Eustathius mentions a collection
of brief epitaphs of Homeric heroes collected by Porphyry (3™ century AD) from a
work supposedly by Aristotle entitled Peplos, saying the work established “the genealo-
gies of leaders [and] the number of ships each one of them had”. Only afterwards does
he refer to the epigrams (kai émypdupara gic avtovc), all of them but one (the one on
Ajax =number 7)" elegiac couplets. When considering all the few testimonies available,
as well as a group of similar works from Greek historiography'¢, from the early fifth
century BC onwards, one must see the original Peplos as a work of mythology and
historiography, including poetic epitaphs most probably at the end of the story of each
character, when describing his death, burial and even divinization, in the context of the
cultic institution surrounding his burial place. As for its date of composition (or better,
organization), Gutzwiller (2010) provided a phraseological and linguistic analysis of
some epitaphs in relation to several pre-Hellenistic sources (poetry, epigraphy, and even
ceramics) that supports the existence of a fifth and fourth century BC oral and written
tradition of the majority of epigrams related to the Peplos. Being so, one can no longer
assume a Hellenistic or even Imperial date for the origin of the epitaphs, as believed
by several scholars!”.

In 1566 Henri Estienne published a first collection of 48 epitaphs in appendix to
his edition of the Planudea, copied from a thirteenth century Laurentianus manuscript
(henceforward La)'8. That was the corpus known and republished until 1798, when

15 In the Greek Anthology (AP 7.145), the same epigram is ascribed to Asclepiades (29 HE), with a
single variation in the last verb, so it must depend on a Planudean source. Asclepiades’ version must have
been included in the garland at some point, replacing a lost couplet that could have formed part of the
Peplos. Yet an epigram composed within the same pattern was transmitted and ascribed to Mnasalces
(17 HE) by Athenaeus (5.163), in the form of an ecphrastic epigram on some unknown statues of Virtue
and Pleasure (¢ @nect MvacdAkne 6 Cikuwvioc €v éntypdupacty-), the same poem Eustathius (in Hom.
11. 2.557 = 1.439 van der Valk = test. 6) considered a parody of the authentic Ajax epigram. See Gow-Page
(1965, vol. II: 137), Cameron (1993: 391-392), Gutzwiller (2010: 247-249), and Martins de Jesus (2015: 7-9).

16 E.g. Damastes’ On the progenitors and ancestors of those who fought at Troy and On poets and
sages (Suda A4l = FGrH 5 T1), and Polus of Acragas’ (a character in Plato’s Gorgias) Genealogy of
those, both among Greeks and barbarians, who fought at Troy, and how each one of them died (Suda
[12170 = FGrH 7 T1. For these parallels, see Cameron (2004: 388-389) and Gutzwiller (2010: 224-225).

17 Schneidwin (1846: 1-3) strongly believed that the treatise was the work of Aristotle and that the
epigrams were part of its first version, suggesting that the Peplos was a guide of heroic behaviour for
the young Alexander. With regards to the discussion of the epigrams’ authorship, Rose (1863) was of the
opinion that they were the work of a Hellenistic author, who might have both composed and collected
epitaphs from inscriptions. Wendling (1891), also in favour of a Hellenistic author, considered them to be
composed around 250-150 BC as additions to the original treatise, which would be known to Porphyry’s
generation via Theophrastus’ edition of the Aristotelian corpus. In what marked the critical re-approach
to the Peplos, Cameron (1993) refuted Aristotle’s authorship for both the treatise and the epigrams, and
considered some of these to be the product of a period no earlier than the end of the second century and no
later than 60 BC, an opinion close to Bergk’s (1882: 343-344).

18 Laurentianus gr. 56.1 (folia 19r-20r = La), under the title [Tod €kactoc t@v EAAM|vwv tébamntat
kal tf émyéyparntal Td tde@. The manuscript copies the following authors and texts: Menander Rhetor,
the so-called Paradoxographus Florentinus (where the epitaphs come from), mythographic excerpts, the
Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi, four orations of Theophylact of Bulgaria, the Declamations of Polemo,
excerpts from Gregory of Corinth, Pollux’s Onomasticon and Polyaenus’ Strategemata (apud Cameron
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Burgess added the garland with fifteen components extracted from the late fifteenth-
century London. Harleianus gr. 5662, a codex that contained both Tzetzes’ Carmina
and Scholia. Burgess noted that Tzetzes also copied, with minor variations, fourteen
epitaphs that could already be read in La, besides composing yet another eight for the
heroes he believed worthy of it and for whom he was not able to sort an extant com-
ponent. These are the ones I call apochrypha Tzetziana, and on them shall this paper
focus ahead.

But, at what level did Tzetzes know these epitaphs and which could have been his
sources? Eustathius, as seen before (test. 6), mentions Porphyry as his source, particu-
larly the inclusion of the epitaphs in his commentaries on Homer (& kol dvaypdgetat
0 Mopgvproc év toic gic TOV “Ounpov). Nonetheless, the same cannot be said without
further discretion in relation to Tzetzes. By contrary, one must assume the existence
of several manuscript garlands from the fourth (even late third) century AD onwards
and available during the entire Byzantine period, probably derived from Porphyry’s
recollection, which gathered those epitaphs once extracted from the Peplos alongside
with others that fit their structure (elegiac couplets) and subject (Homeric heroes,
poets and other wise men from Antiquity). In another words, it must be assumed an
independent circulation for these epigrammatic components, which I summarise un-
der the sign a in the stemma I reproduce in picture 1 (= Martins de Jesus 2015: 30),
where I offer a first comprehensive scheme for the transmission of the epitaphs from
Aristotle’s time into their copy in the twelfth and thirteen centuries.

While not mentioning the Peplos directly in the Scholia, the truth is that Tzetzes
claimed to be familiar with it on other occasions', and I came to believe that its men-
tion always in the plural (toUc némAovc) might suggest his acquaintance of the work
already in the form of epigrammatic garlands, rather than the treatise itself? or even
Porphyry’s recollection, as it was the case for his contemporary Eustathius.

2. TEXTUAL TRANSMISSION AND THE ANTHOLOGIES OF M AND MD

Textual collation proved long time ago that Tzetzes and the anonymous scribe of
La made use of different manuscript sources. Among other aspects, two arguments
come to sustain this evidence. First, when justifying the composition of an epitaph for
Antilochus (schol. posthom. 477 = number 92), Tzetzes mentions to have been unable
to sort an extant one (€1’ 'AvTIAOXwW oV @épetat Emtypappa), while La actually copies

2004: 335-339). Different possibilities were given regarding the date of the codex, since it portrays different
hands (and different kinds of paper) and was probably written at different times, as shown by Cameron
(2004: 336-337). The paper could indeed be linked back to any date within the second half of the eleventh
century and the end of the fourteenth, while the codex may be considered a bombycin, produced using
an Arabic paper that was very common at the time. While earlier editors thought it to be as late as the
fourteenth century, Rose (*1886: 568) considered it from the end of the thirteenth century, and this is
the generally accepted opinion.

19 ApictotéAnc 8 6 @rAdcogoc, udAov 8¢ oipat 6 Tode mémAove cuvtdéac (proleg. comm. in Hesio-
di = test. 5.1); kata ApictotéAnv TOV Tove TErAove cuvtd€avta (in Lycophr. 489 = test. 5.2).

20 This possibility was suggested by Braccini (2009-2010: 156)
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an epigram on that hero (number 11). Furthermore, Tzetzes states the acquaintance
of (and copies) two epitaphs in the case of two heroes, while the codex sorts a single
component for each one — namely, on Tlepolemus (schol. zom. 91a = number 55) and
Hector (schol. hom. 489 = number 60). One might suggest that La performed a selec-
tion of 48 components from a much larger manuscript anthology (one that Tzetzes
knew entirely), if it was not for the fact that also that codex copies, in more than one
case, two epitaphs for a single hero. Much more plausible would be that its scribe used
a reduced anthological source, where a selection of epitaphs had already been made,
with some cases of duplication only allowed for the most important heroes?'; and that
Tzetzes, working with a larger collection or (I believe) several ones, wanted to be as
inclusive as possible, as it was proper of the kind of Byzantine erudition he affiliates to.

Table 1 presents all the epitaphs quoted by Tzetzes in his Scholia, namely the ones
he shares with the Laurentian tradition (numbers 1-14), the ones known only from him
(numbers 15-29) and, finally, the apochrypha Tzetziana (numbers 30-37). In Column
2 I state my own numeration of the epitaphs (Martins de Jesus 2015), followed by
Rose’s (1886, repr. 1967), the position of the components in Tzetzes’ Scholia, the
heroes’ names, and finally, in the last two columns, their position in two late-fifteenth
century codices held at the National Library of Spain (M = Matrit. gr. 4562 ftf. 127v-
128r [picture 2]; Md = Matrit. gr. 4621 ff. 128r-128v)*, copied by Constantine Las-
caris, which I was able to directly collate and for the first time include in an edition of
these components. While M is a more meticulous codex than Md — which at several
times gives the impression of being something like a personal notebook of Greek litera-
ture —, both must have been written in the last years of the fifteenth century, most
probably in Messina, where the scribe is said to have lived since 1466%.

Between the mentioned folia of both codices, alongside with a few epitaphs
copied outside them, Lascaris sorts a total of 33 out of 37 epitaphs copied by Tzetzes,
including some of the apochrypha (about 86,5 % of the Tzetzian selection). Textual
collation proved that Lascaris must have used more than one codex for the copy of
the epitaphs in M and Md. On the other hand, several material and textual evidences
point to their copy first in Md — which would be something like a notebook of Greek
literature — and later in M, where the scholar essayed some corrections, even if not
always the best ones** More generally, these folia are the only two extant examples
of anthological copy of these poetic components besides La, which, as said before, is
part of a different (non Tzetzian) path of transmission. Less than fifty years after the
fall of Constantinople, Lascaris’ interest in these epigrams, of which he put together
two small garlands from the Tzetzian manuscripts he possessed or had access to, is
still to be seen as an ultimate testimony of this corpus’ accuracy and importance for
Byzantine scholars and learned-men.

2! Numbers 1 and 2 (Agamemnon), 4 and 5 (Achilles), 9 and 10 (Nestor), and 12 and 13 (Odysseus),
in the case of La.

22 For a detailed examination of M and Md see Andrés (1987: 33-36, 136-140), and, concerning the
folia where the epitaphs are copied, Martins de Jesus (2015: 14-16).

2 On the life and Works of Constantine Lascaris see Martinez Manzano (1994: 7 ff.; 1998: 3-20).

24 For the collation of M and Md with the remaining Tzetzian manuscripts see Leone (1985) and
Martins de Jesus (2015: 14-19).
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3. TZETZES’ APOCHRYPHA: A COMPROMISED REWRITING OF HOMER

The epitaphs Tzetzes collects from his manuscripts sources are inserted in the
Scholia with erudite purposes of gathering the most information possible, either saying
that they were part of the tradition (e.g. @épetar d¢ kal Eniypappa ént Méyntt tode
hom. 59a), or preceding their quotation by different forms of the verb émypdow (e.g.
gmyéypamntat 0¢ AxtAel tdde- schol. posthom. 465). Being most probably quoted as
found in the available manuscript sources, one could not look for connections (no
other than accidental) between a hero’s description in the Carmina and the epitaph on
him. They too are, as the entire corpus of Scholia, “further information” for students
of Homer, and that is why they look forward to be the most complete and comprehen-
sive as possible. Once again, the words and epitaphs on Tlepolemus and Hector can
function as examples, as they mention two traditional burial and cult places for both
heroes — namely Troy and Rhodes, for the first, and Troy and Thebes, for the last one.

From another perspective, the very inclusion of these epitaphs in the scholia might
be a reflection of the very Byzantine addiction for focussing on a character’s physical
and psychological description, the rhetorical device known as eikovicuoc®. A frequent
device at least since the third century AD, with Philostratus — an important source for
Tzetzes and every Byzantine scholar interest in Homer and his characters — they were
also part of nowadays lost works such as the Dictys Cretensis, which the Byzantines
should know in its full Greek version?, called by Dragon (2005: 197) a “Hollywood-
ean peplum”. Closer to Tzetzes’ time is [saac Komnenos (called “Porphyrogenetes”),
who composed three philosophical treatises based on Proclus and two commentary
works on Homer, an author usually identified with the third son of Emperor Alexios
I Komnenos (ruler between 1081-1118) and Empress Irene Doukaina (16 January
1093 - after 1152). One of his works, the ITepi TV katadeipOévTwy OO Tod ‘Ouripov
(Hinck 1873: 58-88), presents after the commentary of the poems a list of eikonismoi for
the main Homeric heroes. In more than one case the similarities with Tzetzes’ lines of the
Carmina — where some heroes also receive such kind of description — are startling, as
well as their influence on the composition of the epitaphs?’.

From now on, I shall focus on the epitaphs composed by Tzetzes as apochrypha
to the tradition of the Peplos (numbers 30-37 in Table 1 = numbers 86-93 of my edi-
tion), where the author’s literary interests are more clearly identified. By putting them
side to side with other Byzantine texts, I intent to demonstrate how Tzetzes made use
of both contemporary and ancient sources to create a small group of elegiac couplets
truthful to Homeric diction but also pregnant of a personal (and yet very Byzantine)

% On them, see Dragon (2007: 124-135).

26 Tt was a romance description of the events of the Trojan War, enunciated by Dictys from Knossos,
supposedly a companion of Idomeneus, of which we only possess a Latin abbreviated version: Dictys
Cretensis Ephemeridos Belli Troiani libri, a Lucio Septimio ex Graeco in Latinum sermonem translate.
Ed. W. Eisenhut, Lipsiae, *1994. See Dragon (2005: 197 e n. 8).

27 Very similar, for instance, are Tzetzes and Isaac’s description of Trolius (posthom. 382-384; Isaac
Porph. p. 85, 21-23 Hinck) or Polyxena (posthom. 498-508; Isaac Porph. p. 87, 1-8 Hinck), two examples
this paper shall analyse. Nonetheless, there is no need to sustain the direct use of one by another; both
could have used a same source, as it might be the case of the Dictys Cretensis.
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meaning. Tzetzes is clear when stating that no epigram from the tradition could be
sorted, simply saying that on those heroes €ntypappa o0 @épetal, or presenting the
epitaphs as his own and, in some cases, using the imperative forms of the verb &iui to
introduce the need for them (e.g. éml t@® MoALIGUAVTL TOUTW EMTYPAUUX OV PEPETAL:
£ctw 8¢ TO ap’ MUV yeyovdc-, schol. posthom. 347 = number 34 = number 90).
The eight heroes he writes an epitaph for (Hiera, Palamedes, Euphorbus, Thersites,
Polydamas, Trolius, Antilochus, and Polyxena), some of them minor characters of
the Homeric tradition, received nevertheless a huge attention in late-Antique epics, as
well as other literary genres, from the Classical, Hellenistic and Byzantine periods, all
of them part of Tzetzes and any Byzantine scholar’s library.

The first two striking examples of the author’s use of his sources and personal
interpretation of myths are those of Hiera (number 30 = number 86) and Palamedes
(number 31 = number 87). Hiera, Telephus’s wife*® and the queen of Mysia killed by
Nireus (antehom. 278), is presented in the Antehomerica fighting at the head of the
Mysian forces (mpoBéecke, v. 280) and defeating the Greeks (Apyeiovc £8dile, v. 280),
mad because of Achilles’ rage against her husband. This is how Tzetzes comments on
her in the Scholia (schol. antehom. 278a + 284):

Nipeve 0 Xapdmov vidc kai AyAatac Gveile thv ThAépov yovaika thyv Tepdv. (...) émi Tepd
3¢ émtypappa oL @épetar: Ectw d¢ o Nuétepov Tdde

Mociov au nediov kaAfic épunepBe KoAddvric
dovpikAutiic ‘Tepfic tévde tdpov dpdac.

(HG=zF=)hMMdO

Tit. énfypappa tod t¢étlov H™ éniypappa eic iepdv G™ eic lepdv yuvaika tnAé@ou
M™ to0 tlétlov Emiypappa €ic 1epdv yuvaika THAEQOL, NV GTEKTEIVE VIPELC €V TG Ti|C
pucioc mediw Md ap nediov corr. Leo. aunediov zMMA av (av O) nediov FO v. 2 om.
O dovpikAutiic hM dovpi kAvtiic [sic] Md iepfic HF igpdc GMd iépac M tévde tdpov
Opdac h tévde tagov EEv’ Opdc M t6de ciipa kaAdv ététukto Md

284. TnAépw wc crelcacOar: did o tAc Tepdc kdAAoc Tiic yvvaikdc tod TnAégov AxiAedce
KatéAvce TOV TTOAEpOV TOV Katd Mucdv: €0privricav yap € avtfi “EAAnvec te kai PapPapot,
kal tovTov éveka mapa TnAépov péhavac EAafev inmouc, (e mov E@ebpov.

While praising the woman’s beauty — she who was even more beautiful than Helen
herself (v. 286) —, Tzetzes states that it was the grief caused by her death, shared by
Mysians and Greeks, the reason for the truce and the departure of the Greek army (an-
tehom. 283-284 + schol. antehom. 284). As for his source, he only mentions to have
found the story in an unidentified author (®c mov €pebpov). While it seems obvious that
Philostratus’ Heroicus (chap. 23) was his model for almost every aspect of the myth,

28 Different traditions ascribe different wives to Telephus. According to Diodorus (4.33), the Mysian
hero was married to Argiope, the daughter of Teuthras, after it was discovered that Auge was his mother.
Philostratus (Her: 23), however, makes Hiera his wife, killed in battle by Nireus, the same version de-
picted on the Pergamon Altar.
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the decision of the truce caused by the grief for Hiera’s death is not found elsewhere,
so that it has been considered an example of Tzetzes’ mythic invention (or, as Braccini
2010 puts it, feminine mythurgy). For what matters, the epitaph for Hiera highlights
the two main features of the myth, namely her courage (similar to a man’s) and beauty:
while the last one is metonymical transferred into the Mysian ground that keeps her
body (kaAfic KoAwvnge, v. 1), the first is given by the epithet dovpikAvtiic (v. 2), in the
Homeric Poems only applied to masculine heroes®.

While some scholars saw in the Tzetzian Hiera a reflection of the scholar’s private
story, the one involving Isaac’s wife, which ultimately forced his own return to Con-
tantinople®, I believe she must be seen in the wider context of the women’s position
in Byzantium. Allotted with an inferior status by confessional ideas and literature®,
women also knew an overwhelming political influence that soon made them part of
the governmental elite*?. Tzetzes himself received, around 1145, the Empress Irene’s
well-pay commission for writing a commentary on the //iad, needing as she was for an
Introduction to Homer. Proving that the female character had a huge political meaning
for Tzetzes is the fact that, in that work (the Allegories of the lliad), Hiera’s courage and
beauty are once again the subject of several lines (proem. 1005-1024), in a formulation
as close to the Antehomerica as the metrics of the so-called political verse allows it.

Palamedes®, as far as Tzetzes is concerned, is a victim of ingratitude. The truth is
Odysseus never forgave him having to ship to war. Later, when Palamedes advised the
Greeks to return home, Odysseus hid gold in his tent and wrote a fake letter purportedly
from Priam. The letter was found and the Greeks accused him of being a traitor, and
therefore Odysseus and Diomedes stoned him to death (Philostr. Her. 33; Tzetz. ante-
hom. 380-385)**. This is how Tzetzes celebrates that hero, one of tremendous meaning
for him (schol. antehom. 406b = number 87):

oUtw pev O MoaAaundne avaipedeic €tden v Aemtiuve, Gpet MnOduvrc. éniypauua & ov
@épetal €’ a0T@ Ectw ¢ To0TO TIap” UGV yeyovdc:

keipat 8 HoAaprdne NavmAiddne Mnbouvn
avt’ evepyecine Aaivén vipadt.

(HG=zF=)hM
Tit. éniypappa €ni maAaunder H™ énfypapua eic maAaundnv G™ eic malaunidnv tod
tlétCov M Aaivén FGM Aaivein H

» E.g. Il. 21.233 (Achilles), 11.396, 16.226 (Odysseus), 5.45, 13.467, 476 (Idomeneus), 16.472 (Auto-
medon), 16.619 (Meriones), Od. 15.544, 17.71 (Peiroos).

30 See Braccini (2010: 100-102).

31 See Maltese (2006: 25 ff., 105 ff., 129 ff., 173 ff.).

32 See Ronckey (2002: 112-114).

33 About Tzetzes’ on Palamedes see Leone (1984: 388), and Braccini (2009-2010: 167-168; 2010:
94 ff.).

3 According to other accounts, the two warriors drowned him during a fishing expedition (Paus.
10.31.2, citing the Cypria).
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Although a major character in some accounts of the Trojan War, Palamedes is not
mentioned in the /liad®. Chapter 33 of Philostratus’ Heroicus is entirely dedicated
to him, a text that must have been in every Byzantine scholar’s head (and library).
It includes already the hero’s eikonismos (Her. 33.39-40), a pattern later found twice
in Tzetzes (antehom. 397-404; Hist. 3.172-184) and once in Isaac Porphyrogenetes
(p. 82, lines 9-12 Hinck). Tzetzes highlights the hero’s innocence and resignation in
face of injustice, quoting what should have become a proverbial line (xaipe, AArOg1ax
kudpr mpdBavec yap €ueio), probably an adaptation of Philostratus’ line éAe® ce,
aAneta, cv yap €uod mpoamdAwAac. As for the epitaph composed for the scholium,
the same injustice in killing Palamedes is summarised in the phrase dvt’ evepyecinc
(“against my good-service”), where one can read many referents, from the hero’s
participation in the several embassies previous to the War until the many scientific
achievements attributed to him by late-Antique authors.

While a relation between the treatment of Hiera and Tzetzes’ private life seemed
an overstatement to me, the same cannot be said in the case of Palamedes. Tzetzes
himself insists in that connection, both physical and temperamental, in the Histories
(Gemep €yw toic coumacty, 3.175; cwpatikoic kai Puxikoic SHotoc (v pot mdcty,
3.181), so that it might have been a personal affection of his. Even more striking is
the hero’s description in the Allegories of the lliad (proem. 724-734), alongside with
Cato the Elder, and the author’s identification with them (cwpatikoic kai Puyikoic
Guotot dctv dvtec, v. 728). One further detail can prove how this identification was
actually a personal goal. If we are to accept that Isaac’s eikonismoi somehow held the
heroes’ description as accepted in mid-Byzantium — and Tzetzes himself follows this
pattern in more than one occasion —, the change of the colour of the hair from black
(ueAavOpi€ in Tsaac) to blond (Eav060p1E, antehom. 398) or curly red (mvppdrpryec
all. II. proem. 727) could actually be a means to more directly relate the hero with
himself.

The next hero to be celebrated is Euphorbus (hom. 223a = number 88), an impor-
tant case study in relation to the sources of the Carmina Iliaca:

BoukoAidnv EdgopPov: “Ounpoc tov EbgopPov MavBou viov kai dpdvtidoc Aéyer Eyw d¢ €v
Toic A1Bikoic 'Oppéwe Knplyuactv ebpov BovkoMwvoc kal ABapPapénc eivon toditov vidv:
@ 81 xai "0p@el éneicOnv, we d&lomictotépw ‘Oufpov kai maAatotépw TuyxdvovTl, Kai, i
U QopTIKOV imelv, we Svtwv ‘Ourjpov én@v kAomiic £puatov kai mapaxwpnua. odtoc 8¢ O
EG@opPoc Umd Meveddov avnpédn- o0 @épetal 8¢ <émi> toUTw Emlypappa éctw d¢ téde-

"E€oxov Nvopén te kal Riféotctv dpeiw
BoukoAidnv @opéw EVpopRov aBpokdpav.

(HG=)zZMMdO
Tit. gic ebgopBov M™Md™ Eniypayupax ebpopPpov O™ nvopén Oz fvopénv MMd
appokduav Leo. aBpokduav O dkpokduav (-ov H') zMMd

3 Something already uncomfortable to Philostratus, who, in the Life of Apollonius (3.22) states that
“Palamedes found his bitterest enemies in Odysseus and Homer; for the one laid an ambush against him
of people by whom he was stoned to death, while the other denied him any place in his Epic.”
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Tzetzes’ source is clearly identified in the lines of the scholium (cf. Orph. Lith.
461-471), especially in relation to Euphorbus’ fathers (e0pov BoukoAiwvoc kal
ABapPapénc eivar todtov vidV)*, the same hero that is said, in the Iliad (17.9, 59,
81), son of Panthous (and not Boukolos’’), and the first man to wound Patroclus
(16.806-809). Yet another proof of the Orphic influence is to be seen in the epithet
restored by Leo. as appoxdpav, which, mistakenly copied by all manuscripts (also
M and Md)*, is found among the Orphica collection (aBpoxkdun Orph.H. 56.2)%.
That the manuscript consensus is wrong can also be demonstrated by Tzetzes’ own
description of the hero later in the Histories (1.229-230), where a similar compound
is used:

Eb@opPoc ®pdvtidoc vide kad “Ounpov kai Mavhou-
"Oppevc APapPapénc d¢ kal BoukoAldnv Aéyer.
Ovtoc & gpactmAdkapoc v T@v afpofoctpixwy,

For everything else, Tzetzes follows the Hellenistic and Byzantine poetic tradition
surrounding Euphorbus, who, especially after Philostratus’ Heroicus (chap. 42), beca-
me an example of beauty among the Trojans, for his youth and mainly for his (blond)
hair: tfv pév ye dpav avtod kal tovc Axaiovc @net OéAyerv: €otkéval yap aOTOV
aydApartt, 0ndte paAicta €avtol 6 ATOAAWY dkepcekOUnc Te Kal aPpoc @atvorto.

Thersites (schol. posthom. 207 = number 89), known from Homeric tradition as
the ugliest and most coward of the Greeks, the man Achilles killed for joking about
his love for Penthesileia (6¢ TOv AwPntiipa Enecfdrov £cx’ dyopdwv, Il 2.275), can
somehow be seen as an anti-hero, who nonetheless deserves the honour of an epitaph
on him:

éml 8¢ Oepcitn Emiypappa o0 @épetar £ctw d¢ TOde

TAwccav Toufoc 88e paX EnécPolov aicxoc épUkel
@epcitnv Katéxwv eivek’ émecfoAinc.

HMMdO
Tit. eic Bepcitny M™Md™  v. 1 corr. Jac.! ylwccdwv 68e topPoc ktA. codd. énecPforov
HMMd £micférov O €necforine OMMA £micPoline V €mcyxoAine H

36 Cf. hom. 223 (BoukoAidnv EGgopBov, APapPapénc @ilov vidv) and Orph. Lith. 461, 463 (untpoc
APapBapénc... BoukoAidne EGgpopfoc).

37 In the lliad (15.337-338), the son of Boukolos is Sphelus, the commander of the Athenians in the
Trojan War who was slain by Aeneas.

38 The scribe of O, in the sixteenth century, corrected already the epithet, yet failing in the initial
aspiration (&Bpokduav). The reading of the remaining codices (dkpokSuav) is used in Homer only as an
epithet of the Thracians (@ptikec dkpdkopor I1. 4.533).

3 See also Nonnus, Dion. 13.91 (aPpordunc Yuévaioc), 456 (aBpokduwv Epwtwv), AP 12.256
(aBpokdunv Muickov).
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The hero must have become an important character in late-epics and novel, as
proved by Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica (1.984 ff.), where the very same episode
(that of Thersites mocking with Achilles’ love for the Amazon) gets a large develop-
ment. Tzetzes’ epitaph is very close to Homeric diction, especially due to the anaphor
on both lines (uaX €énécfolov v.1; etvek’ énecPolinc v. 2), drawn upon a single verse
of the Iliad (6¢ toOv AwPntiipa énecPforov £cx’ ayopdwv, 2.275).

It follows Polydamas (school. posthom. 347 = number 90), another Trojan and the
brother of Euphorbus. Homer gives no foreshadowing of his death, nor is he men-
tioned in any of the later poems dealing with the aftermath of the war, so that it must
be assumed that he perished in a general slaughter after the fall of Troy:

MovAvddpavtar €nl t@ MoAvdduavTt ToUTw ENlypapua o0 @EpeTal £ctw O& TO Tap’ MUV
yeyovoc

"Tvdoc 68’ avrp Tpoin Coplov dpua Sidkwy
MoAvddpac Kelpat vekpoc €l matpidt.

HMMdO

Tit. énfypapua éni toAvdduavroc H™ gic moAvdduavta M™ gic toAvdduavta ivéév Md™
tpoin coprov OHMM cVpiov tpoin L moAvdduac OHMd tfide moAvdduac M movAvdduac
V ketpar OMMA xeitar H

Tzetzes must be referring to /1. 13.721-753, the moment when Polydamas wisely
advises Hector to retreat and restrain his chariot, so that the attack can be better planed
(see esp. 13.749). Therefore, his interest on this hero must be due to his role of good-
adviser, almost in direct opposition to Thersites’ shameful words.

Troilus and Antilochus (numbers 91-92), yet two other Trojan heroes, are also exam-
ples of Tzetzes’ affiliation with Byzantine interpretation and rewriting of the Homeric
saga by means of the above-mentioned rhetorical device of the eikovicpor. In the
posthomerica, after announcing the description of the Trojan kings (v. 361), Troilus’
eikonismos is the last one Tzetzes provides (vv. 382-384):

Tpwiloc ad péyac, wkvc #nv, ueAavéypooc, ebptv,
€10g1 8’ av xapieic, dacumwywv, tavagdeipoc.
oV 8" AxtAebe katénepve apai Ckapdvdpoto pofictv.

The formulation is very close to that of Isaac Porphyrogenetes, when saying that
Troilus was péyac, kaAdc, ebpv, anAdOpE, ueAdvOpif, peAiccddpif, pelixpouc,
KaAd@BaApoc, dacunwywv, icxupoc moAepicthc (p. 85, 21-23 Hinck). In fact, as stated
before, Isaac’s gikovicuot are somehow to be seen as the pattern for these heroes’
description in Byzantine literature, and textual resemblances point in the way of a direct
knowledge of Isaac’s text by Tzetzes. As for the apochryphum on Troilus (schol. post-
hom. 385b = number 91), none of these physical attributes is detected. Instead, Tzetzes
must have built a traditional elegiac couplet, modelled from the extant epitaphs he knew:
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el TpwiAw entypapya fUETepoV:

Tpwilov evBa&de Tpwiddr yij Adpdavoc Texw
[€yxel TINAgidov dunuevov €v kovin]

HMdO
Tit. eic tpwidov Md™  tpwilov Leo. tpdikov HMd tpiidov O tpwiddt yii HO tpwiddn
Yyl Md v. 2 add. L mnA€idov scripsi tnAgidov L év kovin L dyxeudyov L™

The pentameter of the couplet lacks in any Tzetzian manuscript that transmits this
scholium (namely H and O), therefore also in Md, the only one of the two Lascarian
codices copying the epitaph. As printed here and in any edition of Tzetzes’ Scholia, it
is a reconstruction only found in L (Regius gr 16 C. 1V), a codex dated not prior to
the second half of the sixteenth century. While no actual information on the version
originally followed by Tzetzes is given, when commenting Lycophron’s Alexandra (in
Lycophr. 307) he talks about Troilus seeking to avoid the unwanted sexual advances of
Achilles by taking refuge in the Temple of Apollo Timbraeus and, when he refuses to
come out*’, how the son of Peleus killed him on the altar. One must therefore believe
that the same version was followed in the epitaph, even if it is not clear whether that
was also the version implicit in the reconstitution of the pentameter (€yxet IInAgidov
dunuevov) by the scribe of L, where no mention to Achilles’ passion is found. Different
must have been the version of the lost Greek epitaph at some point transmitted among
the Greek components ascribed to the Peplos. On it, some information is nevertheless
given by Ausonius*' who, back in the fourth century AD, when translating into Latin
the Pepli Epitaphia, might be aware of it (most probably from Porphyry’s recollection
of the epitaphs*?), and actually included a quatrain on that hero (8 Green = number 78):

Hectore prostato nec dis nec viribus aequis
congressus fsaevot Troilus Aeacidae,
raptatus bigis fratris coniungor honori,
cuius ob exemplum nec mihi poena gravis.

40 In a speculative reading, the verb Tcxw of the hexameter (being the subject of enunciation the
tombstone) could somehow suggest Troilus hiding from Achilles.

41 Ausonius’ epitaphs were first published in Venice in 1472, and later in Milan, in 1490. Therefore, it
is highly possible that the scribe of L knew one of these editions and proceeded to essay a reconstruction
of the lost pentameter.

42 Ausonius only mentions to have collected the epitaphs “apud philologum quondam”, but textual
evidences and the very implicit title of the work (“Epitaphia... sepulcrales heroum, qui bello Troico inter-
fuerunt”) made scholars assume that Porphyry was his source a long time ago. Nevertheless, as recently
pointed out by Morelli (2013: 77), he could have used other written sources, other works on ancient
mythology, cult or geography. Having found the poems in one or several works of prose, Ausonius thus
proceeds to reorganise them in a sylloge, in a new poetic /ibellus based on the poetic adaptation of Greek
originals into Latin elegiac metre. This is most frequently done by enlarging the original Greek couplets,
following a method of thematic and formal “duplication” of his model. On the method of Ausonius when
working with the Greek originals see Di Giovine (1998, 1999, 2000) and Morelli (2013).
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The phrase “raptatus bigis”, besides recalling the Homeric formula TpwiAov
inmoydpunv ({. 24.257), is more coincident with Troilus’ killing at the moment he
was unharnessing or exercising his horses, as told in Eustathius (in II. 24.251 =4, 897
van der Valk). While no reference to the homoerotic affair can be traced in Ausonius’
version, it seems plausible that the oldest version of the epitaph was actually more
Homeric, i.e. that it associated the hero with the chariot-rider office, what would have
also allowed him to relate with the better-know fate of Hector, dragged in the Trojan
dust by Achilles’ horses.

Also on Antilochus, the son of Nestor whose ashes where enshrined in a mound on
the promontory of Sigeion, alongside with those of Achilles and Patroclus (/1. 23.83
ff., 23.125-126; Od. 24.74-84)%, Tzetzes writes an epitaph (schol. posthom. 477 =
number 92):

e’ AVTIAGX W 00 @épetar éntypappa. £ctw 8¢ tdde-

Ketpat cOv MatpdkAy kail AiAfji peya®ouw
TaTPOC UIeppuay€wv dopt MeUVovew.

OH
Tit. éniypapua dvtiAéyov H™ axtAfii H &AM O meppaxéwv O Omep paxéwv H

While it seems certain that number 11 (the extant epitaph on Antilochus, the same
number in La) was not part of Tzetzes” manuscript sources (00 @épetat Entypappa),
the apochryphum on that hero is nonetheless very close to the extant one. The fact is
that Antilochus was a hero frequent among late epics and commentaries, and Tzetzes
himself recognizes knowing the tradition of his afterlife destiny with Achiles and Pa-
troclus: if in the Posthomerica one can only read the hero’s gikovicpoc (477-480),
very similar to the one found in Philostratus’ Heroicus (26), a few lines before he
states that Achilles’ ashes were enshrined cOv TatpdkAw Kail’ AvTIAGXW peyadUuw
(464), in an hexameter shaped exactly as the one of the epitaph (cUv MatpoxkAw Kat
AT peyaBupw)*. Opposite to the case of Troilus, Tzetzes’ version is thus the same
one found in the extant (and therefore older) epitaph he claims to be unaware of, rein-
forcing both of them the need to glorify Antilochus for his courage on saving his father
(pucduevoc matépa 11.2; matpoc Umepuayéwv 92.2)%.

The last of Tzetzes’ apochrypha is on Polyxena, the Trojan princess allotted to
Achilles and sacrificed at that hero’s tomb (schol. posthom. 508b = number 93):

“ Yet in the Odyssey (11.467-468), the three heroes are represented as united in the underworld,
walking together in the Asphodel Meadows. According to Pausanias (3.19.13), they dwell together in the
island of Leuke.

* The acquaintance of this information is repeated in the commentaries on Lycophron’s Alexandra
(in Lycophr. 273).

4 According to Pindar (Nem. 6.28), Antilochus sacrificed himself to save his father Nestor at the
moment he was attacked by Memnon. That is also the version of Ausonius ep. 7, the adaptation of
number 11, where it is also mentioned Antilochus’ pietas to his father (praemia virtutis simul et pietatis
adeptus,/ servato Anthilochus Nestore patre obii, vv. 3-4). On Ausonius’ epitaph see Di Giovine (2000).
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fj oUtoc €ite ékelvwe: §| we P1Adctpatoc @rey i we Edpuridne. émi MMoAvEévn fuétepov
Emtypaypa-

Tevkpic, 6doindpe, koAt napBévoc évOEde kelpat
dovAochvne ctuyepdc mdTuov GueLPapévn.

HLVO
Tit. eic noAv&évnv émtdeiov O™  kaAn mapbévoc H kaAMindpBevoc O keipoar OL™V
-tar H

The scholium identifies the main sources for this myth, namely Philostratus’ He-
roicus and Euripides, with no mention of a concrete tragedy, even if Hecabe is to be
assumed. While Philostratus (chap. 51) underlines the love story between Achilles and
the princess, saying how she committed suicide by letting her body fall over a sword
at her promised husband’s grave*, Euripides’ Hecabe (37 ff., 109 ft., 223 ff., 521 ff.)*
rests on the idea of the sacrifice demanded by the ghost of Achilles, the version that
went further in time and was followed, among many others, by Quintus’ Posthomerica
(12.210 ft.). If, in the Posthomerica (496-508), Tzetzes worked upon Philostratus’ ver-
sion, the one of the voluntary sacrifice, previous to the girl’s eikovicuoc*® (dAavio wc
gpéer ta &’ &p’ Evpimidov dAAoia, v. 503), nothing in the epitaph recalls it. On the con-
trary, Tzetzes once again in the scholium approaches both authors (f} wc ®1Adéctparoc
encwv i we Evpinidne) and afterwards makes his epitaph stand upon the tragic ver-
sion* (dovAocvvnc ctuyepdc, v. 2). Tragic Polyxena, the one Hellenistic and Byzan-
tine Greek authors preferred, must have been the one celebrated also in the lost epitaph
of the Peplos, as perceived by Ausonius’ replica of it (ep. 26 = number 85), where the
heroine herself concludes on her fate: “violare magis quam sepelire fuit” (v. 4).

4. CONCLUSIONS

The eight Tzetzian apochrypha are composed according to the structural patterns
of the extant traditional couplets. Apart from the one on Troilus (number 35 = number
91) — whose pentameter, transmitted by a single manuscript (Leone’s L), must be an
addition of its anonymous scribe —, all of them are elegiac couplets and provide little

# tpitaiov 8¢ 0N kelpévov T00 vekpol dpapelv €mi TO chjpa év vuktl Eipel te avtnV émkAival
ToAAG gimodcav EAestva kal yauikd, 8te 81 kai deicBut o0 AxtAAéwe Epactiv te pelvat kal dyayéchat
aOTNV U PeVCAUEVOV TOV YALOV.

4T Cf. Tro. 39 ff.

4 Tzetzes description (ebwwy, pakpd #nv, Aevkr, dvu dovAxddetpoc, pikpdmoc, avBepdyetroc,
kaAAipactoc, dpictn:, vv. 507-508) is actually very close to the one found in Isaac Porphyrogenetes
(p. 87, 1-9 Hinck): ‘H TToAv&vn pakpd, kabapd, Asvkh, dvu dvSpddne thv mAdctv, peyaddAgdapoc,
ueAGvOpiE, oUAn, elpv, e0d@Balpoc, OmicOdkopoc, Aemtompd-cwmoc, pikpdcTopoc, elxaplc,
&vBnpdyethoc, wkpd-move, mapBévoc, unAduacdoc, wpaia Eviavut@dv obca dktwkaideka, fitic Toic
“EAANCL TapavOpwe Gpria-yeica UNTpik@dv aykaA@v mept Tov td@ov tol AxiAMEwce écpayidcedn, kabwc
kol TPOTEPOV EITOUEY.

4 The same one he explains in schol. in Lycophr. 323, mentioning Hecabe and Trojan Women.

CFC (g): Estudios griegos e indoeuropeos 277
2016, 26 263-283



Carlos A. Martins de Jesus John Tzetzes and the pseudo-Aristotelian Peplos...

more than the essential information: the name of the deceased, his ancestry, his burial
place and, in some cases, some personal feature and the cause of death™. Tzetzes
shows to be aware of the ultimate origin of this kind of epitaphs, namely their inscrip-
tion or, at most cases, the fiction of it. Nonetheless, while experimenting the patterns
of both third and first person enunciation, there is a clear preference for the last one.
More specifically, the deceased’s enunciation is the most frequent, as in the case of
Palamedes (number 31 = number 87), Polydamas (number 34 = number 90), Antilo-
chus (number 36 = number 92) and Polyxena (number 37 = number 93), with only two
examples providing the tombstone’s voice (Euphorbus and Troilus)!. As for metrics®,
Tzetzes’ apochrypha have four hexameters with none of the traditional third-foot cae-
surae (87.1, 90.1, 91.1, and 93.1), and four other with the masculine caesura (86.1,
88.1, 89.1 and 92.1) — even if 89.1, as printed here, is the result of Jac.’s correc-
tion and, as transmitted by H, does not fit the metrics of the hexameter. Such a ratio
must be due to his attempts to reproduce Homeric rhythm and diction, but still agrees
with the ratio of the traditional epigrams of the Peplos, 71 % of which have the same
caesura. While scholars recognised long time ago Tzetzes’ discomfort with classical
metrical rules of the hexameter (e.g. Platt 1890: 168-169), recent authors as Kaldellis
(2007: 304) consider that “he could imitate Homeric verse fairly well”, something
he is proud of** and was actually required for a task like the one of composing the
Carmina lliaca.

As for the position of the Peplos’ epitaphs in Tzetzes’ sources, I believe to have
showed that he made use of more than one codex, among the several available from
the fourth century AD onwards, and by which the epitaphs, already detached from the
original ‘Aristotelian’ work, managed to have a huge circulation. Secondly, that the
copy of 37 epitaphs in the Scholia, performed over sources other than the ones used by
the scribe of La, a century later, is to be seen as another example of Tzetzes’ erudition,
of his wish to provide students of Homer with the most possible literary informa-
tion on the subject. Finally, that the eight apochrypha he composed, thematically and
structurally dependent on the traditional extant epitaphs he knew, besides proving his
commitment to Homeric diction and metrics, are also capable of illustrating his way of
approaching Greek myth, in between the obedience to sources and the very “fabrication
of myths”. Tzetzes’ Carmina and Scholia — and the epitaphs among the last ones —
are, in a word, more than commentaries of Homer. They are, by themselves, a way of
rewriting Homer.

50 For a summary of the traditional epitaphs’ structure see Martins de Jesus (2015: 20-22).

! By doing so, Tzetzes’ apochrypha somehow detach themselves from the tradition of the more
ancient epitaphs ascribed to the Peplos, where 63 out of 73 epigrams prefer third-person enunciation and
only ten are enunciated by a first person.

52 For the metrics of the Pepli Epitaphia, namely of the hexameter, see Martins de Jesus (2015: 25-26).

3 Apud Basilikopoulou-loannidou (1971-1972: 121-122).

3 See schol. antehom. 124a: o0deic yap o0dEMOTE WC NUEIC UETPIKNV TEXVNY Kal TOLNTIKNV
AKp1PWcaTo.
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Picture 1. Stemma for the transmission of the Pepli Epitaphia.
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# Jesus | Rose | Source Hero M Md
1 4 4 | La, Posthom. 465*> | Achilles (1)
2 5 5 |La, Posthom. 465! | Achilles (2)
3 6 6 |La, Hom.220? Patroclus *
4 7 7 |La, Posthom. 489 | Ajax Telamonian (1) *f. 126r
Eust. 71.2.557
5 14 14 |La, Hom. 113b? Diomedes * *
6 16 16 | La Antehom. 300a | Ajax (son of Oileus)
7 17 17 |La, Antehom. 278a' | Nireus * *
8 18 18 |La, Hom. 91a’ Tlepolemus (1) * *
9 23 23 |La, Hom. 42b° Thoas *
10 25 25 |La, Hom. 59a Meges * *
11 31 31 |La, Hom. 42b' Amphimacus & Diores | *
12 33 33 |La, Hom. 38 Elephenor *
13 35 35 |La, Hom. 113b° Sthenelus & Euryalus | * *
14 46 46 |La, Hom. 489* Hector (1) *f£127r | *
15 49 49 | Antehom. 247 Protesilaus * £ 125vm
16 50 50 | Antehom.?257a Cycnus * *
17 51 51 |Hom. 42b’ Peirous & Acamas *
18 52 52 | Hom. 69b Pandarus * *
19 53 53 |Hom. 7la Aeneas * *
20 54 54 | Hom. 85b Pylaemenus * *
21 55 55 |Hom.91a' Tlepolemus (2) * *
22 56 56 |Hom. 190a Dolon
23 57 57 |Hom. 190b Rhesus *
24 58 58 |Hom. 220! Sarpedon *
25 59 59 |Hom.220? Glaucus *
26 60 60 | Hom. 489! Hector (2) *f127r | *
27 61 61 | Posthom. 207! Penthesileia * *
28 62 62 | Posthom. 334! Memnon * *
29 63 63 | Posthom. 595 Alexander (Paris) * —
30 86 — | Antehom. 278a> Hiera o i
31 87 — | Antehom. 406b Palamedes &
32 88 — |Hom.223a Euphorbus < .
33 89 — | Posthom. 207? Thersites i o
34 90 — | Posthom. 347 Polydamas * *
35 91 — | Posthom. 385b Troilus &
36 92 — | Posthom. 477 Antilocus
37 93 — | Posthom. 508b Polyxena

Table 1. The epitaphs copied by Tzetzes in the Scolia to the Carmina Illiaca.
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