Self-authorization and Strategies of
Autography 1n John 1zetzes:
The Logismor Rediscovered

Aglae Pizzone

HEN IN 1948 CARL WENDEL wrote the Real-
Wenqyclopddie entry on John Tzetzes’ life and work (still

the most comprehensive survey to date), he intro-
duced a section devoted to the author’s “lost works.”! The list
included only three items: a paraphrasis of Ptolemy’s Geography,
alluded to in the Historiai (11.396.884-997), an 1ambic poem on
a representation of the sky in the palace of Chosroes, men-
tioned in the same work (3.66.58-67), and the Logismoz, which
are the focus of the present paper.

Tzetzes mentions the Logismoi on several occasions through-
out his works.? The first reference is in the Commentary on
Hermogenes, in the section devoted to the ITepi pe@6dov devotn-
tog. They are again explicitly recalled in the Historiai as well as

I C. Wendel, “Tzetzes,” RE 7A (1948) 2003—2004. Tzetzes also probably
wrote—or started to write—a chronicle in verse, on which see H. Hunger,
“Allegorien aus der Verschronik. Kommentierte Textausgabe,” 7OB 4
(1955) 13—49.

2 Besides Wendel’s overview, on the Logismor see also G. A. Kennedy,
Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Princeton 1983) 317, mostly relying on
Wendel; M. J. Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore di Tucidide. Note autografe sul Codice
Hewdelberg palatino greco 252 (Bari 1999) 161-162; P. A. Agapitos, “John Tze-
tzes and the Blemish Examiners: A Byzantine Teacher on Schedography,
Everyday Language and Writerly Disposition,” MEG 17 (2017) 1-57, at 23
n.117 (based on Wendel).

3 The relevant lines of the commentary were edited in 1837 by Cramer
(Anecd.Ox. 131.30-132.2). His text contains several mistakes, which impinge
on the overall meaning. The following text is transcribed from Voss.gr. Q1, f.
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AGLAE PIZZONE 653

in the iambs accompanying the second redaction of the work.*
Finally, the Scholia on Aristophanes, as we shall see, provide a sort
of summary of the Logismor and their rationale.” According to
Tzetzes’ own description, the work consisted of a series of
“reviews” or “audits,” written mostly in 1ambs, although oc-
casionally other verse forms are found. The Logismoi selected
and discussed mistakes, omissions, and inconsistencies in an
array of ancient and Byzantine texts with which Tzetzes had
engaged over his lifetime.

Despite the detailed description provided by Tzetzes in the

199 (the Vossianus, on which see below, is acephalous and I follow the
current pagination) and collated with Neap.gr. II E 5, f. 328" (Neap.gr. I1 E 5
contains Hermogenes and excerpts of Tzetzes’ commentary, probably to be
dated to the thirteenth century: R. Duarte, “The Transmission of the Text
of the P scholia to Hermogenes’ Iept otdoewv,” RHT 5 [2010] 2542, at
32): KoAdg 6 pitwp viv Aéyer Teopétpa, / 0 60¢ 08 MOAAY YOIPET®
TroyepdBev, / TCéln (T¢étlov Ne), Aoyiouolg éEeleyybeic, ob (oig Ne) déov /
elg dpyavodoav Ao&oovotpopov BiAov (“The rhetor is right here, Geometres,
and farewell to your man from Stagira, who was refuted by Tzetzes’
Logismoi: he [Tzetzes] is the one you need against an infuriating, slanting
and twisted book”). In the Vossianus, Tzetzes adds in his own hand the
marginal gloss npog tov Tewpétpnv. Interestingly the Neapolitanus too, like
Cramer’s text, normalizes the vernacular genitive T{étn present in the
Vossianus into TCétlov. As Tzetzes himself revised the text of the Vossianus
and does not correct it, I take it that he deemed it legitimate.

+11.369.246-249: AAL’ 1181 o€ cvvéyeev 6 dpobng éndpyw, / 6 Aoyiothg Tdv
nokondv, od S iduBov BiPAroc, / @V Aoyioudv, YpoLUOTIKGY, PNTOPWY,
PocbpmV, / TOV UETPIKAV, 10TOPLKAY, unyovikdv, todv cAlov (“But now
[Tzetzes], ignorant as per the Eparch, has confounded you, [Tzetzes] who
is the auditor of the ancients, by whom there is a book in iambs, of audits
pertaining to grammarians, rhetors, philosophers, theorists on meters,
historians, experts in mechanics, and everyone else”). The same self-
description (Aoyiotg) is found also in the iambs accompanying the second
recension of the Historiai, published in P. A. M. Leone, “loanni Tzetzae
Tambi,” RSBN 6-7 (1969-1970) 134-151, at 146, line 360 (see section 3
below for a more detailed analysis).

5 D. Holwerda, in W. J. W. Koster, Scholia in Aristophanem IV.3 Jo. Tzetzae
Commentarii in Aristophanem, Commentarium in Ranas et in Aves argumentum Equitum

(Groningen 1960) 100a (733.4-6), 1328 (1076.40-1079.89).
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654 THE LOGISMOI REDISCOVERED

Scholia on Aristophanes, Wendel misinterprets the nature of the
work. Building on Giske’s dissertation of 1881,5 he implies an
overlap between the Logismoi and the commentary on Her-
mogenes, which in his opinion did not really exist as a work in
its own right.

In this paper I first reconsider Wendel’s misconstruction, on
the basis of fresh and hitherto disregarded manuscript evi-
dence. Focusing on the Leiden MS. Vossianus gr. Q1, I demon-
strate that the Logismor are in fact only partly lost and I provide
a general presentation of the work. In the second section I
focus on the title chosen by Tzetzes (Logismot), in order to shed
light on the entanglements between bureaucratic and literary
writing implied by such a term. This will pave the way to the
third section, in which I show to what extent the materiality of
writing shapes Tzetzes’ attitude toward authorial agency.

1. Voss.gr. QI and the Logismot

Voss.gr. Q1, now divided into two volumes, is a silk’ codex of
about 260 x 165 mm, including 30 quires, mostly bifolia. The
quires, numbered in red ink by the main copyist, start with e,
thus showing that the codex is acephalous. The library cata-
logue dates it to the thirteenth-fourteenth centuries.® However,
the main copyist’s handwriting bears clear analogies to in-
formal scholarly hands that have been recently re-dated to the
mid-to-late twelfth century. Such scholarly hands are closely re-
lated to contemporary documentary hands, and to chancery

6 H. Giske, De JFoanms Tzetzae scriptis ac vita (Rostock 1881) 63-65.

71 follow here the description in the Leiden University Library catalogue:
K. A. de Meyier, Codices Vossiani graect et miscellaner (Leiden 1955) 92. “Silk” is
used instead of bombicyn (Bombyx mori being the Linnaean name of the silk
worm). The latter term, already employed by the Byzantines, was in fact not
etymologically connected with bombyx, but rather with the city of Manbij in
Syria, northwest of Rakka: J. Bloom, Paper before Print. The History and Impact
of Paper in the Islamic World New Haven 2001) 56-57.

8 See de Meyier, Codices Vossiani graect 92-93. 1 will provide a more
detailed description of the manuscript in a publication co-authored with
Elisabetta Barili and Stefano Martinelli Tempesta in Classica et Mediaevala.
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hands in particular. The professional copyist penning part of
the Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (including also Tzetzes’ scholia on
Aristophanes)? provides a very fitting example, much like the
hand copying Pindar with scholia in Vat.gr. 1312.19 The tradi-
tional dating of both manuscripts has been recently challenged
and a new consensus has been reached: they are now dated
respectively the 1180s and the mid twelfth century.!!

The Vossianus is an important witness not only because it can
be dated around the time of Tzetzes’ life. In addition to the text
penned by the professional main copyist, it preserves a large
number of interlinear and marginal notes, in darker ink
(varying from dark blond to dark brown), showing a very char-
acteristic, utterly informal, handwriting. A comparison with the
marginal notes from the Thucydides Palgr. 252, ascribed to
Tzetzes by Maria Jagoda Luzzatto, leaves little room for doubt:
the two scripts stem from the same hand.'? The authorship of
the notes, moreover, is confirmed by their content. At f. 45v
Tzetzes names himself explicitly as the one who drafted the
glosses, while at 41V and 115" he states that he is old and he
finds himself in his seventieth year. As Tzetzes was probably
born ca. 1110-1112,!3 one can draw the conclusion that his

9 See C. M. Mazzucchi, “Ambrosianus C 222 Inf. (Graecus 886): il co-
dice e il suo autore,” devum 77 (2003) 263-275, and 78 (2004) 411-440.

10 See P. Canart and L. Perria, “Les écritures livresques des XI et XII
siecles,” in D. Harlfinger et al. (eds.), Paleografia ¢ codicologia greca. Att del 11
Colloguio wnternazionale Berlino-Wolfenbiittel (Alessandria 1991) 67-116, at 83,
and P. Irigoin, Pindare, Olympiques: reproduction du Vaticanus Graecus 1312 ( fol.
1-95) (Vatican City 1974). I would like to thank Professor Maria Jagoda
Luzzatto for pointing out the parallel to me.

11" Another hand very similar to that of the Vossianus is the one copying
Laur.Plut. 74.15, recently dated to the first half of the twelfth century: D.
Bianconi, “Eta comnena e cultura scritta. Materiali e considerazioni alle
origini di una ricerca,” in A. Bravo Garcia et al. (eds.), The Legacy of Berard
de Montfaucon (Turnhout 2010) I 75-96, II 68—677 at 92-93 and pl. 7.

12 Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore passim.

13 See Wendel, RE 7A (1948) 1961. The note sheds new light on the
debate over the date of Tzetzes” death; see E. Cullhed, “Diving for Pearls
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656 THE LOGISMOI REDISCOVERED

revision of the Vossianus took place in the 1180s, which matches
Mazzuccht’s dating of Ambr.gr. C 222 inf. This chronology
squares well also with the note on the Historiaz, from which we
learn that Tzetzes was correcting a copy of his self-commentary
for Konstantinos Kotertzes. There he also adds that he was
now an old man.!* It is easily possible that toward the end of
his life Tzetzes reviewed his work either autonomously or upon
request of patrons who wanted to have written copies of it.

As mentioned above, a misunderstanding was prompted by a
wrong assessment of the evidence provided by the Vossianus.
Following Giske, Wendel took the note Tét{ov Aoyiopdv tdv
nodondv kol véov!'® at f. 212V as a “von der Hand eines Besitzers
stammenden Schlussnotiz.”!6 This is, however, not a “Schluss-
notiz,” but a proper superscription in red ink introducing a
new textual unit, penned by the same hand that copied the
main text. The genitive form underlines the fact that this is
only a section of a larger work. This is further confirmed by a
note in the left margin (see fig. 1):

Shov yop PipAiov éypden té TCétln,

AOYIGHOVE TOAOLDV TEPLEYOV KOL VEMV TIVRV.

A whole book was written by Tzetzes,

including audits of the ancients and of some of the moderns.

Another note from the main copyist in the upper margin
clarifies the title from a lexical point of view, specifying fiyouv
hoyaproopol. Such a gloss is crucial to fully understand the
implications of the design of the work as well as how it was per-

and Tzetzes’ Death,” B 108 (2015) 53-62, who advocated an earlier date.

14 See the scholion on the Historiai published at P. L. Leone, loannis
Tzetzae Historiae (Lecce 2007) 549. On Kotertzes and Tzetzes in the late
1040s see E. Cullhed, “The Blind Bard and ‘T': Homeric Biography and
Authorial Personas in the Twelfth Century,” BMGS 38 (2014) 49-67. On
the Historiai and its structure see A. Pizzone, “The Historiai of John Tzetzes:
a Byzantine ‘Book of Memory’?” BMGS 41 (2017) 182-207.

15> See de Meyier, Codices Vossiant graect 92—93.

16 Wendel, RE 7A (1948) 1990.
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Figure 1: Vossianus Gr. Q1, £. 212v

ceived by contemporary audiences. I will come back on this

point in detail in the second section.

The new unit introduced by the superscription stretches over
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658 THE LOGISMOI REDISCOVERED

the final folia of the manuscript, 212¥-239v, and comes after
Aphthonius’ Progymnasmata and Hermogenes’ treatises, com-
plete with Tzetzes’ commentary.!” Between the text of the Pro-
gymnasmata and that of the Corpus Hermogenianum, moreover, we
find two more textual units, at fI. 31*-36" a &idyvoocic of the
otdoeig in the form of a diagram (f. 31¥) and an essay on the
differences and similarities between otacelg, which most likely
is also to be ascribed to Tzetzes.'® The last section of Voss.gr.,
therefore, does transmit a portion of the Logismor, as stated by
the superscription; this is in the genitive as the work was not
copied in its entirety. The manuscript bequeaths only the por-
tion devoted to Aphthonius and Hermogenes, whose Progymnas-
mata are also taken into account.!® Giske’s misunderstanding is
all the more surprising, as the Dutch scholar and expert in
ancient rhetoric John Bake (1787-1864) had perused the man-
uscript, transcribing most of the Tzetzian material .’

As Tzetzes himself worked on editing the manuscript, it
would be particularly important to ascertain its precise date.
Unfortunately, however, at this stage we cannot know with
certainty when it was copied—the autograph notes could have
been added also at a later stage. Very much depends on the
dating of the commentary on Hermogenes itself. A loose
terminus post quem 1is offered by the iambic shipwreck poem
introduced by Tzetzes as an example of elaborate ekphrastic
diction in the commentary on the treatise On mvention, at f.

17 The so-called Corpus Hermogenianum is customarily transmitted together
with Aphthonios’ Progymnasmata. See M. Patillon, Anonyme, Préambule a la
rhétorique. Aphthonios, Progymnasmata en annexe Psudo-Hemogéne, Progymnasmata

(Paris 2008) IX—X.

18 The title at f. 36 introducing the next section, i.e. the Ilept otacewv
with Tzetzes’ commentary, reads Tod odtod ‘lodvvov ypoppotikod 10D
T&¢érlov, eig tov Ilept otacewv ‘Eppoyévoug BiBAiov, which implies that the
preceding textual unit also stemmed from the same author.

19 Although they are not copied in the Vossianus.

20 His transcription is still available at the Leiden University Library: BPL
1507 1.
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1097 v.2! The events related in the poem can be dated precisely
to 8 November 1131 (on the old calendar).?? The fact that the
commentary describes those lines as juvenile verses leads us to
believe that Tzetzes was rather in his mature years when the
commentaries were put together. They had to be circulating
before 1156, as Gregory of Corinth mentions them, presenting
them as a written text in his own exegesis, and we know that
Gregory had died before then, as in that year Theodore was
metropolitan of Corinth.??

We also know, because the paratexts of the Vossianus inform
us so, that the commentary on Hermogenes was ‘published’ in
book form upon the request (and sponsorship) of one Nikepho-
ros (211v):24

0 8’ tepn kepon Nikneope, Aaleo todtor

TEétln Miepidov LrognTopt T ToTE Moloo

dvtopévn mopouvey e’ Vy1Adeov ‘Elikdvog.

“Togge youp uéyoc ot, 0¢ 8" ExAvev avtiko Movong:

“Motsdav 1 DnO(pT]‘EOp, ocynvopoc KéAane m)eov

GxpordQovG oKomLdG TE KOl oucpwcg nveuoeccocg

'Ev x@ocuockou; npono?)scot nocp ecxomnv DTCO Bnococv,

epxeo Ko, nedovfic 6 4o GvOe’ ocuepyeo notfig.”

Uty rcpocsssmsv 08" adTIKO TAUVETO TOLEG
kol 6TeQdvovg Toinoe - Tetv &’ dvebikato ddpo.

21 See A. Pizzone, “Saturno contro sul mare d’Ismaro. Una nuova fonte
autobiografica per la vita di Giovannm Tzetze,” in A. Capra et al. (eds.),
Philoxenia. Viaggi e viaggiator: nella Grecia di ieri e di oggi (Milan 2020) 75-94.

22 The shipwreck happened on the day of St. Demetrius, and the planets’
alignment described by Tzetzes could have occurred on that day only in
1131, according to the Ptolemaic tables.

23 A.Kominis, Gregorio Pardos, metropolita di Corinto e la sua opera (Rome 1960)
29-30, 35. Tzetzes is mentioned, mostly disparagingly, in Pardos’ commen-
tary on Hermog. Meth. 7.2: 1098.24, 1099.3, 1186.12, and 1157.25 Walz.

24 The text 1s printed also in the Leiden University Library catalogue
(Meyier, Codices Vossiani graect 93). Several misreadings, however, make the
text less than transparent. The most problematic mistake was the inter-
pretation of the name Numedpe which, despite the scribe’s indication that it
is a personal name, is taken as an adjective with T{ét{n as vocative.
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660 THE LOGISMOI REDISCOVERED

Nicephorus, blessed head, take this:

to Tzetzes, interpreter of the Pierides, the Muse once

provided it, coming to him from the heights of the Helicon.

She shouted, yes, mightly to him and at once he heard the Muse.
“You, interpreter of the Muses, leave behind heroic discourse
and the high-crested peaks and the windy heights.

Come down here, to the low spurs, in the narrow valley

and pluck your blooms from the grassy plain.”

So she spoke; he at once cut the stems

and made garlands and to you he dedicated the gifts.

During the 1140’s Tzetzes was in correspondence with Ni-
kephoros Serblias who, as mystikos,?> was in close contact with
the emperor.26 Tzetzes famously sends him a heartfelt letter,
complaining about the state of his lodgings: the hay stacked on
the ground floor made the house a fire hazard, poor insulation
led to leaks whenever it rained, and a priest living with a bunch
of children and pigs on the upper floor made a very unpleasant
neighbor. It would be tempting to identify Nikephoros with the
commissioner of the commentary on Hermogenes. Unfor-
tunately, Tzetzes’ addressee is an elusive figure. Ep. 18 has
been dated to the 1140’s on the basis of its location within the

25 On the role of the mystikos see R. Guilland, “Etudes sur histoire ad-
ministrative de I’empire byzantin: Le mystique, 6 pvotixde,” REB 26 (1968)
279-296; P. Magdalino, “The Not-so-secret Functions of the Mystikos,”
REB 42 (1984) 229-240, at 232 for Nikephoros Serblias; A. Gkoutziou-
kostas, To aéiwua tov pvotikov. Ocouikd koa rpocwroypopikd rpofAfuota
(Thessaloniki 2011). As Magdalino puts it, “the mpstzkos in the mid twelfth
century held a high degree of responsibility for the palace and the public
treasury, especially during the emperor’s absence from Constantinople. In
this capacity, he controlled both regular and extraordinary payments to
clerics and government officials. His position also made him an important
ecclesiastical patron” (235). Tzetzes sends to Nikephoros letter 18 (30-34
Leone); on the chronology of the letter see M. Grunbart, “Prosopogra-
phische Beitrige zum Briefcorpus des Ioannes Tzetzes,” 7OB 46 (1996)
175-226, at 187188, who dates it ca. 1140.

26 On the Serblias family see A.-K. Wassiliou-Seibt, “Der Familienname
Serblias und seine Trdger in Byzanz. Eine sigillographisch-prosopogra-
phische Studie,” StudByzSyll 11 (2012) 35-55.
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AGLAE PIZZONE 661

collection—after Ep. 15 referring to John II's 1137/8 campaign
in Syria and before Ep. 30 addressed to the Patriarch Michael
Oxeites (1143-1146)?7—as well as of the fact that later in the
decade Tzetzes would find an accommodation at the Pantro-
kator monastery.?®

More details about Tzetzes’ interlocutor are harder to pin-
point with exactitude. One Nikephoros mystikos 1s responsible
for the typikon, dated to 1162, of the Monastery of Heliou
Bomon, or Elegmoi, which had been freed from the control of
the Great Church thanks to a joint action of the patriarch and
the emperor.?? That Nikephoros, however, is probably not a
Serblias, but rather the Nikephoros Phorbenos mentioned by
the acts of the synod of the Blachernae on 12 May 1157.39

More doubtful is the identification of the Nikephoros mystikos
named as a donor in Marc.gr. 524.3! One epigram, 277 Lam-
pros, mentions him as the subject, together with the emperor
and the Virgin, of painted portraits in the monastery of the
Holy Trinity on the Bosphoros, which, as epigram 278 informs
us, had been founded by one Symeon in 1130/1.32 This
Nikephoros, together with the emperor, had contributed to
renovating the gardens of the monastery and the epigram
expresses the monks’ gratitude. Based on Manuel’s changed
policies toward monasteries after 1158, as well as on the fact
that the epigram seems to present the founder Symeon as still
alive, Oikonomides argues that the epigram has to be dated to

27 Magdalino, REB 42 (1984) 232 n.17.
28 Griinbart, 7OB 46 (1996) 187 n.62.

29 R. H. Jordan and R. Morris, The Hypotyposis of the Monastery of the Theo-
tokos Evergetis New York 2016) 30, 141-142.

30 V. Grumel, Les Regestes des acles du patriarcat de Constantinople I (Paris 1971)
1041; N. Oikonomides, “Le monastere de la Sainte Trinité a Boradion sur
le Bosphore,” in C. Sode et al. (eds.), Novum Millennium: Studies on Byzantine
History and Culture dedicated to Paul Speck (New York 2016) 267-270, at 269;
Gkoutzioukostas, To aéiwuo tov pvotikot 158 n.354.

31 S. Lampros, “0 Mopkiovog k@& 524,” Néog EM. 8 (1911) 8-192, at 164.

32 Oikonomides, in Novum Millennium 268.
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the 1140s and that the mysttkos mentioned in epigram 277 is
therefore to be identified with Nikephoros Serblias. This has
also been the consensus in scholarship since the studies of
Magdalino and Nelson.?3 If the emperor portrayed is in fact
Manuel and Nikephoros is Serblias, however, this would imply
either that Tzetzes’ addressee had been mystikos under both
John Komnenos and Manuel, or else that the letter was written
after 1143. As stressed by Gkoutzioukostas, however, the first
hypothesis®* seems at odds with William of Tyre’s account of
the beginning of Manuel’s reign, in which George of Cappa-
docia, who was then occupying the post of mystikos, plays a
central role (15.23 [706.43—49 Huygens]). It remains therefore
uncertain when and under which emperor Nikephoros Serblias
served as mystikos.

Despite the problematic chronology and prosopography, the
mystikos, as such, was surely in close relations with the emperor
and therefore much involved in imperial patronage. This fact
alone makes Nikephoros Serblias a likely candidate as the
Nikephoros who sponsored the commentary on Hermogenes.
The way in which Tzetzes addresses the mystthos in Ep. 18
might provide another piece of evidence.

Besides informing us about realia and invaluable details
concerning housing in Byzantium, the letter to Serblias has
attracted scholarly attention because this is where Tzetzes sets
the stage for his well-known definition of rhetorical prowess as
apgpotepdyrlowocog. The term comes up in the Historiai-commen-
tary on the letter (7.132.295-301, revealing the double-edged
nature of the over-flattering words addressed to Nikephoros in
Ep. 18).35 Tzetzes’ attitude here is clearly playful and assumes

33 P. Magdalino and R. Nelson, “The Emperor in Byzantine Art of the
Twelfth Century,” ByzF 8 (1982) 123-183; P. Magdalino, The Reign of
Manuel I Komnenos 1143—1180 (CGambridge 2002) 472; cf. F. Spingou, Words
and Artworks in the Twelfih Century and Beyond (diss. Oxford 2012) 112.

3t Gkoutzioukostas, To a&imuo tov pvoticotv 148—149.

35 On this passage and for further bibliography see Agapitos, MEG 17
(2017) 34-36.
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the addressee’s interest in and close acquaintance with rhe-
torical practice.3¢

To sum up, the final word on the identity of Tzetzes’ sponsor
cannot be said at this stage. A closer examination of the
commentary on Hermogenes and its paratexts will hopefully
provide more information and more solid evidence to sustain
this hypothesis. In fact, as we shall see, the Vossianus provides
invaluable details on the process underlying the ‘publication’ of
Tzetzes’ material and the different stages that this process
implies. It clarifies issues pertaining to relations with patrons
and the degree of authorial agency and freedom that Tzetzes
enjoyed—or did not.

Although not very long, the portion of the Logismo: preserved
by the Vossianus has a complex structure. The folia up to 221V
contain the logismos on Aphthonius. From f. 221V to 222V we
find the logismos on Hermogenes’ Progymnasmata (a text not in-
cluded in the manuscript as we have it). The two sections are
organized in the same way: after a general introduction, not
devoid of polemic overtones (see below), Tzetzes copies short
passages from the two works under consideration and scru-
tinizes them, thus alternating the prose of the quotations with
the dodecasyllables of his reflections on the texts. From f. 2227
onward, however, there 1s a formal and structural change in
the way he organizes his material. First, there is a change in
meter, a switch to fifteen-syllable verses. Moreover, instead of
quoting verbatim from the four treatises of the Hermogenian
corpus, Tzetzes ‘translates’ the relevant passages into a para-
phrasis in fifteen-syllable verses. The points of criticism he ad-
dresses are organized into {nmoeig, numbered in the margins
with red ink rubrics.

This diversity of meter accords with the description of the
work provided by Tzetzes himself in the scholia on Aristopha-
nes’ Frogs 1328, preserved by the Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (1074—

36 See also A. Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium (Cambridge 2008) 304.
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1079 Koster):37

0 & Edpwnidng 10 dvoikelonpocmnov £xel emiAnmtov kol 1O
évavtioboBon o0tog Eovtd év ToAAolg kol GAAo dtto Bpocxéoc
ocnep el Béhot g akpLPiog vavou avoreEdobm BiBlov éufy, év
N TOVTOLWV GOPDV npowuocrewcg uneBoc?»ov koytcumg, Euptmﬁou
uev dpduota mevinkovio, 000, KOl ETEPOV TOVTOLOG TEXVNG
copdv BiBrovg £kotov évveoxoideka: GV TOGHV AoYioHOVE
BiPAog uic éuod mepiéyer otixolg 1duPoig toilg mAeioowv, ovk
(’)Mymg 8¢ ol uérpwv érépwv Kol €tepon 88 B{Bkm Gnopécﬁnv
£UOVG sxoucw ETEPOV GOPDV Xoytcuoug, 00 UaTnV Kol (xvomwag
00d¢ kot sxep(xv snsuBocwovwg Lot Tvev, GAAG Tvog ugv
EAEyyovTog 10D Tepl THY TéYVNV Eveka mAnuue oV kol T0D da-
LOPTOVELY TPOYUATOV T} xpOvmv, i adtovg Aéyety Eavtolg évov-
tia, 0Ok OAlyoug 8¢, domep 1OV ZtoyelpdBev xai FoAnvov kol
tov [TAovtapyov kol 0 Bpoyels £Tépoug T0100TOVG, OTL TE KOTK
TUPTVOOV vOPDV eDEPYETDV Kol 6OV d1doickGAmV £€ototpn-
KOTEC, KPLO1 TIVEG KOTEPAVNOOV GVTITETIKOTEG TPOQELa,38 kol 3T,
600, To&ebpota O’ dxpav duouévelowv, mg EAEYYEL TG TPAYUOTOL,
xoto, tdv Oelov éxelvov dvdpdv katetdEevoay, Katd TV Eov-
TRV “ke@oA®dV PRioTo eépovton”-3 ... tavtnv éuod v PiPAov
avale€duevog, dotig dv ye PovAotto, AloybvAov te gbpot Kol
Evpunidov kol dAA®V TOAAGY oitiduoto, tAnupedelq T mept
mv téxvny kol Ty dANBetoy VronentwrdTOC T01¢ AOYIGUOTE, OV
pévtot S wevdovg yeroralovoav koumdiov 00de duoUevelow.

Euripides shows censurable inconsistencies and several internal
contradictions in many passages and some other minor issues; if
anyone is interested in knowing exactly about them, they should

37 On experimenting with meter in the twelfth century as well as on the
alternation between prose and verse see now N. Zagklas, “Metrical Polyeideia
and Generic Innovation in the Twelfth Century: The Multimetric Cycles of
Occasional Poetry,” in A. Rhoby et al. (eds.), Middle and Late Byzantine Poetry:
Texts and Contexts (Turhout 2018) 43-47, and “Experimenting with Prose
and Verse in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: A Preliminary Study,” DOP 71
(2017) 229-248. On the content of the quoted passage see also Luzzatto,
Tzetzes lettore 159-162.

38 Cf. Zenob. 4.63: said of ungrateful people, who like rams hit those who
feed them (cf. Massa Positano 1076-1077).

39 Cf. Suppl. Hell. 1183 (p.561).
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read a book of mine where I audit the work of several wise men,
fifty-two plays by Euripides, and one hundred nineteen books of
wise men from all fields. One book of mine contains the audits
of all of them, mostly in iambic meter, but a few also in other
meters; and there are other books too containing in a scattered
way my audits of other wise men, and I did not attack any of
them for nothing, or without cause, or out of sheer hostility
against someone, but I refute some because they disgrace art
and mistake facts or times, or they contradict themselves, and
not a few, like the man from Stagira and Galen and Plutarch
and many other such, because they rage against fire-breathing
men who were their own benefactors and teachers, appearing as
those rams recompensing their nurture, and because the darts
they threw in high dudgeon, as shown by the facts, against those
divine men were hurled back, “readily borne against their own
heads” ... Reading this book of mine, whoever may want to
would find charges against Aeschylus and Euripides and many
others, falling under my audits for their disgracing art and truth,
but not out of mockery ridiculing through lies nor out of
malevolence.

This overview of the Logismor confirms that, besides being col-
lected in a single volume, the material was used to complement
other manuscripts containing ancient authors, just as happens
in the Vossianus. The way Tzetzes describe these ‘extra’ Logismot,
moreover, seems to suggest (Euovg €xovowv €€V GoERAV Aoyl
opovg) that some ‘audits’ were not included in the bound book.

The Logismoi are presented as a collection of reading notes
drafted by Tzetzes over the years. It is not far-fetched to
assume that each {nmoig or criticism existed in the form of un-
bound oyedia,*? or drafts, which then could be copied oropddnv
when needed. This procedure seems to be confirmed by an
error at the beginning of the third section of the Logismo:r in
Voss.gr. Q1. The red rubric signaling the first {ntnoig contains a
mistake i numbering. When the copyist realized his mistake,

he added—still in red—a note (223", fig. 2):
40 On this term see 675 below.
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Figure 2: Vossianus Gr. Q1 £. 223¢

I' peta 600 {nthoeig £det tobt0 Ypapiivar. I’
I': This should have been written after two inquiries. I’
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To reinforce the point, Tzetzes adds in his own hand another I
in black ink at the end of the rubric. Now, at the end of the
second {nmoig (f. 2257) the next {Amoig is numbered A. The
copyist therefore had at first skipped the third {ftmoiw. This
kind of mistake would be hardly conceivable if the copyist had
before his eyes a continuous, bound text, but it is easy to see
how this could happen if he worked with unbound files. When
he later added the rubrics, upon realizing the error, he signaled
it in the margin.

The other striking feature of the last section is the change of
meter and the paraphrasis of Hermogenes’ text into verse. The
paraphrasis of Ptolemy shows that this was not an isolated case.
The paraphrasis could suggest that the portion of Logismor de-
voted to the four treatises of the corpus was linked to Tzetzes’
teaching practice. The change of meter might also point to
different times of composition. We know that Tzetzes was
keener on using iambs in his youth.*! A close metrical analysis
of the iambic lines will be needed to further clarify this, as
Tzetzes in his first period used dichronic vowels wrongly, for
which he later criticized himself.*> The composition of this
section seems also to be closely related to the drafting of the
commentary proper, as we know that some of the iambic
Logismor existed before the commentaries were authored, as is
proved by the reference in the commentary on the Iept uefé-
dov dewvottog mentioned above (n.3). When the Vossianus came
to be, the Logismot in book form already existed, but they could
also have been assembled at some point after the composition
of the commentary and before the Vossianus was copied.

At the beginning of the logismos in political verses, Tzetzes
stresses explicitly that he has decided to write down his crit-
icism because of the hostile reception with which his exegesis of
the corpus had been met (f. 222v—2231):43

41 See Cullhed, BZ 108 (2015) 53-62.
12 Cullhed, BZ 108 (2015) 56-57.

3 As we see in the general statement in the commentary on the Frogs, this
was one of the reasons why some (not all) of the Logismor were composed.
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Ztiyxor dnumdeic. Aoyrouog, thc ‘Eppoyévoug téyvne,
TV 6TACEMVY si)pécswv TV 1dedv usﬂéﬁwv

X ancstg 1€ Kol koytcum ToTO, TOD Epuoyevouc_;
v Untcxvsutou usv ginety n Aéyer 8’ 1) 0¥ 7»8781 293+
gv oig TvEg yopoepoveg Tov TCétlny atti@dvton
OV Epuoysvn ksyovrsc_; névTo KaADC CVYYpoyoL
Kol mepl MV Unecxsro ndvTo Kocku)c_; Stsocé(xt
TCétlnv 00 cvvnkévar 8¢ ag €l &y €xeivor,
TCéting noav éxelvot 8& 1 évavtio Tpodme.
Kot 81 oxonelte chumovteg rig xmpt& Ktpkocia)g,
0 TCétlnc q i ot BOUBOLKOL KOl O1POKPAVOL yevong,
"EvtedBev éx 1@V 6tdcemv A01TOV LOL KOTOPKTEOV.
Popular verses. Audit of Hermogenes’ art,
Legal issues, Invention, Style, Method.
These are queries and audits of what Hermogenes
promises to say, but then either says or does not say,
for which some pig-minded folks accuse Tzetzes,
saying that Hemogenes wrote everything well
and taught well everything he promised,
and that Tzetzes did not grasp it, as if I were they
and they, by contrast, were Tzetzes; but they were the opposite.
Now please, look everyone, who is like a pig of Circe,
1s it Tzetzes or the buffaloes of the pigheaded race?
Let me then start now from the Issues.

The text states unequivocally that this section of the Logismor
(toadta) was produced in response to the allegations of fellow
rhetoricians who blamed him for his poor understanding and
control of Hermogenes’ text. In particular, he was accused of
being unable to place all the arguments anticipated by Her-
mogenes in his treatises, with resulting inconsistencies. Tzetzes
turns the table on them, arguing that in fact they are the ones
who cannot grasp the text in full. As elsewhere, he plays with
his own identity.**

The mtroduction to the Logismor in political verses, therefore,
makes clear that this section was prompted by specific circum-

# See the striking anecdote, still in need of clarification, about Archi-
medes’ work in Historiai 12.457.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 60 (2020) 652—690



AGLAE PIZZONE 669

stances, further supporting the hypothesis of a many-stage
composition. The images and tone of this introduction, more-
over, resonate with the polemic attack against Andronikos
Kamateros, attested in the Historiar*> and motivated by a
disagreement over the interpretation of the technical term
npoxotdotactc.*® The target of these lines from the Logismoi is
the same as in Historiai 11.369 and in the iambs attached to the
second recension of the Historiai.*’ There Tzetzes describes the
conditions in which the close-knit group of rhetors gathered
around Kamateros were trained from a very young age (lines
80-89). Among other details, Tzetzes mentions that they were
left by their parents at dubious boarding houses—described as
run by prostitutes-performers (59-60). Once we discount Tze-
tzes’ fondness for jesting and polemic exaggeration, we should
probably hypothesme that the iambs allude to lodgings where
pupils coming from outside Constantinople would live while
being educated. The equating of inn-keepers, performers, and
prostitutes was common and old,*® and against this background
Tzetzes’ attack, though very violent, may hint at the actual
demi-monde populating the capital. Such a reference would
add a new dimension to the image of the “pigs of Circe” used
to label his opponents, found also in the section of the Logismor
preserved by the Vossianus.*® Tzetzes builds his polemic both

* Histonar 11.369.210-224, with P. A. Agapitos, “Grammar, Genre and
Patronage in the Twelfth Century. A Scientific Paradigm and its Impli-
cations,” 7OB 64 (2014) 1-22, at 12-14.

6 See the overview of the affair offered by Agapitos, MEG 17 (2017) 22—
25. On prokatastasis see R. G. Scalia, “La teoria della npoxatdotacic nel
ITept ebpéoewg dello Pseudo-Ermogene e nei suoi commentatori,” in P. B.
Cipolla (ed.), Metodo ¢ passione (Amsterdam 2018) 111-130. I will enlarge on
these more technical aspects in a future publication.

47 See Leone, RSBN 6-7 (1969-1970) 127-156.

48 See T. Labuk, “Aristophanes in the Service of Niketas Choniates —
Gluttony, Drunkeness and Politics in the Xpovueh dtiynotg,” JOB 66 (2016)
127-151, at 138 n.82.

19 See Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore 11, 20, 25, and V. F. Lovato, “Odysseus the
Schedographer,” in B. van den Berg et al. (eds.), Preserving, Commenting,
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with multiple literary intertexts and with references, though
probably exaggerated, to realia, i.e. the material circumstances
of the Constantinopolitan educational scene.

The first and most immediate literary reference is of course
to the Odyssep. However, the scholia on Aristophanes’ Plutus
show that there is one more layer to consider. At Plutus 302—
308, in a dialogue with the chorus replete with Odyssean over-
tones and based on the parodic reworking by Philoxenos of
Cythera, one of Tzetzes’ favorite authors and characters,’ the
protagonist Carion uses Circe to epitomize Lais, the most
famous prostitute of ancient Greece:’!

gya 8¢ v Kipxny ye v 10 @dppok’ dvovkdcoy,

1} T00¢ €taipoug T0D PrAwvidov ot év KopivBop

gneroev Mg GvTog KEmpoug

peporypévov okdp écbiey, adm 8 Euottev owtolc,

UIUNGOUOL TTOVTOG TPOTOVG:

VUelg 8¢ ypuMLovteg viO PLANSlog

£necbe untpi xolpot.

Then I'll do Circe, the mixer of potions, who one day in Corinth
convinced Philonides’companions to behave like swine and eat
shit cakes—she kneaded them herself; I'll act out the whole
story, while you grunt gaily and follow your mother, piggies!
(transl. Henderson)

Aristophanes’ text encapsulates all the recurring motives used
by Tzetzes against his opponents: the bestial men-pigs, but also
the whole range of scatological images, as well as the double-
edged reference to the ambiguous figure of Odysseus, as aptly
pointed out by Valeria Lovato.?? Tzetzes’ exegesis in the com-

Adapting: Commentaries on Ancient Texts in Twelfth-Century Byzantium (Cambridge
forthcoming).

30 See especially Historiar 10.358.

51 See K. Kapparis, Prostitution in the Ancient Greek World (Berlin 2017) 130—
138, 210212, and 412 for Circe.

52 V. F. Lovato, “Ulysse, Tzetzes et I’éducation a Byzance,” in N. S. M.
Matheou et al. (eds.), From Constantinople to the Frontier. The City and the Cities
(Leiden 2016) 236—244, and in Preserving, Commenting, Adapting.
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mentary on Aristophanes further clarifies the intertextual web
of references:?

1 Tovg &taipovg: Oéov einelv “Odvocimg” mpodg TV ioTopioy

“D1Aovidov” einev: koumdel 8¢ adTOV bg TAoVO10V Kol Topoi-

oitoug xovta kol S10 1OV Aatdog Epwta v KopivOe Sidyovta.

drocvpeTon 88 kol g GVAOONE CUV TOlC ETOUPOIE ODTOD, OVG Kol

Kémpovg eine, Ty 8¢ Aaido Kipxmy, émel 1o0g Epootog £papud-

Kevev. Guodng 8& Nv 6 Prhavidng kol uéyog ceddpo. Nikoxdpng

o0V &v 1 mepl ovTod- “1i SfT’; dmoudevtdtepog el Prhwvidov

100 MeAténg;”

“who the companions”: he should have said “of Odysseus” ac-

cording to the story, but he said “of Philonides”; he ridicules

him as rich and having parasites and spending time in Corinth
because of his love for Lais. He is also mocked as swinish to-
gether with his companions, whom (Aristophanes) also refers to
as swine, and Lais is called Circe for she drugged her lovers.

Philonides was indeed ignorant and very prominent. This is why

Nikochares says in the piece about him: “What now? You are

more ignorant than Philonides of Meliteia.”>*

Tzetzes, 1 argue, builds on the social construction of tavern-
keepers as prostitutes as well as on the conceptual nexus asso-
ciating Circe with prototypical figures of sorcerous and liminal
inn-kepers, which is found also in folktales.”> In his exegesis
Tzetzes sees a close correlation between Philonides’ social en-
vironment and his ignorance, conveyed by the catchword apo-
Ong, which was used against him by his opponents.®® Tzetzes,
like other twelfth-century authors,”” uses Aristophanes’ comic

33 On line 303 (86.24—87.9 Massa Positano).
> Comic poet contemporary with Aristophanes: PCG VII 3949, fr.4.
% See F. Bettini and C. Franco, 1l mito di Circe (Torino 2010).

56 It was allegedly the nickname used by Andronikos Kamateros to refer
to Tzetzes: see e.g. Historiar 9.273.408, 9.278.658, 11.369.246-249.

57 See again Labuk, 7O0B 66 (2016) 127-151, and more broadly his
dissertation illuminating the importance of Aristophanes’ imagery in the
quarrels between literati: Gluttons, Drunkards and Lechers: The Discourses of Food

m 12th-Century Byzantine Literature: Ancient Themes and Byzantine Innovations
(Katowice 2019).
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language as a distinctive sociolect®® to trace boundaries of
aesthetic and social decorum as well as to define groups and
allegiances within the intellectual elite of Constantinople. In so
doing, he weaves together references to realia from the
teachers’ and pupils’ everyday life—for instance the ivory
decorations of the beds in the lodgings described in the iambs
(60)—and literary, paradigmatic references. These two sides of
the same coin illuminate each other and need to be considered
together to gain a full understanding of the meaning behind the
recurrent insulting tags, such as “pigs,” “circeans,” “buffalos,”
which populate Tzetzes’ work and mark also the section of the
Logismot preserved by the Vossianus.>

2. Tzetzes as a Grand Logariast? Literature, status, and writing practices

As we have seen, both the scholia to Aristophanes and the
Vossianus refer to Tzetzes’ book of ‘audits’ as Aoyiopot or Bifiog
10v Aoytopdv. Such a title, I argue, entails a pun based on the
double meaning of Aoywoudc: “calculation” or “audit” on the
one hand, “discursive reasoning” on the other.% The English
word “audit,” although it does not convey the polysemy of the
term, is perhaps the most incisive translation.

As mentioned above (654), a marginal gloss in the Vossianus
shows that the word Aoyiouot was felt as a learned version of
the demotic Aoyoproopotl. The same applies to Aoyotig, also
used by Tzetzes,5! which was employed as a more elegant and

58 See also Agapitos, MEG 17 (2017) 13—14.
59 T will explore these aspects in a future publication.

60 For a description of Tzetzes’ exegetical work as a result of his own
Aoyiopdg see the first line of the poem opening his notes to Oppian’s
Haleutica: A. Colonna, “Il commento di Giovanni Tzetzes agli Halieutica di
Oppiano,” in Lanx satura: Nicolao Terzaghi oblata (Genoa 1963) 101-104. Cf.
F. Budelmann, “Classical Commentary in Byzantium: John Tzetzes on
Ancient Greek Literature,” in R. K. Gibson et al. (eds.), The Classical Com-
mentary: Histories, Practices, Theory (Leiden 2002) 141169, at 160, and Historiai
7.143.484-493, 10.340.536-548 (on the difference between vdog and Ao-
YopOG).

61 In the iambs in the second recension of the Historiai he labels himself as
Ahoylotig t@v Tokondv kot véov: Leone, RSBN 6-7 (1969-1970) 146 (cf. 654
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archaizing substitute for Aoyopiwouotmg. In summarizing the
career of Nicholas Hagiotheodorites, for instance, Eustathios
mentions his post as grand accountant by using the periphrasis
¢x Bacihéwg Tpondpeve TOV Aoyiotdv evoryds,®2 on which the glos-
sator of the Scorialensis Y II 10 comments évti Aoyoplasthg fv
10V evoydv oexpétov.53 This is the sort of equivalence that was
common currency in contemporary school exercises, in which
the vernacularization was used in antistoichic schedographic
games.%* In this section I argue that in the Logismoi Tzetzes
takes up the role of auditor, reviewing, as it were, present and
past literary texts, creating for himself a persona modelled on
one of the most prominent officers of the Comnenian era, the
Grand Logariast.

The title péyog Aoyapaotig, created by Alexios I, 1s first
attested in 1094.5 It was used for two positions: the péyog
hoyoprootg t@v oekpétav, auditing all fiscal services, and the
uéyag Aoyoplootng TV evoydv oekpétov, who controlled the
emperor’s charitable departments (the latter was the title held
by Nicholas Hagiotheodorites). The péyog Aoyopiraotng tdv
oexpétov had full control over the economy of the empire. In
the years 1143—-1171, for instance, the position was held by

above and 680 below).

62 Or. 1.11.81 Wirth, with the introductory note in P. Wirth, Fustathu
Thessalonicensis Opera Minora (Berlin 2000) 16*.

63 J. Darrouzes, Recherches sur les OQPDIKIA de léglise Byzantine (Paris 1970)
82. On the function of the Aoyopiootig t@v edbaydv oexpétov (“grand
accountant of the charitable sekreta”), first mentioned in 1099, see N. Oiko-
nomides, “The Role of the Byzantine State in Economy,” in A. E. Laiou
(ed.), The Economic History of Byzantium (Washington 2002) 993-994; M. H.
Hendy, Studies in the Byzantine Monetary Economy ¢. 3001450 (Cambridge
2008) 432—433.

64 P. A. Agapitos, “Learning to Read and Write a Schedos: The Verse
Dictionary of Paris. Gr. 400,” in P. Odorico et al. (ed.), Vers une poétique a
Byzance: mélanges offerts a Vassilis Ratsaros (Paris 2015) 11-24, esp. 12—14.

% On the title see R. Guilland, “Etudes sur I'histoire administrative de
PEmpire byzantin. Le logariaste, le megas logariaste,” 7OB 17 (1969) 101—
113.
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John of Poutze (Iodvvng 0 éx Iovtlng), renowned for his very
harsh fiscal policies, especially in the first years of his tenure.5
A prominent figure in the mid-twelfth century, described in a
colorful way by Niketas Choniates, with Aristophanic over-
tones,%” John embodied many of the traits that Tzetzes inter-
preted as incurable flaws of a declining society.

The rise to prominence of figures like John of Poutze was
perceived by Tzetzes as a symptom of society’s failure, mainly
due to the monopoly exerted by a powerful and exclusive
clique on the educational system. By choosing the title of
“Logariast of the ancients and the moderns,” Tzetzes redresses
the balance as he appoints himself to one of those offices he
could never attain but were the prerogative of the debased
products of a—in his eyes—perverted education.

At the beginning of his career Tzetzes probably had con-
templated the option of work in the administration. We know
from the Exegesis on the Iliad that in his youth he had indeed
been secretary to the doux of Beroia but that experience had not
ended well.58 Although there is no hard evidence that Tzetzes
later worked again as a secretary,%? from his letter collection it
transpires that the hypothesis of holding an ¢ffikion was indeed
something which he could contemplate—and with great joy, at

66 The details are known through Niketas Choniates’ account (Hist. pp.
5458 van Dieten). On John see E. Patlagean, Un Moyen Age grec (Paris 2007)
263, on his likely humble origins; A. Simpson, Niketas Choniates. A Historio-
graphical Study (Cambridge 2013) 205-206, 271; R.-J. Lilie, “Reality and
Invention: Reflections on Byzantine Historiography,” DOP 68 (2014) 157—
210, at 168-169.

67 See Labuk, 70B 66 (2016) 127-151.

68 M. Papathomopoulos, E&éfynoig Iwavvov Tpaupotixod tov T¢érlov eig
mv Outpov Iioda (Athens 2007) 15.12-19. Cf. T. Braccini, “Erudita in-
venzione: riflessiont sulla Piccola grande lhiade di Giovanni Tzetze,” Incontr
triestin di_filologia classica 9 (2009/10) 153—173, at 160. Polymnia Katsoni has
shown that Tzetzes had a competent knowledge of the tax system: “O Iodv-
vng TCétlng xon o xokkiaplog,” in T. Kolias et al., Aureus: Touog aprepwuévog
orov koBnynt) Evdayyedo Xpvod (Athens 2014) 311-328.

69 Contra see Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore 141.
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that.”0

The book-title Logzsmor with its implicit pun needs to be read
against the background of Tzetzes’ overall circumstances and
strategies of self-presentation. By styling himself as an ‘auditor’
he projects the office into the literary/aesthetic dimension, so
as to find a way out of his own perceived social subordination.
He conflates two different personae, the bureaucrat and the
literatus. His all-encompassing knowledge grants him the priv-
ilege’! to accurately examine the literary ‘value’ of the authors
he engages with. In the domain of literary and aesthetic criti-
cism he can give himself the right to censure colleagues and
predecessors, moving from his middle-rank social position to
that of supreme auditor. Nothing can escape the notice of his
Logismor.”?

Such self-styling, moreover, involves the act of writing, in
both its material and symbolic aspects.”® Again, Tzetzes turns
his own marginal position into a matter of pride. Lacking a
proper secretary, in the scholia on Aristophanes he dubs his

70 The eparch John Taronites in a letter probably written between 1150
and 1154 (Ep. 83, 125.1 Leone) promises him one: see Grinbart, JOB 46
(1996) 214-215.

/1 In an iambic poem written in the margin of the Thucydides MS. which
he annotated himself, the ability and the prerogative to criticize ancient and
modern authors is labeled as yapiopo: Luzzatto, Tzeizes letiore 49-51, line 3.

72 Cf. Historiai 12.398.118: év dhabitoig Aoyiopols kol TCetlixd 1@ tpdna.

73 We know from Tzetzes’ letters that he was fond of beautiful ink pots
and pens. In the 1140s the metropolitan of Dristra (see J. Shepard,
“Tzetzes’ Letters to Leo at Dristra,” ByzF 6 [1979] 191-239) sent him a
carved writing set, more beautiful than the famous works of Daidalos.
Tzetzes in his letter, full of pleasantries and jokes, points out that, although
exquisite, the set is more apt for drinking than for writing, as it barely
contains one kalamos—a joking allusion to its use as a drinking straw: £p. 80,
119-120 Leone (probably ca. 1150, Griinbart, 7OB 46 [1996] 196). Writing
sets used by secretaries were a luxury item. Choniates tells us that when
John of Poutze died, his storehouses were found replete with money and a
collection of polychrome cases for the pens of the secretaries working under
him: Hist. p.58.10-11.
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own pen vroypagevg (secretary).’* Tzetzes’ joke reveals yet
another important detail, that writing is for him a solitary
occupation: when composing his first drafts he is alone with his
pen and his thoughts.” Significantly enough, in the commen-
tary on Aristophanes, Tzetzes designates himself as “writer and
copyist at the same time,” emphasizing once more that he does
not dictate or copy his work, but writes it down directly, all by
himself.”® The limitations owing to lack of means become thus
an identity trait. His writing is depicted as a very individual and
self-directed endeavor.

The glosses to the letters give us further details about this
process. In the scholion to the first letter, in particular, literary
creation is characterized as rushed and at times chaotic:”’

o¥Tn M LETOYpOLPT KOTO TO TPMOTOTLTOV &YpOen: Omep TLYUI®G
Kol o0Tooyedimg ypdowv €ym oVtmg v Td&y dtdktmg Kol
neQuppLévac éromoduny. Tolg 8& Aowmolg petaypdpovsty einov
kol ovvébevto xabeklic ddraondotog Tog Tdoog énioToldg Kol
£Efg maAv cuvnvorévag Tov T§ide kelnevov 1OV Bpoyeldv 16T0-
PLOV Bpoybtortov Tivoka Kol TOV TV AOm®dV 16TopLdV UEYIGTOV
TIVOKO: X01p1dlov 8¢ VIR EUTLETEDGOG TV TAPOVCOV LETOYPOL-
NV kol dovg kol pieBov to0te kaAArypagov Adyov d&lov kol
elndv oVTo petoypdyon Kol ovtov, O xoTpov Gvimg ody e0pov
xortomelfn, dAAG ToAloydg Konpacavto T0 PipAiov.

7 Schol. Plut. 733, 170.4 Massa Positano; Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore 143 n.5.

7> Elsewhere Tzetzes clearly distinguishes between different writing activi-
ties: the copyist (petoypagedg), the author (ypdewv), and the “metaphrast”
(“translator,” or else, as in this case, author of a paraphrasis). The author is
granted a high degree of freedom and can write “whatever he wants” and
ag’ eovtod (Ep. 57, 83.13—17 Leone). Such a statement may be compared to
the famous distinction between scriptor and auctor proposed by Bonaventura
of Bagnoregio: S. Bonaventurae Commentaria in quatuor libros Sententiarum Magistri
Petri Lombardi (Quaracchi 1882) 1.14—15, with M. Long, Autografia ed epistolo-
grafia tra XII e XIII secolo (Milan 2014) 17-28, 39-43.

76 Schol. Plut. 733, 170.12—13 Massa Positano: cuyypogedg 6pod kol ypo-
@elg.

77 P. 159.8-23 Leone. avtooyediog can be compared here to a08wpdg, as
analyzed by Agapitos, MEG 17 (2017) 37.
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npdGGye 10 Aowmov mog BéAwv petaypdeety,

KOV TMOE YpaWnGg 00 KoK YpAwelg maAy.78

This copy was produced according to my original,’”? which I
drafted casually and extemporaneously, so I made the order
disordered and confused. However, I said (this) to the other
copyists and they put all the letters in an unbroken series, im-
mediately followed by this very short table of contents® for the
short stories and by the very large table of contents for the other
stories. After entrusting the present copy to a son of a piglet and,
on top of that, paying him as if he were a renowned calligrapher
and telling him that he too was to make the copy in that way, I
found out he had not obeyed, truly proving himself a pig—on
the contrary he had repeatedly defiled the book with his dung:

Beware from now on, all you who want to make copies,
And as long as you write based on this, you won’t miswrite again.

In this respect, I would note that Tzetzes tellingly uses the
term avtooyeding, traditionally linked to oral improvisation, to
describe written composition. Once again there is probably a
hint of schedographic practices, as suggested by Panagiotis

78 The note reads so at Vatgr. 1369 f. 64r. Leone, however, prints kGv
e Ypeng 0b kokdg ypdeelg mdAwv, which makes the syntax not so in-
telligible.

79 In Leone’s edition of the epistles there are two more notes pointing to
Tzetzes’ first drafts, i.e. oyedion (originally collected, we may assume, in
what Hunger refers to as a “Hausbuch”: H. Hunger, Schreiben und Lesen in
Byzanz [Munich 1989] 156; cf. V. Atsalos, La terminologie du livre manuscript a
Uépoque byzantine [Thessaloniki 2001] 168-169): at pp.99.1-6 (before Ep. 70)
and 112.1-3 (after the title of Ep. 76 and before the letter’s text). The first
note refers to someone who had taken away both the first draft and its re-
vised version, completely destroying the former and seriously altering and
corrupting the latter. For the parallel use of schedulae in the West see G.
Brunetti, “L’autografia nei testi delle origini,” in D: mano propria. Gl autografi
det letterati italiani (Rome 2010) 67-71.

80 rivag could be synonymous with 8éAtog; however Tzetzes’ use here is
more common and akin to the modern “table of contents,” as a numbered
list of all the Hustoriai precedes the text in some manuscripts. It is likely that
the copyist worked with oyedion, not bound or only provisionally bound to-
gether (see Atsalos, La terminologie 135—136).
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Agapitos.?! And yet, however similar, the terminology of im-
provisation here points also to another dimension of writing in
its very materiality. Tzetzes must cope with the flow of his own
thoughts, by entrusting them to paper as quickly as possible.??
He becomes a tachygrapher of himself, reversing again estab-
lished practices of dictation. As a matter of fact, one of the
secretary’s tasks was to write down documents dictated by his
employer. Eustathios, for instance, describes the troubles he
went through in trying to keep pace with the verbal flow
uttered by Michael tou Anchialou, involved in a dispute over a
vineyard.?® Tzetzes, on the contrary, is writer and copyist at
the same time, since, in a way, he dictates to himself and to his
secretarial pen.

3. Autography and self-authorization

If my hypothesis is correct, the choice to style himself as
“Logariast of the ancients and the moderns” is to be con-
textualized in a consistent strategy whereby the vocabulary and
the realia of bureaucratic writing practices are used to em-
phasize authorship. From this perspective, autography, i.e.
writing as an autonomous, willful, personal, and very material
act, takes center stage.?

First of all, Tzetzes’ writing is distinctive in its material
aspects. He defines his own handwriting as gowAoypaeio, and
his autograph notes to Thucydides and to the commentary on
Hermogenes show that his handwriting was indeed very recog-
nizable.®® Tzetzes thus turns such a flaw into his personal

81 Agapitos, MEG 17 (2017) 7-8.
82 This is an old topos, cf. already Quintilian /nst. 10.3.31.
85 Or. 6 (83.74-84.18 Wirth).

8% On autography in Byzantium see in general Hunger, Schreiben und Lesen
109-112, with further bibliography. For the Middle Ages in general see P.
Chiesa et al. (eds.), Gli autografi medievali. Problemi paleografici e filologici (Spoleto
1994). For the Greco-Roman period see T. Dorandi, “Den Autoren tiber
die Schulter geschaut. Arbeitsweise und Autographie bei den antiken
Schriftstellern,” ZPE 87 (1991) 11-33.

85 See Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore 143—144, 152.
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trademark, as it were.
At the beginning of the scholia to Aristophanes’ Plutus he
signals his authorship via a book-epigram:8°

BipAog £yd, oyedin npwtdypaog: adtap 6 T{étlng,
QOVAOYPAPOC TTEP £V, TPWTOYPAPOG EoKeY Euglo:

ovufola & elcopdiag, ToG AplyvmwTo TAJE.

I am a book, the very first draft; Tzetzes,

even though a bad writer, was the first who drafted me:

you are looking here at the tokens well known to everyone.87

These lines assert the ‘paternity’ of the book, echoing estab-
lished notarial practices.®® Autography is a guarantee of textual
authenticity—and Tzetzes closely links autography and creativ-
ity. Furthermore, these lines aim to protect him from potential
competitors, in that they stress that the text obviously ‘belongs’
to him: an attempt to appropriate it would be easily unmasked.

This is another key aspect. As we have seen, Tzetzes used
professional copyists for the texts designed for ‘publication’.

86 T.. Massa Positano, Prolegomena II, in Scholia in Aristophanem IV.1, Jo.
Tzetzae Commentarii in Aristophanem (Groningen 1960) XCIL: written i calce
after Plutus’ argument in Ambr.gr. C 222 inf. The codex is the most reliable
exemplar for the tradition of Tzetzes’ scholia on the Plutus and belongs to
the second edition of the Aristophanic scholia, arranged by Tzetzes himself
after the first edition of the Historiai (see Koster, Commentarii recensiones et
aetas, in Scholia XXV—XLII). Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore 144, changes £oxev into
£oyev: this correction is perhaps unnecessary, as Tzetzes uses here an ionic-
epic imperfect, in tune with édv and éuelo. See also Hunger, Schreiben und
lesen 110. On book-epigrams as a genre see F. Bernard and K. Demoen,
“Byzantine Book Epigrams,” in W. Hérandner et al. (eds.), A Companion to
Byzantine Poetry (Leiden 2019) 404—429.

87 Nominative nag does not make much sense here. It would be accept-
able if the verb were imperative. I suggest to correct to nao’, dative gov-
erned by dpiyvoto. The verse in any case does not scan properly, not even
as a pentameter as the editor labels it. It is interesting that in the manuscript
there is a blank space between eicopdog and ndg, as if the author had left
room to complete the verse later.

88 On calligraphy as a litmus test for documental authenticity see H. G.
Saradi, Notai e documenti dall’eta di Giustiniano al XIX secolo Milan 1999) 241
and 246-247.
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However, he did experience problems with the undue circula-
tion of his oyedion, and this is where the hallmark of his hand-
writing becomes important to guarantee his authorship. Once
again, Tzetzes subverts traditional patterns: not calligraphy but
‘phaulography’ becomes a hallmark of authenticity.
Phaulography as autography is present also in the Vossianus
where it becomes not only the trademark of Tzetzes’ textual
production but also a pointer to his actual life circumstances, as
the particularly bad writing is due to old age (115Y, see fig. 3):

+ 0 nuuBankog obToG1 BtB?uoyp(x(pog
ocvrwpoc(psnc_; nv Tev suwv cmwpocuuocrwv
YPGeoV T0 TAEL® TOTG £HOTG EVOVTLOG:

Kol TOV yépovra kol 1060V eovAoypdeov

viv eRdounkalovia 10 Lofig £tel

®0dV dvopBodv 6eac Ypapdc Aertoypdpoug
BoAov mopopdv ontikhg Oempiag.

This wholly sacrilegious scribe

was the copyist of my treatises:

he writes most of the time contrary to my text;
and this old man, with his very bad handwriting,
now in the seventieth year of his life,

he forces to correct his own neatly traced letters,
removing the dirt from his very sight.

The identity of Tzetzes as an author is thus reinforced also by
the visual characteristics of his handwriting, used for glosses on
already circulating manuscripts, be they antiquiores or copies of
his own works like the Vossianus.?

The book-epigram written for his comment to the Plutus is
not the only instance of overlap between autography, literary
practices, and the language of bureaucracy. Yet another—more
telling—example can be found in some manuscripts belonging
to the second recension of the Historiai. Here again Aoywopol
come 1into play.

89 This becomes all the more true if we accept, as argued by Luzzatto,
that his ‘phaulography’ bore some similarities to contemporary chancery
hands: Tzetzes lettore 152.
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Figure 3: Vossianus Gr. Q1, £. 115v
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In four MSS. belonging to recension b,% the corpus of letters
and ‘stories’ is followed by a series of free-standing poems: a
first and shorter poem (22 lines) delving into the characteristics
of iambic composition and introducing the theme of children’s
education; a longer one (270 lines) on education, with a color-
ful description of the gang of buffalos monopolizing the Con-
stantinopolitan scene; a 17-line book epigram in hexameters;
46 final iambs written against Andronikos Kamateros.?!

The last poem closes with a poetic seal, a sphragis, borrowed
from Sophocles, and is followed by five lines bearing Tzetzes’
signature. Whether the signature pertains only to the iambic
poems or to the whole of the Historiar’s second recension has
been matter of discussion.”? Be that as it may, the sphragis and
Tzetzes’ subscription make more sense if read together, as I will
try to demonstrate:?3

AM & ZogdkAetc, @ ZopiAlov moudiov, 350

yvouoig éneepdyile oolg 10 Pipiiov:

K&y mot’, vdpec, dvdpa Bowvudco’ étt,

0¢ UNdev dv yovalotv €10’ duoptdvet,

30’ ol dokoDvreg evyevelg meQukévarl

To1000° Gipoptdvovoty év Adyorg Emm. 355

Q¢ dvtePANOn todTo 10T¢ TpOTOYPAPOIG

Tt 8 €pevpédncay ioydl Adymv,

TCétlov katestp@Bnooy év 1@ cexpéto,

vroypogny &’ Eoynkev v Tva, BAéretg.

TCé1ing hoyrotng tdv Todlondv Kol VE@V. 360

90 Par.gr. 2750 (13t c.); Cantab.gr. Ee. 6.35 338 (late 15t—16t" c.); Monac.gr.
338 (15 c.); Laur.gr.plut. 69.14 (15™ c.): Leone, RSBN 67 (1969-1970) 127.

91 If Tzetzes in fact placed the three poems immediately following the
totoptot, we might regard them as reinforcing his authorial intentions and
emphasizing the attacks on Andronikos Kamateros incorporated into the
Historiai. On the final verses, from another perspective, see also the remarks
of Luzzatto, Tzetzes letiore 20. On Kamateros see A. Bucossi, Andronict Cama-
tert Sacrum Armamentarium (Turnhout 2014) XIX—XXVI.

92 See Leone, RSBN 6-7 (1969-1970) 130.

9 Leone, RSBV 6-7 (1969-1970) 146. Lines 352-355 are from Soph. 4j.
1093-1096.
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So, Sophocles, son of Sophillos,

please, do seal the book with your thoughts:
“Never again, my fellows, will I be amazed

if some nobody by birth does wrong,

when those who are deemed noble

do so wrong in their discourses.”

As they were collated with the original,

and invented by the power of words,

these texts were deposited in the archive of Tzetzes,
and obtained the signature you see here:
Tzetzes, auditor of the ancients and moderns.

The final lines are modeled after the stock phrases used to
authenticate official documents.?* In this respect, Tzetzes’ text
provides an earlier parallel to the signature practices of
thirteenth-century Italian notary-poets, such as Giacomo da
Lentini and Brunetto Latini. Both used to insert their name
into the verses they produced, imitating the notarial signum.?
However, Tzetzes’ strategy is more subtle and multilayered.
He has in mind notarial practices of copying, based on the
production of ‘prototypical’ oxedapa, first drafts, on the basis
of which the final documents were produced and then put on
file.% The formulaic xateotpdbnv, in particular, was used to
validate and file minutes and notarial annotations, or else, as
here, copies of original documents.?” Tzetzes seems to allude to
chancery practices connected with the production of nopek-
BAnBévta, i.e. authenticated copies to be put on file, or else Toa,
subsequent official copies made upon request: avtiéAieo points
precisely to the truthful collation executed by notaries.”®

9% Already signaled by G. Hart, “De Tzetzarum nomine, vitis, scriptis,”
JRIPh Suppl. 12 (1881 61; see on the topic and this passage Pizzone, BMGS
41 (2017) 206.

9 See S. Bianchini, “Giacomo da Lentini e Brunetto Latini: una questi-
one di firme,” Studi Mediwlatini ¢ Volgari 41 (1995) 27-50.

9 For oyedapia in Tzetzes see also Ep. 72, 111.3-5 Leone. On notarial
practices see Saradi, Nota: 85-87.

97 See for instance the sources collected by Darrouzes, Recherches 508-510.
98 Cf. e.g. I. Miklosich and J. Muller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevr
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Significantly enough, in the patriarchal chancery the napexpin-
Bévto carried only the personal signature of the chartophylax, as a
sign of their hierarchic importance in the series of successive
copies. In secular administration, the copying and production
of official documents always fell under the responsibility of the
notary in charge. Scribes were not allowed to draft originals or
copies without the request or explicit consent of the notary.?
Furthermore, in Byzantium minutes were deemed less au-
thoritative than the final documents (regarded as the originals)
and were used only when the ‘original’ was not available.!%0
The documents archived in given departments (cexpéto) were
thus granted the validity of archetypes and thereby deemed
authentic by definition: such was the case of the fiscal archive,
for instance.!%! This procedure aimed at protecting documents
from falsification or destruction after they were sent out to their
recipients. This is a very important point: the term kateotpadnv
always signaled the ‘publication’ of the registered document.
Finally, the signature closing Tzetzes’ iambs sustains the
writer’s autonomy through the hierarchic relationship between
oppayic and vmoypogn. Byzantine law stated that private acts,
such as testaments and documents drafted by tabulari or tabel-
liones (notaries),'%2 had to be signed by the issuer (according to
the model set by the imperial chrysobuls). No ogpayic or yva-
popo had the power of validating the document by itself, it

(Vienna 1860-1890) IV no. 317, with Darrouzes, Recherches 518.

99 See Saradi, Notai 5.

100 Saradi, Notai 87, 96-98.

101 See Darrouzes, Recherches 463 n.5 and 521.

102 Suda T 3 Adler ToPeddiov; cf. S. Vryonis, “Byzantine Anpoxpartia and
the Guilds in the Eleventh Century,” DOP 17 (1963) 297-298; Saradi, Nota:
39-51. Tabelliones are to be distinguished from the notaries (votdpiot) work-
ing in imperial and patriarchal administration: they prepared the acts
stipulated between private citizens, guaranteeing their legitimacy and com-
pliance (Darrouzes, Recherches 381-383; G. Cavallo, “Tracce e divaricazioni

di un percorso dal tardoantico al medioevo greco e latino,” in Leggere ¢
scrivere nell’alto medioevo 1 [Spoleto 2012] 25-27).
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needed to be accompanied by a signature.!03
The vocabulary of notarial practices is thus mobilized to
ensure control over textual production. A prose subscription in
the Vossianus shows in more detail the reasons behind the need
to exert such control and reassert agency within the dynamics
of the Constantinopolitan book ‘market’ (f. 2127, see fig. 4):
'Ev 1fj mapovon pnropiki muktidt tff mop’ fudv £€nynBeion
dumdeot otixoig €1 T1c Epevpor dapmvodvia TV TPOG TNV
TpwTOYpapov Kol oyediov toDde 100 cuvyypauuotog BiPAov v
nop’ €uod yeypouuévny kol tog €€ avtic dvtiypdeovg, Bow-
udoor unddiwe. ‘Eym pév yop moAloilc cuvebnbeic yphuoct,
o0tV ovvetalduny kol d&dwko, und’ 1delv otV oyedov
gobeic, o un kol £téporg Tl doinv oy eig dvtiypago. Exel-
Be & veapebeloa odk 018’ Onwg eimelv peteypdon. “Yotepov
av0ig éc tog éuog xeipog mepteAbodoa Bpoyd, €0edOn te kol
v GvopBodn évallayfi 7| mpocBnkn Ppoyxele, fi doorpéoet.
"Edeico yop mAotdtepov dvopBodv un novtedids kiBdnAevdi o
avtiypogo. "Eotm 0OV TouTl EMLTifioV Tolg 0 oXeSIovg Ypopdc
VPALPOVUEVOLG KO LETOYPAPOVTLY.
opod ol mavteg oTiy ot agne Kol OAly® TAeloveg.
If anyone should find in this rhetorical book interpreted by me
in popular verse anything different as compared with the
original and the draft of this treatise, the book written by me and
those copied from it, he should not wonder at all. For, impelled
by much money, I did compose and circulate this one (too), but
was barely allowed to see it, lest I give it also to any others to be
copied. Snatched away from there, it was copied I know not
how. Later, once again back in my hands briefly, it was perused
and corrected in some passages, by changing or adding or taking
out little things. For I feared to correct more widely lest the
copies be altogether falsified. This be then the penalty for those
who snatch away and copy written sketches.

All together the lines are 16085 and a bit more.

103 Ecloga Basilicorum 2.2.37 praef.; oepaylg indicated the cross, often used
in the documents as signature. Tzetzes himself sometimes uses it to signal
his interventions on Thucydides’ text (Luzzatto, 7zetzes lettore 17-18) and in
the Vossianus, as seen where he mentions his ‘phaulography’ (fig. 3 above).
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These lines, together with Tzetzes’ autograph interventions
on the Vossianus, testify to the author’s anxiety about losing
control over his books once they were given out for copying.
Misunderstandings could be very detrimental, not only for
aesthetic reasons: possible mistakes, solecisms, and the like
would likely be ascribed to the author’s agency rather than to
the copyist’s sloppiness. The emphasis on creativity, therefore,
does not testify only to a proprietary notion of authorship.
Rather, it speaks more broadly to issues of social standing,
reputation, and cultural economy. As to authorship, a further
intriguing detail seems to emerge from these lines. Tzetzes
declares that he does not want to correct the copy too much: if
he went all the way to restoring the original text, the copies
made later would not be recognizable, as too different from the
manuscript from which they were produced. The term he uses,
avtiypaga, in the plural, designates the exact copies produced
from a given text, while kidnAedo evokes forgery and falsifi-
cation, as of coinage. This implies, in other words, that Tzetzes
is ultimately forced to ‘own’ some of the mistakes present in the
master copy so as to ensure that the authorship of the copies
produced afterwards is recognized as his.

Against this backdrop it is easy to understand why the need
to stress authorial autonomy is so pressing.!* Emphasis on au-
tography, moreover, implies yet another consequence. Writing
is described by Tzetzes, more often than not, as a distinctively
individual and self-directed activity. This model informs also
exemplary authorial figures: for instance, literary creation
emerges as a solitary endeavor in the portrait of Homer traced
by Tzetzes in the scholia to the Plutus.'> Homer, the ideal

104 On Tzetzes and patronage see A. Rhoby, “loannes Tzetzes als
Auftragsdichter,” Graeco-Latina Bruniensia 15 (2010) 155-170; V. F. Lovato,
“From Cato to Plato and Back Again: Friendship and Patronage in Tzetzes’
Letters,” CIMed (forthcoming).

105 Schol. Plut. 733, 168.20-169.15 Massa Positano. On the passage in
general see Luzzatto, Tzetzes lettore 45-46. We know from external evidence
that Tzetzes identified himself with Homer (Kaldellis, Hellenism 306—307; cf.
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author, versed in every kind of logos, 1s self-contained and self-
sufficient.! In order to emphasize these characteristics,
Tzetzes resorts to two striking expressions:

10 8¢ Bp1Bel kol 6Teppd 10D VOOg crhTodoovion Tvog TeAoDv-
T0G KO 0VTOVOD

of one accomplishing with the vigor and sturdiness of his self-
inspired and self-intelligent mind

While awtodouudviog is a neologism coined by Tzetzes, the rare
avtovoog 1s usually applied to God or to the divine/transcen-
dent pure intellect.'%” The two adjectives may be compared to
Tzetzes’ frequent statements!'®® about the autonomous char-
acter of his own work, which he again describes as ovtooyédio
(Hist. 8.176.178). He often characterizes his writing as spon-
taneous, fast, and impetuous (8.176.173-176):

‘0 T&étEng xawv aPiPAng yop kOv Ypden kol oxedimg

dmep OpOTE CUUTOVTOL KO TAYEL TOYLTEP®

Amep!09 Opdv petéypopey £x Tvov tadto BiAoy,

QAN Bpwg drTpekéoTaTo TAGOV YPOLPTV CUVTETTEL.

Tzetzes, even if both bookless and writing sketchily

all that you see, and with speedier speed

than if he had seen and copied these things from certain books,
yet composes every piece of writing most exactly.

Cullhed, BMGS 38 [2014] 49-67). The polemic emphasis characterizing the
passage as well as the reference to falsifications of Homer’s work reinforce
such an interpretation (schol. Plut. 733, 169.19-21 Massa Positano: o0 mhAon
“Adov 00 koTioybovet, ANV péviol Tdv & o évoBedBn, “And the gates of
Hades will not prevail on him, obviously apart from the works falsified by
certain people”).

106 Cf. the remarks on Tzetzes’ autonomy of Cullhed, BMGS 38 (2014)
59-60.

107 Eus. Dem. Evang. 4.2.1, Eccl. Theol. 2.14.6; Plot. 3.2.16, 5.9.13.

108 See e.g. the whole Prologue of the exegesis on the lliad: Papatho-
mopoulos, Eénynoig 3—73, with Budelmann, in The Classical Commentary 151.

109 T change here Leone’s printed text, einep. I prefer the lectio of MS. aX|
which makes more sense in a context in which Tzetzes emphasizes his
dislike for copying.
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The celebration of autographical practices goes hand in hand
with Tzetzes’ frequent attacks on copyists, depicted as greedy
beasts, unable to understand the texts they should take care of.
This contrast between self-sufficient autography and paid
copies provides a supplementary explanation for Tzetzes’
claims of being adwpdtotog: it 1s part of the same strategy of
self-presentation. At his best, Tzetzes does not copy, his writing
1s avtooyédiog, under his personal control: an original textual
production—when the author writes “whatever he wants” and
ae” é0vtod!10—in his view is also unpaid by definition.!''! As a
consequence Tzetzes tends to present the market value of his
texts as a by-product.

4. Conclusions

Tzetzes’ rationale i1s now clearer. As an author and as a
teacher, he had the urgent need to protect himself not only
against possible forgeries—and we know by now that this was a
real issue—but also against low-quality transmission of his
material.''> A special concern was the ‘in-between’ stage of
manuscript production, when provisional texts, not yet ‘pub-
lished’ as books proper, could be lent, borrowed, and made to
circulate in the form of copybooks. Both Psellos and Nikepho-
ros Basilakes vividly describe such modes of dissemination.'!3
By using governmental formulae, Tzetzes shapes himself as a
self-legitimated ‘literary auditor’, allowed to pick holes in the
work of both contemporary and past authors. At the same time
such a self-appointment allows him to create a literary fiction
serving to overcome his perceived social marginality. The title
Logismor, as we have seen, evokes the functions of the Grand

110 On these issues see also Lovato, CIMed (forthcoming).

111 Even in the field of bureaucratic, notarial writing, scribes can never
write what they want, but always need to follow the notary’s orders.

112 See Cullhed, BMGS 38 (2014) 49-67.

113 Psellos De legum nominibus (PG CXXII 1029A); Nikephoros Basilakes
Prologue 5.16-34 (N. Garzya, Nicephori Basilacae Orationes et Epistulae [Leipzig
1984]). See also Atsalos, 7emminologie 168.
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Logariast, entrusted with censoring authority over all other
writers ‘under’ him. Thus the language of bureaucratic author-
ity becomes central to the creation of the literatus’ authorial
agency and key to a process of self-canonization. The texts
preserved in the Vossianus show to modern readers how Tzetzes
turned the entangled relationship between literary and non-
literary writing into a productive tool to sustain his am-
bitions.!!*
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