Outlining the /liad in the Komnenian Age:
Between Trojan Matter and Achilles” Wrath

Alberto Ravam

Lt breviter Trowae supremum audire laborem
Vergil Aeneid 2.11

OWADAYS, at least in Europe, many people have a rough
idea of what the Trojan War is. There are TV series, a

major blockbuster starring famous Hollywood stars, and
thousands of general books on the topic.! Many people may still
have memories of children’s books with abridged Greek myths
and an 1illustration of a wooden horse towering over a city on
fire—at least I do. The readers of those books and the watchers
of those series perhaps know that #e poem on the Trojan War is
called the “lliad,” and that its author was Homer—whether he
was real or legendary is not relevant here. But how many of them
know that both the story of the wooden horse and the sack of the
city are not in the fliad?

Counterintuitively, the main poem on the Trojan War leaves
out its most iconic part, the spectacular siege, and many readers
across the centuries have probably been baffled by this absence.
This was the case during the so-called Byzantine millennium,
and especially during the twelfth century, a period that stands
out for a flourishing of Homeric scholarship described as a

I'The latest television series is probably Troy, Fall of a City made by the BBC
in 2018; the blockbuster was 77y (2004) with Brad Pitt, Orlando Bloom, and
Diane Kruger. For what concerns the books the catalogue could be endless,
I will just name Madeline Miller’s bestseller 7he Song of Achilles (2011) and The
Women of Troy by Pat Barker (2021).
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128 OUTLINING THE /LIAD IN THE KOMNENIAN AGE

“Homeric revival.”? Ingela Nilsson has distinguished between
the Troy matter “the legendary subject matter”—defined by Eu-
stathios of Thessalonike as t& Tpwikd—and the “Homeric epics”
which is exclusively the matter of the two poems written by
Homer. In Byzantine literature, she concluded, “the borders
between the two are not clear-cut: poetic license allowed authors
to express non-Homeric Troy matter in a Homeric style, or
Homeric legends in vernacular verse, or to mix material taken
from different sources.”?

This paper addresses these borders. In particular, it studies
how, during the twelfth-century Homeric revival, Byzantine
writers and scholars addressed the difference between the
Homeric lliad and the entire Trojan matter. Did they see any
borders between the two? After a short introduction on the
(Classical and early Byzantine debate on the matter, the paper
considers two chroniclers, George Kedrenos and Constantine
Manasses, and then moves to other writers: John Tzetzes, Isaac
Porphyrogennetos, and Eustathios of Thessalonike. The paper
demonstrates that their critical outlooks on the Homeric /liad did
not distinguish between epic and historiography—as is done
nowadays—but instead were shaped by the theoretical frame-
work of late antique rhetorical handbooks which went so far as
to influence their definition of an “Iliad.”

2 A. Kaldellis, Hellenism in Byzantium (Gambridge 2007) 241-250. Of the
treatments of the reception of Homer in Byzantium, a brief list is R.
Browning, “Homer in Byzantion,” Viator 8 (1975) 15-33 (repr. Studies in
Byzantine History, Literature and Education [London 1977]), and “The Byzantines
and Homer,” in R. Lamberton et al. (eds.), Homer’s Ancient Readers (Princeton
1992) 134-148; C. Cupane, “Die Homer-Rezeption in Byzanz,” in J. Latacz
(ed.), Homer: der Mythos von Troia in Dichtung und Kunst (Munich 2008) 251-258;
M. Mavroudi, “Homer in Greek from the End of Antiquity 1: The Byzantine
Reception of Homer and His Export to Other Cultures,” in C. O. Pacheet
al. (eds.), The Cambridge Guide to Homer (Cambridge 2020) 444472,

3 I. Nilsson, “From Homer to Hermoniakos: Some Considerations of Troy
Matter in Byzantine Literature,” Troianalexandrina 4 (2004) 9-34, at 11-12.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 65 (2025) 127-153



ALBERTO RAVANI 129

The classical debate

One of the most famous, and authoritative, explanations of the

reasons why Homer does not cover the entire Trojan War in the

lhad 1s given by Aristotle in his Poetics (1451al6-7, 24-29;

1459a31-b 2):
Mbbog & éotiv eig ody domep Tiveg olovran éov mept val 1) ...
‘0d0coelOV YOP TOLOV OVK ETOINGEV GROVTO 060 OOT® GLVERN,
olov mAnyRvor pgv év 1 Mopvacod, paviivol 8¢ mpoomoin-
cacBot év 1 dyepud, dv ovdev Datépov yevouévou dvorykoiov
Av A elkog Odtepov yevésBor, dALa mepl uiov mpakv ol
Aéyopev v '0d0ccelov cuvEsTNoEY, Opolng 08 kol v TAldda

.. T Unde 1OV TOAepOV Komep Exovia dpyMVy Kol TEA0G EMLyELpT-
G0l TOLETY OAOV* Ao youp Giv péyoig Kol oDk EDGUVOTTOG EeAley
€oecBon O uf)ﬂog, A 10 ueyéem uetprélovro Kocromenkeyuévov 0
nowkihig. viv &’ Ev uepoc; (xno?uocﬁ(ov énelcodiolg stpnroct
0TV nokhmg, olov VeV Kou'ockoyw Kol oc?»?»omc_; enstcof)tmg oug
SrodapPaver Ty motnoiyv. ol & GAAoL Tepl €va molodot kol Tepl
gva ypovov kol piov mpa&v moAvpepd, olov 6 To Kompia mooog
kol Th pepoy Taddo.
A plot is not unified, as some think, if built around an individual
.. Though composing an Odyssey, he [scil. Homer]| did not include

every feature of the hero’s life (e.g. his wounding on Parnassus, or
his feigned madness in the call to arms), where events lacked
necessary or probable connections; but he structured the Odyssey
round a unitary action of the kind I mean, and likewise with the
lhad ... though the war had beginning and end, he did not try to
treat its entirety, for the plot was bound to be too large and in-
coherent, or else, if kept within moderate scope, too complex in
its variety. Instead, he has selected one section, but has used many
others as episodes, such as the catalogue of ships and other
episodes by which he diversifies the composition. But the others
build their works round a single figure or single period, hence an

action of many parts, as with the author of the Cypria and the Little
Iliad *

+Text and transl. Stephen Halliwell, Aristotle Poetics, Longinus On the Sublime,
Demetrius on Style (Cambridge [Mass.] 1995) 56-59, 116-117.
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130 OUTLINING THE /LIAD IN THE KOMNENIAN AGE

Aristotle’s answer 1s clear: to write an epic poem Homer focused
the entire plot (ubBog) on a single action (rept piov mpadiv), for
writing the entire war would have been unsustainable, as the
examples of the Cypria and Little Ihad demonstrate. Writing
events in their entirety and including their full development
belongs to historiography; epic is a separate genre. Aristotle’s
explanation still informs our understanding of classical genres
and allows us to see Homer as a distinct author of epic and not
as a deficient historian. That said, the Poetics was not known or
read during the Byzantine period, and so did not have any in-
fluence on the twelfth-century debate on Homer.?

What was known and widely read in Byzantium were the
scholia to the first book of the /liad. In the scholia vetera, right at
the beginning of Book 1, two classes of scholia (D-scholia and
exegetica) discuss why Homer decided to focus solely on
Achilles” wrath.® There are different entries and formulations,
but they can be summarised as two main lines of thought: first,
Homer chose the events surrounding Achilles’ wrath because
they are the most interesting moment of the entire war. It is the
peak of the action, which is what an author needs to gain the
listeners’ attention. Second, that section of the war is the best for
praising the virtues of Greek heroes.” This intention to praise
heroes even answers the (legitimate) question “why is the poem
called /liad and not Achulleid?” given that Achilles is at the core of
the action.® The answer is that the poem wants to showcase the

> On this point see L. Taran and D. Gutas, Aristotle Poetics. Editio Maior
(Leiden 2012) 37.

6 H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem I (Berlin 1969); Erbse’s edition of
the D-scholia is incomplete, see also H. van Thiel, Scholia D in Ihadem:
Proecdosis Aucta et Correctior (Cologne 2014). For an explanation of the different
classes of scholia to the liad see F. Montana, in S. Boodts et al. (eds.), Sicut
dicit Editing Ancient and Medieval Commentaries on Authoritative Texts (Turnhout
2019) 97-125.

7 See Erbse, Scholia 1 3—4.

8 The question appears only in class bT of the scholia exegetica: Erbse,
Scholia 1 4.30-38.
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ALBERTO RAVANI 131

virtues of many heroes, not just of Achilles, and this is why it 1s
called Zliad.

Byzantine Homeric scholarship relied mainly on scholia and
epimerisms, probably in manuscripts which were even richer
than the ones that have survived. A still open question about the
transmission of Homeric scholarship is whether certain treatises
or texts were still read in their ‘original’ form or already abridged
and fragmented. A practical example could be Porphyry’s
Homeric Questions. In this case, Marchinus van der Valk believes
that Eustathios of Thessalonike had access to the entire work
(ipsum Hypomnema) while writing his Parekbolar.”

New Trojan narratives

A watershed in the Byzantine understanding of the Trojan
matter is the account of the war in Malalas’ Chronicle (sixth
century) which occupies the entire fifth book. The account starts
with Hecuba’s pregnancy with Paris, when she received a
forecast of doom about the child she was bearing (5.2), and ends
with the story of Agamemnon’s wretched homecoming and the
vicissitudes of his son Orestes (5.30—37); most notably, Malalas’
main source 1s not Homer but the (alleged) eyewitness account
of Dictys of Crete, which dates to the Roman period.!” There
are many differences between Dictys” account and the Homeric
one; the most evident is probably the complete absence of gods,
goddesses, and their interventions. Dictys offers a narrative
which reads as more reliable, “more historical” than Homer.
Such an account was particularly suitable for a Christian audi-
ence which would hardly have stomached accounts of how
pagan deities intervened and changed the course of the battle.
As Adam Goldwyn has convincingly shown,!! Malalas’ version

9 Eustathui Archiepiscopri Thessalonicensis commentarii ad Homert Ihadem 1 (Leiden
1971) LX1V. On the Parekbolai see below.

10 On Dictys of Crete and his influence see P. Gainsford, “Diktys of Crete,”
CCF 67 (2012) 58-87, at 58.
1A, J. Goldwyn, “John Malalas and the Origins of Allegorical and
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132 OUTLINING THE /LIAD IN THE KOMNENIAN AGE

of the Trojan War was instrumental in informing Byzantine nar-
ratives on the subject.

New theoretical guides

A key element for the understanding of Byzantine texts is the
prominent role of rhetoric in Byzantine education. Rhetoric was
taught in secondary stage of education by the grammatikos who
used handbooks from the first centuries of the Roman Empire
or later commentaries thereon;!'? the most popular handbooks
were those of Hermogenes (second/third century) such as On
Stasers and On Ideas and the progymnasmata of Aphthonius (second
half of the fourth century).!3 Writing composition was based on
specific exercises, progymnasmata; within these, Aphthonius dis-
tinguished between fable (ub8oc) and narrative (Suiynuo)—while
fables are imaginary like those of Aesop, narratives, whether true
or fictional, are about reality (Aphth. p.113.1):1*

Aymuéd éotv #xBecic mpdypatog yeyovotog | m¢ yeyovotog.
Aevivoye 8¢ Suynuo SinyHoemg MC TOoENG TOIMUK: TOING1g
pev yop moco 1 Tadg, moinuo 8¢ N tdv AxiAléng Snthwv koto-
GKELT.

Narrative (diégéma) is an exposition of an action that has happened
or as though it had happened. Narrative differs from narration
(diégésis) as a piece of poetry differs from a poem (poiésis). The lliad
as a whole is a poiésis, the making of the arms of Achilles a poiéma.1s

Novelistic Tradition of the Trojan War in Byzantium,” Troianalexandrina 15
(2015) 2349, at 24-25. According to Gainsford’s analysis, all the twelfth-
century authors considered in this paper had no access to the text of Dictys:
CCF 67 (2012) 70-74.

12 The book of Progymnasmata attributed to Hermogenes is now considered
to be spurious. For an overview of Byzantine education see e.g. A. Marko-
poulos, “Education,” in E. Jeffreys et al., The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine
Studies (Oxford 2008) 785-795, esp. 788790 on the curriculum.

13 On the general dependence of Byzantine texts on Aphthonius see M. D.
Lauxtermann, Byzantine Poetry from Pisides to Geometres 11 (Vienna 2019) 20.

14 M. Patillon, Corpus Rhetoricum 1 (Paris 2008).

15 Transl. G. A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata. Greek Textbooks of Prose Composition
and Rhetoric (Atlanta 2003) 96.
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ALBERTO RAVANI 133

Within this framework, the whole Chronicle of Malalas is a narra-

tion (dnynotg), while the story of the Trojan War is a narrative

(dmynue). Aphthonius listed six features—or attributes—that

each narrative, and each narration, must have (p.114.3—4):
Mopéneton 3¢ 1 Smynuatt €€ 10 mpa&ov npécenov, 10 Tpoyev
Tpdrypo, xpoévog ko’ 8, toémog év @, tpdmog Snwg, aitio 17 Hv.
Apetod 8¢ Sinyfuatog téscapeg cagnvelo, cuvtopio, mbavotng
Kol 6 TV Ovopdtmv EAANVIeIdG.
There are six attributes of narrative: the person who acted, the
thing done, the time at which, the place in which, the manner
how, and the cause for which it was done. The virtues of a nar-
rative are four: clarity, concision, credibility, and a proper use of
Greek.16

This list was the one that all Byzantines learned in school, and it

outlines the basic features that a well-written text must have.

II

Twelfth-century chroniclers

After Malalas® Chronicle, which devoted ample space to the
story of the Trojan War, most later chronicles ignored these
events. A reason might be that the Trojan War, part of Greek
history before Alexander the Great, did not fit into the narrative
of the ‘succession of empires’,!” derived from the prophecy in the
Book of Daniel (7) about the four empires to rule the world, the
last interpreted as Rome. The Trojan War reappeared in the
chronicles only in the twelfth century, with renewed interest
stemming from the revival of Homer and the classics. The
Trojan matter regained its importance for Byzantine world
history. Chronicles offer an ideal starting point to look at the
Trojan matter in the twelfth century, as they offered the frame-
work that other scholars eventually followed.

16 Transl. Kennedy 96-97, modified.

17 See C. Mango, “Discontinuity with the Classical Past in Byantium,” in
M. E. Mullett et al. (eds.), Byzantium and the Classical Tradition (Birmingham
1981) 53-54, and E. M. Jeffreys, “The Attitudes of Byzantine Chroniclers
towards Ancient History,” Byzantion 49 (1979) 199-238.
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134 OUTLINING THE /LIAD IN THE KOMNENIAN AGE

George Kedrenos

The Chronicle of George Kedrenos dedicates considerable
space to the Trojan War. It probably was composed towards the
end of his life, in the first quarter of the twelfth century.!®
Kedrenos follows Malalas’ model: the section on the Trojan War
starts with Paris’ birth (140.10-13) and ends with the en-
slavement of the surviving Trojans and the return of Helen with
Menelaos (140.332-344); there follow a short summary of the
return-journeys of the Greek heroes (141).19 Not surprisingly,
Malalas 1s Kedrenos’ main source for this part together with the
still-unedited chronicle of Ps.-Symeon, which also offers a non-
Homeric version of the war, slightly different from the one by
Malalas.?? Kedrenos’ heavy dependence on his sources is prob-
ably the main reason why this Chronicle is little studied and often
disparaged, generally considered a mere patchwork of older
chronicles, especially John Skylitzes’ Synopsis hustoriarum (second
half of the eleventh century).

Constantine Manasses

A more interesting chronicle is that of Constantine Manasses,
written in the decade 1143-1153.21 Manasses’ account of the

18 See W. Treadgold, The Middle Byzantine Historians (New York 2013) 340~
341.

19 L. Tartagha, Georgii Cedrent Historiarum Compendium I (Rome 2016) 245—
268. For the content of the section and an analysis of its sources see C.
Jouanno, “Pratique de Pemprunt dans les chroniques universelles byzantines:
Pexemple de la matiére troyenne,” Kentron 30 (2014) 94-99.

20 On Malalas as a source for Byzantine historiography see A. Goldwyn,
“John Malalas and the Origins of the Allegorical and Novelistic Traditions of
the Trojan War in Byzantium,” Trotanalexandrina 15 (2025) 23-49. Jouanno
does not mention the chronicle of Ps.-Symeon among the sources, but she
does postulate a second source with suggestions: Rentron 30 (2014) 97-99. For
the presence of Ps.-Symeon as a source see Tartaglia, Cedreni Compendium 1
20-21, and 240-268 in the apparatus of the sources of chapter 140.

21 The two termini are the ascent of Manuel I to the throne in 1143 and
the death of Manasses” patron Eirene the Sevastokratorissa in 1153: see A.
Paul and A. Rhoby, Ronstantinos Manasses. Verschronik (Stuttgart 2019) 7-9.
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ALBERTO RAVANI 135

Trojan War occupies a small portion of his Synopsis Chronike,
some 360 lines in the total 6620.22 Manasses covered exactly the
same time span and events as the chroniclers already mentioned;
in addition, like the chroniclers, his account of the war starts with
Hecuba’s pregnancy and her ominous dream about the destruc-
tion of Troy (1119-1126) and ends with a brief mention of the
homecoming journeys. Unlike the others, Manasses draws from
multiple classical sources, including Homer, giving to the story
an almost ‘mythological’ flare.?® An example is at 1277-1280
where the events of Achilles’ wrath and its causes are drawn from
Philostratus’ Heroicus:?* Achilles is angry not because Agamem-
non offended his honor and took Briseis, but because his beloved
friend Palamedes was framed by Odysseus and executed by Aga-
memnon. To this story and his source, Manasses adds a dra-
matic touch: two invocations, one to envy (Baockovie 1278) and
one to jealousy (9B6vog 1325), both treated almost as agents of
evil plotting against the harmony of the Greek army. Despite his
new sources and emphatic interventions, Manasses never in-
cludes pagan gods and goddesses, which did not appear in any
chronicle, while in Homer they serve as essential engines of the
narrative.

What is most interesting in Manasses’ account is, at its con-
clusion, a comment on Homer and his style (1111-1117):

00TV &y BovAduevog Ty udymv iotopfical

kB¢ ol ioTopNoact ypdeetor mepl TardTNG,

kol péAv Aéyetv, o0 kolbag “Ounpog dvorypdoet,

SLYYVOUNY EECLTNCOUOL TOPO TOV EVYVOUOVOV*

“Ounpog yop 6 peAypog v yAdttov kol Bed&ivoug

22 O. Lampsidis, Constantint Manassts Breviarium Chronicum (Athens 1996); the
Trojan War is at 1108-1470.

23 See M. Augerinou-Tzioga, He synopsis chroniké tou Konstantinou Manassé:
symwole stén hyphologike melete mias emmetrés chronographias (Thessalonike 2013)
114-115.

24 Philostr. Her. 33.31-36. The same source is also used by Tzetzes, see
n.43 below.
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136 OUTLINING THE /LIAD IN THE KOMNENIAN AGE

uefddorc ypduevog ool oikovopel tovg Adyoug,
gvioyoD O¢ T TOAAG oTpEPel kKol LeTOTPEREL

Wishing to narrate this battle

as the historians have written about it,

and not intending to speak as Homer described it,

I will ask indulgence of my reasonable readers:

Homer, honey-sweet of speech and charming,

arranges his stories using skilful methods.

Sometimes, however, he overturns and alters many things.

Homer occasionally altered the narrative matter and overturned
it, while Manasses strove to write as a historian. Line 1117,
Manasses’ comment on Homer’s convoluted arrangement of the
narrative, is merely a polite understatement. The words évioyo?d
(“sometimes”) and moAAG (“many things”) have clashing mean-
ings, and otpéper and petatpéner reinforce the judgment on
Homer’s twisted narrative and are only apparently smoothed by
the initial “sometimes.”?® The comment is interesting because it
assesses Homer as a “writer of the battle” along with all the other
historians on whom Manasses relied; Homer did not write
history but an epic poem which covered just a small portion of
the entire war. Instead, what Manasses praises are the qualities
of the Homeric verse: charming and as sweet as honey.
Manasses’ judgment on Homer is rooted in the prescriptions
of Aphthonius’ Progymnasmata, which are the same rules he fol-
lowed in his own work. The account of the Trojan War is a
“narrative” (dmynuo) within the larger narration (diynoug) of the
Synopsis Chronike; it tells the causes, the actions, the actors, and
the time in world history. That the Synopsis 1s in verse while the
other chronicles are in prose does not matter in regard to the
compositional rules of progymnasmata; in Byzantine literature
most kinds of text could be written either in prose or in verse

% For an alternative comment on these lines—more from the point of view
of Aristotle’s Poetics—see G. Spatafora, “Antehomerica e Posthomerica nella

letteratura bizantina,” MEG 6 (2006) 207-208.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 65 (2025) 127-153



ALBERTO RAVANI 137

irrespective of their genre.?6 From the gracious comment on the
qualities of Homeric verse, it is likely that Manasses appreciated
reading Homer and his poems; however, when he came to judge
his qualities as an historian, he found Homer lacking in con-
ciseness and chronological clarity.

John Tzetzes

To turn from the chroniclers to the scholars, in the twelfth
century John Tzetzes is probably the one who dedicated most
works—but not most pages—to the Trojan matter.?” They are
three: in chronological order, the poem Little-and-Big Iliad (Car-
mina Ihaca),?® the Exegesis of the lliad in prose,” and the Homeric
Allegories, a poem of nearly ten thousand political verses initially
written for empress Bertha-Eirene, the first wife of Manuel I
(1143-1180).

The title Little-and-Big 1liad (h Mucpopeydn Tadg) refers both
to its short (ukpdc) length of 1696 hexameters—barely two books
of Homer’s lliad—and to the large (ueyaAn) scope of the events
covered.?0 In fact, Little-and-Big Iliad encompasses the entire story

26 On this point see M. D. Lauxtermann, “Texts and Contexts,” in
W. Hérandner et al. (eds.), 4 Companion to Byzantine Poetry (Leiden 2019) 21;
E. Jeffreys, “Why Produce Verse in Twelfth-Century Constantinople?” in
P. Odorico et al., “Doux reméde...” Poésie et poétique @ Byzance (Paris 2009) 219—
228. For an overview of poetry and prose in the twelfth century see
N. Zagklas, “Experimenting with Prose and Verse in Twelfth-Century
Byzantium. A Preliminary Study,” DOP 71 (2017) 229-231.

27 For a recent overview of Tzetzes’ life and works see E. E. Prodi,
Tlerlixai épevvar (Bologna 2022) ix—xxv.

28 P. A. M. Leone, loannis Tzetzae Carmina Iliaca (Catania 1995); also known
as the Antehomerica, Homerica and Posthomerica. On the question of the author’s
title § MuxpopeydAn ‘TAidg see P. L. M. Leone, “I ‘Carmina Iliaca’ di Gio-
vanni Tzetzes,” QCSAM 6/12 (1984) 377—405.

29 M. Papathomopoulos, Eéfynoig Todvvov ypapuatixod tob Téétdov eig
v Ourjpov Thidda (Athens 2007).

30 For this reading of the title see M. Cardin, “Teaching Homer through
(annotated) Poetry,” in R. C. Simms (ed.), Prequels, Sequels and Retellings of Clas-
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138 OUTLINING THE /LIAD IN THE KOMNENIAN AGE

of the war, as stated in the proem (1.1-6, 17-19):

Apyaréov ntorépoto péyov novov TAtokolo
gvvene, KaAloneio, Do’ uetépnoy ¢otdals,
) ~ s 2 7 s ’ 5 ,

GpyiBe & éndierde kol &c 1éAhog €€epéetve,

b e’ ’ \ 7’ 4

¢€ 0teo Iptapog Aoryov Tpoesot gutedet
Abomopty 00AOpEVOV, &pyNV TOAELO10 KOKOTO,
7OV vOog ovk €péetvey ‘Ounpov kvudaiipolo

eing 8¢ kol nroAdinopBov Eneod Sovplov Tnmov,
elodkev fiotmoe teddpro tetyeo Tpoing.

Todtd pot evnatépera, A0g tékog, vvene Modoa.

The great toil of the arduous Iliadic war

tell, Calliope, through our songs,

from the beginning sing and search through to the end,
from when Priam nurtured havoc for the Trojans,
wretched ill-Paris, cause of this evil war,

whom the mind of glorious Homer did not tell

and sing also the wooden horse of Epeios, destroyer of cities,

until it destroyed the mighty walls of Troy.

These things, daughter of Zeus noble father, sing me, Muse.
Tzetzes asked the muse to tell (Evvene) the great labour of the
Trojan War from beginning to end, listing the main episodes
from Paris’ birth, the ruin of the Trojans, to the wooden horse.
This 1s exactly what 1s then delivered. Such a large subject-
matter openly contrasts with Aristotle’s distinction according to
which an epic poem cannot encompass all the events of a war.

The choice of this timespan and also his compositional
principles are clearly described in Tzetze’s first scholion to his
Little-and-Big Iliad, which reads as a programmatic statement

(p.101):3!

steal Epic (Leiden 2018) 90—-114, at 94, and T. Braccini, “Erudita invenzione:
riflessioni sulla piccola grande Iliade di Giovanni Tzetze,” Incontri triestini di

Silologia classica 9 (2009-2011) 153—173, at 154.

31 The scholia were conceived as scholastic explanation of the poem. Given
that they were written by the same author who wrote the poem, they still
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ALBERTO RAVANI 139

‘O mopmv TonTNg, PAoGHVTONOg AV Kol THG MEEAELOG TV VEDY

opovtilmv, cuvontik®dg v nooay TAwada év 1) nopovon BiPAo

¢E£0¢er0.

The present poet, since he loves brevity and is concerned for the

benefit to young men, laid down, in a glance, the entire //iad in

the present book.
Almost every word of this statement has a meaning rooted in late
antique rhetoric.?? It begins with the nominal compound “the
present poet” which openly contrasts with Homer’s usual ap-
pellative “the poet” (6 mowmnthg) as he was the poet par excellence.?
Then, Tzetzes’ love for concision (ptloctvtopog) recalls one of
Aphthonius’ four virtues of a narrative: clarity, concision (cuv-
topta), credibility, and proper use of Greek (see 133 above).
Another key word 1s “synoptically” cuvortikdg (“in a glance”);
this term 1s more rooted in the eleventh- and twelfth-century
Byzantine tradition of didactic works, especially poems. It valued
a quick overview of the subject—recall Manasses’ chronicle, en-
titled Synopsis Chromike.3* Finally, Tzetzes describes his broad
chronicle-like time span as the entire lliad (thv nocov ‘TMéda),3
which clearly implies that Homer’s /lad is not “entire,” and
therefore incomplete.

provide an effective hermeneutical tool to the modern reader; see Cardin, in
Classical Epic 105—-108, and U. Mondini, “Composing the Mukpopeydin Tidg.
Macro- and microstructure of a Byzantine Homeric Poem,” Byzleit 114
(2021) 325-3854, at 330-331.

32 For a detailed commentary on this passage (scholion and related lines)
see Mondini, in T¢etlixai épevvar 238-254.

33 On Tzetzes comparing himself to Homer see F. Conca, “L’esegesi di
Tzetzes ai Carmina Iliaca fra tradizione e innovazione,” Komonia 42 (2018) 75—
100, at 75.

3+ Specifically on this passage see Mondini, in T¢erlikal épevvon 242247,
and, more generally, F. Bernard, Writing and Reading Byzantine Secular Poetry,
1025—-1081 (Oxford 2014) 238-240.

35 On nowwo Tadg see Mondini, Byz<leit 114 (2021) 351-353, and A. Ravani,
“‘And Wishes Also a Paraphrase of Homer’s Verse: Structure and Com-

position of the Prolegomena to the Allegories of the Ihad,” in T{erlixoi épevvon
261-289, esp. 276-284.
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The Little-and-Big Ihad has two parallel structures: an external
macrostructure which encapsulates the narration, and an in-
ternal one which connects the individual episodes; in particular,
as Mondini has shown, the external macrostructure is demon-
strably based on Hermogenes’ prescriptions.?¢ Hermogenes is
the other author who, together with Aphthonius, formed the
basis of the late antique rhetorical tradition. The evidence for
this structure mostly comes from Tzetzes’ scholia, which use the
same vocabulary of Hermogenes’ Progymnasmata.3” So e.g. the
scholion to line 20—the first after the passage quoted above—
which, at the end, also reproduces almost word-for-word
Aphthonius’ four virtues:

ftot uév Tpo{n] évtedBev dpyeton f] Sn'nmctg fmtopmwtdm LLETOL

uuepde i npo&nyncswc_; To yop an’ advtiig thg dmynoewg

ocpxeceou upnropsmov € Kol octexvov 70 8¢ noppmesv ocpxecsﬁoct

Kol un cvvtoung eicPdAlety eig vy vrdbecty xoxio €oti dSnyn-

oewg doagnvelay yop éumotel. dpetal yop dinynoeng 1EcoopES:

cagnvelo, suvtopio, Thuvoétng kol 6 TV dvoudtov EAANVIcUdC.

In fact, Troy] From here the rhetorical narrative starts with a

short preliminary account. To start directly with the story shows

poor rhetoric and low skill, but also starting much later without
getting concisely to the point is an error of narration: it makes it
unclear. The qualities of narration are four: clarity, concision,
credibility, and a proper use of Greek.
The “preliminary account” (rpodmynoic) mentioned is the pas-
sage (quoted above) in which Tzetzes briefly states the subject-
matter of the poem. This scholion shows, beyond how much
Tzetzes relied on the teaching of the Progymnasmata, also what he
found lacking in the Homeric //iad. In this regard, the definition
that Tzetzes gives of an “Iliad” is particularly telling. This is
found in his second Homeric work, the Exegesis of the Iliad, a prose
commentary written after the Little-and-Big Ilad, divided into two

36 Mondini, ByzZeit 114 (2021) 331-337 (macrostructure), 340-350 (in-
ternal microstructure).

37 For the similarities between Tzetzes’ scholia and Hermogenes’ works see

e.g. Mondini, ByzZeit 114 (2021) 332 1.26, 334 n.33.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 65 (2025) 127-153



ALBERTO RAVANI 141

parts: an introductory essay and then a running commentary on
Book 1. At the conclusion of the first part, Tzetzes defines the
meaning of “Iliad” (Ex.I[. 67.12-20):

‘A T mopodoo Toinoig Entyéypamtol, g TG TV TAtémv, fitot

wdv Tphwv, cvugopdog mepiéyovoa ... Ounpov 8¢ mpog dvti-

draotolny 1@V puepdv TMddwv: kol yop Aéoyng O Ivppoioc,

Kwaibov ¢ 11c Aaxedoupdviog koi 6 EpvBpoioc Atddmpoc,

Tp1p16dwpdc te kol Kodiviog 0 Zpvpvolog kol £repor Thiddog

CLYYEYPUPTKESQLV.

The present poem is called fliad because it contains the mis-

fortunes of the Ilians, 1.e. the Trojans ... Homer’s Iliad has to be

distinguished from the small Iliads: for Lesches of Pyrrha, the

Spartan Cinaethon, Diodorus the Erythrean, Tryphiodorus, and

Quintus Smyrnaeus and others too have written Iliads.

For Tzetzes, “Iliad” is not only Homer’s poem, but every poem
that covers the events of the Trojans; Homer’s lliad 1s the most
famous and the greatest, but also just one among smaller ones.
In fact, Achilles’ wrath, the object of the Homeric poem, is only
a small and carefully selected section of “the misfortunes of the
Ihans.”

The Exegesis 1s particularly useful since, in its didactic prose, it
explains Tzetzes’ understanding of Homer. In the introductory
essay, when Tzetzes summarises the events before the beginning
of the Homeric /liad, he starts from Hecuba’s dream, but gives
two versions of the story: one is more mythical and more
“Homeric” (58.2-60.17);38 the other version is that of the chron-
icles that draws on the works of Dictys and (like Manasses)
Philostratus. Even if Tzetzes considers the second version, from
the chroniclers, to be the more reliable (61.1-67.11), he still
shows a greater interest in Homer and other mythological ac-
counts than all the other authors analysed so far.

38 The sources of this passage seem to be various. Their common denom-
inator is that Tzetzes does not trust them entirely; one of them for example
(59.10-11) is the poet Colluthus. Interesting is Tzetzes’ approach to the
Judgment of Paris, which has been discussed in E. Jeffreys, “The Judgement
of Paris in Later Byzantine Literature,” Byzantion 48 (1978) 112—131.
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Another proof of this interest is that, at the end of the opening
essay of the FExegesis, Tzetzes addresses the question of why
Homer, despite Aphthonius’ precepts, decided to start with the
final part of the war. Initially, he draws explanations from the
scholia: first, he argues that perhaps the previous nine years did
not have anything worth telling.3 But then, he wonders, why
does the poem focus on the wrath? For this Tzetzes provides two

reasons (okomot) and neither of them derives from the scholia.
The first is moral (Ex.I[. 71.12—14):
dmodeuevig MUy doo | Ahémg ufivig eipydoorto, keAeber un
unviey und’ &by tovg dpiotoug.
[Homer, who] shows us all the things that Achilles’ wrath has
done, exhorts us not to be angry and not to dishonour excellent
people.
The second reason is to celebrate Achilles, exactly as Homer
does with Odysseus in the Odyssey (72.2-3). But, if so, why is the
poem not called the Achilleid? Tzetzes fills many lines to provide
a suitable answer, which is then summarised in the concluding
sentence of the prologue (73.12—14):
iotow o¢ pelldveg kol TeEPLOVCIOCTIKMG KAK TOVTOL TOV Tpoo
TOAY TILG, TPOCANTMV oT® Kol pove 10 aitov g TAakfg
GUUPOPOC.
And so, it is a way to honour the hero once again, in even a
greater way: to him alone he ascribes the cause of Troy’s
catastrophe.
This explanation openly contrasts with the scholia vetera, for
they say that the reason the poem is called /liad and not Achillets
is precisely the opposite: Homer wanted to celebrate all the
Greek heroes and not just Achilles.*? In Tzetzes’ view, the only
way he could ‘justify” Homer’s narrow selection of material was

39 Ex.Il. 71.2—4, 6-9: v fjvtvo aitiov mote dnd 1dv televtoiov 6 TomTng
ypdpewv ThHe pdyng amnp&oto ... 6 Tpd 100 dekoetolg B¢ Ypdvog VK GVoryKOLoG
10 TpGEets xéktnro, “For what reason did the poet start writing the war from
the last events? ... the time before the tenth year did not have any important
actions.” Cf. Erbse, Scholia 1 4.19-26.

40 Erbse, Scholia 1 4.32-36.
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by positing a clear focus: exalting Achilles and his military virtue.

This idea becomes even clearer in the last of Tzetzes” works
on Homer, the Homeric Allegories, a long allegorical poem on both
the Iliad and the Odyssey.*' The poem opens with a lengthy pro-
legomena telling the whole backstory of the Homeric lliad.*?
Again, Tzetzes starts from Hecuba’s dream (prol. 176-183) and
finishes with the two versions of Achilles’ wrath (1113—1147);*3
again, Tzetzes is aware that even an allegorical paraphrase of
the Iliad cannot fail to mention the causes of the event, as he did
in his two previous works. This awareness implies the need to
address Homer’s belated start. The Allegories lack the thorough
explanations of the Exegesis, but—surprisingly—the reasons pro-
vided differ from those presented in the FExegesis (1148—-1153,
1157-1167):

‘0 & “Ounpog dewvdtortog VPV Aoyoypdpog

TO UEYPL TOVTOV CUUTOVIC TOVGOPME TOPOUTPEXEL,
kol [Todoundnv 00daudg Eyponye Tfj ToNoet,

e’ \ 9, ’ \ b ’ \ ’

va Tov Axiléo pev éntopkov un dei&n,

70 KpATIGTOV KEPAAOLOV 0LDTOD TV EYKOULMY,
1 yuvaiko ToTomny Tovg Oprovg TopoPdvtos

“00ev 008¢ v ndpBnoy Thc Tpoiog denyettal,
oy 8¢ péypt tig opayiig “Extopog payodiooag.
Thv ndpBnowy thg Tpotog 8¢ nopédpoue navedeme:

#1 As recently demonstrated, the Allegories of the Iliad and the Allegories of the
Odyssey from a unitary poem, the Homeric Allegories: A. Ravani, “The Engineer
and the Ocean. Structural Hints for John Tzetzes’ ‘Homeric Allegories’,”
ByzZeit 116 (2023) 885-910. The available edition of the Allegories of the Iliad
(the first part of the Homeric Allegories)is J. F. Boissonade, T zetzae Allegoriae Ihiadis
accedunt Pselli Allegoriae (Paris 1851). I am in the process of completing a new

edition of the Homeric Allegories.
42 For more on the structure and composition of the Prolegomena see Ravani,
in Tlerlixai épevvan 261-289.

# Like Manasses, Tzetzes follows Philostratus when it comes to assessing
the ‘real’ story of Achilles’ wrath; see also Carmina Iliaca 1.370-2.4. For further
information and comparison of these two versions see Jeffreys, Byzantion 49

(1979) 211-212.
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PO Youp a0t O Aythedg yovoukmddg éopdyn.

OVt ToveOemg Kol dEVDG PNTOPLKD TM TPOT®

npO¢ uev 10 Télog elace v ndpOnov thic Tpoiog,

x thic dpyhig 8¢ uéypt vov 10d ypdvou 10D dekdtov
T8 vt TapeTpOyacE dELVOg BV Aoyoypdpoc,
dpyeton & éx thig unvidog dewvdttog uebddw,
PGPV 0TIV O BoOAeTON, KO YPOAQEL YEYOVEVOLL
1 yovaikog kol otog Aéymv adTy yevésBou.

But Homer, being a most skillful writer,

most wisely omits everything leading up to these events,
and did not write about Palamedes at all in his poem,
so as not to reveal Achilles,

the mighty subject of his encomium, as a perjurer,
transgressing his oaths for a woman of no account,

That is why he does not narrate the sack of Troy either;
he stops singing until the slaying of Hektor.

He most wisely omitted the sack of Troy,

for Achilles was slain like a woman prior to the sack.
Thus, most wisely and skillfully, in his rhetorical manner
he did not conclude with the sack of Troy;

from the beginning until the tenth year

he omitted everything, being a skillful writer,

and skillfully he begins with the wrath,

writing about it as he wishes,

saying also that it happened because of women.*

Homer does not want to offend his heroes, so he does not tell
how Achilles broke his oaths and how, shortly before the sack of
Troy, he was brutally slain. This explanation is not found in the
scholia.

Tzetzes’ concern for the causes, but in general more for the
precepts of late antique rhetoric, can be finally confirmed by his
commentary on Hermogenes’ On Invention. Concerning the
qualities that a good narrative should have, he stresses once

# Transl. A. J. Goldwyn and D. Kokkini, Fohn Tzetzes. Allegories of the Iliad
(Cambridge [Mass.] 2015) 87-89.
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again the importance of the causes:*

év f) Tpodimynoet uev 0 pnTop Tpodiddag

Omep ypeov kotdpyecBor un dkeeddo Tpénw,

Aéyer 8¢ mpoduqymoy, eita kol dunyelcOot.

énel viv v duiymotv annpoto diddokery,

Aé€et ToVg T NG TANTVLGUOVG, Kol TOGOL TOVTOV TPOTOL.

[Tévte 8¢ SuyNoeng TV TACTVOUAY Ol TPOTOL:

TPAYLOTO TO TPOTTOUEVD, OATIOL TPOTTOUEV@V®

Kol T0, topoAeropeva, kol ol aition todtwv,

Kol 6LV 00TOTG Ol Aoyiopol.

In the preliminary account the rhetor shows

that it is necessary not to start without a beginning,

which he called prodiggesis, and then to start narrating;

he will say how to expand a narrative and in what ways.

Five are the ways of expanding a narrative.

The acts that are accomplished, the cause of the acts,

those that were omitted, and their causes,

and, with them, the reflections.
This 1s the method Tzetzes followed in his composition of the
Little-and-Big Ihad, a narrative of an event (the Trojan War), as
all the “Iliads” are, which starts from its causes. As we have seen,
in his other works Tzetzes always made sure to add a brief intro-
duction or preliminary account on the causes of the war.

Isaac Porphyrogennetos

It was Frederik Kindstrad who convincingly demonstrated
that Isaac Porphyrogennetos, author of poems and commen-
taries, was one of the younger children of Alexios I and therefore
brother of Anna Komnene and John II.*6 Isaac Komnenos

# Cramer, Anecd. Ox. IV (1837) 58.1-8; Aoyiopot has been written instead
of Adyot for metrical reasons, see Waltz, Rh. Gr. III (1834) 625.26. A new
edition of Tzetzes’ Commentary on Hermogenes is in preparation under the super-
vision of Aglae Pizzone. The commentary on Hermogenes’ On Invention will
be edited by Baukje van den Berg.

46 J. F. Kindstrand, Isaac Porphyrogenitus. Praefatio in Homerum (Uppsala 1979)
13-20, which also contains a list of his works. For a biographical profile see
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(1093—-1152) was recognised as a learned man and praised for
his knowledge even by the poet Theodoros Prodromos.*’
Among several scholarly works,*® Isaac is known for having
written three Homeric prose works—essentially three short
essays: On Homer, On the things left out by Homer, and On the quality
and features of Trojan and Greek Heroes.*® As Filippomaria Pontani
has shown, these works were all conceived to accompany Isaac’s
own edition of the liad, which was copied into Paris.gr. 2682
[diktyon 52318].50 The manuscript dates to the first half of the
fourteenth century and so cannot be Isaac’s personal copy.’!
However, according to Pontani’s analysis, this manuscript re-
produces a master copy conceived by Isaac himself with his
original scholia. The Parisinus opens with the preface On Homer
and ends with the two other works which, as Kindstrand
correctly observes, should actually be considered a single con-
cluding essay divided into two parts.’? In addition, in Paris.gr.

K. Varzos, H yeveadoyio tév Kouvnvav I (Thessalonike 1984) 238-254 (K
36), and V. F. Lovato, “Isaac Komnenos and the Letter of Aristeas,” in Isaac
Komnenos Porphyrogennetos. Walking the Line in Twelfth-century Byzantium (Abingdon
2024) 10-21.

7' W. Hérandner, Theodoros Prodromos. Historische Gedichte (Vienna 1974) no.
42, esp. lines 7-12.

8 Listed by Lovato, in Isaac Komnenos 17—18, and cf. the other contributions
in the volume.

4 The edition of the first is Kindstrand, Isaac Porphyrogenitus. Praefatio 27—
32, the other two are in H. Hink, Polemonis Declamationes quae extant duae
(Leipzig 1873) 57-88 (De rebus ab Homero practermissis and De proprietate et
characteribus Graecorum et Troianorum, qui ad Trowam convenerant). For an overview
of the Homeric works see A.-L. Rey, “Isaac Komnenos and the Scholarship
of a Learned Prince,” in Isaac Komnenos 151—168.

0 See F. Pontani, “The First Byzantine Commentary on the lliad: Isaac
Porphyrogenitus and his Scholia,” Byzleit 99 (2006) 551-596. For a de-
scription of how the Homeric works tie in with the manuscript and the layout
see Rey, in Isaac Komnenos 151-168.

51 See Pontani, ByzZeit 99 (2006) 554-555.

52 Kindstrand, Isaac Porphyrogenitus. Praefatio 11. The same is suggested by
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2682 the text of the liad 1s a commented edition made by Isaac
Porphyrogennetos himself.’3 This manuscript is not only a
wonderful testimony for Homeric reception, but also contributes
substantially to our knowledge of Komnenian book culture.

What is relevant here are the works Isaac wrote as a con-
clusion to his Iliadic manuscript and, in particular, the first part
of the concluding essay on “the events that Homer left out” (té@v
kotohelpBéviav nopd 100 Ounpov). In the opening, he says that
he decided to furnish his manuscript of the /liad with a text that
provides the reader with the end of the story. Far from being a
rushed composition, this concluding essay is a well-researched
account not just of the siege of Troy, but also of all the events
before it (Praef 61.7-13):

gy 8¢ ... 0 mopd TOD nomrof) Koct(xkeupeévtoc ol cmopécfmv

Stoc(popmg TOACLDV BlB?\,Olg eyxsmsvoc iotoplong te Kol LON-

yYhoeot oukkeiocg @ mopovtl wépott Thg Ounpelov PBifAov
GUVENTTUYUEV@G emt@n ut.

I have collected the events left out by the Poet which are pre-
served here and there, in various books of old writers, in histories
and stories; I present them here, bound together to the end of this
Homeric book.

Isaac writes this additional essay because he feels that the
reader would be disappointed by not learning the end of the
story. His admission of using various sources is an acknowl-
edgement that the Homeric poem lacks information; however,
it 1s also a statement of the highly derivative nature of these
writings, which 1s also why Isaac’s essays have been little studied
and too quickly dismissed.>* Interestingly, both parts of the
concluding essay recall an alleged short treatise attributed to

Pontani, ByzZeit 99 (2006) 557, and Rey, in Isaac Komnenos 162. Hink gives
two titles, but in his edition makes no formal separation between the two
works (Polemonis Declamationes 79) as in the manuscript (Paris.gr. 2682 f. 373
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723100m/{355.item).

33 See Pontani, ByzZeit 99 (2006) 557; the second part of the article gives
an overview of the commentary.

5% On this point see Kindstrand, Isaac Porphyrogenitus. Praefatio 11-12.
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Porphyry called On the names omatted by the poets, which Hartmut
Erbse demonstrated to be just a single zetema from Porhpyry’s
Homeric Questions, excerpted from the commentary on Book 2 of
the Iliad>> That said, Porphyry does not seem to be among
Isaac’s sources. While the first part of the final essay draws on
multiple sources like Malalas and even Euripides’ Hecuba, the
portraits of the Greek heroes are taken directly from Malalas’
Chronicle.>®

Indeed, Isaac himself admits to not knowing why Homer did
not include—at least—the final siege of Troy in his lliad; he
openly criticizes Homer and his selection of material, without
any attempt to justify the omissions (Praef. 59.13-16):

1oV TpdTOV ThHC Taveoredpiog Tpoikhc dAdoeng TodToV, 00K 010

Omog, 101G GKkpowUEvolg kol eviuyxodot T mopovot PBIRAm 008’

omocodv diecdgnoe.

the very way in which Troy was utterly destroyed—I do not know

why—he did not at all explain to the listeners and readers of this

book.
Here is Isaac’s remedy. When he prepares his own manuscript
with the text of the /liad and his commentary on it, he feels the
need to fill the gap that the main author, the poet, has left. Isaac
was aware that a good author, when writing a narrative, should
always include the causes of the event and then tell it from the
beginning to the end—as Aphthonius prescribed. At the same
time, he does not renounce Homer: he could have presented a
version of Malalas or another account of the war; instead, Isaac
chose Homer. The reason why Isaac kept the Iliad and in-
tegrated that account with his own writing at the end is only
speculative; however, it seems logical that Homer’s new-found
eminence and general value for both Byzantine education and

% For an overview of the issue see the summary in J. A. MacPhail, Jr.,
Porphyry’s Homeric Questions on the Iliad (Berlin 2011) 11-12.

56 On some of these see I. Pontani, “The Dignity of Kingship Asserted:
Isaac’s ‘political” Notes on the Iliad,” in Isaac Komnenos 137—148. These kinds
of portraits appear also in Tzetzes’ Allegories of the Iliad prol. 508—835.
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Komnenian society may have influenced his decision. What
matters is that Isaac provides us with a material example of how
to deal with Homer’s gaps and, therefore, with the gaps that
Isaac’s own choice implied.

Eustathios of Thessalonike

In her Homer the Rhetorician,”” Baukje van der Berg dedicates an
entire chapter to describing how, in his rich Parekbolaz on the 1had,
Eustathios of Thessalonike, metropolitan and renowned scholar
of the twelfth century,’® explains Homer’s compositional meth-
od. His works on the /liad and the Odyssey are called parekbolar:
this implies that the commentaries have been compiled, rather
than written, drawn from a huge selection of exegetical material
assembled with the purpose of teaching rhetoric by using Homer
—and not explaining Homer.>® The Parekbolai is a handbook for
schoolmasters and—unlike the scholia—allows for consultation,
or, more generally, reading without the Homeric text.50

In her analysis, van den Berg clearly explains why, according
to Eustathios, Homer selected and arranged the matter in such
a way.%! Even if Achilles” wrath is only a segment of a longer
war, 1t is the “peak of the action” (Gxun t@v €pyov), so it captivates

57 Homer the Rhetorician: Eustathios of Thessalonike on the Composition of the Iliad
(Oxford 2022) 57-103 (“The Skilful Composition of the lliad”).

%8 For an overview of Eustathios’ life see Ronchey in P. Cesaretti and S.
Ronchey, Eustathii Thessalonicensis Exegesis in Canonem lambicum Pentecostalem
(Berlin 2014) 7%-30%*, with previous bibliography.

39 The complete name should be IMopexBoloi t@v eig v TAddo /
‘0dbcoeiav see E. Cullhed (ed.), Eustathios of Thessalonike. Commentary on Homer’s
Odpyssey. Volume 1, on Rhapsodies a—f3 (Uppsala 2016) 2*-3*: extracts from works
on the lliad or Odyssey.

60 This difference is mainly that Tzetzes’ Exegesis of the Iliad like the Little-
and-Big Iliad and the Allegories—at least the Prolegomena and the first fifteen
books—were conceived to be read without the Homeric text. Eustathios

marks the difference between his Parekbolar and an exegesis at Comm. ad Od.
10.12-14 Cullhed.

61 For the full explanation see van den Berg, Homer the Rhetorician 63—73.
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the audience more than a chronological sequence.5? This ex-
planation is essentially drawn directly from the scholia which
also had explained that this last segment of a ten-year war was
the only one worth telling. For Eustathios, this is a display of
Homer’s rhetorical abilities: the pre-planned arrangement of the
events, called oikovouie, and the elaboration of the plot (dwa-
okevn) from the story-line, or fabula.5® For Eustathios, Homer
does rearrange and further elaborate the plot both at the level of
books or single episodes and at the more general level of the
poem as a whole.

On the other hand, Eustathios is fully aware that the tale of
the Trojan War starts long before the Homeric /lad, with the
birth of Paris, ending after the end of the poem with the siege of
the city. He states this at the beginning of his commentary, re-
assuring his “gluttonous” readers that all the events of the war
will be told, just not chronologically.5* Homer starts in medias res
but gives his readers some background by scattering previous
events in the narrative. At the end, the reader has a complete
view of the events.

It is then interesting to see that FEustathios’ definition of an
“Iliad” essentially coincides with that of Tzetzes. In the first lines
of the prologue, Eustathios explains the meaning of the title of
the Homeric poem, the Iliad (Comm. prooem. 5.8-10, 14-21):

o0ty 8¢ v PBifrov cvAlnrtikatepov TAddo éxdiece kol

oVTe dimod &vog Tivog Mg oy AyiAAera § L Toovtov ékadelto, olte

S tovg TMelg, ig dnhadn T v TAéwv pévev nepiéyovooy

Kouked, AN’ 011 mepréyet o kato thv “TAlov cupmesdvia ftol To

Tpoikd ... o0y anAdg éviadBo 6 momtg nepl Tdv TAtéwy Aéyet

1 £noBov, GALG kol toDto pév, oxondg 8¢ adhTd 100 Piiiov, Mg

62 This explanation is given at Comm. ad Il. ad 7.34—35; see further van den
Berg, Homer the Rhetorician 64—66.

63 See van den Berg, Homer the Rhetorician 69—73.

6% Comm ad Il.. prooem. 5.8-15. For an analysis of Eustathios’ readership
and the gluttonous readers see A. Pizzone, “Audiences and Emotions in
Eustathios of Thessalonike’s Commentaries on Homer,” DOP 70 (2016) 225—
244, esp. 229-230.
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Kol o0tOG v mpoowui éxtifetan, einelv Soo kokd €v T Kopd
g 100 AxtAlémg pAvidog kol ot Tpdeg xai ol “EAAnveg énobov
kol péAroto ot “EAAnveg.

He more comprehensively named the present book [liad; it was

named neither after one person, e.g. Achulleid or something similar,

nor after the Ilians, as if, of course, comprising the misery of the

Ilians only, but [it is called [liad] because it contains the events

that happened in relation to Ilium, i.e. the Trojan War. (transl.

van den Berg 193-194)

The answer is clear. The poem is called “Iliad” because it
contains (nepigxer) the facts which happened in Ilion, that is, the
Trojan matter (ta Tpoixd). Eustathios again follows the scholia
by saying that Homer does not name the poem “Achilleid” since
what he offers is a comprehensive view of the events that un-
folded on both sides of the battlefield during a specific timespan,
the “accursed wrath” of Achilles. This equivalence between
“Iliad” and Trojan matter is further strengthened a few lines
later, at the end of the prologue, where, after a morphological
analysis of the word “Ilias,” Eustathios concludes that the
expressions “The Homeric lliad” and “the Trojan matter by
Homer” are equivalent.%

Both Eustathios and Tzetzes give their own explanations of
why Homer covers only a small portion of the war and omit both
the beginning and the end of the war. While Eustathios draws
more faithfully on the previous exegetical tradition, Tzetzes in-
novates, suggesting his own ideas. Despite the diverging ex-
planations, both scholars share the same definition of “Iliad,”
which is essentially that of a historical account of the war.

A Conclusion

For Byzantine authors the Trojan War was a historical reality.
Every account of it was therefore considered a narrative of a real
event. Narratives of real events had to be written according to
the rules set out by Aphthonius and Hermogenes on narratives.

65 Comm. ad Il. prooem. 5.24-27. The expressions are ‘Oufpov ‘TMég and
‘Oufpov Tpwikd.
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Homer and his [liad were therefore a potential problem: there
are no causes and no start of the war, there is no conclusion, and
the timeline is not always clear; Homer however was the Poet,
an author taught in school, whom all who could read deeply
admired, as Manasses and Tzetzes show.

This importance and value attributed to Homer clashed with
how they were taught to write—and read—a text; in the mean-
time, alternative versions of the Trojan War enjoyed great
popularity. This started in the Roman period with Dictys, but it
is the Chronicle of Malalas that secured great popularity for this
more historical version, one which is complete and has no divine
interventions.

In the twelfth century, chroniclers included the Trojan War in
their accounts of world history, again drawing mostly from
Malalas. Manasses is the first to mention Homer, but essentially
only to criticise him. Tzetzes praised Homer and dedicated
many of his writings to the Homeric poems; nonetheless, he is
aware that the events of the Trojan War must be told from the
causes of the war to the tragic siege of the city. This is in fact the
content of his own /flad written in Homeric style. A slightly
different perspective is offered by Isaac Porphyrogennetos, who
remains perplexed by the fact that Homer does not tell the end
of the story; therefore, he decides to add it himself in a prose
work, a coda to his own edition of the lliad. Finally, Eustathios
reassures his readers that Homer only wanted to showcase all his
rhetorical abilities; if read in its entirety, the reader will find that
the book contains all the events from the start of the war to the
end.

When analysed closely, all the authors analysed see an “Iliad”
as it was defined by Eustathios and Tzetzes: an account of the
Trojan matter. The problem arises when they have to explain
why Homer, the best writer of all, wrote a poem without the
causes and the end of the war. The Homeric I/iad does not start
from Paris and Hecuba’s ominous dream and does not finish
with the sack of Troy. This contravenes the theoretical principles
that they were taught and followed. However, despite the
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criticism, those scholars found ways to clarify or excuse Homer,
either by praising other qualities, as Manssases does, or by find-
ing explanations—perhaps even far-fetched and inconsistent—to
clarify his choices. Such a great author cannot fail, even if he
does something wrong.

In conclusion, an answer to the initial question is due: are
there borders between the Trojan matter and Homeric epics in
twelfth-century Homeric scholarship? No, there are not. Homer
is the writer of the Trojan matter: one of the many—of course—
but absolutely the best, or at least the one with the best style.%6

September, 2024 Seeger Center for Hellenic Studies
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66 A draft of this paper was presented at the Oxford University Byzantine
Society Graduate conference in February 2020. It was then thoroughly
reviewed and rewritten during my stay at the Austrian Academy of Sciences
funded by the OeAD (Ernst Mach scholarship and WTZ CZ11/2023 For-
derprogramm “Late Byzantine Narratives between Primary and Secondary
Orality”). During its many phases this paper profited from the advice of many
friends and scholars; I thank Krystina Kubina for her constant advice and
support and (in alphabetical order) Frederick Bird, James Cogbill, Markéta
Kulhankova, Andreas Rhoby, and Nikos Zagklas.
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