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Abbreviations of journal titles follow «LíAnn>e Philologique». Those of the names of ancient authors 
and the titles of their works follow LSJ9, with such exceptions as «Eikasmos» house style dictates; any 
such exceptions ought to be self-explanatory.  

Tzetzesí writings are abbreviated as follows: 
 
Alleg. Il.  Allegories of the Iliad: J.-Fr. Boissonade, Tzetzae Allegoriae Iliadis. Accedunt Psel-

li allegoriae, Lutetiae 1851 

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

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

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

 schol. Carm. Il.  ibid. 102-243 

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

Diff. poet. On the Differences between Poets: W.J.W. Koster, Scholia in Aristophanem, IA: 
Prolegomena de comoedia, Groningen 1975, 84-94 

Ep. Letters: P.A.M. Leone, Ioannis Tzetzae Epistulae, Leipzig 1972 

 schol. Ep.  ibid. 158-174 

Exeg. Il. Exegesis of the Iliad: M. Papathomopoulos, ?@A),4#. -5*33&9 B%0''01#$&C 
1&C DEF1E&9 (G. 1H3 I'A%&9 -+#*=0, JKL30# 2007 

 schol. Exeg. Il.  ibid. 417-460 

Hist.  Histories (Chiliads): P.A.M. Leone, Ioannis Tzetzae Historiae, Galatina 20072 

 schol. Hist.   ibid. 529-569 

Iamb.  Iambs: P.L.M. Leone, Ioannis Tzetzae iambi, «RSBN» n.s. VI-VII (1969-1970) 
127-156 

Prol. com. Introduction to Comedy: W.J.W. Koster, Scholia in Aristophanem, IA: Prolego-
mena de comoedia, Groningen 1975, 22-38 



 viii 

S. Lucia Life of St. Lucy: G. Sola, Ioannis Tzetzis hypomnema et S. Methodii patriarchae 
canon in S. Luciam (2), «Roma e líOriente» XV (1918) 48-53; (3), XVI (1918) 106-
115; (4), XVII (1919) 90-105 

schol. Ar. Nub.  Scholia to Aristophanesí Clouds: D. Holwerda, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristo-
phanem, II: Commentarium in Nubes, Groningen-Amsterdam 1960 

schol. Ar. Plut. Scholia to Aristophanesí Plutus: L. Massa Positano, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Ari-
stophanem, fasc. I: Prolegomena et commentarium in Plutum, Groningen 1960 

schol. Ar. Ran.  Scholia to Aristophanesí Frogs: W.J.W. Koster, Jo. Tzetzae commentarii in Aristo-
phanem, III: Commentarium in Ranas et in Aves, argumentum Equitum, Groningen 
1962 

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

schol. Hes. Op. Scholia to Hesiodís Works and Days: Th. Gaisford, Poetae Graeci minores, III: 
Scholia ad Hesiodum, Oxonii 1820 

schol. Lyc. Scholia to Lycophron: E. Scheer, Lycophronis Alexandra, II: Scholia, Berolini 1908 

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

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

Trag. poes.  On Tragic Poetry: G. Pace, Giovanni Tzetzes. La poesia tragica, Napoli 20112 
 
For a complete list of Tzetzesí works and their respective editions see I.C. Nesseris, M /0#=(<0 41,3 
N5341031#3&6/&+, $01* 1&3 12& 0#O30, diss. Ioannina 2014, II, 515-540. 

 



Epistulae ad exercitationem accommodatae: 
Notes on some fictional epistles by John Tzetzes 

 
 
 
 
1. Epistulae ad exercitationem accommodatae or Musterbriefe? 
 
John Tzetzes1 wrote 107 epistles which can be dated to the timeframe between the 
30s and the 60s of the twelfth century. These letters were organized in a proper 
corpus and arranged for publication by the author himself, who provided them with 
a systematic commentary ñ ! "#"$%& '()%*+,-, commonly referred to as Chiliads. 
The Epistles and the Chiliads are conceived to be complementary one to the other: 
this is a strong mark of originality that makes Tzetzesí epistles stand out from the 
rest of Byzantine letters collections. 

The debate concerning the utilitarianism and fictionality of Byzantine episto-
lography which animated the twentieth century2 has nowadays found a balance in 
the coexistence of both aspects in the different stages of reception and fruition of 
letters3. Although recognizing the high level of formality and literary elaboration of 
Byzantine epistles, which were meant for performance and publication, critics have 
recognized their value in the framework of .lites communication and their impor-
tance for historical documentation.  

Neither the production of letters on commission nor the composition of epis-
tles intended to be used in schools were uncommon practices in the Byzantine 

 
*  I would like to thank Enrico Emanuele Prodi for his valuable advice: this work has been 

significantly improved by his contribution. 
1  For biographical information concerning John Tzetzes and his activity, see I. Nesseris, ! 

"#$%&'# ()*+ ,-+()#+)$+./".0* 1#)2 ).+ 12. #$3+#, I, diss. Ioannina 2014, 158-197 (available 
at http://hdl.handle.net/10442/hedi/40859); F. Pontani, Scholarship in the Byzantine Empire, in F. 
Montanari-S. Matthaios-A. Rengakos (edd.), Brillís Companion to Ancient Greek Scholarship, I, 
Leiden-Boston 2015, 297-455: 378-385.  

2  Byzantine epistolography suffered from a systematic devaluation from scholars due to its 
obscurity and its lack of concreteness: see the famous and emblematic judgement by Jenkins, «a 
Byzantine letter is an impersonal rhetorical flourish which either contains no message at all, or, if it 
does, the message is couched in so obscure and allusive a fashion as to be nearly unintelligible» (R. J. 
H. Jenkins, The Hellenistic origins of Byzantine literature, «DOP» XVII (1963) 37-52: 45). See also 
the quotations listed by M. Mullett, Theophylact of Ochrid: Reading the Letters of a Byzantine Arch-
bishop, Aldershot 1997, 23-31. 

3 On the reception of letters see M. Mullett, Theophylact cit. 31-43. 
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learned milieu. Both the reading of letters in school4 and the connection between 
preparatory exercises, in particular ethopoiia5, and the epistolary genre are attested. 
It is likely that Tzetzes used some of his letters during his teaching activity; the 
endeavour of the production of the Chiliads itself (whose material is usually very 
well suited to teaching purposes) could point toward this direction. It being 
understood that all letters were eligible for use in teaching at a later stage of their 
reception, being by their very nature an expression of a public and ceremonial kind 
of communication6, some letters stand out from the corpus to various extents for their 
level of fictionality. Tzetzesí letter collection is advisedly recognized as a very useful 
instrument for tracing Tzetzesí network7. Nevertheless, critics have set aside some 
of these letters, considering them as not belonging to a proper communication 
network but rather being conceived from the beginning as models of epistolary 
communication. 

In his edition, P.L. Leone singled out ten letters as being fictional literary 
exercises of sorts. He pointed out that Neque desunt epistulae (7, 9, 11, 12, 15, 30, 
52, 62-64) quae non idcirco ut mitterentur scriptae sunt, sed tamquam ad exercita-
tionem accommodatae orationis suae ostentandae gratia a Tzetza compositae esse 
videntur8. Leone takes the expression ad exercitationem accommodatae from Giske9, 
who in turn borrows it from the title of the collection of fictitious epistolary models 
for school by Gasparino Barzizza (Epistolae ad exercitationem accomodatae, pre-
cisely), quoted by F/rster10. Gr0nbart adds five more letters to this list (Ep. 16, 17, 

 
4  A. Markopoulos, Anonymi Professoris Epistulae, Berlin-New York 2000. 
5  See Mullett, Theophylact cit. 42-43 and O. Vox, Paideia ed esercizi retorici in Alcifrone, 

in Id. (ed.), Lettere, mimesi, retorica. Studi sullíepistolografia letteraria greca di et! imperiale e tardo 
antica, Lecce 2013, 203-250. 

6  Mullett, Theophylact cit. 17 speaks of «public intimacy». 
7  M. Gr4nbart, Prosopographische Beitr"ge zum Briefcorpus des Ioannes Tzetzes, «J5Byz» 

XLVI (1996) 175-226. On Byzantine epistolography as a source for the knowledge of history, social 
network structure and everyday life, see P. Hatlie, Redeeming Byzantine epistolography, «BMGS» XX 
(1996) 213-248 and M. Mullett, The detection of relationship in middle-Byzantine literary texts: the 
case of letters and letter-networks, in W. H6rander-M. Gr4nbart (edd.), Lí#pistolographie et la po$sie 
$pigrammatique. Projets actuels et questions de m$thodologie. «Actes de la 16e table ronde», Paris 
2003, 63-74. 

8  P.A.M. Leone, Ioannis Tzetzae Epistulae, Leipzig 1972, xviii-xix. The Greek text of all 
epistles comes from Leoneís edition, with only some occasional changes in punctuation. Translations 
are my own. 

9  H. Giske, De Ioannis Teztzae scriptis ac vita, Rostock 1881, 4. 
10  R. F6rster, Francesco Zambeccari und die Briefe des Libanios, Stuttgart 1878, 279. 
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20, 35, 41) and refers to them as Musterbriefe, model letters11: his classification 
includes all the epistles which have an anonymous recipient (or whose sender is not 
supposed to be the author himself) and which must thus be understood as «Muster-
briefe bzw. Auftragswerke»12, ìmodel letters or letters on commissionî.  

The letters which have been singled out for fictionality are thus, altogether, 15 
out of 107: Ep. 7, 9, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 20, 30, 35, 41, 52, 62, 63, and 64, all belonging 
to the first section of the collection. Nevertheless, these letters cannot be classified 
as a unique compact group under the label of ëfictional lettersí: rather, a distinction 
has to be made between them.  

 
2. Dealing with authority. Six progymnasmata-epistles in John Tzetzesí corpus 
 
If «every letter must be interpreted in terms of what is known of the recipient as well 
as the writer»13, a first discriminating factor is precisely if and how sender and 
recipient are made explicit in the epistleís title. In six letters (Ep. 7, 9, 11, 15, 30, 
52), the sender is mentioned using the indefinite pronoun, with the formula ›& 123 
)+-%&, ìas if from somebodyî. The first to notice the peculiarity of this expression 
was Giske, who pointed it out as a marker of fictitiousness: ac primum quidem iam 
id, quod alii epistularum tituli habent illud ›& 123 )+-%&, carent alii, demonstrat 
aliquid interesse inter has et illas14. The sequence ›& 123 + genitive is undoubtedly 
used to point out a difference between the persona loquens and the author regardless 
of genre: it can be found in the title of poems (e.g. Psellos Carm. 64 Westerink15), 
progymnasmata (e.g. an ethopoiia by Nicholas Mesarites16) and, of course, epistles 
(e.g. Michael Gabras, Ep. 414 Fatouros17). In epistolography, the indefinite pronoun 
is not unique to Tzetzesí corpus (see e.g. the above-mentioned letter of Gabras), but 
it is more frequent in it comparison to other authorsí collections. Being one of Tze-
tzesí peculiar features, the presence of ›& 123 )+-%& shows a deliberate precision in 

 
11  A similar appellation was introduced by Hunger in his classification of four different 

typologies of Byzantine epistles: he speaks of «Klischeebriefe», ìepistolary modelsî, being the fourth 
sub-category (d) of the third typology, «Literarische Briefe», ìliterary epistlesî. See H. Hunger, Die 
hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, I: Philosophie ñ Rhetorik ñ Epistolographie ñ 
Geschichtsschreibung ñ Geographie, M4nchen 1978, 204-206. 

12  Gr4nbart, o.c. 180-181.  
13  Mullett, Theophylact cit. 18. 
14  Giske, o.c. 5. 
15  L.G. Westerink, Michaelis Pselli Poemata, Stuttgart-Leipzig 1992.    
16  B. Flusin, Nicolas M$sarit%s. #thop$e d'un astrologue qui ne put devenir patriarche, in 

«M7langes Gilbert Dagron», Paris 2002, 235-241. 
17  G. Fatouros, Die Briefe des Michael Gabras, Vienna 1973. 
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the designation of the sender as indefinite and cannot be considered as irrelevant. 
The formula ›& 123 )+-%& should thus be considered distinctive not only comparing 
to the 92 ërealí letters of the corpus but also comparing to the nine epistles which 
have been included by critics in the number of the fictional letters without having 
this marker.  

Out of these six letters, Ep. 52 has a particular status, having both the sender 
and the receiver plainly marked as fictional: 

 
Ep. 52 

Â! "#$ %&'(! #)$! %&'* 

4Ã5 62+$7(8%-9& !89:&, 6- 5;*#< )*+=#$>)9 1?9$=Ó 5@*+9 A93?B*9, %Ã5 
62+$7(8%-9& !89:& 1CD2>& 6(8Ó- 5EÚ 8F$$%- )G& (G& 5EHE*F& 5EÚ 
1?3$%;I J-H9- )%+ 8>?Ó (;-KH9+ 8>?Ó -@))9 !8F& )E:& C*E=E:& ·(29* 
)+-Ï& 29*Ú =+$#E- -BH*%ˆ& 5EÚ 18-78%-E&. L89:& CÏ* 5EHí M5D()>- ›& 
Õ2Ó* !8,- EÃ),- Õ2Ó* )G& (G& 1CD2>& Õ29*$E$%N89- 2*Ù& )Ù- OC+K-
)E)%- !8,- ?9(23)>- )9 5EÚ 2E)P*E, Q(E ?R 5EÚ ?;-D89HE. S2%$E"T- 
?Ó 5EÚ )Ï ()E$P-)E 8%+ 1C*+8E:E 2E*Ï )G& (G& 1?9$=3)>)%& 9ÃUE*#-
()>(E )V ƒ-)B& 29*Ú !8F& 1?9$=+5V ?+EHP(9+ (%; 5EÚ ?+Ï )%N 2E*3-)%& 
8%; C*D88E)%& 2*%(5;-, (9 5EÚ 5E)E(2DW%8E+ )Ù- 68Ù- 1?9$=3-. 
û**B(%. 

 
To somebody as from someone 

I am not neglectful, Theodore, most beloved brother in God, I am not neglect-
ful of your affection and especially of your goodness and your honesty; so, do 
not urge and do not press me with letters as you would do with somebody who 
is sluggish and neglectful in friendship. Sure enough, I am talking every day 
to our most holy Lord and Father for your sake as well as for mine, as much 
as I can. Receiving the venison that was sent me from your brotherhood, I sin-
cerely thank your fraternal disposition towards me, and with this letter I revere 
you and I embrace you as my brother. Farewell. 
 
The fictionality of this letter, which is a basic epistolary model, is clearly 

stated by the title, where both the sender and the recipient are referred to with indefi-
nite pronouns (›& 123 )+-%& 2*Ù& )+-E). Judging from the epithets they are quali-
fied with, the two correspondents are likely to be monks, but there is no further clue 
about them: even the name of the recipient, Theodore (ëa gift from Godí), could be 
merely a standard name. The epistle, which is a model of a high-standard epistolary 
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conversation between equals18, does not provide any other information. The letter is 
a sort of repertoire of themes and tones which were typical of Byzantine epistolog-
raphy: the absence of the sender (who is absent bodily, but not spiritually)19, the 
expression of friendship20, the exchange of gifts21. The communication focusses on 
conventional friendship-related themes22: brotherly affection and loyalty, the vivid 
memory of the friend, the mediation for the friendís sake, the gratitude for a gift, 
friendly devotion.  

In five other letters (Ep. 7, 9, 11, 15, 30) the indefinite pronoun occurs only in 
the designation of the sender, while the recipient is qualified differently (generally 
by the post he holds). In three epistles, the senderís specific role or position is men-
tioned (a deacon, a stranger, a eunuch), while in two others he is described merely 
with the indefinite formula:  

 
Ep. 7: Â& 123 )+-%& ?+E53-%; 2*Ù& 62#(5%2%- 
Ep. 9: Â& 123 )+-%& XP-%; 2*Ù& )Ù- )%N YE-)9232)%; !C%@89-%- 
Ep. 11:  Z[ \E$7-< ?%;5Ú A*]5>(#%; ›& 123 )+-%& 9Ã-%@U%; "E^%@$%; 

2%*=;*%C9--7)%; 
Ep. 15: Z[ '9*B)D)< 8>)*%2%$#)_ YE)*,- ›& 123 )+-%& 
Ep. 30:  Z[ 2E)*+D*U_ 5;*[ `+UER$ ›& 123 )+-%& 
 
In any case, while the expression ›& 123 + genitive, taken on its own, could 

have simply attributed the letter to a different persona loquens, for instance a real 
sender who commissioned to Tzetzes the drafting of the letter, the presence of the 
indefinite pronoun works rather as a precise mark of fictionality. In most cases, a 
precise communicative situation is built up, and the letters are imagined to be 
addressed to a well-defined authority in a quite specific occasion. These letters offer 
some examples of epistolary communication with clergymen belonging to various 
ranks of the ecclesiastical hierarchy (the bishop, Ep. 7; the abbot, Ep. 9; the metro-
politan, Ep. 15; the patriarch, Ep. 30) and, in a single case, with a non-ecclesiastic 

 
18  The presence of the appellative 8%&09:; indicates that the characters involved are equals, 

while a communication directed to a %&(":)*; from a %.<0.; implies «a superior / inferior relation-
ship»; see Mullett, The detection cit. 70. 

19  See Mullett, Theophylact cit. 13-15. 
20  Friendship was one of the most important themes of Byzantine epistolography, if not the 

most important overall. See Hunger, Die hochsprachliche cit. 222-223. 
21  See Mullett, Theophylact cit. 32-34. 
22 See Gr4nbart, o.c. 183: «Dieser Brief ist ein Muster f4r die Pflege des freundschaftlichen 

Tones». 
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authority (the doux, Ep. 11). The systematic use of the terms ?%N$%& and ?9(23)>& 
states that the communicative act has a vertical direction: these epistles do not 
concern peer-to-peer conversation (as Ep. 52 does) but address higher-ranking mem-
bers of the hierarchy23. These epistles seem to be meant to offer a model of interac-
tion with authority, in order to address in an appropriate way someone who outranks 
the sender.  

 
Ep. 7 

Â! "#$ %&'(! +&*,$'(- #)Ù! .#/0,(#(' 

LC+E(8P-9 8%+ ?P(2%)E, ! ),- C9>*,- 2*EC8D)B- =%*Ï ›& 65 =@(9B& 
19+**3B& 5;"9;%8P-> 5EÚ 89)E2#2)%;(E -N- 5E+*Ù- !8:- 629+(7CEC9 
?+E+)>)R- 15*+"G 5EÚ )E$E-)%NU%- =+$#E& 62+C-K8%-E. a9#X9+& ?Ó -N- 
5EÚ EÃ)Ù& 9b 8R )>-D$$B& c(E- 8NH%+ )Ï 2*K>- $9C389-E 2E*Ï (%N, ›& 
Õ2Ó* !8,- Õ29*$E$7(E+& ¡$%(U9*P()9*%- U>*9;%@(>& )+-Ù& 655$>(#E& 
)%N -E;5$>*%N-)%& EÃ)7-, 5EÚ ›& ?9#XE+& =+$#E- ƒ-)B& 15*E+=-9()D-
)>- 5EÚ 12*%(2%#>)%- 5EÚ )G& (G& 9ÃC9-9#E& 62DX+%-. dE$9: CD* (9 
8%-%-%;UÚ EÃ)Ù& ¡ 5E+*3&, -EÚ 8R- 5EÚ ! U>*9@%;(E `#?9+E, 2$>*,(E+ 
15*E+=-9()D)>- (%; )G& =+$#E& Õ23(U9(+- 1CB-+(D89-%- $#E- 5E$,& 
Õ2Ó* 1-?*Ù& C->(#%; 5EÚ =#$%; )%N)%- )Ù- ?#E;$%-. eb ?P C9 )%N)%- 
19H$9@(E& 2$>*K(9+& )Ù- f9H$%-, )Ï 8Ó- $%+2Ï )G& =+$#E& (+C,, )%N)% 
?Ó %Ã5 ¿5-7(E+8+ )*E-3)9*%- 62+=HPCXE(HE+, ›& 8#E 2%#8-> 6(9:)E+ •  
 

As from a deacon to a bishop 

My saintly lord, the movement of earthly things, since by nature it incessantly 
plays at dice and undergoes changes, has now given me the occasion to judge 
accurately and assess the balance of your friendship. and as a judge holding 
the balance of affection. You will now show if the words you recently said 
were not mere words, that you would speak on my behalf if a Church was in 
absolute need of a guide, and you would give proof of a friendship that is truly 
most pure and unfeigned and worthy of your nobility. It is all but the occasion 
itself ñ yes, and Midea which lacks a guide ñ that calls you to keep your most 
pure promise of friendship, accomplishing with extraordinary success this run 
of an honest and beloved man. If, after your struggling, you will have carried 
out the challenge, I will omit the rest about friendship; but I would not hesitate 
to declare this more clearly: that your flock and Midea will be a single herd.  

 
23  See n. 18. 
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)9 (R 5EÚ ! `#?9+E. gCT ?Ó f(U%$%& 8;*#E+& C9-389-%& ?%;$9#E+& 5EÚ 
29*+()D(9(+- EÃ)%2*%(K2B& b?9:- (9 %Ã5 h(U;(E ?+Ï )Ù 8R 6X9$H9:- 
89 2D-)B& EÃ)3H+I 9b?T& ?Ó )R- =+$#E- Q(E 5EÚ ?@-E)E+, ?+Ï )G& 
2E*%@(>& C*E=G& 8%; †X#B(E )R- (R- 89CE$%=+$#E- i8E 5EÚ 89CE$3-
-%+E- ),- =+$+5,- H9(8,- 8R $EHP(HE+. û**B(3 8%+ ! '9*Ï 59=E$R 5EÚ 
Eb?P(+8%&. 
 
For my part, having become busy due to countless work and contingencies, I 
could not see you in person, since I absolutely could not leave at the moment; 
but knowing friendship and the things it can do, I pray through the present 
letter that the greatness of your affection and the greatness of your spirit does 
not forget the laws of friendship. Farewell, holy and venerable head. 
 
In Ep. 7 a deacon addresses a bishop inviting him to fill the vacant see of the 

city of Midea24. All we know about the characters involved is their position in the 
ecclesiastical hierarchy, which reveals a communication from a low-rank ecclesiastic 
to a high-rank one. The concrete occasion is quite clearly alluded as the appointment 
of a new bishop for the city of Midea, which is described as being desperately in 
need of a guide. The deacon apologizes to him for not having met him in person, 
adducing some general occupation that made him too busy to leave, and asks for 
friendship and goodwill. The reference to friendship implies a more concrete request: 
the sender aspires to hold the vacant post and asks the recipient to give him a 
preferential treatment while filling the post. The request follows a promise from the 
recipient himself, a promise that the sender hopes will be something more than mere 
words. There is no reference to time and space, and even the reference to the city of 
Midea could be the result of a conventional choice. The name ëMideaí in this letter 
is glossed in the Chiliads (Hist. VI 72, 670-697) in a passage in which Tzetzes draws 
up a list of names which are very similar in sound and spelling but different in 
meaning: `>?9#E&, `>?#E&, `+?9#E&, `9+?#E&25. This Chiliads passage shows an 
unusual and unprecedented treatment of the myth of king Midas. The reference to 

 
24  The name ='%&$# could be a misspelling of =*%&'#, a city in western Thrace mentioned 

in the Notitia episcopatum (cfr. Not. Episc. 17,262 Darrouz>s); see also H. Ahrweiler, G$ographie 
historique du monde m$diterran$en, Paris 1988, 246. 

25  The first three nouns disambiguated in the list replicate the sequence of Suda ? 878-880 
Adler. The attention dedicated to spelling is likely to reflect Tzetzesí contempt for a certain attitude 
toward schedography. For Tzetzesí criticism against schedographers, see P.A. Agapitos, John Tzetzes 
and the blemish examiners: a Byzantine teacher on schedography, everyday language and writerly 
disposition, «MEG» XVII (2017) 7-27. 



GERBI 140 

the city of Midea brings in the history of its founder, kind Midas. In the Chiliads, 
Midas is associated to ploughing and his accession to the throne is presented as 
fortuitous and unwilling: while he is going and ploughing, he is physically seized by 
the Phrygians, who needed a king, and crowned as their sovereign26. The history of 
king Midas is used to recall the appointment of the sender as the bishop of Midea: 
as in the mythical past Midas was compelled to be king by the will of the Phrygians, 
now the city itself, which is lacking a guide (Ep. 7, pp. 15,23-16,2 Leone: 5E$9: 
CD* (9 [Ö] ! U>*9@%;(E ̀ #?9+E), seems to urge the recipient to become its bishop. 

 
Ep. 9 

Â! "#$ %&'(! ξ1'(- #)Ù! %Ù' %(2 3*'%4#$#%(- 56(784'(' 

Z%$8,- ¡ ?%N$3& (%;, H9%9+?P()E)9 ?P(2%)E, 5EÚ 2D$+- ?P%8E+ )G& (G& 
1-)+$7j9B&I ?+P(<W9& 2*Ú- !8F& Õ2Ù )R- (R- 5+"B)3-, )R- OC#E- $PCB 
8%-7-, 65 )%N 5E)E5$;(8%N ),- "+B)+5,- 29*+()D(9B-, ·(29* ¡ k,P 
2%)9 )R- ),- O2D-)B- WlB- 1238%+*E-, 5EÚ 2E-)%#B& !8F& U9+*ECB-
C,- 29*+PHE$29&. Â& ?Ó )G& (G& 129=%+)7(E89- 5+"B)%N (%–2B CÏ* 
6=í !8F& )Ù )G& "E(+$+5G& 1CE-E5)7(9B& —?B* 6532E(9), 8;*#%+& )%:&  
?;(U9*P(+ 2E$E#%89- 5*@9+ )9 18P)*< 2>C-@89-%+ 5EÚ ),- 1-EC5E#B- 
O2D-)B- ()9*%@89-%+. û-H9- )%+ 5EÚ 2D$+- ·(29* Õ23 )+-E (B)7*+%- 
 
As from a foreigner to the abbot of the monastery of Christ Pantepoptes 

I dare to call myself your servant, my godly lord, and again I need your protec-
tion; you have saved me before in your Ark ñ I mean your sacred monastery 
ñ from the flood of the difficulties of life, as Noah once saved a portion of all 
the living animals, and in guiding me you took care of me in all kinds of ways. 
Since I left your Ark ñ since for me the flood of the emperorís anger has not 
stopped yet ñ I have been facing countless hurdles, paralyzed by an immeasur- 
able frost and devoid of all the necessary. Therefore, I seek salvation again in 
your godly protection as in a saving Ark, and I beg to have your former 
 

 
26  Hist. VI 72, 686-688: ='%#; @ÏA .”).; 8?#B&ˆ; C+ )D+ 8".)A&E:+)-+ / F:#; 0#FG+ 

1#Ú HA.)A.+, IBJ0K&+ 8A.)A&/(-+L / .M NA/@&; %í 8+#A"2B#+)&; ".$.<($ F#($0O# (ìMidas, who 
worked as a ploughman, took his oxen and his plough and went out ploughing, but the Phrygians took 
him and made him their kingî). This situation is a mythographic hapax appearing only in Tzetzes, since 
in Arrian (An. II 3) all this story is referred to Midasí father Gordius, rather than to Midas himself. A 
parallel can be found only within Tzetzesí own work: in schol. Ar. Plut. 287 Massa Positano the same 
history is reported with almost the same words in an abridged version of this passage. 
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5+"B)Ù- 2*Ù& )R- (R- H9E+?9()D)>- 5E)E=9@CB 1-)#$>j+-, U9+*ECB-
C#E& )9 )G& 2*%)P*E& );U9:- 1X+, 5EHí Q(%- ¡ H9Ù& ¡?>C7(9+ (9. dEÚ 
)#& CÏ* %—)B& ›& (ˆ H9%N 8+8>)7&, ),- 29-9()P*B- 5>?389-%&, )*%=R 
29+-K-)B-, 23*%& 123*B- 5EÚ (;-9$T- 9b29:- HD$E((E 2E-)%#B- 
5E$,-; 

S$$í ‚ Y*%8>H9N, 6-?9,- 9Ã9*CP)E,  
1-Hí „- )Ï 2D-)E );CUD-9+& )%:& 123*%+&, 
1-)+89)*7(E+ (%+ H9Ù& 2E-)%5*D)B*  
5$G*%- 5E)E(U9:- )G& g?Ó8 5$>*%;U#E&. 

 
guidance in as much as God will lead you. Who could be said to be, to such 
an extent as you, an imitator of God, a man caring about the poor, a 
nourishment for the starving, a way for the ones who have no way out and a 
sea that gathers all sort of goods?  

        But, o Prometheus, benefactor of the poor,  
        In return for all the things you are for the desperate ones 
        May Almighty God reward you  
        by giving you a lot in the land of Eden. 
 
Ep. 9 is a request addressed to the abbot of the Monastery of Christ Pantepop-

tes from an unspecified foreigner who declares himself in severe trouble, because 
someone in the court is opposing him. The epistle, which has a laudatory tone, offers 
an example of how to beg a higher-ranking person in order to obtain hospitality and 
protection. Great attention is paid to the choice of words, imagery, and allusions. The 
text has a solid and well-organized figurative basis: the image of the monastery in 
which the foreigner hope to find asylum is entrenched in the metaphor of Noahís 
Ark, the image of the flood of lifeís harshness is based on the flood myth narrated in 
the book of Genesis. The anger of God that originated the flood is replicated in the 
"E(+$+57 1CE-D5)>(+& which threatens the sender and compels him to seek refuge 
in his Ark once more.  

The letter ends with four dodecasyllabic verses where the abbot, being a 
generous benefactor, is depicted as a Prometheus bound to be rewarded by God with 
a place in Eden. One could argue that Prometheus, although being undoubtedly a 
benefactor, did not quite receive a prize in return for his philanthropy; nevertheless, 
the choice of Prometheus is not left to chance. The Titan is effectively a perfect 
character for symbolizing benefaction toward mankind, and the association between 
Prometheus and a prize obtained from God could satisfy a certain taste for oxy-
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moron, creating a sharper imagery. The Titanís name itself could moreover be, in 
Tzetzesí mind, a citation of the Christís epithet Pantepoptes, eponymous of the mon-
astery. The choice of this monastery, founded by Anna Delassene circa 1087 and 
named after ìChrist the All-Seeingî, is easily attributable to the great importance it 
had acquired during the Komnenian age, to the strong link it had with the Komne-
nians themselves and to the role it had in the statement of their power27. Prometheusís 
name, meaning ìforeseeingî, ìforeknowingî (in opposition to his brother Epime-
theus, the ìafter-thinkerî) could thus be a fine reference to the epithet Pantepoptes 
of the title.  

 
Ep. 11 

9: ;*<='> +(-,Ú ?)@,A0/(- ›! "#$ %&'(! 4Ã'(7B(- C*D(7<(- 
#()E-)(64''=%(- 

`9CE$92+=E-P()E)P 8%+ EÃHP-)E 5EÚ 1?9$=Ó ?%ˆX )%N HP8E)%& A*]5>-
(#%;, =G8E+ 2%$$EÚ 2%$$EU%N )Ù (Ù- =+$%?#5E+%- 29*+H*;$$%N(+ 5EÚ 
5>*;59@%;(+-I !89:& ?Ó 83-%+, ›& J%+59, 2E*Ï )G& (G& 89CE$92+=E-9#E& 
)Ù m+$%2%#89-%& 2D(U9+- ?%5%N89-. m+$%2%#8>- CÏ* 659:-%& ¡ d*E@(+-
?%& ()*E)>CÙ& Õ2G*U9- n$$D?%&, 1-R* ?Ó )f$$E C9--E:%& )9$,- 6-P?9+  
 
To Galen, dοux of the Thracesian Theme, as from a eunuch, advisor of a 

porphyrogenite. 

My most eminent lord and brother, doux of the Thracesian Theme, many 
reports resound everywhere and announce your love for justice, but I alone, it 
seems, appear to suffer the fate of Philopoemen from your Eminence. Philo-
poemen, son of Crausis28, was general of Greece, although he was regarded as 
 

 
27 Scholars usually identify the Pantepoptes monastery with the mosque which is nowadays 

called Eski İmaret Camii, even if this identification is not unanimous. In regard of the monastery, see 
the introductive section of R. Flaminio, La decorazione scultorea della chiesa di Cristo Pantepoptes 
(Eski İmaret Camii) a Costantinopoli, in Ch. Pennas-C. Vanderheyde (edd.), La sculpture byzantine, 
VIIe-XIIe si%cles. «Actes du colloque international organis7 par la 2e Pphorie des antiquit7s byzantines 
et l'Pcole franQaise díAth>nes (6-8 septembre 2000)», Ath>nes 2008, 39-53. Concerning the debate on 
the identification: C. Mango, Where at Constantinople was the monastery of Christos Pantepoptes?, 
«R&0)'.+ )*; SA$()$#+$1T; UAV#$.0.@$1T; W)#$A&'#;» SS/3 (1998) 87-88. 

28  The name of Philopoemenís father is attested in all the sources as Craugis (e.g. Plut. Phil. 
1,1; Paus. IV 29,8, VIII 49,2, etc.) but in Tzetzesí works, whether it is due to a conscious innovation or 
to inaccuracy, it is always spelled ,A#<($;, a form for whom there are no other parallels.  
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8%*=G&. û-H9- )%+ 5EÚ 2*Ù& M()#E(+- 6& 29*+=E-%N& )+-%& 5$>H9Ú& 
`9CE*PB& 5EÚ 129$HT- )G& 12*92%N& 659#-%; 8%*=G& 2*P2%;(E- )+-
8B*#E- 6=9@*E)%. û);U9 CÏ* %h5%+ )[ )3)9 8R 2E*9:-E+ )Ù- `9CE*PE, 
! ?Ó )%N `9CE*PB& 659#-%; C;-R ?;(9+?G )Ù- m+$%2%#89-E "$PjE(E 
X@$E (U#W9+- 59$9@9+ H9*D2%-)E )%N)%- -%8#(E(EI ¡ ?í o- )Ù- )*32%- 
62+9+5R& )Ù 59$9;(HÓ- ?+9+*CDW9)%. Â& ?í ¡ `9CE*9ˆ& 6$HT- 5EÚ b?T- 
)%N)%- 1-P5*EC9I ìZ# )%N)% ?*p&, ‚ m+$%2%#8>-;î ìZ# ?í f$$%î, =>(Ú- 
659:-%&, ì¢ 5E5F& 8%*=F& )#--;8+ ?#5E-;î dEÚ !89:& ?P, ›& J%+59, 2E*Ï 
(%N 9Ã-%;U+5%N (K8E)%& 1(H9-%N& )+--@%89- ?#5E&. Z# ?P 8%+ "%@$9)E+ 
)EN)E 5E)D5%;9. S-9j+F& 68G& ¿*=E-G& 6- )[ Õ2Ù (Ó HP8E)+ 5)G8E 
);CUD-9+ 2*%D()9+%- 5EÚ 2E-)%#B& 62>*9DW9)E+ ¢ 5EÚ )9$9#B& 5E)E"+-
"*K(59)E+. SX+, C%N- )R- (R- 89CE$92+=D-9+E- 6EHG-E+ )%N)% 1-9-
2>*PE()%-, 5EÚ qX9+& 5EÚ 12Ù H9%N UD*+- 5EÚ 1=í !8,- 1CD2>- 5EÚ 
1-E57*;X+-I 9b ?í %–, ¡ 68Ù& EÃHP-)>& 9b(DX9+ 89 5EÚ r+=7(%8E+ 2E*Ï 
23?E& )%N 5*E)E+%N !8,- EÃ)%5*D)%*%& )%N 2D-)E ?+5E#B& 5*#-9+- 
9b?3)%&, 515 )%@)%; 8%+ 2D$+- 62E-E$D8j%+ )Ù ?#5E+%-. L 1CD2> (%; 
UE*+(H9#> 8%+.   
 
excellent as for the rest, he lacked in beauty. For this reason, when he was 
invited to a banquet by a famous man of Megara, getting there, he discovered 
the punishment that befitted his unbefitting appearance. Indeed, it happened 
that the Megarian was not at home at that time: that manís wife, seeing that 
Philopoemen was ugly, commanded him to chop the wood, mistaking him for 
a servant. Since he had a mild nature, he obeyed the order. When, after coming 
back and seeing all that, the Megarian cried out: ìWhy are you doing this, 
Philopoemen?î he said: ìWhy on earth, if not to serve the sentence for my 
ugliness?î And I too, it seems, serve the sentence for my weak eunuchís body 
at your hands. Listen what it means for me. In the Theme that you rule, there 
is a suburban possession belonging to a cousin of mine who has no relatives, 
and it is being damaged in all kinds of ways and it is completely decaying. I 
beg therefore your Eminence to keep it safe; you will get grace from God, and 
love and public praise from me. Otherwise, my lord will introduce me, and I 
will throw myself at the feet of our powerful emperor, who knows how to 
judge everything fairly, and thanks to him justice will shine again for me. May 
your love show favour to me.  
 
In Ep. 11 the characters are described with a higher level of specificity, to such 

a point that we can identify the time and the place to whom the situation refers. The 
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sender is an unnamed eunuch, defined by his role as advisor of a porphyrogenite, 
and the receiver is Galen, doux of the Thracesian theme. Gr0nbart identifies the 
recipient with the Galen who is attested in 1133 as katepano in Smyrna (which is in 
the theme of the Thracesians) and dates the epistle to 113929. The emperor whom the 
sender declares himself ready to address if the doux refuses to help is anyway John 
II Komnenos (who reigned until 1143).  

The communicative occasion is a request of protection (or a preventive move 
against any malversation) on behalf of a cousin, addressed to the doux by a eunuch 
holding a high place in the court. It is not clear which of the two ranks higher, since 
the addressee is called EÃHP-)E 5EÚ 1?9$=P, but the relationship seems to be one 
between equals. The qualification of the sender as a eunuch is not a descriptive detail 
of secondary importance, since it imprints an important mark on the text. The 
senderís actual claim appears indeed to be relegated to a hasty and quite vague 
mention toward the end of the epistle30, whose more substantial part deals with the 
senderís personal condition, filtrated through the anecdote of Philopoemen, the 
Greek general who was strong and noble, but, it seems, outstandingly ugly31. Just as 
Philopoemen, mistaken for a servant, must expiate his ugliness, similarly the sender, 
in spite of his high social position, perceives his condition of eunouchia as something 
to atone for32. The narrative element is of paramount importance, since the anecdote 
is extensively narrated and occupies most of the epistle, whose tone is even animated 
by the use of direct speech33. The model of ethopoiia appears to have a particularly 
strong influence on this epistle, which easily fits the characteristics of the exercise, 

 
29  Gr4nbart, o.c. 181. The date would be consistent with the frame of the collection of the 

Letters, which is supposed to follow a chronological order: Ep. 10, dedicated to the death of his brother 
Isaac, is dated 1138 (by both Giske, o.c. 9, and Gr4nbart, o.c. 184), Ep. 12 is dated to around 1138, and 
Ep. 13 dates to 1139 (Gr4nbart, o.c. 185; paulo post decimam Giske, o.c. 9). 

30  Tzetzes thus obeys the general tendency in Byzantine epistolography to avoid giving too 
much space to a third person whose presence, although necessary, could distract attention from the true 
focus of the letter, that is the relationship between the sender and the writer. See Mullett, Theophylact 
cit. 18. 

31  Tzetzesí replication of the story is functional to the parallel he builds with the physical con-
dition of the eunuch. Although all the ancient sources clearly say that Philopoemen had no real physical 
deformity, he proposes his ugliness as a matter of fact both in the epistle and in the history. 

32  It is well known that eunuchs had social relevance in the Byzantine court and that eunouchia 
was a way of rising in society. Nevertheless, the despicable condition of eunuchs is a conventional 
topos in Byzantine literature. See C. Messis, Les eunuques ! Byzance, entre r$alit$ et imaginaire, Paris 
2014, 213-228. 

33  Tzetzes reproduces Plutarchís passages quite literally, inserting the direct speech exactly in 
the same place and using a very similar structure and equivalent words. Cf. Plut. Phil. 2,4; Tzetz. Ep. 
11, p. 20,7-9 Leone; Hist. VI 84, 850-852. 
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so that one would not even be surprised to read it under the customary title of an 
ethopoiia, ì)#-E& s- 9h2%+ $3C%;&Öî. 

 
Ep. 15 

9: F4)G%H%> 8A%)(#(</%I 3*%)J' ›! "#$ %&'(! 

S)*E-G 8Ó- 5EÚ f5%8j%- 29*Ú )Ù C*D=9+- )R- C$,))E- 6(U75E89-, ‚ 
'9*K)E)9 ?P(2%)E, %” q-95E 5EÚ Õ29()9$$389HE 62+()P$$9+- )V (V 
OC+3)>)+, 5EÚ )R- Y;HEC%*9#E- 1(5%N-)9& ›*K89HE (+B27-, 5EHÏ 5EÚ 
EÃ)Ù& !8:- 5E)B-9#?+(E&, 5E#)%+ 5EÚ (;CC9-+5R- 2E)*%H9+3H9- ()%*-
CR- 9b?3)9& )>*%N-)D (9 2*Ù& !8F&. Y$R- 9b 5EÚ )E:& C*E=E:& Y;HEC3-
*9+%- †(5%N89- )R- (+B27-, 1$$í %ÃUÚ 5EÚ )%:& J*C%+& 629(+CDW%89-, 
%Ã?Ó 2E)*lE& =+$#E& c89- 18-78%-9&, 1$$Ï 2E-)%#B& )Ï 2*Ù& (R- 
H9*E29#E- 6(29@?%89-. t*E?9:& ?Ó %ÃU !89:& 29*Ú )Ï& 12%?9#X9+& ),- 
(,- )9$9(8D)B- 6=D->89-, 1$$Ï 5E)Ï 8Ó- )Ù- U*3-%- )Ù- 2P*+(; 
5B$@8>- ?R 5EÚ EÃ)Ù& C9-P(HE+ C+-K(59+& )R- 65()*E)9#E- )%N 5*E-
)E+%N !8,- EÃ)%5*D)%*%& )R- 2*Ù& d+$+5#E- 5EÚ S-)+3U9+E-. g()D-
$>(E- 8Ó- CÏ* 2E*í !8,- 29*Ú )R- S-)+3U9+E- )3)9 %' 2*3(C*E=%+, 
Q2B& E' 12%?9#X9+& )EU+-K)9*%- CP-%+-)%, 5EÚ 83$+& ¿jÓ )E@)E& 129?9-
XD89HE, )%N 2E-(9"D()%; (9"E()%N 5;*#%; S?*+E-%N )E@)E& 12%5%-
8#(E-)%&. L "*E?;)R& ?Ó ),- 12%?9#X9B- ),- )9$9(8D)B- )G& -N- 
6CU*%-#E& %Ã5 f$$%HP- 2%H9- 6CP-9)% ¢ 65 )%N 8R )Ù- C*E88E)>=3*%- 
Õ2%U9#*+%- 9u-E+ )G& (G& OC+3)>)%&, J)+ ?Ó 5EÚ )%N 8R (,E 298=HG-E+ 
 

To the holy metropolitan of Patras as from someone 

My tongue is obscure and unadorned in writing, my holy lord, therefore I 
hesitated to write to your holiness and I seemed to practice the Pythagorean 
silence which you blamed me for, and yet I know the innate affection of uncle 
that you keep towards me. Even though I observe the Pythagorean silence in 
writings, nonetheless I am not silent in doing, and I am not forgetful of 
paternal love; quite the opposite, I was striving to be at your service. It is not 
I that am late with the receipts of these payments, but you know that last year 
the military expedition of our mighty emperor in Cilicia and to Antioch was 
an obstacle. At the time I sent the officers to Antioch, so that the receipts might 
happen more quickly, and I received them only a long time later, when the 
pansebastos sebastos lord Adrian brought them back. The now considerable 
delay of the receipts of your payments is due to nothing but the fact that the 
letter-carrier was not under the control of your holiness and that the payments 



GERBI 146 

5EÚ )Ï )9$P(8E)E. Q8B& 5EÚ %—)B )%N 2*DC8E)%& JU%-)%& !89:& (;C-
C9-+5R- 1CD2>- 62+?9+XD89-%+ )Ù $9:2%- 6H9*E29@(E89- 5EÚ )E@)E& 
12%2$>*K(E-)9& 129()D$59+89- )V (V '9*3)>)+. ZR- 9Ã$%C#E- )%N 
2*B)%5$7)%; 12%()3$%; 12P$E"%- 5EÚ )V OC+B(@-_ (%; 9ÃUE*#()>(E. 
Y9*+9:U9 ?Ó )Ù '9*3- (%; C*D88E ?>$%N- 89 )V (V OC+3)>)+, 5EÚ 9h )+-%& 
6- U*9#] C9-%#8>- ),- ƒ-)B- 5EÚ C+-%8P-B- EÃ)3H+, 6CT ?Ó 9“ h(H+ ›& 
?P%8E+ 8Ó- %Ã?9-Ù& ),- EÃ)3H+ ¢ )G& (G& OC#E& 9ÃUG&. eb ?P )+-%& 5EÚ 
?9%#8>- M)P*%;, %Ã5 s- )V (V OC+B(@-_ 6?7$B(EI 2%$$%:& CÏ* ?+E-
"9"3>)E+ )Ù =+$3)+83- (%; 5EÚ 89CE$3?B*%- 5EÚ EÃ)Ù& ?Ó )%N)% $#E- 
5E$$#()B& 62#()E8E+‧ ?+D )%+ )%N)% 5EÚ 9h )+-%& 6?938>-, %Ã5 J?9+ 2*Ù& 
9ÃC9-G 5EÚ 9ÃC-K8%-E 5EÚ )[ ƒ-)+ 1*U+9*PE 5EÚ 89CE$3?B*%- 5EÚ 
83-%- )Ù ?P%- 62+()D89-%- C*D=9+- 89. L '9*D (%; 5EÚ H9#E 9ÃUR UE*+-
(H9#> 8%+. 
 
were not complete when they were sent. However, even though this is the way 
things are, I took care of the rest and after topping it up I sent them to your 
holiness, giving proof of familial affection. I also received the blessing of the 
apostle who was called first and I expressed gratitude to your holiness. Your 
holy letter includes to the instruction to inform your holiness if I am in need 
of something among the things which are or have been here, but rest assured 
that I do not need any of the things that are there, except for your holy prayer. 
If I needed something else, I would not inform your holiness; indeed, your 
generosity and munificence resound in many places and I know them very 
well indeed myself. For this reason, if I needed something else, it would not 
be necessary for me to write to you, noble and right-minded and truly a high 
priest, and munificent and the one to be aware of what is needed. May your 
holy and godly prayer show favour to me. 
 
This epistle too, like Ep. 11, contains some concrete details and references to 

facts and people and appears to be adapted to a real situation. The sender is com-
pletely undefined (both his name and his role stay obscure) and the epistle addresses 
a sender who is qualified only by his role of metropolitan of Patras. However, a 
specific historical event is referred to: the military expedition in Cilicia and to 
Antioch which John II Komnenos started in 1138. Since the sender says that the ex-
pedition was led during the previous year, the epistle can be dated with certainty to 
1139. Another prominent figure is mentioned: Adrian Komnenos, son of the sebasto-
krator Isaac (the emperorís uncle), who took part in the expedition and was later 
rewarded with the position of archbishop of Bulgaria. The setting is bureaucratic: the 
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sender justifies himself for a delay in sending some documents attesting the payment 
of taxes. The anonymous writer says that he sent the documents to Antioch as re-
quired, but they were delayed due to some problems connected to the military 
expedition and that they are now waiting to be sent to Patras. He closes the letter by 
saying he topped up the payment himself and took care of the other things he was 
supposed to settle and reiterating his position of affection and trust towards the 
metropolitan. Being involved with tax payments and mediating between important 
clergymen, the sender is certainly supposed to be an official; Gr0nbart proposes to 
identify him with a logariastes, a fiscal authority dealing with the ecclesiastical 
hierarchy34.  

 
Ep. 30 

9: #*%)&H)BI ,-): K&B*L< ›! "#$ %&'(! 

Z%(%N)%- 65 ),- (,- ?%N$%& 6CT 2%$$%()3&, )%(%N)%- 6$DU+()%&, 
)%(%N)%- 1-DX+%& ),- (,- 89CE$%?B*9,-, ‚ H9%2*3"$>)9 ?P(2%)E, ‚ 
2E)*+E*U,- 15*%H#-+%-, ‚ ),- Õ$E#B- )%@)B- 5EÚ UE89*2,- Õ29*-
59#89-9, ‚ 2E*Ï )G& f-BH9- ?9X+F& )%+%@)%+& ?;(U9*9()D)%+& 5E+*%:& 
62+"*E"9;H9Ú& !8:- =*%;*Ï 5EÚ ¿U@*B8E, %” )Ù ?D5*;%- )R- CG- 
1-B8D$B& )E$E-)%;8P->- 5E)EU9HÓ- Õ29()7*+X9- ·(29* )+ 5%$$>)+-
5K)E)%- q?*E(8E, %”29* E' 2*%(9;UEÚ 5EÚ ->()9:E+ H989$+%NU%- 
"DH*%- C9C3-E(+- f**>5)%-, ‚ )[ Õ$E#< 8Ó- 5EÚ 2>$#-< (K8E)+ f-H*B-
29, )V 2%$+)9#] Õ2Ó* f-H*B2%-, )%(%N)%- f)+8%& 6CK, )%(%N)%- 1-D-
X+%& ),- (,- 89CE$%?B*9,-, H9%)#8>)9. g5)*P=9+& 8Ó- CÏ* 5EÚ EÃ)Ù& 
8;*+D?E& $E%N 5E)Ï )Ù- 68Ù- v>(%N-, 5s- %Ã5 6X ¿$#CB- 5$E(8D)B-, 
 

To the Patriarch Michael as from someone 

So much I am the last of your servants, so much the humblest, so much unwor-
thy of your generosity, O God-blessed lord, o topmost among the Patriarchs, 
superior to these material and earthly things! You who have been established 
by the divine hand as our protector and fortress in these difficult times, whose 
tear, poured on the earth that shakes irregularly, strengthened it as the most 
tightly-joined support, whose prayers and fasts are an invulnerable foundation 
and basis, o man with a corporeal body made of clay but superior to humans 
in behaviour, so much am I dishonourable and unworthy of your generosity, 
o God-honored lord. You nourish thousands of people, as my Jesus did, and 

 
34  Gr4nbart, o.c. 182. 
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1$$í 6X ¡$%5$7*B- ),- f*)B-, 5EÚ U*;(#%- ?Ó f$$%+& 1=9+?9()P*B& 
1-)$9:& 5EÚ f$$%+& f$$E )Ï U*9+B?P()E)E, !89:& ?Ó ),- 1*)%5$E(8D-
)B- 5EÚ )%N U%*%N ),- (,- ?E+);83-B- 5EH;()9*#W%89- ¢ 5EÚ 2E-)9$,& 
2E*%*K89HE. ZÙ 29*Ú 2D-)E& C%N- 2*%(>-P& (%; 5EÚ =+$D-H*B2%-, ‚ 
H9%9#59$9 ?P(2%)E, 518Ó )%$8>)#E- 2%+9:, 5EÚ ?P%8E+ )G& 89C#()>& 
OC+B(@->& (%; 9Ã$%C#E- !89*>(#E- 2*%(5;*BHG-E# 8%+ ?#?%(HE+ 6=í 
Q*< 2E-)Ú )G& WBG& 8%;.  
 
not with a few bites, but with entire loaves; to some you give money abundant-
ly and you provide others with what they need most; but I was falling behind 
the bites of bread and the choir of your dinner companions, or indeed I was 
completely neglected. Your kindness and your goodwill towards everybody, 
O God-like lord, make me daring too, and I ask your great holiness that your 
daily blessing is confirmed for me and given me until the end of my life. 
 
This letter is addressed to Michael II Kourkouas (also named Michael Oxei-

tes), who was chosen as Patriarch of the capital by Manuel I Komnenos and was in 
office from 1143 (the year of the death of both the emperor John II Komnenos and 
the Patriarch Leo Styppes) to 1146. Nevertheless, despite the mention of a specific 
recipient, the epistle seems not to refer to any practical communicative occasion. The 
epistle has a complimentary tone and, since most of its text is constituted by quite 
fulsome praises of the Patriarch, it hardly goes beyond a mere display of flattery. 
The Patriarch is portrayed with a trend for hyperbole and manifest exaggeration (e.g. 
his tears would be able to fix the earth shaken by an earthquake; he would feed 
thousands of people); he is represented as an extraordinarily generous person whose 
euergesia is comparable to the miracle of Christ feeding the crowd with five loaves 
(see Matthew 14,17-21, Mark 6,38-44, Luke 12-17, John 6,9-13). The unspecified 
sender, instead, presents himself as the only one who was left behind by his generos-
ity, being unworthy of the Patriarchís divine benevolence. What the sender asks, 
after a long praise that was supposed to be introductory but that occupies in fact most 
of the epistle, is simply to benefit from the Patriarchís munificence. 

In these six letters, Tzetzes creates a fictitious communicative situation in 
which the sender and the recipient act following the schemes and the conventions of 
Byzantine epistolography. They can be defined, with good reason, progymnasmata-
epistles35, since they share with preparatory exercises the role of rhetorical model, 

 
35  All these six letters are labelled as epistolary models by Maria Margarita Kevrekidou in her 

MA thesis: M.M. Kevrekidou, X. &"$().0.@A#9$1: corpus ).E Y-2++* XZO)Z*: "#A#0T")&;, 
V.A*@.' 1#$ "A.()2)&; &+:; 0.@'.E ).E 12.E #$3+#, diss. Thessaloniki 2013 (available online at 
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the fictitious setting, and the adherence to the convention of their own genre.  
 

3. Ep. 12, 16, 17, 20, 35, 41, 62, 63, 64: ërealí letters connected with Tzetzesí activity 
 

Beside the six epistles whose undetermined sender is qualified with the formula ›& 
123 )+-%&, nine more letters have been included in the number of the fictional ones. 
There is no consensus towards them among critics: if Epp. 62, 63 and 64 were 
already included in the number by Giske, Ep. 12 is considered fictitious only by Le-
one and Gr0nbart, while Epp. 16, 17, 20, 35 and 41 are suspected as Musterbriefe or 
Auftragswerke by Gr0nbart alone. All these letters are joined by the absence of the 
indefinite expression ›& 123 )+-%&, absence which cannot fail to be significant in a 
corpus whose elaboration was carefully planned by its author himself. In titles of 
these epistles there is no mention of the sender; consequently, there is no reason to 
suppose that the author wants to attribute the letters to a different persona loquens. 
Once established that the sender of these epistles is supposed to be Tzetzes himself, 
the difference between them and the rest of the corpus (that is, the difference from 
the remaining 92 letters which are considered ordinary) no longer holds. Given that, 
these letters are more likely to be an effective part of Tzetzesí communicative net-
work and to be related to concrete situations, although they remain, unsurprisingly, 
strongly influenced by their literary perspective. A major part of these nine epistles 
seems to be related to episodes of Tzetzesí scholarly and teaching activity36.  
 

Ep. 12:  Y*3& )+-E C*E88E)+53- (To a grammarian37) 
Ep. 16:  Y*Ù& 62#(5%2%- 1X+%N-)E 89)í 9ÃC-B8%(@->& )Ï ()9$$389-E 

2E*í EÃ)%N ?PU9(HE+ 5EÚ vBD--_ )Ù- wP%-)E 62+C*DjE-)E 
2*Ù& x- 6()P$$9)% )Ï ()9$$389-E (To a bishop who asks with 

 
http://ikee.lib.auth.gr/record/132536). The epistles are defined as, respectively: &"$().0T "A.@/?+#-
(?# (Ep. 7, p. 34; 9, p. 36; 11, p. 37; 15, p. 42); &"$().0T "A:)E". (Ep. 30, p. 54); &"$().0T E":-
%&$@?# (Ep. 52, p. 72). 

36  This article does not include text and translation of all these nine epistles, by reason of space 
and focus: I only provide the Greek text and the English translation of Ep. 12 and of the triptych of Ep. 
62-64, i.e. of the epistles which are classified by Leone as ad exercitationem accomodatae. 

37  Although neither Ep. 12 nor Ep. 17 seem to be fictional, it seems remarkable that the 
recipients of Ep. 12 and 17 are indicated using the expression "A:; )$+#. The expression does not occur 
in the corpus except in some of the fictitious epistles, five out of the total 107 (Ep. 7, 9, 12, 17, 52). It 
may be relevant that "A:; + accusative is the construction which is used to refer to the addressee of 
ethopoiiai. It is used by Aphthonius (Prog. IX 4) to indicate the character the speech is addressed to in 
the genre of ethopoiia which he calls ìdoubleî, and the recipient of the ethopoiia was already referred 
to with the expression )Ù "AÙ; [ ¡ 0:@.; by Theon (Prog. 70,24-25, p. 115 Spengel). 
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frankness to receive the things that were sent from him and who 
dubs John, to whom he sent them, ëLioní) 

Ep. 17:  Y*3& )+-E C*E88E)+53- (To a grammarian) 
Ep. 20: y*BE& Õ"*#W%-)+ $%;)*%5E-HD*<38 (To a scarab who insults 

heroes) 
Ep. 35:  m#$< 1X+K(E-)+ C*DjE+ '59)>*#E- 5%8jR- 1))+5#W%;(E- (To a 

friend who asks to write a refined supplication in an Attic style) 
Ep. 41:  Z[ 2E)*+E*U+5[ Õ2%8+8-7(5%-)+ (To the Patriarchís 

Õ2%8+8-7(5B-) 
Ep. 62:  S2E+?9@)%; 2E)*# (To the father of an ignorant child) 
Ep. 63:  Z+-Ú ?+E"%$9: (To a slanderer) 
Ep. 64:  Z+-Ú 8B8%(532< (To a blemish-examiner) 
 

Ep. 12 

3)$! %&'* 6)*88*%&,$' 

w%C+K)E)9 C*E88E)+5P, 1*5%@-)B& 2E*Ï )G& (G& 89CE$92+=E-9#E& 
2E*%+->HP-)9& )9 5EÚ 2E+UHP-)9& †-PC5E89-I 6$%C+(D89HE %“- ?P%- 
8>5P)+ )R- (R- 6XBU$>5P-E+ 89CE$92+=D-9+E-, µ-E 8R 5EÚ 29*E+)P*B 
)Ï )G& 2E*%+-#E& !8:- 2*%UB*7(9+9. ZÏ ?í f$$E (+C,, )Ù ?Ó ),- C*E=>-
(%8P-B- 6?D=+%- 5E$,& 5EÚ 2$E)PB& )%:& "%;$%8P-%+& 2D-)E ?>$K-
(9+9-, O8P*E+ ?í 62#$%+2%+ 8D*);*9& (%=K)E)%+39. 4Ã ),- r]?#B& CÏ* 
 

To a grammarian 

O most learned grammarian! I have tolerated enough to be outraged and 
mocked by your magnificence; I think therefore there is no more need for me 
to importune your magnificence, so that your outrage does not proceed further 
against me. I omit the rest, but the text of what will be written will explain 
everything correctly and abundantly to the ones who want to know: «the future 
days are the wisest witnesses». I am not among those who can easily be 
 

 
38  As far as we know, the word 0.E)A.12+K#A.; is an absolute hapax, being attested only in 

the title of this epistle. The epithet is undoubtedly an insult; Gr4nbart, o.c. 185 defines it as: «eine Scha-
be, die sich gerne im Feuchten aufh\lt (vielleicht blatta orientalis)». The reference is to the Homeric 
Thersites who, being a coward, criticizes the Greek heroes and could be an allusion of a less talented 
scholar who dares to criticize a more brilliant colleague (namely Tztetzes himself). On Tzetzean insults 
see Julia Mantovaís chapter in this volume; on Tzetzes and Thersites, that by Valeria F. Lovato. 

39  Pind. Ol. I 33. 
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2E+W%8P-B- !89:&, 5s- 1-PU9(HE+ 5EÚ 8E5*%H;89:- 898EH75E89-. 
û**B(% 2E#WB- !8F&, 9b 2E+5)P%+ (%+ $%C+W389HE, 1$$í J?9+ 5EÚ Y*%8>-
HPB& =*%-)#?E 2%+9:(HE# (9, 872%)9 5EÚ 29:*E- $D"_& `9)E89$9#E& 
)G& g2+8>HPB& 2E+?3&. 
  
mocked, even if I have learned to tolerate and be patient. Go on mocking me, 
if you think I should be mocked, but you should also take care of Prometheusí 
thoughts, in order not to experience Metameleia [i.e. ërepentanceí], daughter 
of Epimetheus. 
  
Ep. 12 is piece of vivid and caustic irony directed against a colleague. Tzetzes 

reports that he has been mocked and discredited by the recipient, a grammarian, and 
to have run out of patience towards his behaviour. This epistle is radically different 
from the group of six progymnasmata-letters in terms of contents and form: it is 
neither an epistolary model nor to a letter produced on commission, but rather a small 
piece of a literary querelle. Ep. 12 does not show the typical features and the topoi 
of Byzantine epistolography, it focuses on the blame of a single adversary and seems 
to refer to a concrete episode. Based on the corresponding passage in the Chiliads40 
(VI 85, 854-895) the dispute may have arisen from a disagreement on etymology. 
The focus is on wine and on drinking games such as kottabos, and on the etymology 
of 2E*%+-#E and 2*%2>$E5+(83& in particular. It seems that the controversy could 
have originated precisely from a different etymology: while a grammarian ñ whose 
name does not even deserve to be mentioned ñ states that the word was derived from 
ëmudí, Tzetzes offers a different (and of course better) etymology connecting the 
word to wine and to the comic and symposiastic sphere. 

The fact of portraying colleagues as villainous, injurious, and ignorant people, 
together with the strong (and somewhat threatening) self-defense, is a fairly charac-
teristic trait of Tzetzesí production. The teaching milieu of the Komnenian age was 
a working environment in which competition was fierce and where each professional 
was busy not only affirming his ability as a scholar and a teacher but also criticizing 
othersí work in order to discredit his rivals41. Tzetzes, who was not part of the circles 

 
40  A reference to Chiliads themselves could be seen in the mention of ìthe text of what will 

be writtenî which ìwill explain everything correctly and abundantlyî. After all, to clarify things and to 
provide information to those who wants to learn is exactly the aim of the Chiliads in relation to the 
Epistles: see also the introduction to this volume, pp. xxiii-xxv. 

41  All Byzantine literature is scattered with references to cases of harsh competition and mock-
ery of rivals between scholars and schoolteachers. See for instance F. Bernard, Writing and Reading 
Byzantine Secular Poetry 1025-1081, Oxford 2014, 254-259, 266-276. Rivalry between schools was 
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which were closer to the court and did not manage to obtain a prestigious teaching 
position, had a compelling need of self-promotion42.  

Ep. 12 is not an isolated case in Tzetzesí letter collection, since there are many 
other letters addressed to more or less identifiable colleagues or learned men. A 
parallel could be found with the homonymous Ep. 17, where Tzetzes harshly urges 
a colleague to give him back some book that he had borrowed. A polemical invective 
(not necessarily directed against a colleague, even if it is most likely) animates also 
Ep. 20, when the recipient, described as an insect who dares to insult heroes, is 
mocked because of his vile aspect and behaviour and is compared to Thersites insult-
ing the Achaeans43. Ep. 16 focusses on the contrast between Tzetzes and a bishop. 
The letter is highly sophisticated, and it is so strongly centred on the private relation-
ship between the two that it is sometimes obscure to decode for the external reader. 
Nevertheless, some elements seem to emerge clearly: an exchange of gifts undoubt-
edly occurred, as well as a crack in the friendship between the sender and the recip-
ient and a skirmish concerning the appellative ëlioní that the sender gave to Tzetzes, 
blaming him for being arrogant and voracious. As far as Ep. 35 is concerned, the 
addressee is referred to as a rhetor and the focus is on rhetorical production and 
imitation (one of the corresponding passages, Hist. VIII 169, 94-123, contains the 
definition and practical examples of the Hermogenic concepts of 53$$>(+&, the 
union of a quotation with oneís own text, and 2E*<?#E, the union of a quotation 
with oneís own text with a partial redrafting and reinterpretation, see Herm. Meth. 
30 Rabe). 

The last three epistles of this group, included among the fictitious epistles by 
Giske, Leone and Gr0nbart, are connected to concrete teaching controversies. These 

 
also framed in specific contests between pupils centred on the practice of schedography. On schedogra-
phy see I. Vassis, Schedographie, NP XI (2002) 152-153, and, at least, R. Browning, Il codice Marciano 
Gr. XI.31 e la schedografia bizantina, in Miscellanea marciana di studi bessarionei, Padova 1976, 21-
34; I. Polemis, ]A.F0T?#)# )J; FEZ#+)$+J; (V&%.@A#9'#;, «Hellenika» XLV (1995) 277-302; and 
recently P.A. Agapitos, Literary Haute Cuisine and Its Dangers. Eustathios of Thessalonike on schedo-
graphy and everyday language, «DOP» LXIX (2015) 225-242; Id., Learning to read and write a 
schedos: The verse dictionary of Paris. Gr. 400, in P. Odorico-S. Efthymiadis-I.D. Polemis (edd.), Pour 
une po%tique de Byzance. «Hommage ^ Vassilis Katsaros», Paris 2015, 11-24; Id., Blemish examiners 
cit.; F. Nousia, Byzantine Textbooks of the Palaeologan Period, Citt^ del Vaticano 2016, 49-92. 

42  See M. Savio, Polemica e invettiva nelle opere di Giovanni Tzetze: screditare i concorrenti 
e pubblicizzare líìeccellenza tzetzianaî, «RFIC» CXLVI (2018) 181-238; Ead., Screditare per valo-
rizzare. Giovanni Tzetze, le sue fonti, i committenti e la concorrenza, Roma 2020; A. Pizzone, Self-
authorization and strategies of autography in John Tzetzes: The Logismoi rediscovered, «GRBS» LX/4 
(2020) 652-690, esp. 678-690. 

43  Maybe a metaphor of an untalented and arrogant scholar who disparages his more brilliant 
colleagues. 
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are the three shortest epistles of the corpus, being constituted by a single sentence: 
Ep. 63, the shortest ëletterí overall, is made of seven words which constitute a single 
trimeter44. The author himself refers to Ep. 64 as 62+()3$+%- (Hist. IX 298, 959), 
while in the scholion to Ep. 62 (schol. 92,10, p. 169 Leone) these letters are called 
wE5B-+5EÚ 62+()%$E#. Sure enough, they are but very short and caustic messages 
whose meaning is, at a first glance, quite obscure, and can be understood only by the 
person they have been written for. Their shortness and their obscurity are likely to 
be the main cause of their unanimous inclusion among the fictional ones. Neverthe-
less, these epistles, which share a berating and mordent tone, prove themselves to be 
connected with the environment of teaching and literary controversies.   

 
Ep. 62 

M#*&+47%(- #*%)/ 

4Ã "%@$%8E+ ?+í 1"9$)>*#E- ;'%N 2E)P*E $;29:-I (B=*3-+W9 %“- (ˆ )Ù- 
;'3-, 9b )[ ƒ-)+ 2E)7*. 
 

To the father of an ignorant child 

I donít want to vex the father for the silliness of the son: so recall your son to 
his senses yourself, if you really are a father. 
 

Ep. 63 

9&'Ú +&*C(<4N 

z `,8%& 2D-)E ¡*,- ME;)Ù- %ÃU ¡*p. 
 

To a slanderer 

Although he sees everything, Momos canít see himself. 
 

Ep. 64 

9&'Ú 8G8(0,$#> 

{ˆ 8Ó- )Ï& 68Ï& =E$$E#-E& 68P8jBI (%ˆ& ?Ó (%=%ˆ& Z>$P=%;& -9-38+-
5E&. 
 

 
44  The use of the trimeter is likely to imitate the model of the gnomai monostichoi attributed 

to Menander, and Euripidesís gnomai. 
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To a blemish examiner 

You blame my =D$$E+-E+, but you call your wise men Telephoi. 
 
If the first one, Ep. 62, is a reproach to a father for the boorishness of his son, 

Ep. 63 is addressed to a slanderer who, like Momos, sees everyone elseís blemishes 
and makes fun of them but is unable to recognize his own. Ep. 64, though appearing 
completely obscure at a first glance, has been instead demonstrated to provide a cross 
section of a concrete linguistic and exegetical dispute. 

Tzetzes himself offers us an explanation of this cryptic message in Hist. IX 
297, 946-95945. He explains that the reference to the blamed =D$$E+-E+ must be 
traced back to his commentary to Lycophronís Alexandra, where he explained the 
different kinds of =D$E+-E+46, respectively the cetaceous (that is, the whale present-
ed in Lycophronís verse alongside dolphins) and the insect (the moth), both of which 
named after their habit of jumping toward the light. Tzetzes offered several names 
in which =D$E+-E+ can be called: =D$E+-E, j@U>, jK*E, 2;*E;()%@8%*%&, and, 
in the everyday language, 5E-?>$%("P()*E (ëlamp-extinguisherí). In offering these 
lexical entries, he is not only listing synonyms, but he is also providing a fairly 
complete lexical overview, inclusive of different stylistic registers. He glosses the 
conventional word =D$E+-E, employed by Lycophron, not only with words belong-
ing to the same register, but also with a synonym coming from the vernacular, like 
5E-?>$%("P()*E. The blemish-examiner whom the epistle addresses is a person 
who browses his colleaguesí works in the desperate search of a blemish to reproach 
them for: the reference is to another (anonymous47) scholar who blamed Tzetzes for 
mixing different registers and mocked him for using vernacular Greek while glossing 
Lycophron48. Since criticizing colleagues was a proper weapon to harm their career, 

 
45  Panagiotis Agapitos exhaustively reconstructed the whole story: see Blemish cit. 
46  The animal is called 920#$+# in the commentary to Lycophron and 9200#$+#, systemat-

ically, in the epistle and in the Chiliads. 
47  Tzetzes defines him as ìbuffalo-priestî, so the scholar is likely to be involved in the 

ecclesiastic hierarchy, but this is the only ñ very weak ñ clue toward his identification.  
48  The buffalo-scholar and his work cannot be identified, but it is possible to follow the debate 

on Tzetzesí side, since he usually builds a strong and explicit system of links between his own works, 
quoting himself and often reusing passages of his own other works. The issue of 1#+%*0.(FO()A# 
occurs in a great number of his works: besides the Epistles and the Chiliads, it appears also in his scholia 
on Lycophron, on Aristophanes (schol. Ar. Ran 507a Koster), and on Oppian (schol. Opp. p. 404 D4b-
ner). There is a remarkable difference between two redactions of Tzetzesí Commentary to Aristopha-
nes: while in schol. Ar. Ran. 855a Koster the gloss to the verse is very simple and mentions only the 
brain, the version of schol. Ar. Ran. 854 Koster presented by ms. Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (the second 
redaction) adds a precise reference to the Telephus as Euripidesí play. 
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Tzetzes could not have found a better way to pay his 8B8%(532%& back than to 
denounce one of his blemishes in return. In Hist. IX 299, 960-980 he informs us that 
the so-called buffalo wrote a sort of comedy for Patriarch Leo Styppes and called the 
Patriarchís brain ëTelephusí, inappropriately quoting a verse from Aristophanesí 
Frogs (855) in which Dionysus warns Euripides to dodge because Aeschylus, hitting 
him out of anger with an enormous word, could spill out the Telephus from his head. 
The buffalo, Tztetzes says, does not understand Aristophanesí reference to Euripi-
desí play Telephus and misunderstands the verse, considering ëTelephusí as a learn-
ed way to refer to the brain. 

None of these nine epistles can be considered a fictional epistolary model: all 
of them are clearly related to a more or less practical occasion and to the activity of 
their author.  

 
4. Drawing conclusions 
 
The fifteen letters which have been singled out as fictional or written on behalf of 
someone else do not form a homogeneous group. Six of them (Ep. 7, 9, 11, 15, 30, 
52) are effectively epistolary models, while the other nine (Ep. 12, 16, 17, 20, 35, 
41, 62, 63, 64) are ërealí letters that Tzetzes sent during his life and career and that 
relate to concrete episodes, exchanges, and often disputes. In these last epistles the 
recipient is not identified, but he is alluded to in a way that, although remaining 
obscure for us, must have made him well recognizable in the learned circle in which 
Tzetzesís works circulated and in which the literary querelle was disputed49. The two 
groups show different features in both content and form.  

A first visible clue is the title: an explicit mention of the presence of a different 
sender occurs in the fictional letters, where the persona loquens is clearly distanced 
from the author with the indefinite pronoun and the use of ›& (›& 123 )+-%&). The 
coherent and systematic presence of this formula, occurring in the fictional epistles, 
ensures the distinctive role that the title plays in the internal classification in the eyes 
of Tzetzes himself. The indefiniteness of the title, for its part, ensures that the 
purported sender is not a concrete person who commissioned the letter and states the 
fictional nature of the text. These six epistles can be described as progymnasmata-
epistles, because they are conceived and act as a preliminary exercise and a model 
for composition. In them, Tzetzes choses a sender and a recipient among a variegated 
multitude of typical characters of the society of the time (the monk, the bishop, the 

 
49  The non-outspoken mention of the recipient, who is often a competitor or an enemy, could 

be responding to a rhetorical mode of both attacking in an indirect manner and focussing on self-
promotion. 
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patriarch, the eunuch, the doux, the foreigner) and builds up a concrete communi-
cative occasion meant to be the scenario of the text. The quantity of details provided 
concerning the situation is uneven: in some epistles the communicative occasion is 
just vaguely sketched (Ep. 52) or even unmentioned (Ep. 30), while in others the 
situation is described in some detail and more characters are introduced (Epp. 11; 
15). While the sender is totally indefinite (Epp. 15; 30; 52) or designated only by his 
social role (Ep. 7, 9, 11), the recipient is sometimes identified as an actual authority 
of the time (like the doux Galen in Ep. 11 and the patriarch Michael in Ep. 30); 
nevertheless, it has no consequence either on the text or on its fictionality. The cha-
racters generally act in a bureaucratical milieu: the imaginary sender, from time to 
time, faces several different situations in which he must deal and interact with au-
thority and to create and maintain relationships inside the bureaucratical and eccle-
siastical hierarchy.  

In these letters almost all the topoi of Byzantine epistolography are explored: 
the expression of friendship and affection (Ep. 15, 52), absence and the excuse of 
the impossibility of a face-to face meeting (Ep. 7), the justification of a delay in com-
munication (Ep. 15), the complaint for oneís own personal condition (Epp. 9, 11, 30) 
and the (sometimes pleading) request of protection and help (Ep. 9, 11, 30) or of a 
post one aims to hold (Ep. 7), the eulogy of the recipient (Ep. 9, 11).  

On the contrary, there is no reason to seclude the other nine letters (Ep. 12, 
16, 17, 20, 35, 41, 62, 63, 64) from the remaining 92 epistles of the corpus, since 
they perfectly insert themselves into Tzetzesí communicative network and they have 
no fictional elements. 
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