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Theory and Method in John Tzetzes’

Allegories of the 1liad and
Allegories of the Odyssey

Adam Goldwyn

ometime before 1143, the Byzantine grammarian and scholar

John Tzetzes wrote his Exegesis on the lliad, a commentary on

Homer’s epic which explained the hidden meanings embedded in
the poem.! In it, Tzetzes says that as Homer was getting on in years, he
decided “to leave for future generations a memorial of his excellence”
(Tz.Ex. 42.5-6: pvijud tL T1i¢ £00T0D ApeTTic KATAAMTELY TOIg peTénelta).
But, Tzetzes continues, “since he knew how rare wisdom was in life”
(Tz.Ex. 42.6-7: Eidmg 6¢ mg omdviov 1@ Pim mépuke 10 copodv), he chose
to write about the events of the Trojan war “so that his poems might
also become pleasing to everyone” (Tz.Ex. 42.13: ta mepi 1oV Tpmikov
cuyypayoachot TOLEUOV, OG TAGY EMIONG EVIEVKTA YIYVOLVTO T TOVTOV
momuata’”). Tzetzes thus sets out a rationale for Homer’s composition
of his epics, what Eric Cullhed calls “the usefulness — the biopheleia
— of Homer [that] lies at the heart of the case made for him” by Byzan-
tine Homerists and allegorists such as Tzetzes, his contemporary Eus-
tathios of Thessalonike and predecessor Michael Psellos. In this vein,
“Tzetzes presents Homer as a teacher of useful arts (technai biophe-
leis) such as ‘grammar, poetry, rhetoric, metallurgy, mechanics, magic,

! The dating is discussed on p. 19 of Papathomopoulos’ introduction to the edition and
has had no serious challenge in the scholarship, as for instance most recently, Cesaretti
2017, 174, n. 48.

2 All translations of the Exegesis are my own based on the edition of M. Papathomo-
poulos, Eépynoig lwavvoo I pouuatikod tod T¢étlov eig v Ounpov Thidda, Athens,
2007.
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etc.”” Homer, however, was also wise enough to recognize that most
young men have no interest in philosophy or any other deeper truths;
how, then, could he impart his wisdom to people more concerned with
exciting tales of heroism and war? For Homer, so Tzetzes believed, the
answer lay in allegory. Thus, referring to the /liad and Odyssey, Tzetzes
suggests that Homer “made their subject-matter altogether twofold: at
the same time legendary — as an enchanting attraction to young men
and as a pastime — and also mathematical and natural and philosoph-
ical as bait for more divine souls” (Tz.Ex. 43.5-9: dutAfjv 616Aov v
TAGAV oOTAOV LIOBESY TOMCAEVOG, TNV HeEV pubmon kol olovel Tva
0eAKTPLOV EQOAKTV TMV VEOV Kol QUYOYDYNUA, TV 0& HaONUATIKNY TE
Kol QUGIKTV Koi ILOGOPOV Kol 0loveL dEAeap TOV OE0TEP®V YVuYDV).
Perhaps Tzetzes already had just such a divine soul in mind in the person
of Bertha von Sulzbach, a Bavarian princess who had arrived in Con-
stantinople to marry the future Manuel I Komnenos in 1142, just a year
before Tzetzes wrote the Exegesis.

The work that Bertha — soon to be the Empress Eirene — commis-
sioned him to write for her, the Allegories of the 1liad, likely published in
the years between the Exegesis and her marriage in 1146, was mutually
beneficial.* She received a work containing essential knowledge about
a foundational text of her adopted home; he received a wealthy imperial
patron who required both basic plot-level knowledge of the poems and
a system for interpreting them — an ideal reader both financially and

3 Cullhed 2014, 53.

4 All the Greek and translation are from Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, based on the edi-
tion of Jean Frangois Boissonade, Allegoriae Iliadis (1851). For the dating of the work,
see Rhoby 2010, 160, which suggests that the text itself was written before her mar-
riage, and the introduction (at least) written after, since it refers to her as empress.
The transition from Eirene to Kotertzes as patron also complicates attempts to offer a
precise date. For Tzetzes’ role as a popularizer of Homer and general surveys of his
career, see Kaldellis 2007, 301-7; Kaldellis 2009; 26-9, Brisson and Tihanyi 2004, 117.
For Tzetzes’ Homeric works in the context of his larger scholarly project and in the
Byzantine scholarly tradition, see Budelmann 2002, 141-70. For the empress as patron
and her sometimes testy relationship with Tzetzes, see Hill 1999, 171-3. For Tzetzes’
poetics in the fifteen syllable “political verse,” see M. Jeffreys 1974, 148-61 and, for
the suggestion of orality, 173.
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intellectually. Rather than simply retelling the legendary subject matter,
the Allegories of the Iliad intersperses basic introductory material (plot
summary) with more sophisticated modes of reading (allegorical inter-
pretation). It has been suggested by Anthony Kaldellis that both levels
of understanding were essential for the new empress: “Bertha wanted
or needed to know who all these heroes, gods, and goddesses were who
were constantly being mentioned in all the orations she had to endure for
so many long hours.” Tzetzes’ allegorical method allowed her to enter
into and participate in the culture of learned allusion that characterized
the Komnenian court, with its elevated rhetoric and frequent — and fre-
quently obscure — literary references. What follows, then, is a parallel
reading of both the theoretical exposition of allegory he provides in the
Exegesis with the application of that theory in the Allegories of the 11-
iad and the Allegories of the Odyssey in order to demonstrate how he
rendered the Homeric texts ideologically and aesthetically pleasing to a
contemporary elite Byzantine audience generally and to the empress in
particular. More broadly, such an examination will reveal much about
Tzetzes’ own idiosyncratic reading and writing practices, thus illumi-
nating one example drawn from the Byzantine scholarly tradition of the
much longer and multiform tradition of Homeric reception.

Tzetzes’ Levels of Allegorical Analysis

As a more theoretical work describing the different levels and types of
allegorical analysis, the Exegesis, then, offered a way to understand the
relationship between the surface narrative of the //iad and the deeper
meaning embedded in it; it offers the interpretive key that can unlock
the allegorical meaning hidden within the deceptively straightforward
tale of heroes at war.® Tzetzes suggests that Homer wove three kinds
of allegory into the text, which he identifies as rhetorical (pntopikn),

5 Kaldellis 2009, 27.
¢ For a translation of Tzetzes’ discourse on the Egyptian origins of allegory in the only
surviving fragment of his Chronicle, see Brisson 2004, 117.
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natural (pvowkn), and mathematical (nabnuatikn).” The rhetorical is the
kind of stylistic flourish which renders the drier aspects of history into
the more exciting ones of myth. Tzetzes does not explicitly define this
kind of allegory, rather, he illustrates it by means of examples, showing
for example, how the flying horse Pegasus is in fact an allegory for a
sailing ship (for which, see below). Noting that “it is not probable that
such things ever existed” (Tz.Ex. 43.16: oV yap gikog tolodta yevéchan
noté), Homer nevertheless uses them to make “especially the young
people more willing to read because of the appeal of the myth” (Tz.Ex.
44.5-6: TpoBupoTEPOVG TAVTMOS TOVG VEOLS TOLDV €iC AVAYVOGLY 18 TO
o0 puobov Oerktnpilov). Natural allegory allows the Trojan War to be
read as revealing the laws and operations of the physical environment,
such as climatology, geology, hydrology and cosmogony. The mathe-
matical refers to the Byzantine school system’s focus on astrology and
astronomy (and is not to be confused with the more common modern
meaning of arithmetic, etc.). These three, then, form the core of Tzetzes’
allegorical method for understanding the mythological events described
in the Trojan War.

But this is not the entirety of his method, for he also devotes a sec-
tion of the Exegesis to specific ways to interpret the gods, noting that,
regarding Homer, “the word ‘god’ is perceived in five ways by him”
(Tz. Ex. 45.9-10: To 8¢ 0g0g Ovopo mevtay®dg TovT® EKAQUPAaveTaL).
First, “Homer calls the gods elements” (Tz.Ex. 46.12: Oeovg ‘Ounpog
T ototyeln KoAel), that is, climatological and environmental phenom-
ena (which ties in with the natural allegory above): wind, rain, waves.
Second, the gods can be understood as “psychic powers and passions,
like knowledge, prudence, anger, desire, and the rest” (Tz.Ex. 46.13-
15: Tdg Woyikée enot Suvauelg kol té médn, olov Yv@dcLy, epovnoLy,

" Tz.Ex.43.12-13. The subject has been treated at length in Cesaretti 1991, 125-204
disccuses Tzetzes’ allegorical readings of Homer; this remains the definitive and most
comprehensive treatment of the subject. See also Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, xii;
Kazhdan and Epstein 1985, 134; and Roilos 2005, 125 for a different summary of
Tzetzes’ categories. Kazhdan and Epstein call “the elemental” and Roilos “physical”
what I call “natural” and “pragmatic” what I call “rhetorical.” For the ancient roots of
Tzetzes’ system, see Hunger 1954; for the broad contours of allegorical reading in the
Komnenian period, see Roilos 2005, 113-224, and, for Tzetzes in particular, 124-6.
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Bopodv, émbouiav, kol ta €tepa); third, as “kings and queens” (Tz.Ex.
47.15-16: tovg Paciielg kal tag Paciiidag); and fourth as “wise men”
(Tz.Ex. 48.4: 100g copovg), both of which tie this way of reading to
the rhetorical allegory. Finally, the gods are “what is destined” (Tz.Ex.
50.11: eipapuévov), often understood as being signified by astrological
signs, which ties it in with mathematical allegory. The theoretical model
for allegory which Tzetzes outlines in the Exegesis would become the
template for his allegorical interpretation of Homer in the Allegories of
the lliad and Allegories of the Odyssey.

From Theory to Practice: The Judgment of Paris as
Programmatic Allegory

The Allegories of the lliad, a book by book retelling of the Homeric
source which alternates between plot summary and allegorical analysis,
offered Tzetzes the chance to put the theoretical model of allegorical
analysis he had delineated in the Exegesis to work in narrative form. His
discussion of the Homeric epic itself is preceded by a long prolegomon
which comprises over a thousand of the work’s approximately six thou-
sand lines. In it, Tzetzes offers a programmatic allegorical reading of the
wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the ensuing Judgment of Paris.

Each of the goddesses makes her suggestion as to why the Trojan
prince should judge them most beautiful, with Hera offering him “sov-
ereignty over east and west” (Tz.A4/[.1l. pro.159: &pyew [...] dvcewg kal
¢ €w), Athena offering “to make all of Greece his slave” (Tz.A4/L1L
pro.161: ‘EALGOa macav &leye dovAny avt@® motfjcat) and Aphrodite
offering him Helen (Tz.4/l.1l. pro.163). This, however, is merely the
superficial level of mythology; later Tzetzes reveals the true allegorical
nature of what is being offered: “Athena, who is wisdom, Hera, who
is bravery, | and lust, by which I mean Aphrodite” (Tz.Pro. 243-4: v
Abnvav, v epdvnoty, v “Hpav, tv dvdpeiay, | kol v émbouioy 68,
onud, v Aepoditny). This is the first allegorical moment in the text,
and fits easily within Tzetzes’ description in the Exegesis of the gods
as “psychic powers.” This allegory, however, was not of Tztezes’ own
invention; rather, it is drawn, as he says, from John of Antioch (Tz.4!/l.
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11. pro.246), a reference to either the sixth-century chronicler John Mala-
las (who was from Antioch) or the seventh-century chronicler John of
Antioch, both of whom provide this same allegorical reading.® Tztezes,
however, then announces: “But Tzetzes subtly allegorizes everything.
So pay attention!” (Tz.AILIl. pro.250: 6 TCétlng & ~ Gmavta AemtdC
arrnyopel. Koi mpocoyeq).

Over the next 80 or so lines, Tzetzes offers his first original allego-
ry, describing the wedding of Peleus and Thetis as a natural allegory.
With Peleus representing the earth and Thetis representing the sea, their
wedding was when “the earth and the sea were articulated,” (Tz.4/L1l.
pro.265: toic dwpbpdoeat ¢ yi|g kai tiic Oardoong). The gods, who in
the mythological surface reading are the wedding guests, are allegorized
as natural and climatological phenomena and physical elements, just as
he described in the Exegesis. No longer the psychic powers of bravery,
wisdom and desire, Hera becomes the finer state of the ether (Tz.A4/L1L.
pro.271), Athena the low-lying and moist air (Tz.4/[.1l. pro.270), and
Aphrodite “the harmonious mixture of all the bonded elements” (Tz.A4//.
11. pro.280: 7 evkpoocio Tod TavTog GuVOESHOL TV oTotyeimv). Having
identified each of the goddesses as elements, Tzetzes then reveals the
truth of the passage by re-narrating the scene according to allegory. As
the earth had only just come into being,

terrible distress and confusion arose among the elements,

as that natural philosopher Empedokles also says.

For sometimes the completely moist air would prevail,

the gloomy, low-lying, muddy one,

which we have said was Athena; while other times, the fiery air,
which we have said was Hera, the mother of Hephaistos,
overwhelmed everything and caused it to burn;

sometimes the mild air began to shine for a moment.

Lo dewvn) kal obyyLOIC YEYove TV OTOLYEIOY,

¢ kol 6 euowds enov Epmedokit|g ékeivog:

8 For the debate about whether this is Malalas or John of Antioch, see also Goldwyn and
Kokkini 2015, xv and Goldwyn 2015. For the literary background of the Judgment of
Paris in Byzantine literature, see E. Jeffreys 1978, especially 126-31 for Tzetzes.
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TOTE P&V Yap O kaBLypog amp VIEpEViKa,

0 Lopepdg, 0 TpOGYELog, O cuvtebolmévog,

ov ABnvay eipnkeiey, dte 08 6 TLPMOING
VIEPVIKDV TO COUTAVTO Kol LEAAWDV KATUPAEYELY,
Svmep Kol “Hpav ginopev untépa tod ‘Heaictov-
mote 8¢ gVKpaTOg Anp VElapTe Ppoyd Tt
(Tz.AllL1l pro.291-98)

The golden apple, then, is no longer the prize for the most beautiful
goddess, but, according to the natural allegory, it

was established as the prize of the most powerful element.
For if the low-lying air prevailed completely,

darkness would again shroud this shining world,

and if the fiery thinner air prevailed,

all-consuming fire would overwhelm the whole world.
But because the mixture of Aphrodite prevailed,

she took the prize of victory, and now still holds it,

this world, the golden apple, the beautiful,

blended and harmonious through the governance of God.

EmaOAov T0D KPaTNOOVTOG DITEKELTO GTOXEIOV.

Eiyap 0 mpooyetog anp €viknoe telémg,

GKOTOG AV TODTOV TOV AOUTPOV TAAY KATEGYKE KOGLLOV-
€1 0& AeMTOUEPESTEPOG EKPATNGE TVPDING,

7Op AV TOV KOGLOV EmavTa KOTEGKE KOTAPAEYOV.

‘Enel & vmepeviknoe oVykpacic Appoditg,

g€nablov vikng Eoymke, Kol vOv €Tt Katéyet

TOV KOGHOV T0DTOV T0 ¥PpLGoDV TO pijov, T0 ®paiov,
cuykekpapévov gbpuBuov Beod i) KvPepvnoet.
(Tz.AllL1l pro.301-9)

Thus, Tzetzes offers this section as an allegory functioning on three in-
terpretive levels: first, as a mythological story about the wedding of Pe-
leus and Thetis; second, drawing from the earlier sources, as an allegory
in which the gods are transformed into psychic powers; and, third and
most elaborate, an allegory most probably of Tzetzes” own invention,
a natural allegory in which the wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the
Judgment of Paris describe the creation of the earth and the regulation
of its climate.
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The only type of allegory not yet used by Tzetzes is the rhetorical,
which recasts history in the language of myth. The first instance of rhe-
torical allegory appears in line 437 of the prolegomena, where Tzetzes
discusses the

nonsense [that] has been said about Achilles,

that, being fearful of war, he dressed up as a woman

and concealed himself among the girls at the loom,

but when Odysseus tossed swords along with the spindles
he revealed himself, by preferring the sword.

Amep 6¢ Te@ALApNVTOL TEPL TOD AYIAEMG,

MG Pofmnbeic TOV mOAELOV EPOPEL YUVOLKETDL

Kol oLV TapHEVOLS IGTOVPYDY KPLTTOUEVOS DI PXE,
100 'Odvecémg Elpn 6¢ plyavtog GuV ATPAKTOLS,
Katddniog €yéveto 10 Eipog TpoTiunoag.

(Tz.AllLIl pro. 437-41)

Tzetzes then goes on to offer “a wise allegorical explanation” (Tz.A/l.1l.
pro.442: twva. copnv aAAnyopiav). Thetis, receiving the famous proph-
ecy that her son could go to war and live a glorious short life or stay at
home and have a long inglorious one, opts for the latter, and “held him
back with her fervent maternal love, | which the myths call women’s
clothing” (Tz.A/l1l. pro.454-5: xotelye uNTPIKD Kol Somwdp noH0w: |
0 yovaikeiav &vovoty avopacav oi ubbot). By means of this allegory,
Tzetzes suggests, Homer transforms a relatively dull event from the past
— a mother not wanting her son to go to war — into an exciting tale by
imbuing it with more interesting rhetoric. As in the examples given in
the Exegesis, Tzetzes asserts that the superficial narrative is deceptive
— Achilles would never dress like a woman to avoid war — but that Hom-
er casts the event in this manner to make, as he said in the Exegesis,
“young people more willing to read because of the appeal of the myth.”

Tzetzes then indulges in some of the conventional rhetoric of
self-promotion which was common to Byzantine writers working on
commission, asserting that even if one had read all the preceding ac-
counts of the Trojan War by
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Homer and Stesichoros,

Euripides, Lykophron, Kollouthos and Lesches,

and Diktys’ well-written /liad,

Triphiodoros and Quintus, even a hundred books, not

even then would you have learned the story in greater detail.

‘Opnpovg, Znoiyopovgs,

Edpuidag, Avkogppovag, KoAlovBovg e kot Aéoyog,
Kot AlkTuV Guyypaydpevov Koh®dg Ty Tadda,
Tprproddpovg, Koiviov, kv Exatov Pifiia,

0VK OV AETTOUEPESTEPOV OVTMG EENKPPOC®.
(Tz.AILIL pro.480-84)

He then addresses his imperial patron directly, saying:

If, up to now, your divine and benevolent Majesty is not content
with this very small section we have written,

and wishes additionally a translation of Homer’s verses,

as many have previously told me on your Majesty’s behalf,

like Herakles, I will complete this labor as well.

Ei uéypt 8" odmep ypayoupey TUHLOTOC GUIKPOTETOD
70 Belov kol AdvOpmmov ovk dpkeadi) cov Kpdrog,
Beloet 8¢ petdppacty kol oTiyev T@v Ounpov,
Kka0a TPoeindv pol tiveg, dg €k 100 cod tod Kpdrovg,
¢ Hpakiiic, Tov debrov kai ToUTOV EKTEAEC®.
(Tz.AllL1l. pro.500-4)

This suggests that the first five hundred lines of the poem served as a
preview or sample text for the empress; should she like what she sees,
she would then, as Tzetzes suggests, commission him to complete the
project. The first five-hundred lines, then, were the grammarian’s chance
to impress his imperial patron and win her approval for the remaining —
and presumably much more lucrative — 5,500.

He does this through a variety of means; indeed, the prolix versifi-
cation, elaborate metaphors, erudite references to obscure history and
authors, insistent self-promotion and endless flattery of the empress that
are the essential elements of his style are on full display in the tour de
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force opening 30 lines.” But these are the surface manifestations of
what Tzetzes is selling; his real product, as with his repeated claim
that one can learn more from him than reading one hundred books,"
is his unsurpassed knowledge of the true meaning of Homer. Thus,
the opening allegorical passages offer Tzetzes the chance to display
the full scope and depth of his skills. It is in this context, too, that his
appropriation of what must have been a familiar and relatively simple
allegory about the Judgment of Paris and his elaboration of that into
something much more detailed and multifaceted must be understood.
This interpretive conflict between the multiple narrative layers and
Tzetzes’ role as the interpreter is best summed up in a line from his
own work: “I have thus given the mythical account of the text; | learn
here the truth and the allegory” (Tz.4/[.11.1.177-78: Tadta pév einov
POOIKOC g KEIVTAL TG KEWEV®: | TO & aAn0Eg vov pavbave kal tnv
aArnyopiav).

Tzetzes’ efforts must have paid off, since the empress (or someone
in the imperial circle on her behalf) did indeed commission Tzetzes to
allegorize the remainder of the //iad. For reasons unknown, the empress’
patronage stopped when Tzetzes had completed the prolegomena and
the first 15 books of his Allegories. Books 16 to the end were financed
by Konstantinos Kotertzes, an otherwise unknown figure about whose
identity there has been only speculation.!” The tone of the work also
shifts markedly with the new patron. Though the reasons for such a shift
are unknown, it may be due to the relative positions of the patrons: as
a non-Greek, the empress’s knowledge of the Homeric corpus and of
medieval Greek would have been much more limited, thus the need for
a commensurately simpler exegetical style; Kotertzes, by contrast, most
likely a native speaker of Greek and, like all educated Byzantines, a stu-

° This same strategy is also employed by Tzetzes in his Allegories of the Odyssey, in
which the first sentence is — at 46 lines — among the longest, most syntactically com-
plex, and thematically and metaphorically dense sentences in the work. The text for the
Allegories of the Odyssey can be found in Hunger 1955 and Hunger 1956; an English
translation is forthcoming as Goldwyn and Kokkini 2018.

10See Tz.AILII. pro.483 and Tz.AllIl. pro.494.

! Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, ix.
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dent of Homer since his youth, may well have been better prepared for
more complex allegorical analysis.!

In what follows, each of the different types of allegorical interpre-
tation (rhetorical, natural, mathematical) will be analyzed separately,
thus offering a substantive overview of Tzetzes’ allegorical method in
practice.

Rhetorical Allegory

Entertainment is, according to Tzetzes, a crucial aspect of Homer’s
method. Indeed, as Tzetzes argued in the Exegesis, Homer’s reason for
choosing the Trojan War as his subject matter was not because he had
an interest in the heroes who fought there or the deeds they performed,
but because it was entertaining. As such, it would keep an indifferent
audience interested in the philosophical lessons Homer wanted to teach.
To understand how Homer uses rhetorical allegory, therefore, allows
the reader to access these lessons by seeing through those aspects of the
narrative which are purely for entertainment.

Bellerophon and the Chimaira

In the Exegesis, the example Tzetzes gives of rhetorical allegory is the
combat between Bellerophon riding his winged horse Pegasus into bat-
tle against the monstrous Chimaira. Though mentioned only briefly in
the Exegesis, Tzetzes offers two allegorical interpretations of this scene
in the Allegories of the 1liad: first in Book 6 and again in Book 16. In
the first instance, he describes Bellerophon as “that most prudent man,
the slayer of the Chimaira, | the three-headed monster, with winged Pe-
gasus” (Tz.AILIL 6.51-2: &vip 0 cOPPOVESTATOC, O XiLalpov PoveDTG,
| Onplov 10 tpwcéporov, 1@ mrepmT®d IInydow) and then allegorizes it
rhetorically as follows: Bellerophon is

12 Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, ix.
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the man who put to flight three sets of foreigners with his ship,
the Solymoi, the Amazons, and third those sitting in ambush;
the Solymoi were brave men like lions,

the army of the Amazons, the daughters of Ares,

was like a chimera, like a goat climbing a steep mountain,

and those lying in wait to ambush him were like a serpent.

0 Tpomwodpevog E0vn TpuAd T@ TAOI®,

Yolvpovg, Apalovag te, ToVG THG EvESpag Tpitovg:
YoAOpoVG HEV, B AéovTag, HVTag Yevvaiovg dvopag,
o¢ yinopoy, O olya 8¢ kpnuvoPatodoay méAy,
1OV Apalovev Tov otpatov Apeog Buyatépav,

¢ dpdrovTa TNV EVESPAY TAV EAAOYDOVI®V TOOT®.
(Tz.AllL1l 6.53-58)

Thus, his winged horse Pegasus is allegorized as a ship, while the Chi-
maira becomes the three tribes he is said to have subdued, with each of
the animals comprising it — the lion body, goat head, and serpent tail —
standing in for the primary characteristics of the tribe: the lion is brave,
the goat can climb mountains and the serpent is sneaky (thus they lie in
ambush).

In Book 16, Tzetzes further expands the allegory, first allegorizing it
as he finds it in his stated source, Palaiphatos,'® in which Chimaira, the
daughter of Amisodaros, is a female brigand who lives “up in the high
and steep places of Lykia” (Tz.AILIl. 16.58: év DynAoic Avkiog t€ Kol
mapaxprpvolg tonoig) and with her two brothers turned that place into
a robber’s den. Tzetzes then says that “we we will untangle this passage
in another way” (Tz.AlL1l. 16.62: fueig 6~ oVt® oot Abouev €vtedbey
10 yopiov) positing that “Chimaira was a steep place in Lykia, | steep,
very bushy, hospitable to criminals, | which Amisodaros made a robbers’
nest” (Tz.AlLIl 16.63-65: 1 Xipatpo kpnpvoddng Tic v tomog &v Avkiq,
| kpnuvddng, Aoyuwmdéotatog, (IAOG TOlg Kakovpyodot, | TV fvrep
Apomdapog Anotplov Enoiet). Their ability to climb this mountainous
topography suggests the goat aspect of the Chimaira, while the descrip-
tion of them as “lion-like men” (Tz.A4/[.1l. 16.68: Aeovimdelg dvopag) for

13 For the relevant background, see Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, 538, n.61.
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their strength in combat and their practice of “stealthily killing” (Tz.4//.
11. 16.67: xteivovtag AMaOpa) represent the leonine and serpentine aspects,
respectively. In the first instance, Chimaira was a person who lived in the
steep places; in the second, Chimaira is the steep places themselves.

Tribes

Since rhetorical analysis deals so specifically with finding historical ex-
planations for myth, it is not surprising that Tzetzes often addresses the
treatment of the mythological peoples of the past in historicizing terms,
as in the case of the Amazons and the Solymoi. In this class of rhetorical
allegory can also be found the Sintians, sometimes referred to also as
the Lemnians, since they lived on the island of Lemnos. For instance, he
allegorizes Hephaistos’ fall from Olympos to Lemnos and his nursing
back to health by the Sintians rhetorically by rendering the mythological
narrative into historical terms. The god of fire and the forge becomes
a bolt of lightning which struck the earth and “from which the men of
old discovered fire | on Lemnos, which represents the whole world,
where the masses live” (Tz.4l[1l. 1.332-33: §& &v 10 wdp EpevpnTar
101G TPHTEPOV AVOPAOTOLC | &V ANUVE®, KOGU® GOUTOVTL 0D HEVOLGLY O
OyAov). Lemnos, then, becomes allegorized as the inhabited world as a
whole, while its inhabitants, the Sintians, become the first inventors:

For having invented every craft from fire,

they brought harm to all life and all men;

for before the crafts there was no war, no slave, no master,
but everyone lived in freedom and harmony.

[...]

they were the first to invent the making of arms for war.

TOVG EVPETAG TOVG TPATOVG.

Ebpovteg mhioay téxvny yap €k ToD Tupog EKEIVOL
mavta Tov Pilov EPAayay kol Tavtag Tovg avBpdmovg:
PO YOp TEYVAV 00 TOAELOC, 0V HODAOG, OV HECTOTIG,
AAL " EhevBépag dmavteg Elmv €v opovoig.

[...]

TPMTOVG TPOG TOV TOAELLOV EVPOVTOG OTAOVPYiaY.
(Tz.All.1l. 1.334-38, 340)
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Tzetzes uses Hephaistos’ fall to explain the origins of fire, metallur-
gy and the crafting of technology for war. The Lemnians as armorers
recurs again in Book 18, when Thetis tells Achilles that he cannot go
to war without armor. In the /liad, Thetis comes up from the sea to tell
Achilles that she will go to Olympos to get him new armor and weap-
ons, since Hektor had taken his old ones from Patroklos. Tzetzes alle-
gorizes Thetis as “water and the sea” (Tz.4/L1l. 18.208: Oypod kol THg
Ouldoong); thus Achilles cannot go to war “until they bring him armor
from across the sea” (Tz.4/[.1l. 18.212: é61’ v avtd xopicmow dmAa
du BaAdoong), a historical explanation rather than a mythical one. Thet-
is’ trip to Hephaistos on Olympos is thus explained: Achilles “sent some
men to Lemnian armorers, | or to another island, or to another land, |
from which they brought him back such weapons” (Tz.4/l.1l. 18.215-
17: tivag améotodkey gig OmAovpyovg Anuviovg | fj Tpog £tépav vijoov
8¢, eite kai ydpav dAY, | € Ng kol dmexducay olo T dmAo TOVT®).
Again, Tzetzes asserts, Homer uses the more exciting mythical story of
gods and divine armor to teach his readers something about the econo-
my and populations of ancient peoples.

Supernatural Animals

Another frequent use of rhetorical allegory by Tzetzes is his treatment of
mythical animals. As a rational historical explanation was found for the
Chimaira, so too does Tzetzes find rational explanations for other crea-
tures. Athena, for instance, in Book 19 of the /liad, comes to Achilles
in the form of a falcon, and using her divine powers, eases his hunger
pains. Tzetzes allegorizes this as follows:

When a shrill cry is uttered by a harpy (this is a bird

that snatches chicks from birds’ nests,

and meat from the butcher and those who have any),

so, when it cries aloud, it moves them to battle,

like a bird of good omen and of fortune that gives good counsel;
and Achilles forgot about his lack of food and hunger

as he set forth eagerly to war and battle,

which Homer here calls ambrosia and nectar.
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Apnn 0L forjcaca (Gpveov & €Tt TODTO,
apmdlov ta vedTTia OpVIBmV KOTOKImV,

Kol €K POKEAANG KPEa 08 KOl €K TAV KATEYOVTWOV),
abtn Aowmov Ponoaco ToVTOVS KIVEL TPOg LaymV,
¢ 0lvog TV 681V Kal TOYNg evé&vpfodrov:
kol Ayihel 8¢ yivetor AN AMpod kai meiving
TPoOOLL®G AVOPUGOVTL TPOG TOAEUOV KO LLiynV,
0 apPpociov “Ounpog kai véxtap GptL Aéyet.
(Tz.All.1l. 19.112-19)

Thus it is no longer the divine powers of Athena disguised as a bird, a
mythical explanation for Achilles’ lack of hunger, but rather a rational
one: Achilles sees a bird of good omen and simply forgets about his
hunger. Tzetzes then offers a similar kind of rhetorical allegory, turning
the divine foods of ambrosia and nectar into the other things for which
Achilles is metaphorically hungry: war and battle.

In the next lines, Tzetzes allegorizes another supernatural animal,
Achilles’ horse Xanthos:

‘What were the words of Xanthos, Achilles’ horse,
which predicted his death?

A pitiful lamentation; he tells everything to men
of good sense, and they foretell what will happen;
and from the sign of the horse’s mournful voice
<Achilles> foresaw that it predicted death for him.
Because the voice happens to be a gust of air,

they said that Hera makes <the horse> speak.

Tig M eovn T0d ZdvOov 8¢, T0d Ayhéwg inmov,

fimep mpogpavteLGATO KOl OdvaTov EKeive;

"EAgevog 0A0QUPUOG: TOTG O€ PPOovoDGL TAVTaL

AOAEL, Kol Tpoonuaivovst T pEAAOVTO YevésOat:

KAK 10D onpeiov g ewvilg Tod inmov tig Opnvddovg
Odvatov EUovTENcNTO EKEIV® TPOUNVOELY.

"Enel povn toyydvet 8¢ tig TARELG Tod Aépog,

£€pacay ¢ pwvhgvta tobtov Totel 1 "Hpa.

(Tz.AllL1l. 19.127-34)

In the [liad, the horse was given the power of human speech by Hera,
and he laments Achilles’ impending death in human words. In his alle-
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gory, Tzetzes explains this divine moment in rational terms, suggesting
that Achilles inferred the message that he would die not from the horse’s
actual words, but simply from the sound of the horse’s neighing. Hera,
moreover, is no longer the goddess giving speech, but the wind, since
the voice travels through moving air.

Tzetzes treats supernatural animals the same way in the Allegories
of the Odyssey. In the opening lines of Book 1, he asks:

What are the oxen of the sun? Plough oxen,

those working the earth and feeding people

and providing the living with the light of the sun to see

and not to die from hunger and descend to Hades.

How did the sun deprive them from their homecoming,

listen most briefly now; you may learn what is necessary, expansively.
It was unholy for people of old to eat a plough ox.

Boeg ‘HAiov tiveg 6¢; ol dportiipeg fosg,

¢ €pyalopevol TNV Yiv Kol Tp€eovteg avOpdTOLS

Kol PAémey Tapeyouevol {mvtag T eMdg MAiov

Kol prn Bavelv €k Thg Ao kot kateAbeiv eig Adov.
¢ 8¢ 0 "HAlo¢ adtoic dpeideto TOV vOGTOV,

dicovcov Bpayutdrong viv: padoig §°, o yp1|, MAatémg.
101G Tpiv avOpdmolg doeféc, Ecbicty fodv Epydnyv.
(Tz.All.Od. 1.13-19)"

In the Odyssey, the oxen of the sun were the property of the sun god
Helios, and thus forbidden for human consumption by divine command.
Tzetzes offers a different explanation, suggesting that the proscription
against eating them stems from a much more mundane reason. The oxen
of the sun, he says, are plough oxen, and Homer only calls them the
oxen of the sun because, by helping humans grow and cultivate food,
they keep humans in the sun, that is, not in dark Hades dead from star-
vation. Thus, people did not refrain from eating them because of some
divine injunction, but for the entirely rational reason that to do so would

14 English translation from Goldwyn and Kokkini 2018 (forthcoming), based on the
Hunger 1954 edition of the poem.
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satisfy their short term need for food but would also increase the risk of
starvation in the future.

Supernatural Fire and the Pyrogenic Mirror

Tzetzes summarizes the beginning of Book 5 of the //iad as follows:

to Diomedes daring and perseverance
were given by Athena, glorifying the man;
from his helmet and his shield

a flameless fire burned like the Dog Star.

Tote 1@ Aopndet 8¢ TOApOY Kol Kaptepiov

N Abnva topéoynke do&doaca TOV dvdpa-
€K mepkeParaiog 6€ TovTOL Kol TTig domidog
TOp APAEYEG AVEKUIEV OULOLOV TG KUVAGTPOV.
(Tz.All1l. 5.1-4)

Tzetzes then gives a rhetorical allegory for this passage:
Diomedes, wanting then to be recognized by everyone,
constructed a mirror with his shield and helmet crest
which used the sun’s rays to emit illusory fire.

‘O Aopundng Béhmv 8¢ 1ote Yvoaobijvar mdot,
KATOTTPOV KOTEGKEVAGEV AOTIOL Kol TA AOQ®
TVPOG EKTEUTOV SOKNGLV AKTIOL TOIg NAiov.
(Tz.All1l. 5.6-8)

In the /liad, the fire is given by Athena as a marker of Diomedes’ di-
vinely inspired prowess. Tzetzes, however, finds an entirely rational
reason: Diomedes’ armor is covered in mirrors. This interpretation al-
lows for a brief excursus on this historicity of mirror-fires in ancient
warfare: Tzetzes lists a variety of engineers and military strategists who
used the mirror technique, including Anthemios of Tralleis (6th century
CE), who “wrote on mathematical formulas governing the use of burn-
ing-mirrors and on arranging mirrors to point in the same direction,”"
Archimedes, who used mirrors to burn Marcellus’ ships during the Ro-

15 Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, 533, n. 14-9.
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man invasion of Syracuse from 214-212 BCE.!¢ Tzetzes then suggests
that strategists

ordered such mirrors to be made for crests and shields,
and, if possible, for breastplates and swords as well,
so that the enemy would be awestruck in every way.

oDt UEV TO KATOTTPa AOQO1G Kol Taig domioty,
&l duvatdv, kol Odpa&t kai ordbaig dpo TovTmV,
Onwc mavtoimg EknAnéig €in toig Evavtiolg.
(Tz.AllLIl 5.20-22)

As with previous examples of rhetorical allegory, Tzetzes interprets
Homer as offering a more exciting mythological explanation for a rather
more mundane piece of historical information about the development of
military technology. However, Tzetzes also seems to suggest some utili-
ty in this particular allegory: if the reader understands Homer’s method,
then something can be learned about how to defend a city or frighten
one’s enemies through the use of mirrors, though why this would be
relevant for the Empress is left unsaid.

The mirror allegory appears again as the explanation for divine fire
at 18.228. At Iliad 18.202, Achilles, unable to enter the battle without
armor, is nevertheless ordered by Iris to go stand at the trench to scare
the Trojans. Athena drapes the aegis over him and a fire gleamed forth
from him. So the myth says, but Tzetzes offers a different interpretation:

He prudently covered his head and his shoulders with an artful cowl,
mirror-bright,

with prudence, emitting fire through the reflections of the sun,
which overgarment he calls the aegis given by Athena,

and, unwillingly standing above the ditch, and shouting loudly,

he put the Trojans to flight and took back Patroklos.

Koi kadvebeic T ke@oAf] cuvdpa kol Toig dotg
OKEMAGLLA TL YOV TOV, KOTOTTPLKOV, PPOVICEL,
7TOp T01G AVTAVOKAAGEGL TPOGTEUTOV TOD A0V,

16 Goldwyn and Kokkini 2015, 532, n. 11.
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Omep Emévovoiv pnowv aiyidog Vi’ ABvNg

Kol KoV TPOG TO TAPPEVILN OTAG, Kol fonoag Héya
Tpdog pev tpémet Tpog euynv, [atpokiov 6& AapPaver.
(Tz.AllL1l. 18.228-32)

As in the previous examples, the pyrogenic mirror allows Tzetzes to
explain divine manifestations in the //iad as lessons drawn from history
but narrated in a more exciting fashion.

Natural Allegory

The programmatic allegory of the Judgment of Paris lays out one of
Tzetzes’ most detailed natural allegorical interpretations of Homer. In
interpreting the wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the various gods in
natural terms, Tzetzes offers a cosmological reading of this famous
scene. But Tzetzes’ natural allegories are as often concerned with the
operations of the physical world on a smaller scale and more in line with
the conventional affiliations of the gods.

The Gods as Ecological Forces

At 1.35, for instance, the opening scene of the //iad in which Agam-
emnon rebuffs the Trojan priest Chryses’ request for the return of his
daughter, Tzetzes writes that “Chryses prayed to Apollo against the
Greeks, | that is, he prayed for the sun to become very intense” (Tz.
AlLIlL 1.36-137: nd&ato 1@ Andiiwvi 6 XpHong kad "EAAMvav | fiyouv
Emou&ato 6podpov tov fiAov yevéohar). Tzetzes transforms the literal
manifestation of the god in the //iad into an allegorical one based on his
association with the natural world. In the //iad, Homer describes Apollo
as shooting his arrows at the Greeks from afar; Tzetzes, however, con-
tinues the allegory, offering rationalized natural reasons for the ensuing
deaths caused by Apollo’s arrows:

And it became very intense, following much rain
upon the army; the crowded concentration of tents
raised up foul smelling vapors of feces and corpses,
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polluting and corrupting all the air,

while he, moreover, assisting with his magical skills,
unleashed a terrible plague, killing people and cattle.
And he first started by killing the animals, since they are
bent down toward the earth, where the plague originates,
since they have a much keener sense of smell than men,;
shortly thereafter it started killing men also.

‘O 8¢ 6(0dPOG YEVOLEVOS LLETA TOAAOVG TOVG OUPPOVG
€lg oTpaTEL LA, TOATANOEG TOKVOLL CKNVOUAT®V,
ATHOVG SVOMOEIG AVILLDY Kol KOTP®V Kol TTOUATOV,
Havag SuEKPUTMOCOG T GCOUTAVTO, TOV AEPQ,

Kol GLUVEPYODVTOG Kol oOTOD TOAG HAYIKOAG TOAG TEYVALS,
AOLOVG Emfyarye devovg, pBeipmv avBpmdmovg, KTV,
Kai mp@tov pév annpéoto ta kv doebeipety,

OC KEKLPOTA TPOC THY YRV, NS 6 Aodg EKTPEYEL,

Kol G EDOGPPUVTOTEPA KATA TOAD AVOPOTMV:

LETA LIKPOV O~ AmMp&aTo KTEWVEWY Kol TOVG AVOPOTOLG.
(Tz.AllL1l 1.38-47)

Here, Tzetzes offers an epidemiological analysis of the plague: as in
Homer, it first hits the animals, though Tzetzes’ explanation suggests that
this is for explicable and rational (if scientifically unsupportable) rea-
sons: their noses are closest to the ground, where the air is most corrupt.

Apollo allegorized as the sun is also to be found in other places

throughout the work, as for instance when the Trojans break through the

Greek defensive works:

Apollo then demolished the Greek trench,
and made it passable for all the Trojans;
since the trench had been excavated and was loosened by

the rain, the sun made it crumble like a small dry loaf of bread,

made porous by water and swiftly crushed.

T t@v EAMvov tdepov 8¢ cuyyéag O AmOAAmv
dwParny énoinoe ndot Tpool td toTE

TV T6QPOV 06OV OPLKTHV Kai poveodsicay Suppoig
6 §Mog katéoeioey, ola Enpdv dptickov,
aparmOEvTa Td VYPD Kol cuvTpIEvTa TayEL.
(Tz.AllL1l. 15.138-42)
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In this passage, an action attributed to the god, specifically the destruc-
tion of the trench built by the Greeks, is instead attributed to nature: the
god as the allegory of the sun. Tzetzes summarizes this allegorical motif
in lliad 16, when Patroklos’ attempts to reach Troy are frustrated by the
god:

<Homer> said, Apollo the Far-Striker
(who according to others strikes from afar and shoots his arrows,
but is, in our view, the sun acting from afar).

£Kdepyog ATOA®V

(6 k0B’ Etépovg moppwbev eipymv te Kol ToEedwv,
Kot & Hdg 0 Aog moppmBev dpdV Ta EPyaL).
(Tz.AILIL 16.283-85)

As the ancient Greeks often associated Apollo with the sun, a connec-
tion which allows Tzetzes to interpret divine interaction in the /liad as
the operations of the physical world, so too are the other gods associ-
ated with natural phenomena: Poseidon with the sea, Hera as the wind,
Zeus as the sky. In Book 8, for instance, Tzetzes uses natural allegory to
describe the gods: “Hera’s speech and Poseidon’s sighing | signify the
movement of the winds and the roar of the sea” (Tz.4/LIl. 8.84-85: 'H
Aad g “Hpag 6¢ kol otovog [Toceddvog | mvevpdtov kivnpo oniol
kol poknpo Bardaoonc). This kind of natural allegory appears through-
out the Allegories.

In Book 12 of'the /liad, the poet takes the audience beyond the scope
of the Trojan War itself in a prolepsis about the destruction of the Greek
wall. The poet attributes the destruction of the wall in the /liad to the
anger of Poseidon and Apollo, who built it but find its permanence an
affront to their own immortality and who are offended that they did not
receive appropriate sacrifices from those who benefited from it. As a
result, they cause the rivers to flood over the wall. Homer thus offers a
divine explanation for the natural process of erosion; Tzetzes, however,
does the reverse, interpreting the divine in natural terms: Poseidon and
Apollo become “water and time, which is completed through the move-
ment of the sun” (Tz.4/[.1l. 12.8-9: 16 Bdwp, Kol 6 ypdvog | doTig &k Tig
Kwvfoewg mAnpodtal tod fAiov). Thus, the walls are destroyed by the

161



slow erosion of water over time, Poseidon and Apollo. Tzetzes elabo-
rates on this further a few lines later:

Time opened up all these rivers

and sent them flowing against the wall for nine days,

while the sky, Zeus, was raining along with them,

and Poseidon was striking the walls with his trident; that is,
when the sea with great tempests

assailed it, the wall was destroyed.

TOVTOVG TOVG TTAVTOG TOTOUOVG AVOGTOUDGAS YPOVOG
EVWONUEPMG EMEUTE PEOVTAG TPOG TO TELYOG,
ouppoliviog dpo GOV avToig Kot 0VpovoD, Alog O,
kai [Tocgddvog TAnTTOVTOg TaL TElYN TH| TPLOiv”
fiyouv kol Tpikvpiong 8¢ peydiog thg Oakdoong
TOMGCOUEVNG TPOGPOAGS, TO TETXOG NEavicOn.
(Tz.AllL1l 12.18-23)

The gods here are not the anthropomorphized deities of the //iad, who,
as part of their divine powers have control over certain natural forces,
but are themselves the personified versions of the natural phenomena
with which they are associated: sun, water, sky.

Natural Allegory for Divine Intervention in the Lives of Mortals

A second way in which the gods are allegorized as natural phenomena is
when explaining their direct interventions in the lives of mortals. When,
for instance, in book 5 of the /liad, Diomedes breaks Aineias’ hip with a
boulder, the latter’s mother Aphrodite comes and whisks him away. Tz-
tezes, however, finds a natural explanation for this divine intervention:

but his mother Aphrodite saved him

with the help of the place on Ida where he was born.
For he fled, using as cover the trees,

which Homer calls Aphrodite’s arms

and the folds of her gleaming robe which saved Aineias.

1N 8¢ yevéBAog avtov Ecmaev Appoditn
Kad Tomog O tiig Idng 8¢ ovmep oToOC Eombpn:
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£pevye Yap, Tolg SEVOPESLY MG OKEMT| KEYPNUEVOG,
Gmep enoiv 0 ‘Ounpog xeipog tig Appoditng,

Kol TEMAOV TTOYLO PAEVOD GOGAVTOG TOV Alveiay.
Xepog 8¢ tpdoty voncov sivar thic Agpoditng,
(Tz.All1l. 5.57-62)

Aphrodite is not literally Aineias’ mother, as in Homer; rather, she is his
birthplace, a kind of mother: he is able to use his greater familiarity with
the local environment to escape Diomedes. Her robes, moreover, which
literally shelter him in the //iad, are here allegorized as a different kind
of (natural) camouflage: the dense forest.

Similarly, at the opening of Book 14, Agamemnon orders the Greeks
to go home, but as they are on their way to the ships, Poseidon comes
to Agamemnon in disguise and reassures him of the Greeks’ eventual
victory and then yells a loud encouragement to the Greeks. Since in
Tzetzes the gods do not exist in anthropomorphic form and thus cannot
directly intervene in human affairs, Tzetzes has to find a way to account
for their appearance in the text, and here again he turns to natural alle-
gory, writing:

Poseidon and Hera signify the following:

the sea was tossed by adverse winds,

and did not allow the Greeks to flee to their homelands,

but urged everyone to be more steadfast in battle;

when Agamemnon saw that actually happening

(this, according to Homer, is Poseidon’s grasping of his hand),
he was thinking how Achilles might be rejoicing.

'O Tooeddv kai “Hpa 5& 165e dnhodow etvor:

N BdAacoo KekivnTo TvEdHOGY EVaVTiOLg,

POg T0G ToTpidag "EAANvac eevyewy &’ o mapeydpet,
TAPDTPLVE TOVG TAVTOG O Hiyesbot oTeppoTEPMS:

0 TPOKTIKAS YVOLEVOV 100V O Ayouépvmv

(6 kpdtnoig kad  "‘Ounpov xepog £k Iocelddvog),

€v tovTo1g Ehoyileto Tdg Aythedg Gv yoipot.
(Tz.All1l. 14.8-14)

Poseidon’s loud voice thus becomes the roaring of the sea, a logical and
creative interpretation correlating Poseidon’s voice with a stormy sea,
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and his encouraging the Greeks to stay becomes the adverse tidal condi-
tions that force them to stay.

The same method applies even when describing the lack of divine
intervention: at the opening of Book 8, Zeus asserts his strength over all
the other gods, saying that if there was a golden chain with him pulling
on one end and all the other gods, he would still be stronger than all of
them combined. This powerful assertion of his superiority renders the
other gods speechless. Tzetzes summarizes this episode, and then notes:

These words contain this wise allegory.

After those all-night thunders of which we spoke,

the sky was a little hazy during the day,

neither clear nor rainy but, as I said, a little <hazy>;

this he calls the total silence of the gods,

which he also says was the prohibition of help to either side.

Tadto Tolan TV £(0V61 GOENV AAANYOpiay.

Merta Bpovrdg, 6¢ glmopey, Ekeivag Tag mavviyoug,
NHEPOC TV 6 0VPAVOC HESME TEAOAMUEVOC,

) kaBapog, und Evopppoc, GAL, domep elmov, Pécng:
Omep Kol Gkpav clonny Oedv katovoudalet,

Omep Kol KOIUG o apeoiv tig fondeiog.
(Tz.AlLIlL 8.12-17)

Because of Zeus’ association with lightning and the other gods’ associa-
tions with various parts of the air, Tzetzes turns this scene into a natural
allegory rationalizing the gods as the calm after a storm.

Mathematical Allegory

Tzetzes himself, as many other authors of the period, aspired to be a
court astrologer and dream reader,'” so it is no surprise that, due to his
expertise in the subject and the court’s interest, allegories which cast the
gods as astrological and astronomical phenomena would play such an
important part. This form of analysis uses the references to the gods in

17 For which, see Mavroudi (2006), 77-79.
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the lliad as referring to their eponymous planets. Thus, for instance, in
Book 3 Hector chastises Paris for refusing to engage in single combat
with Menelaos. Tzetzes’ Hector says that Paris is no warrior, and that
is his other skills will not save him: “Music will not help you against
death, | nor beauty, nor your hair, the gifts of Aphrodite” (Tz.4/L.1l. 3.25-
26: Ok OEEAGEL GOl OVOEV 1) HOVGIKT BavovTl, | o0 KAAAOG, 00OE
Tpiywoig, ddpa tig Appoditng). Tzetzes then suggests that this refer-
ence to Aphrodite can either be interpreted as “desire” (Tz.All1l. 3.27:
émbopiag), Aphrodite’s defining psychological characteristic or “the
star,” (Tz.All.1l. 3.27: 10D dotépoc), by which Tzetzes means the planet
Venus. Tzetzes then elaborates on this astrological interpretation:

For all those born under Venus

(when it is not out of its proper sect, it offers

more and better assistance to those positions in which it is fitting),
beautiful and desirable women and men,

if they bear the mark of Venus on the first,

rather on the twenty-eighth degree of Cancer,

the men mingle with goddesses, that is, with queens

or women equal to the gods, as Ptolemy writes,

and the women mingle with gods, or men equal to gods.

Ol yevvn0évteg mavteg yap aotépt Appoditng,

Kol paAlov g aipécemg GvTL un mopapé,
dpkeiton pdAlov koi koAdg olomep dppolel Tomog.
Qpoiot kot ELEPAGTOL YOVAIKES TE Kol VOPEC,

av &v Tfj mpmtn, LeAlov 3 T €lK0GTH| OYdOM
poipa Kapkivov gépmotv avtnyv v Appoditmy,
Beaic ol avdpeg piyvovral, Tovtéott Pacilicooig

1} io00é015 yovan&iv, g ITroAepaiog ypapet:
yovaikeg Tdiw 0¢ Beols, eite Kal icoboig.
(Tz.All1l. 3.28-36)

Because Aphrodite represents desire, those born under the star-sign of
Venus are imbued with the kind of sexual desirability which the goddess
herself represents.

The death of Sarpedon is another moment in which Tzetzes uses this
kind of allegory. After narrating the Lycian commander’s death, Tzetzes
says:
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But I must indeed say who in all this is Zeus,

the father of Sarpedon, who strove to save him,

and who is Hera, who longed for his death,

and how and from where the sky rained blood,

just as <it rains> grain, ash, snakes and so much else.

AMAG ye OM pnTéov pot Tig Zevg T VOV DTTAPYEL,

10D Xapmndovog O TP, 6 oTevdmV ToVTOV OMLELY,
Kol Tig N Vv avaipecty "Hpa mobodoa tovtov,

Kol TG Kol OOV 0Vvpavog Exel fpoydg aipdT®V,
donep kol oltev, Kol TEPPAV, dQeV, GALOY TOCOV.
(Tz.AllL1l 16.116-20)

Since Zeus cannot literally be Sarpedon’s father, as he is in the /liad,
Tzetzes must find another way for explaining such a scene, and thus
turns to an astrological reading of their relationship:

Here Homer the all wise, the sea of words,

describes the birth horoscope of Sarpedon

and says this: that he had the star of Zeus, that is,

he was born under the star positions where rulers were born;
hence he says that his father was the star.

Nov ‘Ounpog 6 Taveoeog, 1 Bdrlacca TdV AdYwV,
vevéOMov Bepdtiov Ypaeet Tod Zapmndovog

Kol Aéyel To0TO TOD A0g EYev LEV TOV AOTEPQ,
8v 01¢ TOMOIC TEPVKAGLY 01 APy Yol yevvdicOau,
60ev Kol TovTOL Aéyel 8¢ TOTEPQ TOV ACTEPO.
(Tz.All1l. 16.122-27)

Tzetzes connects Zeus, as the ruler of the gods, with the birth sign under
which human rulers are born; since Sarpedon ruled the Lycians, Homer
says he is his father. Hera’s role in Sarpedon’s death is also allegorized
astrologically:

Hera is also a star, which, along with the other malevolent stars,
and most importantly Mars, Homer shows defeated Jupiter
during Sarpedon’s birth, and thus he says that Sarpedon

died under the alignment where we have said he died.
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“Hpa 6 dotip €otv Op0D, dvep T® yeveOMm

GV 101G AoTEPOV PaVAOVPYOLG, cVV Apel 6¢ LaAAOV
vikav tov Aia deikvooty, 60gv kol Ovijokev Adyet
170ic 0ig TpOmOIC eipkeey Bavelv ToV Zapmmdova.
(Tz.All.1l. 16.128-31)

Sarpedon’s death is thus attributed to the star sign under which he was
born, with Mars in an ascendant astrological position over Jupiter; the
astrological aspects of his birth thus determine his death.

The horoscope is used again at 22.32 to allegorize the divine inter-
vention found in the /liad. Tzetzes first quotes directly from //. 22.165,
in which Zeus registers his dismay at Hector’s impending death at the
hands of Achilles, and then moves to an allegorical explanation:

I mean that the gods are the stars and planets,

from which they say all that is destined happens to people;
for Homer is astrologizing in this passage,

and tells you the horoscope of the battle that took place then,
that Saturn and Mars, the most evil of the planets,

were looking down upon each other in quartile aspect.

®g0Vg dpti pot vonceov, dotpa Kol ToOg AeTEPIS
8 v avOpmmolg yivesOai pact Ta eipappéva:
aotporoYel yap ‘Ounpog viv toute @ yopio,
Kol Aéyet kai Bspdriov Th pdyms oot Tig ToTE,
611 0 Kpovog Apng te, ol KAKIoTOol AoTEPOV,

€K TETPAYDOVOL GYNUATOS GAAAAOVE KOBEDPOV.
(Tz.AllL1l. 22.37-42)

Thus it is not as anthropomorphic deities looking down from on high
and intervening in human affairs that the gods hold sway in the Trojan
War of Tzetzes’ imagination. Rather, it is as the stars and planets, under-
stood according to their astrological readings; Tzetzes concludes: “For
since the horoscope was harmful, | it signified that Hektor would die by
deceitful means” (Tz.A/[.1l. 22.54-55: "Enel yap 10 Ogpdrtiov EmPropeg
VTRPYE, | Kol 06A01g veouavey “Extopa tebvnicévan).
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Tzetzes and the Philosophy of Allegory

It has been suggested by Anthony Kaldellis that “allegory was for [Tzet-
zes] not part of a consistent philosophical approach,”'® but a careful
reading of the theoretical approach for allegorical interpretation Tzetzes
described in the Exegesis and the application of that approach in the
Allegories demonstrate that his approach, that is, the hermeneutics of
Homeric allegorical interpretation, remained relatively stable through-
out his career. Kaldellis is right, however, in that Tzetzes was neither
consistent nor philosophical.

For his lack of consistency, one need only look at the example of
rhetorical allegory of the Chimaira; Tzetzes offers two readings, but of-
fers no explanation why this particular instance can be interpreted in
two different ways, nor which reading should taking priority over the
other. In several other places throughout the work, however, Tzetzes
makes explicit choices for which kind of allegory to use: at 20.151, for
instance, after a reference to the gods, Tzetzes writes:

So henceforth understand the gods as elements.
Do not understand them at all in a historical sense,
nor spiritually, nor in an astronomical manner as stars.

Obtm Be0V¢ oo EIKDS £VOGOE GU POt VOEL.
Ipaypatik®dg 6& undapdc, UNdé ye WyouyikdS (ot,
o~ GG TPOVOUIKMTOTO TOVTOVG AGTEPUG VOEL:
(Tz.AlL1l 20.152-54)

Elsewhere Tzetzes suggests that there is only one proper allegorical
reading in even stronger terms: asserting that a reference to Hermes
should be understood as natural allegory, he says that “psychological
understanding of these is the utmost ignorance” (Tz.4IL1l. 20.275: vo&iv
8¢ TadTa YouyIkds Eoydtov dyvmoiag). Except through the blunt force of
assertion, Tzetzes offers no consistent rationale for which passages to
allegorize and which to elide, nor which passages can be allegorized in
multiple equally accurate ways and which must be interpreted according
to only one method.

18 Kaldellis 2009, 27.
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Perhaps of greater significance than the haphazard application of
the allegorical system is its lack of a coherent philosophical or moral
outlook. For all his interest in Homer as a philosopher, for all his in-
terest in Homer’s biopheleia, Tzetzes seems to have no philosophy of
his own and never articulates how Homer can improve one’s life; for
Tzetzes, the usefulness of Homer is axiomatic and therefore remains the
central, if unexamined, principle of the work. Tzetzes is concerned with
making sure his audience understands the ways in which one character
or description in the epic (i.e. Zeus) can be translated into scientific,
historical, or rhetorical terms (i.e. Destiny). Homer may have “[been] at
the height of knowledge beyond what was humanly possible” (Tz.A4/l.
11, pro.77: 6oQog 6 dkpmg YeVOLEVOG VITEP AvOpdTOV POGY), but Tzet-
zes never elaborates on how this knowledge may benefit his audience
beyond achieving some truer understanding of the epics themselves. He
advocates no moral or ethical positions, and offers no explicitly ideolog-
ical readings of Homeric epic. Thus, though Tzetzes’ allegorical theory
and method can be categorically described, as (if to a lesser degree)
can the social, economic and cultural circumstances in which he was
working, of his personal philosophy, of his private motivation, of what
benefits allegorical interpretations of Homer could offer — if indeed
there were any beyond remuneration and imperial favor — one can only
speculate.
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