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Sometime between 1323 and 1335 John II Comnenus Angelus Dou- 
kas1, the Italian Despot of Epirus, wishing to demonstrate his Hellenism 
to his Greek subjects, commissioned Constantine Hermoniakos to com­
pose an Iliad2. Regrettably Hermoniakos has become, as it were, a 
scapegoat for the literary historians of Byzantium, who are all too 
conscious of the poverty of the authors with whom they are concer­
ned. Here is a poet so remorselessly lacking in inspiration and sensitivity 
that the endeavours of any other writer are enhanced by the compa­
rison. A writer so universally and comprehensively derided and con­
demned by modern scholarship is unlikely to reward those who study 
him with much literary pleasure. But it seemed to me that his igno­
rance and incompetence have been painted in such dark colours^ by 
commentators who often give no sign of having read more than a few 
lines of his work that an explanation is needed. A poet who can arouse 
such passionate denunciation cannot at least be dull. I have therefore 
examined his Iliad to see if its sources can be traced. Most can, and 
show that Hermoniakos was better acquainted with the great works 
of Greek literature than is usually assumed4. The statements he made 
in his title about his activities are in fact reasonably accurate5. I pro­

1. See W. Miller, The L atin s in the L evant, London, 1908, pp. 250 and 273; 
D. M. Nicol, The L a s t  Centuries of Byzantium  1261-1453, London, 1972, p. 184.

2. For H erm oniakos’ dedication of the poem to John 11, see E. Legrand (ed.), 
L a  Guerre de Troie, Paris, 1890 (Bibliotheque Grecque V ulgaire Y ), Prolegomenes 
1- 4 9 ; this edition is hereafter cited by book and line-number.

3. He used a laboured octosy llab le (K . K iu m lach er, Geschiehte der byzan- 
tinischen Literatur, Munich, 1897, p. 847), and a barbaric syn tax. For reaction to 
his technique, cf. Legrand, op. cit. pp. v ii- ix ; Krumbacher, op. c it ., pp. 845-7; 
B .K nos, L ’Histoire de la L itterature Neogrecque, U ppsala, 1962, p. 132 ; l i .  - 0 . Beck 
Geschichte der byzantinischen Volksliteratur, .Munich, 1971, pp. 167-9: «Diese 
Poesie ist jeder Inspiration bar» (p. 169).

4. Legrand, op. cit., p. i x : «Constantin Hermoniacos a su rtou t mis a  profit 
les Allegories de l’lliade de Tzetzes...Il s ’est, en outre, servi, je n’oserais dire du texte 
original de l ’lliade (etait-il capable de le comprendre?) m ais plutot de quelque p a ­
raphrase du poeme homerique». These comments have entered into such literature 
as exists on Herm oniakos, and seem to have been amplified only by E. Patzig, 
D ictys Cretensis, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 1, 1892, p. 139 where he points out 
the debt to M anasses.

5. Μετάοοασις ίστοοίαο τ ιvoc aou.o8iac ποό Όμ,ιήρου, σύν αύτης γάρ ακολούθως ίγων
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pose to demonstrate here the extent of his borrowings, and the nature 
of his variations.

Hermoniakos’ title claims first that the work is a Μετάφρασις ιστο­
ρίας τίνος άρμοδίας πρό 'Ομήρου. Legrand recognized that the work re­
ferred to here is Tzetzes’ Allegories on the ΙΙίαάλ, though the question, 
to my knowledge, was not discussed in detail. The Allegories were be­
gun under the patronage of Bertha von Sulzbach, wife of Manuel Com- 
nenus, who would seem to have suggested the verse form though without 
giving clear and prompt instructions for the contents2. On her death 
the work was incomplete and composition resumed only with the urging 
and financial backing of John Kotertzes3. Partly as a result of this the

I 60-77

60 Ό γάρ Κάδμων έδιδάχθη 
έκ τήν γνώσιν τήν οίκείαν 
κέξ ετέρων οθεν ηδρεν 
καί θυμόσοφος έγένη' 
κέμα,θήτευσεν ό Κάδμος 

65 τον σοφώτατον Όλΐνον
καί ό Λίνος τον Όρφέαν 
καί Όρφεύς τον Προναπίδη- 
καί διδάσκαλος 'Ομήρου 
ήτον γοΰν ό Προναπίδης"

70 καί ό 'Όμηρος μαθδντα
πάντα γοΰν τοϋ Προναπίδους, 
θέλων καί πλεΐον νά μάθτ) 
εις τήν Αίγυπτον άπήλθεν 
κέξετρύγησεν έκεισε

75 πάσης γάρ σοφίας άνθος,
καί σοφος ύπέρ άνθρώπους 
έγεγόνει γάρ εκείνος.

τούς πολέμους της Τροίας άπαραλλάκτως, καθώς ό "Ομηρος διηγείται καί έτεροι ποιηται 
τούς πολέμους καί τήν τοΰ δουρίου ίππου κατασκευήν καί τήν άνάλωσιν τής αύτής πό- 
λεως καί τινα μετά τήν άνάλωσιν τής αύτής Τροίας' τά μετ’ "Ομηρον τά μή γραφέν έν 
αύτό τοϋ 'Ομήρου βιβλίον τό καλούμενον Ίλιάδα. (Legrand, op. c it ., p. 1).

1. Ed. J .  F . Boissonade, Tzetzae Allegoriae Ifiadis, Paris, 1851 (reprinted 
Hildesheim, 1967).

2. E. g. Prol. 1205-1214, especially 1214 ταχέως δηλωθήτω μοι' διαπορώ γάρ 
πάνυ. See C. Wendel, R E  VII. 2 (1948), cols. 1967-9.

3. Cf. Alleg. Π i-vii.
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Allegories fall into three sections. The first, the Prolegomena, deals 
with the background to the Iliad, the life of Homer and the events 
leading up to the war, while the main allegorizing passage is concerned 
with the Judgement of Paris1. The second, discussing Iliad A-O, book 
by book, gives a full analysis of the events covered by each book with 
allegorical interpretation where necessary. The third, covering Iliad 
Π-Ω gives only a very brief description of the action and then follows 
this with the allegorization. The change in technique from the second 
to the third section corresponds to the change in patron.

The Prolegomena are paraphrased by Hermoniakos between I j 
(cf. Prol. 25 ff.) and VII 14 (Prol. 1143). The phraseology can echo that 
of Tzetzes very closely, as the following parallel examples show:

Prol. 68-78

68 δ Κάδμος έξ Αΐγύπτου γάρ έλθών εις τήν Ελλάδα

69 τον Λίνον έξεπαίδευσεν έν γράμμασι Φοινίκων-
70 ό Λίνος S’ έξεπαίδευσεν ό μαθητής του Κάδμου,
71 Όρφέα 'Ηρακλέα τε, καί γε τον Προναπίδην-
67 Διδάσκαλος δέ γίνεται 'Ομήρου Προναπίδης
74 ό Προναπίδης ούτος δέ τον "Ομηρον διδάσκει.

75 Καί δή μαθών ό 'Όμηρος πάντα τα Προναπίδου,

76 χρήζων καί πλείονα μαθεΐν, εις Αίγυπτον άπήλθε,
77 κάκεΐ λοιπδν έτρύγησε πάσης σοφίας άνθος’

78 σοφδς δ’ άκρως γενόμενος υπέρ άνθρώπου φύσιν.

1. On Tzetzes’ use of allegory, see H. Hunger, Allegorische Mythendeutung 
in der Antike und bei Johannes Tzetzes, Jahrb. Byz. Ost. Ges. 3, 1954, pp. 35-54.



142 Καί κατά λεπτόν γάρ μάθε 
του 'Ομήρου καί ετέρο^ν 
βίβλων άλλων πρό Όμήρου"

145 καί μετ’ "Ομηρόν τινά γαρ-
όσα γοΰν έσυνεγράψαν 
Εύρεπίδης καί Λυχόφρων, 
και οι έτεροι σύν τούτων 
τά περί τής Τροίας τότε.

150 Έν γάρ πόνω βραχυτάτω
περ ιέκλεισα τά πάντα, 
έν στενω πεπλατυσμένα, 
καί ευνόητα τοϊς πάσι' 
δ βουλόμενος έν άλλοις 

155 τοϊς έκείνοις βίβλου ταύτης
τοϊς πολλοΐς άναγνωκέναι 
των εκείνων βιβλοθήκων, 
ούχ εύρήσει τις όπόσα 
έν πολλοΐς βιβλίοις γάρ γε,

160 τμ,ήμασι μικροΐς μεγάλοις,
ώς τό πόνημα έτοϋτο.
Κένεκεν αύτοΰ γάρ μάλλον 
ευεργέτησαν κάμοί γαρ 
δωρεάν, ώς εύεργέται,

165 τής ψυχής τής σής άξίως
σών των βασιλικωτάτων.

Ε. Μ. Jeffreys

I 142-166

Passages of this type are frequent and many further examples 
can be found easily, but though Hermoniakos has taken over much 
of his source text he has also adapted it. There are a number of omis­
sions and some additional material. The omissions simplify Tzetzes’ 
discussion of mythological and historical passages; e. g. I 29-57 (cf. 
Prol. 50-66) on Homer’s parentage; I 100 (cf. Prol. 86-112) on Homer’s 
dates; III 244 (cf. Prol. 430-467) on the upbringing of Achilles; IV 285 
(cf. Prol. 744-781) on the sacrifice of Iphigenia at Aulis. The additions 
vary in nature; at I 36-57 is described a prophecy given to Homer’s 
mother; at II 313-III 30 are moral reflections on love and adultery; 
at V 87-101 are comments on the glory a man gains from bravery and 
at VI 79-86 and 117-132 on the insidious role of φθόνος (with particular



P rol 478-498

478 ειτα λοιπόν μοι μετ’ αύτά μάθης τά του πολέμου
κατά λεπτόν τά σύμπαντα στενώς πεπλατυσμένως, 

480 οίίτως &ς αν άνέγνωκας 'Ομήρους, Στησιχόρους,

Εύριπίδας, Λυκόφρονας, Κολλούθους τε καί Λέσχας, 
καί Δίκτυν συγγραψάμενον καλώς τήν Ίλιάδα, 
Τρυφιοδώρους, Κόϊντον, καν εκατόν βιβλία, 
ούκ αν λεπτομερέστερον ούτως έξηκριβώσω"

485 καί τότε τμήματι βραχεί πάντα συγκεκλεισμένα

όπως πας ό βουλόμενος έν πόνω βραχυτάτφ

άνεγνωκέναι τοΐς πολλοϊς δοκή βιβλιοθήκας...
493 τά πάντα περιέκλεισα τμήματι βραχυτάτω,

όπόσα ούχ εύρήσει τις ούδ’ εκατόν βιβλίοις,...

496 μικροΐς, μεγάλοις τμήμασι, στενοϊς, πεπλατυσμένους,

καί μάλλον Ινεκεν αύτοϋ καί δωρεά δοθή μοι

τής σής ψυχής έπάξιος τής βασιλικωτάτης1,...

Constantine Hermoniakos and Byzantine Education

reference to the fate of Palam edes); at VI 269-304 are comments on 
the pernicious effects of rumour; at V 224-321 are given detailed in­
structions on how to operate a cross-bow, invented by Palamedes. 
There are also additional pieces of information in the narrative: at 
II 186-309 (cf. Prol. 367-78) Helen’s beauty sends the writer into tran­
sports of delight; at II 161-177 (at Prol. 359) are details on Helen’ s 
parentage; at III 183-7 (contrast Prol. 395-418) Aeneas is saved from 
the sack of Troy; at III 191-226 (at Prol. 418) the Greeks had sworn 
to protect Helen (this is attributed to Συσήγωρ); at V 130-168 (at Prol.

1. The latter exam ple shows that H erm oniakos cannot even bring himself 
to write his own dedication, bu t follows the pattern set by Tzetzes. H erm oniakos’ 
dedicatory prologue is thus probably also prom pted by Tzetzes’ opening dedica­
tion at Prol. 1-15 though there are no verbal parallels.
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855) the total of dead in the first stages of fighting is listed (attributed 
to ιστορικός τις); at V 174-203 (at Prol. 860) is a description of how 
Achilles and Patroclus were wounded. The source for these, if not Her­
moniakos’ own imagination, has not so far been traced. Other differen­
ces from Tzetzes’ narrative occur in the Catalogue and the Portrait 
lists. In the Catalogue (III 244-IV 31, cf. Prol. 508-638) Hermoniakos 
simplifies the personnel in the contingents, naming only the leaders 
(but frequently in a distorted form). The only extra name seems to be 
Βρηχήνωρ έκ Κερκύρας (at IV 28—one of the last nationalistic interpo­
lations in the Iliad?). In the portrait list Hermoniakos omits Menelaos 
(Prol. 665-6), Dios and Epistrophos [Prol. 823), Chromis and Ennomos 
(Prol. 824), but adds Persilochos (IV 235), Antilochos (IV 239), Lephenor 
(IV 242), Pyrrhos (IV 250), Semoseus (IV 259), Echepolos (IV 321), 
Agenor (IV 327), Enedos (V l ) 1. Again the source of these additions 
has not been traced2. These are the sort of points which must have 
led Legrand to comment that Hermoniakos had a fuller text of the 
Allegories than is now available3; there seems to be no other evidence 
for his suggestion.

Some of the additional material can however be traced to its source

I 362-11 15

362 Λαομέδοντος υιός γαρ 
ό Πριάμος γάρ έκεϊνος 
είχε σύζυγον Έκάβην,

365 τήν τε παϊδα τοϋ Κισσέως' 
χρηματίσασα γάρ μήτηρ 
έκ σποράς γάρ τοϋ Πριάμου 
παϊδας γοϋν δεκαεννέα 
(άπεκύησεν Εκάβη)4

II 10 καί κατά γαστρός γάρ είχε,
καί προς γάρ τό τίκτειν οδσα,

1. However he retains Tzetzes’ comparison of himself with Cato and Pala- 
medes (IV 214-226, cf. Prol. 724-739) which was a personal quirk of Tzetzes and 
quite irrelevant to his topic.

2. The extra  portaits do not occur, for exam ple, in M alalas (ed. Bonn, 1831,
p. 103), Isaac  Porphyrogennetos (ed. H. Hinck, Polemonis Declam ationes, Leipzig,
1873, pp. 80-87) or Dares (ed. F . Meister, Leipzig, 1873, cap. X II-X III).

3. Legrand, op. cit., p. ix.
4. I, 370-1, II, 1-9: acrostic.
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and it is possible to see how Hermoniakos weaves together the strands 
of two narratives that are not always compatible. The Judgement 
of Paris, for example, is a story which seems to have aroused Tzetzes’ 
especial indignation (cf. Prol. 135, 170-1, 217, 225)1. It is also one to 
which he devotes a certain amount of attention, both for the narrative 
and for its allegorical interpretation (cf. Prol. 135-333). Hermoniakos 
has retained much of Tzetzes’ vehemence (e.g. I 181 ενι δέ ψευδής ο μϋθος; 
cf. 185-6, 204-5, 338-344, 360-1) and part of the reason for it (that 
the generation gap postulated between Paris and Achilles is inconsi­
stent with the Iliad ; cf. I 345-59). Nevertheless he avoids both the 
complexities of Tzetzes’ two versions (Prol. 135-169 and 172-249) and 
the allegorization (Prol. 251-334) by using the more straightforward 
narrative from Manasses’ Σύνοψις Χρονική2.

Thus after I 360-1:
ψευδός γάρ καί λήρος εστι, 
τό γάρ άληθές γάρ τούτο' 

which is taken from Prol. 225 (τοϋτο μεν λήρος καί ψευδές, τά δ’ άληθές 
τοιοϋτον) Hermoniakos turns to Constantine Manasses, as the following 
parallel lines show:

Σύνοψις Χρονική 1118-1123

1118 τω Λαομέδοντος παιδί τω φυλαρχοϋντι Τρώων3
1119 Πριάμω

σύζυγος συνήν Εκάβη
ποας Κασσέως,

1120 καί μήτηρ έχρημάτισε
πολλών έκ τούτου παίδων.

1121 έχουσα γοΰν κατά γαστρός
καί προς το τίκτειν οδσα,

 ̂ 1. These comments are also reflected in the prose introductions to the Iliad 
derived from Tzetzes, cf. P . Mertens, Songe d ’Hecube, Pomme de Dis corde et autres 
Antehomerica, A ntiquite Classique 29, 1960, pp. 18-28.

2. Ed. 1. Bekker, Bonn, 1837.
3. B u t cf. Prol. 172.
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φρί,κωδέστατον γάρ οναρ 
βλέπει, γάρ κατά τούς ύπνους' 
κύουσα δαλόν έδόκει

15 άνθρακας καί φλόγαν πέμπων.

Manasses’ narrative is iollowed from this point onwards until II 
95 (Man. 1148), though with an omission (Man. 1128-31: proposed 
methods of disposing of the ill-fated child) and additions taken from 
Tzetzes’ account (II 31-3, cf. Prol. 191 for the thirty-year term of the 
oracle, which is not mentioned by M anasses; II 63-9, cf. Prol. 238-40 
on the education Paris received in the Parion)1. Hermoniakos thus 
blends elements first from one then from another of his sources.

Manasses is used again a little later for the account of Paris’ flight 
with Helen (III 50-138, cf. Man. 1173-1208, with a moralizing comment 
inserted at III 76-85 and a tour-de-force of alliteration in φ at III 113- 
130). Regrettably on this occasion Hermoniakos fails to notice that 
there is a fundamental disagreement between Manasses’ version and 
that of Tzetzes to which he subsequently returns. According to Manas­
ses, Paris is compelled by Proteus to leave Helen in Egypt and to sail 
to Troy empty-handed:

III 136-8 ούδέ γάρ δακτύλω άκρω 
της 'Ελένης ηδονής γαρ 
είδεν γάρ ό ΓΙάρις δλως'

(cf. Man. 1207) but according to Tzetzes, and also Hermoniakos (III 139, 
cf. Prol. 391), Helen was greeted with delight by the Trojans when 
she arrived2. The two statements are juxtaposed by Hermoniakos 
without comment, and the rest of his narrative assumes that Helen 
is in Troy3.

Thus, for his first six books Hermoniakos’ main debts to his sour­
ces can be expressed as follows (with a few minor discrepancies that 
are not noticed here):

1. There is also a passage, II 69-76, on tbe five-fold nam es of Paris whose
source has not been traced.

2. A sim ilar, though not quite so fundam ental, discrepancy occurs over the
fate of Polydoros as described by Homer and Euripides; see p. 105, n. 2 below.

3. M anasses’ Chronicle is also used to provide post-H om eric information,
which will be discussed later.



1122 φοβήτροις έκτεθρόητο
νυκτέρων όνειράτων'

1123 βλέπειν γάρ έ'δοξε δαλόν
φλόγεον άνθρακίαν...
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Hermoniakos Tzetzes’ Prolegomena Manasses
Prologue 1-85 1-15

I 1-28 25-49
29-37 50-66
38-57 — (Homer’ s mother)
58-77 67-78
78-100 79-85
101-141 113-132
142-177 468-507
178-344 133-163
345-361 217-225
362-11 100 1118-1148

II 101-125 — (oracles)
126-160 346-359

t 161-177 — (Helen’s parentage)
.. 178-185 361-4

186-309 367-78
310-III 30 — (moralizing)

ΪΙ 31-49 381-86
50-138 1173-1208
139-191 395-418
192-226 — (oath to protect Helen)
227-243 419-429
244-IV 31 508-638

*  32-94 (54-8, cf. Prol. 471-2; 65-8, cf. Prol. 469-70)
95-234 660-743
235-263 — (extra names)
264-274 712-7
275-284 — (extra names)
285-V 53 782-831
54-129 832-855
130-168 — (number of dead)
169-173 859-60
174-203 — (wounding of Achilles)
204-223 866-874
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224-321 — (cross-bow)
322-372 875-898
373-449 899-917
450-VI 78 918-960
79-86 — (moralizing)
87-116 961-976
117-132 — (moralizing)
133-323 1027-1112
324-VII 19 1113-1143

Hermoniakos makes use of the remainder of the Allegories elsewhere 
in his Iliad , from IX 319 (cf. Alleg. Δ 18, or possibly IX 246, cf. Alleg. 
Γ  172 ff.) to XVII 220 (cf. Alleg. 0  248). The point where he ceases to 
follow the Allegories corresponds to the change in Tzetzes’ method 
of writing that I have noted, for after the end of 0  Tzetzes no longer 
provides a full and detachable account of the Homeric narrative. From 
Allegories Δ to 0 , however1, as with the Prolegomena many passages 
have been taken over almost word for word (the ubiquitous γάρ is 
an all too useful way of adapting Tzetzes’ political lines to octosyl­
lables). The examples given from the Prolegomena illustrate how Her­
moniakos works. As before he omits a number of passages. These in­
clude most of the scenes involving the Olympian deities (e.g. X  210> 
cf. Alleg. E 57-71, Aphrodite rescues Aeneas) though it is worth 
remembering that in the Prolegomena the gods in the Judgement of 
Paris were retained, without allegorization. Almost all the later allego- 
rization has been left out; e. g. XII 175 (cf. Alleg. H 111-141), XII 178 
(cf. Alleg. Z 2-35), XII 323 (cf. Alleg. Θ 78-89), XIII 89 (cf. Alleg. Θ 
132-144), XIII 100 (cf. Alleg. Θ 147-197), XIV 300 (cf. Alleg. A 59-66),
XV 281 (cf. Alleg. N 1-26, though possibly a lacuna), XVI 78 (cf. Alleg. 
M 1-27, also possibly a lacuna), XVI 270 (cf. Alleg. Ξ 8-28), XVII 44 
(cf. Alleg. O 1-101). Other comments in the Allegories which refer to 
non-Christian attitudes are also occasionally omitted; e.g. XII 140 (cf. 
Alleg. H 88-9, a sacrifice), XIV 156 (cf. Alleg. K 46-52, on divination)^
XIV 277 (cf. Alleg. A 40-41, on fate). Some of tbe battle scenes are 
shortened or omitted, e.g. XVI 157 (cf. Alleg. Ή 111-145), XVI 183 (cf. 
Alleg. N 153-184), XVII 115 (cf. Alleg. O 137-150); and occasionally 
Hermoniakos leaves out an arming scene (e.g. XII 51, cf. Alleg. H 35-

1. A to Γ  have been taken from the Iliad and not the Allegories, as will be dis­
cussed later.
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49), though he keeps in Agamemnon’s arming from Alleg. A 10-30 (cf. 
XIV 205-269). Some speeches are left out; e.g. XII 158 (cf. Alleg. H 
99-103), XV 76 (cf. Alleg. A 159-165). Hermoniakos also ignores, at 
XVII 138, Tzetzes’ discussion of the meaning of άνεψίος (cf. Alleg. 0  
157-166).

Hermoniakos again brings a little extra information; on weapons, 
at XI 47-109 (cf. Alleg. Z 9) where he seems to be referring to the four­
teenth century and not to Homeric techniques; at XII 30-38 (cf. Alleg. 
H 19) Nestor adds some non-IIomeric advice; at XIV 1-76 (contrast 
Alleg. I 69-134) the speeches bear no resemblance to Tzetzes’ version. 
Most importantly at XIII 131-251 (cf. Alleg. Θ 203) is a summary of 
the contingents in the army, which is attributed (at XIII 169-173) to

’Ιωάννης
χρονικός Άντιοχεύς γαρ 
τοϋ φουσσάτου γάρ τό μ,έτρον 
εν τε τη δευτέρα βίβλω 
εις τον ογδοον τίτλον.

This seemingly precise reference has not so far been traced. Hermonia­
kos also interweaves into his narrative similes and episodes taken from 
the Iliad itself: these will be discussed later.

The text of Hermoniakos as it now stands plainly has a number 
of lacunas and some displaced lines: this is apparent both from the 
gaps in sense and from a comparison with the source texts. Most of 
the lacunas occur in passages derived from the Allegories, and have 
in many cases been filled by Legrand in his edition on the basis of that 
text; e. g. at XIV 105 a-p, cf. Alleg. K 2-10; XIV 108 a-g, cf. Alleg. 
K 12-15; XIV 126 a-h, cf. Alleg. K 34-7; XIV 167 a-g, cf. Alleg. K 55-8; 
XIV 318-9, cf. Alleg. A 84-5; XV 25-34, cf. Alleg. A 110-127; XV 38 
a-d, cf. Alleg. A 129-32; XV 41 a, 42 a-b, cf. Alleg. A 135, 136; XV 
244 a-b, cf. Alleg. M 143; XV 280 a-b, cf. Alleg. M 27; XV 282 a-t, cf. 
Alleg. M 29-38; XV 287 a-c, cf. Alleg. M 40-41; XVI 124 a-c, cf. Alleg.
N 92-3. The displaced lines occur at XV 281-XVI 78, which should fol­
low XV 145; the correct order is as follows:

XV 145 Alleg. A 215
M 1-27 (omitted)

XV 281-XVI 78 M 28-102
XV 146-280 M 103-169 (end of book)

N 1-26 (omitted)
XVI 79 ff. N 27 ff.
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These differences, shared by all three extant manuscripts of Her­
moniakos’ poem, must be due to a faulty archetype at the head of 
the copying tradition. That they are not due to an inadequate copy 
of the Allegories is shown by similar lacunas at XXII 26a, in a passage 
which reflects Sophocles’ Ajax, and at XVII 417, in a Homeric passage.

From what has been said already certain facets of Hermoniakos’ 
attitudes emerge. He dislikes writing about the Olympian gods, even 
in an allegorical form; he has a certain interest in weapon technology — 
but of his contemporaries rather than of Homer; and he has a tendency 
to moralize. Rather more important for present purposes however is 
the fact that he likes to follow a written source closely: he rarely seems 
inclined to let his imagination work. When therefore in the title he 
states that the fighting at Troy is described καθώς ό "Ομηρος διηγείται, 
one must first examine the obvious source, the Iliad.

At VII 151 Hermoniakos makes the transition away from Tzetzes’

VII 19-97
19 Τήν οργήν αδε καί λέγε, 

ώ καλόφθαλμη κυρία, 
Άχιλλέως του άνδρείου, 
πώς έγίνην όλεθρία, 
καί τούς άρ ιστούς Άχαίους 
πώς τάς θλίψεις πεποιήκεν, 

25 καί πολλούς έκ τών τοιούτων 
πώς άπέστειλεν εις αδην, 
καί κυνέσι καί όρνέοις 
προς βοράν τούτους έδώκεν. 
Είτα τούτων άκουσάντων,

30 ή καλόφθαλμος δεσποίνη 
έφη προς τον έρωτώντα' 
τοΰ Διός γάρ έπληρώθη 
ήτοι γάρ άνεβουλήθη.

1. The dividing line between H erm oniakos’ sources is not clear. Iliad Γ  426-446 
is summ arized inaccurately and with no verbal reflections at IX  226-245; none 
of this m aterial appears in Tzetzes. Iliad Γ  455-461 appears at Alleg. Γ  172-7 : IX  246- 
55 could be derived from either of these passages. IX  256-318 is a  sum m ary of 
the leaders; IX  319 ff., however, is indubitably taken from Alleg. Δ  18 ff.
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account of the first stages of the quarrel between Agamemnon and 
Achilles, and turns to his new source: 

ώς ό "Ομηρος γάρ λέγει, 
καί προσώποιαν ποιεΐ γαρ 
προς θεάν γάρ Ιρωτώντα, 
λ ίγ ω ν  προς αύτήν τοιαϋτα.

Then from VII 1,9 to c. IX 255 he uses Iliad Λ-Γ with the expected 
omissions and a very few additions. That Hermoniakos was using a 
copy of the Iliad itself and not a paraphrase, as Legrand suggested 
becomes plain when the texts are compared. The two most common 
Byzantine paraphrases of the Iliad were those of Psellos, which seems 
to have circulated quite widely1, and that of Moschopoulos, who would 
have been a slightly older contemporary of Hermoniakos2. For the 
purposes of comparison I quote here Iliad A 1-2'i3 and with it the 
versions of Hermoniakos, Psellos and Moschopoulos.

Iliad. A 1-21
Μήνιν άειδε, θεά, ΙΙηληϊάδεω Άχιλήος

ούλομένην, ή μυρ" Άχαιο ΐς άλγε’ εθηκε,

πολλάς δ’ ίφθίμους ψυχάς ’Ά ϊδι προΐαψεν

ήρώων, αυτούς 8ε έλώρια τεϋχε κύνεσσιν 
5 οΐωνοΐσί τε πασι,

Δίας 8’ έτελείετο βουλή,

1. Ed. I. tiekker, Scholia in Homeri Iliadem, Β θ λ ϊ ι ι ,  : A ppiudix , pp.
651-811. Cf. Krumbacher, op. cit., p. 443.

2. F or M oschopoulos’ paraphrase I have u sid  tha porliou edited by A. Ludwich. 
Aristarchs Homerische Textkritik  II, Leipzig, 1885 (reprinted 1971), p. 4,)i ft'. For 
the date of composition, the work appears to be included in Vat. Gr. 29, which is 
dated to 1292 (cf. T. IV. Allen, Homeri Ilias I :  Prolegomena, Oxford, 1931, p. 44); 
this manuscript is not listed by Ludwich.

3. I  iiave used the Oxford text, ed. D. B. Monro and T. W. Allen (3rd ed., 
1920).



94 Ε. Μ. Je ffreys

Πρώτον γάρ έκχωρισθέντες 
35 εις φιλονεικίαν ήλθον 

δ τε βασιλεύς Άτρείδης 
καί Άχίλλιος ταχύπους.
Τούς αύτούς δέ, δέσποινα μου, 
τίς ήρέθισεν τήν εριν 

40 καί τήν μάχην έσυγκρότει;
Ειτα πάλιν άπεκρίθη' 
ό υιός τής καλλιμάχου 
τής Αητοΰς ένδοξοτάτης, 
δπερ εχει φυτοσπόρον 

45 τον Διάν αυτόν τον μέγαν' 
ό γάρ βασιλεύς χυτός γαρ, 
χολωθείς έν τή καρδία 
έδιέγειρεν κακία 
καί τό πλήθος άπωλέστην 

50 έ'νεκεν τήν ΰβριν Χρύσου, 
του ’Απόλλωνος τον θύτην 
όν άτίμασεν Άτρείδης.
'Ο γοΰν ίερεύς ό Χρύσης 
ήλθεν εις τάς ναΰς Ελλήνων,

55 ιν’ αΐτήση παρ’ έκείνων 
τήν ιδίαν θυγατέραν 
καλλιπάρειον, ώραίαν, 
άργυροϋ γάρ καί χρυσίου 
φέρων προς αύτούς παντοΐα,

60 καί το στέμμα γάρ κατέχων
καί τό σκήπτρον καί τήν ράβδον 
τοϋ Θεοΰ του τοϋ ίδίου, 
καί δεινώς παρακλητεύων 
άπαντας τούς μεγιστάνους 
(μάλιστα τόν ’Αγαμέμνων)

65 άμα σύν τω αΰταδέλφω
λέγων προς αύτούς τοιαΰτα. 

λβ' Όρα τόν έπαινον τοϋ ίερέως τοϋ Χρύσου, δταν 
έδόξαζεν τούς 'Έλληνας.

βασιλείς, παΐδες Άτρέοι, 
ταρσοπέδιλοι, κουρτέσοι, 
γαστροκνήμιδες, ωραίοι,

70 ώραιόμορφοι εις θέαν
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έξ ού δή τά πρώτα διαστήτην έρίσαντε 

Άτρεΐδης τε άναξ άνδρών καί δΐος Άχιλλεύς.

Τίς τ ’ άρ σφωε θεών έ'ριδι ξυνέηκε μάχεσθαι;

Αητούς καί Διός υιός'

ό γάρ βασιλήϊ χολωθείς 

νοϋσον άνά στρατόν ώρσε κακήν, όλέκοντο δέ λαοί, 

ουνεκα τον Χρύσην ήτίμασεν άρητήρα 

Άτρεΐδης'

ό γάρ ήλθε θοάς έπί νήας ’Αχαιών 

λυσόμενός τε θύγατρα

φέρων τ’ άπερείσι’ άποινα,

στέμματ’ έχων έν χερσίν έκηβόλου ’Απόλλωνος 
χρυσέω άνά σκήπτρω,

καί λίσσετο πάντας ’Αχαιούς, 

’Ατρείδα δέ μάλιστα δύω, κοσμήτορε λαών'

Άτρεΐδαι τε καί άλλοι έϋκνήμιδες ’Αχαιοί,
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άπαράμιλλοι έν ϊπποις, 
άλλα δή κέν τοϊς πεντάθλοις, 
χέν πολέμοις τολμηροί μου, 
κέν φρονήσει κέν άνδρεία,

75 έξοχώτατοι έν πασι
πάντοιν των έθνών των άλλων' 
καί έσεΐς χαριτωμένοι 
πάντων των Ελλήνων παΐδες, 
ό θεός ό παντοκράτωρ,

80 ό εις ούρανούς οΐκοΰντα, 
δω ύμϊν πορθήσαι ταύτην 
του Πριάμου γάρ τήν πόλιν, 
είτα, τούτης πορθουμένης, 
εις τήν χώραν τήν ιδίαν 

85 ό θεός νά άποσώση 
μετά πάσης ευθυμίας 
καί χαράς ύπεραπείρου. 
τήν έμήν δέ θυγατέραν 
τήν πολλά μου ποθουμένην 

90 άποδότε προς έμέναν' 
τά δέ δώρα τά κομίζω 
δέξεσθέ τα κατά χάριν 
κέντραπήτε καί τόν Δίαν 
του ’Απόλλωνος πατέρα,

95 δπου δύναται τοξεύειν 
ύπεράπειρα μακρέα 
ό θεός γάρ ό τοιοΰτος.

ΛΙ oschopoulos

(I) Ώ  θεά Καλλιόπη, ε ίπ έ ακριβώς έν έμ μ ελε ία  π ο ιητική  τά κατά τλν μήνιν τοϋ Ά -  
χ ιλλέω ς τοΰ υίοϋ τοΰ ΙΙηλέω ς (2) τήν άπωλείας άξίαν, ή πλεΐστον άλγος έπ ήνεγκε το ϊς 
" ιίλ λ η σ ι, (3) πολλάς 8έ ψυχάς ηρώων γενναίας βλάψασα τω  α3η παρέπεμψε, (4) τά δέ σώ­
ματα αύτών έποίησε σπαράγματα κυσί πολλοΐς (5) καί όρνέοις' τοϋ Δ ιός δέ έτελεΐτο  η 
βουλή, τή μ ητρ ί τοϋ Ά χ ιλ λέω ς  τή  Θ έτ ιδ ι χαριζομένο.)' (6) έξ εκείνου 8η τά  κα τ’ αύτήν 
δ ίελθε, ές ού τήν άρχήν φιλονεικήσαντες διέστησαν (7) ό βασιλεύς τε  των άνδρών 6 Α ­
γαμέμνω ν ό >.ίϊις τοΰ Ά τρ έω ς  κα ί ό ένδοξος ’Α χιλλεύς. (8) προς τούτοις ε ίπ έ κα ί τ ίς  απο 
των θεών συνελθεΐν Ιποίησεν αύτούς, ώστε μάχεσθαι κα τ’ έρ ιστικήν καί φιλόνεικον μ ά χ η ν ; 
(9) ή Μοΰσα' ό της Αητοΰς κα ί τοΰ Δ ιό ς  υιός ’Απόλλων τούτους κα τ’ άλλήλων έξεπολέ- 
μωσεκ. ουτος γάρ κχτά τοΰ βασ ιλέα ς τοΰ Ά γαμέμνονος όργισθείς (10) νόσον βαρεΐαν έπη- 
νεγκεν έπ ί τό στράτευμα τών Έ λλή ν ;»ν , έφθείροντο δέ τά πλήθη. (11) τοΰτο δέ έποίη- 
σεν ό ’Απόλλων δ ιότι τόν Χρύσην τόν ιερέα αύτοΰ άτίμω ς άπέπεμψεν (12) ό Ά τρ ε ίδ η ς . 
ούτος γάρ ήλθεν έπ ί τάς τα χείας ναΰς τών Ε λ λή ν ω ν  (13) λύτροις τε  έλευθερώσων τήν έαυ-
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ύμΐν μεν θεοί δοιεν ’Ολύμπια δώματ’ εχοντες

έκπέρσαι ΓΙριάμοιο πόλιν,

ευ S’ ο’ίκαδ’ ίκέσ9χι'

20 παΐδα δ’ έμοί λύσαιτε φίλην,

τά δ’ άποινα δέχεσθαι, 
άζόμενοι Διός υιόν έκηβό?.ον ’Απόλλωνα.

Psellos

(1) Τήν οργήν ε ίπ έ , ώ θεά, τοΰ υίοΰ τοϋ Π ηλέω ς τοϋ Ά χ ιλ λ έ ω ; (2) τ'ψ  όλεθρίαν, ή τ ις  πο/λά 
τ ο ϊς Έ λ λ η σ ι κακά είργάσατο, (3) πλείστας 8έ γενναίας ψυχάς τω  α8τ, παρέπεμψε (4) των 
ήμιθέω ν άνδρών, τά 8έ σώματα αύτών έλκύσματα έπ ο ίει το ΐς  κυσί (5) καί το ΐς σαρκαφάγοις 
βρνισιν άπ α σ ιν ή τοϋ Δ ιός δέ έπληροΰτο βουλή, (6) άφ’ ού 8ή χρόνου τήν άρχήν διέστησαν 
φ ιλονεικήσαντες (7) ό τοΰ Ά τρ έω ς  πα ϊς ’ Α γαμέμνω ν ό βασιλεύς κα ί 6 ένδοξος Ά χ ιλ λεύ ς . 
(8) τ ίς  8ή αυτούς των θεών φ ιλονεικία , συνέβαλε πολεμεΐν ; (9) ό τής Λητούς καί τοΰ Δ ιός 
παϊς ’Απόλλων, ουτος γάρ τ φ  βα σ ιλεϊ όργισθείς (10) νόσον κατά το στρατόπεδον δ ιήγειρε 
κακω τικήν, άπώλοντο δέ οί λαοί, (11) έπ ειδή τόν Χρύσην άτίμω ς ύβρισε τόν ιερέα (12) 
'< Α γαμέμνω ν, ούτος γάρ ήλθεν έπ ΐ τάς ταχείας ναϋς των 'Ελλήνω ν (13) λυτρωσόμενος τήν 
θυγατέρα κομίζω ν τε πλεϊσ τα  λύτρα, (14) στεφανώματα κατέχω ν έν τα ΐς  χερσ ί τοϋ μακρο­
βόλου ’Απόλλωνος (15) περί τή  χρυσή ράβδω' καί παοεκάλει πάντας τούς "Ελληνας, 
(16) μάλιστα δέ τούς δύο τοϋ Ά τρ έω ς  παΐδας τούς διατάκτορας των δχλων' (17) «ώ  Ά ­
τρέως πα ΐδες κα ί ο ί λοιποί εΰοπλοι "Ελληνες, (18) ύμ ΐν  μέν ο ί θεοί παράσχοιεν οί τόν "Ο -
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τοϋ θυγατέρα φέρων τε  έπ ί τούτω καί πρά γματα πλεΐστα  άντάξια εις  αμοιβήν, (14) καί 
γ ο  σ τέμ μα  τοϋ πόρρωθέν τοξεύοντος ’Απόλλωνος έν χερσ ί κατέχω ν ( 15) έπ ί τή  ράβδω τή 
τ ιμ ί ιτ  κα ί ικέτευε πάντας τούς ’Αχαιούς, (16) τούς υιούς δέ τοΰ ’Α τρέω ς μάλιστα πάν­
τω ν, τούς βα σ ιλείς, (17) λ έγω ν' «ώ  ’Α τρ εΐδα ί τ ε  κα ί άλλοι ’Α χα ιο ί π ολεμ ιστα ί, (18) ύμΐν 
μέν ε ΐθ ε  δοΐεν οί θεοί ο ι οΐκοΰντες τά ούράνια οικήματα (19) έκπορθήσαι μέν τήν πόλιν 
τοϋ Π ριάμου, καλώς δέ άπελθεΐν εις τόν έαυτοΰ οίκον έ'καστον' (20) έμ ο ί δέ τήν παΐδα 
τήν φίλην λύσατε, τά δ’ άποινα δέξασθε (21) εύλαβούμενοι τόν υιόν τοΰ Δ ιός τόν πόρρωθεν 
τοξεύοντα ’Απόλλωνα, ού ίερεύς έγ ώ » .

Since all three of the Byzantine writers are working from the same 
text there is an inevitable superficial similarity. This is reinforced by 
Ludwich’s demonstration! that many of the words that are common 
to Psellos and Moschopoulos (as well as to the other two prose paraphra­
ses known) are derived from the scholia minora to the Iliad. Hermo­
niakos also shares a number of the words that were selected by Ludwich 
for his argument: A 1 μηνιν : οργήν (HP)2; A 2 ούλομένην : όλεθρίαν (H P ); 
A 6 έρ ίσ α ν τε : φιλονεικήσαντες (H M P );A 7  άναξ: βασιλεύς (HM P); A 10 
ώ ρ σ ε : δ ιή γειρ εν  (HP); A 15 χρυσέω  άνα σκήπτρω  :...δ έσ τ ι τη  χρυσή ράβδω 
(ΗΜΡ). The list of coincidences between Hermoniakos’ vocabulary and the 
lexicological information of the scholia can be extended3 : VII 19 αδε 
κα ί λ έγ ε , cf. A 1 ά ε ιδ ε : άδε, λ έ γ ε ;  VII 93 κέντραπ ήτε, cf. A 21 άζόμενο ι: 
έν τρ επ ό μ ενο ι; VII 122 ύγ ίης, cf. A 32 σαώτερος : υ γ ιή ς ; VII 131 έφ οβήθη, 
cf. A 33 έδ ε ισ εν : έφοβήθη ; VII 132 κέπορεύθηκεν, cf. A 34 βή : έπ ο ρ εύ θ η ; 
VII 133 ήσυχώς, cf. A 34 ά κ έω ν : ή σ υχ ά ζω ν ; VII 141 έπάκουσον, cf. A 37 
κ λ ΰ θ ι: έπάκουσον; VII 192 τα χ ε ίς , cf. A 50 αργούς: τ α χ ε ίς ; VII 213 φρον­
τίδαν είχ εν , cf. A 56 κ ή δ ε τ ο : έφ ρ ό ν τ ιζ εν ; VII 258 ε ίπ ε ιν , cf. A 74 μυθή- 
σ α σ θα ι: ε ίπ ε ΐν ; VII 343 άγαθόν, cf. A 106 κ ρή γυ ο ν : ά γα θόν ; etc. 
One interpretation of this evidence is, of course, that Hermoniakos 
was relying on the paraphrases, but words like γα σ τροκνήμιδες (VII 
69), a tortured reflection of έϋ κνήμ ιδες  (A 17) which appears in the pa­
raphrases as εΰοπλοι (P) and π ο λεμ ισ τα ί (M), or ούρηας (VII 191, cf. A 50) 
demonstrate that Hermoniakos must have gone to the Iliad for him­
self and that his copy of the text included scholia. This does not, how­
ever, mean that he understood all that he read : at VII 41, for example5 
ό γάρ βασιλεύς αύτός γα ρ ,/χο λω θείς  refers to Apollo (i.e. βασιλεύς) and 
his anger, and interprets ό γάρ β α σ ιλη ϊ χολω θείς (A 9), that is, Apollo 
was angry with Agamemnon (β α σ ιλ η ϊ) .

1. Ludw ich, op. cit., II, p. 513.
2. H =H erm on iakos ; M =M oschopoulos ; P = P se llo s .
3. I have used the text of the scholia from C. G. Heyne, Hom eri Ilias cum 

bi'OYi annotatione, accedunt scholia minora passim  em endata, Oxford, 1834.
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Hermoniakos begins by giving a very full version of the Homeric 
text. He covers Iliad A 1-171 in VII 19-341, VIII 1-201. Such expansive­
ness over the whole text would have had unmanageable results, but 
thereafter he proceeds in a more summary fashion. Thus scenes in­
volving the gods are omitted: at e.g. VIII 202 (cf. A 172-319; Athene’s 
intervention in the debate); VIII 252 (cf. A 357-611, B 1-15: Thetis, 
the scenes on Olympus, the sending of the Dream); IX 185 (cf. Γ  121 
f f .: Iris); IX 190 (cf. Γ 264-345: Aphrodite’s protective mist); IX 225 
i(cf. Γ 383-425: Helen is guided by Aphrodite); IX 255 (cf. Δ 1-290: 
[debate among the gods); so too are the unruly activities of Thersites 
;(VIII 317 ff. cf. B 211-271). Assemblies are abbreviated: e.g. VIII 286- 
,316 (cf. B 35-210); IX 10-39 (cf. B 370-410). The Catalogues are left 
out (IX 59, cf. B 474-779, the Greek contingents; IX 69, cf. B 786-877, 
T  1-14, the Trojan). Many other dramatic passages are summarized 
inadequately: e.g. VIII 220-8, cf. A 326-49, the removal of Briseis; 
IX 70-94, cf. Γ  15-33, Menelaos and Paris; IX  158-185, cf. Γ  121-244, 
the Teichoskopia. The last example demonstrates Hermoniakos’ com­
plete insensitivity to all that is moving in Homer, for the scene is reduced 
to a bare list of the Greek leaders whom Helen noticed, with no hint 
of her ambivalent feelings. A similar insensitivity appears in Hermo­
niakos’ version of Andromache’s farewell to Hector (cf. XI 201-52). 
Though here the basic text is Tzetzes’ Allegories (Alleg. Z 67-93), ne­
vertheless none of the pathos which is just visible in Tzetzes’account 
emerges in Hermoniakos’ , who prefers to give attention and an expan­
ded (Homeric) simile to Paris (IX 230-243). Hermoniakos seems con­
cerned only to give the outlines of the events dealt with by Homer 
end is untouched by any subtlety. The only noteworthy addition he 
makes appears to be at VII 151-71, another passage of alliteration^ 
this time in χ, in Chryses’ prayer to Apollo.

The one feature of the Homeric style which does seem to have 
Appealed to Hermoniakos is the use of similes. He not only retains 
these in the sections based on the Iliad itself (e. g. at IX 45-6, cf. B 455-8,
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or IX 47-54, cf. B 459-468, used a second time at XIX 165-185), but 
inserts them into the narrative based on the Allegories. Hermoniakos 
must have kept his Iliad open as he worked through Tzetzes, which 
makes his maltreatment of the great passages of Homer the more di­
stressing. Thus the following are examples of similes which appear in 
areas of Hermoniakos’ text drawn from the Allegories; they were not 
included by Tzetzes but are taken from the Iliad (though not always 
from the parallel context). E.g. X  22, cf. Iliad  Δ 471-2 (wolves); X  
111-118, cf. Iliad E 161 (lions); X  175-9, cf. Iliad E 783 (boar); XI 230- 
242, cf. Iliad Z 506-510 (stabled horse); XII 108, cf. Iliad H 256 (lion); 
X I I 193-201, cf. Iliad A 113 (lion); XII 302-12, cf. Iliad A 492 (river); 
XIII 90-95, cf. Iliad Θ 555-60 (camp-fires); XV 148-51, cf. Iliad A 305 
(waves); XV 187-95, cf. Iliad M 279 (waves); XVI 206-216, cf. Iliad E 
499 (winnowing); XVII 98-101, cf. Iliad  0  323-5 (lion); XVII 116-123, 
cf. Iliad O 381 (sea); XVII 204-220, cf. Iliad O 618-20 (rock). At least two 
similes seem not to be based on Homeric equivalents, at XIV 262-5 A- 
gamemnon is compared to a prize ball, and at XXI 81-91 the help brought 
to the Trojans by the Ethiopians is compared to a breeze rescuing be­
calmed sailors. On the one occasion where Hermoniakos, in a Homeric 
context, appears to be signalling a simile of his own invention (at XIX 
322, ’Άκουσον, καλοί δεσπόται.) and has some lively lines on dolphins 
beaching themselves, this too is prompted by a simile in a later book 
of the Iliad  (Φ 22 ff.).

As well as similes Hermoniakos also inserts into his version short 
episodes which Tzetzes had passed over - further confirmation that 
he did not disregard the Iliad  even while working from the Allegories. 
E.g. XI 155-64, cf. Iliad  Z 37 f f . ; XII 119, cf. Iliad  H 282 f f . ; XIII 
51-61, cf. Iliad Θ 293-9; XIII 383-443, XIV 1-76, e.g. Iliad Θ 430 ff.

Hermoniakos’ stamina was perhaps not equal to the task of first 
reading and then paraphrasing Homer, and at the end of Iliad Γ his 
increasingly sketchy summary turns once more to Tzetzes. At Iliad Π, 
however, Tzetzes fails him, and Hermoniakos reverts once more to 
the Iliad : XVII 221-XXI 10 are based on Iliad  Π-Ω, though in an even 
more cursory fashion than before. The by now expected omission of 
all episodes involving gods results in great distortion to the narrative. 
Thus in the following passages the gods are ignored and the scene dras­
tically abbreviated: Π 33-7 (at XVII 234 ff.), Π 46-100 (XVII 272-80), 
Π 200-256 (XVII 342), Π 431-461 (XVIII 40), Π 514-26 (XVIII 57),
II 666-683 (XVIII 103), P 198-209 (XVIII 276), Σ  35-147 (XVIII 349),
Σ 355-617 (XIX 31), Y 1-155 (XIX 192), Y 156-199 (XIX 193, intermit­
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tent omissions), Y 291-363 (XIX 243), Φ 272-589 (XX 144), X  176-276 
(XX 207), X  295-305 (XX 234), Ω 1-127 (XX 275), Ω 330-467 (XX 290). 
As well, passages describing armour are omitted e.g. at Π 102-8 (Ajax)> 
Π 130-154 (Patroclos); Achilles’ armour, divinely wrought, is of course 
not mentioned (Σ 355-617). Episodes are sometimes taken out of or­
der; e.g. the death of Polydoros (Y 406-437) is given at XX 161, rather 
than XIX 280. Passages involving continuous fighting are condensed, 
e.g. at P 288-761 (ΧΛΤΙΙ 304-24); almost all Iliad T is omitted, except 
for a reference to Briseis’ lament over Patroclos (T 282-300, cf XVIlI 
360-76). While Hermoniakos seems to accept the psychology of the 
Homeric heroes, he perhaps finds the trappings of the poem increa' 
singly alien: hence possibly the comments at XIX 143-7 on cremation) 
and at XX 76-90 on the habit of fighting in full armour (the reason why 
Achilles was likely to drown in the Scamander). Perhaps for this reason 
too the funeral games for Patroclos (Iliad  Ψ) are ignored, apart from 
a comment on the sacrifice of Trojan prisoners at XIX 133-142 (cf. 
Iliad Ψ 175-83). Priam’s moralizing comments to Achilles, at XX 327- 
72, bear little relation to the Homeric text (Iliad Ω 552 ff.) and sound like 
Hermoniakos’ idea of appropriate sentiments. In general however, the 
summary is hasty and touches only on the main points of the narrative 
in the Jliad. There are few convincing echoes of Homeric phraseology, 
though Hermoniakos still occasionally shows knowledge of the whole 
poem ; e.g. at XIX 165-185 he introduces a simile from B 459-68, and 
at XX 263-275 (cf. X  395-403) he comments that the belt used to drag 
Hector had been given him by Ajax (cf. H 305). However, but for the 
borrowed phrases earlier in his poem, it would be impossible to prove 
that he had used the Iliad itself for the later books: a paraphase would 
have been sufficient to provide the outline he gives.

Hermoniakos’ debts to his main sources for books VII to XXI 46 
can therefore be summarized as in the following tab le :

Hermoniakos Homer 
A 1VII 19

VIII 1
VIII 253
IX 10 
IX 70 
IX 255

A 116 
B 16 
B 370 
Γ 15 
Γ 461

XVII 221
XVIII 1

II 2 
II 403
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XVIII 185 P 1
XVIII 325 Σ 1
XIX I Σ 315
XIX 193 T 156
XIX 322 Φ 22
XX 1 Φ 121
XX 183 X 79
XX 276 Ω 29

Hermoniakos Tzetzes Allegories
IX 319 Δ 18
X 1 Δ 22
X 93 E 6
XI 12 E 99
XI 110 Z 10
XI 253 H 1
XII 14 H 19
XII 175 Θ 1
XIII 7 Θ 96
XIII 252 I 1
XIV 1 I 69
XIV 102 K 1
XIV 197 A 1
XV 1 A 98
XV 281 M 27
XVI 1 M 70
XVI 79 N 27
XVI 253 Ξ 1
XVII 1 Ξ 53
XVII 47 O 101

Hermoniakos sets out to provide in addition to an Iliad  informa­
tion on the later happenings at Troy (τά μετ’ 'Όμηρον τά μή γραφέν έν 
αύτό τοΰ 'Ομήρου βιβλίον). Part of this is drawn from Manasses’ Chronicle· 
XXI 46-75, which deals with the Trojan request for help from King Da­
vid, comes from Man. 1358-71, with many similarities of wording. At 
XXI 212-304 the account of Achilles’ fatal passion for Polyxena and 
the ambush in the temple of Apollo is drawn from Man. 1377-1414. 
The only close verbal reflections in this case, however, come at XXI
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268-70 (cf. Man. 1390). XXI 285-9 (cf. Man. 1406-7) and XXI 292-3 
(cf. Man. 1409)1.

At XXI 351-XXII 96 after a brief discussion of Achilles’ burial 
Hermoniakos describes the quarrel over his armour, the disappointment 
of Ajax, his madness and his subsequent suicide. This of course is the 
substance of Sophocles’ Ajax. Hermoniakos probably had the plot of 
the play in his mind as he wrote these lines, for the sequence of events 
does not occur in exactly this order elsewhere, but he does not demons­
trate his indebtedness by extensive quotations. Thus XXI 351-361, XXII 
1-16 deal with the conflict over the weapons, which occurs in the Ajax 
only by implication. At XXII 17-48 Tekmessa laments for A jax’ mad­
ness : here XXII 25 είσπηδα μέσον τής ποίμνης can be compared to A-jax 
300 έν ποίμνοας πίτνων; cf. X X II35-40, A jax 238-43 on the tortured sheep2. 
The description of the suicide however seems to use no Sophoclean 
phrasing. From this evidence Hermoniakos need only have had limi­
ted acquaintance with the tragedy.

He also makes use, from XXIII 77-XXIV 264 of Euripides’ Hecuba, 
to cover events after the sack of Troy. Hermoniakos acknowledges 
a debt to Euripides at XXIII 238, but as he makes at least two other 
references to Euripides which are blatantly false (at I 147 and I 351-3), 
scepticism might be pardonable. There are however sufficient close 
verbal parallels to prove conclusively that Hermoniakos had access 
to a text of the Hecuba. Here is an example:

1. Man. 1390-1409 is a  significant passage in popular political verse: it reap­
pears in W ar of Troy 10,062-3 (ed. in preparation, Ε. M. Jeffreys and M. Papatho- 
mopoulos), Achilleis N. 1793 (ed. D. C. Hesseling, L ’Achilleide Byzantine, A m ster­
dam , 1919, cf. p. 141) and Troas (Supp. Gr. 926: cf. C. Astruc and M .-L. Concasty, 
Catalogue des m anuscrits grecs III, Paris, 1960, pp. 26-7,

2. Ed. A. C. Pearson, O xford, 1924.
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Νεοπτόλεμος ό δέ γε 
καν έθέλων καν μή θέλων 
τέμνει, τοϋ λαιμοΰ σιδήρω 

230 άπασας τάς αρτηρίας.
Εις τήν γην κρουνοί δ’ αιμάτων 
ώς ποταμηδον έχώρουν' 
θνήσκουσα γάρ δμως αυτη 
εύαισθήτως καί φρονίμως 

235 πρόγνωσιν πολλήν κατεΐχεν 
ωστε γάρ πεσεΐν εύσχήμως 
καί τά πρέποντα γάρ κρύπτειν"

After 230 appears a title: ρλα' δρα τήν πρόγνωσιν τής Πολυξένης δταν άπέ- 
κοψαν τήν κεφαλήν αύτής, πόσην φροντίδαν είχεν ίνα άποθάνη εύσχημόνο^ς, 
ϊνα μή ί'δη τις έκ τών μελών αύτής άπερ έδει κρύπτεσθαι έξ οφθαλμών άρρένων.

Hermoniakos seems to be so impressed by this point that it is 
here that he acknowledges Euripides, and in fact quotes the passage 
a second time, a little more faithfully:

XXIII 238-46

ώς φησίν γάρ Εύριπίδης 
υπό Πύρρου Πολυξένην 
φονευμένην ούτως γράφει"
«ή καί θνήσκουσα γάρ ολως 
πρόνοιαν πολλήν γοΰν έχει 
τοΰ πεσεΐν γάρ εύσχημόνως, 
καί συγκρύπτειν άπερ έδει 
κρύπτεσθαι διά παντός γαρ 
έξ όμμάτων γάρ άρρένων».

Other passages which show similarities in wording, even if the 
sense has not always been understood correctly, include X X III159-162 
(cf. Hec. 523-4); XXIII 163-72 (cf. Hec. 543-5); XXIII 177-190 (cf. 
Hec. 548-52); XXIII 270-7 (cf. Hec. 667-69); XXIII 299-300 (cf. Hec. 
708); XXIV 36-9 (cf. Hec. 809-11); XXIV 63-6 (cf. Hec. 876-7); XXIV 
69-77 (cf. Hec. 883-5); XXIV 124-32 (cf. Hec. 978-80); XXIV 153-4 
(cf. Hec. 1002); XXIV 169-86 (cf. Hec. 1005-7); XXIV 189-99 (cf. Hec. 
1008-10); XXIV 244-7 and 250-3 (cf. Hec. 1056-8). The direct quota­
tions end at Hec. 1059.

X X III  227-37



Hecuba 566-701.

δ S’ ού θέλων τε καί θέλων οίκτω κόρης,

τέμνει, σιδήρω πνεύματος διαρροάς' 

κρουνοί δ’ εχοιρουν.

ή δέ καί θνήσκουσ’ δμως 

πολλήν πρόνοιαν εΐχεν
εύσχήμων πεσεΐν 

κρύπτουσ’ ά κρύπτειν ομματ’ άρσένων χρεών.

Yet other passages show knowledge of the text but the paraphrase 
leaves few verbal reflections or gives them grossly out of context (e.g·
XXIII 96 αίματι χλωρω καί νεω cf. Hec. 126. Thus XXIII 69-151 (cf. 
Hec. 98-153); XXIII 212-8 (cf. Hec. 553-6); XXIII 278-98 (cf. Hec. 
678-722); XXIV 51-4 (cf. Hec. 850-63); XXIV 55-60 (cf. Hec. 870-1);
XXIV 135-9 (cf. Hec. 981-5); XXIV 144-5 (cf. Hec. 986-8).

In other cases Hermoniakos summarizes the action which is neces­
sary to understand the progress of the plot but which has not been 
given explicitly in the play. E.g. XXIII 250-69 describes how the at­
tendant found Polydoros’ body on the sea-shore2 ; XXIII 301-XXIV
16 describe the murder of Polydoros (for both of these, cf. the Pro­
logue spoken by Polydoros); XXIV 81-119 describes how Polymestor 
was summoned (cf. his speech at Hec. ,1132-1182). The parts of the 
Hecuba that are not represented in Hermoniakos are Hecuba’ s ope­
ning lament (Hec. 59-97), her lament with Polyxena (Hec. 154-217), the 
debate with Odysseus (Hec. 218-443), and the final argument between 
Hecuba, Agamemnon and Polymestor (Hec. 1183-1295). The Pro­
logue (Hec. 1-58) appears by implication. The choruses, apart from 
that at the beginning, are not used. Hermoniakos once more occasionally 
intersperses comments of his own; e.g. on the pathos of Polyxena’s 
circumstances at XXIII 154-8 and XXIII 196-211.

The text that Hermoniakos had before him probably included 
scholia: the evidence is numerically small but clear. Thus at Hec. 544
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1. Ed. 8 . G. D aitz, Euripides H ecuba, Leipzig, 1973.
2. Contrast the account of his murder at X X  161, based on Iliad Y 407-37.

7



106 Ε. Μ. Je ffreys

κολεού has a gloss ξιφοθήκης the word used at XXIII Ί661; at Hec. 567 
πνεύματος διαρροάς calls for a discussion on τάς άρτηρίας and τάς φλέβας2 
while άπασας τάς άρτηρίας appears at XXIII 230; at Hec. 1056 πα κέλσω 
is glossed as προσπελάσω3 which appears at XXIV 253. Though the 
scholia (particularly those in Vat. Gr. 909) include explanatory mate­
rial for the plot, this does not appear to have been used by Hermonia- 
kos .

The manuscript tradition for the plays of Euripides is complex4, 
with hundreds of copies surviving, especially for the Byzantine triad 
of which the Hecuba is a part5. The quotations Hermoniakos gives 
are of no value for the history of Euripides’ t e x t : they are of interesf 
simply in showing the extent to which that text was comprehensible 
to an average Byzantine reader.

There remain a number of passages whose antecedents have so 
far proved untraceable: these range in scale from a few lines to seve­
ral hundred. Regrettably amongst them is included Hermoniakos’ ac­
count of the wooden horse which, distinctive though it is, seems to 
correspond in its details to none of the extant versions of the episode. 
The section in question runs from XXII 97 to XXIII 76 and covers 
the wooden horse, the murderous sack of the city, the restoration of 
Helen to Menelaos (with comments on the disastrous effects of Eros) 
and Agamemnon’s appropriation of Cassandra. The wooden horse is 
built following the instructions of Odysseus, who had first spied out 
the city (cf. Od. S 235 ff.) and the dimensions of the gates; the animal 
is so life-like that it performs all its bodily functions (XXII 140 ff.). 
The Trojans, wishing to test the animal’s divine origins, thrust a spear 
into its flan k : Odysseus compelled Menelaos to put his thigh in the way 
and so to produce the required blood (cf. Isaac. Porph. p.  71)6.

1. E. Schw artz, Sch olia  in Euripidem  I, Berlin, 1887, p. 51, ad lin. 543 (from 
V at. Gr. 909).

2. op. cit., p. 53 (from P ar. Gr. 471, V at. Gr. 909, Par. Gr. 2713).
3. op. cit., p. 79, ad lin., 1057 (from Marc. Gr. 471, Par. Gr. 2713). None of 

these passages are discussed by  A. Tuilier, E tude comparee du texte et des scholies 
d ’Euripide, P aris 1972.

4. Cf. A. Turyn, The Byzantine M anuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of 
Euripides, U rbana, 1957; G. Zuntz, An Enquiry into the Transm ission of the P lays 
of Euripides, Cam bridge, 1965; A. Tuilier, Recberches critiques sur la  tradition 
du texte d ’Euripides, Paris, 1968.

5. See K . M atthiessen, M anuscript Problem s in Euripides’ H ecuba, Greek, 
Rom an and Byzantine Studies 10, 1969, pp. 293-305.

6. Ed . as on p. 86, n. 2.
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Elsewhere Hermoniakos discusses the Amazons and their habit 
of laming their male offspring (XXI 118-154). The fullest account of 
this occurs in Diodorus Siculus II 45, who seems a slightly improbable 
author to be available to Hermoniakos. Other passages with information 
additional to that of the main sources include the prophecy to Homer’s 
mother (I 36-57), the wounding of Achilles and Patroclus (V 174-203), 
comments on the beauty of Helen (II 236-309) and of Polyxena (XXI 
230 ff.); there is also some more factual material, e.g. on the oath made 
to protect Helen (III 192-226), her parentage (II 162-7), the saving of 
Aeneas from Troy (III 183-7), the names in the portraits (IV 235-263, 
275-284, V 1), the dead in the first stages of the fighting (V 130-168) 
and the summary of the armies (XIII 131-251). For some of these, as 
mentioned earlier, Hermoniakos provides authenticating references,though 
none can, as yet, be associated with any extant text. Thus Johannes 
Antiochenus is cited for the army lists (XIII 172-3); though Tzetzes 
uses this name to refer to Johannes Malalas (cf. Prol. 246) no material 
in either Tzetzes or Malalas seems to match the reference. Perhaps 
ιστορικός τις (V 149) also refers to the same authority that was avai­
lable to Hermoniakos; έτερος ποιητής (XIII 194-5) is adduced for a con­
trasting opinion in the excursus attributed to Johannes Antiochenus· 
A mysterious Σισήγωρ (III 203) or 'Ησύγωρ (XXIII 156) is mentioned· 
Lycophron is referred to at I 147 and at X X II154 (for the numbers of 
men in the wooden horse): on the first occasion the reference comes 
straight from Tzetzes’ Prolegomena 481 and on the second his infor­
mation is contrasted with that of Tzetzes1.

Hermoniakos also occasionally names some of the authors whom 
he can be shown to have used. Thus he refers to Tzetzes at IV 59 (cf. 
Prol. 471-2), IV 215 and at XXII 158. Homer is named at II 270, IV 
30, VI 23 (a quotation from Tzetzes), XII 119, XIII 205 and at XVI 
246-52. Euripides, as noted above, is referred to twice falsely (I 147,
I 351-3) and once justifiably (at XXIII 238). Manasses and Sophocles 
are not named.

Hermoniakos’ reputation has never been very high and is unli­
kely to be raised by this further demonstration of his insensitivity. We 
can see now, however, just how unimaginatively he worked from his 
source texts, whether acknowledged or not. This raises a number of 
points. First it throws into relief once more the linguistic incompetence

1. It seems to have no connection with Tzetzes’ Commentary on Lycophron’s 
A lexandra.
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for which he has so often been attacked. It might be worth investiga­
ting how many of the «correct» usages occur in quotations or near­
quotations, leaving the «incorrect» as Hermoniakos’ own attem pts to 
match them. Then too in the variations from his sources some of the 
man’s own attitudes emerge: his resolute refusal to refer to the gods, 
his interest in weapons, his moralizing, his occasional rhetorical flights 
and perhaps his medical interests as Legrand suggests1. But more 
important is the comment that this Iliad provides on the literary re­
sources of fourteenth century Arta. The books he uses are those that, 
from the numbers of copies that survive, were probably the most readily 
available. Homer, for example, has come down to us in at least 188 
manuscripts either in whole or in part, with or without prefaces, scholia 
or other explanatory matter2. Of the two main Byzantine commenta­
tors on Homer, Tzetzes’ many short works were more digestible than 
the vast tomes of Eustathius, and aimed at a less learned audience. 
They were also popular among readers of Homer, as a glance at a list 
of Homeric manuscripts indicates, for the Allegories (or a selection 
from them) and prose prefaces derived from Tzetzes are not infrequently 
attached. The Allegories survive independently complete in at least 17 
manuscripts, and in selection in a further 83. The Hecuba as I have.men­
tioned survives in hundreds of copies4, and the Ajax in nearly as many5. 
These two were part of the 'Byzantine selection’ for their respective 
authors and were amongst the most commonly read of the tragedies. 
Manasses’ Chronicle had a wide circulation, to which the prose para­
phrases and translations as well as the 70 manuscripts testify6 ; as the 
quotations in the verse romances show, it had become an important ele­
ment at the more popular level of Byzantine culture. The banality of 
this collection makes the identity of the sources for the extra informa­
tion all the more intriguing7. Most important of all, however, we have 
here in Hermoniakos an example of the effects of a mediocre Byzantine

1. Legrand, op. cit., p. vii, referring· to X X IV  261 f f . : 'van itas vanitatum  
with obstetrical details; cf. too the comments on the wooden horse, X X II 142-7.

2. T. W. Allen, op. cit., pp. 11-55.
3. Cf. C. Wendel, op. cit.
4. K. M atthiessen, op. cit., p. 295: 200-300 m anuscripts.
5. Cf. W. B. Stanford, Sophocles A jax , London, 1963, pp. 245-8.
6. O. Lam psides, Notes sur quelques m anuscrits de la  Chronique de M anas­

ses, Akten des X I Internationalen Byzantinistenkongress Miinchen 1958, Miinchen, 
1960, pp. 295-301 ; Krumbacher, op. cit., pp. 376-7.

7. N on e of the Trojan m aterial appears in, e.g .,th eW ar of Troy, the Achilleis, 
or Troas.
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education, for Ilomer and the tragedies were commonly available be­
cause they formed the basis for the school curriculum1. In his level 
of understanding, his response to the linguistic variety of Homer, his 
prejudices, one can judge the school-room attainment of a pupil in a 
provincial capital. Or perhaps Hermoniakos was the school-master?

1. Cf. 0 . Buckler, «Byzantine Education» in B yzantium : an Introduction to 
E a st  Rom an Civilization, ed. N.H . Baynes and H. S t. L . B. Moss. Oxford, 1948, pp. 
200- 220 .


