Seventeen fragments, of unequal length (but mostly short), of a papyrus (P. Oxy. 2293) of the
2nd century AD, which contained a commentary on Sappho (as unequivocally shown by the
references to “Persuasion daughter of Aphrodite” in 1,7f., for which cf. fr. 200, to Girinno in 1,15,
probably to Andromeda in 1,26f. and finally to Attis in 10A,15), probably on poems from the fourth
book of the Alexandrian edition, as indicated by the recognizable lemmas in 1,5f., 16f., 22f.,
compatible with the rhythm in ,hipp®. There are less than fifteen appreciable Sapphic sequences
(often a single word or parts of it, from which very little can be deduced: mentions of Persuasion
1po@dc of Cytherea, of Aphrodite herself and of beings, perhaps Loves, with outstretched wings;
polemical ideas against Girinno and against Andromeda; beauty and virtue; the breath of Zephyrus;
the usual, repeated reference to a “we”) in the frayed lines of the commentator, who seems to
incorporate the quotations into his own notes without any graphic discontinuity (even if he indicates
them with paragraphoi), and to Atticize, sometimes only partially, some forms, thus making the work
of recognizing the Sapphic segments arduous. But the very fragmentary state of the document does
not even allow any hypothesis on the typology of this commentary. An overview of the interpretations
1s in Benelli 2017, 350-373.

(1 c. I) Traces of five letters, including the (superlinear) correction of an w to -1 (a pl. dat. ending
without the ephelcistic v? But one wonders why the corrector did not simply erase the v) and of two
probable ‘line breaks’ (1. 12f.).

(1c.I)3v[ ].eceu: There should have been a Sapphic quotation here, as shown by the
paragraphos before the line.

5s. ev [- 0]penth: In the continuation, as shown by the coronis before the 1. 5, the commentator
cited a new composition, and the first of the now recognizable Sapphic lemmas, JKvbeprioc Tpd-/poc
(with the ending -nac overwritten on a previous -glac), which he evidently interpreted as
“(Persuasion) nurse of Cytherea”, if he could add 0]penth (so Lobel-Page 1968, 69), “raised”, which
will have been part of the exegesis — and will then be supplementable by something like (e.g.) [®¢
e Konpic maic 0]pentn, “as if Cypris was the girl raised” — rather than of the quotation (in which
case it should be corrected to ]0pénta). Problematic is the Hesychian gloss © 1517 C. tpogotl- avti
100 Opéupota called into question for this passage by Del Fabbro (1979, 108), whose lemma was
corrected to Tpogai by Meineke (1843, 248), with reference to Eur. Cyc. 189, and in tpdpiec by
Schmidt (ad 1.), who recalled schol. Opp. Hal. 11 634 tpdouv- ... 10 Opéppa it is therefore inadvisable
to think of an otherwise unattested *]0pérma (which would be to Opéupa as the Aeolian dnna is to
Supa).

6-8 &v dAAoic-TIe0w: “But elsewhere she defines Persuasion as the daughter of Aphrodite”
(cf. schol. Hes. Op. 73c = fr. 200); a perhaps erroneous exegesis, if any credit is to be given to Hesych.
1 1511 C. tpogoi- avti Tod Opéupara, and certainly unjustifiable if a Sapphic Opénta had clarified in
the sense of “creature”, with a sort of glossierende Synonymie, the ambiguous tpo@dc (which makes
this eventuality rather unlikely: cf. supra).

8-10: It is difficult to say how the argument continued, because from what follows only a
possible pendant emerges between Inc £épdver nu[ / toc GAAM[Aov (?) and ] gavtnc np[ocn-/ydpeve:,
which was followed by a new Sapphic lemma (perhaps indicated by the paragraphos before 1. 8,
which seems to contain only exegesis), Up[ (the accent on the papyrus may suggest, for example, a
form of Bppec) ] [ J0howal ] [.

11: The paragraphos seems to locate another Sapphic lemma, unfortunately absent; a
division -Owov étp- is required, while the papyrus clearly shows Jacwv x[, with traces of an dno stigmé
above actv and/or a possible correction or variant above .

12 dp dyy[: More Sapphic words (also indicated by the paragraphos) open the line, which
Treu (1954) integrated with dyy[ehiav — Jtval).

13 doup[ Jvad[: Given the size of the first gap, daiu[o]va O[ (to be integrated with a form of
Bedc or Ogloc) seems more appropriate to the space than the daip[w]v ab[dvatoc proposed by Treu
(1954).

14-20: It is possible to recognize a probable tva (1. 14), certainly exegetical, a possible form
of Ay followed by another Sapphic “we” (without paragraphos, however), the result of correction



(1. 15 Xey’[o] or Aey’[e] Gupe[: acc. or nom.?), from two uninterpretable lines (even if in 1. 17 one can
ask whether the sequence dne is the residue of an epic form, dne(-) or 8’ ne-, or imposes a divisio
(-)dn &-), from a probable 6éAete in 1. 18 (most likely Sapphic, indicative or imperative, even if in this
case too the paragraphos is missing), from a sequence ovdek corrected to oviek (with too many
possible divisiones) in 1. 19 (preceded by paragraphos), and finally from the sema of ‘possibility’
and perhaps that of ‘lying’ (1. 19 Jtov/ dvvar[ (k)]etpon’: the quotation mark is perhaps just a poorly
drawn dot at the top).

21-27: Another paragraphos and another quote at the 1. 21, with mysterious Sapphic “hands”
(xéppec|: the case remains uncertain) followed then by another shred of exegesis (1. 21s. Jxol ko-/t’
dav, with the value of “and separately” or with that of «sowohl geméaf} der eigenen», Treu 1984, 13),
and finally by a reference to a contrast and to someone who takes pains (1. 22-24 ] [ Jnc koi / Tpoc
[v polyBodv[-/1[ ]c, with the probable integration — which however leaves the case unprejudiced —
of Lobel 1951, 22). At 1. 24, preceded by coronis, the exegesis of a new poem must have begun, in
which beings “with outstretched wings” made their appearance, perhaps the Loves (1l. 24f.
Jravu[-/ttépuye[c "Epmtec ] atol): the integration is by Treu (1954): the epithet, isolated in Sappho
but certain, is attested since I/. XII 237, XIX 350, and then in Alcm. PMGF 89,6, and in Simon. PMG
521,3 = fr. 244,3 Poltera (for the “wings” in Sappho, see fr. 1,11). Finally, at 1. 26 a word of gnui (Jo
onc [) is likely.

(1 c. IIT) The coronis, right at the beginning of the remaining part of this column, shows that the
commentary on a new poem began here.

13-15: Very attractive is the reconstruction dye-]pdyov[c ... dyav &gov-]coc yépac (Lobel 1951,
22), with which the commentator provided one of the ancient etymologies (cf. Ap. Soph. 7,34-36,
Orion 5,16 and see Lobel himself 1951, 22f.) of the term dyépwyoc (probably Sapphic, but the ending
is Ionic-Attic), and which was followed — in an evidently derogatory key — by the mention (Sapphic:
the paragraphos attests this) of Gyrinno and, if the subsequent integration by Lobel himself in the 11.
is correct, 25-27 (avtn sive tadta wpoc Avdpouéldnv yéypa[rton ... / ... Jomo Avdpouédnc), by
Andromeda. R

16-19 &-]lyo—eivar: The commentator’s discussion of the dyépwyot, to which tac tolodrac,
“such (women)” probably refers (nothing can be read immediately after, on the lower margin of the
gap), must have concluded, if in the immediate continuation (Il. 17f.) there was another Sapphic
segment, indicated by the paragraphos, at 11. 17f. € Jyo 10 kdAloc énet [ / pélov- ti yap nveu[, with
the last part which can be the exegete’s (as Voigt 1971), or Sappho’s (as Treu 1984, 15, who
integrated &u[” abtor and interpreted «denn was hatte ich denn (selbst) groferes?», neglecting
however the point above after pélov): a strong (and typically Sapphic) affirmation of the “I” — which
here, in a context where Gyrinno and Andromeda appear, will probably be that of the poet herself —
associated with “beauty” (kdAloc) as the “greatest” good, uéCov, which would be an Atticized pécdov
(contra, Lobel 1951, 23: but cf. Hamm 1957, 17). The sequence énet [ could conceal a form of
gmtuyydvo according to Cavallini (1991, 113). As for nvep[, it can be integrated in various ways: nv
gu[( ), N vey[ (less probably a word for nvepdeic, because, even if in 11. 22f. we speak of winds, in 11.
19-21 the focus seems rather on “beauty” and “virtue”).

19-21 xai apetfic—edenueicOof: To this consideration, the commentator — it is not clear whether
on the basis of the Sapphic text or suo Marte — added a reflection on “virtue”, adding at the same
time — and one might say alternatively — that the poetess was perhaps alluding to the celebration of
beauty: kal dpetiic o[ ai )/Aa pimote Aéyet 611 of / koAt evpnpueicOal. At the beginning, mo[
is perhaps to be integrated with a word for moAvc, while A J/Aa unmote Aéyet is a reading already
given by Lobel (1951, 23) for the Launmot’eleyet of the papyrus, and koAl perhaps stands for kdAAet.
As for evgnueicha], it could be evgnueicOon (with Treu 1954 and Benelli 2017), or gdenpueic o[ or
gopnueicHa = -nicOa (with Lobel-Page 1955 and Voigt 1971); Ferrari (2007, 55) prints Voigt’s text,
but seems to translate Treu’s (1954); however, the value of the verb remains doubtful (while the form
suggests but does not guarantee that it was always the exegete’s words): “celebrate”, “be celebrated”
or “keep silent”? An attempt at a contextual reconstruction, which contrasts the “beauty” associated
with Sappho’s poetic “virtue” with the purely physical one of her rivals is in Cavallini (1991, 110-
116), who also refers to fr. 50.



22-27 por—Avd[pouédnc: The word returned to Sappho in 11. 22f. (ot Ze@vpw mvedua[ / coi &
av[ep]ooopntol), punctually preceded by the paragraphos, where the contrast is clear (cf. Somolinos
1988, 239; Benelli 2017, 363) between pronouns in incipit (pot ... / cot), ie. between an “I”’, connected
to the “breath of Zephyr”, and a “you” associated with something “carried by the winds”.

23 &v[ep]opopnto[: Treu (1954) and then Ferrari (2007, 56) thought of “waves”, in the context
of an inverted propemptikon for the usual enemy Andromeda; the epithet is otherwise late and here
metrically problematic, but at least the sema of “wind” could be Sapphic: cf. LSJ® 132 and Benelli
(2014), who proposes to reconstruct the Sapphic sequence with €]potr ZepOpw mvedpa [pépor/eépey,
col & aGvepoMowcy vel similia, and considers dvepoedpntoc part of the exegesis, with good
arguments but not without difficulty; see also Benelli (2017, 362-371), who refers to II. XIX 415-
417, Od. X 19-27, and p. 370 n. 948 also hypothesizes coi 8’ dvepmit’” abtot.

25 ]c mai tacp|: The (probably Sapphic) sequence “]c mattacy[” will likely have contained the
voc. of Tdic, “o maiden!” (see fr. 27,4), given the diaeresis and despite the contrary opinion of Lobel
(1925, XXXIII, 1951, 23, Lobel-Page 1968, 69), and “0 maiden!” more probably than “o boy!”. What
follows admits too numerous divisiones.

25-30: The reference to Andromeda (1. 25-27: cf. above), to whom — according to the
commentator — these verses would be addressed, has led to interpreting this opposition, as well as
that between “beauty” and “virtue”, within the framework of the usual rivalry between Sappho and
the protagonists of rival groups, especially in the presence of betrayals and passages from one group
to another (here, perhaps, was it Gyrinno’s turn?), but it must be admitted that any reconstruction of
a more precise context would be risky here. Ferrari’s idea (2007, 551.) that it was a single composition
against Andromeda has been contested by Benelli (2017, 358).

30 Jyntic[: If 1y of the papyrus is not erroneous, Jv fitic or Jy’ Ntic are apparently words of the
commentator.

(3) There are few interpretable sequences.

10 Jchov [: &€]chov or ka]chov (Voigt 1971) are very plausible additions, and in that case it
would obviously be a Sapphic term.

11 19 [ Je[rov]: The copyist erased pov but there are no traces that allow us to understand the
ratio behind this correction.

15 Jama& tovt[: Plausible ]drag todt[0, words, one might say, of the commentator.

16 Jovrmavta[: Jov mavta-[, with a line break as in fr. 213,7.

17 ] mp&ov [: It is impossible to say whether it is a Sapphic word or the commentator’s.

18 ].[ Joic mpoa: Can it be further integrated into ].[t]oic n-? In that case, they would be words
of Sappho.

19 J0avew[: “Dying” is the most immediate, but not the only possibility, starting from dap-,
Aawv-, pav-, Ohic-, @]0dvey.

20 Jxpéccov yd[p: Thus already Lobel (1951, 23): the comparative, in a form neither Attic nor
koinetic, and therefore possibly Sapphic, is present only here in the poet’s fragments.

4 2 ]romyy [: A form of dmd (for which see fr. 1,11f. and cf. Voigt 1971, 386 s.v., for the
occurrences in the Lesbian poets) or one of movOdvopon (cf. fr. 81,1?) are two among the various
possible interpretations.

4 Tvomppao[: The Sapphic term for thought, vonu(p)a, also occurs in fr. 12.4, 16.13, 41.1, 51,
60.3, °297(3),2, °299,2.

(5-9) The fact that the commentator did not hesitate to break the words between one line and another
(without always taking care to point it out) makes the interpretation of the few lines of these fragments
anything but univocal: therefore, the divisions -Jyn pi-[ (or o]y © pi-[: in any case, these would be
the words of the exegete) in 5.2, (-)Ince @o-[ (or (-)Inc €po-[) in 5.4, Jov n[- in 5.8, Jo TéAoc (among
other possibilities) in 7.1, ] ov ko [ (or Jodk ot [ or Jod k* a1 [, and then it could also be a question
of Sapphic verba) in 7.2, Jov ya[- in 7.3.



(10**®) In the first, more extensive fragment, the divisions ] ¢ yop[in 1. 1, ] 10vy[in L. 5, Jv ond 10D
[in 1. 8, ] m PBaby[ in 1. 17 are possible, while the presence of a “say” in 1. 7 (Joconcwa [) is very
probable, and that of the name of Attide in 1. 15 (JAt6doc [, perhaps in connection with the Javtng[
of 1. 16?) and tentatively (M. Treu ap. Voigt 1971) in 10B,2 (At]61 yAv[k-, which would then be a
Sapphic segment), immediately after a probable new quotation from Sappho (1. 12f. ] apévnv [/ Jxai
yopie.[) and the beginning of an exegetical section in 1. 14 (év tadtnt] thit Mt Aé[yel Otu: the
additions, such as the underwritten iotas of ®81j, are by the ediror princeps Lobel 1951, 23). The
presence of the name of Latona in the first fragment, on 1. 3, is uncertain.



