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ABSTRACT: This article publishes an annotated edition of a previously unknown account of the myth of Procne and Philomela.
It is about a relatively long scholion on Soph. El. 147-149 preserved in the Moschopulean manuscript of Vienna, Oster-
reichische Nationalbibliothek (ONB), Phil. gr. 161 (Diktyon 71275) (= Xr), copied by Konstantinos 6 Ketldic (ho Ketzas) in
1412. The scholion will be examined in the context of the Moschopulean manuscripts of Sophocles. The narrative will be
compared with other Greek and Latin accounts of the myth of Procne and Philomela, emphasizing the characteristics of the
scholion. While direct parallels to other sources cannot be spotted and its origin remains unknown, Xr’s scholion displays
similarities to the Trikilinian scholia on Aristophanes’ Aves 212e, o and f (HOLWERDA 1991), Tzetzes’ scholion on Hesiod’s
Opera et Dies 568 ITavdiovig (Pandionis; 566ter GAISFORD 1823), and with Eustathios’ Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam (II
215,13 STALLBAUM 1826)
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INTRODUCTION!

This article presents a relatively long and original account of the myth of Tereus, transmitted along
with the set of Thomano-Moschopulo-Planudean scholia on Sophocles’ Electra in the manuscript
Vindobonensis, Philologicus Graecus 161 (hereafter Xr), a manuscript copied by the scribe Kon-
stantinos Ketzas (Kovotavtivog 6 Ketlac, PLP 11666) in 1412. Even though Xr is a very famous
and studied manuscript, this account has been hitherto overlooked. As a result, not only was it nev-
er edited, but it was also never mentioned in any of Turyn’s studies on the (Moschopulean) manu-
scripts of Sophocles?, in Dawe’s preparatory studies to his edition of Sophocles’, or in Herbert
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finger — S. Valente. Berlin — New York 2020, 397-419 (413-416, and plate 2).
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Hunger’s catalogue of the Viennese manuscripts®*.

The scholion, however, deserves closer consideration as it differs from other recent scholia to
Sophocles because of its (mythological) content, language, and length. My aim, then, will be to
print it here, and to put it into context, first of all by examining other manuscripts that hand down
the exegesis to Sophocles assembled in the circle of Maximos Planoudes, which first involves Ma-
nuel Moschopoulos and then Thomas Magister and Demetrios Triklinios. The exegesis of Sopho-
cles, and in general, of the Greek classics developed in that milieu, is an open work in which the
comments (mostly synonyms, short paraphrases, and general explanations) are continually recon-
sidered (added, deleted, modified), and whose purpose is to highlight the characteristics of the
high-register Medieval Greek, a language at the core of the studies of Byzantine scholars.

Despite their homogeneity, this corpus of late Byzantine scholia on Sophocles presents hetero-
geneity in authorship and destination. Indeed, while it is true that the scholia of Moschopoulo-
Planoudean origin can be used as a guide for understanding the language of Sophocles, it is also
true that these notes seem to be the preparatory phase of other, larger works such as a dictionary of
Attic words and expressions. This is suggested by the title of the Collectio Vocum Atticarum for
example, whose composition is attributed to Manuel Moschopoulos: Ovopdtov Attik®dv cGuALOYY:
gkheyeioa amo Tig teyvoroyiag T@V Eikovav tod drhootpdtov: fjv €£€60T0 O GOPMTATOG KLPOG
MavounA 6 Mooydémoviog kol amd tdv PiAiov t@v Tomt®dv, cvvetédn o6& Evtadba Kotd
ototyelov’:-

THE CONTEXT

Readers who wanted to approach Sophocles’ text using the comments contained in any of the Mos-
chopoulean manuscripts of Sophocles as a guide would often find themselves lost. Although, in
those manuscripts, nearly every word is given a brief comment and the grammar of many passages
is explained in fairly long interpretations and metaphrases, many other aspects, even those we
would today call essential to an understanding of Sophocles’ tragedies, are left without notes.

Thanks to the exegesis of Maximos Planoudes, Manuel Moschopoulos, Thomas Magistros, and
to a lesser extent, of Demetrios Triklinios—an exegesis that flows into marginal scholia and inter-
linear glossae—readers can broaden their own vocabulary of Greek, and end up managing to at-
tribute individual terms and brief syntactic constructions to one or another register of Medieval
Greek. This, in fact, was the purpose of the medieval commentaries of Planoudes and associates: to
teach how to use the high-register Greek of the time. Since the focus of such teaching was on mor-
phology, vocabulary, and micro-syntax, other aspects, such as mythology, were left out.

4 H. HUNGER, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek. Codices Historici. Codices
Philosophici et Philologici I. Vienna 1961, 264-265.

5 This is the title we find in manuscripts: ‘Collection of Attic words selected from the Technologia (i.e. systematic grammat-

ical explanations) of Philostratos’ Eikones, which the wisest sir Manuel Moschopoulos published, as well as from the
books of the poets, <and> put together alphabetically’. I transcribed the title provided by mss. Vaticano, Biblioteca Aposto-
lica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 22 (Diktyon 66653), f. 4r, and Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 32.11 (Diktyon 16276), f.
1r. The title simply says that the Syllogé is an alphabetically ordered (by whom?) collection of instances chosen from Mos-
chopoulos’ Technologia to Philostratos’ Images, and from the ‘books of the poets’ (probably from those on which Mos-
chopoulos commented: a few scholia to Sophocles’ Ajax and Electra indeed coincide with entries in the Syllogé).
The relationship between scholia, epimerisms, and lexica is a subject as interesting as it is still little explored. For an ap-
proach to this theme—which I hope to cover in my forthcoming edition of Maximos Planoudes’ Attikismoi —, see E. MI-
ONI, Un lessico inedito di Massimo Planude. JOB 32/4 (1982) 129-138 (129-132); A. GUIDA, Sui lessici sintattici di Pla-
nude ¢ Armenopulo, con edizione della lettera A di Armenopulo. Prometheus 25/1 (1999) 1-34 (1-2, 5-11); N. GAUL,
Moschopulos, Lopadiotes, Phrankopulos (?), Magistros, Staphidakes: Prosopographisches und Paldographisches zur Lexi-
kographie des 14. Jahrhunderts, in: Lexicologica byzantina, ed. E. Trapp — S. Schonauer. Bonn 2008, 163—-196.
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The scholia, however, are not a closed text. They are, on the contrary, an open and fluid work.
The text of the canonic authors, specially prepared in the manuscripts to receive comments (ample
interlinear space, wide margins)®, was accompanied by a set of scholia and glosses which, despite
its characteristic homogeneity, always bears the signs of the particular context of production and
reception of each manuscript. Each copyist of each manuscript modifies, moves, shortens, adds and
removes comments from the exegetical set he was copying.

The myth of Procne and Philomela in Sophocles’ Electra
In this study, I focus on the exegetical set preserved in the Moschopoulean manuscripts of Sopho-
cles: it is there that I will look for other possible scholia on the myth of Tereus, to provide Xr’s
account with depth and context.
In his Electra, Sophocles refers to the myth of Procne and Philomela three times, in verses 106,
144, and 1068 respectively.

1: El. 107-109: un o0 tekvorételp’ &g i dndav, (107) / énl kokvtd 1dvoe motpdwv (108) /
po Bupdv, Mo maot Tpoewvelv: (109)

2: EL 147-149: aAL’ gué v’ & otovoesa’ dpapev® ppévac, (147) / a "Truv aigv "Ttuv dhogopetat,
(148) / dpvig atvlopéva Alog dyyerog (149)

3: EL 1075-1077 "HAéxtpa, tOv del matpog (1075)"° / dethaio otevayovs’ dmwg (1076) / a
mhvovptoc' andav- (1077)"

These passages do not receive any remarkable exegetical attention in the manuscripts: there, one
only finds Sophoclean words glossed with either other more common Attic forms, or with words
belonging to a lower register of Medieval Greek known as Koiné, and paraphrases of the Sophocle-
an text.

Given the general lack of mythological explanations, it is not surprising that only five manu-
scripts, which deserve a closer look, have tried to provide their readers with additional information
on who the nightingale was.

These are:

Xz = Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 32,34 (Diktyon 16298)

Xu = Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 31,9 (Diktyon 16240)

Td = Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 209 (Diktyon 71323)

D = Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale, II F 9 (Diktyon 46177)

Xr = Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Phil. gr. 161, a. 1412 (Diktyon 71275)

=N

I. PROIETTI, La pagina in scena. Strategie editoriali nel libro di contenuto teatrale a Bisanzio (Bollettino dei Classici Suppl.

35). Rome 2022, esp. 1-172.

‘Like the nightingale that destroyed her young, I will never stop crying out in grief at my father’s doors for all to hear.’

Actually, dpape (arare) is what most of the Moschopulean mss. read. See: Sophocles. Electra, ed. P. FINGLASS. Cambridge 2007.

9 “Closer to my soul is the mourner who eternally wails, “Itys, Itys”, that bird mad with grief, the messenger of Zeus.’

10 Moschopulean manuscripts, as well as the others, read 'HAéktpa, tov (Elektra, ton) instead of & naic, oitov, which is indeed
an emendation provided by Schneidewin (& moic—ha pais) and Mudge (oitov—oiton) respectively. On this passage, see
Sophocles. Electra (FINGLASS) 431.

11 mévdvprog (pandyrtos) is the emendation printed in the editions of Sophocles. See Sophocles. Electra (FINGLASS) 69. The
manuscripts, almost unanimously, have mavodvproc.

12 ¢_.. Electra, all the time bemoaning her father’s fate, like the ever-wailing nightingale ...” Other mss., such as Ba (Ambr. B

97 sup. [Diktyon 42342]), La (Ambr. L 39 sup. [Diktyon 42949]), and Xh (Ven. Marc. gr. 617 [Diktyon 70088]), offer an-

other colometry: tpddotog 8¢ pova caredel HAéktpa. TOv del matpog / deihaia oteviyovs’ dnmg & mavodvuptog andav. It is

not unusual for manuscripts to have two verses on the same line. In these cases, copyists indicate the end of a verse by
means of various signs. This is not the case with the mss. mentioned above; hence I speak about an alternative colometry.

On Xh, see E. MionI, Il codice di Sofocle Marc. gr. 617, in: Studi in onore di Aristide Colonna. Perugia 1982, 209-216. On

Sophoclean colometry, see: Scolii metrici alla tetrade sofoclea, ed. A. TESSIER. Alessandria *2015; and Elettra / Sofocle,

ed. F. DUNN — L. LOMIENTO, transl. B. GENTILI. Milano 2019.

®
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The ms. Xz
The Laurentianus Plut. 32,34 (= Xv) bears the note ictopia (historia) beside verses 120ff., on fol.
70v. The scribe probably wanted to add a story explaining the myth of Procne, but for some reason
did not pursue it. Or he simply wanted to point out that Sophocles was there referring to a myth.

The mss. Xu and Td
Another Laurentianus manuscript, Plut. 31,9 (= Xu) and the Viennese Phil. gr. 209 (= Td) transmit
a mythological scholion on fol. 205v" and 39v respectively. It refers to El. 107—109. The respective
main copyists transcribe Tzetzes’ scholion on Hes. Op. 568 Ilavdwovig (Pandionis) (= 566ter'* in
GAISFORD’s edition), with minor discrepancies. I will thus compare TdXu’s version with Tzetzes’
comment as it appears in Gaisford’s edition®.

‘Totopia-te

Mavdiov 6 Adnvaiog, duyatépog Eoxe Ipoxvny kai Glopniray, Gv v Hpdkvny Tnpsi td 8k
®pakng didwaot mpog yapov: 0¢ €€ €xelvng “Ttuv yevvd: ypove 8¢ 0 Tnpevg ék Opdxng A0V
Abnvale Aappdaver kai v @lopniav drayoayeiv mpog v [poxvny gig Opakny, &v AVAIOL 68
g Bowwtiag dnomapbevedel kai tavtny: Kol v avtilg yAdttav Oepiler dnmg pundev ioyom

5 @paoat Tt Adehot] 1 08, ic Opdaknv éABodaca, o1’ ioTovpyiag TO v eoavepol IIpodxvn 6& TOV viOV
"Ttov anocedaéaca, £otid TOv Tnpéa: 0 0¢, uabav 61t Tov moida PiPpmokel, avelelv tavtog
guelde! ot 6¢ Oeol tavtag Elenoavteg, anwpvéwoav: kol [Ipdkvn pev 1 dndadv yevopévn, tov
“Ttov 6o6vpetar Drhopunia 6& xeMoav yeyovuia, Trpedg onoi: ue éfidoaror O 6& Tnpedg Emoy
YEVOUEVOG, TOD oD, PNGLV, ai 1ot TV maido. Katoteuovool Tapédevto mpog ebwyiav: PEXPL OE TOD

10 VOV Katadidkel antac't, 0 Tnpedc 10D Eapoc 0 EoTv 1 YeMI®V Ayyelog Kol E6TL KEKOUEVT (Sic
pro Kekoppévn) v yAdtrov Kol weAlileu+? TdXu

Title: Totopia Xu
1 &oye TdXu] &oyev Gais. || 3 dnayayelv TdXu (e conj. Trinc.) : andyew G (et Gais.) | v Gais.] om. TdXu | ®pdxnv
Gais.] 10aknv TdXu, sic || 4 dmomapOeveder — Oepilerl] ete. tavtn pyeig v avtiig YAdtrav dnétepev Trinc. (ex Gais.

13 In Xu, another, later copyist added the note. In a few places, another hand corrects a few of Xu’s mistakes. So, on f. 205v,
we see three hands: Xu', the main copyist, responsible for the text of Sophocles, glossae and scholia; Xu?, the copyist who
added this scholion; and Xu® who corrected, with black ink, the mythological tale.

14 Tzetzes’ scholion on Hesiod’s Op. 566ter is edited by T. GAISFORD, Poetac minores Graeci 2. Leipzig 1823, 334,25—
335,12. The lemma I[Mavéwovic, upon which Tzetzes comments, is actually in v. 568.

15 Tt will thus be useful to state that he employed the 9 manuscripts for his work: A: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France
(BNF) grec 2771 (Diktyon 52407); B: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France (BNF) grec 2708 (Diktyon 52343); C: Paris,
Bibliothéque nationale de France (BNF) grec 2833 (Diktyon 52471); D*: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France (BNF)
grec 2763 (Diktyon 52399); E: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France (BNF) grec 1310 (Diktyon 50919); F: Paris, Biblio-
théque nationale de France (BNF) grec 2773 (Diktyon 52409); G: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France (BNF) grec 2774
(Diktyon 52410); H: Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France (BNF) grec 2707 (Diktyon 52342); K: Paris, Bibliothéque na-
tionale de France (BNF) grec 2772 (Diktyon 52408). Gaisford also relied on annotations by Daniél Heinsius (1580-1655),
Tiberius Hemsterhuis(ius) (1685-1766), David Ruhnken(ius) (1723-1798), and Vittore Trincavelli (1496—1568). In his
apparatus to Tzetzes’ scholion, Gaisford only quotes the following mss. and philologists: E, G, H, and Hein(sius),
Trinc(avelli).

16 When editing scholia, I adopt the Byzantine punctuation because it is consistent in each individual manuscript examined. I
apply this punctuation system as explained in C. M. MAZZUCCHI, Per una punteggiatura non anacronistica, e piu efficace,
dei testi greci. BollGrott N. S. 51-53 (1997) (= Studi in onore di mgr Paul Canart per il LXX compleanno I-III) I, 129-144
(135-138). Given that these sources are textbooks for the teaching of Greek, I also give an account of many scribes’ ortho-
graphical peculiarities.

17 Cf. infra scholion Xr, 1. 31.

18 Only when an oxytone word is followed by a te)eio (teleia: upper dot) does the stressed syllable then carry the acute ac-
cent.

19" As far as this last sentence and the interpretation of Hes. Op. 564-570 are concerned, see P. MONELLA, Procne e Filomela:
dal mito al simbolo letterario. Bologna 2005, 28-46 (with bibliography therein).
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apparatu) cf. Tzetzae, Chil. VIIL, Hist. 142, 459 | dmonapOevedel Td, ubi o postea add. Td'] dnomapBevever Xu | yAdtrov
Xu, ubi 2 postea add. Xu?] yrdtrav Td, cf. infra 12-14 | ioxdn] ioydet Xu || 6 "Trov dnocedtaca TdXu] dnocedtaca "Trov
Gaisford | Bippdokel TdXu : éBePpaxker sic E H (ed. Gais.) : BePporel Bas. Heins : BéPpokev Trinc. (ex Gais. apparatu,
ubi BéPpoxev legitur) | tavtag] tavtav Xu || 7 Eueide] Euedlev Td | oi 8¢ Beol tavtag TdXu] ot Oeol 8¢ avtac Gais. |
anopvénoav Gais.] anoppvémoay sic Xu : eig dpveo petéfarlov sic Td | xai] om. Td | f] om. Td | yevopévn] yeyovvuia
Gais. || 8 680petai] -v- ex corr. Xu? | yeyovoia] om. Gais. | pe] pév Td | éfidoaro TdXu, Trinc. Al ex conj. (ex Gais.
apparatu)] éBiacev nescio quem || 9 of pot] ex &uor Xu? | kardrepodoom sic TdXu, ubi katd- postea add. Td! | rapéBevto
wpog evoyiov TdXu] mpog edvoyiov mapébevio Gais. (mapébevto scripsit Gais. confidens mss. E H G, et conjecturae Trinc.
de verborum ordine nescio) || 9-10 péypt 6¢ T00 VOV KoTadidKeEL avTdg, 6 Tnpedg tod Eapog 6 Eotv 1 yeMIDV Gryyerog:
kol €0t kekopévn v YA®TTOY Kol weAliler TdXu (ubi: katadiokel Td : kataduwker Xu et mox yAdtrav Td : yAdtrav Xu
[cf. supra])] Tadtd giot ta Afjpa podOdpra. ['pdoet 6¢ mepl TovTOL ZoPoKrAig &v Td Tnpel dpdpatt Gais. || 10 katadimrel
Td] kotadunkel Xu

TRANSLATION: The Athenian Pandion had Procne and Philomela as daughters, of which he gave Procne as a wife to
Tereus, who bore Itys with her. After a while, Tereus went to Athens from Thrace also collecting Philomela to bring her to
Procne in Thrace. However, in the Boeotian Aulis, Tereus also deflowers her, and cuts out her tongue, so that she cannot
tell <what has happened>? to her sister. Once they come back to Thrace, Philomela reveals the whole story by weaving.
Then, Procne, having killed Itys, offers him to Tereus to eat. When he realized that he was eating his son, Tereus wanted to
eliminate/exterminate them. However, the Gods having mercy on them, decided to transform them into birds. Procne,
having become a nightingale, always cries for Itys. Philomela, having become a swallow, says ‘Tereus’ and ‘raped me’.
And Tereus, having become a hoopoe, says: ‘Pou, pou (i.e. Where, where) are those who, having dismembered my child,
offered him to me at a banquet?’ Even today, Tereus chases them. The swallow is the herald of spring, and its tongue still
being cut, it also stutters.

REMARKS

According to Gaisford’s edition, instead of péypt 0¢ tod vdv kotadidkel avtag, 6 Tnpeds tod
€apog O0¢ €oTv 1 YeEMO®V dyyeAog Kol 0Tt KeEKOPPUEVT TNV YA®TTOY Kol yweAlilel, Tzetzes alterna-
tively concludes: Tadtd eict Td Afjpa podvdpla. Ipdaepetl & mepl TovTOL X0QEOKANG &v T® Tnpel
dpdpati. That is: “This is the mythological tale plain and simple*. Sophocles wrote on the subject
in the play “Tereus™.

We will get back to the detail of the characters of our tale still chasing each other even after the
mutation into birds below. For now, it is important to focus on Tzetzes’ remark. As we will see by

20 In angle brackets, I write those words that are missing from the original Greek, but which, I think, are necessary in English.
The words written in parentheses correspond to the explanatory sections of the original text.

I would give a slightly less negative connotation to the adjective Afjpog (I€ros) than the one proposed by the LBG ‘toricht’.
In my understanding of the term, Afjpa poBOSpra (18ra mythydria) are here ‘mythological nonsenses’, or ‘silly mythological
tales’, or ‘nugae’, because they have not received any explanation yet. The myth of Procne and Philomela, as reported in
the scholion without further explanation, is indeed plain and simple and, if taken literally, is nonsense. In his exegetical
works, Tzetzes used to define mythological tales as ‘foolish’, ‘nonsense’, ‘silly’, when they appear in the plain and simple
version offered by the tradition, i.e. before having received an (e.g. allegorical) explanation (see e.g. Chil. VII, Hist. 166,
72, at the conclusion of a section of a story: ‘Afjpog Toyydver pobucog 6v aAinyopntéov [it happens to be a mythological
nonsense that needs to be explained allegorically ...]’; Chil. II, Hist. 50, 743, at the conclusion of a story: ‘TAoTOG ot
Afjpog paiveton kai yoypopvBovpyia [to me, it seems to be downright silly talk and a vain tale]’). If old myths were abso-
lutely silly and nonsense because of what they tell and how they tell it, these should consequently not be worth scholars’
attention, nor interpretations. A different interpretation of the adjective Afjpog and Tzetzes’ passage is given in P. SCATTO-
LIN, Le notizie sul Tereo di Sofocle nei papiri, in: I papiri di Eschilo e di Sofocle. Atti del convegno internazionale di Stu-
di. Firenze 14-15 giugno 2012, ed. G. Bastianini — A. Casanova. Florence 2013, 119-141 (127). Expanding on his inter-
pretation of ‘Afjpo poOvOIpa’, Scattolin interestingly states: ‘... nulla osta che questa sia proprio il brano di Tzetzes col
quale Triclinio entrerebbe in divertita polemica opponendo allo sprezzante Afipa pvBvdpila (‘favole sciocche’) la propria
ammirazione per I’inventiva degli antichi (6pa 8¢, dmwg e0pudg Tov Pdbov cuvébnkav 86vteg Ot T8 pdynv Exel mpog
€qta 0 dpvea kal Ot TowdTag dginot Tag povac—See here, how those who saw that the birds had a battle between
themselves as well as produced such sounds, skillfully put the story together’) [Schol. 212¢.a. 38-39])’. However, a fact
worth noticing is that in Triklinios” scholion, the myth is no longer a ‘nonsense’ because the narrative is not ‘plain and simple’,
it there being accompanied by a certain explanation. On the debate about the nonsense of mythological tales, see B. VAN DEN
BERG, Homer the Rhetorician, Eustathios of Thessalonike on the Composition of the Iliad. Oxford 2022, Chapter 3, n. 86.

21
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commenting on Xr’s account, there have been many versions of the myth of Procne and Philomela
that have followed one another over the centuries. The plain majority depend on the version popu-
larized by Sophocles in his Tereus. It is clear because they (tacitly) report those details introduced
by the tragedian himself. I would say tacitly because it does not seem to me that any of the sources
links the narration of the myth to the Sophoclean tragedy. The Byzantine authors knew about
Sophocles’ Tereus from the information offered by (comments on) Aristophanes, Aristotle, gram-
marians and anthologies. The first author to link this specific plot of the myth to Sophocles’ Tereus
seems to have been Tzetzes. Where he found this information is difficult to say. Perhaps he traced
the explicit reference in one of his sources (e.g. Aristotle, a scholion to Homer, Hesiod, or more
probably to Aristophanes). Perhaps he put together various pieces of information and his remark
‘Tpdoet 8¢ mepl TovTOL ZoEOKATS &v T® Tnpel dpapatt’ (Sophocles writes on the subject in the
play ‘Tereus’) would then be the fruit of a conjecture by him. After all, it would not have been the
first time, that Tzetzes puts the pieces of a puzzle together and writes an account on his own?.

This addition, alongside any reference to Sophocles, is absent in TdXu. The two manuscripts re-
place it with a rationalization of the myth. The detail of the chase is common to the scholia in D
and Xr, as we will see below.

The ms. D (plates 1 and 2)

The Neapolitanus II. F. 9 (= D, first quarter of the 14" cent.), transmits an original note on Procne
and Philomela. This was written by the main copyist, Gabriel the monk?, who clearly used another
ink and a more cursive handwriting, in the lower margin of fol. 180v (continuing on the top of fol.
181r). It refers to El. 1074—1080: there is no further information on the nightingale in the other two
passages. This scholion belongs to the third layer of exegetical material copied by Gabriel. In that
phase, he copied a large number of Thomas Magistros’ comments (he mentions him as the author
of many scholia on the Ajax). D’s scholion rather seems to be a reworded version of the abovemen-
tioned comment on Hes. Op. 566 by John Tzetzes*. Nevertheless, it is worth publishing here.

22 As it seems from, for example, Chil. VI, Hist. 37, 67 'Ex A\0ng vdv cuvéuEa kai o tod Anuocdévoug ‘From oblivion, 1

have now put together the facts around Demosthenes.’

See 1. PEREZ MARTIN, La ‘escuela de Planudes’: notas paleograficas a una publicacion reciente sobre los escolios

euripideos. BZ 90 (1997) 73-96.

24 Gabriel had already ascribed a scholion on the beginning of the second stasimos of Ajax (vv. 693-700, f. 154v) to John

Tzetzes, by writing: ‘T{étlov’ (Tzetzou). See TURYN, The Sophocles Recension (see n. 2) 102, n. 33. I see that on that oc-
casion, Gabriel also used the same handwriting as in the Procne scholion. The scholion particularly comments on the danc-
es Noow (Nysia) and Kvoown (Kndsia) (these are the readings of D). While confirming the reading Nbocwa of D, the
scholion adds: ITav mawv (Aj. 694)- 6 yopdg mpdc oV Hdva enoiv: @ IIav yopomoié fHudv eavnbr- Covay kai covoTdpywy
Suwg nuav émordateis (sic) ta &v 1@ Nvoim Opet opynpota €v Tf) £optii T0d Aovicov: kai o Kvdoiar Noowa 8¢ 6pog
Tvdiog év O meplendmoev (dub.) 6 Abvvoog Kvwoodg (ubi 6! postea add. D') 8& nohg Kprjtng &vlo kateokedooey O
Aaidarog xopov yovaikeiov (cf. £ 590-594): ¢ Tlav 8¢ €éotv £popog mouviav Tdv dpynoemv: ai pev giolv Noota, ol 6&
Kvdooia (sic):- — ):- ‘Pan, Pan (Aj. 694)’. Addressing Pan, the chorus says: ‘O Pan, who leads the dance, reveal yourself
to us, so that since you are a friend and one who lives amongst us anyway, you can teach us the dances of the mount Nysos
for the festival of Dionysus and the dances Kngsia’. Nysia is the mountains in India in which Dionysus lived, while Knos-
sos is the city where Daedalus fashioned the feminine choros (i.e. the dancing floor for Ariadne). Pan, indeed, is the guard-
ian of the dances, the one being the Nysia and the other the Knosia.
De Noowa 8¢ 8pog ‘Tvdiag, cf. Chamaileonis Frag. 22 in Phainias von Eresos. Chamaileon. Praxiphanes, ed. F. WEHRLI (Die
Schule des Aristoteles 9). Basel 21957. De Dionyso in Nysia, cf. Suida v 618 and v 619 (Suidae lexicon, 4 vols. [Lexico-
graphi Graeci 1.1-1.4], ed. A. ADLER. Leipzig 1928-1935); Scholion Musuri in Aristophanis Ranas 215d (ed. CHANTRY):
Nooiog 6 Advuoog 1ol Tvdoig dvopdletat, ano tiig &v Tvdoic Nvong. ov povov 8¢ Tvdoig, GAAL Kol Taot Toig TpOg AKTIvVa
£€0veowv, dg enot Pdotpatog év 1@ Anorlwviov tod Tvavéwg Biw (‘Dionysus is called “Nysios” by the Indians after Ny-
sa in India; actually, not only by the Indians, but also by all peoples of the East, as Philostratos says in the “Life of Apollo-
nius of Tyana™. See Flavius Philostratus. Vita Apollonii Tyanei, ed. G. BOTE. Berlin 2022, chapt. 2.2). Scholia in
Thesmophoriazusas, Ranas, Ecclesiazusas et Plutum (Scholia in Aristophanem 3.1b) ed. M. CHANTRY. Groningen 2001 (ex
codice Bibliothecae Photii 241 ut vid.).

23
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Plates 1 and 2: Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale, Il F 9 (Diktyon 46177), ff. 180v and 181r <scribe: Gabriel the Monk>

+ [Mavdrovig, 1 Tod [avdiovog Buydnp-»

"Eoye 8¢ 6 Havdiov duyatépag Vo aitveg kékhnvrot Ipoxvn kai Glopnla Gv 1 pév pdkvn
Nyéyeto Evdpa tov Tnpéo: ped ob émoince tov "Ttuv: eita Oekfoag 6 Tnpedg dmeddeiv fva
&ydyn® kai TV ovtod yuvarkadéleny v @houniay gig Tov tomov EvOa v 1 IIpdkvn 1y adedpn
avtig, petald tig 000D d€pbepev avtnv: @ofnbeig 8¢ 6 Tnpedg uNmog yvodoetal TodTo T

5 yeyovog” gig antnv eoadiov Epyov 1) [Ipoxvn, v YA®TTOv avtig (scil. thg @hopnAng) anékoyev:
N 6& dlounAa d10 i6ToD* 10 TO10VTOV PADAOV Epyov amédelée” peta tavta 1 [Ipoxvn povedoaoca
TOV €00Thg VIOV TOV “Ttuv, giotiocey TOV €0vTod TToTéPpa TOV Tnpéa? yvoug 6& tobto 0 Tnpevg,
APovAON obtog dmokTeivan Tag Vo dedpdg, v IIpdkyny Aéym kai Thv Dlopmlay: 6 8¢ Zedg
AYOVOKTNOOG, METHUENEV avtag €ig mrnva: v uev IIpokvny eig andova, {nrodoa TOV VIOV

10 oTig Kol oAopupopévn Tov “Ttov: v 6& Plounlay gig yeMdova: dAoevpouévn Kal oTr), THV
€lg anTnVv atpiov yeyovoiav mapd tod Tnpéwg tov 0& Tnpéa &ig Emoma: {nrodvra todTov?! Kol
@BeyyoUEVOV TO TOD TOD" O 1OV TOV TOTO0 KOTATEUODOAL TTPOS EVWYIOY TopEOevTo®?:-

9 {nrovoa sic || 10 GAopvpopévn sic | av sic || 11 {nrodvra todTov sic

25 1 consider Iovdiovig — Buydp to be the title of the scholion, although there is no graphic distinction in the manuscript
between these words and the rest of the note. It is worth noticing that [Tavdiovig (from Hes. Op. 568) is commented upon
by Tzetzes by ‘1 tod [Tavdiovog Quydtnp’ (the daughter of Pandion)—as far as we can see from Gaisford’s edition. This is
interesting because the entire scholion depends on Tzetzes’ exegesis (see below n. 26).

Worth noticing is that tvo. aydyn clarifies the final value of the infinitive dmayayeiv/andyew in Tzetzes’ scholion (as it
appears in TdXu and Gaisford’s edition respectively: cf. apparatum ad scholion TdXu — Tzetzae). In Chil. VII, Hist.
142, 458, the same concept becomes dmokopicar BovAndeig tfj €avtod cvldy® ‘aiming to escort <Philomela> to his own
wife.’

27 yo was added supra lineam, probably by a later hand.

The substantive io10g (histos) is also found in relation to the myth of Procne and Philomela in Eustathios, ad Hom. Od. 1T
215, 16, and in Triclinios’ scholion on Aristophanes, Aves.

See Tzetzes, Schol. Hes. Op. 566ter: €éotid tov Tnpéa (<Procne> offers <him> to Tereus to eat).

Metapeifo is a common verb in this context. It also occurs in Xr’s scholion below, 1. 31.

Exspectaveris to0tag.

D undoubtedly reads pov, while Schol. Hes. Op. 566ter (GAISFORD), which preserves the same ending as D, has pot.
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TRANSLATION: ITovdiovic, <that is> the daughter of Pandion. Indeed, Pandion had two daughters who bore the names
Procne and Philomela, of which Procne had got married to Tereus, with whom she had borne Itys. Later, as Tereus wanted
to go to also bring his wife’s sister’® Philomela to the place where the sister Procne was, he raped her during the journey.
Tereus then fearing that Procne would learn what had happened—a despicable fact—to her (i.e. to Philomela), he cut out
her (i.e. Philomela’s) tongue. Then Philomela made such a despicable act known by means of a woven cloth. After that,
Procne killed her own son Itys and set up a banquet for his father, Tereus. When Tereus learned it (i.e. that he had eaten his
son), he was seized with the desire to kill the two sisters—I mean to say Procne and Philomela. However, Zeus, vexed,
transformed them into birds: Procne into a nightingale that looks for her son and feels sorry for Itys; Philomela into a
swallow, who also suffers the outrage endured because of Tereus; and Tereus into a hoopoe that looks for the <son>
uttering: ‘Pou, pou are those who, having dismembered my child, they offered <him to me> in a banquet?’

Tzetzes’ scholion on Hes. Op. 566ter (GAISFORD)—along with its paraphrase, which appears in

D—may depend on the scholion vetus on the same Hesiodean passage (PERTUSI)*. The two scholia
by Triklinios on Aristophanes’ Aves 212e, o** and ** (HOLWERDA) also follow the same structure.

33

34

35

36

The terms yovawkadéien (gynaikadelph€) and yvvakadereog (gynaikadelphos) seem to be linked to legal jargon and
canon law.

Scholia in Hesiodi Opera et Dies, ed. A. PERTUSL. Milan 1955, ad v. 568b: ITavdiovig: Tlavdiov 6 Abnvaiog dvo &yov
Ouyatépag Mpoxvny kol dhopdiav, v Ipoxvny §£88mKé Tvi Opaxikd Todvopa Trpel koi Aofodv slyev &v i Opdxn:
Eoye 8¢ TIpoxvn dvo moidag. pet’ OAiyov 8¢ ypdvov MA0ev 6 Tpedg émickéyacOon ToV ovTod TEvOepov, Tiig 88 Drhopnlog
émbouncdong Oedoacbor Ty adedenv kai Tiig [Ipodxvng wdAv petamepyapévng adtyv, KATamieTodTol o0V ATEPOYULOV
ovoav 6 Tnpedg, dpatdpevog 8& dpnuiac petald g 050D Tod TpdTOV oikeiov TETOAIMKEY GEWOV: TNV Yap TG YVVALKOC
adelonv dlopnrav mobnoag, od povov dmomapbevevel, aALd TpOg TovTOLG Aalpel avtTig kol TV yAdttav, tva pn T
adelof) E€einn O YeYOVAG. 1) 8¢ PNy duvapévn AaAfioat Tf] AdeAQT] d1d TO ThG YAdTING TAO0G KoTemoikile TO YEYOVOG Oprvoig
1@ 1ot®. (‘On Pandionis. Pandion, the Athenian who had two daughters Procne and Philomela, gave Procne in marriage to
a certain man from Thrace named Tereus. Having taken <her in marriage>, he held her in Thrace. Procne had two children.
Shortly after, Tereus came to visit his own father-in-law. Given that Philomela desired to see <her> sister and that Procne,
in turn, had summoned her, Tereus took her, who was still a virgin, into his care. He seized the opportunity offered by the
remote area along the way and dared something proper to his own nature. Longing for Philomela, <his> wife’s sister, he
not only took her virginity, but—in addition to those things—he also cut her tongue out, so that she could not tell <her>
sister what had happened. But she, despite being not able to talk to her sister because of what she had suffered in her
tongue, represented in diverse modes [see frg. 6 MILO = 586 R?] what had happened with laments in a web of cloths”).
Scholia in Vespas, Pacem, Aves et Lysistratam, ed. D. HOLWERDA (Scholia in Aristophanem 2, 3). Groningen 1991, ad. v.
212e a: 680V Eoye Kol TdV yopitov g KOpNg £0 . Kol eOeipag TtavTny v yA@dTTov a0Tig amétepe, un dfjia dfbev Ta
npaybévta Onoel tf adelof. N 8¢ iotov €pyalopévn S ypapudtev o cvpPdvra dniol. avayvodoa 8¢ IIpdxvn ta
yeypoppéva Kol Thv copeopav pabodoa tijg adeAeg Tov viov “Ttuv cedéaca eig Bpdotv mapédnke @ Tnpel. 0 8¢ yvolg
T0g odpkag €obicy tod modog Eipog Aofav Ipoxvny kol dhopuniov €dimke ‘mod mod’ @beyyduevog, dopnio 8¢
“Tnpede’ fiv Podoa 6 pOPw. IIpdrvn 8& ToV "Ttuy £0prver “Trv “Trv’ éhecvdg pOsyyoudvn. Zedg oby avtc EAeNGC THC
cvugopdc gic dpvic petéPorey. IIpdxvn pév ovv sic andovo petoPindeica tov “Ttov avbic 6dvpetor “Trv "Itv’ Bodoa,
Dopha 88 eig xeMdova ‘Tnpedg Tnpeve el eOeyyousvn, 6 88 Tnpedg ei¢ oV Emoma petoPindeic ‘mod mod’ kai ooig
@Oéyyetat. Spa 8¢, dmwg evpudg TOV pdbov cuvédnkay Wd6vTeg 6Tl Te pnaymv Exel Tpog Eovta T dpven kot 6Tt TowdTag
aopinot tag eovig (‘He took the road and succumbed to the daughter of the Graces. And after he seduced her, he cut out
her tongue, to make what had happened unclear for her sister. And she, making a loom with letters, reveals the events. And
Procne, reading what was written and learning about the misfortune of her sister, killed her son, Itys, and placed him for
Tereus to eat. And he, after he recognized that he ate the meat of his child and took his sword, chased Procne and Philome-
la, making the sound “Pou, pou”, and Philomela was shouting “Tereus” out of fear. And Procne was bewailing Itys, pitiful-
ly shouting “Itys, Itys”. So Zeus, because he had pity on the women for this event, transformed them into birds. Conse-
quently, Procne on the one hand, who was transformed into a nightingale, bewails Itys again and again by crying “Itys, It-
ys”; Philomela on the other hand [who was transformed into] a swallow, while always shouting “Tereus, Tereus”, and Te-
reus, after he was changed into a hoopoe, is crying “Pou, pou” again and again. See here, how those who saw that the birds
had a battle between themselves as well as produced such sounds, skillfully put the story together’).

Ad. v. 212¢ B (as in the previous note) viov "Ttuv gig Bpdov mapédnke @ Tnpel. 6 8¢ yvovg Ediwkev avtag Eipet ‘mod mod’
@Beyyouevoc. dopmAa piv &1 ‘Tnpedc’ fv Podoa @ @oPw, Ipdxvn & ov Trov Opnvodoo “Itv “Itv’ éheetvide
£p0&yyeto. 0D 8¢ A10g Edeodvtog 1| pev IIpdkvn gig amdova, 1 8¢ Prhopunia gig yehdova petaPinbdeioar, £t ye unv xai 6
Tnpevg eig Emoma tavTd EOEyyovTaL péxpt Kol viv EKOGTOG, 6 YE HETA TV GLUPOPAV HEV, TPO TG dmopvedoems d¢ (‘She
placed the son Itys for Tereus to eat. And he, after he had become aware, chased them with a sword while uttering the
sound ‘pou pou’. And Philomela on the one hand was crying ‘Tereus’ out of fear. And Procne on the other, who was la-
menting Itys, was uttering pitifully ‘Itys, Itys’. Because Zeus had pity, after Procne on the one hand was transformed into a
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These accounts (like the majority of the narratives of the myth), in turn, are coherent with all we
know about Sophocles’ Tereus, fragments and hypothesis, as we will point out below. Sutton (Evi-
dence for Lost Dramatic Hypotheses. GRBS 29 [1988]) suggests that the hypothesis of Sophocles’
Tereus is the source of the scholion vetus on Ar. Av. 212, on which, in turn, Tzetzes would depend
for his scholion on Hesiod (Op. 566ter Gais.) and Chil. VII, Hist. 142. This is of course impossible,
as Scattolin rightly noted”. In any case, these accounts provided by Tzetzes and Triklinios belong
to the ‘Sophoclean line’ of the myth of Procne and Philomela, to which the scholion transmitted by
Xr, the fifth of the Moschopulean manuscripts commenting on the nightingale, also belongs.

The ms. Xr (plates 3 and 4)

On El vv. 145-149, Konstantinos Ketzas, Xr’s copyist, writes a mythological account. The
scholion deserves particular attention, first because of its remarkable length and content, and sec-
ond because it is solely—as far as I know—transmitted by Xr. This last point is also significant, as
Xr shares most of its extra-Moschopulean scholia with other Moschopulean mss., particularly with
the manuscript D, the Ambrosianus N 166 sup., mid. 14" cent. (= Na), a manuscript that also con-
tains some notes by Michael Lygizos*, and the Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional de Espafia, ms. 4617
(=Mc). I will now provide an annotated transcription and translation of this scholion®.

nightingale, and Philomela on the other into a swallow, and even Tereus too into a hoopoe, they are still until now each
making the same noises as after the event, but before the change into a bird”).

37 SCATTOLIN, Le notizie 127 (see n. 21): ‘L’autorita dello scolio starebbe nell’essere I’anello intermedio tra il papiro e Tze-
tzes, almeno a dare credito a una suggestione di Sutton: purtroppo I’autore americano ¢ stato incolpevolmente sviato
dall’edizione ottocentesca di Diibner in cui egli doveva ancora leggere gli scoli agli Uccelli. Come si puo vedere
nell’edizione di Holwerda (...), quello che per Sutton era uno scolio vetus altro non ¢ che una nota di Marco Musuro dalla
princeps Aldina (schol. 212e.B), a sua volta rielaborazione di uno scolio di Demetrio Triclinio (schol. 212e.a).’

38 See A. M. CuoMO, Sui Manoscritti Moschopulei (as n. 3) 400-401.

39 Here is the list of the texts I used for the comparison. In the primary sources section of the bibliography, I have listed the
editions employed. Greek sources: Hom. 1, 518-523; v, 61-79, and scholia ad locos (including Scholion V2 in Hom. 1, 518
= Pherecydes [FGrH 3 F 124]); Hes. Op. 560sqq. and 202-221; Id. frg. 312 preserved by Ael. VH 12,20 (= 1I 128, 3
Hercher); Simonides frg. 586 PMG; Ibycus frg. 303 (b) PMG; Alcaeus: frg. 307 (1) ¢ Voigt (= 307 I (¢) L-P = 14
BERGK); Aeschylus Suppl. 57-67; Ag. 1140-1145; Sophocles’ Tereus and Hypothesis of Tereus; Thucydides II 29, and
scholia ad loc.; (Ps.-)Dem. 60, 28; Heraclitus, De incredibilibus 35; Strabo, Geographica 9, 3, 13, 8sqq.; Agatharchides
(Photios cod. 250); Conon, Narr. 31 (= Photios cod. 186); [Apollodoros], Bibliotheca. III 14, 8; Lucianus, De Syria Dea 40,
3—6; Zenobius III 14; Pausanias, Graeciae Descriptio I 5, 4; Achilles Tatius, Leucippe et Clitophon V 3-10; Libanius,
Progymnasmata II 18 and 19; Procopius, Declamatio 1, 11; Nonnus, Dionysiaca 44, 265-269; loannis Malalae Chrono-
graphia; [Nonnos], Historiae, i.e. Scholia mythologica no. 39; Stephanus Byzantius, Ethnica IV 32 AavAig (Daulis); loan-
nes Geometres, Carmen 300, 46—54; Georgios Tornikes, Or. 14, p. 223; Michael Choniates, Ep. 52; Eustathios, ad Hom.
Od. II 215, 13ss.; Id., In Homeri Iliadem I, p. 421; loannes Tzetzes, Epistula 19; Id. Chiliades VII, Hist. 142, vv. 451-471;
Maximos Planudes’ translation of Ov. Met. VI 424-676; Etymologicum Symeonis s.v. Aavlig; Etymologicum Magnum
s.v. Aavig; Scholia Triclinii in Aristophanis Aves 212e, a and . Schol. in Eur. Rhesum 550; Schol. vet. in Eur. Phoenis-
sas 1515; Schol. in Oppiani Halieutica 728; Schol. in Hesiodi Opera et Dies (vetera) 568b. Latin sources: Fragments of the
Tereus by Accius et Pacuvius; Antoninus Liberalis; Mythographi Vaticani; Ovidius, Metamorphoses VI 242-276; Probus,
in Vergilii Ecl. VI 78; Scholia Bernensia in Vergilii Ecl. VI 78; Servius, in Vergilii Ecl. VI 78. A general discussion of the
passages is to be found in MONELLA, Procne e Filomela (see n. 19) and in G. I. MICHAJLOV, La légende de Térée. Sofia
1955, esp. 81-149. I thank Grigori Simeonov for providing me with copies of this book.
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Plate 3: Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Phil. gr. 161 (Diktyon 71275), f. 237v <scribe: Konstantinos Ketzas>
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Plate 4: Wien, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Phil. gr. 161 (Diktyon 71275), f. 238r <scribe: Konstantinos Ketzas>
Tov mept xeMdovog Kai anddvog udbov, E0éAm cot EEnynoachor:-+

Tnpedc avip Opdt, Eévog Nv td Abnvaion IMovdiovi: Quyatépag Exovit dVo° OV Atépa pev®,
gkalgito IIpoivn, TpesPutépa odoa 6 YPOve: Batépa® 5& v Svopa lopnha: 6 yodv Tnpevg,
Emyompiaocag mote AOMvale, katélvoe mapa [avdiove eic Epota 6¢ EMOmV, TIpdkvng Tig Tpeo-
Butépag, meibel 1€ TOV TaTEPQ- Kol dyeton yapem v fiv Aafov, @yeto Enl Opdknv oikade dywv:
peta 8¢ tva xpovov, Epmg gumintet 1) [Ipoxvn g e TaTpidog Kol TV YovEémv: Kol ETt HOAAOV,
TG adeApiic DhounAng kal meibety Emeyeipel TOV dvdpa Emavoyaysiv avtny gic AOMvag: cuveco-
puévnyv €t Tvo ypdvov Toic modikoic” 0 8’ ovk émeifeto vidto &’ émi tovtm 1 [Ipokvn” €nel d¢
dmopo. v avtfi T& TpdTO, SevTépav HEl Kai Tpocéketo Mmopodsa tOV dvdpa- el uf Bodrotro
avtv ABnvale dyayeiv- adtov yodv €keloe EAOOVTO, Kopioal ol TV AdeAenv: meicavta* Tovg
yovéag €mvevel T denoel tontng Tnpevg kel 1€ map’ adtovg kol dendeig, Aoufaver v
duopnrov: kot AVAYKNV LEAAOV ) YVOUNV EKOESMKOT®V OOTAV

Here too, I punctuate according to the ‘Dionysian’ system, which is the system followed by the Byzantines and Ketzas. So,
the upper dots are equivalent to English full stops, and the middle dots have the function of English commas. I replace the
Dionysian vmootiypoi and vrodiactorai with a single sign, the comma. One single sign, the comma, is used to indicate
both the Dionysian hypodiastole and the hypostigme. The comma/hypodiastole links two words or phrases on a micro-
syntactic level (as in 1. 3); whereas a comma/hypostigme indicates that what follows is the main clause, or the element
which completes the phrase. See also above, n. 16.

Xr constantly writes Teipevg (Teireus) (in all cases). I will tacitly correct this iotacism.

Only when an oxytone word is followed by a teAeia (teleia) (o) does the stressed syllable then carry the acute. S. avtdag p.
4,1.10.

Ootépa Xr.

neioavta] -€i- was probably corrected by Xr'.
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Kol ooy &v Tf 08¢, &v T00Te 88, EmBvpio TiIc™ ékivel TOV 8vdpa, cuyyevésBo Tij Plopnin’
Kai ovy 016¢ Te Nv,* tfic dromiag meptyevésBon Tod mpdypatoc GAL fv &v 1@ Epyo’ kol Plocd-
Hevog GLVAADE Tfj KOpN: TO dTomoV 8¢ eipyacpévog oV TponxOnv mpdtar petéyve: EE16€ TE KO-
wdf v yovaika [Ipoxvny, og ot dylov paiotd ol yevnoouévny, €l mbBorto mapd thg AdEAPNG
10 TpayBEV Kai delcag, dmotéuvel v yAOTTavY Thg Plouning®, dvékmuotov éamicog oVTmg
€oeabat, TO mEPL ATV YEYOVOG 0VK Exovcay Ommg Epel 10 Kat® avtny [Ipokvn th) adehoi)’

fkev odv oo mpdéag 6 Tnpede, oikade cvv T OopnAn: 1 8¢ TIpdrvn, flobn® uév idodoa
NV AdeAEN V- yvodoa ¢ TO Taboc, HAynoe yoAen®ds: kol TV aitiav, Emuvldveto tod cupPavtoc
0 & avnp, yevdiy Aoyov cuvbeic, Eheyev: g VIO VOoOL 01 TIVOG, EVOKNYACNG Tf YADTTY, TO
néOog tovTo cvuPain, TO THG EkToutic Aéyer M o0& Ilpdkvn, T€wg pEV ™G aANnOn de&apévn Tov
Loyov, fovyiav Nyev: Spmc dviopévn: tig 8 Adehpic Ypappact onunvionc® v mpavs!, kai
Yap NV eidvia ypappata, TpOC OpyRV T8 YaAemnv ekvidn- kol duvvacOar, neyeipel Tov dvdpa

oV &yovca 8¢ dmog, &mi TOV Taida TV dpyNV Tpénel TOV “Ttuv: tékvov 8¢ fv atii Vopdliov,
veyovog €k Tnpémg mopatnpioaca’ te EEm mov Ti¢ oikiag dmodnuodvia TOv dvopa, Bvel Tov
“Ttov: kol okevacaco dyov, Exaverdovit mapationot T® Tnpel: 6 & dyvodv, T@V T0D TAdOG
EVEQOPETTO GOPKMV: PETAED O¢ demvdv, e0Ntet kal TOV LIOV' THG 0 UNTPOG OVK €(0VOMNG, UNTE
TOPOVTO TOPACTHOOL UNTE AmovTo Omot €in dekvoval, fjobeto 10D mpdypatog 6 Tnpevg Kol mg
avToC €in, cuvilkev 0 PiPpmokopevog VT’ aVTOD" Kol pHabmV, AvEAETV GPUNGE TNV YUVOIKO LETO
TG Adeh@i|c™ al OE, TOV Kivduvov pebyovsal, £660vVTo ToD A10C, oGOl GPAG €K TOV ToD Tnpéwmg
YEPDV' O 0& ZeD anTig Ehenoag Thg cLHEopas, Ty pev [pdkvny, gig andodva petuenye: v 08
Oopnrav, yeMdove memoinkev: oiktov 8& kai Tod Tnpémg AaPav mavin mepudvioc, Koi Téc
dVGLEVETS Yuvaikog (nTodvtog Tpog dpvvay, gig TOV VOV OpdUEVOV TODTOV, ETOTO. LETECKEDACE'
o Kol 1 HEV xeMoav dedotkvia, aiel Tov Tnpéa avtdaletor kav: @ qdewv** vmotpaviilovoa
w¢ €otepnuévn TG YAOTING, THpevs del @Byyetor VIO 0€0vg TOVTOV EKTPEMOUEVI” TNV O
amoddva petdvold Tig eiofiAbe g T0D Tadog TeAeVTC Kol dtotedel Opnvodoa kol dAopupopévn
TOV ToAd TOUVOUd Te dvakaAelTol Kol povovouyl dokel Todto Aéyewv, Tro- "Tro* mwd¢ pot té6vy-
KOG Topoloywes; 0 0’ Emoy, Kol avTO¢ TV Yuvaik®v TV Vpv Tiwmpnoactal 0 oV, mod: mod
Kkpalel, Tag dvnkeoTov Epyov Toduncdoag (ntdv:- Xr, fols. 237v-238r

I want to tell you the myth of the swallow and the nightingale

Tereus of Thrace was a guest of the Athenian Pandion, who had two daughters. Of the two, one
was named Procne and was the elder; the other bore the name Philomela. At that time, regularly
visiting Athens, Tereus lodged with Pandion. After falling in love with Procne, the elder daughter,
Tereus asks her father for her hand in marriage and marries her. After the wedding, he takes her to
his home in Thrace. After some time, a certain homesickness, desire for her parents and particularly
for her sister Philomela, fell upon Procne. She tried to persuade her husband to bring her back to
Athens, so that she could be with her loved ones for a while. However, he did not heed her; hence
Procne became disheartened. Nonetheless, since the first avenue turned out to be unfeasible for her,

45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

tig Xr

1v] n- probably corrected by Xr'.

It seems to be written with the acute.
Dulopuning] A? probably corrected by Xr'.
oon Xr.

GUUUNVACOG XT.

sic

TOPATEPNCUCEH TE XT.

sic

* Goew Xr
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Procne tried a second way. She persisted in imploring her husband: If he really did not want to
bring her to Athens, to at least go there himself and, after persuading her parents, to bring her sister
back. Tereus agreed to her plea. He arrives at her parents and after having asked permission, takes
Philomela: the parents gave her to him more out of necessity, than by will.

They were on the road, when a lustful longing moves the man to couple with Philomela. He was
unable to overcome the unspeakableness of the deed. And so, he came to action. And he, doing
violence, had intercourse with the girl. Having committed unspeakable acts, however, he regretted
what he was led to do. He very much feared his wife, since she would certainly cause him problems
if her sister told her what had happened. And so, in fear, he cuts out Philomela’s tongue, hoping in
this way that what had happened to her would remain undiscovered, for Philomela would not know
how to tell the story to her sister Procne.

Having done so, Tereus comes back home together with Philomela. Procne rejoiced in seeing
her sister. However, upon discovering the misfortune, she became bitterly sad and asked for the
cause of what had happened. Her husband constructed a false story, and said that this misfortune
(by which he meant the facts concerning the amputation) happened because a certain disease had
struck her tongue. Having accepted the story as true, Procne was appeased for a while, but grieved
nonetheless. However, when her sister revealed the facts through writing (as she knew how to
write), Procne became furious, and resolved to take vengeance upon her husband.

Lacking means, she vents her rage against her child, Itys. He was her unweaned infant, engen-
dered with Tereus. Having observed her husband going somewhere away from the house, she kills
Itys. Procne prepared the child for eating and served him to Tereus, who meanwhile had returned.
He unknowingly filled himself with the flesh of his child and, while dining, asked for his son.
Since the mother could not produce him, nor indicate where he was, Tereus became aware of what
had happened. <Tereus> realized that it was he (i.e. his own son Itys) who was being devoured by
him. Having understood this, he sought to kill his wife and her sister. Fleeing from the danger,
however, the two prayed to Zeus to save them from Tereus’ hands. Zeus, taking pity on them for
the misfortune, transformed Procne into a nightingale and Philomela into a swallow. Zeus also pit-
ied Tereus, who was looking everywhere for the wretched sisters, in order to get revenge, and
transformed him into a hoopoe, as he is now seen. Consequently, the swallow, fearing <the hoo-
poe>, always imagines that it sees Tereus. When it sings and stutters, being devoid of the tongue, it
always utters ‘Tereus’ and runs away from him out of fear. A certain remorse for her son’s death
instilled into the nightingale (i.e. Procne), who is always crying and moaning because of the child.
She constantly pronounces his name and all but seems to say: ‘Itys, Itys! How could I have been so
insane as to kill you!” The hoopoe, longing to take revenge on the brutality of the women, cries
‘Pou, pou?’ while it looks for the two women who dared to commit this cruel deed.

COMMENTARY

The scholion closely matches the version found in Triclinius’ scholia on Aristophanes’ Aves 212e
(HOLWERDA), and Tzetzes’ scholion on Hesiod’s Opera et Dies 566ter (GAISFORD). With them, it
places itself in line with the Sophoclean version of the myth, as it appears in the Hypothesis of Te-
reus (P. Oxy. 42, 3013* [LDAB 3938] II-1II cent. CE). Linguistically, it displays an overall unusu-
al syntax and morphology for scholia of the time (e.g. the pronoun oi 1. 9; numerous verbs in the
optative; etc.).

It is, however, impossible for me to determine the source Xr (directly) followed. In this regard,
nonetheless, 1 find it worth mentioning the verb at line 34 vmotpavAilovca (hypotraulizousa).
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‘YrotpavAiilw (Hypotraulizd) is a rare verb* and has been used only twice in reference to the Tere-
us myth, exclusively by Eustathios*: ad Hom. Od. II 215, 31 (810 tpoyd@mvog LV €0Ttv 1 xeMOMV
Kol dmdng 10 pélog ola koAovsdeica tiig YAMTING, Kol cuyva Tov Tnpéa drotpavAiifovoa Katd
oTopa TPOPEPEL, ANd®V 0¢ TOV “Ituv 10D pérovg mpoPdrietoar— For this reason, the swallow has a
rough voice and its song is unpleasant as if she is cut short of her tongue, and she, who is lisp-
ing, utters often ‘Tereus’ with her mouth, and the nightingale brings out ‘Itys’ in her song’) and
Ep. 10,5 (xeMddv... o003 punv tov Tnpéa mapatpaviilovca’ ‘the swallow ... nor really lisping
Tereus’)*. The verb also appears in Luc. Tim. 55,6 (no comment on it in the Scholia ed. RABE)® ...
kol vrotpavAMlov (‘and lisping’); in Gregorios Nyssenos PG 9, 262, 8 ewviv vrotpavilopévny
kol yeAMlopuévnv®; in Paraphrasis 6,41°¢; in Symeon the Metaphrastes 77, 12%; and in
Pachymeres” Commentaries on Aristotle’s De partibus animalium 1, 6, 625,

Title Tov nepi—E0éhw oot €Enynoecban] As a title, one would have expected the more common
‘iotopia’. Scholia on mythological matters commonly carry this title. It happens for example in Xu,
Xv (see p. 166 above), and even Xr. Commenting on v. 837 ‘0ida yap dvaxt’ Appiapeov ...> (‘1
know that the lord Amphiaraus ..."), Ketzas adds a mythological scholion introduced by
‘loTopia’®.

Also, the heading reminds me of John Tzetzes’ style. In his Chiliades, for example, he often ad-
dresses his reader by means of dialogues®.

1 Tqpevg] Generally, Konstantinos Ketzas is an accurate copyist. In his manuscript, he writes
the iota mutum and creates a carefully functional layout for each page. This long mythological nar-
rative, however, does not represent Ketzas’ best work, as we come across small but numerous inac-
curacies. He consistently writes the name of Tereus with the diphthong -&t- instead of the correct
eta in all cases. I decided not to note his misspelling of “Tnpedc’ in the footnotes. He also confuses
other /i/ sounds as, for example, in copunvécos (symmenasas), Topoteipnoaco (parateirésasa)®. In
addition to these spelling mistakes, Ketzas’ handwriting degrades in quality. For example, some

35 Six records in the TLG, as at April 14, 2022.
36 Below, (see my comments on 1l. 12-14, 14-18) two other linguistic similarities between Xr’s and Eustathios’ narratives
will be discussed.

Sed lege: vmotpaviiovoa (hypotraulizousa). About the replacement of mopotpavAifovca (paratraulizousa) by

vrmotpaviilovoa, see G. PAPAGIANNIS, Quisquilia and methodological suggestions on the occasion of the Eustathius’ Let-

ters. Byzantina Symmeikta 27 (2017) 347-366 (355-356!). I owe my thanks to the anonymous reviewer who shared this
reference with me.

38 F. KoLovou, Die Briefe des Eustathios von Thessalonike (Beitrage zur Altertumskunde 239). Munich — Leipzig 2006.

% Scholia in Lucianum, ed. H. RABE. Leipzig 1906 (repr. 1971).

60 ¢ .. stammering and inarticulately speaking tongue’. In the context of this myth, the more common verb yeAMilo (psellizo)
appears in the sentence added by Td and Xu (see above p. 166); in Wa scholion on El. 148 (see below); and in Michael
Choniates’ Letter 52, 1. 9—-11 (KOLOVOU): aAAd piy weAkiCopat, o0 Aéym modikdg, Kotd 8¢ thv Attiknyv mtopBévov ékeivnyv
Tic Ty yA@TTay 6 Tnpedg dnetépeto (‘I do not speak inarticulately; I do not speak like children, like that Attic virgin girl,
whose tongue Tereus cut out’).

61 F. HALKIN, Six inédits d’hagiologie byzantine (Subsidia hagiographica 74). Brussels 1987.

0 PG 116, col. 77, 17.

9 E. PAPPA, Georgios Pachymeres. Philosophia Buch 6. Kommentar zu De partibus animalium des Aristoteles (Corpus
Philosophorum Medii Aevi. Commentaria in Aristotelem Byzantina 4/1). Athens 2008.

% See CUOMO, Sui Manoscritti Moschopulei (see n. 3) 413.

See, for instance: Chil. IV, Hist. 4, 866: "Eyeig pot kai tov KopoPov. Axove tov Mapyitmv (‘Now you have the Korybon-

story from me. Now listen to the one on Margites’). Chil. X, Hist. 332, 433: Einov v ictopiav 6ot kai nAAy6pnGa Got.

Chil. XII, Hist. 407, 354: Tnjv iotopiav £xeig pev tijg Apiotomateipng (‘Here you have the story of Aristopateira’).

% See footnotes nos. 50 and 52.

57
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ligatures become ambiguous (e.g. tp = mo), his ductus becomes more cursive, the number of abbre-
viations increases.

As plate 3 shows, Ketzas designed the page to provide this long narrative with adequate space.
He copied the mythological account first and only later returned to writing the Moschopulean scho-
lia on El. vv. 144-156. Indeed, Ketzas writes scholia next to the Sophoclean verses and avoids
signes de renvoi. However, on f. 237v, he could not apply his habitual format because when he
resumed the copy of the Moschopoulean scholia, most of the space had already been taken up by
the mythological scholion. The evidence of the mise-en-page shows that the story of Procne and
Philomela did not belong to the exegetical corpus that Ketzas was copying.

1 avip Opag] It is then in 1. 4 (dyeto &l Opdknv oikade dywv) that the scholion reveals that
Tereus comes from Thrace and not from Daulia in Phocis.

The region where these facts are staged is not a secondary issue. We know at least four different
settings for this myth: (a) Antoninus Liberalis, Met. 11¢ stages the story in Asia Minor. (b) Pausa-
nias locates the myth in Megara (I 29, 3) and (c), alternatively, in Daulis (X 4, 8). The Phocian city
inhabited by Thracian people is also the stage of the myth according to Thucydides (II 29, and
scholia ad loc.), Conon, Narr. 31 (= Phot. Bibl.), Strabo 9, 3, 3; Zenobius, Cent. 3, 14; Longinus
Frg. 18 MANNLEIN-ROBERT®, and Nonnus D.4, 321 (and Pseudo-Nonnus). Aeschylus, Suppl. 58—
76, also seems to opt for Daulis. (d) Sophocles (Tereus and Hypothesis of Tereus = TrGF 4, frg.
581-595 RADT*®, and P. Oxy. 42, 3013* [LDAB 3938]7) was probably the first to locate the myth
in Thrace’.

Most of the medieval versions of the myth of Procne and Philomela (indirectly) depend on the
lost Sophoclean tragedy Tereus. To reconstruct Sophocles’ Tereus, we, in turn, depend on the ref-
erences provided by Aristophanes’ Aves (and Lys. 561-564), and Euripides’ Medea: these plays
represent the terminus ante quem for Tereus’ premiere (430414 BC)™. The following authors must

7 The Metamorphoses of Antoninus Liberalis, ed. F. CELORIA. London 1992. Useful considerations on the Latin versions of
the myth can be found in the commentaries on Livius Andronicus’ and Accius’ Tereus by O. RIBBECK, Die rémische Tra-
gddie im Zeitalter der Republik. Leipzig 1875, esp. 35-43, 577-586.

68 . MANNLEIN-ROBERT, Longin, Philologe und Philosoph: eine Interpretation der erhaltenen Zeugnisse (Beitrage zur Alter-
tumskunde 143). Munich 2001.

% RADT? = Tragicorum Graecorum fragmenta 4: Sophocles. Ed. correctior et addendis aucta, ed. S. RADT (F 730a-g ed.
R. KANNICHT). Géttingen 1999. A more recent edition of the fragments of Sophocles’ Tereus is now in: D. MiLo, Il
‘Tereo’ di Sofocle. Naples 2008.

70 See MP? 1480.2 = the online updated version of R. A. PACK, The Greek and Latin Literary Texts from Greco-Roman

Egypt. Ann Arbor 21965 (web.philo.ulg.ac.be/cedopal/). The hypothesis was first edited by P. J. PARSONS, P. Oxy. 3013.

Argument of a Tereus?, in: The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 42, ed. P. J. Parsons. London 1974, 46-50, and re-edited and/or

commented on by scholars such as: M. VAN ROSSUM-STEENBEEK, Greek Readers’ Digests. Studies on a Selection of Sublit-

erary Papyri (Mnemosyne Suppl. 175). Leiden — New York — Cologne 1998, 21-22 (no. 18) and 230-231; H. HOFMANN,

Kritische Nachlese zur Hypothesis des Sophokleischen Tereus (P. Oxy. 3013), in: Syncharmata. Studies in Honour of Jan

Friedirik Kindstrand, ed. S. Eklund. Uppsala 2006, 87-112; W. LuPPE, Die Tereus-Hypothesis P.Oxy. XLIL.3013. Archiv

fur Papyrusforschung und verwandte Gebiete 53 (2007) 1-5, and lately by C. MECCARIELLO, Le hypotheseis narrative dei

drammi euripidei (Pleiadi 16). Rome 2014, 118-119, 364-368. See also SCATTOLIN, Le notizie (see n. 21).

See the hypothesis (P. Oxy. 42, 3013 = 1480.2 MERTENS — PACK® [P. MERTENS — R. A. PACK, Catalogue des papyrus litté-

raires grecs et latin. Liege *1986]) 1. 6 (ed. MECCARIELLO, Le hypotheseis [see n. 70] 361-362). Ibid. 364-365, we read:

‘un riferimento alla Tracia compare nel dramma (Soph TrGF 582)’. SCATTOLIN, Le notizie (see n. 21) 123 wrote on the re-

gion where the myth is staged. See also frgs. 582 (and 587) RADT? (= frgs. 1 and 4 MILO). However, the frg. 582 (and 587)

RADT? (= frg. 1 MILO) can be interpreted differently, depending on which emendation one accepts between the one pro-

posed by MILO, Il ‘Tereo’ (see n. 69) 27-31 or that by F. H. BOTHE, Sophoclis Dramatum Fragmenta. Leipzig 1846, 50

(see RADT? 438).

72 See MONELLA, Procne e Filomela (see n. 19) 86-92; A. H. SOMMERSTEIN — D. FITZPATRICK — T. TALBOY, Sophocles:
Selected Fragmentary Plays. 1. Hermione, Polyxene, The Diners, Tereus, Troilus, Phaedra. Oxford 2006, 157158, n. 56.
See also D. F. SUTTON, Evidence for Lost Dramatic Hypotheses. GRBS 29 (1988) 90; J. MARCH, Vases and Tragic Drama:

7
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have been alternatives to Sophocles: Philocles, who authored a tetralogy entitled ITavowovic (Pandi-
onis)”, and Carcinus, who also wrote a Tereus’. Authors of the péomn (mes€), such as Anaxandrides
(frgs. 46—48) and Phileterus (frgs. 15-17) also seem to have alluded to Sophocles’ play. I will men-
tion Sophocles’ version of the myth below.

Sophocles’ interpretation of the myth became the most popular, and affected later accounts™
such as Tzetzes’, Triclinius’, and Xr’s. Sophocles’ version seemed to stress the negative connota-
tion of Tereus, who is described as the motive for the two sisters’ crime. While Aeschylus suggests
that Tereus was transformed into a sparrowhawk (Suppl. 62), after Sophocles’ play, Tereus is said
to have become a hoopoe (¢moy)’. Sophocles stages the story in Thrace, a particular that is criti-
cized by Thucydides.

Thucydides (II 29) reports that the Athenian establishment opened diplomatic negotiations with
the Odrysian Kingdom of Thrace in 431, with the aim of ruling over the Greek cities of the Thraci-
an shore and over Perdiccas, King of Macedonia. Thucydides integrated the narration of these his-
torical events with the account of the myth of Procne and Philomela in order to (1) contest/question
the relation myth-Thrace, and (2) support the Phocian origin of the myth. Thucydides’ arguments
are based on the facts that: (a) Tereus ruled Daulia, a city of Phocis at that time inhabited by Thra-
cian people; (b) it is in Daulia that the two sisters committed the crime (that is why Itys is also
known by poets as the ‘Daulian bird’); (c) it is more sensible to believe that Pandion, King of Ath-
ens, aimed to ally with the region of Phocis rather than with the region of Thrace that was too dis-
tant. With this mythological excursion, Thucydides maybe wanted to spread a different (and old-
er?) version of the myth that was more favorable to the negotiations between the Athenians and the
Thracians than the version popularized by Sophocles (or than the version on which Sophocles later
based his Tereus)”. In Ov. VI 490, Tereus is called rex Odrysius.

Euripides” Medea and Sophocles’ lost Tereus, in: Word and Image in Ancient Greece, ed. N. K. Rutter — B. A. Sparkes

(Edinburgh Leventis Studies 1). Edinburgh 2000, 121-139; D. FITZPATRICK, Sophocles’ Tereus. CQ 51 (2001) 90-101; H.

LLoyD-JONES, Sophocles. Fragments. Cambridge, MA — London 22003, 290-300; V. J. LiAPIS, Achilles Tatius as a Reader

of Sophocles. CQ 56 (2006) 220-238; IDEM, Achilles Tatius and Sophocles’ ‘Tereus’: A Corrigendum and an Addendum.

CQ 58 (2008) 335-336; F. T. COULSON, Procne and Philomela in the Latin Commentary Tradition of the Middle Ages and

Renaissance. Euphrosyne 36 (2008) 181-196; L. Coo, A Tale of Two Sisters: Studies in Sophocles’ Tereus. TAPA 143

(2013) 349-384.

The Tnpedg 1 "Enoy (Téreus & Epops) was probably the last tragedy of the tetralogy. See RIBBECK, Romische Tragddie

(see n. 59) 39.

Both dramatists are considered to be the sources for the mythological accounts, such as Hyg. Fab. 45, which differ from the

Sophoclean vulgate. See RIBBECK, Romische Tragodie 37-38, and A. IBANEZ-CHACON, Conén, Narr. 31: Procne. Maia 65

(2013) 99.

75 See SOMMERSTEIN — FITZPATRICK — TALBOY, Sophocles 142-149.

76 See L. CHAZALON — J. WILGAUX, Violences et transgressions dans le mythe de Térée. Annali dell’Istituto Universitario
Orientale di Napoli. Sezione di archeologia e storia antica N. S. 15/16 (2008/2009) 167—189; MONELLA, Procne ¢ Filome-
la (see n. 19) 67-68, 92-93, 120 n. 121; SOMMERSTEIN — FITZPATRICK — TALBOY, Sophocles 145. See also the hypothesis
Col. 2, 32 (ed. MECCARIELLO, Le hypotheseis [see n. 70]).

77 See I. CAZZANIGA, La saga di Itis nella tradizione letteraria e mitografica greco-romana I-I1. Milan — Varese 1950, 60-63;
E. HALL, Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-Definition through Tragedy. Oxford 1989, 104-105; F. ANGIO, Il Tereo di
Sofocle e Tucidide II 29 3: fra mito e storia. QS 32 (1990) 151-152; U. FANTASIA, Tucidide. La Guerra del Peloponneso,
Libro II. Pisa 2003, 343; W. D. FURLEY, Thucydides and Religion, in: Brill’s Companion to Thucydides, ed. A. Tsakmakis
— A. Rengakos. Leiden 2006, 415-438, 418; MONELLA, Procne ¢ Filomela 86-89, 95-97, and also L. MOSCATI-
CASTELNUOVO, ... ¢ i Focesi? Un aspetto della riflessione tucididea sull’etnogenesi elima, in: Convivenze etniche, scontri e
contatti di culture in Sicilia e Magna Grecia, ed. F. Berlinzani (Aristonothos. Scritti per il Mediterraneo antico 7). Trento
2012, 133-153. The political implications pertaining to the location of the myth are also discussed in S. MANCUSO, Una vi-
cenda tracia: Tereo fra tragedia e politica, in: Il teatro della ‘polis’ tra intrattenimento e politica. Nuove interpretazioni del
dramma greco antico — Atti del convegno internazionale, Pisa 21-22 ottobre 2019, ed. A. Giannotti. Turin 2020, 1-21 and
S. MANCUSO, Traces of Sophocles’ Tereus in Ovid’s Metamorphoses 6.424-674, in: Fragmented Memory. Omission, Se-
lection, and Loss in Ancient and Medieval Literature and History, ed. N. Bruno — M. Filosa — G. Marinelli (Beitrage zur
Altertumskunde 404). Berlin — Boston 2022, 281-302.
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The setting of the myth, whether in Asia Minor, Megara, Daulis, or Thrace no longer had a po-
litical-ideological connotation as in the times of Thucydides and Sophocles. Later accounts of the
myth unanimously accept the Thracian setting of the story. The detail is sometimes the occasion to
underline the barbaric origin of Tereus: e.g. by saying that only ‘a barbarian’ could break the mar-
ital pacts™. It does not seem to me that the atrocities of sexual violence against Philomela and her
glossotomia receive particular censure (e.g. Chil. VII, Hist. 142, 259: ABéopmg tavtn o piyeic
[*After having had unlawful intercourse with her ...’]).

1 E€vog] The scholion does not inform us about what caused Tereus to become Pandion’s guest,
nor does it allude to any war (as in Ovid, Thucydides, and Ps. Apollodoros for instance). It just
reports (1l. 3—4) that Tereus once went to Athens and lodged with the king.

1-2] Xr explicitly says that Tereus’ wife is the older of the two sisters. This is in common with
Ps. Nonnos (O 8¢ un mpdtepov cuppoymosty Epackey el pun v tpesPutépav avtd Buyatépa Tpog
yapov kabomocyoito— But he said he would not be an ally unless he first promised his elder
daughter to him in marriage’), with Eustathios (1] mtpecfutan Andov [‘the elder was transformed
into a nightingale’], though in his version, Tereus marries Philomela), and the Hypothesis to Soph-
ocles’ Tereus®.

2-3 6 yobv Tnpedg — mapd IMavdiovi] This phrase sounds somehow redundant, as we already
know that Tereus is £€vog ‘of the Athenian Pandion’, and this phrase does not add any further piece
of information to the story.

3—4 gic Epmta — dymv] The scholion reports that it is Tereus who, having fallen in love with the
elder of Pandion’s daughters, asks for her as a wife, marries her, and brings her to his fatherland,
Thrace. Other sources (Thuc. 2, 29, 3; Ps. Apollod. Bibl. 3, 14, 8) suggest that Procne was granted
to Tereus as a reward for ‘his military aid provided in the war against Labdacus’®'.

Other sources, the hypothesis of Sophocles’ Tereus included, add a bit more context: ‘td mo[ta
o0 @JuAd&ag: per il fraseggio cfr. hyp. Phoe. rr. 23—4. A questo aspetto della vicenda allude il rac-
conto della consegna di Filomela a Tereo da parte di Pandione in Ov. Met. 6.496-510. Se Sofocle
usa gia I’espressione 10 60v povov motov puidaccmv (OC 625-6), 1 primi paralleli esatti per il nes-
so della hypothesis sono piu tardi: si tratta di Ael. Arist. Or. 12.34 e 12.68 LENZz, Nonn. D. 30.153—
4¢31.189°%.

5-10 peta 6 Tiva xpovov — denoet Tavtng Tnpevg] This is the sequence that brings Philomela
into the story. Like most of the other versions, Xr’s scholion does not specify how long after she
relocated to Thrace, Procne revealed to Tereus her wish to see Philomela.

8 See, for example: Pausanias I 5, 4 ‘Aéyovoy o Tnpedg suvorkdv Ipdrvn Ghopidoy fioyvvey, od Katd vOpov dpdoag Tov
‘EAMMvov’ (‘They say that Tereus, married to Procne, dishonored Philomela, certainly not acting according to the laws of
the Hellenes’); Achilles Tatius, ‘BapBdpoic 8¢, dc €otkev, ovy ikavn Tpog Appoditnv pio yoviy” (‘One wife at a time, it
seems, is not enough for a barbarian’s love’); Ps. Nonnus, Scholion Mythologicum 39 ‘oia 1 BapPapog oivnOeig
SwamapOevevetl v maida ... (‘like the barbarian he was, having got drunk, and raped the girl’)...” Instead, the expression
of Eustathios “yivetat t® petokiopd €& Attiki|g yovaikog Opaxikr’ (‘Philomela sic! becomes a Thracian woman by emi-
gration from Athens’), while reiterating that Thrace and Athens are two different states, does not give any negative conno-
tation to the provenance of Tereus. See also above, n. 34.

Or the promise made to Pandion to preserve Philomela (see MILO, Il ‘Tereo’ [see n. 69] 23 n. 34).

On the addition of this particular piece of information, see SCATTOLIN, Le notizie (see n. 21) 123.

MANCUSO, Traces 281.

82 MECCARIELLO, Le hypotheseis [n. 70] 365.
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The section has two interesting particularities. Firstly, it says that Procne misses not only Phil-
omela but also her parents (both of them) and her fatherland®. Secondly, it reveals that Procne at
first tried to convince Tereus to take her to Athens, and only when her first request was turned
down, did she ask Tereus to go himself to Athens and bring at least Philomela to her in Thrace. The
second request is the one we also find in other accounts. Among the Latin accounts, Ovid also al-
ludes to the two pleas by Procne, when he says: vel me visendae mitte sorori, vel soror huc veniat.
Serv. In Verg. Ecl. VI 78: et post aliqguantum tempus ab ea rogaretur, ut sibi Philomelam sororem
suam videndam accersiret, profectus est Athenas (scil. Tereus) dum adducit puellam®. = Myth.
Vat. 1 4%; II 261. Likewise, there is no evidence of this section in Hyg. Fab. 45%. The account
transmitted in the Scholia Bernensia does not add any relevant piece of information®.

I would also like to point out that in Xr’s scholion, Procne’s mother is present (1. 9-10 tolg
yovéag, and 11 gkdedwroteg), while other accounts only mention Pandion. Furthermore, introduc-
ing the particular of the first request by Procne, Xr’s account contributes to casting Tereus in a bad
light and depicting him as an insensitive husband.

Another interesting detail is that Xr seems to point out that the parents hand over Philomela to
Tereus unwillingly.

Tereus’ trip to Athens to collect Philomela and carry her to her sister Procne in Thrace appears
in several sources: Mythogr. gr. Append., myth. Lat., Servius, Tzetzes. Eustathios: (ad Hom. Od. II

8 The narrative does not indicate any reasons for the ‘certain homesickness, desire for her parents and particularly for her
sister Philomela’ which ‘fell upon Procne’. Frg. 583 RADT? (= frg. 2 MILO) seems to allude to an unhappy marriage.

8 Tereus autem rex Thracum fuit, qui cum [Atheniensibus tulisset auxilium ac] Pandionis, Athenarum regis, filiam, Procnen
nomine, duxisset uxorem et post aliquantum tempus ab ea rogaretur, ut sibi Philomelam sororem [suam] videndam
accersiret, profectus Athenas dum adducit puellam, eam vitiavit in itinere et ei linguam, ne facinus indicaret, abscidit,
[inclusam que in stabulis reliquit, ementitus coniugi eam perisse naufragio]. illa tamen rem in veste suo cruore descriptam
misit sorori: qua cognita Procne Itym filium interemit et patri epulandum adposuit. [alii Tereum finxisse socero dicunt,
Procnen uxorem mortuam, et petisse Philomelam in matrimonium, et hoc dolore conpulsam Procnen occidisse filium et
epulandum patri apposuisse. quas cum Tereus agnito scelere insequeretur,] omnes in aves mutati sunt: Tereus in upupam,
Itys in fassam, Procne in hirundinem, Philomela in lusciniam. [quidam tamen eas navibus effugisse periculum et ob
celeritatem fugae aves appellatas volunt]. = Comm. in Buc. Librum VI, v. 78, Servii grammatici qui feruntur in Vergilii
carmina commentarii III 1, ed. G. THILO — H. HAGEN. Leipzig 1887, 80-81).

8 Fabula Terei et Progne. Tereus rex Tracum fuit. Qui cum Pandionis Athenarum regis filiam Prognen nomine duxisset
uxorem et post aliquantum tempus ab ea rogaretur <ut> sibi Philomelam sororem uidendam accersiret, profectus Athenas
dum abducit puellam, eam uiciauit in itinere et ei linguam, ne facinus indicaret, abscidit. llla tamen rem in ueste suo
cruore descriptam misit sorori. Qua cognita Progne Ythin filium interemit et patri epulandum apposuit. Postea omnes in
aues mutati sunt: Tereus in upupam, Ithis in phassam, Progne in hirundinem, Philomela in lusciniam’ = Vol 1,4. ‘De
Tereo. Tereus rex Tracum fuit. Qui cum Pandionis Athenarum regis filiam Prognem nomine duxisset uxorem et post
aliquantum tempus ab ea rogaretur sibi Philomenam sororem uidendam accersere, profectus Athenas dum adducit
puellam, in itinere eam uitiauit et ei linguam abscidit ne facinus indicaret. Illa tamen rem in ueste suo cruore descriptam
sorori misit. Qua cognita Progne Itin filium suum interemit et patri epulandum apposuit. Postea omnes in aues mutati
sunt: Tereus in upupam, Itis in fassam, Progne in hirundinem, Philomena in lusciniam = Mythographi Vaticani I-II, ed. P.
KULCSAR. Turnhout 1987, 11, 261.

8 Fab. XLV. Philomela. Tereus Martis filius Thrax cum Prognen Pandionis filiam in coniugium haberet, Athenas ad

Pandionem socerum uenit rogatum ut Philomelam alteram filiam sibi in coniugium daret, Prognen suum diem obisse dicit.

2 Pandion ei ueniam dedit, Philomelam que et custodes cum ea misit; quos Tereus in mare iecit, Philomelam que inuentam

in monte compressit. postquam autem in Thraciam redit, Philomelam mandat ad Lynceum regem, cuius uxor Lathusa,

quod Progne fuit familiaris, statim pellicem ad eam deduxit. 3 Progne cognita sorore et Terei impium facinus, pari

consilio machinari coeperunt regi talem gratiam referre. interim Tereo ostendebatur in prodigiis Ity filio eius mortem a

propinqua manu adesse; quo responso audito cum arbitraretur Dryantem fratrem suum filio suo mortem machinari,

fratrem Dryantem insontem occidit. 4 Progne autem filium Itym ex se et Tereo natum occidit, patri que in epulis apposuit
et cum sorore profugit. 5 Tereus facinore cognito fugientes cum insequeretur, deorum misericordia factum est ut Progne in
hirundinem commutaretur, Philomela in lusciniam; Tereum autem accipitrem factum dicunt. In: Hyginus

<Mythographus>. Fabulae, ed. P. KENNETH MARSHALL. Stuttgart 1993.

Schol. Bern. on Verg. Ecl. VI 78. I was not able to consult Luca Cadili’s edition: L. CADILI, Scholia Bernensia in Vergilii

Bucolica et Georgica 2, 1. Amsterdam 2003.
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215, 23-24). Other sources recount that Tereus, once already in Athens, tells Pandion that Procne
has died, and hence that he would like to marry Philomela. In Apollodorus, the passage ‘sinmv
tebvavar IIpoxvny’ (eipon tethanai Proknén) is considered to be spurious. Servius says: alii Tereum
fuisse socero dicunt Procnen uxorem mortuam et petivisse Philomelam in matrimonium. Similarly,
Probus says: postea cum forte Athenas isset et aliam Pandionis filiam Philomelam, virginem speci-
osam, vidisset, ementitus Procnen interisse Philomelam uxorem accepit®. Hyginus reports both
versions. In Xr, Procne presents Tereus with two solutions: either he escorts her to Athens, so that
she can spend time with her family and sister, or he goes to Athens and brings Philomela to her in
Thrace.

Some sources explicitly say that Procne was longing for Philomela, and thus Tereus went to
Athens®. Other sources are more ambiguous®. They generally mention Tereus who, having arrived
in Athens (Why? In connection with the alliance? Sent by Procne?), also takes Philomela to bring
her to his wife. Some accounts (e.g. Tzetzes ad Hes. Op. 566ter GAISFORD) more explicitly than
others suggest that Tereus is in Athens on behalf of Procne.

This is consistent with Achilles Tatius’ version: BapBapoig 6, @¢ £otkev, ovy ikavr TPOG
A@poditnv pio yovi], poAc0’ dtav adTd Koipdg S186 mTpog BPPV TPLPAY. Kapdg odV yivetar Td
Opaki ToUVTE YprcacOot Tf) pvoet [Ipoxkvng 1 PrAoctopyic: TEUTEL Yap €L TV AOEAPTV TOV Avdpa
tov Tnpéa. (One wife at a time, it seems, is not enough for a barbarian’s love, especially if an op-
portunity arises for him to give rein to his wantonness; and this Thracian’s opportunity came
through the natural affection of Procne, who sent her husband to bring her sister to her’'.) Accord-
ing to Achilles Tatius, Procne’s request to be able to see her sister again was the reason for Tereus’
trip to Athens.

In Eustathios, the trip to Athens and Procne’s request are differently contextualized, and seem to
be two distinct things: péAdlovta 0 mote ABvale tov Tnpéa flkety, iKETEVEV 1) YOV TV AOEAPTV
[Tpoxymy év 1@ Emavnkey cvvevéykoaoBor (Once when Tereus was about to come to Athens, the
woman begged him to bring her sister Procne with him in returning).

10-11 fjker — avTVv] The description of Tereus’ stay in Athens is very brief. Unlike in other ac-
counts, according to Xr, Tereus does not need Philomela’s help to convince her parents to let him
bring her to Thrace, nor has he to make up the story concerning Procne’s death. This last particular
would have been consistent with a narrative that alludes to an alliance between Pandion and Tere-

8 I quote Probus’ commentary from Servii grammatici qui feruntur in Vergilii carmina commentarii III 2: Appendix Serviana
ceteros praeter Servium et Scholia Bernensia Vergilii commentatores continens, ed. H. HAGEN. Leipzig 1902 (repr. Hildes-
heim 1961) 346-347. On Valerius Probus’ quotations in the Scholia Veronensia, see Gli scolii veronesi a Virgilio, ed. C.
BASCHERA. Verona 1999, 56-57. On Probus, see: H. D. JOCELYN, Ancient Scholarship and Virgil’s Use of Republican Lat-
in Poetry I. CQ 14 (1964) 280-295; IDEM, Ancient Scholarship and Virgil’s Use of Republican Latin Poetry II. CQ 15
(1965) 126—144; IpEM, The Annotations of M. Valerius Probus III. Some Virgilian Scholia. CQ 35 (1985) 466—474.
Tzetzes, Chil. VII, Hist. 142: TToBovong @lopniav dg v adekonv tiig [Ipodwvng, gig tag AbMvag anerbov Tnpedg adtv
AapPaver, arokopicotl fovinBeic tij £avtod cvldym. Ps. Nonnos, Xpovov 8¢ modkod mapunevoavtog énedbunoe v idiav
adeAETY 18tV kai MvTIBOAET TOV £anti] Svopa eic ABMvag EM06vTa dyayelv avti TV adedgiv. EABGY obv kol dEiboag Tov
[Mavdiove AopPdavet kai thv €épav adereny v Ohopniav (‘After much time had gone by, she [Procne] longed to see
her own sister and asked her husband to go to Athens and bring her sister. So he went and with Pandion’s permission he
took Philomela, the other sister, as well’); Libanios, Progymnasma 2, 18 yp6vov 6¢ mpoidvrog Embopia Aopfdver tnv
[podrcvny idetv @rropnAay v adeApnv kai o0 Tnpéwc Tobto énpdtreto (‘As time went on, a desire took Procne to see her
sister Philomela and she accomplished this for herself through Tereus’); Id. 2.19 épdca 8¢ 7 IIpoxvn TV AdeAENV
Dvopnrav BedcacOor Tnpéa moteiton tfig O€ag ddxovov (‘but Procne, desiring to see her sister Philomela, made Tereus a
servant of the goddess’).

% See e.g. Scholion Procli ad Hes. Op. 566ter. GAISFORD, translated above, p. 170 (see also scholion vetus 568b PERTUSI,

quoted above, n. 34).
91 Transl. in: Achilles Tatius. Leucippe and Clitophon. With an English translation by S. GASELEE. Cambridge, MA 2014
(ibid. '1917).

89



182 Andrea Massimo Cuomo

us, a particular missed in Xr’s version. Tereus convinces both Pandion and his wife, who allow him
to bring Philomela to Procne, though not without feeling somehow obliged to do so.

12-14 xoi ooy v Ti] 00 — petéyvo] Tereus’ violence against Philomela is staged on their
way to Thrace. However, this section reveals a certain care in profiling Tereus’ psychology. At
first, Xr’s scholion alludes to a passion, an uncontrollable desire to couple with Philomela, that
overwhelms Tereus. Indirectly, we can assume that Tereus tried to resist this temptation. Further-
more, having raped Philomela, Tereus quasi returns to his old self and ‘regrets what he was brought
to do’ (with the passive voice mpofOnv mpda&at). In this context, Xr employs ‘petéyve’ (metegno):
how can we fail to notice here the Christian connotation of the verb petavoém (metanoed) in Medi-
eval Greek”? The attempt at providing Tereus with a conscience and illuminating his internal char-
acter is particular to Xr.

Other sources too put the violence into perspective. Ps. Nonnos, who had already pointed out
that Tereus was a barbarian, says that he committed violence while he was drunk (oia 61 BdpPapog
oivnbeig dwomapbevevel v moido— like the barbarian he was, having got drunk, and raped the
girl’, 1. 14).

These characterizations are, however, not consistent with what follows immediately, namely the
glossotomia. In this passage, another similarity with Eustathios’ account is worth mentioning: mepi
o0& v 000V Praletar v ko6pnv (‘<Tereus> overpowers the girl on the way’) (ad Hom. Od. II 215,
25).

Ovid seems to combine three elements that may justify Tereus’ acts: Tereus was a barbarian;
that was the custom among his people; Philomela was of an overwhelming beauty.

14-18 £6c16¢ 1€ ko1 — ovv Ti] Prhopin] The travel section ends with the glossotomia.
This is quite an articulated scene. Interestingly, Xr’s account indicates two motives for Tereus’ act.
He both fears Procne’s reaction, were she to find out what had happened to Philomela, and he
hopes that as a result of cutting Philomela’s tongue out, the latter will not be able to reveal the vio-
lence. Here, we also find another linguistic similarity with Eustathios’ account.

18-22 1 o8¢ Mpdékvn — dpog aviopévn] There is no segregation of Philomela in our account.
After Tereus cuts Philomela’s tongue out, he brings her to her sister. Other sources instead report
that Tereus, once back in Thrace, gave Philomela accommodation far from the city®* and told Proc-
ne that Philomela had died during the voyage from Athens*.

The section 18-22 is quite original, as it describes Procne’s feelings and psychology. A note-
worthy particularity is that Tereus provides a pretended explanation for Philomela’s fate. Other
sources depict Tereus as a mendacious man, when he pretends that Procne has died in order to con-

92 Remorse too seems to be expressed in 1. 35.

93 This version is provided by Ovid VI 524, 572, 596; Apollodorus, Mythogr. 3, 14, 18 (xoi ®1opfRiog £pacdeic Epbeipe Kol
Tavty, elnov 1edvavar Ipoxvny, kpdntev éni 1dv yopiov—-:fallen in love with Philomela, he seduced her too, saying
that Procne was dead, concealing her out of town”); Lib. Narr. 18, 1; Servius, in Verg. Ecl. 6, 78 (inclusamque in stabulis
reliquit); and Probus (in abditis regni sui eam ablegavit). See also Anthologia Palatina 9, 451, 1-2; 9, 452, 4-5. Scribens
says the account of the Schol. Bern. (HAGEN [see n. 87] 805). Probus explicitly notes that: in veste descripsit facinora Terei
et sic sorori declaravit (HAGEN, Servii grammatici [see n. 88] 347). The first account provided by Libanios (Progymnasma
2, 18) agrees with Ovidius’. There we find the segregation, as an alternative to the glossotomia, and the festivals, as the oc-
casion for Philomela to deliver to her sister the revelatory cloth (pofovpevog 8¢ tov Eleyyov TV YADTTAV TEPIEADY TOPPO
TG AdeAT|g 1Bpvoev v kdun eLAKNY Tva Tapakatactnoac— ‘and because he feared condemnation for having cut out
the tongue, he placed her far from her sister, once established a kind of prison in the countryside’).

In Xr, where Philomela is actually brought to Procne, Tereus provides a pretended explanation for Philomela’s loss of her
tongue.
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vince Pandion to give him Philomela as a second wife. However, mentioning an illness as a cause
for Philomela’s loss of the tongue is—I think—a peculiarity of Xr’s scholion.

In his scholion on Hes. Op. 566ter mentioned above, Tzetzes alludes to Tereus’ attempt to keep
Philomela away from Procne. There, Philomela was raped and underwent the glossotomia in Aulis.

21 70 Tijg éxtopiig Aéyer] The phrase seems to be a pleonastic explanation of the previous con-
cept. If it were an addition made up by Ketzas to the ‘original’ scholion, one may consider expung-
ing it (as well as ‘xoi yap fv &idvia ypaupota’ two lines below). However, redundant phrases are
common in scholia, as we have actually seen in D’s scholion above (tdg ovo adeApdg, TV
[poxvnyv Aéyw xai v Diiopriay).

22-23 Tijg 0’ adehiic — émeyeiper TOv dvopa] This is the scene of the dvayvopioig. According
to Xr, it is by the means of ‘ypauparto’, that Philomela explains to Procne what has happened. If
one asks himself where this piece of information comes from, and what other sources tell about the
‘woven cloth’, he would then have to deal with a series of different questions, each open to multi-
ple and contradictory answers. This is a challenge we should nevertheless take. We should proba-
bly tackle each question individually in turn.

1. How does the ‘woven cloth’ make its way into the myth?

In his Poetica (§ 11, 1452a, 291f., and § 16, 1454b, 36-37), Aristotle shows Sophocles as an exam-
ple of those avayvwpioeig dteyvol (anagndriseis atechnoi) (as they do not belong to the myth but
arise from the poet’s invention) and writes: ‘€v 1® XookAéovg Tnpel 1 /¢ repridos pwvy (the
shuttle’s voice)”.” Thus, apparently, the first to introduce ‘the cloth’ as a means by which Philome-
la learns what happened to her sister was Sophocles® (Frg. 6 MILO = 586 R? emevdovcav adtv, v
0¢ mowiA® @dper—*she was industrious. And in an embroidered canvas of various colors’”’). From
the Hypothesis of Tereus, we know that Philomela needed a ‘woven cloth’ to communicate to her
sister why Tereus had cut her tongue.

2. Since, probably, none of the later authors who narrated the myth of Procne and Philomela
read Sophocles directly, while they knew of the presence of a ‘woven cloth’ in the myth (thanks to
the Sophoclean invention), they did not know what or whom Procne recognized through that fabric
or in what context, nor did they know if the cloth had been woven by Philomela ad hoc to com-
municate with her sister.

The fragment 6 MILO = 586 R? gives us some clues. If ‘omeddovcsav’ (speudousan) refers to
Philomela, then two scenarios open up: Either Philomela is industrious because she herself wove a
multi-colored cloth, or Philomela is industrious because she uses a particular cloth made in ad-
vance—which her sister Procne must in turn already have known—that, when seen, would enable
Procne to recognize the sister who was believed lost.

If we follow the first hypothesis, then Philomela would have woven a cloth ad hoc to let her sis-
ter know all the events she had suffered, from violence to glossotomia. On this cloth, obviously,
Philomela would have had to weave figures, with or without captions, or writing. Otherwise, how
could Procne learn of Tereus’ crimes?

If we follow the second hypothesis (i.e. Philomela is industrious because she chooses to wear a
particular dress characterized by many colors), then Procne recognizes her sister thanks to the dress

95 Aristotelis de arte poetica liber, ed. R. KASSEL. Oxford 21966. In this case, of course, the recognition itself did not concern
Philomela, but rather the violence perpetuated by Tereus. The phrase ‘1 tfig kepkidog emvn’ (‘the shuttle’s voice’), togeth-
er with the relative prosopopoeia, might go back to Sophocles’ Tereus (Frg. 7 MiLo = 595 R?).

% See MILO, Il ‘Tereo’ [see n. 69] 68.

97 Le. @dpog, €og, O (pharos, -eos, to) = a large piece of cloth. As orngddovoav (speudousan) must refer to Philomela, we
must assume that she explicitly wove the cloth so as to reveal Tereus’ crime to her sister.
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itself and, in accordance with the papyrus and Aristotle, she realizes Tereus’ crime. Now, from a
simple colorful dress, Procne may have recognized Philomela®. But recognizing Philomela is not
the same as recognizing Tereus’ crimes, as the Hypothesis says. The only crime that Procne could
have recognized simply by seeing a ‘woven cloth’ would be that of lying. In this context, Tereus,
after raping Philomela, cut her tongue off and segregated her, telling Procne that she was dead.
Procne, recognizing her sister, would thus have understood her husband’s lie and the reason for his
lies. In this scenario, recognition could have taken place in two ways: Either because Procne comes
into possession of the particular ‘woven cloth’; or because at a (Dionysian?) festival, Procne sees
Philomela wearing such a dress. Thus, for example, Ovid and Libanius recount: ‘pofovuevog o6&
OV Eleyxov TV ykd)rwv nspta)ubv TOPP® THG ASEAPNG 1OPVOEV &V KMUN QLUAOKNV TIVOL TOPOL-
Katacmcag AL PEV oLV 00K TV pmvicat Ti HpOKvn 70 TOAUNOEV, ThiC €0pTiig 08 €meAfovong &v
N T PaciAidt Tag Opdrttag ddpa TEUTEWY VOHOG NV mépumel TémAov 1] DlopmAa ypaupoTo Evoen-
vaca”.” Ovid only adds the detail that they were Dionysian feasts, while both authors specify that
the dress had ypaupato embroidered on it. I shall return to the ambiguity of the term ypdaupa later.
In this context, through her dress, Procne would then learn that Tereus lied to her about the fate of
Philomela (she is not dead, but she was segregated). Similarly, through the ypauparto, she would
also learn of the violence and glossotomia.

Reconstructing Sophocles’ Tereus is beyond the scope of this article'®. Aristotle’s clue is cer-
tainly suggestive, which makes us imagine a ‘woven cloth’ that speaks as such, that is, without
yphppata!®. A woven cloth without ypaupota would then imply that in the Tereus of Sophocles,
Philomela also underwent segregation. However, by demonstrating the exegetical ambiguity that
derives from the author’s indirect knowledge of ‘woven cloth’, we were able to understand why so
many versions of the myth mention a simple cloth, while others add details about this loom.

Eustathios says that ‘Procne'” weaves the violence on a loom (1] [Ipoxvn €v iot® €&vpaivel v
Biav)’. In the context of Eustathios’ tale, 1 Pia is the sexual assault and glossotomia, not the segre-
gation. Weaving (é€veaivetv—exyphainein) Tereus’ violence evidently implies the presence of
images.

Triklinios’ account (1] 6¢ iotov €pyalopévn dwd ypappdtwv Td coppdvro onioi. dvayvodca O
[poxvn td yeypoppéva)'® and Xr (kai yap fv eidvia ypappata 1. 24-25) explicitly say that
ypdupota are letters. In any case, the word ypaupa does not prevent the reader from imagining that
a story was written down alongside woven images on a cloth. With ypéppata, one can arrive at the
interpretation that Philomela wove on cloth her misfortune by drawing sketches/figures that had—
as was the custom—captions (e.g. the proper names of the depicted figures, short descriptions of
the various scenes)'*™.

%8 In Aristophanis Aves 1411, the swallow is said mowkiio. See also Tzetzes’ on v. 1412a too edited by KOSTER (Jo. Tzetzae
commentarii in Aristophanem. Fasc. III continens commentarium in Ranas et in Aves, argumentum Equitum, ed. W.J. W.
KOSTER. Groningen — Amsterdam 1962).

‘And because he feared condemnation for having cut out the tongue, he placed her far from her sister, once established a

kind of prison in the countryside. Thus she could not in any way inform her sister of what she had suffered. When the fes-

tival approached in which it was the custom that the Thracian slave girls send gifts to the queen, Philomela sent a cloth, af-

ter she had woven letters on it.”

In her edition of the Tereus fragments and her 2020 study (D. MILO, Passione, conoscenza ¢ verita: seconde considerazioni

sul Tereo di Sofocle, Vichiana 57/2 (2020) 95-110), Milo gives an account of the various reconstruction attempts with

great precision.

SCATTOLIN, Le notizie 127 (see n. 21).

According to Eustathios, Tereus was married to Philomela and raped Procne.

‘And she, making a loom with letters, reveals the events, while Procne, reading what was written...’

104 See RIBBECK, Romische Tragddie (see n. 59) 580; MILO, Passione, conoscenza e verita 105-106, and recently MANCUSO,
Vicenda tracia (see n. 69) n. 25. Accordingly, we can imagine ancient illustrations as a set of scenes describing and form-
ing a story.
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The various versions of the myth of Tereus, Procne and Philomela depend on the version of the
myth renewed by Sophocles, from which they adopt the element of the ‘woven cloth’ as an expedi-
ent, a means through which Philomela communicates with her sister. None of the sources (Libani-
os, Ps. Nonnos, Konon, Heraclitus Paradoxographus'®, Eustathios and Tzetzes) seems to know
directly the Sophoclean tragedy, nor to have access to its Hypothesis.

By ‘xai yap fv eidvia ypappata’ (1. 23-24), Xr’s scholion may be stressing that Tereus, despite
maiming Philomela, cannot manage to silence her given her skills'®.

24-26 ovk &ovca o0& dmwmg — T@® Tnpei] This is the scene when Procne, in order to vindicate
her sister, kills Itys, prepares him as a meal, and serves him to her husband Tereus. I find the phrase
‘ovk &yovoa ¢ Ommg’ (1. 24) interesting, as it suggests two things. Firstly, it seems that Procne
thinks about the way of punishing Tereus, and that Itys’ murder is just due to Procne’s lack of other
means. Secondly, it depicts Procne as a coldblooded killer, who carefully considers all her options,
and is ready, just like Medea, even to sacrifice her own son—whatever may help her actuate her
revenge. The expressions ‘mpog 0pynv t€ yoremv EKvnOn- kol apovacOal, Enexsipel Tov dvopa:’
(1. 24) and ‘ovk &povoa 6¢ dmws’ (1. 25) in Xr can together indicate that Procne wanted in turn to
maim or kill Tereus: for the language he took from her sister, she would have deprived him of
something. As her husband was not close at hand, Procne kills Itys, thus depriving Tereus of a part
of himself, that is, of his son. This reading of the facts would not be original to Xr. Already in De-
mosthenes Epitaphios, 28'7, we find ‘[Tavdiovidat ... &g Ettpopnoavto Tnpéa dwa v &ig adTag
UBpwv’ (‘Pandion’s daughters punished Tereus for the violence committed against them”).

Parsons was the first to speak of a Procne in the grip of the Erinyes'®.

The image of Itys served as a meal to Tereus belongs to the myth. Xr’s account, however, does
not specify the context, whether it was an official celebration, a banquet, or similar'®.

26-30 6 9’ dyvo®v — ader@ijg] Tereus understands that he ate his own son. Other narratives re-
port that it is Procne that explains, or lets Tereus know, that he ate Itys. Here, Tereus understands it
by deduction. Xr’s scholion does not say anything about Philomela’s role in the murder. Tereus
however considers both sisters accountable for the murder.

The wording in the phrase ‘®g avtog €in, cvvijkev 0 Pipwokodpevog ™ avtod’ (1. 29-30) is
uncommon. Probably, cuvijkev was transposed by the author, perhaps to enhance the suspense. The
simple order would have been: ‘cuvijkev ®©¢ avtog €in 0 Pipwokduevog v’ avtod.” There, g
(hds) introduces a declarative sentence with the verb in optative oblique depending on cuvijkev
(synéke).

30-33 ai 0¢& TOV Kivovvov @evyovsar — peteokevaoe] In response to the sisters’ plea to be
saved from Tereus’ hands, Zeus transforms the three of them into birds. Zeus’ intervention ex
machina is defined as ‘compassionate’, even though I do not see where the two sisters’ gain is, as
there is no big difference between being chased by a man and, having been transformed into a bird,
being chased by another man transformed into a bird. However, according to Scattolin’s interpreta-

105 See J. STERN, Heraclitus the Paradoxographer: Peri Apiston, ‘On Unbelievable Tales’. TAPA 133 (2003) 51-97.

106 See a parallel in manus pro voce fuit (Ov. VI 609); Ach. Tat. 5.5; Nonnus Dion. 4, 321. See also P. J. FINGLASS, Suffering
in Silence. Victims of Rape on the Tragic Stage, in: Female Characters in Fragmentary Greek Tragedy, ed. P. J. Finglass —
L. Coo. Cambridge 2020, 92—-102.

7 Demosthenis Orationes IV, ed. M. R. DILTS. Oxford 2009.

8 PARSONS, P. Oxy. 3013 (see n. 69) 50. Vedi MILO, Il ‘Tereo’ (see n. 69) 23; SCATTOLIN, Le notizie (see n. 21) 128-129;
MECCARIELLO, Le hypotheseis 366 (see n. 70).

° See MANCUSO, Traces (see n. 69) 297, n. 59.
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tion of frg. 581 RADT (= 14 MILO), v. 10, the chase stops after Zeus’ intervention and the hoopoe
seems to find some peace, for it dwells in solitary places'".

As far as the chase is concerned, Tzetzes likewise, commenting on Hesiod, does not say that the
hoopoe chases the nightingale and the swallow: the detail is introduced by TdXu. This last point
seems to suggest that the author of Xr’s account (Ketzas himself?) has ‘embellished’ Tzetzes’ nar-
rative after (or independently of) the modification made by TdXu. The fact that birds chase each
other can also be an allegorical interpretation of the succession of the seasons.

Latin sources (e.g. Myth. Vat., Servius) mention that Itys was also transformed into a bird, actu-
ally into a pheasant. Agatharchides (Phot. Bibl. Nr. 250) recounts that Philomela was transformed
into a nightingale and not into a swallow.

Let us consider Eustathios and Schol. in Oppiani Halieuticam I 728, 4: in these sources, the role
of the avenging wife and the perpetrator of the infanticide is transferred to the other sister. Howev-
er, while Eustathios, agreeing with most sources, states that it is IIpoxvn (who is not Tereus’ wife
in his narrative) to be transformed gig dndova, the scholion in Oppianus says that it is Procne who
is transformed into a nightingale, together with Agatharchides'! (Photios cod. 250 BIANCHI — SCHI-
ANO 772, 1109), and maybe Heraclitus. I say maybe, because the information is obtained from the
ambiguous opening (De incredibilibus 35): TIegpi IIpokvng xoi Popnrog <ol Tnpéwc>.
Totopodvtan dpvibeg yevéshar, 1) pHev xeMddv, 1 & dndmv, 0 8¢ Emoy'2. Similar discrepancies can
be noted in the Latin sources'®. The fact that the mysterious Heraclitus agrees with Latin sources is
not necessarily a clue to his late dating!!“.

33-39 Xr’s scholion also finishes by providing a rationalization of the myth. The story indeed
gives an explanation for both the swallow’s call (which is due to Philomela’s injured tongue), and
the behaviors of the three birds. As in other accounts, here we find the name Itys as the onomato-
poeic call of the nightingale and as the expression of Procne’s mourning.

The comparison with other accounts has revealed that Xr is placed, like most of the stories, in
the Sophoclean line of the myth of Tereus. The rare characteristic elements of Xr’s narrative fit in
the rest of the story and may have been ‘originally’ elaborated by the author himself by inferring
details suggested by the myth. The singular linguistic affinity with the stories of Triklinios,
TdXu/Tzetzes and, less evidently, of Eustathios, shows once again how the same exegetical materi-
al circulated freely between and was adapted by the various grammarians.

110 SCATTOLIN, Le notizie (see n. 21) 133.

1" Fozio, Biblioteca. Introduzione di L. CANFORA; nota sulla tradizione manoscritta di S. MICUNCO, ed. N. BIaNcHI — C.
ScHIANO. Edizione rinnovata e ampliata. Pisa 2019, 243 with comment and bibliography. See also M. K. BROWN, The Nar-
ratives of Konon. Text, Translation, and Commentary of the Diegeseis. Munich — Leipzig 2002, 219-220; IBANEZ-
CHACON, Conén (see n. 66) 95-119; and A. STRAMAGLIA, "Epwg. Antiche trame greche d’amore. Bari 2000, 242-345. The
myth was also interpreted in rationalistic terms by Ps. Heraclitus XXXV (= Mythographi Graeci III 2, p. 86), even though
his version is quite peculiar. On Agatharchides, see also M. CiAPPI, La metamorfosi di Procne e Filomela in Ovidio, Met.
6.667-770. Prometheus 24 (1998) 141-148 (144).

‘Procne, Philomela, [and Tereus]. It is recorded that these three turned into birds: Procne, a swallow; Philomela, a nightin-
gale; and Tereus, a hoopoe.’ Transl. by STERN, Heraclitus the Paradoxographer (see n. 105) 89.

Compare notes 84-86 above with Comm. Probi (HAGEN 1902, see n. 88) 347, 4-5: Procne in lusciniam, Philomela inhi-
rundinem, Tereus in upupam. On such discrepancies, see again CIAPPI, La metamorfosi 143—145.

See STERN, Heraclitus the Paradoxographer (see n. 105) 90: ‘Heraclitus follows the later Roman version in which Procne
becomes the swallow and Philomela the nightingale (...); this is perhaps an indication of Heraclitus’ later date’. In his
comments on Homer’s Odyssey (1504.55 STALLBAUM), Eustathios refers to a certain ‘Heraclitus who proposes to render
unbelievable tales believable.” Heraclitus” aim then is beyond the explanation of his peculiar version of the myth. Here as it
is given in STERN’s translation (p. 89) ‘Procne and Philomela killed Itys and laid waste their home. They then embarked on
a small boat and made a speedy escape. Tereus pursued them but failed to catch them, and so he killed himself. All three
had vanished, and because of their sudden disappearance people said that they had been turned into birds.’
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Who the author of the myth was, I cannot say. However, I am inclined to exclude the possibility
that it was Ketzas. Elsewhere, specifically in the Electra, Ketzas copies two other interesting extra-
Moschopoulean scholia: on Amphiaraos, in the Kommos, and on apyaiov (archaeon), v. 893. In the
first case, he adds a scholion which is found in other Moschopoulean manuscripts and which there-
fore belongs to a hermeneutic tradition. In the second case, he copies a note by a certain Kar-
bones'. So, in the case of the scholion on Tereus too, I suppose, Ketzas might have again resorted
to some collection. In any case, the two probable interpolations (1l. 21, 22-23), due either to Ketzas
or to his source, and the planned and not improvised mise-en-page all suggest that this scholion
was not added to Xr’s set of scholia at a later stage.

£ *

This is all I thought it was necessary to say about Xr’s scholion. Maybe in the future, someone
will be able to find a ms. that carries a mythological account similar to Xr’s as a comment on a
passage of any text alluding to the myth of Procne and Philomela''®. This scenario is less improba-
ble than one might think, as the following, final example shows.

The ms. Wa of Sophocles (= Milan, Bibliotheca Ambrosiana, E 103 sup.)!'”, an important wit-
ness of the Scholia Vetera to Sophocles, transmits two scholia on El. 149sqq. The first scholion,
recently edited'®, ends with the same sentence as TdXu: péypt & 100 VOV KOTOSIOKEL OOTAG, O
Tnpebdc tod Eopog € Eotv N XEAMODV Byyehoc Kol E0TL KEKOUUEVN TNV YA®TTOV Kol WeAMle!':-

134

The second scholion of Wa, on ‘dpvig arvlopéva’, is the Scholion Vetus 149a ed. XENis 2010 (=
ScholVet). The second scholion of Wa is the Scholion Vetus 149a ed. XENiS 2010 (= ScholVet),
with minor discrepancies'?.

115 See A. M. CuoMo, Sui Manoscritti Moschopulei (see n. 3) 413-414.

116 See MONELLA, Procne e Filomela (see n. 19) for the commented list of passages alluding to the myth.

17 Overall, for comments of Wa on El. 149 ‘dpvig drvlopéva’, see Scholia Vetera in Soph. EL 149a-b (XENIS) and Suid. a
651. See Sophocles. Electra (FINGLASS, see n. 8) 20-22.

The scholion has meanwhile been published by Mara Conti (see M. CONTI, Il ms. Parm. 3176 e la scoliastica sofoclea:
nuove considerazioni. Scripta: An International Journal of Codicology and Palaeography 14 [2021] 61-78 [65]). Her
study was also conducted within the framework of the FWF Project 30775-G25.

See TdXu scholion and its translation above, p. 169.

Concerning the Fragment 136 by Sappho (Poetarum Lesbiorum fragmenta, ed. E. LOBEL — D. L. PAGE. Oxford 1955 [repr.
1968]), see now: C. NERI, Saffo — Testimonianze e frammenti. Introduzione, testo critico, traduzione e commento (Texte
und Kommentare. Eine altertumswissenschaftliche Reihe 68). Berlin — Boston 2021, 142, and also P. SCATTOLIN, Sui mec-
canismi delle citazioni negli scoli antichi a Sofocle ed Euripide, in: La cultura letteraria ellenistica. Persistenza, innovazio-
ne, trasmissione. Atti del convegno COFIN 2003, Universita di Roma ‘Tor Vergata’, 12-21 settembre 2005, ed. R. Preta-
gostini — E. Dettori. Roma 2007, 232-245 (234-236).
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