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Preface

The present commentary began as a dissertation submitted to the University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in 2001. I had originally planned to publish 
it quickly, but other commitments intervened and it remained a low prior-
ity. Several years ago, Douglas Olson urged me to consider publishing the 
commentary, but again other commitments ensured that I never gave it my 
full attention. Revision has thus been fitful, often hasty and not as thorough 
going as I had intended. Many hallmarks of the commentary’s origin remain, 
but I have nevertheless often revised my opinion on a particular passage, 
sometimes radically. Since the dissertation has found its way into the hands of 
various libraries and scholars over the years and is occasionally cited, I would 
urge everyone with access to a copy to be aware that I no longer necessarily 
agree with all that it contains. I now think some opinions put forward in the 
dissertation are demonstrably wrong, and the present commentary always 
represents a more considered opinion in the case of discrepancies between 
the two documents.

The dissertation was supervised by David Sansone; the other members 
of the committee were Douglas Olson, Maryline Parca and the late Michael 
Browne. I learned a great deal from all four and remain profoundly grateful 
to them all, but I should note that Olson in particular offered far more help, 
criticism and support than his position as a committee member might imply. 
Portions of the dissertation were written in the library at the University of 
Illinois, but the bulk was written in the Blegen Library at the American School 
of Classical Studies in Athens, where I was a student for three years. I am 
grateful to the staff of both libraries, all of whom work very hard to maintain 
first-rate research facilities. I would also like to reiterate my gratitude to a 
number of people who helped when I was writing the original version of 
the commentary, namely the late Judith Binder, Michael Dixon, Catharine 
Keesling, Eran Lupu and Ronald Stroud. Stroud was Mellon Professor at the 
American School for my first two years there and used that position to offer 
material support; more important in many ways, he consistently led by ex-
ample and offered an example of scholarship and humanity that is difficult 
to match.

More recently, Douglas Olson was instrumental in introducing me to 
Bernhard Zimmermann, who graciously arranged for several visits to Frei-
burg, invited me to contribute to the series Fragmenta Comica and facilitated 
material support via the Heidelberg Academy of Sciences. In addition to 
Zimmer mann, Stylianos Chronopoulos, Christian Orth and Anna Novokhatko 
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all made visiting Freiburg a wonderful experience and offered help in various 
ways.

Portions of the commentary were revised in the Penrose Library of the 
British School at Athens, and I am grateful to the staff of both the library 
and the British School in general; I can imagine few places more welcoming 
and more congenial for research. The bulk of the revision was done far from 
a research library, and thus I am sure to have missed much that might have 
profitably been included. At a late stage after my move to Niedersachsen, 
Heinz-Günther Nesselrath very kindly facilitated my use of the seminar 
library and central library at the University of Göttingen, and his efforts have 
proved invaluable to my work.

A note about bibliography. For each fragment, I have endeavoured to offer 
as complete a bibliography as possible, although I am sure to have missed 
much. My rationale is twofold. For anyone interested, there is little point in 
duplicating work that I have already done; more important, this enables one to 
form an impression of the critical history of any given fragment at a glance. I 
do not necessarily think all the references I have given are equally worthwhile, 
but anyone who bothers to peruse them might avoid unknowingly repeating 
the suggestion of an earlier scholar, a phenomenon I found shockingly com-
mon in reading through several centuries of scholarship. Conjectures and 
suggestions of four scholars occasionally appear in the commentary without 
a bibliographic reference. Those of David Sansone and Douglas Olson were 
made in reference to the original dissertation or, in the case of Olson, some-
times subsequently. A dozen years ago I briefly thought of publishing the 
commentary elsewhere; James Diggle and the late Eric Handley were the 
readers on that occasion and both made a number of worthwhile suggestions.

To all of the above, I find it difficult to adequately express my gratitude. 
While it is invidious to single out anyone in particular, I should note that it is 
unlikely that the commentary would have ever been published were it not for 
the constant support of Douglas Olson; his friendship, scholarship and help 
in every way have been invaluable. The only people to whom I owe a greater 
debt are my family: my wife Sara Strack, who in addition to much else showed 
uncommon patience during the final revision of the book, our sons James and 
Thomas, who endured the loss of much playtime and think it normal to inform 
the neighbours that their father has gone to Göttingen to look at a book, and 
our son George, who was born as the book was going to press.

10 August 2015
Elze"/"Hann.
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Introduction

1. Name and Identity

Little is known of Anaxandrides’ (PAA 126725) life. His father is said to have 
been named Anaxandros (test. 1), although this may be a deduction from 
Anaxandrides’ own name.1 He apparently originated from Camirus (test. 1–2), 
on the northwest coast of Rhodes, although test. 1 adds the conflicting report 
that according to some (κατὰ δέ τινας) he was from Colophon, on the Ionian 
coast northeast of Samos. The testimonia thus agree that Anaxandrides was 
not an Athenian and that he came from the eastern Mediterranean. But the 
likely cause of the discrepancy is that one or both of these assertions is based 
on a false deduction from one of Anaxandrides’ plays or, less likely, a play 
by a rival;2 even the claim that he was not Athenian thus cannot be made 
with complete confidence.3 Over the course of the fourth century, foreigners 
competed in increasing numbers in the major Athenian dramatic festivals; if 
Anaxandrides was a foreigner, he will have been among the earliest of these.

1 Kaibel 1894. 2078 suggests that the father’s name may be ‘eine billige Fiction.’
2 E.g. Ar. Ach. 652–4 led to the claim that Aristophanes (test. 10) was Aeginetan. 

Alternatively, the deduction could have been made from a play of a rival poet who 
slanderously attacked Anaxandrides as a non-Athenian. Ancient scholarship was 
capable of uncertainty regarding the nationality of even so well-attested a figure as 
Aristophanes (e."g. Ar. test. 2 lists several possibilities, including the Rhodian cities 
of Camiros and Lindos); cf. Antiph. test. 1 (several possibilities, including Rhodes); 
Lefkowitz 1981. 112.

3 The name Anaxandrides is rare at Athens, with only two other attested examples 
(PA 802 = PAA 126735 [ca. 425–406 BC]; PA 801 = PAA 126730 [ca. 330–320 BC]). 
LGPN II s.#v. #3, however, lists the poet Anaxandrides as possibly Athenian. The 
name is no more common on Rhodes, for which LGPN I s.#v. records only two 
examples (both third century) aside from the poet. Anaxandros, on the other hand, 
while equally rare at Athens (only PA 803 = PAA 126745, the father of Anaxandrides 
[PA 801 = PAA 126730]), is more common on Rhodes (excluding the father of the 
poet, LGPN I s.#v. list ten examples, including two from Camiros). But the Rhodian 
examples, with the exception of a man from Kamyndioi dated ca. 325 BC (IG XII (1) 
761.3), all are third century or later. If the poet is taken to be an Athenian, he may 
be a relation of [Ἀναξανδρ]ίδης [Ἀ]ναξάνδρου of Eleusis (PA 801, where dated to 
the end of the fourth century; LGPN II s.#v. #1 dates him to ca. 330–320 BC), but the 
restoration of this man’s name is little more than guesswork; possibly relevant is 
the fact that he was apparently a tax farmer who collected the metoikion.
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2. Chronology and Career

Test. 2 suggests that Anaxandrides wrote dithyrambs as well as comedies. 
Although the writing of dithyrambs is occasionally attested for tragedians 
(e."g. Ion of Chios [TrGF 19]; Hieronymus [TrGF 31]; Dicaeogenes [TrGF 52]), it 
is not otherwise attested in the case of comic poets. Aside from Anaxandrides, 
the only possible example is Nicostratus, but the latter name is exceedingly 
common, and there is no reason to identify the dithyrambic poet and the comic 
poet. Although it is possible that Anaxandrides in fact wrote dithyrambs and 
thus that he was an almost unqiue example of this sort of genre crossing, 
far more likely test. 2 refers to a feature within a comedy; cf. fr. 6 (quota-
tion of Timotheus); Cratin. fr. 20 Κρατῖνος ἀπὸ 〈δι〉θυράµβου ἐν Βουκόλοις 
ἀρξάµενος (ἁρ〈πα〉ξάµενος Rutherford).4

The evidence for Anaxandrides’ output, success and general chronology 
is greater and less open to skepticism.5 There is no reason to doubt the gen-
eral accuracy of the assertion that he wrote 65 plays and took first 10 times 
(test. 1);6 that three of his victories were at the Lenaia, and thus the remaining 
seven presumably at the Dionysia, is certain (test. 6). His first victory at the 
Dionysia occurred in 377/6 (test. 3), his second the following year (test. 4). 
He remained active until at least 349, but probably not for more than a few 
years after that.7

4 Scholars have generally accepted uncritically the apparent claim that Anaxandrides 
was also a dithyrambic poet; e."g. Sutton includes him without comment as #50 in 
his corpus of dithyrambic poets.

5 Cf. Dittmer 1923. 48–53.
6 Although Anaxandrides’ productivity is high compared, for example, with Aristo-

phanes, who wrote 44 plays in a career of approximately the same length, it pales 
beside the other major poets of later comedy: Antiphanes (280 [or 365]); Alexis 
(245); Menander (108); Eubulus (104). Alexis’ great productivity can be attributed 
in part to a lengthy career; on the other hand, Menander wrote 75""% more plays 
than Anaxandrides in a shorter career. The vastly increased levels of production 
over the course of the fourth century are clear evidence for the explosive growth 
in non-Athenian venues for the performance of new plays. As for victories, Ana-
xandrides seems to have been at least as successful as his rivals in terms of the 
ratio of victories to plays (Lenaian victories: Anaxandrides 3 [4.6"%]; Antiphanes, 
8 [2.9"%]; Eubulus, 6 [5.8"%]; Alexis, 2–4 [0.8–1.6"%]; Menander, 3 [2.8"%]).

7 Test. 5.8 records that in 349 BC he took fourth place at the Dionysia with the 
play Ἀγ[ - - - ]; the available space at the end of this line and the beginning of the 
following, where the entries switch to the Lenaia, seems too great to allow only 
for the restoration of this title even if the name of a producer is also restored at the 
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This basic chronology seems to be reflected in a confused form in test. 1. 
As has long been recognized, ‘the games of Philip of Macedon’, however in-
terpreted, cannot have taken place in the 101st Olympiad (376/2 BC). Meineke 
thus plausibly interpreted the games as those celebrated by Philip at Dion 
after the sack of Olynthus in 348 BC (D.S. 16.55) and accordingly emended 
the text of the Suda from Ὀλυµπιάδι ρα´ to Ὀλυµπιάδι ρη´.8 Although super-
ficially convincing, the emendation creates problems for the chronology of 
Anaxandrides by introducing the claim that he ‘flourished’ (γεγονὼς) in the 
340s BC, at the very tail-end of his career. Since the transmitted date corre-
sponds to Anaxandrides’ first victory and floruit dates in these biographies 
are commonly taken to refer to first victories, a better solution is to assume a 
somewhat greater corruption in the text of the Suda, coupled with the loss of 
a few words: ‘he flourished [i."e. won his first victory] in the 101st Olympiad 
(376/2 BC) (sc. and remained active) until the games of Philip of Macedon in 
the 108th Olympiad (348/4 BC).

Test. 5 dates three of Anaxandrides’ plays precisely,9 in addition to pro-
viding relative dates for seven others. Assuming that his first victory did not 
coincide with his first play, Anaxandrides’ working life lasted from the late 
380s or early 370s into the 340s, a career of somewhat more than thirty years; 
in the absence of evidence to the contrary, all his plays are presumably to be 
taken as performed at the Lenaia or Dionysia. By 311 BC, they were considered 
παλαιαί and suitable for revival at the Dionysia (test. 7).10

Two other facts of lesser significance are known about Anaxandrides’ 
plays from external evidence. First, Aristotle (test. 8) recalls two performances 
by the comic actor Philemon (Stephanis 1988 #2485), presumably as protago-
nist, in plays by Anaxandrides. The references say little about the comedies 

beginning of line 9. Anaxandrides must thus have produced at least one play, which 
took fourth place at the Dionysia, after 349 BC. Since his other dateable plays are 
concentrated from the 370s to the 350s BC, and 349 BC is the latest date extant for 
any of his plays, his career probably did not last much into the 340s BC.

8 Gutschmid’s emendation to Ὀλυµπιάδι ρια´ (336/2 BC, apparently thinking of fu-
neral games for Philip) seems impossibly late for Anaxandrides. Another possibility 
might be Ὀλυµπιάδι ρϛ´ (356/2 BC), when Philip was victorious at Olympia.

9 Mai[ - - - ] (a. 364; probably at the Lenaia); Erechtheus (a. 368; at the Dionysia); Io 
(a. 374; probably at the Dionysia); a fourth play, either Anchisēs or Agroikoi was 
performed in 349, probably at the Dionysia.

10 Revivals of comedies at the Dionysia began some three decades earlier in 340/39 BC 
(IG II2 2318.316–18 = 1563–5 M-O), but Anaxandrides’ play is the earliest specific 
example known.
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or Anaxandrides, since Aristotle finds the occasions memorable primarily for 
their virtuoso delivery; they are thus more important for the history of acting 
and performance than for the plays of Anaxandrides in particular. Second, 
test. 5.9, as restored, suggests that Anaxandrides used someone else to pro-
duce his plays on at least one occasion. The phenomenon is well-attested (cf. 
Pickard-Cambridge 1968. 84–6) and now seems less noteworthy than it once 
did, although this is the only known instance involving Anaxandrides. Since 
this occasion dates to sometime after 349 BC and thus late in his career, this 
might have been a posthumous production produced by a son or other close 
relation. In any case, both Bergk’s [Ἀνα]ξίππου11 and Wilhelm’s [∆ιω]ξίππου 
(tentatively but implausibly identified by Wilhelm as the homonymous comic 
poet) are mere speculation; a number of other names are equally possible, al-
though names in [ - - - ]ξιππος are relatively uncommon in Athens (Dexippos, 
with 10 examples, is the most common). Alternatively, [ - - - ]ξίππου might be 
the end of a title, although this seems unlikely.12

Test. 2a, much of which is patently false, may contain a grain of truth 
regarding the play Poleis (cf. on fr. 66). Similarly, its assertion that Anaxandrides’ 
plays were publicly burnt may represent an independent but distorted version 
of the equally implausible claim in test. 2 that the poet himself gave his plays 
to the frankincense market to be destroyed.13 The details of this story (e."g. the 
frankincense market, the refusal to revise plays) may suggest a deduction from 
one of Anaxandrides’ own comedies (e."g. he threatens to destroy his work if it 
is not well received, or claims that he always presents something completely 
new [cf. Ar. Nu. 545–7]) or one by a rival (e."g. claiming that Anaxandrides’ 
plays are so bad that they deserve to be destroyed).

The text of at least one play (Thēsauros; cf. test. 7) survived, presumably 
in the state archives, until 311 BC, which was probably after the poet’s death. 
Beyond this isolated incident, there is little or no evidence that the comedies 
were known much after the early Hellenistic period, and probably only a few 

11 Bergk does not defend or explain [Ἀνα]ξίππου; presumably, he meant the first 
element of the name to suggest a son of Anaxandrides, unless he was thinking of 
the late fourth century comic poet of that name.

12 The suggestion was first raised and then discarded as unlikely by Dittmer 1923. 52. 
Even more unlikely is an error by the stone-cutter (e."g. the sequence of archon date 
followed by title was reversed or the name of the play was mistakenly omitted).

13 Presumably the papyrus would be used for packets in which the frankincense was 
sold, but it is not entirely clear why the frankincense market (otherwise unknown) 
is specified in particular; cf. Hor. Epist. 2.1.269–70; Pers. 1.43.
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copies survived in libraries.14 Anaxandrides’ work was being excerpted for use 
in anthologies at least by the second century BC (cf. on fr. 71); such anthologies 
were undoubtedly the source for the relatively large number of fragments 
preserved by Stobaeus, which may indicate that Anaxandrides had an aptitude 
for the well-turned platitude. He is also quoted extensively by Athenaeus, as 
well as by a number of grammarians, lexicographers, and the like, although 
all these likely also drew on excerpts and lacked first-hand familiarity with 
complete texts of the comedies. Despite Anaxandrides’ apparent fame and 
success in his own day, as well as his influence on the development of the 
comic genre, his plays seem to have been little read or performed much past 
the end of the fourth century, and it seem unlikely that many, if any at all, 
could still be found complete after the Hellenistic period.

3. Transmission and Reception

The fragments of Anaxandrides survive in a surprisingly wide variety of 
sources, sixteen in all,15 including the works of his contemporary Aristotle, 
who quotes him five times. In addition, nine fragments survive in whole or in 
part in multiple sources (frr. 3; 10; 12; 14; 15; 51; 58; 71; 75);16 in at least half 
of these instances, however, one source is probably dependent on the other 
or there is a common source, so that this is not a question of independent 
survival. The variety of sources is roughly equivalent to that for the leading 
poets of Middle Comedy.

Aristotle quotes Anaxandrides in his Rhetoric (frr. 10; 13; 65; 67) and 
Nicomachean Ethics (fr. 66); as might be expected from a contemporary, he 
refers to the fragments in a manner that assumes his readers’ familiarity with 
them (cf. especially frr. 10; 13). Significantly, the only other comic poets quoted 

14 If at test. 5.10 [ - - - σ]ώιωι (i."e. a copy survived in the Alexandrian library; cf. IGUR 
215.7; 216.9) is read, this may suggest that most of his plays had already been lost 
by the Roman period.

15 This figure does not include Eustathius, demonstrably dependent on Athenaeus, 
nor Trypho, apparently quoted by Athenaeus as quoting Anaxandrides, nor lexi-
cographers whose entries record words without attribution but known from other 
sources to have been used by Anaxandrides.

16 These do not include fragments known from the sources excluded in the previous 
note.
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by Aristotle in these two works are Epicharmus and Aristophanes,17 and in 
general he does not refer often to comic poets aside from brief mention in the 
Poetics of figures important for the history of the genre. This may indicate 
the popularity of Anaxandrides during or shortly after his own lifetime, or 
at least the esteem in which Aristotle held him. Aristotle presumably had 
access to complete texts of the comedies, but in quoting what are apparently 
well-known lines (he describes fr. 65 as ἐπαινούµενον) he likely relied on his 
memory.

The single papyrus find relating to Anaxandrides is BKT V(2). 9773, a sec-
ond-century BC fragment of an anthology that includes the beginning of fr. 
71. Although the papyrus offers a slightly better text of the fragment than 
does Stobaeus, who also quotes it, its chief importance is as evidence that 
Anaxandrides’ work was excerpted for use in anthologies at an early date, sug-
gesting that this may have been the conduit through which many fragments 
survived (cf. Section I above for the suggestion that his works largely perished 
at an early date). The paucity of papyrus finds is unexceptional; a handful of 
poets (Epicharmus, Aristophanes, Eupolis, and Menander) overwhelmingly 
dominate the finds of identifiable comic fragments, and most other authors 
are poorly represented.18

After this isolated occurrence of a fragment of Anaxandrides in the second 
century BC, there is no mention of him again until the second century AD. 
Pollux quotes Anaxandrides six times (frr. 5; 14; 24; 68; 70; 79); of these, part 
of fr. 14 is also cited by the Antiatticist. Pollux shows little evidence of general 
familiarity with the comedies, citing Anaxandrides primarily as an authority 
for the usage of various words, and his knowledge of him is presumably deriv-
ative. For Pollux as a source of comic fragments, cf. Nesselrath 1990. 79–102.

As is the case for the fragments of many authors and of comic poets in 
particular, Athenaeus is the most important source.19 Unfortunately, the 
absence of a systematic study of Athenaeus’ sources and methodology pro-
hibits detailed conclusions regarding his quotation of now lost authors or 
works.20 The case has been made that his quotation of tragedy is all or mostly 

17 Arist. Rhet. 1376a10 may be a reference to Plato Comicus (fr. 219 K); Kassel-Austin 
(PCG 7.808) assign it to Plato the philosopher.

18 For discussion of which comic poets survive on papyrus, cf. Sidwell 2000; for finds 
from 1973 to 2010, see Bathrellou 2014.

19 Athenaeus quotes Anaxandr. frr. 1–4; 6–7; 10; 16; 18–19; 23; 25; 28–31; 33–6; 38; 
40–4; 46–52; 55; 58; 60; 72–3; 80. Of these, frr. 3; 10; 51 and 58 are also known from 
elsewhere.

20 For discussion of what is known, cf. Nesselrath 1990. 65–79.
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at  second-hand;21 the same is likely true for comedy, despite assertions such 
as that by Pearson 1917. lvi that ‘a considerable portion of the numerous 
passages taken from the plays of the comic poets was undoubtedly due to 
his own researches.’ In the case of Anaxandrides, Athenaeus once (fr. 36) 
seems to use Trypho as a source for a quotation, and elsewhere acknowledges 
Chamaileon as his source for information about Anaxandrides’ life (test. 2); 
nowhere else is it evident precisely what his sources were or if he knew any 
of the plays at first hand.

Diogenes Laertius cites fr. 20 as part of a list of quotations from comedy 
that mock Plato; there is no reason to assume that he had any broader famil-
iarity with Anaxandrides’ work.22

Macrobius provides a heavily corrupt version of fr. 3. He is unlikely to be 
an independent witness and is probably dependent on Athenaeus; cf. Wissowa 
1913. In any case, Macrobius adds little of value concerning either the text of 
Anaxandrides or its survival in late antiquity.

Stobaeus is responsible for the survival of a substantial number of frag-
ments (frr. 22; 53; 54; 56; 57; 61; 62; 64; 69; 71); only in the case of fr. 22, 
however, is the play to which the fragment belongs recorded. The fact that 
fr. 71 also survives in a substantially earlier anthology (second century BC; 
cf. above) suggests that Stobaeus relied at least in part on earlier anthologies 
as the basis for his own, meaning that he need have had no knowledge of 
Anaxandrides’ plays as a whole. As expected, his quotations of Anaxandrides 
serve to illustrate various moral or ethical positions, and alterations may on 
occasion have been introduced into the text.

The remaining sources for the fragments are grammarians and lexicogra-
phers. By far the most important of these is the Antiatticist (second century 
AD), who preserves twelve fragments (frr. 8; 11; 14; 15; 17; 21; 26; 27; 32; 37; 
63; 74); only two of these are known from elsewhere (frr. 14 [Pollux, who 
cites a slightly fuller version]; 15 [Choeroboscus]). The substantial number 
of citations combined with apparent independence from the rest of the lexi-
cographical tradition may suggest that the Antiatticist or his source(s) had a 
reasonably substantial acquaintance with the text of Anaxandrides. Although 
the grammarians and lexicographers who cite Anaxandrides tend to be late 
and thus will have known his work only at second hand, they are likely ulti-
mately dependent on Alexandrian scholarship, which presumably had access 
to complete texts.

21 Cf. Wilamowitz 1889. 176; Pearson 1917. lvi.
22 For discussion of Diogenes’ sources and his use of them, see Mejer 1978.
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4. Themes and Motifs

From Anaxandrides’ total output of 65 plays (test. 1), 41 titles (63"%) are known 
from literary or epigraphical sources or both; the known titles should thus 
form a representative sample. Unfortunately, the one piece of external evi-
dence about the content of the plays (πρῶτος οὗτος ἔρωτας καὶ παρθένων 
φθορὰς εἰσήγαγεν [‘he was the first to introduce on stage love-affairs and 
seductions of maidens’; test. 1]), while not necessarily offering conflicting 
testimony, does not correspond well with what little can be deduced about 
Anaxandrides’ plots from the titles and fragments themselves.

Anaxandrides was obviously not the first to put on stage plays involving 
the seduction of girls. Aside from examples in the extant tragedies of Euripides 
(e."g. Ion), Satyrus in his Life of Euripides attributes to Euripides the intro-
duction of βιασµοὺς παρθένων among other hallmarks of later comedy; the 
anonymous Life of Aristophanes (Ar. test. 1) claims much the same thing for 
that poet and maintains that Aristophanes introduced φθοράν (sc. παρθένων) 
in his Kokalos. These apparently conflicting claims can be reconciled without 
rejecting any of them, since they all seem to rely ultimately on late Hellenistic 
scholarship and a fairly detailed familiarity with the work of the authors in 
question, by positing that Euripides was the first dramatic poet to introduce 
such stories, but was soon followed by Aristophanes, who adapted such plots 
into mythological comedies; and that he in turn was followed by Anaxandrides, 
who transferred these plots from comedies based on mythological parody to 
ones set in contemporary society.23 The issue is simplified, however, if the 
Suda’s statement is applicable only to comedy, in which case Euripides is 
irrelevant. In addition, Kokalos is late enough that it may have coincided with 
the beginning of Anaxandrides’ career; conceivably, the chronological dispute 
represents two distinct scholarly issues, one concerned with Aristophanes as 
a precursor of later comedy, the other with establishing Anaxandrides as a 
starting point for a period of comedy. 

The extant titles and fragments add only minimal support to the claim 
that plots based on seduction were a notable part of Anaxandrides’ work. Five 
titles (Amprakiōtis, Samia, Kanēphoros, Phialēphoros, and possibly Kitharistria) 
might suggest such plots, although the scanty fragments of the comedies 

23 This interpretation is in essence a simplification of that proposed by Nesselrath 
1993. Nesselrath was preceded by Webster 1970. 77 (cf. Webster 1960. 169ff.), whose 
arguments Nesselrath 1990. 195 n. 29 at first rejected, but subsequently (1993. 192) 
hesitantly accepted, although with the reservation that Webster’s ‘solution is too 
neat and simple to be possibly true.’
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add little.24 Since these plays form only a small part of Anaxandrides’ output 
(12"% of the known titles; 8"% of the total 65) and such plots seem to have been 
among the most memorable or at least most influential features of his plays, 
it seems likely that this sort of plot or other plots viewed as stereotypical of 
later comedy were more prevalent than the extant titles suggest.

Fifteen of the titles (37"% of the known titles; 23"% of the total 65 plays), the  
largest group of plays with apparently similar subject matter, suggest a mytho-
logical topic as the basis of the plot.25 The majority of these (thirteen of fifteen) 
revolve around a central hero, usually male but occasionally female (Helenē; 
Iō), and normally mortal but once a minor divinity (Nēreus). In the majority of 
these cases, little of substance can be said about the plot.26 Of the two remain-
ing plays with mythological titles, one (Dionysou gonai) is perhaps some sort 
of mythological travesty (but see Winkler 1982 for a different interpretation of 
all such plays), while the plot of the other (Nerēides) is uncertain and may have 
little mythological content (cf. ad loc.). Scholars generally assume on the basis 
of the titles that most if not all of these plays are mythological travesties (what-
ever that might mean, and the point has not often been addressed in detail), 
but there is no reason why this should be true. The fragments of Helenē, for 
example, suggest that much of the plot may have been a parody of Euripides’ 
homonymous play.27 Finally, although passing reference to a contemporary 
figure is possible in an apparently mythological play (e."g. Plato in fr. 20 [from 
Thēseus]; Polyeuktos in fr. 46.3 [from Tēreus]), at least two plays seem to have 
a greater than usual involvement with contemporary Athens. Fr. 35 (from 
Odysseus) may be addressed to a group of Athenians or the Athenians at large, 
while frr. 41 and 42 (from Prōtesilaos) suggest a concern with contemporary 
politics and political maneuvering. Since the fragments of most of the plays 
with mythological titles are too scanty to allow even tentative reconstruction 
of the subject matter, and some of those plays seem to have a considerable 

24 Fr. 22 (from Kanēphoros) suggests confusion about someone’s identity, which may 
indicate a plot that hinges on mistaken social status (cf. ad loc.); perhaps similar is 
Melilotos, in which the title possibly refers to a token of recognition (cf. ad loc.).

25 Some of the plays with a mythological plot were probably based on an earlier tragic 
treatment of the same story, but this need not always have been the case. Similarly, 
parody of an earlier tragedy necessarily revolved around a mythological plot, but 
the primary focus must have been parody of the tragedian’s handling of the myth, 
not the myth itself.

26 Almost certainly the plot of Hēraklēs is set prior to the hero’s apotheosis.
27 Erechtheus, Hēraklēs, Thēseus, and Prōtesilaos are also titles shared with Euripides; 

fr. 66 is a parody of a Euripidean line, but is perhaps more likely to have come from 
Poleis than from a mythological play (cf. ad loc. ).
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degree of involvement with contemporary society, it is thus unsafe to conclude 
that many or even most of these plays were straightforward mythological 
parodies. Rather than having plots similar to Plautus’ Amphitryo, they may 
have been more akin to Cratinus’ Dionysalexandros or Aristophanes’ Frogs.

A number of other titles are suggestive of aspects of Anaxandrides’ dra-
ma. One group of titles (Agroikoi, Eusebeis, Zōgraphoi (?), Kynēgetai, Thettaloi, 
Lokrides, and possibly Nērēides) presumably refers to eponymous choruses; 
the titles tell us little about the content of the plays, but they do suggest the 
continued importance of the chorus in the fourth century.28 Both the title and 
sole fragment of Poleis indicate a plot that exploited the relationship between 
Athens and other cities and so perhaps looked back to the concerns of Old 
Comedy. Didymoi, Hoplomachos, and Thēsauros, on the other hand, indicate 
affinities with New Comedy. Finally, Kōmōidotragōidia perhaps suggests a 
metatheatrical interest or at least an interest in self-reflection.

Although the interests of individual poets of Middle Comedy naturally 
vary somewhat (e."g. nearly half of Eubulus’ titles suggest a mythological 
plot), in general they seem very similar, and Anaxandrides is no exception. His 
predilection for titles based on mythology, professions (in the broadest sense) 
or descriptive characteristics, names (normally not of recognizably famous 
individuals), or titles suggestive of New Comedy is very much in keeping with 
other poets of this period.

5. Kōmōidoumenoi

The testimonia show that Anaxandrides’ career extended from the 380s or 370s 
to the 340s BCE and provide more exact dates (or ranges of dates) for a number 
of individual comedies; see Section 2. The references to historical individuals 
in the fragments do not contradict these dates but are of no assistance in 
dating the plays more precisely. 

The following individuals are referred to by name in the fragments:
 – The Corinthian hetaira Anteia, a contemporary of Lais ‘the younger’ and 

thus presumably active in the early 4th century BC, at fr. 9.3 (from the 
undated Gerontomania).

 – Antigeneidas of Thebes the musician (Stephanis 1988 #196), active from at 
least the mid-380s (Cotys’ wedding) to 353 BC, at fr. 42.16 (from Prōtesilaos, 
mid to late 370s BC?).

28 See Rothwell 1995; cf. Webster 1970. 62.
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 – Argas the musician (PAA 160525; Stephanis 1988 #292), active in the first 
half of the fourth century BC, in fr. 16.4 (from Hēraklēs, perhaps before 375 
BC) and fr. 42.17 (from Prōtesilaos, mid to late 370s BC?).

 – Callistratus son Callistratus of the deme Aphidna (PA 8157 [with suppl.] 
= 8129 = 8130; PAA 561575), active in Athenian politics from at least 392/1 
BC until the 360s BC, at fr. 41.3 (from Prōtesilaus, mid to late 370s BC?).

 – The well-oiled but otherwise unknown Democles (PA 3485; PAA 315565), 
at fr. 35.5 (from Odysseus, between 374 and either 365 or 357 BC)

 – Euripides the drunk (PAA 444547), known only from the fragments quoted 
at Ath. 11.482c–d, in fr. 33.3 (from the undated Nērēides).

 – Iphicrates son of Timotheus of the deme Rhamnous (PA 7737; PAA 542925), 
active in Athenian politics from at least 393/2 BC until shortly before his 
death in 352 BC, at fr. 42.3 (from Prōtesilaos, mid to late 370s BC?).

 – The otherwise unknown Cephisodotus of Acharnae the kitharistēs (Steph-
a nis 1988 #1393; PA 8326; PAA 567705), at fr. 42.17–18 (from Prōtesilaos, 
mid to late 370s BC?).

 – Cotys, king of Thrace ca. 384–359 BC (PAA 583219), at fr. 42.12 (from 
Prōtesilaos, mid to late 370s BC?).

 – The Corinthian hetaira Lagiske, a contemporary of Lais ‘the younger’ and 
Anteia, and thus presumably active in the early fourth century BC, at fr. 9.4 
(from the undated Gerontomania).

 – The Corinthian hetaira Lais (‘the younger’), active in the early fourth cen-
tury BC, at fr. 9.1 (from the undated Gerontomania).

 – Melanopus (PA 9788; PAA 638765), active in Athenian politics from at least 
372/1 BCE until perhaps as late as 355/4 BC, at fr. 41.2 (from Prōtesilaus, 
mid to late 370s BC?).

 – The Corinthian hetaira Okimon, a contemporary of Lais ‘the younger’ and 
thus presumably active in the early fourth century BC, at fr. 9.6 (from the 
undated Gerontomania).

 – Peron the perfume-seller (PAA 772900), active in the first half of the fourth 
century BC, at fr. 41.1 (from Prōtesilaus, mid to late 370s BC?).

 – Plato the philosopher (PA 11855; PAA 775000), ca. 429–347 BC, in fr. 20 
(from the undated Thēseus).

 – The handsome Polyeuctus (PAA 778017), in fr. 46.3 (from Tēreus, undated).
 – The Corinthian hetaira Theolyte, undated but generally taken to be another 

contemporary of Lais, Anteia, and Lagiske, at fr. 9.5 (from the undated 
Gerontomania).

 – Timotheus of Miletus (PAA 886670) the dithyrambic poet, active in Athens 
from ca. 420–360 BC, in fr. 6.3 (from the otherwise undated Aischra).
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6. Language

In contrast to the late fifth-century comedies of Cratinus, Aristophanes, and 
Eupolis, the fragments of Anaxandrides contain few overt obscenities or wild 
comic coinages, and elevated poetic style is mocked at frr. 6.1–2; 31.1–3; 82. For 
possible paratragedy, see Introductions to Helenē, Iō, and Komōidotragōidiai, 
and fr. 55 n.

The fragments contant only two oaths (frr. 1.6; 12.2). Sententiae are com-
mon (e."g. frr. 4.1, 5–6; 18.1–4), although this may be more informative about 
the preoccupations of our sources than about the character of Anaxandrides’ 
plays themselves. Figurative language appears at e."g. frr. 23; 36; 57.4; 59.3; 60; 
and probably fr. 70.

7. Metrics and Form

Of the 64 fragments whose meter can be determined with a tolerable degree 
of certainty, 5729 (89"%) are in iambic trimeter. These 57 fragments contain a 
total of 151 complete lines.

 – In the 140 complete lines (92.7"% of 151) with penthemimeral or hepthemi-
meral caesura, penthemimeral caesura predominates by a ratio of 109:31 
(~ 78"% vs. 22"%, or 72"% vs. 20.5"% of all complete iambic trimeter lines).

 – In the 11 complete lines (7.3"% of 151) with neither penthemimeral nor 
hepthemimeral caesura, medial caesura is found in frr. 29.2; 38.2; 40.6; 48.2; 
57.2; either medial or tetrahemimeral caesura is found in frr. 16.5; 18.1; 
34.18; 40.7, 13; 53.13; tetrahemimeral caesura is found in frr. 16.2; 56.1; and 
either tetrahemimeral or octhemimeral caesurae is found in frr. 34.6; 53.2.

 – There are two perfect lines (i."e. klwl klwl klwl, with no resolution 
or substitution of long for short): frr. 16.1; 57.3.

 – Anapaestic metra appear at frr. 18.5; 20; 50.3 (all first foot).

The meters of the other seven fragments (in the order of number of verses 
preserved) are:
(1) Anapaestic dimeter (72 lines, = 32"% of total lines preserved): frr. 28 (four 

lines); 42 (68 fully preserved lines from a total of 71, including five paro-
emiacs (5, 22, 26 [restored], 29, 69) and three monometers (19, 45, 50), 

29 Frr. 1–4; 7; 9; 12; 14; 16; 18–23; 25; 29; 31; 33–4; 36; 38; 40–1; 43; 46–50; 52–71; 73; 
81; 83.
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White’s anapaestic hypermeter; see metrical n. ad loc.). Of the 66 fully 
preserved anapaestic dimeters, all have caesura (diaeresis) between the 
first and second foot. Anapaestic dimeters pronounced by a single actor 
are common in fourth-century comedy and are used frequently for lists, 
especially of foodstuffs, as here; see in general Arnott 1996. 20, 479–80.

(2) Iambic tetrameter catalectic (ten lines): fr. 35. See metrical note ad loc. Eight 
of the lines have caesura (diaeresis) between the second and third foot.

(3) Trochaic tetrameter catalectic (five lines): frr. 6 (three complete lines); 72 
(two fragmentary lines).30 All lines have caesura (diaeresis) between the 
second and third foot. Two of the fully preserved lines are purely trochaic 
(fr. 6.1–2), as is the preserved portion of one of the other three lines (fr. 
72.2). Fr. 61.3 contains a single trisyllabic foot, as does the preserved por-
tion of fr. 72.1. See in general White 1912 §244–69

(4) Dactylic hexameter (two lines), used in comedy mainly for riddles, oracles, 
and mock-epic: fr. 51 with metrical n. ad loc. Both lines have feminine 
caesura.

(5) Anapaestic tetrameter catalectic (one complete and one partial line): fr. 
10. Both lines have caesura (diaeresis) between the second and third foot.

8. Anaxandrides and Other Comic Poets

Test. 6 shows that Anaxandrides was a rough contemporary of Philippus 
and Choregus (both victorious for the first time before him, in that order), 
on the one hand, and of Philetaerus, Eubulus, Ephippus, and Antiphanes (all 
victorious for the first time after him, in that order). Nothing is known of his 
relations with any of these men, although the information contained in test. 
2 (n.) is perhaps to be traced to onstage criticism of him by one of his rivals. 
The actor Philemon (Stephanis 1988 #2485) seems to have performed in several 
of Anaxandrides’ plays (test. 8).

9. Literature

Meineke 1839 I.367–74; Bergk 1887 IV.158–60; Kaibel 1894

30 Naber takes fr. 19 as the beginning of a catalectic trochaic tetrameter, but it is more 
easily understood as iambic trimeter. Garrod 1922. 68 suggests that fr. 36 as well 
could be trochaic tetrameter.
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Commentary

Testimonia

test. 1 K.-A.

Suda α 1982 
Ἀναξανδρίδης, Ἀναξάνδρου, Ῥόδιος ἐκ Καµείρου, γεγονὼς ἐν τοῖς ἀγῶσι 
Φιλίππου τοῦ Μακεδονίας, Ὀλυµπιάδι ρα´ (a. 376/2)· κατὰ δέ τινας Κολο-
φόνιος. ἔγραψε δὲ δράµατα ξε´, ἐνίκησε δὲ ι´. καὶ πρῶτος οὗτος ἔρωτας καὶ 
παρθένων φθορὰς εἰσήγαγεν
habent AGITFSM

1 Καµήρου FSM}}}2 ρη´ (a. 348/4) Meineke: ρια´ (a. 336/2) Gutschmid

Anaxandrides, son of Anaxandros, a Rhodian from Kameiros, flourished in 
(the time of) the contests of Philip of Macedon, in the 101st Olympiad (a. 
376/2). According to some a Kolophonian. He wrote 65 plays and was victo-
rious 10 times. In addition, he was the first to introduce on stage love-affairs 
and seductions of maidens

Interpretation$Both test. 1 and test. 2 seem to draw on the same source (thus 
already Kaibel), most likely Hesychius of Miletus’ life of Anaxandrides.
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.367–9; 1857 V.clxxix; Kaibel 1894

test. 2 K.-A.

Ath. 9.373f–4b 
ἐπεὶ δὲ τοῦ κωµικοῦ τούτου ἐµνήσθην καὶ οἶδα τὸ δρᾶµα τὸν Τηρέα αὐτοῦ 
µὴ κεκριµένον ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις ἐκθήσοµαι ὑµῖν, ἄνδρες φίλοι, εἰς κρίσιν ἃ 
εἴρηκε περὶ αὐτοῦ Χαµαιλέων ὁ Ἡρακλεώτης ἐν ἕκτῳ περὶ κωµῳδίας γράφων 
ὧδε (fr. 43)· Ἀναξανδρίδης διδάσκων ποτὲ διθύραµβον Ἀθήνησιν εἰσῆλθεν 
ἐφ᾽ ἵππου καὶ ἀπήγγειλέν τι τῶν ἐκ τοῦ ᾄσµατος. ἦν δὲ τὴν ὄψιν καλὸς 
καὶ µέγας καὶ κόµην ἔτρεφε καὶ ἐφόρει ἁλουργίδα καὶ κράσπεδα χρυσᾶ. 
πικρὸς δ᾽ ὢν τὸ ἦθος ἐποίει τι τοιοῦτο περὶ τὰς κωµῳδίας· ὅτε γὰρ µὴ νικῴη, 
λαµβάνων ἔδωκεν εἰς τὸν λιβανωτὸν κατατεµεῖν καὶ οὐ µετεσκεύαζεν ὥσπερ 
οἱ πολλοί. καὶ πολλὰ ἔχοντα κοµψῶς τῶν δραµάτων ἠφάνιζε, δυσκολαίνων 
τοῖς θεαταῖς διὰ τὸ γῆρας. λέγεται δ᾽ εἶναι τὸ γένος Ῥόδιος ἐκ Καµίρου. 
θαυµάζω οὖν πῶς καὶ ὁ Τηρεὺς περιεσώθη µὴ τυχὼν νίκης καὶ ἄλλα δράµατα 
τῶν ὁµοίων τοῦ αὐτοῦ
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Since I mentioned this comic author and I know that his play Tēreus was 
not among those awarded first place, I will set out for your judgement, my 
friends, the things that Chamaeleon the Herakleote has said about him in the 
sixth book of his On Comedy, writing as follows (fr. 43). ‘Anaxandrides, once 
when he was producing a dithyramb at Athens, entered on horseback and 
recited something from the song. In appearance he was handsome and tall 
and grew his hair long and wore a purple robe with a golden border. Since 
he was spiteful in character, he did some such thing (as follows) concerning 
his comedies. When he did not win, he took (the play) and gave it to the 
frankincense-market (for the people there) to cut up and he did not revise 
it as most do. And so he destroyed many clever plays, being peeved at the 
audience because of his old age.’ In nationality, he is said to have been a 
Rhodian from Kameiros. Therefore I am amazed that both Tēreus, although it 
did not receive a victory, was preserved and his other plays which are similar 
to it [i."e. in not winning].

Citation Context$Athenaeus cites this excerpt from Chamaeleon (fr. 43) as 
a short digression immediately after quoting Anaxandr. fr. 48 (see ad loc.).
Interpretation$The source for this story is presumably the same as that for 
the biographical information given in test. 1; see ad loc. But the ultimate source 
is most likely a comedy by a rival of Anaxandrides, or perhaps one of his own 
comedies or a conflation of the two. The story says little about the historical 
Anaxandrides, but offers insight into the sorts of claims made by one comic 
poet about another or by a comic poet about his audience. As such, it provides 
important evidence that abuse of comic rivals and assertions of originality and 
an insufficiently appreciative audience, all familiar from fifth-century com-
edy, continued to be made by comic poets at least through the middle of the 
fourth century BC. The story has been taken seriously by a number of modern 
scholars (e."g. Gataker 1659. 77; Koraes 1822 on Arist. EN 7.1152a; Bergk 1872 
I.251 n. 163), who connected it with Anaxandrides’ apparent criticism of the 
Athenians in fr. 66 (see ad loc.), which modern readers have tended to view as 
a result of Anaxandrides’ failure to win in a dramatic competition.
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.368, 373–4; Meineke 1857 V. clxxix; Bergk 1872 
I.251 n. 163; 1883 II.534; 1884 III.56; Sutton 1989. 90 (#50)
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test. 2a K.-A.

ΣS3 Ov. Ib. 523 
Anaxandrides, non Menius, ut multi retulerunt. hunc enim Anaxandridem 
Eustachius refert, quom Athenienses bonas leges habere diceret, sed malis 
uti eos praedicaret, enumeraretque ceteras nationes quae aut sine lege essent 
aut non in condendis legibus tantum salis habuissent, usui venirent tamen 
melius, coniectus in carcerem est inediaque extinctus et eius opus publice 
concrematum est
Anaxandrides, not Menius, as many have reported. For Eustachius reports 
that this is Anaxandrides; when he said that the Athenians have good laws, 
but proclaimed that they use bad ones, and enumerated other states that 
either were without law or had not shown much wit in making laws, but 
nevertheless used them better, he was thrown into prison and died from 
starvation, and his work was publicly burned

Citation Context$ΣS3 Ov. Ib. 523 (utque parum stabili qui carmine laesit 
Athenin) purports to identify the qui in that line, but the explanation is pred-
icated on the textual corruption Athenas for Athenin.31 The identification of 
Anaxandrides as the poet referred to here is attributed to a certain Eustachius, 
whom La Penna 1959 ad loc. identified as Eustachius of Arras, otherwise known 
as Eustachius Atrebatensis or Nemetacensis, a thirteenth-century Franciscan 
bishop; Eustachius presumably derived (or deduced) the information from 
commentaries on Aristotle (cf. on frr. 66; 83).
Interpretation$The statement that Anaxandrides died from starvation in 
 prison is clearly drawn from the text of Ovid (Ib. 524 invisus pereas deficiente 
cibo; cf. Σn1 on 523, where the same fate is given to a certain poet Phedymus); 
on the assertion that his work was publicly burned, see test. 2. Gataker 1659. 77, 
whence Barnes 1694 on E. Ph. 392 (= 396 Barnes), took the claim seriously and 
asserted that criticism of Athens had deadly repercussions for Anaxandrides 
(‘quod illi dicterium [misprinted as dicterinm] fatale fuisse perhibet in com-
mentariis ad Aristotelem Eustratius’); Meineke 1839 I.368 rightly noted that 
there is no evidence whatsoever for this assertion, the appeal to Eustratius, 
i."e. Eustachius, notwithstanding. 
Discussion$Gataker 1659. 77; Barnes 1694 on E. Ph. 392 (= 396 Barnes)

31 Athenis is the brother (?) of Boupalos and one object of Hipponax’ invective (cf. 
Hippon. fr. 70.11; Suda ι 588 [= Hippon. test. 7 Degani]); Ib. 523–4 are thus a refer-
ence to Hipponax, not Anaxandrides.
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test. 3 K.-A.

Marm. Par. FGrHist 239 A 70 
ἀφ᾽ οὗ Ἀναξανδρίδης ὁ κωµ[ιδοποιὸς ἐνίκησεν Ἀθήνησιν, ἔτη Η∆ΙΙΙ, 
ἄρχοντος] Ἀθήνησι Καλλέου (a. 377/6)

suppl. Palmerius et Prideaux

From when Anaxandrides the com[ic poet won at Athens, 113 years, in the 
archonship] of Kalleas (a. 377/6) at Athens

Citation Context$The entry in the Marmor Parium doubtless records the first 
victory of Anaxandrides, almost certainly at the City Dionysia. The precise 
year in which he began competing is unknown, but this victory must have 
fallen within the first half-dozen years or so of his competitive career. The 
victory was followed by another the next year (test. 4).
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.367; Jacoby 1929–1930 ad loc.

test. 4 K.-A.

IG II2 2318.241 (1150 Millis–Olson) (certamen Dionysiorum a. 375)
[Ἀνα]ξανδρί̣[δης ἐδίδασκε]

suppl. Reisch

[Ana]xandri[des was the (comic) poet]

Citation Context$IG II2 2318, the so-called Fasti, provides an annual account 
of the victors at the City Dionysia in the boys’ and mens’ choruses, tragedy 
and comedy, together with the choregos for each; from ca. 450 BC the victori-
ous tragic actor is included as well. The list seems to have begun within a few 
years of the beginning of the fifth century BC, apparently the date at which 
the contests were institutionalized, and presumably ran until the abolition 
of the choregia near the end of the fourth century BC; the extant portions 
include discrete sections between 473/2 and 329/8 BC. The extant part of the 
entry for 376/5 BC records that Anaxandrides was the victorious comic poet 
that year and that his choregos was a certain [3–4]gnētos, who is not further 
identifiable. Since test. 3 appears to attest that Anaxandrides’ first victory 
(sc. at the City Dionysia) was in 377/6 BC, the victory recorded here was his 
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second at that festival, and his first two victories at the City Dionysia were 
in successive years.
Discussion$Millis–Olson 2012. 5–8 and ad loc.

test. 5 K.-A.

IGUR 218.1–14 (= IG XIV 1098) (poetarum comicorum successus)

[ - - - ]ἐπὶ Χίωνος (365/4) Μαι[ - - - ]
[ - - - ]ς ∆ιονύσου γοναῖ[ς - - - ]
[ - - - ]Ἀµπρακιώτιδι Γ ἐν [ἄστει - - - ]
[ - - - Λυσισ]τράτου (369/8) Ἐρεχθεῖ ἐ[πὶ - - - ]

 5 [ - - - Ἡρακ]λεῖ ἐπὶ Χαρισάνδρο[υ (376/5) - - - ]
[ - - - ἐπὶ Ἱπ]ποδάµαντος (375/4) Ἰοῖ ἐ[πὶ - - - ]
[ - - - ]Ὀδυσσεῖ ἐπὶ Κηφισοδ[ότου (358/7) - - - ]
[ - - - ]ἐπὶ Ἀπολλοδώρου (350/49) Ἀγ[ροίκοις - - - ]
[ - - - διὰ Ἀνα]ξίππου Λήναια ἐπ[ὶ - - - ]

 10 [ - - - ]οίωι ἐπὶ Ναυσιγένου[ς (368/7) - - - ]
[ - - - Ε ]ἐν ἄστει ἐπὶ Χίωνος[ (365/4) - - - ]
[ - - - ]τει ἐπὶ Ἀγαθοκλέου[ς (357/6) - - - ]
[ - - - ]ἐπὶ Θουδήµου (353/2) Ἀ[ - - - ]
[ - - - ]ου Ἀντέρωτι ἐ[πὶ - - - ]

1 Μαι[νοµένωι Oderico: -µένοις Bergk: -µένηι Kock: -µέναις Edmonds: Μαι[νάδι 
Kaibel}}}3 suppl. Boeckh}}}4 suppl. Sandrius}}}5 Ἡρακ]λεῖ Sandrius: 
Ἀχιλ]λεῖ Oderico}}}6 ἐπὶ Ἱπ] suppl. Sandrius}}}cet. suppl. Dittmer}}} 
7 Κηφισοδ[ώρου (a. 365) Sandrius: Κηφισοδ[ότου (a. 357) Körte}}}8 Ἀγ[ροίκοις 
vel Ἀγ[χίσηι Boeckh}}}9 δι᾽ Ἀνα]ξίππου Bergk (διὰ … Boeckh): διὰ ∆ιω]ξίππου 
Wilhelm}}}10 ]οιωι leg. Oderico unde λουτροπ]οιῶι vel λυροπ]οιῶι suppl. ipse: ]ωιωι 
leg. Sandrius unde Ὠιῶι Bergk, Ἀχελ]ώιωι Moretti, fort. σ]ώιωι}}}12 Φαρµακοµάν]
τει Wilamowitz

[ - - - ] in the archonship of Chion (a. 364) with Mai[ - - -]
[ - - - in the archonship of - - -]s with Dionysou gonai [ - - - ]
[ - - - ] with Amprakiōtis. Third in [the City Dionysia - - - ]
[ - - - in the archonship of Lysis]tratus (a. 368) with Erechtheus, i[n the 

archonship of - - -]
[ - - - ] (fragment of title), in the archonship of Charisandro[s (a. 375) 

- - -]
[ - - - Fourth in the City Dionysia in the archonship of Hip]podamas 

(a. 374) with Iō, i[n the archonship of - - - ]
[ - - - ] with Odysseus, in the archonship of Cephisod[ - - - ]
[ - - - ] in the archonship of Apollodorus (a. 349) with Ag[ - - - ]
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[ - - - produced by (?) - - ]xippus. At the Lenaea in the archonship of 
[ - - - ]
[ - - - ] (fragment of title?), in the archonship of Nausigene[s (a. 367) 

- - - ]
[ - - - Fifth] in the City Dionysia in the archonship of Chion (a. 364)
[ - - - ]
[ - - - ] (fragment of title), in the archonship of Agathocle[s (a. 356) 

[ - - - ]
[ - - - ] in the archonhip of Thoudemos (a. 352) with A[ - - - ]
[ - - - in the archonship of] (fragment of name) with Anterōs, i[n the 

archonship of - - - ]

Citation Context$The inscription is one of the few extant fragments of what 
must have been an extraordinarily large document giving the agonistic history 
of the Greek comic poets; it was erected in Rome, where it may have decorated 
the walls of one of the Imperial libraries. Other poets listed on the surviving 
fragments include Callias, Lysippus, Telecleides and Xenophilus.
Interpretation$The fragment detailing the career of Anaxandrides is the larg-
est fragment to survive. Like the other fragments, it lists the poet’s victories 
at the City Dionysia followed by his victories at the Lenaea, then his second 
place finishes at each festival, then his third, and so forth. Each entry records 
the name of the relevant archon and the name of the play; in one instance 
(IGUR 218.9), a producer (for an unknown play) appears to be included. The 
names or partial names of twelve comedies by Anaxandrides survive; the 
document includes titles not attested elsewhere and is the only source that 
offers a precise date for any of Anaxandrides’ comedies.
Discussion$Millis–Olson 2012. 223–4, 229

test. 6 K.-A.

IG II2 2325.142 (= 2325E.37 Millis–Olson) (poetae Lenaeis victores)
Ἀναξα[νδρί]δης ΙΙΙ
Anaxa[ndri]des 3 times

Citation Context$IG II2 2325, the so-called Victors List, is composed of eight 
separate lists that record the victorious poets and actors for both tragedy 
and comedy at both the City Dionysia and the Lenaea; each list is arranged 
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chronologically in the order in which each competitor won his first victory; 
the names are followed by the total victories of the individual at that festival.
Interpretation$IG II2 2325.142 (= 2325E.37 Millis–Olson) records that Anaxan-
drides was victorious at the Lenaea three times; Philippus (with two victories) 
and Choregus (with one victory) precede him in the list, while Philetaerus 
(with two victories), Eubulus (with six victories), Ephippus (with one vic-
tory), Antiphanes (with eight victories), Mnesimachus (with one victory), 
Nausicrates (with three victories), Euphanes, Alexis (with at least two vic-
tories), and Aristophon follow. The relevant portion of the list for the City 
Dionysia is not extant, but Anaxandrides must have won seven times at that 
festival, since he took the prize three times at the Lenaea and ten times in 
total (test. 1).
Discussion$Millis–Olson 2012. 133–4, 178–9 and ad loc.

test. 7 K.-A.

IG II2 2323a.39–40 (= 2323a Col. I.5–6 Millis–Olson) (comoediae Dionyiis 
actae)

[ἐπὶ Πολέµ]ωνος (312/1) παλαιᾶι
[ ca. 6 ]Θ̣ησαυρῶι Ἀναξαν(δρίδου)

suppl. Wilhelm

[in the archonship of Polem]on (a. 312/1) with an old (comedy)
[ ca. 6 the] Thēsauros of Anaxan(drides)

Citation Context ‘Old’ comedies had been revived at the City Dionysia 
since 340/39 BC (IG II2 2318.318–19 = 2318.1564–5 Millis–Olson); revivals of 
tragedies had begun a generation or so earlier in 387/6 BC (IG II2 2318.202–3 = 
2318.1010–11 Millis–Olson). In the so-called Didascaliae (IG II2 2319–2323a), an 
account of all the competitors in the dramatic contests at the Lenaea and City 
Dionysia each year, together with names of their plays and the protagonist 
in each, each annual entry began with the name of the relevant archon and, 
for the City Dionysia, information about that year’s revival. The entry here is 
the earliest to survive and records that Anaxandrides’ Thēsauros was revived 
in the archonship of Polemon (312/1 BC); the name of the protagonist is lost.
Discussion$Millis–Olson 2012. 59–60, 70 and ad loc.
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test. 8 K.-A.

Arist. Rh. 3.1413b25 
Φιλήµων ὁ ὑποκριτὴς (Stefanis 1988 #2485) … ἔν τε τῇ Ἀναξανδρίδου 
Γεροντοµανίᾳ (fr. 10) … καὶ ἐν τῷ προλόγῷ τῶν Εὐσεβῶν (fr. 13)
Philemon the actor (Stephanis 1988 #2485) … in Anaxandrides’ Gerontomania 
(fr. 10) …and in the prologue of Eusebeis (fr. 13)

Citation Context$Aristotle refers in passing to the delivery of frr. 10 and 13 
by the actor Philemon in order to provide an example of the sort of variatio 
that is desirable in public speaking
Interpretation$The actor Philemon (Stephanis 1988 #2485) was active from 
the 370s to 340s BC and took first prize twice at the Lenaea (IG II2 2325.191 = 
2325F.36 Millis–Olson); he thus seems to have been a slightly younger con-
temporary of Anaxandrides.
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.369; see on frr. 10; 13.
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Ἄγροικοι (Agroikoi)
(‘Rustics’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.369; 1840 III.161; Bothe 1944. 34–5; Meineke 
1847. 574; Bothe 1855. 418; Kock 1884 II.135; Ribbeck 1885. 9–10; Breitenbach 
1908. 76 n. 198; Edmonds 1959 II.44–5; Webster 1970. 56, 178; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.238; Fisher 2000. 357; Wilkins 2000. 222–3; Konstantakos 2005; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 238; Rusten 2011. 463
Title$Anaxilas, Antiphanes, Augeas, Menander and Philemo all wrote an 
Ἄγροικος; Plautus an Agroecus; Pomponius a Rusticus. Anaxandrides is the 
only comic poet who certainly wrote an Ἄγροικοι; Antiphanes may have as 
well (cf. Antiph. frr. 3 (?); 4; 7; 69), although the references may be to more 
than one play entitled Ἄγροικος (cf. Breitenbach 1908. 76 n. 198; Konstantakos 
2004. 9–13).

Ancient grammarians distinguished between ἀγροῖκος, one who lives in 
the countryside, and ἄγροικος, one who is backwards in his manners (e."g. 
Ammon. 6 [cf. Valckenaer ad loc. (= 3 Valck.); Poll. 9.12; Hdn. Gr. 1.151.13); 
for similar pairs, cf. αἶσχρος/αἰσχρός; γέλοιος/γελοῖος; µόχθηρος/µοχθηρός; 
πόνηρος/πονηρός. In comedy, however, there is little reason to make the dis-
tinction, since the two senses are often blurred and one rarely exists with-
out some suggestion of the other. Ancient grammarians also explained the 
different accentuations of this and similar words as a dialectal distinction: 
see Chandler 1881 §387–8, citing inter alios Thomas Magister p. 40 Ritschl 
(quoted by Fix at Stephanus 1831–1865 s.#v. ἄγροικος [1.495d]) to the effect 
that the adjective is always proparoxytone in Attic, although he had earlier 
(§260–1) claimed that the substantive is generally properispomenon; Probert 
2006. 74–5, 260, 263.

The character of the ἄγροικος appears in fifth-century comedy (e."g. 
Strepsiades in Ar. Nu.), but the evidence of titles suggests that it came to the 
fore only in the fourth century. The ἄγροικος is described at Thphr. Char. 4 as 
an ignorant boor; for the view that Theophrastus’ Characters was derived from 
a treatise on comedy, see Rostagni 1920; Navarre 1924. 207–11; Ussher 1977. In 
comedy, the dominant characterization is more a lack of sophistication due to 
ignorance (e."g. Men. Georg. fr. 5 Sandbach [fr. 3 Kö.] εἰµὶ µὲν ἄγροικος, καὐτὸς 
οὐκ ἄλλως ἐρῶ, / καὶ τῶν κατ᾽ ἄστυ πραγµάτων οὐ παντελῶς / ἔµπειρος [‘I 
am a rustic; I don’t deny it and am completely unfamiliar with city affairs’]), 
perhaps combined with forthrightness (cf. Ar. dub. fr. 927 [= adesp. com.  
fr. 227 K.] ἄγροικος εἰµι· τὴν σκάφην σκάφην λέγω [‘I am a rustic: I call a 
spade a spade’]; MacLeod 1978. 508 n. 5 tentatively assigns this fragment to a 
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fourth-century Agroikos/oi). Aristophanic parallels (e."g. Strepsiades, Trygaios 
[esp. Ar. Pax 190–191) suggest that the figure can be used to attack supposed 
urban vices or non-traditional behaviour as much as to mock the rustic him-
self. In general, see Ribbeck 1885; for comedy in particular, Legrand 1910. 
72–80; Konstantakos 2005.

The plural title probably refers to the chorus; in this play, the main 
character (or at least the addressee of fr. 1 and the speaker of frr. 2 and 3) 
seems to belong to the same group (cf. on fr. 1.4). Other possible examples of 
titles denoting the main character together with the chorus include Eusebeis 
and Zōgraphoi ē Geōgraphoi; cf. Ar. Ec. and see introduction.
Content$As has long been recognized, the three surviving fragments from 
this play can produce an intelligible narrative (thus their traditional number-
ing, which disrupts the order of presentation in Athenaeus): participation in 
a symposium (fr. 1), subsequent description of a feast/symposium, usually 
assumed to be that of fr. 1 (fr. 2), recollection of heavy drinking (fr. 3). Fr. 
59, describing a cure for hangovers, might belong as well; the fragment is 
transmitted without title by the epitome of Athenaeus, and the absence of a 
title probably reflects the activity of the epimator rather than evidence that 
Athenaeus himself did not know it. Fr. 72, likewise transmitted without title 
by the epitome, might also belong (see ad loc.); if so, its narration of a past 
event suggests associating it with fr. 2. Nonetheless, since the same scene 
is unlikely to have been both acted out on stage and then subsequently de-
scribed, frr. 1 and 2 are best taken as referring to separate events. Moreover, if 
both fragments are connected to the structure of the plot, their order is better 
inverted. Fr. 2 belongs to an exposition by the rustic, in which he narrates a 
past sympotic experience; possibly this event took place in the countryside 
and motivated a sojourn in the city (see ad loc.). Fr. 1 belongs to an (unsuc-
cessful) attempt on the rustic’s part (inspired by the symposium of fr. 2?) to 
act out the part of the host. The latter fragment probably belongs to a scene 
in which a variety of drinking methods were tried or discussed (see ad loc.). 
Less likely, fr. 2 might be embedded within the scene to which fr. 1 belongs 
or could be a recollection of the event that grossly mischaracterizes it (e."g. a 
simple affair described as a magnificent banquet). That there were probably 
several scenes portraying or recounting symposia may suggest that symposia 
formed a structural element of the play, but more likely the contrast between 
the rustics and urban sophisticates that runs through these fragments (cf. 
Konstantakos 2005. 11–13) was explored in various settings, perhaps resulting 
in the rustics adopting an extreme version of urban manners or, conversely, 
rejecting them entirely.
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Date$Test. 5.8 includes among the plays of Anaxandrides that placed fourth 
at the City Dionysia an Ἀγ[ - - - ], i."e. Ἀγ[ροίκοις] or Ἀγ[χίσηι] (frr. 4–5), 
performed in the archonship of Apollodorus (349 BC). See on Anchisēs.

fr. 1 K.-A. (1 K.)

(Α.) τίνα δὴ παρεσκευασµένοι
πίνειν τρόπον νῦν ἐστε; λέγετε. (Β.) τίνα τρόπον;
ἡµεῖς τοιοῦτον οἷον ἂν καὶ σοὶ δοκῇ.
(Α.) βούλεσθε δήπου τὸν ἐπιδέξι᾽, ὦ πάτερ,

5 λέγειν ἐπὶ τῷ πίνοντι; (Β.) τὸν ἐπιδέξια
λέγειν; Ἄπολλον, ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τεθνηκότι;

habet A
2 νῦν ἐστε Meineke: ἐστὲ νυνὶ A}}}2–3 λέγετε. :: τίνα τρόπον; ἡµεῖς Bothe: λέγετε. 
:: τίνα τρόπον ἡµεῖς; Dobree: λέγετε· τίνα τρόπον πίνειν ἡµεῖς A}}}4 δήπου A: δῆτα 
Cobet}}}6 ὥσπερ ἐπὶ Schweighäuser: ὡσπερεὶ A

(A.) In what way then are you ready
to drink now? Tell me. (B.) In what way?
We (will drink) in whichever way seems best to you.
(A.) Perhaps you wish, father, that the man to the left

5 speak in praise of the one drinking? (B.) That the one to the left
speak? By Apollo, just like over a dead man?

Ath. 11.463f 
τοῦ δ᾽ ἐπιδέξια πίνειν µνηµονεύει καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ἀγροίκοις οὕτως· ——
Anaxandrides also mentions drinking from left to right as follows in Agroikoi: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlkw〉w wl|kl llkl
llkl llk|r wrkl
llkl wlk|l llkl
llkl l|rkl wlkl

5  wlrl llk|r wlkl
wlkl w|lkr llkl
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Discussion$Morelius 1553. 111; Jacobs 1809. 246; Dobree 1833 II.330; Meineke 
1884 III.161; 1847. 574; Bothe 1855. 418–19; Meineke 1857 V.clxxvi, 80; Cobet 
1858. 19–20; Kock 1884 II.135–6; Madvig 1884. 67; Ribbeck 1885. 10 n. 2; Kock 
1888 III.736; Blaydes 1890a. 81; Meinhardt 1892. 32; Reitzenstein 1893. 40; 
Blaydes 1896. 121; Richards 1907. 160 (= 1909. 79); Edmonds 1959 II.44–5; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.238; Olson 2007. H11; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 238; 
Rusten 2011. 463
Citation context$At the beginning of Book 11, Athenaeus touches on various 
preliminaries before proceeding to the lengthy catalogue of drinking vessels 
that comprises the remainder of the Book. In this introductory section, he 
includes a brief account of drinking practices in various cities, citing Critias 
88 F 33, who remarks on the Chians and Thasians, Athenians, Thessalians and 
Spartans; the fragment of Anaxandrides is adduced as further evidence for the 
custom of drinking from left to right (as the Chians, Thasians and Athenians 
do, and the Thessalians do not).
Text$Dobree’s τίνα τρόπον / ἡµεῖς; (adopted by K.-A.) in 1–2 is awkward but 
possible. In the absence of a compelling reason to punctuate thus (as at e."g. 
Ar. Av. 997; Ra. 296), Bothe’s τίνα τρόπον; / ἡµεῖς κτλ. is better.

ἐπιδέξια (6) is often printed and written in mss. separatim ἐπὶ δεξιά, and 
there is no clear rule as to which form is to be preferred; Darbishire 1890 sug-
gested ἐπὶ δεξιά when understood syntactically (e."g. Ar. Pax 957) and ἐπιδέξια 
when adverbially (as here).
Interpretation$Speaker B is apparently one of the eponymous rustics, accom-
panied at least notionally by the chorus (note the plurals; see on 4), although 
they take no overt part in the action of this fragment. The same man is most 
likely the speaker of fr. 2 and Speaker B in fr. 3. Speaker A is a more sophis-
ticated person, and thus presumably a city-dweller.

The setting is prior to drinking at a symposium and involves discussion of 
the precise drinking arrangements to be followed (see on 1–2). The manner 
discussed here (see on 4–5) is that of a single cup passed around from left to 
right; each man drinks and then, after passing it to the next man, speaks in 
praise of the latter while he drinks. The humour lies in the standard trope 
that exploits not simply unfamiliarity with a custom, often a common one, 
but misinterpretation of it. For the knowledge and experience of symposia 
and the associated practices an ordinary Athenian might have possessed, cf. 
Fisher 2000. 356–69 (357 for Anaxandr. frr. 1–3).

That Speaker A inquires for what manner of drinking the arrangements are 
made implies that Speaker B is the host or at least in charge at the moment. 
That Speaker B, despite having made the arrangements, seems to have had no 
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particular drinking method in mind reinforces the impression of his ignorance 
of symposia. The question of what manner of drinking the group addressed 
are now prepared for suggests that other manners had just been employed 
and thus that the larger scene contained a series of different sorts of drinking 
arrangements.

1–2$τίνα … / … τρόπον$The wide separation, though unusual, is not 
un paralleled; cf. Bato fr. 7.7 τίνα γὰρ ἔχει, πρὸς τῆς Ἀθηνᾶς, διαφοράν. For 
the suggestion that hyperbaton can reflect ‘the language of everyday use’, see 
Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 223f.; Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Men. Dysc. 235 
offer further examples in which the associated words are first and last in the 
clause. The question itself is apparently typical; cf. Pl. Smp. 176a τίνα τρόπον 
ῥᾷστα πιόµεθα;

παρεσκευασµένοι / … νῦν$Phrasing the question in terms of completed 
preparation rather than desire (e."g. ‘How might you wish to drink?’) together 
with the temporal particle (implying a contrast with what has preceeded) 
suggests that Speaker B has been making some sort of arrangement on 
stage immediately before this fragment. παρασκευάζω is primarily prosaic/
colloquial vocabulary, rare in high poetry (e."g. A. Ag. 353; [A.] PV. 920); in 
comedy it is often used of preparing for meals or symposia; e."g. Ar. Ach. 1089; 
Pherecr. fr. 183; Alex. fr. 145.10; Philippid. fr. 28.1.

λέγετε$A mark of impatience; e."g. Ar. Ach. 812; Nu. 786; Pl. Com. fr. 204.1; 
Strato Com. fr. 1.6; Antiph. fr. 200.1 with Olson 2007. C13 ad loc. (where for 
H12.2 read H11.2). 

2–3$(Β.) τίνα τρόπον$Speaker B echoes the interrogative used by his 
interlocutor. An interrogative may be repeated either at the end of a lengthy 
or complex question (e."g. Ar. Nu. 351) or when the speaker is in a state of high 
emotion (e."g. Ar. V. 166; Ec. 1065); since neither is the case here, the repetition 
indicates a second speaker. Such echoes often entail a switch to the indefinite 
(e."g. Ar. Nu. 677; Av. 164), but the definite may be retained (e."g. Ar. Pax 847 
with Olson 1998 ad loc.; Antiph. fr. 21.1); cf. Uckermann 1888; Kühner–Gerth 
1898–1904 II.517.

The tone of the statement (ἡµεῖς κτλ.) is deferential and reinforces Speaker 
B’s lack of expertise.

4–5$The reference is to a single cup (φιλοτησία κύλιξ [‘loving cup’]; cf. 
Olson 2002 on Ar. Ach. 983; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 59.1; Shilleto 1874 on D. 
19.128) being passed around the circle. Each man drinks and then passes the 
cup to the man on his right; after passing the cup, he speaks in honour of the 
man now drinking. Praise of the drinker is a common feature of symposia 
and underscores the extent to which drinking was conceived of as a ritualized 
communal activity. E.g. Critias fr. B 6.2–7; Pl. Smp. 214c, 222e; Men. Dysc. 948 
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with Handley 1965 ad loc.; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 55; Murray 1990 passim; 
also e."g. Schmitt-Pantel 1990. 24–5; Cooper and Morris 1990. 77–9; Schmitz 
1978. 293–4.

The suggestion is phrased as a question for the sake of politeness. δήπου (‘I 
suppose’; predominantly late fifth/fourth-century ‘colloquial’ vocabulary) has 
a suggestion of tentativeness, but implies an affirmative answer; cf. Denniston 
1954. 267. Cobet’s δῆτα is common in comedy (esp. Ar. Av. 1689; Ra. 416 [both 
adduced by Cobet]), but is too strong for the tone here.

τὸν ἐπιδέξι(α)$ἐπιδέξια is properly ‘from left to right’, with a secondary 
sense of ‘correctly, dexterously, cleverly’ (cf. esp. Hdt. 2.36.4 with Lloyd 
1975–1988 ad loc.); see Darbishire 1890 [= 1895. 65–87]); Braunlich 1936. 
The directional sense is operative here, although the second sense is evoked, 
in that the man speaking is expected to do so cleverly (cf. Pl. Tht. 175e for 
the simultaneous use of both senses). The latter contrasts with the evident 
ignorance of Speaker B and his failure to understand its use. The noun to be 
supplied with τὸν ἐπιδέξια is ἄνδρα, as at Pl. Smp. 214c καὶ τοῦτον (sc. εἰπεῖν) 
τῷ ἐπιδέξια καὶ οὕτως τοὺς ἄλλους, 222e, although this has been needlessly 
disputed. Schweighäuser suggested the superficially obvious τρόπον, but this 
would mean that λέγειν … πίνοντι must be in apposition to the understood 
τρόπον, a construction occurring only in Homer and prose (see Kühner–Gerth 
1898–1904 II.4 for examples). Reitzenstein 1893. 40 preferred λόγον, comparing 
Eup. fr. 354 ὅταν δὲ δὴ πίνωσι τὴν ἐπιδέξια (sc. κυλίκην Reitzenstein, although 
Schweighäuser’s πόσιν or even his πρόποσιν deserve mention). Aside from 
other difficulties, it is difficult to understand λόγον before hearing λέγειν, 
since ellipses of this sort immediately precede the verb and are unambiguous 
(e."g. H. Il. 2.379 ἔς γε µίαν βουλεύσοµεν; cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 II.558). 

ὦ πάτερ$Dickey 1996. 78–81 claims that when πάτερ used for non-
relatives, it is ‘a general polite address for older men, one which certainly 
indicates some respect and/or affection’ (p. 79). This is generally true for 
Homer (e."g. Od. 7.28) and tragedy (e."g. A. Ag. 1305; S. OC 1700) but less so 
for comedy, and Dickey’s own examples from Aristophanes (Eq. 725, 1215; V. 
556) are better understood in light of Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Epitr. 231: 
‘Common as an ingratiating form of address by slaves to an elderly man, … 
but not confined to slaves’ (cf. esp. Men. Dysc. 492–7; for further examples, 
Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 1.60; Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 494). For 
the voc. sing. with pl. verb (βούλεσθε) used to address the representative of 
a group, e."g. Ar. Ra. 1479; Men. Sam. 252; Herod. 3.87 with Headlam–Knox 
1922 ad loc.; cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.85; Diggle 1994. 506. For ὦ with the 
vocative, see Dickey 1996. 199–206 (with earlier bibliography), who suggests 
that its use reached a highpoint in the late fifth/early fourth century (Ar. uses 



40 Ἄγροικοι (fr. 2)

it with 80"% of his vocatives) before declining in popularity over the course of 
the fourth century (Men. 12"%).

ἐπὶ τῷ πίνοντι$For this use of ἐπί, see LSJ s.#v. B.I.1.b.
5–6$(Β.) τὸν ἐπιδέξια / λέγειν$The repetition from 4–5 is colloquial 

and indicates ‘an indignant or incredulous question’; see Diggle 1981. 50–1 for 
examples and bibliography; Stevens 1976. 38–9; López Eire 1996. 114.

Ἄπολλον$Henderson on Ar. Lys. 296 notes that ‘Herakles, like Poseidon 
and Apollo, was invoked (only by men) in reaction to a sudden, extraordinary 
or frightening event’; e."g. Ar. Ra. 659; Amphis fr. 34.1; Eub. fr. 89.4; Alex. fr. 
177.6 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Meinhardt 1892. 28–33; Wright 1911. 16–21.

ἐπὶ τεθνηκότι$The reference to speaking in honour of the dead refers to 
the περίδειπνον, a poorly documented part of Greek funerary custom; e."g. 
Poll. 8.66; EM p. 699.43; CPG 1.130–131.28 (cf. Leutsch–Schneidewin 1839 ad 
loc.; Suda ο 874; Phot. π 656); Pfister 1937. 720–4; Kurtz–Boardman 1971. 146; 
Garland 1985. 146. The περίδειπνον took place in the home and thus is to 
be distinguished from the θρῆνος or any other graveside lament or praise 
of the dead. This fragment is perhaps the earliest literary evidence for the 
rite, followed by D. 18.288 (cf. Wankel 1976 ad loc.); Anaxipp. Com. fr. 1.42; 
Hegesipp. Com. fr. 1.11; Men. Asp. 233 (cf. Beroutsos 2005 ad loc.); fr. 270, 
although all refer to it only in passing. Accounts of dining expenses (PTebt. 
I 118.1; 120.117; 177; 209) attest to the continued existence of the custom in 
Egypt at least into the first century BC; cf. also Cic. Leg. 2.63. The περίδειπνον 
also gave its name to a literary genre, apparently related to the encomium, 
which arose in the fourth(?) century (cf. D.L. 3.2 [Speusippus]; 9.115 [Timo]); 
see Martin 1931. 162–6.

fr. 2 K.-A. (2 K.)

ὡς δ᾽ ἐστεφανώθην, ἡ τράπεζ᾽ ἐπήγετο
τοσαῦτ᾽ ἔχουσα βρώµαθ᾽ ὅσα µὰ τοὺς θεοὺς
καὶ τὰς θεὰς οὐδ᾽ ἔνδον ὄντ᾽ ᾔδειν ἐγώ·
οὕτως παρέζων † χρηστῶς οὐκ ἔζων τότε

habet A
1 ἐπήγετο A: εἰσῄρετο K–A (ex ἐσῄρετο Kock): εἰσήγετο Meineke}}}2 τοσαῦτ᾽  
Musurus: σαυτ A}}}3 οὐδ᾽ ἔνδον ὄντ᾽ A: οὐδ᾽ εἰ γέγονεν Hirschig}}} 
4 παραζῶν Olson}}}χρηστῶς οὐκ A: e. "g. ὡς κακῶς … / ἀχάριστος  
Millis: ὥσπερ οὐκ Handley: χρηστός, οὐκ Villebrune: χρηστὸς οὐδ᾽ Olson:  
Χρηστέ, κοὐκ Dobree (Χρῆστε Meineke)
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When I had been garlanded, the table was brought in
with more food, by the gods 
and goddesses, than I had ever seen inside.
Thus I was merely existing † I was not truly living then

Ath. 14.642b 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Ἀγροίκοις· ——
Anaxandrides in Agroikoi: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llrl l|lkl llkl
wlkl w|lkr wlkl
llkl l|lkl llkl
llkl l|lll llkl

Discussion$Jacobs 1809. 340; Dobree 1833 II.349; Meineke 1840 III.162; Bothe 
1944. 34–5; Meineke 1847. xv, 574; Hirschig 1849. 4; Bothe 1855. 419; Meineke 
1857 V.clxxvi–clxxvii; Cobet 1858. 107; Nauck 1862. 186 n. 1; Nauck 1866. 732; 
Kock 1875. 399–400; Kock 1884 II.136; Ribbeck 1885. 10 n. 2; Blaydes 1890a. 
81; Nauck 1894. 92–3; Blaydes 1896. 121; Herwerden 1903. 96; Legrand 1910. 
75; Headlam–Knox 1922. 120 n. 2; Edmonds 1959 II.46–7; Webster 1960. 140–1; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.239; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 239; Rusten 2011. 463
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes these lines in the course of a lengthy 
discussion (639b–643d) of the so-called δεύτεραι τράπεζαι (Poll. 6.83 suggests 
the existence also of τρίται τράπεζαι) that followed a δεῖπνον and consisted 
of snacks such as fruit, nuts, and small game (e."g. Amphis fr. 9; Antiph. fr. 
172; Philippid. fr. 20; Pl. R. 372c; Ath. 14.641f). The δεύτεραι τράπεζαι were a 
separate event rather than a second course of the δεῖπνον (Arist. fr. 104), and 
the food was not so much a dessert as a stimulant or complement to the wine 
that usually accompanied it (Arist. Pr. 930b12–14; Gal. VI.550 Kühn [CMG 
V.4(2) 259]); in general, see Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.111 (SH 534); Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 168.2.
Text$In 1, K–A print εἰσῄρετο in place of the paradosis ἐπήγετο, accepting 
Kock’s lengthy argument that neither the simplex nor compounds of ἄγω are 
not used for the serving or removal of food and drink at banquets and that 
parallels exist only for εἰσφέρεται (Ar. V. 1216; fr. 545.1; Pherecr. fr. 73.1; cf. 
Ar. Eq. 1165), παρατίθεται (Crates Com. fr. 16.5; Alex. fr. 176), παράκειται 
(Diod. Com. fr. 2.10) and ἐσαίρεται (Ar. Ra. 520); cf. the use of αἴρω at Ar. Pax 
1; Th. 254; Pl. Com. fr. 46.4. Despite Kock’s demonstration that a different word 
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could have been used, emendation is uncalled for, since the transmitted text 
makes sense, the alleged corruption is difficult to account for, and a parallel 
is provided by Antiph. fr. 172.5 εἶτ᾽ ἐπεισῆγεν χορείαν ἢ τράπεζαν δευτέραν 
(although the latter is conceivably an example of zeugma). Possibly relevant 
is the use of συνήγετο in fr. 72, but the obscurity of that fragment hinders 
its useful here. The choice of an unusual word may contribute to the char-
acterization of the speaker as someone with little experience of elite dining/
symposiastic practice.

In 3, Hirschig’s οὐδ᾽ εἰ γέγονεν was accepted in place of the paradosis 
οὐδ᾽ ἔνδον ὄντ(α) by Cobet 1858. 107 (who described the received text as 
an ‘absurdam scripturam’) and enlarged upon by Nauck 1866. 732; cf. D. 
18.70; 21.78; Isoc. 9.6; 12.70; Artemo Cass. FHG 4.342 fr. 12. The emendation is 
unnecessary and more trite than the received text.

In 4, the transmitted χρηστῶς οὐκ does not scan. Suggested emendations 
have focussed primarily on the metrical fault and have ignored one or more of 
the following points: (1) coordination between the two verbs (παρέζων, ἔζων) 
is lacking; (2) the meaning of χρηστος, whichever form is used and however 
accented, remains difficult; (3) Plu. Mor. 13b (quoted in Interpretation) not-
withstanding, in comedy at least it is difficult to parallel ζάω without modifi-
cation meaning anything other than simply ‘live’. All these problems can be 
corrected by assuming that χρηστῶς οὐκ is intrusive and has ousted a phrase 
such as ὡς κακῶς which scans, provides a correlative for οὕτως and supplies 
modification for ἔζων. χρηστῶς may represent a corruption of the beginning 
of the next line, in which case reading ἄχρηστος (e."g. Men. fr. 315.3; Diph. fr. 
37.3) there is possible, but emendation to ἀχάριστος (e."g. Ar. V. 451; Antiph. 
fr. 235.4; Alex. fr. 267.6) is preferable; for confusion between ἄχρηστος and 
ἀχάριστος, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 267.6. If οὐκ is not simply a misguided 
attempt to rectify an already corrupt line 4, it may be a remnant from the 
badly truncated next line, in which case οὐκ begins a new sentence following 
a stop after ἀχάριστος.

Of the various emendations, Handley’s ὥσπερ is the best, but it provides no 
modification for ἔζων and no explanation for the intrusion of χρηστῶς. Olson’s 
suggestions provide coordination between the two parts of the sentence but 
likewise do not help with ἔζων and the meaning of χρηστός. Villebrune’s 
χρηστός, the simplest change, fixes only the metre and requires that the word 
be understood sarcastically (thus Jacobs 1809. 340; cf. Ruhnken on Tim. Lex. 
s.#v. ἡδύς p. 132). Such a sense is possible (e."g. Pl. Phdr. 352b; Tht. 124c; D. 
18.30, 89, 318; Men. Asp. 75 with Beroutsos 2005 ad loc. ) but is difficult without 
some sort of marker. There is little force to Meineke’s objection that either 
the definite article or ὤν is necessary; see Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 
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3.5. Dobree’s Χρηστέ, κοὐκ (Χρῆστε, κοὐκ Meineke) is implausible, since in 
Attica, at any rate, the name is unknown before the first century BC (Agora 
XXI, F 243 [cf. F 244]; it remains rare until the second century AD), although 
it is known somewhat earlier elsewhere (e."g. P.Hib. II 208.5 [c. 270–50 BC]).32 
χρηστέ, κοὐκ is possible (cf. Anaxandr. fr. 34.5; D. 18.30 with Wankel ad loc.) 
but unlikely without ὦ (cf. Eibel 1893. 21; Loewe 1925. 128).
Interpretation$The speaker is generally identified with Speaker B of fr. 1, 
and the feast/symposium in the two fragments is assumed to represent the 
same occasion. The identification of speakers is plausible; that of the occasion 
is not (see above on the content of the comedy). The feast described here was 
magnificent by the standards of the speaker, but this may be a reflection of his 
ignorance and is thus not necessarily to be taken at face-value. In any case, 
the extravagence (real or presumed) of the event caused him to recognize 
the poverty of his life to date (4) and so may have led to a resolve to experi-
ence more such feasts, presumably in the supposedly more luxurious city. In 
contrast to fr. 1, where Speaker B is part of a group, here he speaks only for 
himself. Since the chorus of fellow countrymen is not obviously involved, 
this fragment may belong early in the play before their arrival on stage. This 
placement supports the notion that the fragment is part of an expository 
monologue that provides the background and motivation for the character’s 
later actions. The focus is squarely on the food, particularly what is taken to be 
its enormous quantity, and its impact on the speaker; the host and the servers 
are invisible in the narrative.

1$ἐστεφανώθην$The donning of garlands often coincides with the 
arrival of the δεύτεραι τράπεζαι; e."g. Alex. fr. 252; Nicostr. Com. fr. 27; 
Dicaearch. fr. 19; contrast Eub. fr. 111 (112K) with Hunter 1983 ad loc. (on 
garlands worn earlier, during the δεῖπνον). For garlands in general, see Blech 
1982; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 4.2; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 60.1 (SH 
192); Austin–Olson 2004 on Ar. Th. 447–8.

2$βρώµατ(α)$Prosaic vocabulary for ‘food’ in general from the fifth 
century onward (e."g. Th. 4.26.5), although the word most often refers to 
something cooked (e."g. Anaxandr. fr. 31; Aristopho fr. 7; Sosip. fr. 1.30), rarely 
to fresh fruit or vegetables (Eub. fr. 13); the only occurrence in Ar. (fr. 347.1) 
is metaphorical. The prosaic tenor of the word contrasts with the awe the 
food elicits.

32 Meineke’s correction of χρηστὴν to Χρήστην at Philem. dub. fr. 198 is implausible 
for the same reason.
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2–3$µὰ τοὺς θεοὺς / καὶ τὰς θεάς$Oaths by τοὺς θεοὺς καὶ τὰς θεάς 
are uncommon; cf. Pl. Smp. 219c; Ti. 27c; D. 19.67; 42.6; Numen. fr. 26.88 (with 
the phrase perhaps taken from comedy; cf. Hirzel 1883. 14); cf. A. Th. 93–4 
τίς … / θεῶν ἢ θεᾶν; Wills 1996. 279. In official contexts, the usual form is 
that used at e."g. D. 18.1 πρῶτον µέν, ὦ Ἀθηναῖοι, τοῖς θεοῖς εὔχοµαι πᾶσι 
καὶ πάσαις (cf. Wankel 1976 ad loc.). The πάντες θεοί are commonly invoked, 
often in decrees, after a list of other gods as an apparent attempt not to omit 
any relevant deity. See in general, Ziegler 1949. 697–729; Kleinknecht 1937. 
30–1, 37–8; Meinhardt 1892. 14–17; for inscriptional evidence, Küttler 1909. 
46 n. 2; Jacobi 1930. Frequent in oaths swearing to do no harm to the state (cf. 
Ar. Av. 864–7; Th. 331–4), the πάντες θεοί are sometimes mentioned also in 
domestic situations (Men. Kol. fr. 1.3–4; Sam. 399–400). θεά occurs occasionally 
in inscriptions (e."g. IG I3 76.39; II2 112.9) in place of the normal ἡ θεός, but is 
primarily poetic vocabulary (e."g. H. Od. 1.44; A. Eu. 224; E. Alc. 984).

3$The speaker’s amazement is not just at the quantity of food but also 
at the fact that so much could found be indoors and thus at a private event; 
he also seems surprised a single an individual could have access to such 
enormous resources. The contrast is with a large outdoor public festival or 
the like, which would have comprised the normal person’s experience with 
large quantities of food. Possibly the speaker knows the place in question, and 
the incongruity of seeing such a quantity of food there adds to his awe. If so, 
the location may be the house of a fellow countryman (who perhaps learned 
city customs from a recent trip?).

For the use of ἔνδον, cf. Ar. Pax 1150; Cratin. fr. 204 as emended by 
Stephanopoulos 1987. 5. 

ᾔδειν$Around the middle of the fourth century, ᾔδειν replaced ᾔδη as the 
Attic form for the 1st person sg. pluperf. of οἶδα (cf. Moer. η 3 ᾔδη Ἀττικῶς· 
ᾔδειν Ἑλληνικῶς). This is the earliest metrically guaranteed instance of the 
newer form (cf. Macho 298). Demosthenes is generally assumed to be among 
the first preserved authors to use the newer forms for this and the other 
persons (Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 II.242), although editors often arbitrarily 
deny them to ps.-Demosthenes and others roughly contemporary. Manuscript 
evidence offers no assistance, since the newer forms commonly replace the 
older (examples collected at Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 II.242; Cobet 1858. 212–
22); the fundamental discussion remains Dawes 1817. 232–3; cf. Rutherford 
1881. 229–38.

4$Textual corruption obscures the precise wording, but the sense is clear. 
The line articulates the speaker’s realization in the past that his life at that 
time was merely a shadow of what it could be. This recognition was the result 
of participation in the feast described in 1–3. Comparison between merely 



45Ἄγροικοι (fr. 3)

existing and truly living is a commonplace: e."g. S. Ant. 1165–7 καὶ γὰρ ἡδοναὶ 
/ ὅταν προδῶσιν ἀνδρός, οὐ τίθηµ᾽ ἐγὼ / ζῆν τοῦτον, ἀλλ᾽ ἔµψυχον ἡγοῦµαι 
νεκρόν (‘When a man’s pleasures desert him, I judge him not to be alive but 
consider him a living corpse’); Pl. Cri. 48b οὐ τὸ ζῆν … ἀλλὰ τὸ εὖ ζῆν; Ap. 
28b; Phd. 65a; R. 329a; Mart. 6.70.15; Sen. Ep. 123.10 (paraphrased by Stephanus 
1831–1865 s.#v. παραζάω 6.253b); cf. Simon. PMG 584; Mimn. fr. 1.1. For the 
particular expression used here, cf. Plu. Mor. 13b (στιγµὴ … βίος = adesp. com. 
fr. 1392 K. [not accepted by K.-A.]) ‘στιγµὴ χρόνου πᾶς ὁ βίος’ λέγοντες· ‘ζῆν 
οὐ παραζῆν προσῆκε’ (‘“All life is a moment of time,” they say; it is right to 
live, not merely to exist’).

παρέζων$The verb occurs only here prior to Plutarch, unless adesp. com.
fr. 1392 K. is accepted as genuine (for another possible example, cf. Philem. fr. 
144.1 as emended by Gesner). Anaxandrides may have coined the word, but 
the compound is obvious.

fr. 3 K.-A. (3 K.)

(Α.) µεγάλ᾽ ἴσως ποτήρια
προπινόµενα καὶ µέστ᾽ ἀκράτου κυµβία
ἐκάρωσεν ὑµᾶς; (Β.) ἀνακεχαίτικεν µὲν οὖν

habent A, Macr. Sat. 5.21.8 (codd. NP): (cymbia) Anaxandrides etiam comicus in 
fabula Ἀγροίκοις (Camerarius : a grecis codd.): ΩΟ ΚΥΜΒΙΑ ΠΡΟΠΙΝΟΜΕΝΑ 
(ΜΡΟΝΙΝΟΜΗΝΑ N) ΚΑΙ (ΚΡΑΥ N) ΜΕΤΤΑ (ΜΕΤΡΑ N) ΑΚΡΑΤΟΥ (ΑΚΡΑ P) 
ΕΚΑΚΩΣΕΜΥΜΑΣ
1 ποτήρια A: secl. Naber: κυµβία Macr.}}}2 κυµβία A: om. Macr.}}}3 ἐκάρωσεν 
A: ἐκάκ- Macr.}}}ἀνακεχέτικεν A: corr. Musurus

(A.) Perhaps the great cups
that were pledged and the kymbia full of unmixed wine
overcame you? (B.) Well, they certainly threw us

Ath. 11.481f 
(κυµβία) καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ἀγροίκοις· ——
Anaxandrides as well (mentions kymbia) in Agroikoi: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlkl l〉|rkl llkl
wlkr l|lkl llkl
wwlkl l|rkl wlkl
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Discussion$Dobree 1831. 351; Meineke 1840 III.162; 1847. 574; Bothe 1855. 
419; Naber 1880. 54; Kock 1884 II.136–7; Ribbeck 1885. 10 n. 2; Blaydes 1896. 
121, 333; Blaydes 1898. 186; Edmonds 1959 II.46–7; Webster 1970. 44; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.239; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 239; Rusten 2011. 463
Citation context}Athenaeus cites this fragment together with others men-
tioning kymbia as part of the long catalogue of cups that comprises most of 
Book 11. In a similar context, Macrobius adduces this and other fragments 
as evidence for kymbia in the course of his discussion (Sat. 5.21) of Vergil’s 
use of Greek cup names (cf. Aen. 3.66 for cymbia). The text of the fragment in 
Macrobius is lacunose and corrupt; this is largely due to unfamiliarity with 
Greek on the part of Latin-speaking scribes, but Macrobius himself may have 
cited only an abridged form of the fragment (see on 1). In any case, Macrobius 
likely depends on Athenaeus, so his value as a witness for the text is limited.
Text$Macrobius offers only the final metron in 1, with κυµβία in place of 
Athenaeus’ ποτήρια. Naber 1880. 54 mistakenly took this as evidence that 
Athenaeus’ ποτήρια is an interpolation and thus deleted the word. The text 
of Macrobius is better explained the result of the accidental omission of -του 
(< ἀκράτου; cf. ΑΚΡΑ P) κυµβία, and its mistaken insertion at the beginning 
of the fragment (thus Jan). κυµβία may thus have ousted ποτήρια, or more 
likely Macrobius cited only 2–3 (thus Willis).
Interpretation$Speaker A is addressing a group or more likely its representa-
tive (Speaker B), presumably the rustic of frr. 1–2. This fragment may be part of 
the same scene as fr. 1, in which case the two speakers here are probably to be 
identified with those in that fragment. But this could instead be a subsequent 
recounting of the symposium in fr. 1; in that case, Speaker B is probably iden-
tical in the two fragments, but Speaker A need not be. Regardless, reference 
is made again to the rustic’s inexperience with the niceties of symposiastic 
etiquette: he has been drinking unmixed wine (2) and became so drunk that 
he fell off his couch (3).

1$µεγάλ(α) … ποτήρια$ποτήριον is the generic word for a drinking cup, 
although its size, when noted, is uniformly large (e."g. Antiph. fr. 81; Eub. fr. 
42; Timocl. fr. 22; cf. Pherecr. fr. 152). In comedy, the material, if specified, is 
usually metal (e."g. Alex. fr. 60.2 [gold]; Philippid. fr. 28 [silver]), but in real life 
ceramic must have been more common (Ath. 11.464a). Men. fr. 438 (ποτήριον 
τορνευτὸν [‘turned on a lathe’] καὶ τορευτά) is odd, lending support to Körte’s 
suggestion there of ποτήριον τορευτὸν (‘chased’) καὶ τορευτὰ 〈e."g. κυµβία〉.

ἴσως$Softens the claim by adding tentativeness (here false); cf. fr. 1.4–5, 
where Speaker A likewise phrases a suggestion as a claim. Contrast the 
response with µὲν οὖν (3).
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2$προπινόµενα$Making pledges to fellow drinkers at a symposium is 
attested as early as Homer (Il. 4.3–4; cf. Ath. 1.13f–14a). Participants were 
toasted by name (e."g. Critias fr. B 6.3, 6–7; Cic. Tusc. 1.96) as the cup was 
passed around; cf. on fr. 1.

µεστ(ὰ) ἀκράτου$Sc. οἴνου (Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.265–6; 
Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §32; cf. Ussher 1973 on Ar. Ec. 1123; contrast Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 5.1). According to ancient scholarship, wine was commonly 
consumed in a mixture of two parts wine to three parts water (cf. ΣVEΓΘMLh Ar. 
Eq. 1187a; Plu. Mor. 657d), although other ratios (esp. equal parts wine and 
water; e."g. Cratin. fr. 196; Ar. Pl. 1132; adesp. com. fr. 101.12) were known; in 
general, see van Leeuwen 1900 on Ar. Eq. 1187sq. Drinking unmixed wine, on 
the other hand, was typically considered barbarous (e."g. Anacr. PMG 356b.3; 
Ar. Ach. 75 with Olson 2002 ad loc.; Pl. Lg. 637d) and was generally reserved 
for toasts dedicated to the ἀγαθὸς δαίµων (e."g. Ar. Eq. 85; Pax 300 with Olson 
1998 ad loc.; Philoch. FGrHist 328 F 5b; Philonides ap. Ath. 15.675b; cf. Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 9.3–4; Komornicka 1996. 169–72).

κυµβία$A drinking cup apparently named after a boat (e."g. Hsch. κ 4542; 
Suda κ 2683; Phot. κ 1199 [cf. κ 1207]), although Haupt 1848. 411–14 (= 1875–
1876 I.230–3) argues that in fact the boat is named after the cup. As Macrobius 
notes, such names are common, e."g. ἄκατος (Antiph. fr. 3; Theopomp. Com. 
fr. 4.2); τριήρης (Antiph. fr. 223.4; Epin. fr. 2.8); κάνθαρος (Phryn. Com. fr. 15; 
cf. Ar. Pax 143 with Olson 1998 ad loc.); cf. English ‘schooner’; Wilkins 2000. 
238–41. Like most similar cup-names, κυµβίον first occurs in the late fifth/
fourth century, e."g. fr. 33; Theopomp. Com. fr. 32; Ephipp. fr. 9.2; Alex. fr. 100.1. 
The name of the boat does not occur before the fifth century (first at S. fr. 127), 
although seemingly related words occur as early as Homer (e."g. Il. 16.379 
ἀνεκυµβαλίαζον). The word itself appears to be non-Greek (thus Beekes).

The κυµβίον seems to have been long and narrow (ἐπίµηκες καὶ στενόν; cf. 
the lexicographers cited above; Did. p. 75 fr. 40) and could be ornamented with 
chasing (Simaristos ap. Ath. 11.481d τὰ κοῖλα ποτήρια καὶ µικρά [Kaibel’s 
emendation τὰ ποτήρια καὶ πλοῖα µικρά is misguided; for the meaning of 
κοῖλα, cf. Arist. Oec. 1350b23; Pearson on S. fr. 378]); cf. Alex. fr. 100.1–2 with 
Arnott 1996 ad loc., although his difficulty with the passage, like Kaibel’s, is 
mistaken; Men. fr. 438 with Körte’s emendation (cited on 1 above). Unless the 
shape of the cup can be used as evidence for the shape of the boat, little about 
the latter is known other than that it was small and the name could be used 
generically for any small vessel (cf. Casson 1971. 329–30).

3$ἐκάρωσεν$A quasi-technical term for the action of a strong agent 
and its ability to ‘stupify’ or ‘render unconscious’, the word and its cognates 
occur rarely in poetry (Theoc. 24.59) and only here in comedy. For its use to 
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describe the effects of heavy drinking, Antipho Soph. 87 B 34; Ath. 1.33a; LXX 
Je. 28 (51):39; Hsch. κ 850, 954; cf. Philonides ap. Ath. 15.675b οἱ δὲ (sc. those 
drinking unmixed wine) νεκροῖς ἐῴκεσαν ἀπὸ τῆς καρώσεως (‘Because of 
their stupor, they resembled the dead.’). Cf. on ἀνακεχαίτικεν.

ἀνακεχαίτικεν$Properly of a horse throwing back its mane (χαίτη) and 
thus rearing up (e."g. [E.] Rh. 786), the verb developed the extended meaning 
‘to throw (sc. a rider)’, i."e. the result of such an action. More commonly, it is 
used metaphorically, both in poetry (e."g. E. Ba. 1072; Timoth. Pers. 18 [PMG 
791.17–8]; Men. Sam. 209 with Gomme–Sandbach 1973 ad loc.) and prose (e."g. 
D. 2.9; Plu. Demetr. 34); cf. Harp. p. 37.1 Dindorf (α 139 Keaney); Phryn. PS 
p. 32.8; Pearson 1917 on S. fr. 179. Webster 1970. 44 understands Anaxandrides’ 
use of the word as a reference to D. 2.9, but the metaphor is common (similarly 
dubious is his supposition of a connection between Antiph. fr. 188.15 and D. 
4.33; contrast Anaxil. fr. 8; Antiph. fr. 167; Alex. frr. 7; 303; Timocl. fr. 20, all of 
which do refer to Demosthenes’ distinction between δίδωµαι and ἀποδίδωµαι 
regarding Philip’s offer to ‘give’ Halonnesus to the Athenians). The subject 
here is normally assumed to be the large quantity of wine consumed, and the 
verb taken to mean ‘incapacitate’. More likely, the verb retains a literal sense, 
and drunkenness caused the speaker to fall to the floor. He may have done 
this by upending his couch, possibly as a result of sitting astride it like a horse; 
the subject may have thus been the couch itself, presumably specified in the 
next, now missing line. In any case, the notion of action inherent in this verb 
contrasts with and corrects the use by Speaker A of ἐκάρωσεν to imply that 
the effect of the wine was primarily soporific.

µὲν οὖν$Indicates general agreement with the previous speaker, but intro-
duces a stronger expression offered as a correction (Denniston 1954. 475–476); 
cf. Ar. Ra. 612; Pherecr. fr. 76.2.
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Ἀγχίσης (Anchisēs)
(‘Anchises’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.369; 1840 III.162; 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 419; Kock 
1884 II.137; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.240; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 240
Title$Eubulus is the only other poet known to have written a play with 
this title. Plays named for heroes of mythology/early epic are common in 
the fourth century (e."g. Eubulus Ganymēdēs; Antiphanes Oinomaos; the 
various Helen plays of Alexis; etc.) but seem to have been particularly fa-
voured by Anaxandrides (e."g. Achilleus, Hēraklēs, Thēseus, Lykourgos, etc.). 
See Introduction.

Anchises appears in early epic primarily as the lover of Aphrodite and 
the father of Aeneas (e."g. H. Il. 2.819–21; 5.311–13; Hes. Th. 1008–10); the 
affair with Aphrodite is given extended treatment in the Homeric hymn to 
her. Although a member of the Trojan royal family, Anchises (like Aeneas 
[H. Il. 20.188–9]; cf. Paris at Luc. Iud. Deor. 13–14) is often depicted as a rustic 
cowherd (e."g. H. Il. 513; hVen. 54–5); see Olson 2012. 2–4. The allusion at H. 
Il. 5.268–9 to Anchises ‘stealing’ the divine horses of Laomedon by secret-
ly mating mares with them may point to the existence of stories in which 
Anchises played the role of a trickster (like e."g. Odysseus and Sisyphus). 
Perhaps relevant in light of fr. 4 are Anchises’ wild changes of fortune (from 
cowherd to lover of a goddess; from Trojan royalty to refugee). In general, see 
Wörner in Roscher 1884–1937 I.337–9; LIMC I.1.761–2.

Very unlikely is any connection between the title and either of the other 
known holders of the name: (1) the father of Echepolus of Sikyon, known 
only from H. Il. 23.296, and (2) the Athenian eponymous archon of 488/7 (PA 
182; PAA 107680), one of a tiny number of examples of a human bearing the 
name of a hero.
Content$The obvious possibility for the plot is that it concerned some aspect 
of Anchises’ affair with Aphrodite, and it may have exploited the hero’s ap-
parent rustic background. Hunter 1983 ad loc. presumes as much for Eubulus’ 
play of the same name, comparing Plautus, Truculentus for the ‘meeting of 
an unsophisticated peasant and a beautiful lady’ and suggesting that ‘any 
comic version of the meeting of Anchises and Aphrodite probably made the 
goddess behave like a hetaira’. Plautus, Amphitryo might be a better parallel, 
or Anaxandrides’ play may have not involved Aphrodite at all. The surviving 
fragments offer little guidance. Fr. 4, the only substantial fragment, discusses 
the role in Fortune in changing circumstances, a generic observation applic - 
able to a variety of situations but perhaps particularly appropriate for Anchises. 
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Fr. 5, the single word ‘half-gold (staters)’, might be an allusion to Aeneas’ 
mixed parentage or could indicate that the play is set in Athens or at least in 
the contemporary world. Fr. 58, spoken by Ganymedes, Anchises’ great-uncle 
or cousin, depending on the genealogy, may also belong to the play (from the 
prologue?); see ad loc. For the content of Anaxandrides’ mythological plays 
generally, see Introduction.
Date$For the possibility that the play placed fourth at the City Dionysia in 
the archonship of Apollodorus (349 BC), see on Agroikoi; test. 5.8. Some slight 
support for this date might be its apparent coincidence with the renewed 
working of the silver mines at Laurium; see on 5.

fr. 4 K.-A. (4 K.)

οὐκ ἔστι δούλων, ὦγάθ᾽, οὐδαµοῦ πόλις,
Τύχη δὲ πάντα µεταφέρει τὰ σώµατα.
πολλοὶ δὲ νῦν µέν εἰσιν οὐκ ἐλεύθεροι,
εἰς αὔριον δὲ Σουνιεῖς, εἶτ᾽ εἰς τρίτην

5 ἀγορᾷ κέχρηνται· τὸν γὰρ οἴακα στρέφει
δαίµων ἑκάστῳ

habent ACE
2 πάντα ACE: πάντῃ Bothe}}}4 εἰς αὔριον CE: εἰς τ᾽ αὔριον A}}}6 ἑκάστῳ ACE: 
ἑκάστοτε Herwerden

There is no city of slaves anywhere, friend;
instead, Fortune changes everybody.
Many are not free now,
but tomorrow are Sunians, then on the next day

5 are sold in the agora; for a god turns the tiller
for each man

Ath. 6.263b 
καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ ἐν Ἀγχίσῃ φησίν (A: φησὶν Ἀναξανδρίδης post verba poetae 
CE)· ——
Also Anaxandrides in Anchisēs says: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llkl l|lkl wlkl
llkl w|rkl wlkl
llkl wlk|l wlkl
llkl w|lkl llkl

5 wwlkl w|lkl wlkl
llkl l|l〈kl xlkl〉

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 110; Grotius 1626. 638–9; Meineke 1840 III.162–3; 
Bothe 1844. 35; Meineke 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 419; Herwerden 1855. 54; 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii, 80; Herwerden 1876. 305; Kock 1884 II.137; Schmidt 
1886–1887 III.49; Kock 1888 III.737; Crusius 1888. 611–12; Blaydes 1890a. 
81; Blümner 1891. 165–6; Kordellas 1894. 243; Blaydes 1896. 121; Pickard-
Cambridge 1900. 53, 186; Herwerden 1903. 96; Crusius 1910. 80–1 (= Latte 1961 
5.80–1); Edmonds 1959. 46–7; Webster 1970. 48; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.240; 
Vogt–Spira 1992. 58; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 240; Rusten 2011. 463
Citation Context$The fragment is quoted in Athenaeus as part of a  belated 
answer to an earlier question (6.228d) as to whether people in the past owned 
as many slaves as they did in Athenaeus’ own day. The quotation from 
Anaxandrides is adduced as the second item, following Pherecr. fr. 10 and 
preceding Posidon. FGrHist 87 F 8 (= fr. 60 Edelstein–Kidd), in a discussion 
offering a general background to slavery, its nomenclature, and its origins.
Text$In 3, Bothe’s πάντῃ in place of the paradosis πάντα is unlikely; the word 
is used occasionally by Aristophanes, but then disappears from comedy aside 
from Men. fr. 70 (where conjectured by Meineke; note Körte 1959 [fr. 64] ad 
loc.); [Men.] Mon. 688.
Interpretation$The fragment as a whole has a generalizing, expository tenor, 
but the vocative (1) indicates that it is part of a dialogue. The content is a 
commonplace assertion of the unpredictability of life and of Fate’s overarching 
control of it (cf. on 2, 5–6). The passage can be read as a philosophical medita-
tion urging acceptance of the working of Fate and one’s lot, but could also be 
understood as lamenting the potential insability of the individual’s place in the 
world. A third possibility is that this is meant as a warning to someone who 
feels more secure in his position than is warranted. In any case, the passage 
is best read as a response, whether in agreement or correction, to a previous 
speaker’s comment on his place in life, possibly by adducing the proverbial 
city of slaves (see on 1). Although the subject is applicable to various events 
in Anchises’ life (e."g., a ‘rustic’ suddenly having an affair with a goddess, the 
unexpected fall of Troy and the hero’s subsequent death in poverty and exile), 
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discussion of swings of fate is equally appropriate to a plot revolving around 
e."g. a child sold into slavery or something far more trivial.

1$δούλων … πόλις$The city of slaves is a proverbial location, best inter-
preted here as a utopia where slaves rule or at least enjoy complete freedom. 
It appears in two proverbs. CPG App. Prov. 2.84 ἐστὶ καὶ δούλων πόλις (cf. 
Cratin. fr. 223.2; Eup. fr. 212; CPG App. Prov. 3.91 µὴ ἔνι δούλων πόλις) is 
explained as referring to those who are governed badly. CPG Plu. 1.22 οὐκ ἐστὶ 
δούλων πόλις (cf. the anonymous trimeter ap. CPG App. Prov. 3.91 οὐκ ἔστι 
δούλων οὐδ᾽ ἐλευθέρων πόλις [Crusius 1888. 611 attributed the line, probably 
incorrectly, to Anaxandrides; later, at 1910. 80–1 (= Latte 1961 5.80–1), he 
left it anonymous]) is apparently said in regard to rarity. For discussion of 
both proverbs, see Crusius 1910. 79–82 (= Latte 1961 5.79–82); cf. Newman 
1887–1902 on Arist. Pol. 1280a32–4. For the use of proverbial expressions in 
comedy, see Tzifopoulos 1995.

∆ούλων πόλις or ∆ουλόπολις was often considered a real city and various-
ly located in Libya (e."g. Hecat. FGrHist 1 F 345; Ephor. FGrHist 70 F 50), Crete 
(e."g. Sosicr. FGrHist 461 F 2), Egypt (Olympianus ap. St. Byz. δ 117 [Gutschmid 
1855. 530 = 1889. 46 equates this city with the one in Libya]) or Caria (Plin. 
NH 5.104 [where it is given as another name for Acanthus]); cf. Cousin 1904. 
79–80. Newman 1887–1902 on Arist. Pol. 3.1280a32–4 reaches the obvious, 
and surely correct conclusion that these are all merely attempts to place a 
proverbial site; cf. Crusius 1892. 72–3 (in the context of the place where the 
mice eat iron [Herod. 3.76; cf. Sen. Apoc. 7.1 with Eden 1984 ad loc.]).

Arist. Pol. 3.1280a32–4 καὶ γὰρ ἂν δούλων καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ζῴων ἦν πόλις 
(‘For there would be a city of slaves and of other animals’), often cited in 
connection with the ‘city of slaves’, is of doubtful relevance. Aristotle is using 
‘slave’ not in its ordinary meaning but in his specialized sense, i."e. φύσει 
δοῦλος (cf. 1.1254b14–23). Similarly irrelevant is 4.1295b21–2 γίνεται οὖν 
δούλων καὶ δεσποτῶν πόλις (‘it becomes a city of slaves and masters’), where 
the philosopher is describing in quasi-metaphorical terms what happens when 
a state is composed of only the extremely rich and the extremely poor.

ὦγαθ(έ)$In comedy at least, ὦ is always present with ἀγαθέ, a seemingly 
neutral form of address, neither especially friendly nor unfriendly (cf. Dickey 
1996. 119–20), although Dickey 139 claims that in Menander, as often in Plato, 
the speaker is in a position of dominance. This form of address, very common 
in Plato and found occasionally in other prose authors (e."g. Pl. Ap. 24d; R. 344e; 
X. Mem. 1.4.17), occurs in poetry only in comedy and is therefore probably 
colloquial (cf. Wendel 1929. 106).

2$The earliest occurrence of the sentiment expressed here, a commonplace 
in Greek thought, is Archil. fr. 16 πάντα Τύχη καὶ Μοῖρα, Περίκλεες, ἀνδρὶ 
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δίδωσιν (‘Fortune and Fate, Pericles, give all things to man’); cf. adesp. trag. 
TrGF fr. 700b.28–9 (= S. fr. 575 Pearson), and Zuntz 1971. 320, where for Hdt. 
1.107.2 read 1.207.2.

Τύχη$Τύχη does not appear in Homer and is mentioned in Hesiod only as 
a daughter of Tethys and Ocean (Th. 360; cf. hCer. 420); for her appearance in 
comedy, see Men. Asp. 97–148 (cf. Beroutsos 2005. 14–15; Gomme–Sandbach 
1973 on 147–8); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 121.11. In general, see Vogt-Spira 
1992, esp. 58; Nilsson 1967–1974 I.200–10; Strohm 1944; Herzog-Hauser 1943 
(1657–9 for τύχη in comedy); Berry 1940; Wilamowitz 1931–1932. 298–309. In 
Athens, the cult of Agathe Tyche seems to have arisen only in the second half 
of the fourth century; see Parker 1996. 231–2; Mikalson 1983. 58–62.

µεταφέρει$Cf. [Men.] Mon. 734 τάχισθ᾽ ὁ καιρὸς µεταφέρει τὰ πράγµατα 
(‘Time swiftly changes things.’); Posidippus Metapheromenoi; Timotheus 
Comicus Metaballomenos ē Metapheromenos.

σώµατα$Best taken here as ‘persons’, despite the context of slavery; cf. 
Men. Sic. 3. The word is used with this sense from the fifth century in both 
poetry (e."g. S. Ai. 758) and prose (e."g. X. HG 2.1.19); to refer to a specific class 
of people, modification is necessary (e."g. Plb. 2.6.6 τὰ µὲν ἐλεύθερα σώµατα …, 
τὰ δὲ δουλικά). By the third century, it could be used without modification 
to mean ‘slaves’; e."g. P.Hib I 54.20 (245 BC); cf. Poll. 3.78; Phryn. Ecl. 356; 
Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Men. Sic. 3; Renehan 1976. 81–2. In any event, the 
point is that Fortune governs all people, not merely one subset.

3–4$µέν … δέ … εἶτ(α)$For the combination of particles, cf. Eub. fr. 89; 
Philem. fr. 127 µέν … εἶτα.

3$δέ$Explanatory; cf. Denniston 1954. 169–70.
οὐκ ἐλεύθεροι$While ἐλεύθερος is sometimes opposed to δοῦλος (e."g. 

Eub. fr. 25.4; Alex. fr. 150.3; E. fr. 953e.11 [= adesp. com. fr. 210 K.]), οὐκ 
ἐλεύθερος is rarely used as a periphrasis for δοῦλος (Arist. Pol. 4.1290b10; 
Pl. Com. fr. 182.5; [Men.] Mon. 282 [cf. Alex. fr. 150.3]); similar is the rarity 
of ἀνελεύθερος in this sense (Pherecr. fr. 131; cf. Renehan 1976. 82; Taillardat 
1965. 13). Given the following contrast between those who possess wealth 
(and thus status) and those who do not, οὐκ ἐλεύθεροι here likely suggests 
society’s lower rungs, both cultural and economic (cf. Taillardat 1965. 13; the 
use of terms for freedom and slavery in Solon, e."g. frr. 4.18; 9.4; 37.7; 36.15). 
Despite the reference to δούλων πόλις (1), therefore, the contrast in 3–5 is 
not solely between slave and free per se, but is couched in terms of differing 
levels of social status and prosperity.

4$εἰς αὔριον$Synonomous with the adverb without preposition. Found 
already in early epic (e."g. H. Od. 11.351; Hes. Op. 410) and occasionally in 
tragedy (e."g. S. OC 567; E. Alc. 320) and prose (e."g. Pl. Mx. 234b), the phrase is 
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relatively common in comedy (e."g. Nicoch. fr. 18.1; Philetaer. fr. 7.5; Dionys. 
Com. fr. 3.15; Alexand. Com. fr. 3.3 [all line initial followed by δέ, µε or σε]); 
cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 243.3. For the conjunction with εἰς τρίτην, cf. E. 
Alc. 320 with Dale 1954 ad loc.

Σουνιεῖς$Cf. E. Cyc. 293–4 ἥ τε Σουνίου / δίας Ἀθάνας σῶς ὑπάργυρος 
πέτρα (‘And safe is divine Athena’s silver-veined rock of Sunium.’), which 
suggests that the main point is an equation of Sunium with Laurion and its 
rich silver mines and, by extension, the personal wealth of its demesmen. 
Almost certainly correct, even if largely ignored, is the conclusion of Kordellas 
1894. 243 (discussing IG II2 1180) that Anaxandrides used Σουνιεῖς to mean 
‘extremely wealthy’; cf. Haussoullier 1884. 197, who on the basis of this frag-
ment suggested that the wealth of the Sunians was proverbial. For a real-life 
instance of a rich mine-owner losing his wealth, see [D.] 42 (probably dating 
to the 320s; see Usher 1999. 268 n. 84).

Silver mining at Laurium was revived in this period, suggesting that the 
deme of Sunium was flourishing economically and thus could easily have been 
associated with wealth. Evidence that at least some of the wealth extracted 
from the mines stayed in the area is provided by IG II2 1180, which indicates 
that a building program of some sort was in progress in the deme in the mid-
fourth century. Kordellas used this inscription as evidence for placing the 
deme centre at Laurium (a conclusion reiterated by Stanton 1996. 342–53); 
if true, this might ease the use of the demotic Sounieis to refer to the wealth 
derived from the mines. But the stone was not found in situ, and Goette 1995. 
171–4 locates the deme centre on the Sunium promontory. For the mines 
and their exploitation, see X. Vect. 4; D. 37 (cf. Finley 1985. 32–5) offers a 
glimpse into how financing may have worked. For modern literature, see 
esp. Kakovogiannes 2005; much of relevance and further bibliography (par-
ticularly in the accompanying bibliography of the honorand) can be found 
in Sekunda 2010. Standard older discussions include Photos–Jones and Jones 
1994; Conophagos 1980; Hopper 1953; Hopper 1968; Ardaillon 1897.

The interpretation of this line has proven strangely problematic and a 
fundamental misconception remains prevalent. Although providing no sup-
porting evidence, Casaubon made the essentially correct claim that the men 
of Sounion are here mentioned ‘ceu nobilissimos inter Athenienses cives’, 
to which suggestion Schweighäuser offered a lengthy but ultimately uncon-
vincing rebuttal. Bothe, following Casaubon, adduced H. Od. 3.278 (ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε 
Σούνιον ἱρὸν ἀφικόµεθ᾽, ἄκρον Ἀθηνέων [‘But when we came to holy Sunium, 
the tip of Athens’]) and Ar. Nu. 401, neither of which is relevant, while Blaydes 
1896. 121 simply did away with the problem through irresponsible emendation 
to δεσπόται, κᾆτ᾽. Far more pervasive has been Meineke’s conjectural remark 
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(in part anticipated by Casaubon in an alternative but rejected explanation 
of these lines) that ‘haud inepte coniicias Sunienses in admittendis civibus 
admodum faciles fuisse’. This interpretation seems to rely on an overly lit-
eral reading of the fragment as describing the fortunes of a single man who 
was first a slave, presumably foreign, but then became an Athenian citizen. 
Regardless, it has been uncritically accepted by subsequent scholars (pace 
Edmonds, Luc. Nec. 16 is irrelevant) and, though mistaken, continues to be 
repeated in discussions of Athenian citizenship and studies of Athenian le-
gal and constitutional history: e."g. Frazer 1913 on Pausanias 1.1 (‘[Sounion] 
had the reputation of admitting run-away slaves to the rights of burgesses 
without inquiring too nicely into their antecedents’); Cohen 1997. 84 n. 176 
(‘Some demes were infamous for repetitive liberality in their acceptance of 
new politai, even of former slaves. Hence (for example) the saying, “today a 
slave, tomorrow a demesman of Sounion!” (Anaxandr. fr. 4.3–4)’.); Lambert 
2004. 335 n. 23 (= 2012. 329 n. 23); similarly Whitehead 1986. 257, 292, where 
he takes Haussoullier 1884 to task for understanding the line as referring to 
the wealth of the Sunians.

εἰς τρίτην$Cf. Ar. Lys. 612; E. Alc. 321; contrast X. Cyr. 6.3.11 ἐχθὲς δὲ 
καὶ τρίτην ἡµέραν. Cf. on εἰς αὔριον above.

5$ἀγορᾷ κέχρηνται$In reference to slaves, the phrase must mean ‘be 
for sale’ (lit. ‘experience the market’) in light of Men. Sic. 7 ἐχρῶντ᾽ ἀγορᾷ 
(‘use the market’, i."e. ‘sell’; Gomme–Sandbach 1973 ad loc. correctly interpret 
that line, but misunderstand this one); contrast X. An. 7.6.24 ἀγορᾷ ἐχρῆσθε 
(‘used the market,’ i."e. ‘bought [sc. goods]’). The same phrase is used to refer 
to participation in a commercial transaction regardless of point of view, i."e. 
selling, buying or, in the case of slaves, being sold. Like the previous line, this 
one has been subject to persistent misinterpretation. The correct interpreta-
tion was originally proposed by Dalechamp (‘stant inter vaenales in foro’), 
followed until recently only by Blaydes 1896. 121 (‘venerint’), but now also by 
Kassel–Austin and Olson in his edition of Athenaeus. Much more common has 
been the nonsensical understanding ‘rem publicam administrant’ suggested 
by Schweighäuser and followed by Bothe, Meineke, Kock and Edmonds (if 
I understand his translation rightly). H.-Chr. Günther, reported by G. Vogt-
Spira 1992. 58 n. 153, translates ‘um auf dem Markt Sklaven zu kaufen’, while 
Webster 1970. 48 is noncommittal (‘they use the agora’). Occasionally cited in 
reference to this fragment, although irrelevant, is a Latin proverb, scisti uti foro 
(Ter. Ph. 79; cf. Dziatzko–Hauler 1913 ad loc.), which according to Donatus ad 
loc. means scisti quid te facere oportuerit; cf. Otto 1890. 145–6 (with Häussler 
1968. 165; add Σ Juv. 7.221).
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5–6$Kassel–Austin compare Philem. fr. 152 κυκλοῖ γὰρ ὁ χρόνος τὸν 
τρόπον καὶ τὸν βίον / ἡµῶν ἑκάστῳ (‘Time whirls around the character and 
life of each of us.’); for this fragment and the so-called wheel of fortune in 
general, see Kassel 1979; Blümner 1891. 165–6.

The image of a helmsman steering a ship is a common metaphor in a 
variety of circumstances, e."g. A. Th. 2–3, 62–4 (ship of state); Ag. 1617–18 
(rulers); Antipho 1.13 (justice); S. fr. 869; for Fortune as helmsman, cf. Τύχης 
δ᾽ οἴακι at IG VII 3226.5 (Orchomenus; second/first c. BC; = Peek 1955 #1516). 
For the use of στρέφω as the governing verb, E. Hel. 1591; cf. οἰακοστρόφος 
at P. I. 4.71; A. Th. 62; E. Med. 523. The two steering oars were mounted, one 
on each side, near the rear of a ship in either a permanent housing or looped 
thongs that allowed them to pivot and thus turn the ship; see Morrison and 
Coates 1986. 174–6; Casson 1971. 224–8. For the helmsman (κυβερνήτης), see 
Morrison and Coates 1986. 112; Casson 1971. 302.

δαίµων$i."e. Tyche.

fr. 5 K.-A. (5 K.)

Poll. 9.59 
καὶ εἰ µὲν χρυσοῦς εἴποις, προσυπακούεται ὁ στατήρ, εἰ δὲ στατήρ, οὐ πάντως ὁ 
χρυσοῦς. Ἀναξανδρίδης δ᾽ ἐν Ἀγχίσῃ καὶ ἡ µ ι χ ρ ύ σ ο υ ς  λέγει

habent F, ABCL
Ἀλλεξανδρίδης F}}}ἐν Ἀγχίσῃ om. AB

And if one says ‘golden’, ‘stater’ is understood; but [if one says] ‘stater’, ‘golden’ is not 
always [understood]. Anaxandrides in Anchisēs mentions ‘half-gold’ (staters) as well

Poll. 6.161 
ἡ µ ι χ ρ ύ σ ο υ ς  δ᾽ Ἀναξανδρίδης
Anaxandrides (uses the word) ‘h a l f - g o l d ’

Metre$Uncertain (the word itself is trochaic).
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.163; 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 419; Kock 1884 I.137; 
Edmonds 1959 II.46–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.240; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 241
Citation context$The word is cited twice by Pollux. The more extensive dis-
cussion (9.59) is part of a digression about staters within a larger discussion of 
coins generally. After relating the names of different staters, all of which are 
purportedly (solid) gold, Anaxandrides is adduced to show that not all staters 
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are thus and so that the word ‘stater’ used without qualification cannot be 
taken always to imply gold. Theopompus fr. 22 follows. Pollux’s other citation 
(6.161) is in the midst of a list of compound words that begin ἡµι- and offers 
little help for the interpretation of the fragment. His examples are drawn 
mostly from comedy, but include a number of references to tragedy and one 
to oratory (Dinarchus). 

ἡµιχρύσους$The adjective appears nowhere else, but cf. (τὸ) ἡµίχρυσον 
at Agora XVI 296.36, 48, 49 in a list of dedications from the Athenian agora 
(161/0 BC). Pollux presumably understood the word as referring to electrum 
staters, in which case the coins are foreign, since the Athenians neither used 
electrum for coins nor minted staters. Electrum staters appeared in Asia Minor 
(e."g. Gordium, Ephesus) in the Archaic period and continued to be minted un-
til the fourth century, predominantly in the eastern Aegean but not exclusively 
so (e."g. Phocaea, Syracuse). The so-called ‘Athenian Standards Decree’ (IG I3 
1453; cf. Stroud 2006. 18–26 for discussion and recent bibliography) regulating 
the coinage of fifth-century Athen’s subject cities apparently exempted staters 
(or at least did not mention them), and Cyzicene staters continued to be com-
mon. In general, see Kraay 1976. 20–30; Figueira 1998. 92–109, 273–79. For gold 
staters in comedy, e."g. Eup. fr. 123; Ar. Pl. 816; cf. Dover 1968 on Ar. Nu. 1041.

Since staters were widely used for exchange between Athens and cities of 
the Hellespont/Black Sea, they might be appropriate for Anchises, who has 
perhaps come to Athens or at least is placed in the ‘real’ contemporary world. 
Alternatively, the word possibly refers to the use of alloy, conceivably as a 
metaphor (e."g. Aeneas’ mixed human/divine parentage?), or could describe a 
debased coinage (perhaps cf. Hsch. φ 1085 ‘Phocaeans: the name of a people. 
Also the worst gold’).



Αἰσχρά (Aischra)
(‘The Ugly Woman’[?])

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.369; 1840 III.163; 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 419; Kock 
1884 II.137; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.241; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 241
Title$Euphro’s play is the only other of the same name, although in both 
cases the meaning is disputed (see below). For Anaxandrides’ comedies named 
after a non-mythological person, cf. Kerkios (?); Satyrias; Sōsippos; in general, 
see Breitenbach 1908. For his plays named for a characteristic of a person, cf. 
Eusebeis; Mai[omenos vel –oi] (?). 

Αἰσχρά or Αἴσχρα? Meineke and Edmonds both hesitantly (‘nisi malis 
Αἴσχρα’ Meineke) accept Αἰσχρά (‘Ugly Woman’ [or ‘Ugly Girl’]), as they do 
for Euphro’s play of the same name; Kock and Kassel–Austin prefer Αἴσχρα 
(a woman’s name [9 exx. in LGPN; none Athenian]; cf. Breitenbach 1908. 
167–8; Bechtel 1902. 49–51 for Αἴσχρον and Αἴσχριον; adesp. com. fr. 1152.7 
with K–A ad loc. for the man’s name Αἴσχρων), although Kassel–Austin print 
Αἰσχρά for the name of Euphro’s play. The name occurs at Asclep. AP 5.181.9 
(HE 928) and Call. Epigr. 50.1 (HE 1261), where Gow–Page 1965 claim that it 
is descriptive in the case of slaves but perhaps otherwise apotropaic. For the 
difference in accentuation and meaning, cf. on Agroikoi above; Alex. Πονήρα 
with Arnott 1996 ad loc. (Meineke 1839 I.402 is mistaken to claim that Πονήρα 
is also a woman’s name.)

In the absence of further information about the play, the best solution is to 
accept the adjective Αἰσχρά; cf. Anaxandr. fr. 53.9 ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν αἰσχράν (‘but 
he took [i."e. married] an ugly woman’); Philippid. fr. 29.1 αἰσχρὰν γυναῖκ᾽ 
ἔγηµας, ἀλλὰ πλουσίαν (‘You married a woman ugly but rich’).
Content$Regardless of whether the title is a personal name or an adjective, 
the feminine suggests that the play concerned a romance, presumably cul-
minating in a marriage. Various scenarios are conceivable: e."g. pursuit of a 
woman, rightly or wrongly considered ugly and possibly a real or presumed 
heiress; confusion engendered by mistaking the proper name Αἴσχρα for the 
adjective αἰσχρά (‘ugly’); or a comic inversion in which women pursue men 
or ugly women become desirable. All are sheer speculation. The single frag-
ment offers little help other than suggesting that the action included a feast, 
perhaps as part of a wedding, although there are numerous other appropriate 
occasions as well.
Date$Unknown. The quotation from Timotheus (fr. 6) might suggest that 
the play is best dated relatively soon after the performance of that poem. But 
the chronology of Timotheus’ works is unknown, and the date of his death 
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(ca. 360) merely places Anaxandrides’ play in the first half or two-thirds of 
his career.

fr. 6 K.-A. (6 K.)

ἀρτίως διηρτάµηκε, καὶ τὰ µὲν διανεκῆ
σώµατος µέρη δαµάζετ᾽ ἐν πυρικτίτοισι γῆς·
Τιµόθεος ἔφη ποτ᾽, ἄνδρες, τὴν χύτραν οἶµαι λέγων

habet A
1 διηρτάµηκεν A}}}διανεκῆ (η supra α) A}}}2 δαµάζετε A}}}πυρικτίτοισι 
γας (η supra α) A: πυρικτίτῳ στέγᾳ (στέγῃ van Herwerden) Kock: περικτίτοισι γαῖς 
Dobree}}}3 οἶµαι Boeckh: εἶναι A

He has butchered (the victim) properly and is subduing
the chine-pieces of the body in the fire-built product of earth.
Timotheus said this once, gentlemen, meaning, I suppose, his cookpot

Ath. 10.455f 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Αἰσχρᾷ· ——
Anaxandrides in Aischra: ——

Metre$Trochaic tetrameter catalectic.
lklw lklw | lklk lkl
lklw lklw | lklk lkl
lkrk lkll | lkll lkl

Discussion$Jacobs 1809. 243; Dobree 1833 II.328–9; Meineke 1840 III.163–4; 
Emperius 1847. 311; Meineke 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 419–20; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxvii; Kock 1884 II.137–8; Schulze 1892. 503; Blaydes 1896. 122; Herwerden 
1903. 96; Dupréel 1922. 203 n. 2; Edmonds 1959 II.46–7; Nesselrath 1990. 248–9, 
298–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.241; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 241; Rusten 2011. 
464
Citation Context$Athenaeus cites this fragment in the course of the long 
digression (10.448b–59b) on riddles (γρῖφοι) that concludes his Book 10. Much 
of the ancient scholarship on riddles, including that of Athenaeus, seems to be 
derived from Clearchus, On Riddles (frr. 84–95; cf. Wehrli 1948 ad loc.), which 
offers a typology of seven different kinds (fr. 85; cf. Poll. 6.107). For riddles at 
symposia, see Starkie 1897 on Ar. V. 20; in general, Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 
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242; Hunter 1983 on Eub. fr. 106 (107 K); Nesselrath 1990. 263–6 (riddles as 
dithyrambic parody); Schultz 1914 (99–101 for the riddle in comedy); Ohlert 
1912; Schultz 1909–1912.
Text$Despite claims such as Dupréel 1922. 203 n. 2 ‘ce fragment est tout 
en dorien’, δια- (as opposed to διη-) is the correct Attic form; cf. Threatte 
1980 I.132; Mahlow 1926. 173–5; Moer. δ 36 διανεκεῖ λόγῳ, ὡς Πλάτων Ἱππίᾳ, 
Ἀττικῶς. διηνεκεῖ Ἑλληνικῶς. It is possible, however, that Anaxandrides 
is accurately quoting Timotheus, so διηνεκῆ should be read in 1 (see, e."g., 
Kugelmeier 1996. 23–7 for the ‘normalization’ of dialect forms).

ἐν πυρικτίτοισι γῆς in 2 has been much doubted, and Kock’s περικτίτῳ 
στέγᾳ (van Herwerden’s στέγῃ is necessary; cf. above on διανεκῆ) is often 
accepted by editors, including Page and Wilamowitz in their editions of 
Timotheus. Parallels for the emendation are difficult to find, although στέγη 
is used of a kiln at Antiph. fr. 55.3. The received text, while difficult, is not 
impossible; cf. Schulze 1892. 503. The genitive can be explained as of material 
(Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.333); the plural πυρικτίτοισι is more difficult to 
account for. Dobree’s γαῖς solves nothing, since the plural of γῆ, although it 
can be paralleled, is very rare.
Interpretation$As 3 makes clear, 1–2 are a direct quotation of the fifth/
fourth-century dithyrambic poet Timotheus of Miletus (fr. 22, PMG 798). In 
its original context, the lines were presumably part of a self-consciously poetic 
description of a feast or similar occasion. The use of compounds, high-flown 
language and overly poetic metaphors is typical of Timotheus; cf. Stanford 
1936. 133–4; Wilamowitz 1903. 43–55. In comedy, such elaborate language 
is often associated with cooks, and one may have been the speaker here; cf. 
Wilkins 2000. 380–1; Nesselrath 1990. 249, 298–9; Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 
946–53. For quotation of Timotheus, Antiph. fr. 110 (= Tim. fr. 21, PMG 797); 
Macho fr. 9.81–84 (= Tim. fr. 10, PMG 786); cf. Theopomp. com fr. 4 (quotation 
of Telest. fr. 7, PMG 811); Nesselrath 1990. 248–9. For another riddling descrip-
tion of a chytra, Antiph. fr. 55.1–6.

1–2$Both are perfect tetrameter lines.
1$διηρτάµηκε$The verb occurs elsewhere only at [A.] PV 1023 διαρ-

ταµήσει σώµατος µέγα ῥάκος (‘it will butcher the great strip of your body’); 
διαρταµῶντες, cited by LSJ as a conjecture at Ph. 2.564 (= Leg. Gaium 131 
[6.179 Cohn–Wendland]) ,is not to be accepted). The simplex is slightly more 
common (e."g. E. Alc. 494; El. 816; fr. 612) and seems to be tragic vocabu-
lary, although cognates are prosaic (e."g. IG VII 2426.15 ἀρτάµησις; X. Cyr. 
2.2.4 ἄρταµος). The word may originally have been a quasi-technical term 
from cooking or butchery (used metaphorically in A.; cf. S. fr. 1025); cf. EM 
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p. 149.55 ἄρταµος· ὁ µάγειρος … παρὰ τὸ διατάσαι, ὅ ἐστι µερίσαι … ἄρταµος 
οὖν, ὁ διαρτῶν τὰ κρέα; Synagoge B α 2157 (= Phot. α 2886); Hsch. α 7480; 
Berthiaume 1982. 98 n. 69.

διανεκῆ$The adjective is found only here in drama (but διανεκῶς [or 
διη-; cf. below] at adesp. com. fr. 382 K [rejected by K.-A.] and A. Ag. 319), but 
is otherwise relatively common (predominantly in poetry). LSJ’s citation of 
Pl. Hp. Ma. 301b, where the word is used in an abstract, metaphorical sense, 
together with this line is misleading; cf. instead H. Il. 7.321 νώτοισιν δ᾽ Αἴαντα 
διηνεκέεσσι γέραιρεν (cf. Od. 14.437); V. Aen. 8.183 perpetui tergo bovis. 

2$δαµάζετ(αι)$Not uncommonly used in a metaphorical sense, e."g. H. 
Od. 9.516; Hes. Th. 865 (cf. E. Alc. 980); Sapph. fr. 102; Ar. Pax 584. Probably 
accidentally, the word is rare in comedy, found only here and at fr. 34.15; Ar. 
Pax 584; Pl. Com. fr. 189.9.

ἐν πυρικτίτοισι γῆς$The text could be taken literally: there really are 
multiple pots, perhaps in preparation for a feast. The better solution is to 
assume the use of the poetic plural, particularly appropriate in a quotation of 
Timotheus; cf. Jones 1910. 35–7 for household items; Bers 1984. 57–9 (where 
note the dominance of paratragedy or tragic quotation). For other compounds 
in -κτιτος, cf. ἐΰκτιτος (H. Il. 5.592); ὀρείκτιτος (Pi. fr. 313); θεόκτιτος (Sol. fr. 
36.8). For γῆ (i."e. clay) as a building material, e."g. Pi. N. 10.35 γαίᾳ δὲ καυθείσᾳ 
πυρί; Antiph. fr. 55.3 πλαστὸν ἐκ γαίης; fr. 180.3; Semon. fr. 7.21 (cf. Hes. Op. 
60–1); X. An. 7.8.14.

3$Τιµόθεος ἔφη$Cf. Antiph. frr. 110 φιάλην Ἄρεος / κατὰ Τιµόθεον (= 
Tim. fr. 21, PMG 797; cf. Anaxandr. fr. dub. 82); Antiph. fr. 1.6 τραγῳδίαν 
περαίνω Σοφοκλέους; Nesselrath 1990. 248–9; Kugelmeier 1996. 263. For 
Timotheos’ work and influence, cf. van Minnen 1997; West 1992. 361–4.

χύτραν$The mainstay of the Greek kitchen, the χύτρα is a terracotta pot 
for heating or boiling water, soup or the like. In Athens, lidded versions begin 
to appear ca. 500. In general, see Sparkes 1962. 130; Agora XII 1.224–6; 2 pls. 
93–4; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.48–9 (SH 534).
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Ἀµπρακιῶτις (Amprakiōtis)
(‘Ambracian Woman’)

Discussion$Kock 1884 II.138; Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; Webster 1970. 77; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.241; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 242
Title$This play is the only known example of the title, although titles of 
this sort are common; Webster 1970. 77 compares Samia (Anaxandrides; 
Menander), Olynthia (Alexis), Boiōtia (Theophilus; Webster follows Kock in 
reading Boiōtis) and Milēsia (Alexis). Plays with ethnics as titles seem to have 
formed a small portion of Anaxandrides’ output; in addition to this play and 
Samia, he wrote a Locrides and a Thettaloi.

Ambracia was a Corinthian colony founded ca. 625 BC in southern Epirus, 
just north of the modern Gulf of Arta; in the fourth century, it seems not 
to have been much involved in the politics of the Greek world as a whole, 
although fear of Philip II’s expansionist tendencies forced it to ally itself with 
Athens in the late 340s BC before becoming a Macedonian dependency fol-
lowing Chaeroneia. In general, cf. Hirschfeld 1894. 1805–7; Hammond 1967. 
For the spelling, cf. St. Byz. α 265 εὕρηται καὶ διὰ τοῦ π ἀντὶ τοῦ β, ὅθεν καὶ 
τὸ Ἀµπρακιώτης κτλ.
Content of the comedy$Like most similarly titled comedies, the obvious 
assumption is that the plot bore some general resemblance to Menander’s 
Samia; such speculation can be neither proven nor disproven.
Date$The title is known only from the fragmentary list of Anaxandrides’ 
plays in test. 5; it seems to have been his last to take second place at the Lenaia, 
perhaps in the 350s or early 340s BC.
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Ἀντέρως (Anterōs)
(‘Anteros’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.369; 1840 III.164; 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 420; Kock 
1884 II.138; Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; Webster 1970. 83; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.241; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 242
Title$Antiphanes and Nicostratus both wrote an Ἀντερῶσα. For the correct 
form of the title (ἐν Ἀντερῶντι A), see test. 5.14.

Ἀντέρως is ‘reciprocated love’ at Pl. Phdr. 255d (cf. the use of the verb at 
A. Ag. 544; Bion fr. 12.1), and Paus 1.30.1 reports a statue of it in Athens as a 
lover’s avenger (cf. Suda µ 497). More common in art, at least, is the depiction 
of Eros and Anti-Eros as battling foes, like the relief Pausanias saw in Elis 
(6.23.5; cf. LIMC s.#v. Eros [III.1.935–6 with pls. 388–95]). The latter accords well 
with the use of the verb at [E.] Rh. 184 and with ἀντεραστής (‘rival in love’) 
at Ar. Eq. 733; Pl. R. 521b; Arist. Rh. 1388a14, and is probably what is meant 
here. Of uncertain relevance is Ἀντέρως inscribed on a cup of the early fourth 
quarter of the fourth century found in the South Stoa at Corinth (Corinth VII, 
iii, 438); other cups from the same context bear dedications to personifications 
(e."g. Love, Pleasure, Health) and to gods (Dionysus, Zeus Soter) associated 
with drinking (cf. Green and Handley 2000. 369 with n. 10).
Content of the comedy The title might suggest a plot concerned with rival 
lovers or perhaps with a character torn between two loves (e."g. love for his 
wife or state vs. some predeliction).
Date$One of the last plays of Anaxandrides mentioned in test. 5, it took fifth 
place, probably at the Lenaia, at least two years after 352 BC. It thus almost 
certainly belongs in the 340s BC, perhaps well into that decade.

fr. 7 K.-A. (7 K.)

περιστέρια γὰρ εἰσάγων καὶ στρουθία
habet A
Ἀντερῶντι A

presenting pigeons and sparrows

Ath. 14.654b 
Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ἀντέρωτι· ——
Anaxandrides in Anterōs: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlkr w|lkl llkl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.164; 1847. 575; Hirschig 1849. 4; Bothe 1855. 420; 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii; Kock 1884 II.138; Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.241; Gargiulo 1999; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 242
Citation Context$The fragment occurs near the beginning of a section in 
Athenaeus (14.654a–8a) concerned with meat and birds (sc. for eating). The 
subsection concerned with birds (14.654a–5e) begins with four references to 
pigeons, of which this fragment is the third; Men. fr. 280 and Nicostr. fr. 2 
precede, Phryn. Com. fr. 53 follows.
Interpretation$As presented by Athenaeus, the line refers to serving cooked 
birds, presumably at some sort of feast since the birds are brought in, sc. to 
diners reclining on couches vel sim. But there are some anomolies with this 
interpretation (see below), and Athenaeus may be quoting the line mislead-
ingly (whether or not intentionally is a different question).

περιστέρια$The diminutive of περιστερά, the general word for pigeon, 
although used also for more specific sorts of pigeons; cf. Thompson 1936. 
238–47; Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 302. For pigeons as food, cf. the fragments 
cited above in citation context; Petersen 1910. 143.

εἰσάγων$Not normally used of presenting food (Hirschig’s παρεισάγων 
accomplishes nothing; cf. the remarks of Kock concerning τράπεζα quoted 
on fr. 2.1) at a feast or similar occasion. The reference may instead be to 
presenting gifts to a (potential) lover; cf. on στρουθία.

στρουθία$The general term for sparrows; cf. Thompson 1936. 268–70; 
Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 578–9 (where for Page 1955 on Sappho 1.20, read 
1.10). Like περιστέρια above, these sparrows may be meant simply as food, 
presumably a delicacy, although Terpsicles33 ap. Ath. 9.391e–f states that τοὺς 
ἐµφαγόντας … στρουθῶν ἐπικαταφόρους πρὸς Ἀφροδίσια γίνεσθαι (cf. Ar. 
Lys. 723–5; adesp. com. fr. 416; ΣAbT H. Il. 2.308–19; Festus 410.17–21; Erbse 
1997). Given the title of this play and the common use of birds as love-gifts, 
the sexual connotations of sparrows may have greater relevance here than is 
immediately apparent; cf. Gargiulo 1999.

33 Cf. Bux 1934. 790, ‘T. schrieb in unbekannter Zeit περὶ Ἀφροδισίων.’
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Ἀχιλλεύς (Achilleus)
(‘Achilleus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.369–70; 1840 III.164; 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 420; 
Kock 1884 II.138; Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.242; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 242
Title$Philetaerus is the only other comic poet to write an Ἀχιλλεύς, although 
there were at least six tragedies by this name.

The title refers to the famous hero of the Trojan War. Anaxandrides’ pen-
chant for mythological plays is clear (see introduction), as is his preference for 
plays involving a hero, as here, rather than a deity. A notable subset of these 
plays concern some aspect of the Trojan myth cycle and are evenly divided 
between major figures (Achilleus, Helen, Odysseus) and minor ones (Anchises, 
Pandarus, Protesilaus).
Content of the comedy$The play could have concerned Achilleus’ disguise 
as a girl on Scyros or perhaps his education, but the possibilities are legion; 
the single fragment from Philetaerus’ play simply mocks the name Peleus.
Date$The title may appear at test. 5.5 ([ - - - ]λει), which suggests a third-place 
finish at the Lenaia prior to 375 BC, or at test. 5.13 (Α[ - - - ]), which was a 
fifth-place finish in 352 BC, probably at the City Dionysia.

fr. 8 K.-A. (8 K.)

Antiatt. p. 104.17 
κ α κ ο µ α θ ή ς · Ἀναξανδρίδης Ἀχιλλεῖ
I l l - e d u c a t e d. Anaxandrides in Achilleus

Metre$Unknown.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.164; 1847. 575; Bothe 1855. 420; Kock 1884 II.138; 
Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.242; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 242

κακοµαθής$The word is attested only here. LSJ gloss it as ‘bad at learn-
ing’ (Edmonds adds ‘slow at learning’), but this gives the sense of δυσµαθής. 
For the difference between κακο- and δυσ-, cf. Schmidt 1876–1886 IV.413–17; 
Austin–Olson 2004 on Ar. Th. 229 (discussion of κακοδαίµων [colloquial] vs. 
δυσδαίµων [high-style]). Perhaps the word occurred in reference to Achilleus’ 
education by Chiron.
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Γεροντοµανία (Gerontomania)
(‘Madness for Old Men’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.370; 1840 III.164; 1847. 576; Bothe 1855. 420; Kock 
1884 II.138; Breitenbach 1908. 122; Schiassi 1951. 220; Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; 
Webster 1970. 65; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.242; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 243; 
Rusten 2011. 464
Title$Cf. Amphis, Gynaikomania. The title is generally taken to refer to the 
madness or infatuation of old men (‘nempe senum insania nil aliud est nisi 
pulchrarum meretricum amor,’ Breitenbach 1908. 122), rather than a lust for 
old men (i."e. similar to a subjective rather than objective genitive), but parallel 
forms indicate that this is unlikely (e."g. Amphis, Γυναικοµανία [frr. 9–11]; 
Ar. Th. 576 γυναικοµανῶ; Synagoge B α 1236 = Hsch. α 4760 ἀνδροµάνης· 
ἐπιµεµηνυῖα τοῖς ἀνδράσι; Chrysipp. Eth. fr. 667; Ath. 11.464d–e).34

Content of the comedy$The apparent reference of the title to lusting after 
old men implies an inversion of normality, in that old men (and old people 
of both sexes in general) are seldom viewed as sexually attractive in comedy; 
for the depiction of old people in comedy, see Oeri 1948; Hubbard 1989. The 
plot could have born a resemblence to certain Aristophanic plays, especially 
the so-called ‘women’ plays, in which a disenfranchised group staged some 
sort of coup and overturned the existed order. Here, perhaps the old men, 
disgusted by the fact that they were overlooked in favour of young men, 
somehow managed to invert this situation. Frr. 9 and 10 could then be read 
as (self-) justifications: they had once been desirable sexual partners, sc. and 
so there is not reason why they should not still be (fr. 9), and they do in fact 
continue to contribute to society (fr. 10). Alternatively, the old men could be 
the foil in some sort of coup staged by women; rather than a sex-strike as in 
Aristophanes Lysistrata, the women have abandoned young men in favour of 
the old. If women were the main actors in the play, fr. 9 might then be best 
read as a conversation among women (see ad loc.). 
Date$The date is uncertain. Aristotle’s report (Rh. 3.1413b21; see below, frr. 
10, 13) that Philemon (Stephanis 1988 #2485) used a certain performance style 
when acting in the play probably implies that Aristotle saw it in person (pace 

34 In his Oxford Text of Arist. Rh. (see on fr. 10), Ross gives the title as Γεροντοµαχία 
but has no note in the apparatus. Since this does not seem to be a variant reading 
(it is recorded by no editor), one can only assume that it is a typographical error 
that has on occasion been followed uncritically, e."g. by H. Lawson-Tancred in his 
Penguin translation (London 1991).
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Hunter 1983. 140 n. 1). Philemon took the actor’s prize twice at the Lenaia, first 
in the late 370s BC, and the reference to him at Aeschin. 1.115 shows that he 
was still alive in the late 340s BC, but neither fact helps date this play. The dates 
that have been proposed, 367–365 BC (Schiassi), 370–360 BC (Breitenbach), 
and 360–350 BC (Webster) are all plausible, but none is more than guesswork 
or does more than place the play in the central part of Anaxandrides’ career. 
Since the speakers of fr. 9 are probably old men reminiscing about their youth, 
or at least their younger days, by recalling courtesans active in the earlier 
part of the fourth century, the play is perhaps best placed at late as possible.

fr. 9 K.-A. (9 K.)

τὴν ἐκ Κορίνθου Λαΐδ᾽ οἶσθα; (Β.) πῶς γὰρ οὔ,
τὴν ἡµετέρειόν γ᾽; (Α.) ἦν ἐκείνῃ τις φίλη
Ἄντεια. (Β.) καὶ τοῦθ᾽ ἡµέτερον ἦν παίγνιον.
(Α.) νὴ τὸν ∆ί᾽ ἤνθει τότε Λαγίσκη † ἦν δὲ τότε

5 καὶ Θεολύτη µάλ᾽ εὐπρόσωπος καὶ καλή,
ὑπέφαιν᾽ ἐσοµένη δ᾽ Ὤκιµον λαµπρὰ πάνυ

habet A
2 ἡµετέρειον Abresch: ηµεριον A: Ὑκκαραίαν Schweighäuser: ἱµερόεσσαν Bothe}}}γ᾽ 
add. Kaibel}}}ἦν δ᾽ Olson}}}φίλη Musurus: φιαλη A}}}4 Λαγίσκιον· τότε 
Jacobs: -σκιον, τότ᾽ ἦν Meineke: -σκη γ᾽, ἦν τότε Bothe: -σκ᾽, ἤνθει τότε Kaibel: fort. 
-σκη (vel –σκα ?) καὶ Φίλα (καὶ w – Olson): -σκη καὶ τότε Handley}}}5 Νεολύτη C: 
Νεαλύτη E}}}6 λαµπρά Dobree: -όν A

Do you know the one from Corinth, Lais? (B.) How could I not
know my own? (A.) She had a friend, 
Anteia. (B). She too was my plaything.
(A.) Yes, by Zeus, Lagiske was flowering then [corrupt] 

5 and Theolyte was quite comely and fair,
while Okimon gave indication that she would be utterly lovely

Ath. 13.570d–e 
µνηµονεύει δὲ τῆς Λαΐδος καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Γεροντοµανίᾳ καὶ ἄλλας ἑταίρας διὰ 
τούτων· ——
Anaxandrides in Gerontomania also mentions Lais and other hetairai in the following 
verses: ——
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Epit. (CE) συνήκµαζον δὲ Λαΐδι Λαγίσκη, Νεολύτη (Νεαλύτη E) καὶ Ὤκιµον, φησὶν 
Ἀναξανδρίδης
Epit. (CE) Lagiske, Neolyte and Okimon were in their prime at the same time as Lais, 
according to Anaxandrides

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llkl l|lkl wlkl
llkwl w|lkl llkl
llkl l|lkr llkl
llkl l|rkl llkr

5  lrkl w|lkl llkl
wwlkr l|lkl llkl

Discussion$Abresch 1755. 489–90; Toup 1760. 161; Jacobs 1809. 304–5; Dobree 
1833 II.344; Meineke 1840 III.164–5; 1847. 576; Bothe 1855. 420; Meineke 
1857 V.80; Kock 1884 II.138–9; Kaibel 1887. 501; Kock 1888 III.737; Blaydes 
1890a. 81; Blaydes 1896. 122; van Leeuwen 1902b. 355; Herwerden 1903. 
96–7; Breitenbach 1908. 121–2; Hauschild 1933. 21–2; Edmonds 1959 II.48–9; 
Webster 1970. 63; West 1987. 289; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.242; Sanchis Llopis et 
al. 2007. 243; Rusten 2011. 464
Citation Context$This passage occurs in the course of a very long discussion 
(Ath. 13.567a–94b) of prostitutes and the like. It follows Epicrates fr. 2 (from his 
Antilais) and is adduced as additional evidence for Lais. Similarly, this quota-
tion may have suggested the one that follows, Philetaerus fr. 6, which advises 
an old man to abstain from sex for the sake of his health (thus Athenaeus’ 
text; for the correct text, see K.-A.).
Text$Fraenkel 1912. 55–8, esp. 56 finds the question-and-answer formula at 
the beginning of the fragment to be common in Euripides (he compares inter 
alia Ba. 462–3 [∆ι.] τὸν ἀνθεµώδη Τµῶλον οἶσθά που κλύων / [Πε.] οἶδ᾽, ὃς…) 
and suggests it was taken over from him by the comic poets (he traces the de-
velopment in comedy particularly through Terence); cf. Ar. Th. 28–35. Fraenkel 
later returned to the theme (1968. 238): ‘die, wie es scheint von Euripides, um 
eine stichomythie in Gang zu bringen oder in Gang zu erhalten, ausgebildete 
Formel, A. οἶσθα…; B. οἶδα, ihren Weg in die mittlere und neue Komödie und 
von da auch in die Palliata gefunden hat.’

The text as printed reflects the traditional division of speakers, but S. El. 
1307 ἀλλ᾽ οἶσθα µὲν τἀνθένδε, πῶς γὰρ οὔ; provides a closer parallel for 
the wording than the examples given by Fraenkel and suggests an alternate 
possibility:
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(Α.) τὴν ἐκ Κορίνθου Λαΐδ᾽ οἶσθα, πῶς γὰρ οὔ,
τὴν ἡµετέρειον. (Β.) ἦν ἐκείνῃ τις φίλη
Ἄντεια. (Α.) καὶ τοῦθ᾽ ἡµέτερον ἦν παίγνιον.
(Β.) νὴ τὸν ∆ί᾽ κτλ.

The fragment is traditionally punctuated as a dialogue between two speak-
ers, but it is also possible that only the first three lines are a two-person 
dialogue and that a third speaker then enters the conversation, speaking 4–6 
(Γ.) νὴ τὸν ∆ί᾽ ἤνθει κτλ. The interjection would be an effective culmination: 
after Speaker B has been acknowledging having known various courtesans 
one by one in a relatively matter of fact manner, Speaker C interrupts and in 
a rush claims knowledge of three (or four).

In 2, Abresh’s ἡµετέρειον, though widely accepted and printed here, is 
problematic, since the meaning of the word is not entirely clear. The word 
appears elsewhere only at Anacr. PMG 392 (quoted by EM p. 429.50 = Hdn. 
2.517.17) οὔτε γὰρ ἡµετέρειον οὔτε καλόν, where it seems to be simply a pos-
sessive adjective (at Hdn. 1.137 no distinction is made between ἡµέτερος and 
ἡµετέρειος); for a similar pair of adjectives which are equivalent in meaning, 
cf. καθαρός and καθάρειος (cf. Chantraine 1933. 53 for a brief discussion of 
such adjectives). Lobeck’s assertion (1837. 322) that in Anaxandr. the word 
‘nostratem potius significat quam nostrum’ cannot be supported despite the 
claims of grammarians (e."g. EM p. 429.50; Choerobosc. ap. An. Ox. 2.216.16) 
that it σηµαίνει δὲ τὸν τοῦ ἡµετέρου. Further, claiming that Lais originates 
from the same locality as oneself is hardly an emphatic, or even expected, 
manner in which to assert sexual knowledge of a prostitute. One would expect 
an expression of beauty or desirability (thus Bothe’s ἱµερόεσσαν) or, more 
likely, an assertion of having had some sort of sexual encounter with her (it 
is possible, however, to understand the latter as implicit in Lobeck’s interpre-
tation of the word). For this reason, understanding ἡµετέρειον as a possessive 
used as a euphemistic expression for having experienced someone sexually is 
probably the best solution; cf. the use of ἔχειν (cf. Ar. Ach. 787; Men. Epitr. fr. 
1.2, 681–2; Kolax fr. 4; Ter. And . 85; Henderson 1991. 156; Adams 1982. 187–8). 

Whether the name ought to be spelled Ἄντεια or Ἄνθεια in 3 was disputed 
in antiquity (Harp. p. 37.5–6 Dindorf [α 141 Keaney]; Phot. α 1946; Suda α 
2501); possibly the latter results from an attempt to have a name suggesting 
her beauty (cf. for example ἤνθει in 4). She was apparently the subject of 
comedies by Eunicus, Philyllius, Antiphanes, and possibly Alexis (cf. Arnott 
1996 ad loc. [pp. 817–18]); see further Kapparis 1999 on [D.] 59.19.

In 4, the received text ἦν δὲ τότε is impossible both because of the hiatus 
before ἦν and, more importantly, the final syllable of an iambic trimeter can 
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not be resolved (White 1912 §67); the phrase is probably an intrusive marginal 
variant of ἤνθει τότε which has ousted the true text and thus indicates hope-
less corruption. Nevertheless, most emendations that have been suggested are 
predicated on the less likely notion that the echo (ἤνθει τότε ~ ἦν δὲ τότε) is 
intentional. More plausibly, Olson suggests emending to καὶ followed by the 
name of another hetaira. If true, the obvious choice is Φίλα, one of the very 
few names that fits metrically; cf. Philetaer. fr. 9 which mentions her together 
with Lais, Theolyte, and other hetaerae; [D.] 59.19 with Kapparis 1999 ad loc. 
The ousting of καὶ Φίλα here may have been aided by the similar line ending 
τις φίλη two lines above.

Lagiske in 4 is presumably another Corinthian; the Attic form of her name 
as given by the mss. may reflect the usage of the speaker or may be a scribal 
error.

Although the construction of ὑποφαίνω with a participle in 6 seems unre-
markable, the only parallel appears to be Ael. NA 5.19; this fact, together with 
the postponed δέ, might give rise to some suspicion of the text, although it 
is not obviously corrupt nor is any improvement immediately forthcoming.
Interpretation$The speakers, presumably the old men of the title but per-
haps instead women (courtesans?) talking among themselves, are discussing 
various hetairai whom they knew (or are claiming to have known) when they 
were younger. The dialogue is clearly cast as a reminiscence, but the precise 
bearing it has on the present state of the speakers is uncertain: for example, 
they may be attempting to relive past glories or they may be lamenting the 
present in comparison with the past. A possible reading of the exchange is as 
a example of one-upmanship, in which each speaker tries to out do the other 
in terms of the number, fame or beauty of his previous sexual experiences.

For hetairai in comedy in general, see Hauschild 1933 esp. 14–22; Henry 
1985 esp. 33–40, 47–8; Krieter-Spiro 1997 43–54; Auhagen 2009 for lists of 
hetairai, cf. Ar. Eq. 765; Anaxil. fr. 22; Philetaer. fr. 9; Timocl. fr. 27; Spyropoulos 
1974 82 n. 10.

1$ἐκ Κορίνθου$Corinth was notorious for its prostitutes, including 
sacred prostitutes attached to the cult of Aphrodite, already in the time of 
Periander (Hermipp. hist. FHG III.40, fr. 16). Ar. fr. 928 οὐ παντὸς ἀνδρὸς ἐς 
Κόρινθον ἔσθ᾽ ὁ πλοῦς, explained by Hsch. ο 1799 as διὰ τὴν τῶν ἑταιρῶν 
γοητείαν and by Phot. o 667 (= Suda o 924 = Apost. XIII 60) as ἐπεὶ πολλαὶ ἦσαν 
ἑταῖραι, apparently reflects a popular proverb (cf. K–A ad loc.; Panofka 1847. 
21*–2*; Renehan 1976. 105–6; Anderson 1986; Ar. Pl. 149–52 with ΣRVMErecc.). 
Note also St. Byz. p. 374.5 (= Ar. fr. 370) κορινθιάζοµαι· τὸ ἑταιρεῖν, ἀπὸ τῶν 
ἐν Κορῖνθῳ ἑταιρῶν, ἢ τὸ µαστροπεύειν; Suda ε 3266 and see Salmon 1984. 
398–400; Williams 1986.
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Λαΐδ(α)$There were at least two well-known hetairai by this name, and 
separating them is not easy; see esp. Orth 2009 on Stratt. fr. 27; in addition, 
Geyer 1925. 513–16; Holzinger 1940 on Ar. Pl. 179; Breitenbach 1908. 141–56. 
The one referred to here is the second, often known as the younger. This 
Lais is said (ΣRVEMMatr Ar. Pl. 179) to have been from Hykkara in Sicily (hence 
Schweighäuser’s conjecture in line 2), but was enslaved when Nicias captured 
the city (Th. 6.62.3–4) and ended up in Corinth. She was also apparently the 
defendant in a suit (Lys. fr. 59 Thalheim Πρὸς Λαΐδα [Ath. 13.592e; Harp. 
p. 189.5 Dindorf (λ 1 Keaney)] or Κατὰ Λαΐδος [Ath. 13.586e]); the nature of 
the suit is unknown, but one might most obviously compare [D.] 59, where the 
hetaira Neaira is prosecuted for living as a married woman with an Athenian 
citizen. The single surviving fragment of the prosecution speech mentions 
Anteia and Lagiske as well and seems to imply that Lais was faulted (inter 
alia) for not abandoning prostitution at an early age. She was mentioned as 
well by Ar. Byz. de Meretricibus (fr. 366) and her name was seemingly used 
archetypically of hetairai (e."g. Eriph. fr. 6 [cf. Schiassi 1951. 229]; cf. the plays 
entitled Ἀντιλαΐς by Cephisodorus and Epicrates).

2 γ᾽$Cf. West 1987. 289 (on E. Or. 1184): he ‘is not simply showing that 
he does indeed know what the question is about … but adding a reason why 
he certainly should know’.

2–3$ἦν ἐκείνῃ τις φίλη / Ἄντεια$The historical Anteia seems to have 
been a contemporary of Lais (Lys. fr. 59 Thalheim) and hetairai seem to be 
thought of in groups fairly often. [D.] 59.18–19 reports that Anteia was owned 
by Nikarete, a freedwoman of Charisius of Elis who presumably acted as a 
madame, along with six other girls, including Neaira; Ath. 13.593f, on the other 
hand, states that the seven of them, along with Nikarete, were the slaves of 
Casius of Elis.35 

τοῦτ(ο)$For the attraction of the gender of the subject to that of the 
predicate, cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.74; Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §§127–8.

παίγνιον$Cf. Ar. Ec. 922; HE 4266 with Gow–Page 1965 ad loc.; Plu. Ant. 
59.8; Henderson 1991. 157 on παίζειν, where note that the translation ‘tricks’ 
for παίγνια is misleading and clearly does not work here.

4$νὴ τὸν ∆ί(α)$A common trimeter line-initial formula (e."g. Ar. Ach. 
811; Eub. 105.1; Alex. fr. 100.3; Men. fr. 397; cf. Eup. fr. 286 νὴ τὸν Ποσειδῶ; 
Nicostrat. fr. 29.2 νὴ τὸν Ἀθηνᾶν; Sophil. fr. 7.3 νὴ τὸν ∆ιόνυσον). It seems not 
to occur elsewhere in the line (doubtfully at Strato fr. 1.9), although both νὴ 

35 Almost certainly, Casius is an error for Charisius; Carey on [D.] 59.18 attributes 
this and similar errors in Athenaeus to his ‘confused recollection’ of the speech.
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∆ία and µὰ τὸν ∆ία do so regularly; for a study of where these various oaths 
occur within a line, see Dover 1987. 48–53.

ἤνθει$Commonly used of the flower of youth; e."g. Phryn. fr. 3.3 ἄνθος 
ἥβης; Timocl. fr. 32.2 ἀνθοῦσι τοῖς νέοισι; Pl. R. 475a τῶν ἀνθούντων ἐν ὥρᾳ; 
cf. [Men.] Mon. 92 ἀκµὴ τὸ σύνολον οὐδὲν ἄνθους διαφέρει; Ar. Eq. 530 with 
Blaydes 1892 ad loc. ; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 16.4 (SH 146); Borthwick 
1976.

Λαγίσκη$Associated with Anteia in Lysias’ speech against Lais (fr. 59 
Thalheim [where spelled Λαγίσκα]) and reputedly the mistress of Isocrates 
(Strattis fr. 3.1 καὶ τὴν Λαγίσκαν τὴν Ἰσοκράτους παλλακήν with Orth 2009 ad 
loc.; Lys. ap. Ath. 13.592b; Hermipp. fr. 65 Wehrli). For prostitutes named after 
animals (Λαγίσκη < λαγώς ‘hare’), see Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 2.73.

5$Θεολύτη$Apparently another famous prostitute of the same period, 
known only from here and Philetaer. fr. 9.3, although she is occasionally, but 
probably wrongly, identified with the old woman at Theopomp. Com. fr. 33.5 
(so, for example, Pape–Benseler 1884 s.#v.; Edmonds ad loc. ). C’s Νεολύτη 
and E’s Νεαλύτη are scribal errors which manufacture otherwise unattested 
names.

εὐπρόσωπος καὶ καλή$Van Leeuwen 1902b. 355 compares Ar. Pl. 976 
εὐπρόσωπον καὶ καλόν. For the generalizing force of καί (specific followed by 
general), see Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 II.247; cf. Verdenius 1954.

6$ὑπέφαιν(ε)$For the meaning of the verb here, cf. X. An. 3.2.1 ἡµέρα 
τε σχεδὸν ὑπέφαινε; D. 19.123 ὑπεφήνατ᾽ ἐλπίδα; P.Cair.Zen. 59329.12–13 τὸν 
καρπὸν καλῶς ὑποφαίνοντα; generally a prosaic word, it occurs at H. Od. 
17.409 (in a literal sense) and elsewhere in comedy only at Alex. fr. 263.10. 

Ὤκιµον$Apparently also from Corinth (Eub. fr. 53) and mentioned togeth-
er with Lais at Hyp. fr. 13 Jensen. For prostitutes named after plants (ὤκιµον = 
‘basil’), see Pherecr. Koriannō#; Petalē#; Alex. Rhodion (but cf. Arnott 1996 176–8 
[on Dorkis]); Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 2.76; cf. Gildersleeve 1930. 79 on 
carm. pop. PMG 852.

λαµπρά$Often used of physical beauty, e."g. S. Tr. 379; Ar. Pax 859; 
Demetr. Com. Vet. fr. 1.4; Th. 6.54.2; cf. Schadewaldt 1966. 77; note, however, 
[D.] 59.26 (of Neaira, ‘at the peak of her career’, Kapparis 1999 ad loc.).
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fr. 10 K.-A. (10 K.)

καίτοι πολλοί γε πονοῦµεν.
τὸν ἀσύµβολον εὗρε γέλοια λέγειν Ῥαδάµανθυς καὶ Παλαµήδης

habet A
1 καὶ τοῖς πολλοῖς (vel -οῖσι) γε Kaibel: καί τοι πολύ γε Meineke}}}2 τὸν A: τὸ δ᾽ 
van Herwerden}}}ηὗρε van Herwerden

     And yet many of us work hard.
Rhadamanthys and Palamedes discovered (the idea of) free-loaders 

making jests

Ath. 14.614c 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δ᾽ ἐν Γεροντοµανίᾳ καὶ εὑρετὰς τῶν γελοίων φησὶ γενέσθαι Ῥαδάµανθυν 
καὶ Παλαµήδην, λέγων οὕτως· ——
Anaxandrides in Gerontomania says that Rhadamanthys and Palamedes were inventors 
of jests, speaking as follows: ——

Epit. (CE) εὑρετὰς δὲ γελοίων Ἀναξανδρίδης Ῥαδάµανθυν καὶ Παλαµήδην φησίν
Epit. (CE) Anaxandrides says that Rhadamanthys and Palamedes were inventors of 
jests

Arist. Rh. 3.1413b21 
ἀνάγκη δὲ µεταβάλλειν τὸ αὐτὸ λέγοντας· …οἷον καὶ Φιλήµων ὁ ὑποκριτὴς ἐποίει ἔν 
τε τῇ Ἀναξανδρίδου Γεροντοµανίᾳ, ὅτε λέγει Ῥ α δ ά µ α ν θ υ ς  κ α ὶ  Π α λ α µ ή δ η ς, 
καὶ ἐν τῷ προλόγῳ τῶν Εὐσεβῶν τὸ ἐ γ ώ  (fr. 13)

It is necessary when saying the same thing to vary it…As for example Philemon the 
actor used to do in Anaxandrides’ Gerontomania, when he says ‘R h a d a m a n t h y s 
a n d  P a l a m e d e s ’ and in the prologue of Eusebeis ‘I’ (fr. 13)

Metre$Anapaestic tetrameter catalectic.
〈wwlwwl wwlwwl〉 | llll wwll
wwlwwl wwlwwl | wwlll wwll

Discussion$Jacobs 1809. 328; Meineke 1840 III.165–6; Bothe 1944. 35; Meineke 
1847. 576; Bothe 1855. 420; Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii; Herwerden 1878. 64; Kock 
1884 II.139; Blaydes 1896. 122; Herwerden 1903. 97; Edmonds 1959 II.48–51; 
Burkert 1975. 69–70 with n. 15; Nesselrath 1990. 269, 335; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.243; Milanezi 2000. 402–3; Handley 2002. 167; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 244; 
Rusten 2011. 464
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Citation Context$Athenaeus cites this fragment as part of a discussion of 
jokes, laughter, etc.; Semus FGrHist 396 F 10 (a certain Parmeniscus is cured 
of his inability to laugh) precedes and Xenophon Symposium 1.11 (about 
Philippos the gelōtopoios [Stephanis 1988 #2498]) follows. Far more important 
is the citation by Aristotle, who uses the actor Philemon’s (Stephanis 1988 
#2485) delivery of this fragment and of fragment 13 as examples of the sort 
of variatio that is desirable in public speaking. He not only provides a hint 
about the context (the phrase ‘Rhadamanthys and Palamedes’ was repeated 
with some sort of variation) but also offers one of the very few contemporary 
reports concerning (a part of) an ancient dramatic performance.
Text$The lack of a connective in 2 has troubled some critics, hence Herwerden’s 
τὸ δ᾽, although the lack of a parallel for the abstract weighs against his con-
jecture (for this use of the abstract, see Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.10–11; 
Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §41). More likely, the asyndeton is explanatory; cf. 
Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 II.344.

The accentuation of γέλοιος (proparoxytone or properispomenon?) was dis-
puted already in antiquity, with some claiming that γέλοιος = καταγέλαστος, 
while γελοῖος = γελωτοποιός (e."g. Ammon. Diff. 119; Ael. Dion. γ 4; cf. above 
on Ἄγροικοι). Et. Gud. p. 303, however, makes the opposite claim, and others 
asserted that the difference was merely dialectal (e."g. Moer. γ 4; Σ Ar. Ra. 6 
[adding that the meaning is the same for both forms]); see Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 188.2; Chandler 1881 §384–5; Dyck 1995 on Epim. Hom. γ 22.
Interpretation$If Athenaeus’ claim that Anaxandrides presents Rhadamanthys 
and Palamedes as the inventors of jests relies solely on this passage, it must 
be based on a misunderstanding or at least a sloppy paraphrase of it, un-
less Athenaeus means to imply that Rhadamanthys and Palamedes were the 
first to discover the value of parasites for making jests. In this fragment, 
Rhadamanthys and Palamedes ought probably to be associated (as archetypal 
old men?) with the speakers of 1 and explain one way in which old men work 
hard (i."e. by producing discoveries or inventions), although one might note 
the paradoxical equation of work with the actions of parasites.

Since Aristotle explicitly states that the lines were spoken by the actor 
Philemon (presumably the protagonist), the speaker is probably one of the old 
men of the title. If so, it is easier to imagine them defending themselves (e."g. on 
a charge that old men are a burden to society) than acting as the mouthpiece 
of the poet, as Kaibel suggested (‘loquitur poeta de suo officio’ [reported by 
K–A]). Nonetheless, support for Kaibel’s view might be found in the use of 
πονοῦµεν; even if the language is difficult to parallel, the sense is not (e."g. Ar. 
Nu. 523–4, 526). If Kaibel’s interpretation is accepted, serious consideration 
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must be given to his καὶ τοῖς πολλοῖς. Although catalectic anapaestic tetram-
eters can be used in the parabasis, seemingly supporting Kaibel’s view, their 
most common use, at least in the extant plays of Aristophanes, is in debates 
(778 of 1235 lines as tabulated by White 1912 §305), which fits well with the 
more plausible reading of this fragment; see Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1921. 
367 n.1 for their general absence in this period.

Aristotle’s citation of the phrase ‘Rhadamanthys and Palamedes’ seems 
to imply that it was repeated several times in succession, since he claims that 
variation in delivery is necessary when repeating the same phrase. It remains 
difficult to see how the phrase could have been used repeatedly (much more so 
than Aristotle’s second example, ἐγώ [fr. 13]); cf. Meineke ad loc.; Burkert 1975. 
69–70; Handley 2002. 167. Edmonds’ suggestion that the names were simply 
reversed is possible but offers a less effective presentation, in addition to 
failing to account for how ἐγώ might be repeated with variation. Nevertheless, 
the alternate interpretation of the Aristotelian passage found e."g. in Kennedy 
1991, ‘it is necessary to speak the same thought in different words’, is doubtful; 
while this works with the imaginary example Aristotle provides, the phrases 
‘Rhadamanthys and Palamedes’ and ‘I’ can only with great difficulty be 
imagined as expressing the same thought as a previous phrase. Cope–Sandys 
1877 ad loc. attempt to remove the difficulty by understanding ‘Rhadamanthys 
and Palamedes’ and ‘I’ not as specific phrases to which Aristotle is referring, 
but as well-known points in the play at which the repetition occurred; but 
this is to stretch both ingenuity and Aristotle to the breaking point. For these 
reasons, it seems clear that the phrase was repeated and that Philemon varied 
his delivery each time, although it remains difficult to understand exactly 
what the variation entailed (possibly polyptoton?). Possibly the repetition 
of ‘Rhadamanthys and Palamedes’ involved the attribution of several more 
inventions or discoveries to them (cf. A. fr. 182); cf. Ar. Pax 185–7 for the 
repetition of µιαρώτατος as the answer to a series of questions (for which 
Epich. fr. 123 is adduced as a parallel by ΣV ad loc.).

1$καίτοι … γε$καίτοι is most often adversative, frequently offering an 
objection to the previous statement (Denniston 1954. 556). The line of thought 
was thus most likely ‘We have a reputation for idleness. And yet many of us 
in fact do work.’

πονοῦµεν$Probably ‘work’ rather than ‘suffer’ (so Gulick); physical work 
can often be seen as a prerequisite for achieving success, particularly in love 
(cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 236), and something of the sort may be at work 
here. If the speaker is equating himself on some level to a parasite, the claim 
may be to forestall an argument similar to Philisc. fr. 4 dub. οὐκ ἔστιν, ὦ 
µάταιε, σὺν ῥᾳθυµίᾳ / τὰ τῶν πονούντων µὴ πονήσαντας λαβεῖν.
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2$τὸν ἀσύµβολον$Literally, one who has not made the expected contri-
bution to a meal (συµβολή Hegesand. fr. 31 [FHG 4.419]; more commonly in 
the plural, e."g. Ar. Ach. 1211; Eub. fr. 72; cf. LSJ s.#v. IV.1.a; Arnott 1996 on Alex. 
fr. 15), and thence a synonym for parasite (Dromo fr. 1.2; Timocl. fr. 10.4; Diph. 
fr. 74.8; cf. Anaxandr. fr. 34.8; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 259.2; Nesselrath 1985. 
66). The figure of the parasite first appears in drama in Epicharmus (frr. 31–3) 
and is common in comedy and related literature, both Greek and Roman. See 
in general Nesselrath 1990. 309–17; Damon 1997, esp. 23–36; Arnott 1996’s 
introduction to Alex. Παράσιτος; Fisher 2000. 371–8.

εὗρε$‘was the πρῶτος εὑρετής’. A compound subject with a singular 
verb is relatively common throughout Greek literature; see Cooper 1998–2002 
63.4.2. Here the phenomenon is probably best explained by Cooper’s category 
C, i."e. that the two (Rhadamanthys and Palamedes) form a single concept, 
rather than that the verb simply agrees with the closest subject (his category 
A). Alternatively, the verb may go with Rhadamanthys alone, and Palamedes 
may be the subject of a verb in the lost line that followed.

γέλοια λέγειν$To make jests and otherwise provide entertainment or 
amusement was a standard means for parasites to justify their apparent free-
loading (see Nesselrath 1985. 26–7; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 188; Damon 1997. 
29; Fisher 2000. 372–3; Milanezi 2000; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro frr. 1.8 [SH 
534]; 5 [SH 538]; adesp. parod. fr. 1 Brandt [fr. 3 Olson–Sens]); for the use of 
this phrase to describe a parasite’s activity, Alex. frr. 188; 229; X. Smp. 1.14; 
cf. Ar. Ra. 6. Cf. Pl. Smp. 189b6 οὔ τι µὴ γελοῖα εἴπω (Aristophanes at the 
start of his speech). 

Ῥαδάµανθυς καὶ Παλαµήδης$Rhadamanthys, son of Zeus and Europa 
and brother of Minos and Sarpedon (H. Il. 14.322; Hes. fr. 141.13–14), was 
generally thought to be one of the judges in the underworld, along with his 
brother Minos and Aiakos (Pl. Ap. 41a; Grg. 523e; cf. D. 18.127), although 
he appears in Homer merely as an inhabitant of Elysium (Od. 4.563–5); in 
general, see Roscher 1884–1937 IV.77–86; LIMC VII.1.626–7. While his fairness 
and justice are continually remarked upon, he is seldom if ever referred to 
as an inventor (contrast Palamedes below), so his place here may rely on the 
notion of equity implicit in the parasite performing some task in place of a 
contribution to the meal. Roscher 1884–1937 IV.79 suggests a connection with 
the ὅρκος Ῥαδαµάνθυος (e."g. Cratin. fr. 249 with test. and K.-A. ad loc.; Σ Pl. 
Ap. 22a; cf. Ar. Av. 521 with Dunbar 1995 ad loc.), which means to swear by 
a dog, goose or other animal rather than by the gods. But any relationship 
between this method of swearing and Rhadamanthys’ appearance here must 
remain tenuous; of uncertain relevance is Theopomp. Com. fr. 31.3–4 οἷον δ᾽ 
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οὐ κήλησε δέµας λεπτὸν Ῥαδάµανθυν / Λύσανδρον κώθωνι, πρὶν αὐτῷ δῶκε 
λεπαστήν.

Palamedes, on the other hand, is far more natural in this context. A student 
of Cheiron (X. Cyn. 1.2), he first appears in literature in the Cypria (fr. 30) and 
was the subject of tragedies by all three major tragedians (cf. Ar. Th. 769–84 
for parody of Euripides’ play), an epideictic speech of Gorgias, and possibly 
a comedy by Philemo. Known for his wisdom and inventiveness (cf. Eup. fr. 
385.6 Παλαµηδικόν γε τοῦτο τοὐξευρηµα καὶ σοφόν σου [concerning the use 
of chamber-pots in symposia]), he was killed by Odysseus, in some versions 
in collusion with Diomedes, out of jealousy (e."g. Cypria fr. 30; X. Mem. 4.2.33; 
Pl. Ap. 41b); in general, see Roscher 1884–1937 III.1264–73; Kleingünther 1933. 
78–84; LIMC VII.1.145. Palamedes’ primary reputation was as an inventor or 
discoverer (for a list of inventions attributed to him, see Roscher 1884–1937 
III.1268–71), although many of his inventions seem to consist of the realization 
of something’s proper arrangement, e."g. of letters, months and years, troops, 
meals (cf. Kleingünther 1933. 28); his discovery here perhaps fits best with the 
inventions characterized by Roscher, 1270–1 as ‘Brettspiel’ and ‘Würfel’. In 
general, see Zographou-Lyra 1987.
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∆ίδυµοι (Didymoi)
(‘Twins’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.370; 1840 III.166; 1847. 576; Bothe 1855. 420; Kock 
1884 II.139; Edmonds 1959 II.50–51; Webster 1970. 72; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.243; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 244
Title$A ∆ίδυµοι or ∆ίδυµαι was written also by Aristopho, Antiphanes, 
Xenarchus, Alexis, Menander, Euphro, and possibly Antiphanes II (cf. Naevius 
Gemini; Laberius Gemelli; Antiphanes, Ephippus, Posidippus, Metrodorus 
Ὅµοιοι or Ὅµοιαι; Alexis, Antidotus Ὁµοία; Afranius Aequales).
Content of the comedy$Perhaps a play resembling, at least in its basic 
concept, Plautus Menaechmi (cf. Usener 1912–1914 III.24–6; Webster 1970. 68). 
Who first used a plot revolving around twins, and thus presumably mistaken 
identity, is unknown, but this play must belong to the first generation of what 
became a very popular subject (cf. Katsouris 1976. 34); see Introduction.

fr. 11 K.-A. (11 K.)

Antiatt. p. 85.19 
β ρ έ τ α ς · ὁ ἀναίσθητος. Ἀναξανδρίδης ∆ιδύµοις
Wo o d e n  s t a t u e: an oblivous person. Anaxandrides in Didymoi

Metre$Unknown.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.166; 1847. 576; Bothe 1855. 420; Kock 1884 II.139; 
Herwerden 1903. 97; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1; Killeen 1973. 60; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.243; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 244

βρέτας$Properly signifying a cult-image of a god, the word is fairly 
common in tragedy (e."g. A. Pers. 809; Eu. 80 (olive wood Athena Polias); E. 
El. 1254; IT 1040; not in Sophocles (unless restored at fr. 10c.8 βρε̣[ - - - ]) or 
tragici minores) but rare in comedy, attested elsewhere only at Ar. Eq. 31, 
†32; Lys. 262. On this basis, van Leeuwen 1900 suggested that the occurrence 
at Eq. 31 was paratragic (cf. Rau 1967. 187); his further claim (1902a on Av. 
1128) that, unless accompanied by further qualification, βρέτας means the 
image of Athena Polias, overstates the evidence. Pollux 1.7 disallows this word 
and δείκηλον (‘in Attic prose presumably’, Neil 1901 on Ar. Eq. 31, following 
Kuhn; contrast Et. Gen. quoted by Wendel 1935 on Σ A.R. 4.1672) in favor of 
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ἀγάλµατα, ξόανα and the like, but that seems to be only his personal opinion 
(οὐκ ἔγωγε προσίεµαι). In general, see Donohue 1988, esp. 25–6, 33–7, 169–71.

The word is used here as a metaphor for one insensitive or unperceptive; 
cf. Alex. fr. 207.1–2 ἐλάνθανον / πάλαι περιπατῶν ἀνδριάς with Arnott 1996 
ad loc.; Ar. Nu. 1202–3 with Dover 1968 ad loc.; Kassel 1983. 1–2. Herwerden 
1903. 97 compares the similar use of ἄγαλµα, ξύλον and Latin stipes; Killeen 
1973. 60 compares Plaut. Pseud. 915 and Capt. 951 (with Lindsay 1900 ad loc.). 
The further information at AB p. 223.4 (whence EM p. 213.6) Κυρηναῖοι δὲ τὸν 
ἀναίσθητον βρέτας could derive from this play but is of little help. The only 
play known to have been set in Cyrene is Plaut. Rudens and possibly its model, 
usually thought to have been by Diphilus (cf. Marx 1928. 273–4; Webster 1970. 
154); for the men of Cyrene and their reputation, see Eup. fr. 202; Arnott 1996 
on Alex. fr. 242.
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∆ιονύσου γοναί (Dionysou gonai)
(‘Birth of Dionysus’)

Discussion$Kock 1884 II.139; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1; Winkler 1982. 138 with 
n. 8; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.243 (cf. 1989 VII.556); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 245
Title$A ∆ιονύσου γοναί was also written by Polyzelus and possibly Demetrius 
I (for tragedies involving Dionysus, see Dodds 1960. xxviii–xxxiii); for a list of 
other variations of this title-formula, see Kassel–Austin on Hermipp. Ἀθηνᾶς 
γοναί.

For the birth of Dionysus, see LIMC III.1.417 with plates 664–707. Nesselrath 
1995 localizes this subgenre of comedy to roughly 410 to 380–370 BC, with 
Hermippus being an earlier exception, possibly tied to a politically motivated 
restriction of comic license (an exception noted already by Meineke, I.261). 
Nesselrath apparently overlooks the date assigned to this play,36 which is 
later than the limit he sets for the flourishing of the theme, although not late 
enough to seriously affect his general argument. In addition, Nesselrath sees 
the γοναί-plays, with the possible exception of Hermippus, as an attempt to 
look beyond the typical themes of Old Comedy and use the portrayal of myth 
in tragedy and older poetry as the raw material for comedy.37 In accord with 
this view, this play, although a late example, along with others of the same 
type, would mark an important transition in the shift to Middle Comedy; note, 
however, that Nesselrath’s comments, particularly on dating, pertain only to 
so-called γοναὶ θεῶν plays. Anaxandrides seems to have been concerned with 
mythological parody or comic treatment of myth throughout his career, as 
were other mid-fourth-century comic poets; see Introduction.
Content$A story about the birth of Dionysus would presumably concern it-
self generally with the story of the immolation of Semele and the concealment 
of Dionysus in Zeus’ thigh. Within this framework, there are any number 

36 Nesselrath 1995. 26–7 wishes to place this play earlier in Anaxandrides’ career on 
the assumption that public interest in mythological comedies soon waned; this 
dating ignores both the extant didascalic information as well as the preponderance 
of mythological comedies apparently throughout Anaxandrides’ career.

37 Nesselrath 1995. 2–3 views this use of tragedy and epic for source material as 
imitating the similar procedure of satyr-play; in this regard it is perhaps significant 
that Timesitheus’ (TGrF 214) Ζηνὸς γοναί is probably satyric (cf. Sutton 1974. 118 
[cf. also p. 113], but note that Meineke I.280 had suggested that the title was mis-
takenly included in the list of Timesitheus’ plays [and instead belongs to a comic 
poet?]).
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of possibilities for a comic adaptation, e."g. Dionysus is mistakenly placed 
elsewhere or Zeus gives birth (suggested by Nesselrath 1995. 5, comparing Luc. 
DDeor. 12). Other possibilities include the seduction of Semele, with the birth 
of Dionysus being the culmination of the story (Nesslerath 1995. 5 compares 
hBacch. 6–7 and suggests a plot involving Zeus’ infidelity and Hera’s  jealousy), 
or the story of the infant Dionysus being cared for by nymphs at Nysa (vari-
ously located; cf. Richardson 1974 on hCer. 17), where a vine, seemingly drip-
ping with wine, grew in a single day (cf. S. fr. 255 with Pearson 1917 ad loc.; 
E. Ph. 229–31 with Mastronarde 1994 ad loc.), suggesting a utopian fantasy.
Date$The play probably took second place at the Lenaia sometime after 364 
BC; see on test. 5.
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Ἑλένη (Helenē)
(‘Helen’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.370; 1840 III.167; 1847. 577; Bothe 1855. 420; Kock 
1884 II.140; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1; Webster 1970. 84; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.244 
(cf. 58); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 245
Title$A Ἑλένη was also written by Philyllus, Alexis (possibly to be identified 
with one of his other plays about Helen; cf. Arnott 1996. 197–201), and doubt-
fully Alexander Comicus (see on fr. 12a), as well as by the tragedians Euripides, 
Theodectas and Diogenes. Other plays, both comedies and tragedies, focusing 
on different parts of the Helen-myth are common.

For Helen and her place in Greek literature and myth generally, see Austin 
1994; Pantelia 1987; Homeyer 1977, esp. 1–63; LIMC IV.1.498–501.
Content of the comedy$Although the bare title offers little help, the sur-
viving fragment suggests that Anaxandrides’ play was based on Euripides’, 
as already noted by Webster 1970. 84; cf. the extensive parody of E. Hel. in Ar. 
Th., and see Rau 1967. 53–65. For an assertion of the broader influence of E. 
Hel. on comedy, see Katsouris 1976. 34. For parody of Euripides, particularly 
by Anaxandrides, see Nesselrath 1993. 191; Xanthakis–Karamanos 1980. 32–3.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 12 K.A. (12 K.)

(Α.) ἄγκυρα, λέµβος, σκεῦος ὅ τι βούλει λέγε.
(Β.) ὦ Ἡράκλεις, † ἀβελτηρίου τεµενικοῦ †·
ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἂν εἰπεῖν τὸ µέγεθος δύναιτό τις

1 λέγε S: λέγειν Phot.}}}2 ἀβελτηρίου Phot, S (AGTB): -τερίου S (F): -τερείου 
Dindorf}}}τεµενικοῦ S: τεµνικοῦ Phot.

(A.) Anchor, skiff, mention any sort of equipment you like.
(B.) By Herakles, † what religious nonsense †
But no one could express the magnitude.

Phot. α 36 = Suda α 32 
ἀβέλτερος … λέγουσι δὲ καὶ † ἀβελτήριον τὴν ἀβελτηρίαν † (ἀβελτέρειον τὴν ἀβέλ-
τερον Dindorf). Ἀναξανδρίδης Ἑλένῃ· ——
Simpleminded. … And people also use the neuter adjective (ἀβελτήριον) in place of 
the noun (ἀβελτηρίαν). Anaxandrides in Helenē: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llkl l|lkr llkl
llkl † wllk lrkl †
llkl l|rkl wlkl

Discussion$Toup 1760. 1–3; Meineke 1840 III.167; 1847. xvi, 577; Bothe 1855. 
420–1; Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii; Herwerden 1878. 65–6; Kock 1884 II.140; 
Blaydes 1890a. 81; Blaydes 1896. 122; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.244; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 245
Citation Context$A lexicographical notice illustrating the use of ἀβέλτερος 
(Men. Perinth. fr. 3) and ἀβελτήριον (this fragment).
Text$In 2, the transmitted ἀβελτηρίου τεµενικοῦ is unmetrical and has been 
much emended, particularly τεµενικοῦ, although not convincingly; for a selec-
tion of emendations, see Kock ad loc. The easiest solution is to read ἀβελτερείου 
with Dindorf, leaving τεµενικοῦ alone, which restores the meter but leaves 
a sense that many have found objectionable. ἀβέλτερος (‘simple-minded’) 
and the noun ἀβελτερία are fairly common (see on fr. 22.1); for the form 
ἀβελτέρειος, cf. fr. 9.2 (ἡµετέρειον), although note Lobeck 1837. 322, who 
states that ‘nihil decerni potest’regarding the form of this word. The neuter 
is used here as a substantive, as both Photius and the Suda assert (λέγουσι δὲ 
καὶ ἀβελτέρειον τὸν ἀβέλτερον [accepting Dindorf’s emendations]).
Interpretation$Assuming that this play is modeled on that of Euripides, there 
are several possibilities for the context. Speaker B is almost certainly a man 
(see on 2 ὦ Ἡράκλεις) and seems unfamiliar with the surroundings; Speaker 
A seems to be acting as his guide. The most obvious possibility is that B is 
Menelaos, with Theonoe or Helen (A) showing him about. The catalogue of 
equipment in 1 suggests that Menelaos has none of his own, i."e. that he has 
arrived shipwrecked, as at the beginning of E. Hel.; Speaker A’s evident access 
and familiarity with the collection suggests that she may be a priestess, like 
Iphigeneia in E. IT. Naval equipment was regularly dedicated, and the items 
listed here are perhaps dedications from sailors who survived previous wrecks 
or, more likely, spoils taken by the hostile Egyptians from shipwreck victims; 
cf. Pritchett 1974–1991 III.240–8, 279–85.

1$ἄγκυρα$Anchors are known from a very early period and occur in a 
variety of shapes and materials; see in general Mercanti 1979; Morrison and 
Williams 1968. 302–3.

λέµβος$A skiff towed or carried by a larger ship, usually if not exclusively 
a merchant ship rather than a warship, and used to communicate with the 
shore or to facilitate escape in case of emergency (e."g. D. 32.6; 34.10; Plaut. 
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Rud. 75); cf. fr. 35.7 ὄπισθεν ἀκολουθεῖ κόλαξ τῳ, Λέµβος ἐπικέκληται. The 
vessel is not to be confused with the fast, easily-maneuverable light warship 
of the same name that was developed in the third century; see Morrison 1996. 
263–4; Casson 1971. 162; Torr 1894. 103, 116.

σκεῦος ὅ τι βούλει λέγε$Given that an anchor and a skiff are hardly 
similar, Edmonds’ translation, ‘call it what you will’, must be mistaken, unless 
one accepts his claim that an indistinct object is being viewed from a distance. 
Better is Bothe’s ‘quodcunque vis, dicito’ which suggests that Speaker B is 
picking out equipment.

2$ὦ Ἡράκλεις$Cf. fr. 1.6n. (Ἄπολλον); like Apollo, Herakles was invoked 
in comedy and prose only by men (thus ensuring that the speaker here is male) 
in reaction to a surprising and unforeseen circumstance, here the unexpected 
quantity, or less likely simply the appearance of nautical equipment.

† ἀβελτηρίου τεµενικοῦ †$Prior to the first century BC, τεµενικός ap-
pears elsewhere only as the title of a speech of Isaeus (ap. Harp. p. 26.1 Dindorf 
[α 91 Keaney] and Houtsma 1870 20.23) and after that only very rarely; cf. 
adesp. com. fr. 1146.15–16 for similar coinages. In any case, the meaning of 
the adjective (‘having to do with a temenos’) is clear; for the meaning of te-
menos, see Parazarkadas 2011. 3–4. Note that at E. Hel. 1350 the dockyard of 
the Egyptians is called a περίβολος. For adjectives in -ικός, see Dover 1997. 
118–19; Peppler 1910. 428–44; Ar. Eq. 1378–80 with Neil 1901 ad loc.

 Dedications of a wide variety of objects are common in temples, and 
it is unsurprising to find maritime equipment here. For extant dedications 
of maritime equipment, including anchors, see Délos XVIII, pp. 197–200 (cf. 
I.Délos 442.167 [ship’s ram], 168, 171 [anchors]). For sanctuary offerings in 
general, Rouse 1902, esp. 342–93; Aleshire 1989, esp. 37–52; Harris 1995.

3$τὸ µέγεθος$What it is, the size of which is being referred to, is uncer-
tain; presumably the temenos (note the size and apparent number of items it 
contains) rather than some specific object, perhaps concerned with seafaring, 
within it.

fr. 12a (Alexander Com. fr. 2 K–A)

Antiatt. p. 96.33 
ε ὐ ο ρ κ η σ ί α · Ἀναξανδρίδης Ἑλένῃ

εὐορκισία cod.: corr. Bekker: εὐοργησία Valckenaur}}}Ἀναξανδρίδης Meineke: 
Ἀλέξανδ cod.: Ἄλεξις Kaibel

L o y a l t y  t o  o n e ’ s  o a t h: Anaxandrides in Helenē
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Metre$Unknown.
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.370; 1841 IV.553; 1847. 1163; Bothe 1855. 705; 
Kock 1888 III.372; Edmonds 1961 IIIA.310–11; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.19
Citation Context$Meineke’s (I.370) emendation to Ἀναξανδρίδης here, al-
though fairly consistently reported, has never been accepted into the text, 
despite cogent reasons for doing so. The same error occurs at frr. 10, 67 and 
71, although not elsewhere in the Antiatticist, who has only the similar error 
Ἀλεξανδρίδης (fr. 15 from Antiatt.; similar errors in other sources at frr. 5; 
12; 22; 36; 39; 45; 56; 61; 75). More important, Alexander (second–first c.) is 
later than any other comic poet cited by the Antiatticist; Timostratus (second 
c.) is the only other poet later than the third.38 In addition, the Antiatticist 
cites Timostratus five times (frr. 1; 3; 4; 5; 7), following his usual practice of 
repeatedly relying on the same authors for examples (e."g. citing Anaxandrides 
twelve times). He cites Alexander, on the other hand, nowhere else, nor is 
there any other evidence for Alexander having written a Helen. The same 
arguments can be adduced in favor of Kaibel’s suggested attribution of this 
fragment to Alexis (reported by K.-A. ad loc.), although confusion between 
Ἄλεξις and Ἀλέξανδρος occurs only at Alex. fr. 8 (where only Zenob. 6.11 is 
in error); cf. on fr. 21 for possible similar corruptions at Antiatt. pp. 84.13; 96. 
1; 108.17.
Interpretation$εὐορκησία occurs only here in Greek literature (inexplicably 
termed a vox nihili by Barrett 1964 on E. Hipp. 1039); other compounds from 
the same roots, esp. εὐορκέω and εὔορκος, though not uncommon in literature 
generally, are rare in drama, occurring only at Ar. Pl. 61 (εὐόρκου), E. Med. 
495 (εὔορκος) and Or. 1517 (εὐορκοῖµι). The word need not refer strictly to the 
keeping of oaths; cf. Holzinger 1940 on Ar. Pl. 61 ‘Die εὐορκία oder εὐορκησία 
ist ein Ausfluss der ὁσιότης und der δικαιοσύνη und kann als Teilerscheinung 
für die ganze ἀρετή gesetzt werden.’ For oaths generally, see Sommerstein–
Torrance 2014; Sommerstein–Bayless 2012; Sommerstein–Fletcher 2007; Dover 
1974. 248–50; Hirzel 1902. One obvious context for the word in a play based 
on E. Hel. is that Helen has, contrary to appearances, remained faithful to 
Menelaos; others might be Helen’s and Menelaus’ deception of Theoclymenus 
(thus lack of εὐορκησία), Theonoe’s betrayal of her brother, or the oath upheld 
by the suitors of Helen when they went to Troy to reclaim her.

38 Ruhnken 1828b. 356 had already made much the same observation in passing; cf. 
also Latte 1915. 373 n. 1 (= 1968. 612 n. 1).
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Ἐρεχθεύς (Erechtheus)
(‘Erechtheus’)

Discussion$Kock 1884 II.140; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.244; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 245
Title$Although there are no other comedies of this name, Euripides wrote an 
Erechtheus, as did Ennius, possibly using Euripides’ play as a model. Euripides’ 
version was concerned with Erechtheus’ sacrifice of his daughter when 
Eumolpus and the Thracians invaded Athens. The extensive fragments of that 
play are frr. 349–70; cf. Collard et al. 1995. 148–94, and for the iconography of 
the myth, Connelly 1996. 67–80; in general, LIMC IV.1.923–8.

Content of the comedy: It is difficult to imagine a comic treatment of 
this part of the myth, but an extended parody of Euripides’ play is possible 
(cf. Nesselrath 1993. 191).
Date$According to test. 5.4, Erechtheus (otherwise unknown) took third place 
at the City Dionysia in the archonship of Lysistratos (368 BC).
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Εὐσεβεῖς (Eusebeis)
(‘The Pious’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.370; 1840 III.167; 1847. 577; Bothe 1855. 421; Kock 
1884 II.140; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.244; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 246 
Title$There is no other play with this title, although one might compare 
Antiphanes Εὐθύδικος.
Content of the comedy$The plural title implies an eponymous chorus, but 
the single word that survives from the comedy offers no help in understanding 
the plot.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 13 K.-A.

Arist. Rh. 3.1413b25 
Φιλήµων ὁ ὑποκριτὴς … ὅτε λέγει … ἐν τῷ προλόγῳ τῶν Εὐσεβῶν τὸ ἐ γ ώ
Philemon the actor…when he says…‘I’ in the prologue of Eusebeis 

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.167 (cf. 166); 1847. 576; Bothe 1855. 421 (cf. 420); 
Meineke 1857 V.80; Kock 1884 II.140; Edmonds 1959 II.50 (cf. 48–9); Burkert 
1975. 69–70 with n. 15; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.244; Handley 2002. 167; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 246 n. 501; Rusten 2011. 464
Citation Context$According to Aristotle (cf. fr. 10n.), ἐγώ was repeated sev-
eral times in the course of the prologue, but Philemon presumably changed 
the inflection or tone. Aristotle’s claim is easier to understand in this instance 
than in his other example ‘Rhadamanthys and Palamedes’ (fr. 10.2; see ad loc.).
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Ζωγράφοι ἢ Γεωγράφοι (vel -ος) (Zōgraphoi ē Geōgraphoi)
(‘Painters’ or ‘Geographers’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.370–1; 1840 III.167; 1847. 577; Bothe 1855. 421; 
Kock 1884 II.140; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1; Long 1986. 173 n. 1; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.244; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 246
Title$Although the alternate titles have the look of orthographic variants, 
Pollux’ statement suggests otherwise (see fr. 14). In this instance, the double 
title obviously did not result, as often is the case, from using both the chorus 
and the main character for the name (e."g. Eubulus Λάκωνες ἢ Λήδα). Perhaps 
there were two plays, one of them a revision of the other, like e."g. Antiph. 
Ἄγροικος ἢ Βουταλίων (cf. Ath. 8.358d [Antiph. fr. 68]), despite the fact that 
no such assertion is made in the testimonia (but note test. 2, which claims 
that Anaxandrides destroyed unsuccessful plays). The final possibility is that 
the double title results from two important characters, or in this case perhaps 
two groups of characters39, like Diphilus Εὐνοῦχος ἢ Στρατιώτης (although 
that instance is complicated); cf. E. Hipp., called Φαίδρα in L. As none of these 
solutions seem satisfactory, the best explanation is perhaps that Pollux has 
misunderstood the alternatives, presumably found in his source, as a true 
double title rather than evidence for uncertainty about the correct reading; cf. 
Meineke 1839 I.370. The Antiatticist cites the play once by the title Γεωγράφος 
(fr. 15; for the variation in number from Pollux, see below), but seems to cite it 
a second time as Ζωγράφος (cf. fr. 14n.), although these might merely be the 
result of the abbreviated condition of the Antiatticist. For concise discussion of 
double titles and the problems associated with them, see Hunter 1983. 146–8. 
Of further relevance is Kock’s claim that ‘geographiae quae proprie dicitur 
geographorumque nomen…non ante Eratosthenem exstitisse consentaneum 
est’; the only possible exceptions are [Arist.] Mu. 393b20, if the work is taken as 
genuine, and Democr. FVS 68 B 28a (the title of one of his works as given by D.L. 
9.48). Most important, both fragments strongly suggest a concern with painting 

39 Two groups of characters could suggest a divided chorus (cf. Taplin 1993. 57–8); 
although painters are common enough, however, that they could presumably 
have been stereotyped, that is much more doubtful in the case of geographers. 
Furthermore, the common modern opposition between art and science was not 
felt as strongly if at all in antiquity, nor would geographers be a natural choice 
for representing such a group aside from the similarity of their name to that of 
painters, which is a weak basis for the plot of a play.
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rather than geography; of the two titles (orthographic variants), therefore, 
Γεωγράφοι ought to be rejected.

The second problem, and one less easily solved, is whether the title ought 
to be singular or plural. The confusion is common in citations of poets and 
may arise not only from scribal error but from unresolved abbreviations, 
on occasion perhaps originating with official records; see Hunter 1983. 95. 
Antiphanes, Hipparchus and Diphilus all wrote a Ζωγράφος, which suggests 
that the singular should be preferred here,40 but Pomponius wrote a Pictores, 
supporting the plural. Since Pictores is not without problems (it may be instead 
Pistores; cf. Ribbeck 1897 ad loc.), the evidence slightly favors the singular.

Figural painting is known from at least the Bronze Age, but the term 
ζωγράφος is relatively late, appearing first at Hdt. 2.46 (cf. Democr. 28c Περὶ 
ζωγραφίης ap. D.L. 9.48) and sporadically thereafter; cf. Chadwick 1996. 81. 
Reinach 1921 offers a useful collection of the ancient testimonia concerning 
painters and painting; for painting in the fourth century, see Keuls 1978, esp. 
59–87; Swindler 1929, esp. 265–304. For more recent surveys, see Scheibler 
1994; Rouveret 1990.

Although Kock may be correct that the term ‘geography’ did not exist 
prior to Eratosthenes, the subject itself did. Maps were reportedly produced 
already in the sixth century by Anaximander (FVS 12 A 6; cf. Hdt. 5.49), and 
the subject was well-known enough to be comic fodder at Ar. Nu. 206–16 (cf. 
Starkie 1911 ad loc.). For ancient geography generally, see Olshausen 1991; 
older but more informative are Bunbury 1883, esp. 379–404 for the fourth 
century; Berger 1887–1893, esp. Abt. 2.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 14 K.-A. (13 K.)

πυξίον λαβὼν κάθου
Take a tablet and sit down

Poll. 10.59 
εἴρηται µὲν γὰρ καὶ ἐπὶ ζωγράφου τοὔνοµα (sc. πυξίον) ἐν Ἀναξανδρίδου Ζωγράφοις 
ἢ Γεωγράφοις (ἑκατέρως γὰρ ἐπιγράφεται τὸ δρᾶµα)· ——

40 Alternatively, the dominance of the singular elsewhere could account for corrup-
tion to the singular here and does make the plural the lectio difficilior.
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The word (sc. tablet) is also used in the case of a painter in Anaxandrides’ Zōgraphoi ē 
Geōgraphoi (the play goes by both titles): ——

Antiatt. p. 113.1 
πυξίον· ὅπου οἱ ζωγράφοι γράφουσιν. Ἀναξανδρίδης Ζωγράφῳ
Ἀναξανδρίδης Meineke: Ἁγίας cod.
Tablet. Where painters draw. Anaxandrides in Zōgraphoi

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlkl x〉|lkl wlkl

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.167–8; 1847. 577; Bothe 1855. 421; 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii, 80; Kock 1884 II.140–1; Blaydes 1896. 122; Edmonds 
1959 II.50–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.245; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 246
Citation Context$The designation of the author in the Antiatticist is clear-
ly corrupt. Having previously suggested Augeas (I.370) or Amphis (I.416), 
Meineke 1840 III.168 eventually settled on Anaxandrides, tracing the corrup-
tion to ΑΓΙΑΣ from the abbreviation [?] ΑΝΑΞ. Augeas is inherently implau-
sible; cf. above on fr. 12a. Amphis is possible, but is not known to have written 
a Ζωγράφος, nor is the corruption as easy to trace. In addition, πυξίον is itself 
a rare word, occurring elsewhere in comedy only at Ar. fr. 879. (The citation of 
Amphis in LSJ is a reference to the Antiatticist entry under discussion here.) 
Since the word does occur in Anaxandrides and he did write a Ζωγράφος (vel 
sim.), Meineke’s Ἀναξανδρίδης ought probably to be accepted and the citation 
referred to this fragment.

πυξίον$A tablet made of boxwood (πύξος) used for writing or drawing 
on, presumably after having been whitened; see Blümner 1875–1887 II.253–4 
n. 9 for further examples. Pritchett 1996. 27–30 offers a useful collection and 
discussion of the evidence for such boards and their white coating.41 In Ar. fr. 
879, the word or its diminutive is equated with a δελτίον in the case of those 
in the office of a γραµµατιστής, but the verb πυξογραφέω seems to refer to 
the process of painting on a tablet. The famous paintings displayed in the Stoa 
Poikile in the agora seem to have been on wood (see Agora III, pp. 42 [89], 
43–4 [93–4]; Wycherley 1953. 24–5), although in the testimonia the panels are 
referred to as σανίδες or πίνακες. Examples of portraits on wood are extant, 
although from the first and second centuries AD; e."g. Doxiadis 1995; Walker 

41 See also Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 1179–81; cf. Stroud 1998. 99–100 for the similar use 
of white plaster to create a suitable writing surface on stone.
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1997. For extant Hellenistic painting, though on stone, e."g. Petsas 1966, esp. 
pls. 6–10. See also the general surveys cited above (Introduction to this play) 
for further bibliography and examples.

κάθου$For the form, cf. Ar. fr. 631; Alex. fr. 226; Diph. fr. 8; Orus fr. A 
57 with Alpers 1981 ad loc.; ΣT H. Il. 2.191a1 κάθησο· κάθου Ἀττικῶς; Σb H. 
Il. 2.191a2; Epim. Hom. κ 82 with Dyck 1995 ad loc.; cf. Ar. V. 209 σοῦ with 
MacDowell 1971 ad loc. The form is most common in comedy but occasionally 
occurs elsewhere (e."g. A. Eu. 226; E. fr. 337.1; see Veitch 1887. 347 for examples 
from late prose); in general, see Lautensach 1917. 87–9.

fr. 15 K.-A. (14 K.)

Antiatt. p. 104.32 
κ ι ν ν ά β α ρ ι ς · ἀρσενικῶς. Ἀναξανδρίδης Ζωγράφῳ
Γεωγράφῳ cod. (see above on introduction to this play)
C i n n a b a r. Masculine. Anaxandrides in Painter

Choerob. in Theodos. Can. 4.344.1 
τὸ δὲ κιννάβαρι καὶ ἀρσενικῶς εὑρέθη ὁ κιννάβαρις, εὕρηται γὰρ παρὰ Ἀναξανδρίδῃ 
ἡ αἰτιατικὴ τ ὸ ν  κ ι ν ν ά β α ρ ι ν
habent CV
Ἀναξάνδρῳ V: Ἀλεξανδρίδι C
Cinnabar was also found in the masculine form kinnabaris, for the masculine accusative 
k i n n a b a r i n  is found in Anaxandrides

Metre$Unknown (word is l k w w).
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.168; 1847. 577; Bothe 1855. 421; 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii; Kock 1884 II.141; Blaydes 1896. 122; Edmonds 1959 
II.50–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.245; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 246
Citation Context$The Antiatticist’s Γεωγράφῳ probably does not represent 
a corruption in the manuscript tradition (unless from Γεωγράφοις) but reli-
ance on a faulty tradition (cf. Introduction to this play) or abbreviation of a 
version that gave both alternatives. Nevertheless, emendation restores what 
is probably the correct title.
Interpretation$Cinnabar, or mercury sulfide, was used as a red pigment in 
antiquity; for its manufacture, see Thphr. Lap. 58 with Eichholz 1965 ad loc.; 
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in general, Forbes 1993 III.216–21. Traces of cinnabar have been found on a 
fourth-century lekythos from the Pnyx and on sixth-century statues from 
the Athenian acropolis, as well as in a bowl, seemingly used for mixing or 
storing it, from the agora (see Caley 1945. 152–6; Caley–Richards 1956 on 
Thphr. Lap. 58); cf. Dsc. 5.94 χρῶνται δὲ αὐτῷ (sc. cinnabar) οἱ ζωγράφοι εἰς 
τὰς πολυτελεῖς τῶν τοίχων κοσµήσεις. Cinnabar was apparently not found in 
Greece, although Thphr. Lap. 58 (cf. Plin. NH 29.25; 33.117) reports that it was 
found in Spain, Colchis and near Ephesus, and all the samples that have been 
discovered must thus have been imports. The masculine is attested only here.
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Ἡρακλῆς (Hēraklēs)
(‘Herakles’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.168; 1847. 577; Bothe 1855. 421; Kock 
1884 II.141; Edmonds 1959 II.50–1 (cf. 1957 I.930–931); Webster 1970. 18 n. 1; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.245 (cf. 1986 V.77); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 246
Title$Herakles appeared as the title-character also in plays by Epicharmus, 
Archippus, Philyllius, Diphilus, Nicochares and Novius (cf. Pherecr. Anthro-
pherakles and Pseuderakles), and had a part in numerous other plays (e."g. Ar. 
Ra.; Cratin. Busiris; Ephipp. Busiris; Nicoch. Centaurs; Stratt. Callippides; for 
further examples of fifth-century comedies in which Herakles figures, see 
Woodford 1966. 93–102, 108–9).

Herakles as a comic figure is well-known, to such an extent that Galinsky 
1972. 81 can assert that ‘it is in this role that he was best known to the Greeks 
of both the mainland and the western colonies.’ His comic persona, however, 
was not confined to comedy (e."g. his behavior in E. Alc.), and Galinsky 1972. 
81 reasonably claims that he was the most popular character of the satyr play 
(for a list of the satyr plays involving him, see Woodford 1966. 107–8). For 
the comic treatment of Herakles in general, see Galinsky 1972. 81–100. For 
Herakles the glutton in comedy and satyr play, see Wilkins 2000. 90–7. For 
the hero in general, LIMC IV.1.728–31.
Content of the comedy$Although mythological parody is an obvious possi-
bility for the plot (Webster 1970. 18 n.1 expresses caution about seeing a direct 
tragic predecessor), the stories involving Herakles are too many and varied for 
speculation to be useful. The sole fragment does suggest that at least part of 
the play dealt with his musical education under Linus (recognized by Schenkl 
1891. 327); cf. Alex. Λίνος with Arnott 1996 ad loc. For Herakles as musician, 
see Schauenburg 1979.
Date$This may be the comedy that took third place at the Lenaia prior to 375 
BC; see test. 5.5 ([ - - - ]λει) and above on Achilleus.
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fr. 16 K.-A. (15 K.)

ὁ µὲν γὰρ εὐφυής τις εἶναι φαίνεται·
ὡς δ᾽ εὐρύθµως λαβὼν τὸ µελετητήριον
εἶτ᾽ ἐσχεδίασε δριµέως † ενπαπαι †
µεστὸς γενόµενος πρὸς τὸν Ἀργᾶν βούλοµαι

5 κωδωνίσας πέµψαι σ᾽ ἀγωνιούµενον,
ἵνα καὶ σὺ νικᾷς τοὺς σοφιστάς, ὦ φίλε

habet A
1 fort. ᾽φαίνετο}}}2 εὐρύθµως Schweighäuser: ἐύρυθµος A}}}3 ενπαπαι A: ἕν· 
παπαπαπαῖ Olson: παπαῖ παπαῖ Casaubon: εὖ µάλα παπαῖ Meineke: ‘εὖγ᾽,’ εἶπα, ‘παἶ’ 
Edmonds

For he seems to be someone with natural talent.
And after taking up his instrument gracefully,
he then improvised piercingly. † enpapai †
Sated after testing you, I wish to send

5 you to compete against Argas,
so that you also might defeat the sophists, my friend

Ath. 14.638c–d 
(de Arga) καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ἡρακλεῖ· ——
Also Anaxandrides in Heraklēs: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlkl wlk|l wlkl
llkl wl|kr llkl
llkr w|lkl lkl
llkr l|lkl llkl

5  llkl ll|kl wlkl 
wwlkl l|lkl llkl
1 is a perfect trimeter; cf. fr. 57.3.

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.168; Bothe 1944. 35–6; Meineke 1847. 577–8; 
Bothe 1855. 421; Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii, 80; Kock 1884 II.141; Schenkl 1891. 
327; Blaydes 1896. 122; Herwerden 1903. 97; Edmonds 1959 II.50–3; Renehan 
1976. 147–8; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.245–6; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 246–7
Citation Context$Within a long section on music and musicians (14.631e– 
639a), Athenaeus alleges that Argas wrote indecent tunes and quotes two 
fragments referring to him (Alex. fr. 19, followed by this fragment).
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Text$Disruptions in the syntax and thought can be explained by assuming 
that this passage is in fact two fragments (1–3 and 4–6) which have been been 
conflated. There might simply be a lacuna after 3 (cf. on 1 ὁ µὲν). But more 
likely these are unrelated fragments, and an attribution after line 3 has fallen 
out of the text. In that case, 1–3 are from Anaxandrides’ Herakles but are 
presumably spoken about Argas himself, whereas 4–6 are from an unknown 
play by an unknown author who mentions Argas.

The change from present in 1 to past in 2–3 is awkward; one obvious solu-
tion is to emend to (ἐ)φαίνετο (for the prodelision, cf. Platnauer 1960. 143–4).

In place of the unmetrical jumble ενπαπαι in 3, one iambic metron is 
needed. Casaubon’s παπαῖ παπαῖ seems flat (for the repetition, cf. Ar. Nu. 
390 παππὰξ παππάξ; V. 235 ἀππαπαῖ παπαιάξ) and fails to account for the 
intrusion of εν. Meineke’s εὖ µάλα, παπαῖ is better, and his comment that 
‘in talibus omnia sunt incerta’ is true enough. Edmonds 1933. 5, ingeniously 
suggested Εὖ〈γ᾽, εἶ〉πα, παῖ which places the whole fragment in the context 
of a narrative of a past event; nevertheless, while useful as an exempli gratia 
reconstruction, it ought not to be accepted in the absence of clearer evidence 
for the context. Note as well the slight difficulty of having both παῖ and ὦ 
φίλε addressed to the same person in the same sentence. The best solution is 
Olson’s ἕν· παπαπαπαῖ (cf. Ar. Th. 1191) vel sim., which provides the requisite 
sense and satisfactorily accounts for the corruption (via haplography).
Interpretation$According to Kock ad loc., ‘videntur duo pueri artis musicae 
magistro in disciplinam tradi, quorum alter ei magnopere probatur. alter for-
tasse Hercules fuit.’ Schenkl 1891. 327 (see above) suggests that the speaker is 
Linus and the other student Thamyras or Orpheus. There do seem to be two 
students, the first talked about in 1–3, the second addressed in 4–6, unless 
Edmonds’ emendation (vel sim.) is accepted, making the whole fragment a 
narration of a past event concerning a single student.

1$ὁ µέν$In the text as transmitted, the contrast is with the addressee of 
4–6, and indeed µέν without answering δέ or another particle is unproblematic 
(δ(έ) in 2 is continuative). If the fragment is lacunose between 3 and 4, the 
sense might be: ‘The one (ὁ µέν) had a good appearance but played badly, 〈and 
so the other (ὁ δέ) won. And so〉 after testing you, I will send you also (καὶ σύ) 
off to defeat the sophists.’

εἶναι φαίνεται$Normally, φαίνοµαι ὤν means ‘be manifestly so,’ while 
φαίνοµαι εἶναι means ‘have the appearance of being so’ (Kühner–Gerth 1898– 
1904 II.53; Goodwin 1890 §914.5). There do seem to be exceptions, however, 
notably Hdt. 7.137.1; Th. 4.47.1 (although Kühner–Gerth state that here the 
participle appears ‘vielleicht um den Zusammenstoss zweier Partizipe zu 
vermeiden’; cf. Krüger on Th. 4.38.1). In the absence of compelling evidence 
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to the contrary, it is best to retain the normal meaning for the construction 
and assume that the person discussed only gives the appearance of proficiency, 
while lacking talent.

2–3$εὐρύθµως$‘Gracefully,’ referring to physical movement, as at E. 
Cyc. 563; Pl. Com. fr. 47; Theophil. fr. 2.4–5, although given the context some 
musical connotation may be felt as well, via a reference to ῥυθµός.

λαβὼν … εἶτ(α)$A participle followed by a temporal conjunction and 
finite verb is common in comedy and, to a lesser degree, in other genres ex-
hibiting colloquial language; cf. Antiph. fr. 152.2 λαβοῦσαν εἶτα; Ar. Th. 556–7; 
E. Cyc. 563; van Leeuwen 1898 on Ar. Nu. 624; Dover 1987. 28–9; Renehan 
1976. 147–8.

τὸ µελετητήριον$Cf. Hsch. µ 681 µελετητήριον· οἶκος, ἢ ὄργανον, ἐν 
ᾧ τις µελετᾷ; the second definition probably refers to this passage, as it is 
the only surviving instance in which the word has this meaning, and the 
first possibly to Plu. Dem. 7 and 8, the only other occurrences of the word. 
Although the formation in -ήριον is more common in place names, whether 
comic coinages (e."g. φροντιστήριον) or normal vocabulary (e."g. δικαστήριον), 
Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 II.281 adduce ποτήριον and σηµαντήριον as par-
allels for the formation used of an instrument, and Smyth 1956 §842.4 adds 
θελκτήριον. If Linus is involved, the musical instrument is probably a cithara.

ἐσχεδίασε$This is among the earliest occurrences of a generally late 
word, with possible contemporary examples depending on the date of [Pl.] 
Sis. 387e and the attribution of P.Hib. I 13 and P.Mich. inv. 2754 (Winter 1925). 
Although αὐτοσχεδιάζω is far more common in the Classical/Hellenistic 
period, late (and modern) attempts to formulate a chronological distinction 
between the words are mistaken: instead, forms of σχεδιάζω are used in 
preference to augmented or reduplicated forms of αὐτοσχεδιάζω. For details, 
see Renehan 1971. 93–9; cf. Renehan 1976. 147–8. Although the word and its 
cognates are not elsewhere used of musical improvisation, σχεδιάζω is used 
of poetic improvisation at P.Mich. inv. 2754.1 (a fragmentary life of Homer); 
cf. LSJ s.#vv. σχέδιος II.1; αὐτοσχεδιάζω (and cognates). σχεδιάζω also appears 
in a musical treatise (P. Hib. I 13 col. 1, 12–3), where it does not seem to refer 
to playing music, although the context may have suggested its use if this was 
a normal meaning of the word.

δριµέως$The word seems here to have a negative sense. It is used of 
sound elsewhere only at E. Cyc. 104 οἶδ᾽ ἄνδρα, κρόταλον δριµύ, Σισύφου 
γένος, presumably in a similar sense.42 δριµύς can be used in a positive sense, 

42 Seaford 1984 ad loc. compares E. Hel. 1308–9 κρόταλα δὲ βρόµια διαπρύσιον / ἱέντα 
κέλαδον.
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referring to fierceness or perhaps piercing intellect; see e."g. Kock 1894b on Ar. 
Av. 255. That seems not to be the case, however, at E. Cyc. 104 (cf. Odysseus’ 
reply, Cyc. 105 λοιδόρει δὲ µή) or here (cf. on 1 above). The normal field of the 
word is better defined by its use to describe a bitter or biting taste (Pl. Com. 
fr. 169; Diph. fr. 18.4), the sting of smoke in the eyes (Ar. V. 146), or the sting 
of a blow (Ar. Pax 257; cf. Taillardat 1965 §602); cf. Ar. Ra. 652 ἔβλεπεν εἴς µε 
δριµύ with Dover 1993 ad loc.; Taillardat 1965 §§356–7. Ar. Byz. fr. 31 reports 
that Euripides used δριµύ in the sense of συνετόν, which is regularly taken as 
a reference to the occurrence in Cyc. The gloss may refer to a secondary sense, 
as Seaford 1984 ad loc. suggests; more likely, it is based on a misunderstanding 
due to mispunctuating of the line κρόταλον, δριµὺ Σισύφου γένος (printed by 
Prinz–Wecklein; apparently accepted by Nauck 1848 on Ar. Byz. fr. 31 [but not 
in his third ed. of Euripides] and Kock).

† ενπαπαι †$παπαῖ has a range of meanings (e."g. Ar. Ach. 1214; Lys. 215; 
Pl. 220; Alex. fr. 15.16; Anaxipp. fr. 4.22), as do related words (e."g. Ar. V. 235, 
309; Lys. 924; Ar. Th. 1191), generally dependent on the context. In general, 
cf. Labiano Ilundain 2000. 275–86; Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 3.79 for 
ταταῖ (an expression of pain) and on the accentuation παπαῖ as opposed to 
παπαί. If I understand the fragment correctly, here the word is an expression 
of distress or discomfort, as the speaker recalls the playing of the student or 
competitor mentioned in 1–3.

4–6$The speaker turns from narration of the past and directly addresses 
his interlocutor, whose cithara playing has probably just been contrasted with 
that of the person described in 1–3.

4–5$For a verbal resemblance, although of doubtful relevance, cf. Plu. Mor. 
150c τοῦ θεοῦ µεστὸς γενόµενος µὴ ἀθαρσέστερον ἀγωνίσωµαι.

4$µεστὸς γενόµενος$‘Canticis plenus,’ Dalechamp; LSJ is misleading. 
Aside from the occasional negative qualification (e."g. Alex. fr. 150.5 µεστὴν 
γυναικείας χολῆς; Diph. fr. 17.15 µεστοὶ λάπης), µεστός seems generally to 
invoke a pleasing image.

πρὸς τὸν Ἀργᾶν$Argas (PAA 160525; Stephanis 1988 #292) was a mus-
ician of the first part of the fourth century (Edmonds’ assertion that he flour-
ished ca. 365 is based on no evidence); see Crusius 1896; Nesselrath 1990. 
198 n. 48; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 19. This fragment may imply that he was 
a κιθαριστής, and fr. 42.16–18 states that he was a singer (αὐλεῖν δ᾽ αὐτοῖς 
Ἀντιγενείδαν / Ἀργᾶν δ᾽ ᾄδειν καὶ κιθαρίζειν / Κηφισόδοτον); elsewhere he 
seems known only as a poet.

The testimonia (with the possible exception of Anaxandrides) reflect 
a uniformly negative opinion of him and his music; it is possible that an 
additional exception occurs at Arist. Po. 1448a15 (cf. Vahlen 1885 ad loc.). He 
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is called a poet µοχθήρων νόµων vel sim. (Phainias of Eresus fr. 10; Plu. Dem. 
4.8; Hsch. α 7013), his name is used as a mocking nickname for Demosthenes 
(Aeschin. 2.99 with Σ ad loc. [221 Dilts]; Plu. Dem. 4.8), and he is mocked at 
Alex. fr. 19. Arnott 1996 ad loc. asserts that the opinion expressed by Phainias, 
and possibly hence by Plutarch and Hesychius, was based on a comic or hostile 
philosophical source; his evidence is that Argas would not have performed 
at the wedding between Iphicrates and the daughter of Cotys, king of Thrace 
(cf. fr. 42), if he had a poor reputation as a musician. The description of the 
wedding is not necessarily straightforward and the appearance of Argas there 
may be part of its outlandishness (cf. ad loc.), and Argas’ apparent inclusion 
among the sophists here is hardly meant as a compliment. Arnott’s point is 
nonetheless well taken and is most likely correct. In addition to the mockery 
often directed by comic poets toward musicians and other performers, Neil 
1901 on Ar. Eq. 534 connects the termination -ᾶς in terms of abuse and 
men’s names, suggesting that such names were originally derogatory, so the 
formation of Argas’ name may have made him an especially easy target.

4–5$βούλοµαι … πέµψαι$For the force of the aorist infinitive, cf. 
Goodwin 1890 §96.

κωδωνίσας$From κώδων (‘bell’), the word meant to test the authenticity 
of coins on the basis of the sound produced by striking them on a hard sur-
face (presumably derived from the actual testing of bells), although its sense 
became more generalized; cf. van Leeuwen 1896 and Stanford 1963b on Ar. 
Ra. 79; Σ Ar. Ra. 79 ἐκ µεταφορᾶς τῶν νοµισµάτων; Blümner 1891. 148; Pease 
1904. 56. Here the notion of testing by sound is particularly appropriate.

ἀγωνιούµενον$Regularly used of dramatic competition (e."g. Ar. Ach. 140; 
V. 1479; cf. Th. 1061), the verb can also be used of actors (D. 19.246; Teles p. 5.3), 
rhapsodes (Hdt. 5.67) and choruses (Syll.3 617 [Delos, 189 BC]). The usage is 
thus not remarkable, even if the word does not refer to musicians elsewhere. 
For musical contests both in Athens and elsewhere in Greece in general, see 
Shapiro 1992; Kotsidu 1991; Reisch 1885. For a set of rules for musical contests 
(second/third AD?), see Pearl 1978.

6$καὶ σύ$The use of καί here strongly implies that the addressee is being 
sent to defeat the sophists, just as a previous person defeated them; see above 
on introduction to this play.

τοὺς σοφιστάς$In reference to poets, the word occurs first at Pi. I. 5.28 
(cf. Σ ad loc. ); cf. O. 1.8–9 ὕµνος … σοφῶν with Gerber 1982 ad loc. It is 
commonly used of musicians as well, especially in the latter part of the fifth 
century, e."g. Cratin. fr. 2 with Kassel–Austin ad loc.; Eup. fr. 483; Pl. Com. fr. 
149; S. fr. 906; cf. Phryn. Com. fr. 74; ΣT H. Il. 15.412b1; such references are gen-
erally not complimentary (cf. Pearson on S. fr. 101 [adesp. trag. TGrF F 1b(a)]). 
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For a collection of instances of the word, and the occupations to which it is 
applied, see Kerferd 1950.

ὦ φίλε$For ὦ with the vocative, see fr. 1.4n. While ὦ φίλε (i."e. the sub-
stantive) is common for example in Plato, it occurs elsewhere in comedy 
only at Ar. Ach. 568 (said by the chorus to Lamachus); adesp. com. fr. 156 (cf. 
Meineke 1841 IV.620 ad loc.), [Men.] Mon. 248 (cf. 697 [φίλε]; possibly 102, 451 
[cf. Jäkel 1964 ad loc.]), and perhaps at Mon. append. 3.4 (cf. Jäkel 1964 ad loc.). 
In Plato, use of such terms seems generally to be restricted to the character in 
the dominant position (Dickey 1996. 113–17); this is not the case at Ar. Ach. 
568, but the restriction is a tendency, not a rule. Nevertheless, this pattern does 
fit the apparent relationship between teacher and student here.
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Θετταλοί (Thettaloi)
(‘Thessalians’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.169; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 421; Kock 
1884 II.141; Edmonds 1959 II.52–53; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.246; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 247
Title$Titles derived from local adjectives are not uncommon (e."g. Aristophanes 
Acharnians; Crates Samioi; Alexis Thesprōtoi; Thēbaioi; Tarantinoi; Antiphanes 
Aigyptioi; Menander Halaeis); perhaps slightly more common is the use of the 
singular (e."g. Antiphanes Byzantios; Zakynthios; Anaxandrides Amprakiōtis; 
Alexis Kyprios; Anaxandrides, Menander Samia; Antiphanes Boiōtia; Menander 
Thettalē). The plural suggests an eponymous chorus, although that cannot 
always have been the case, especially in later plays; see on Agroikoi; intro-
duction.

Since Thessalians are most notably stereotyped as gluttons (e."g. Ar. fr. 
507 [cf. Hsch. κ 688; Xenarch. fr. 11]; Antiph. fr. 249; Eub. fr. 87; Alex. fr. 216; 
Eriph. fr. 6), a suitable subject for comedy, this trait might be the point here. 
Thessalian women had a reputation as witches (cf. Kassel–Austin on Men. 
Thettalē, which apparently dealt with the matter; Cazeaux 1979), although the 
same is not true for the men; perhaps Θετταλαί should be read, but it would 
be rash to introduce the change arbitrarily.

If the play had political overtones, one basis might be the treaty between 
Athens and Thessaly of 361 BC (IG II2 116); cf. Rhodes–Osborne 2003 ad loc. 
(#44); Helly 1995. 53–4. This treaty, however, was broken off after only a few 
years, and Philip II of Macedon soon began interfering directly in Thessalian 
affairs before eventually absorbing the state into Macedonia; cf. Walbank 
1957–1979 on Plb. 9.28.3; Westlake 1935. Either occasion could provide scope 
for political satire.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 17 K.-A. (16 K.)

Antiatt. p. 106.10 
λ ι θ ά ζ ε ι ν · οὐχὶ λεύειν καὶ καταλεύειν. Ἀναξανδρίδης Θετταλοῖς

Ἀναξινδρίδ cod.: corr. Bekker

T o  s t o n e. Not ‘to throw stones at’ or ‘to stone to death.’ Anaxandrides in Thettaloi
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Metre$Unknown.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.169; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 421; Kock 1884 II.141; 
Edmonds 1959 II.52–3; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.246; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 247
Citation Context$The occasion for the citation of the word in the Antiatticist 
is unclear. The concern of the collection is usually to defend words condemned 
by Atticists rather than to make condemnations, but cf. Antiatt. pp. 77.12; 
86.14; 88.24 (disputes about the proper form, not choice of vocabulary). Unlike 
λιθάζειν, moreover, both λεύειν and καταλεύειν have good classical examples. 
It thus seems likely that the entry either is corrupt or has been abbreviated 
past the point of comprehension, and that the original entry defended λιθάζειν 
against condemnation by an Atticist. In addition, καί is difficult, and one would 
expect οὐδέ. Emending οὐχί (only five occurrences in the Antiatticist, at least 
three of them probably corrupt) to οὐ µόνον solves both difficulties.43 The 
entry could also be normalized by reading e."g. ἀντὶ τοῦ λεύειν ἢ καταλεύειν, 
but the corruption would be difficult to account for. Finally, as often in the 
Antiatticist, the text is so abbreviated that the precise relation between the 
constituent parts of the entry is no longer clear, and thus it cannot be assumed 
with absolute certainty that Anaxandrides used the word λιθάζειν.

λιθάζειν$The verb in the sense ‘to stone’ occurs first here; Arist. Pr. 
881b1, where it means simply ‘to throw stones’, may be contemporary. The 
word is otherwise late, a not infrequent happenstance in Anaxandrides and 
comedy generally; cf. fr. 16.3 ἐσχεδίασε. For stoning, normally a spontaneous 
group action against an individual deemed to have violated basic community 
norms, see Pease 1907; Hirzel 1909; Olson 2002 on Ar. Ach. 236; Rosivach 1987.

43 The same emendation probably ought to be made at Antiatt. pp. 79.18 and 89.4; 
the repetition of the identical corruption suggests a persistent misunderstanding 
of an abbreviation or the like. At p. 84.7, οὐχί can perhaps stand in the phrase 
οὐχί φασι δεῖν λέγειν, although elsewhere in the Antiatticist οὐ is always used in 
this set phrase. οὐχί is probably correct at p. 79.24 (condemning the existence of 
ἀστράγαλος as a feminine noun) if the entry is understood as a reaction to Phryn. 
PS pp. 86.12 and 117.12; for the existence of a feminine form, cf. ΣAT H. Il. 23.88 (cf. 
ΣbT on 18.551). For the probable insertion of 〈µόνον〉 after οὐ, e."g. Antiatt. pp. 86.14 
(Antiph. fr. 48); 87.18.
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Θησαυρός (Thēsauros)
(‘Treasure’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.169; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 421; Kock 
1884 II.142; Edmonds 1959 II.52–53; Arnott 1974; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.246 (cf. 
1986 V.45); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 248
Title$A Θησαυρός was written by Archedicus, Menander, Philemo and Diphi-
lus; a Thesaurus by Luscius Lanuvinus (possibly modeled on Anaxan drides’ 
play; cf. Arnott 1974); and an Aulularia by Plautus. The only earlier comedy 
with this title is that of Crates II (doubted by Meineke I.58, 64).
Content of the comedy$If the title is indicative of subject-matter, this seems 
to have been a popular theme in later comedy. Fragment 18 expresses senti-
ments suitable for a miser, although play need not bear much similarity to that 
of Plautus. The plot could also easily revolve around a person (not necessarily 
a miser as in Aulularia) who discovers a treasure and unexpectedly becomes 
rich; cf. Ar. Av. 599–602. Fragment 19, referring to a wedding, is appropriate 
for either.
Date$The original date of production is unknown, but the play was revived 
in 311 BC (test. 7, where it is designated as παλαιά; see introduction). It may 
be significant that this play rather than e."g. one of the mythological parodies 
was chosen for revival, suggesting that it was congenial to the tastes of the 
next generation; note that the four other authors of plays by this name all date 
to the late fourth/early third century.

fr. 18 K.-A. (17 K.)

ὁ τὸ σκόλιον εὑρὼν ἐκεῖνος, ὅστις ἦν
τὸ µὲν ὑγιαίνειν πρῶτον ὡς ἄριστον ὂν
ὠνόµασεν ὀρθῶς· δεύτερον δ᾽ εἶναι καλόν,
τρίτον δὲ πλουτεῖν, τοῦθ᾽, ὁρᾷς, ἐµαίνετο.

5 µετὰ τὴν ὑγίειαν γὰρ τὸ πλουτεῖν διαφέρει·
καλὸς δὲ πεινῶν ἐστὶν αἰσχρὸν θηρίον

habent ACE
2 ὂν Bergk: ἦν ACE}}}3 δεύτερον … καλόν om. CE}}}4 ὁραῖς ACE: ὁρίσας 
Richards}}}6 πεινῶν Canter: πίνων ACE
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That one who devised the song, whoever he was,
rightly listed being healthy first, on the ground
that it is best. But that to be beautiful is second,
and to be wealthy third, in this, you see, he was crazy.

5 For after health, being wealthy is best;
a handsome man, if hungry, is an ugly beast

Ath. 15.694e 
ᾀσθέντος δὲ τούτου [PMG 890 et 651] καὶ πάντων ἠσθέντων ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ καὶ µνηµονευ-
σάντων ὅτι καὶ ὁ καλὸς Πλάτων αὐτοῦ µέµνηται ὡς ἄριστα εἰρηµένου (Grg. 451e), ὁ 
Μυρτίλος ἔφη Ἀναξανδρίδην αὐτὸ διακεχλευακέναι τὸν κωµῳδιοποιὸν ἐν Θησαυρῷ 
λέγοντα οὕτως· ——
And when this [PMG 890 and 651] was sung and everyone enjoyed it and recalled that 
the noble Plato had mentioned it as very well spoken (Grg. 451e), Myrtilos said that the 
comic poet Anaxandrides had mocked it in his Thēsauros as follows: —— 

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlkr ll|kl wlkl
wrkl l|lkl wlkl
lrkl l|lkl llkl
wlkl l|lkl wlkl

5  wwlkwl l|lkl lrkl 
wlkl l|lkl llkl

Discussion$Canter 1566. 181; Grotius 1626. 638–9, 979; Meineke 1840 III.169–
70; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 421; Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii, 80; Kock 1884 II.142; 
Blaydes 1890a. 81; Paley 1889.52–3; Herwerden 1893. 157; Blaydes 1896. 122; 
Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 53; Herwerden 1903. 97; Richards 1907. 160 (= 1909. 
79); Edmonds 1959 II.52–3; Garton 1972. 76; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.246–7; 
Mathiesen 1999. 146; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 248
Citation Context$In the course of discussing skolia (15.693e–6a), traditional 
songs often sung at symposia (see in general Reitzenstein 1893. 13–24 [24–44 
for their appearance in comedy]; Kugelmeier 1996. 44–73; for extant examples, 
PMG 884–916; Ar. V. 1222; Antiph. fr. 85), Athenaeus provides a catalogue of 
examples including PMG 890, occasionally attributed to Simonides (cf. PMG 
651 for testimonia), ὑγιαίνειν µὲν ἄριστον ἀνδρὶ θνητῷ, / δεύτερον δὲ καλὸν 
φυὰν γενέσθαι, / τὸ τρίτον δὲ πλουτεῖν ἀδολῶς, / καὶ τὸ τέταρτον ἡβᾶν µετὰ 
τῶν φίλων. This in turn leads to a reference to Plato’s mention of the passage 
(Grg. 451e; cf. Stallbaum 1861 ad loc. for further instances) and Anaxandrides’ 
mocking of it.
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Interpretation$To value the possessions here enumerated is a commonplace; 
cf. Dodds 1959 on Pl. Grg. 451e for further examples. Dodds sees these values 
as reflecting aristocratic opinion, but is rightly sceptical of the attempt of 
Wilamowitz 1931–1932 II.255 to read καλόν (3) as shorthand for καλὸν καὶ 
ἀγαθόν. But it would be a mistake to understand Anaxandrides’ reworking of 
the relative importance of these possessions as a reaction to the changing po-
litical or social realities of the fourth century; cf. on 5–6. A possible precursor 
to such a formulation is the oft–quoted (cf. Rzach 1902 ad loc.) Hes. Op. 293–7; 
for additional examples, see Spyropoulos 1974. 85 n. 5.

1$ὁ τὸ σκόλιον εὑρών$Cf. fr. 31 ὁ πρῶτος εὑρών with n. εὑρίσκω in 
the sense ‘discover’ or ‘invent’ is common (e."g. frr. 10.2; 30.1). Used of poetry 
with the sense ‘compose’, it is far rarer, and LSJ cite no examples; cf. Pi. fr. 
122.14 τοιάνδε µελίφρονος ἀρχὰν εὑρόµενον σκολίου; Ar. Th. 546–7 ἐπίτηδες 
εὑρίσκων λόγους ὅπου γυνὴ πονηρὰ / ἐγένετο, Μελανίππας ποῶν Φαίδρας 
τε (of Euripides); Ec. 882–3 Μοῦσαι, … / µελύδριον εὑροῦσαι τι τῶν Ἰωνικῶν; 
[Men.] Mon. 713 σοφοῦ παρ᾽ ἀνδρὸς πρῶτος εὑρέθη λόγος. The locution may 
owe its origin to the notion that a poet does not create poetry out of nothing 
but from an outside source, an idea present already in Homer (Il. 1.1; Od. 1.1) 
and common in Aristophanes (e."g. Ach. 665–75; Pax 775–81 with Olson 1998 
ad loc. for further examples). In this instance, however, the speaker may be 
thinking less of the act of creating poetry than of the discovery or recognition 
of the truism the poetry presents (despite his subsequent disavowal of it).

ἐκεῖνος, ὅστις ἦν$For ἐκεῖνος referring to a vague, unknown person, e."g. 
H. Il. 9.63 (quoted at Ar. Pax 1097); Antiph. fr. 207.5–6.

2$τὸ µὲν ὑγιαίνειν πρῶτον ὡς ἄριστον ὄν$Health is commonly (and 
not unreasonably) valued highly in such formulations;44 cf. Philem. fr. 150 αἰτῶ 
δ᾽ ὑγίειαν πρῶτον; [Epich.] fr. 250 ἀνδρὶ δ᾽ ὑγιαίνειν ἄριστόν ἐστιν; [Men.] 
Mon. 562 οὐκ ἔσθ᾽ ὑγιείας κρεῖττον οὐδὲν ἐν βίῳ; Thgn. 255; Simon. PMG 604; 
carm. pop. PMG 882; Critias fr. B 6.20; Maced. Pae. 21; Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 
604–5; Cope–Sandys 1877 on Arist. Rh. 1394b13. S. fr. 356, on the other hand, 
appears to rank health second, after possessing what one loves. At Hdt. 1.30–2, 
Solon dispenses with such ranking and values only dying happy, although he 
does acknowledge (1.32) that benefits such as health and wealth will naturally 
be enjoyed by one who is thus blessed. Note also that ὑγιαίνειν has a wider 
semantic range than English ‘to be in good health’ and includes mental as well 
as physical health, and perhaps has moral connotations in addition; see Dover 
1974. 126–9; Taillardat 1965 §473.

44 The most famous example is Sapph. fr. 16.1–4; cf. Page 1955. 55–7. For the form in 
general, Race 1982.
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For ὡς with the participle, see Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 II.95.
3$δεύτερον δ᾽ εἶναι καλόν$Although the adjective καλός can refer to 

more than simple physical beauty (cf. Dover 1974. 69–73), the limited sense 
is at issue here, as the text of the skolion shows (PMG 890.2 καλὸν φυάν; see 
Dodds 1959 on Pl. Grg. 451e). Admiration of physical beauty is a commonplace 
(e."g. καλός-inscriptions); for an extreme view, see Mimn. frr. 1; 3 (contrast 
between the beauty of the young and the ugliness of the old).

4$τρίτον δὲ πλουτεῖν$Wealth in itself, especially as a guarantee of fu-
ture security, is often highly valued (although sometimes cynically, as at Thgn. 
928 ἐν δὲ τοιῷδε γένει χρήµατ᾽ ἄριστον ἔχειν); cf. Pi. P. 2.56 τὸ πλουτεῖν δὲ 
σὺν τύχᾳ πότµου σοφίας ἄριστον; Ar. Pl. 128–30, 144–97. It is not uniformly 
praised, however, especially in regard to the behavior of the rich; cf. Ar. Pl. 
564 τοῦ πλούτου δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὑβρίζειν; Timocr. fr. 5, PMG 731; Dover 1974. 110–12. 
Placing it third, as in the skolion discussed in this fragment, presumably re-
flects an older, aristocratic outlook on the part of those sure of their position 
in society; contrast 5. For the order health, beauty, wealth, cf. Gal. Protr. 9–14. 
For wealth and health, cf. Plu. Mor. 693f.

ὁρᾷς$For parenthetic ὁρᾷς, cf. Alex. fr. 9.8; Ar. Nu. 355 with Kock 1894a 
and Teuffel 1887 ad loc.; Th. 490; Alex. fr. 9.8 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Men. Pk. 
with Gomme–Sandbach 1973 ad loc.; Wackernagel 1955. 785; Kühner–Gerth 
1898–1904 II.353–4. Starkie 1911 on Ar. Nu. 355 makes the point that it is used 
‘generally where there is a touch of malice.’

ἐµαίνετο$Cf. E. IT 1300 µαίνῃ· τί δ᾽ ἡµῖν τῶν ξένων δρασµοῦ µέτα; fr. 640 
(where Schmidt’s emendation reflects a failure to recognize this sense of the 
word); Antiph. fr. 230.1 ὁ διδοὺς τὸν ὅρκον τῷ πονηρῷ µαίνεται; the use of 
µανικόν at Anaxandr. fr. 29; English ‘crazy’ as a strong form of ‘mistaken.’45 
LSJ do not document the word in this sense.

5$One obvious possibility is that this line was spoken by a miser, if the 
plot of the play was similar to that of Plautus Aulularia. Note that the miser 
tends to be an old man, who presumably no longer has much interest in being 
καλός in the physical sense, an attribute primarily of the young. It is equally 
likely, however, that the speaker was someone of humble circumstances with 
newly acquired wealth (i."e. the treasure of the title). He might understandably 
be celebrating his gain with a drinking-party (hence the occasion for the 
skolion) and would value wealth highly (knowing keenly the consequences 
of its lack).

45 Worth noting as well are E. Ba. 399, 887, 999, although the emphasis on µανία 
throughout the play may have some influence in these instances.
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µετὰ τὴν ὑγίειαν γάρ$For the postponement of γάρ, cf. Denniston 1954. 
95–6; Dover 1987. 61–3.

6$καλὸς δὲ πεινῶν ἐστὶν αἰσχρὸν θηρίον$The gnomic character of the 
line (note the lack of resolution) is an effective conclusion to the argument. 
Here πεινῶν is essentially synonymous with πένης; cf. EM p. 667.47–8 τὸ δὲ 
πεινῶ, παρὰ τὸ πένω πένοµαι· ᾧ παρέπεται πολλάκις τοῦτο. The same word-
play may be behind Antiph. fr. 226.6–7. Expressing poverty in terms of hunger 
is not extraordinary, in view of comedy’s preoccupation with food and the 
tendency to praise wealth in terms of the security it provides (cf. on 4 above), 
but especially because of the reality that the two were often synonymous and 
the poor did go hungry.

αἰσχρόν, although functioning mainly as a general term of derision, has 
overtones of ‘ugly’ here, given its juxtaposition with καλός. For the two words 
and their antithetical relationship, see Dover 1974. 69–73; cf. the contrast 
between αἰσχρά and ὡραία at fr. 52.9–11. For the ability of poverty to make 
a person αἰσχρός, cf. Thgn. 649–50 ἆ δειλὴ Πενίη, τί ἐµοῖς ἐπικειµένη ὤµοις 
/ σῶµα καταισχύνεις καὶ νόον ἡµέτερον (cf. 1061–2); Pl. Smp. 203c, where 
Eros, as the child of Πενία, πολλοῦ δεῖ ἁπαλός τε καὶ καλός. For the use of 
θηρίον here, Schmidt 1876–1886. II.434–5 compares Aeschin. 2.34; Pl. R. 591c; 
Cra. 394e. For the contrast between men and beasts generally, see Schmidt 
1876–1886 II.434. Beasts and hunger are associated already in Homer; e."g. Od. 
6.133–4, where hunger (γαστήρ) drives a lion to attack even a closely guarded 
sheepfold; 7.216 οὐ γάρ τι στυγερῇ ἐπὶ γαστέρι κύντερον ἄλλο.

fr. 19 K.-A. (18 K.)

ἀναλαβὼν
µόναυλον ηὔλουν τὸν ὑµέναιον

after taking up
a monaulos I played the wedding song

Ath. 4.176a 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δ᾽ ἐν Θησαυρῷ· ——
Anaxandrides in Thēsauros: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlkl xlkl x〉rkl
wlkl l|rkl wlkl
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Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.170; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 421; Naber 1880. 54; 
Kock 1884. 142; Blaydes 1896. 333; Edmonds 1959 II.52–3; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.247; Mathiesen 1999. 195; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 249
Citation Context$Within a larger discussion of musical intruments generally 
(4.174b–85a), Athenaeus cites this fragment together with a handful of others 
as evidence for the monaulos (4.175f–6a). S. fr. 241 and Arar. fr. 13 precede; 
Anaxandr. fr. 52 and Sopat. fr. 2 follow.
Text$Naber takes the verse as the beginning of a catalectic trochaic tetram-
eter and supplies αὖ πάλιν exempli gratia at the end; while this is possible, 
there is no particular reason to understand the line as trochaic, especially since 
iambic trimeters are far more common.
Interpretation$The obvious place in the play for a wedding is near the end, 
although the fragment might instead be reporting a previous, extra-dramatic 
event (note tense of ηὔλουν). Plaut. Aul. offers one model for how a wedding 
can be incorporated into a play based at least in part on the actions of a miser. 
A wedding could also take place as part of a general celebration of the main 
character’s newfound wealth and general success (cf. Ar. Pax). Note that the 
piper speaks these lines (and thus reports the wedding as a whole?), which is 
perhaps unexpected if he is a professional musician; for this reason, the speak-
er is better regarded as somehow connected with the main (free) characters 
(e."g. one of their slaves; less likely one of them46).

1$ἀναλαβών$Cf. fr. 16.2 λαβὼν τὸ µελετητήριον.
2$µόναυλον$The aulos is a reed instrument similar to the modern oboe 

(not the flute; cf. West 1992. 1–2, 82–5); see West 1992. 81–109 (92–3 for the 
monaulos); Anderson 1994. 183–4; Schlesinger 1939; Vetter 1933. 74–5; Wilson 
1999. Poll. 4.75 claims that it was used especially for wedding songs (µόναυλος 
… αὐλεῖ δὲ µάλιστα τὸ γαµήλιον), although this fragment may be the source 
of his information; cf. Sapph. fr. 44.24 αὖλος δ᾽ ἀδυ[µ]έλος["]τ᾽ ὀνεµίγνυ[το] 

46 Although learning to play the lyre was a common component of an aristocratic 
education in the archaic and classical periods, that was apparently not the case for 
the aulos; cf. West 1992. 25–7. The only real evidence to the contrary is Alcibiades’ 
famous refusal to learn to play the aulos (Duris FGrHist 76 F 29; [Pl.] Alc. I.106e; 
Plu. Alc. 2.5); against this story, cf. Arist. Pol. 1341a18–28, where the philosopher 
harshly criticizes the effects of aulos-playing on the youth and explicitly states 
that οἱ πρότερον had forbidden its inclusion in the education of free-born youth 
(Newman 1887–1902 ad loc. cites Ar. fr. 232 and Phryn. Com. fr. 3 as support for 
the existence of such education in the mid-fifth century, but the fragments in fact 
suggest that such instruction was anomalous).
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(see below for this fragment as a possible example of a ὑµέναιον). According 
to West 1992. 92–3, the term monaulos is used to distinguish the single aulos 
from the more normal double aulos, thus implying an instrument with suffi-
cient holes to occupy both hands (in contrast to the double aulos). Although 
the single aulos is found in artistic representations beginning in the archaic 
period, the word µόναυλος does not occur until S. fr. 241, where Pearson 1917 
claims that it is used to distinguish the σῦριγξ µονοκάλαµος from the σῦριγξ 
πολυκάλαµος (‘pan-pipe’). Despite the occasional occurrence of the word 
later, the small cluster of instances appearing in the early to mid fourth cen-
tury (here; fr. 52; Arar. fr. 13; Sopat. fr. 2) suggests that the instrument was in 
vogue at this time; note, however, the fragments of a monaulos found in Egypt 
and dated to ca. 15 BC (cf. Anderson 1994. 180, 184). West 1992. 97–8 offers a 
catalogue of known fragments of auloi from the archaic and classical periods.

ηὔλουν τὸν ὑµέναιον$‘Played the music that accompanies the wedding 
song.’ There were songs at the banquet, the ceremony, and during the pro-
cession to the groom’s house and the wedding chamber. Which of these is 
alluded to here is uncertain, although most literary references are to the latter. 
Cf. Men. Sam. 125–6 for the groom practicing the wedding song (or at least 
humming it to himself).

For possible fragments of wedding songs, see Sapph. frr. 27; 30; 44; 104–17 
(cf. Page 1955. 71–4, 119–26); for literary adaptations, Ar. Pax 1332–66 (cf. 
Olson 1998 ad loc.); E. Tr. 308–41; Phaëth. 227–44; Theoc. 18; Catullus 61; 62; 
64.323–81; cf. E. IA 1036–79. In general, see Maas 1914. 130–4; Schmidt 1886; 
Contiades–Tsitoni 1990; a succinct account at Smyth 1900. cxii–cxx. For the 
wedding itself, see Hermann–Blümner 1882. 268–78; Oakley–Sinos 1993.
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Θησεύς (Thēseus)
(‘Theseus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.170; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 
1884 II.142; Edmonds 1959 II.52–3; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.247; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 249
Title$A Thēseus was written also by Aristonymus, Diphilus, and Theopompus. 
There were possibly three tragedies of this name as well, by Sophocles (dis-
puted by Welcker; cf. Radt 1999 ad loc.), Euripides and Achaeus I.

In the course of the fifth century, Theseus replaced Herakles as the great 
Athenian hero (cf. the ephebic oath [SEG XVI 140]), although he was never 
as well or as variously represented in literature; in general, see Ward 1970. 
143–74; LIMC VII.1.922. In central Athens there was a shrine to Theseus that 
is probably to be located in an unexcavated part of the city east of the Tower 
of the Winds, north-east of the Acropolis; see Travlos 1971. 234; Agora III pp. 
113–19.
Content of the comedy$Euripides’ play certainly handled Theseus’ adven-
tures on Crete; the two fragments of Achaeus refer to Artemis Saronia (< the  
Saronic Gulf) and the Marathonian bull. Theseus also appeared in other trage-
dies in a more peripheral role, e."g. E. Hipp.; comic potential might be found 
in the hero as cuckolded husband. For Theseus in tragedy, see Mills 1997, 
although she concentrates on extant plays, not necessarily those in which 
Theseus has a primary role. In addition, one or more epics had Theseus as a 
central character, and a Diphilus of unknown date wrote a choliambic poem 
about him. The plots of the comedies are unknown, although Kaibel (report-
ed by Kassel–Austin ad loc.) suggested that the surviving fragment from 
Aristonymus’ play belonged to a description of a meal with Hecale. Possibly 
relevant is the observation of Hollis 1990. 6 that ‘Sciron and Cercyon, over-
come by Theseus, were also thought fit subjects for satyr plays and comedies’ 
(cf. Hollis on Call. Hec. frr. 59–60; 62.1–2). Although there is no solid evidence 
for the focus of Anaxandrides’ play, fr. 20 (see ad loc.) suggests a connection 
with Hecale. 
Date$Unknown.
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fr. 20 K.-A. (19 K.)

ὅτε τὰς µορίας ἔτρωγεν ὥσπερ 〈καὶ〉 Πλάτων

µορίας BP: µωρίας F2}}}ὥσπερ καὶ Hermann: ὡσπερεὶ Meineke: ὥσπερ BPF2

when he ate the sacred olives just like Plato

D.L. 3.26 
ἀλλὰ καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Θησεῖ· ——
But also Anaxandrides in Thēseus: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wwlkwl wlk|l llkl

Discussion$Hemsterhuis 1811. 323–4 (on Ar. Pl. 926); Hermann ap. Hübner 
1828–1831 I.212 n. h; Meineke 1840 III.170; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 422; Meineke 
1857 V.clxxvii; Kock 1884 II.142; Edmonds 1959 II.52–5; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.247; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 249
Citation Context$Book 3 of Diogenes is devoted to Plato; a long section 
(3.25–28) is given over to listing quotations from comic poets that mention, and 
ostensibly mock, the philosopher. The fragments show no discernible order, but 
this one appears second, after Theopomp. Com. fr. 16 and before a dozen others.
Text$A long syllable is lacking before Πλάτων. Hermann’s 〈καὶ〉 offers better 
sense than Meineke’s ὡσπερεὶ, but for possible examples of ὡσπερεί corrupted 
to ὥσπερ, cf. Antiph. fr. 227.5; Eub. fr. 62.
Interpretation$Theseus was served, or at least offered, olives by Hecale at 
Call. Hec. fr. 36 (cf. Iamb. 4.77); this fragment may allude to a similar context.

τὰς µορίας$Sacred olives that belonged to and were protected by the 
state and fell under the jurisdiction of the Areopagus; they were thought to 
be descended from the olive tree planted by Athena on the Acropolis. These 
olives originally provided the oil for the Panathenaea (Suda µ 1248; ΣE Ar. 
Nu. 1005; Σ S. OC 701), but eventually it was furnished from any trees on 
the land where the sacred olives grew (Arist. Ath. 60.2 with Rhodes 1981 ad 
loc.). For the sacred olives and laws pertaining to them, see Papazarkadas 
2011. 260–84; Arist. Ath. 60.2 with Rhodes 1981 ad loc.; Carey 1989 114–15 
(on Lys. 7). Although the term could be applied to any such olives, those in 
the Academy were particularly well-known (Ar. Nu. 1005; Σ S. OC 701, 705), 
suggesting the comparison with Plato (PA 11855; PAA 775000); for a general 
account of the Academy and its topography, see Travlos 1971. 42–51.
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ἔτρωγεν$In comedy, at least, τρώγω and its compounds seem to be used 
exclusively of nibbling on foods such as fruits, nuts, and the like, with the 
exception of metaphorical uses (e."g. Ar. Nu. 924) or other atypical situations 
(e."g. Ar. V. 164); cf. K.-A. on Eup. fr. 335; Taillardat 1965 §132; Chadwick 1996. 
288–9.

〈καὶ〉 Πλάτων$Aside from the association of Plato and the Academy, and 
thus its olives, the reason for mentioning the philosopher remains obscure (see 
D.L. 6.25 for another anecdote concerning Plato and olives, though not moriai). 
Brock 1990. 41 takes this fragment and D.L. 6.25 to indicate that Plato had a 
fondness for olives notorious enough to be mocked, but the evidence is slight. 
The inclusion of this line in a catalogue of comic references (D.L. 3.26–8) in 
which Plato was mocked (ἐσκώφθη) suggests that the remark may be more 
pointed than it appears. Plato and the Academy are mentioned frequently in 
fourth-century comedy, e."g. Antiph. fr. 35; Ephipp. fr. 14; Alex. fr. 151 with 
Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Aristopho, Plato (cf. Breitenbach 1908. 32–3); cf. Riginos 
1976. 68, 114; Helm 1906. 376–9; Brock 1990.

fr. 21 K.-A. (20 K.)

παρθένοι
παίζουσιν 〈l u〉 πρὸς ἐλάφρ᾽ ἐξαλλάγµατα

2 παίζουσι Bekker neglegenter: παίζουσι〈ν εὐθὺς〉 Meineke: -ουσ᾽ 〈ἰοῦσαι〉 Edmonds: 
παίζ〈ειν φιλ〉οῦσι van Herwerden}}}ἐλάφρ᾽ Bekker: ἐλάφρα cod.

girls 
play 〈 〉 at trivial amusements

Antiatt. p. 96.4 
ἐ ξ α λ λ ά γ µ α τ α . Ἀναξανδρίδης Θησεῖ· ——
A m u s e m e n t s. Anaxandrides in Thēseus: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlkl xlkl x〉lkl
llk〈l x〉|rkl llkl
or trochaic tetrameter catalectic
lwll lw〈l〉w wlll lwl
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Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.170; 1847. 578; Bothe 1855. 422; Herwerden 1878. 
66; Kock 1884 II.143; Schmidt 1886–1887 III.49; Blaydes 1896. 122; Edmonds 
1959 II.54; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.248; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 249
Text$Although the meter is uncertain, there is clearly a lacuna. The line 
could be made into (1) a trochaic tetrameter, if a long syllable followed by an 
anceps is inserted after παίζουσιν, or (2) an iambic trimeter, if a line-break is 
introduced between παρθένοι and παίζουσιν, and a long and an anceps added 
after παίζουσιν or a long and a short added after ἐλάφρ᾽. A trimeter is more 
likely than a tetrameter;47 see above on fr. 10. Of the proposed supplements, 
none is more than a guess. Meineke’s εὐθὺς has the advantage of retaining the 
manuscript’s παίζουσιν (presumably unwittingly, since no one seems aware 
that Bekker misrepresented the ms. reading), while van Herwerden’s sugges-
tion recalls the alliteration of π and λ elsewhere in the line.
Interpretation$Neither the citation context nor what little is known about 
the play offer much help in interpreting the fragment. Equally uncertain is 
whether the girls in the fragment are specific characters in the play or are 
meant to represent women generally. Nevertheless, there seem to be three 
possible interpretations: (1) the fragment is meant literally and perhaps is 
part of a description of a carefree scene; (2) it is part of a comparison (e."g. 
girls play, sc. while men work vel sim.); (3) it is a pointed condemnation (girls 
play games, i."e. scheme).

2$παίζουσιν … πρός$For παίζω with πρός, cf. Pl. Com. fr. 46.1; more 
commonly, the verb governs a simple accusative (e."g. Crates Com. fr. 27; 
Cratin. fr. 61; Ar. Th. 947; Antiph. fr. 278).

ἐλάφρ᾽ ἐξαλλάγµατα$ἐλαφρός can have the sense ‘easy’, as at A. PV 
263 (not 265 as LSJ); Ar. Ach. 218; Theoc. 22.212; a better parallel, though late, 
is Hsch. ε 1919 ἐλαφρία· µωρία, taken by Latte 1966 ad loc. as a reference to 
2 Ep. Cor. 1:17, the only occurrence of the stem with this sense. ἐξαλλάγµατα 
occurs elsewhere only at Parth. 24.1, where it is used of inducements made 
by a (potential) lover (cf. Ellis 1886. 227 ‘by constant changes of presents’); 
possibly the context is similar here. The cognate verb with the sense ‘amuse’ 
or ‘divert’ is better attested but nevertheless frowned on by the Atticists; cf. 
Phryn. Ecl. 341 ἐξαλλάξαι· τὸ τέρψαι καὶ παραγαγεῖν εἰς εὐφροσύνην. χρὴ 
φυλάττεσθαι οὕτω λέγειν, οὐ γὰρ χρῶνται οἱ δόκιµοι. Φιλιππίδης (fr. 36) 
δὲ καὶ Μένανδρος (fr. 540; cf. Suda ε 1523; Phot. ε 1086) αὐτῷ χρῶνται. The 

47 The practice of the Antiatticist offers no help, since on occasion the work does cite 
the end of one line and the beginning of the next (e."g. pp. 85.3–4 [Cratin. fr. 219]; 
93.3–4 [H. Il. 23.465–6]).
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Antiatticist appears to react against this sentiment, p. 96.1 ἐξαλλάξαι· ὡς 
Ἀλεξανδρεῖς, ἀντὶ τοῦ τέρψαι. Μένανδρος (fr. 540 follows). Bast 1809. 241 
suggested emending Ἀλεξανδρεῖς to Ἀλέξανδρος, but Ἀναξανδρίδης is far 
more likely if emendation is warranted; see above on fr. 12a; Antiph. fr. 71 
(where, as here, Ἄλεξις followed by a corrupt title is another possibility); 
contrast Latte 1915. 384–5 (= 1968. 622), who would retain Ἀλεξανδρεῖς.
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Ἰώ (Iō)
(‘Io’)

Discussion$Kock 1884 II.143; Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Webster 1970. 18 n. 1; 
Kassel–Austin 1884 II.248; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 249
Title$Plays with this title were written by Sannyrio, Plato Comicus and the 
tragedian Chaeremon.
Content of the comedy$Since the play is known only from the list of 
Anaxandrides’ victories, little can be said about the plot. Webster 1970. 18 
suggested that it follows the expected formula of the divine being portrayed 
as a common mortal; there is also comic potential in the portrayal of Io as a 
βούκερως παρθένος (see Griffith 1983 on A. PV 588). Müller 1986. 154 views 
the Iōs of Sannyrio and Plato as paratragedy, and Anaxandrides’ play may 
have been as well; for Io in tragedy, note the inclusion of Io vaga at Hor. AP 
124 in a catalogue of typical tragic subjects.
Date$Test. 5.6) lists Iō, performed in the archonship of Hippodamas (374 BC), 
among the plays of Anaxandrides that took fourth place at the City Dionysia. 
Io thus fell close to the beginning of his career.
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Κανηφόρος (Kanēphoros)
(‘Kanephoros’)

Discussion$Grotius 1626. 638–9; Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; 
Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 1884 II.143; Edmonds 1959 II.54–55; Webster 1970. 77; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.248; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Title$Menander also wrote a Κανηφόρος and Turpilius a Canephorus, seeming-
ly based on Menander’s play (see Ribbeck 1897 ad loc.); cf. Ephippus Ὁµοῖοι ἢ 
Ὀβελιαφόροι; Menander Ἀρρηφόρος ἢ Αὐλητρίς; Menander and Apollodorus 
Carystius Ἱέρεια.

The kanēphoros in public festivals was a girl of good family, at least at the 
Panathenaia (e."g. ΣREΓ Ar. Ach. 242 αἱ εὐγενεῖς παρθένοι ἐκανηφόρουν; Ar. 
Lys. 646 κἀκανηφόρουν ποτ᾽ οὖσα παῖς καλή; Th. 6.56.1; Arist. Ath. 18.2 with 
Rhodes 1981 ad loc.), who carried the κανοῦν, or ritual basket, containing offer-
ings (ΣREΓ Ar. Ach. 242) and/or the sacrificial knife, garlands, and barley (ΣRV Ar. 
Pax 948). For general accounts, including the festivals for which kanēphoroi are 
attested, see Roccos 1995; Schelp 1975, esp. 15–21; Mittelhaus 1919; Humberg 
1924. Sparkes 1975. 131 and pl. 15 a–c offers a brief discussion with illustration 
of the κανοῦν.
Content of the comedy$The one fragment represents little more than a 
commonplace religious sentiment. Most likely the kanēphoros in question was 
the object of a young man’s affection (cf. test. 1), and a festival is a possible 
setting for at least part of the play; for festivals as a standard place for meeting 
girls and the stereotypical location for one-night stands, e."g. E. Ion 545–54; 
Men. Epitr. 451–4; Sam. 38–49; cf. Lys. 1.20. Fr. 22 may offer limited support 
for this notion; cf. ad loc. This play might therefore be one of those concerning 
παρθένων φθοράς; see Introduction.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 22 K.-A. (21 K.)

ἅπαντές ἐσµεν πρὸς τὰ θεῖ᾽ ἀβέλτεροι,
κοὐκ ἴσµεν οὐδέν

Ἀναξανδρίδ L: Ἀλεξανδρίδου P: Ἀλεξανδρίδης F}}}Κανηφόρῳ om. L
1$θεῖα βέλτεροι L

We are all fools before the divine,
and we know nothing



116 Κανηφόρος (fr. 22)

Stob. 2.1.3 
Ἀναξανδρίδου Κανηφόρῳ· ——
Anaxandrides’ Kanēphoros: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlkl l|lkl wlkl
llkl x|〈lkl xlkl〉

Discussion$Grotius 1623 I.170–1, 191; Meineke 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 
1855. 422; Meineke 1857 V.clxxvii, 80; Kock 1884 II.143; 1888 III.737; Pickard-
Cambridge 1900. 54; Edmonds 1959. 54–5; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.248; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Citation Context$Included in Stobaeus’ chapter Περὶ τῶν τὰ θεῖα ἑρµονευ-
όντων, καὶ ὡς εἴη ἀνθρώποις ἀκατάληπτος ἡ τῶν νοητῶν κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν 
ἀλήθεια. Numerous parallels for the sentiment are found there; Pearson 1917 
on S. fr. 919 adds more. The commonplace is expressed as early as Hes. Op. 
42 and thence continuously through antiquity, including in Christian sources 
(e."g. Rom. 11:33).
Interpretation$Despite the apparent ordinariness of the expression, it sug-
gests some confusion over identity and/or status, a typical feature of the sort 
of plot, best known from New Comedy, in which a child is lost or a slave or 
person of similarly low status turns out to be well-born and free.

1$πρός$For the force of the preposition, see LSJ s.#v. C.I.6.b.
τὰ θεῖ(α)$‘The acts of the gods’, as at e."g. Alex. fr. 269.3; Philem. fr. 357 

K. (= Comp. Men. Phil. 2.16–17); adesp. com. fr. 881; contrast Alex. fr. 31.4 
‘heavenly bodies.’

ἀβέλτεροι$Not found before the late fifth century, ἀβέλτερος occurs 
pre dominantly in comedy (e."g. Ar. Nu. 1201; Ra. 98948; Amphis fr. 41; Alex. 
fr. 247.7 [opposed to ἔµφρων]; Men. Epitr. 450; Sam. 126; cf. fr. 12.2 with n.), 
as well as in some prose authors (e."g. Pl. R. 490c; Hyp. Lyc. 7 Μαργίτης ὁ 
πάντων ἀβελτερώτατος; D. 34.41; Aeschin. 1.71), and is presumably colloquial 
language.

48 In the note in Dover 1993 ad loc., for Ec. 297 read Th. 290.
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Κέρκιος (?) (Kerkios)
(‘Kerkios’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 
1884 II.143; Breitenbach 1908. 168; Edmonds 1959 II.54–55; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.248; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Title$The title is uncertain. The generally accepted form is Κέρκιος (Meineke; 
Bothe; Kock; Kassel–Austin without certainty). There is minor support for 
Κέρκιον (Kaibel 1894. 2079; Breitenbach 1908. 168), while Edmonds wavered 
between Κέρκιος and τὸ κέρκιον (‘little tail’; seemingly otherwise unattested 
before the second century AD), presumably with an obscene sense, although 
he makes no explicit statement to that effect.

Aside from the possible example here, several claims have been made for 
the existence of a personal name Κέρκιος, but none are convincing (other 
names from the same stem do exist; cf. Fick–Bechtel 1894. 161, 316). Pape–
Benseler 1884 s.#v. assert its existence in CIG 5126 (= Syll.3 1.1 [LSJ s.#v. καθύπερ-
θε print Syll. 1.3 in error]), a sixth-century inscription from Abu Simbel, and 
Edmonds repeats their claim; the word in question, however, is the genitive 
of the place–name Κέρκις (Pape–Benseler do include it as such in addition to 
the false entry). Κέρκιος is also included in LGPN II as a name from Athens ca. 
500–475 BC. This occurrence, however, is a graffito (the text reads ΚΕΡΚΙΩ[ . 
]) directly above the phallic spout of an aidoion vase from the Pnyx (Davidson 
and Thompson 1943. 159 #114), and its status as a personal name is dubious. 
The only real evidence for the use of Κέρκιος as a name are several late refer-
ences (Solin. 15.17; Amm. Marc. 22.8.24) to the Spartans Amphitus and Cercius, 
the charioteers of the Dioscuri, as the founders of the city Dioscurias (for the 
Dioscuri themselves as the founders, cf. den Boeft et al. 1995 on Amm. Marc. 
22.8.24). Even in this instance, the name is not certain, since this person is not 
uniformly called Cercius; cf. Str. 11.2.12 (C 496) (Ῥέκας mss. : Κρέκας Valesius); 
Plin. NH 6.16 (Telcio vel Thelcio vel Thelgio); Iust. 42.3 (Erygium Seel : frigium 
vel frudium vel fraudium vel ericam mss.). 

Although mythological plays were popular and a favorite of Anaxandrides 
in particular (see Introduction), the Dioscuri seem to have been used rarely 
if at all as a topic. Furthermore, two late references to an otherwise obscure 
mythological figure lends little support to this position. If Κέρκιος is retained, 
therefore, it must be a descriptive term rather than a real name, and be under-
stood as referring to a homo impudicus, although overt obscenity is difficult 
to parallel in a title, especially at this period. For the connotation of the word, 
cf. especially Ar. Th. 239; Eup. fr. 471; van Leeuwen 1901 on Ar. Ach. 785; 
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Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 5.45; Radt 1999 on S. fr. 1078; Henderson 
1991 §92. The alternative is to follow Kaibel in understanding the title as 
Κέρκιον, probably the name of a prostitute, although the name is difficult to 
parallel and a slang term for male genitalia seems inappropriate for a prosti-
tute. Breitenbach 1908. 168 inappositely compared the prostitute Κερκούριον 
found at AP 5.44 (= Rufin. 17), but, as Page 1978 ad loc. rightly notes, the 
name Κερκούριον, like that of her companion Λέµβιον, is derived from the 
name of a ship. Nevertheless, plays named for prostitutes are known; e."g. 
Menander and Hipparchus both wrote a Θαΐς, and Cephisodorus and Epicrates 
an Ἀντιλαΐς. Unlike these examples, however, Κέρκιον is not a famous pros-
titute but otherwise unknown. Since Κέρκιος and Κέρκιον, whether either is 
a proper name or not, both present major difficulties, therefore, emendation 
to Κερκύων deserves serious consideration. For Cercyon in comedy, cf. above 
on the introduction to Thēseus.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 23 K.-A. (22 K.)

ἐρυθρότερον καρῖδος ὀπτῆς σ᾽ ἀποφανῶ

habent ACE, Eust.
ἐρυθρότερον CE, Eust.: -ώτερον A}}}ὀπτῆς C, Eust.: -ῶν (superscr. ῆς) E: -ῶν A

I will make you redder than a broiled shrimp

Ath. 3.106a 
(post fr. 38) ἐν δὲ Κερκίῳ· ——
Κερκυῶνι Sansone (Κερκύονι iam Reinesius) 
And in Kerkios: ——

Eust. Il. 1220.54 
εἴρηται γοῦν ἐκτεταµένως τὸ [Arar. fr. 8.3–4] καὶ [Ophel. fr. 1] καὶ ——
[Sc. the iota] is long: [Arar. fr. 8.3–4] and [Ophel. fr. 1] and ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwkl wlk|l lrkl
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Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 1884 II.143; 
Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Nesselrath 1990. 284; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.249; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Citation Context$A brief account of crayfish (3.104d–f) in Athenaeus segues 
into a longer discussion of shrimp (3.104f–6e). The central part of this dis-
cussion (3.105e–6c) illustrates and purports to explain the differing length of 
the iota in the word καρίς (‘shrimp’). Examples offered for long iota (but see 
on fr. 38) are Arar. fr. 8.2–4; Eub. fr. 78; Anaxandr. frr. 28; 38; this fragment; 
Eub. fr. 110; Ophel. frr. 2; 1, for short iota Eup. frr. 2; 120. Eustathius offers 
an abbreviated version of the same discussion, quoting only three fragments 
(Arar. fr. 8.3–4; Ophel. fr. 1; this fragment), none with attribution.
Text$The spelling ἐρυθρότερον (CE) is metrically necessary, as at Dromo fr. 
1.4, whereas the expected form ἐρυθρώτερον (A) is found as a variant at, e."g., 
Pl. Ti. 83b, and parallel forms are metrically guaranteed at, e."g., E. Hec. 581; 
cf. Choerob. in Theod. 2.76.33–6 (≈ Cramer, Anec. 4.414.14–6). LSJ claim that 
the variation in this and parallel forms (e."g. ἐλαφρότερος/ἐλαφρώτερος) is 
largely a distinction of date, but the prominence of such variation in Euripides 
suggests that metrical convenience is at work; cf. Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 
I.558; Mastronarde 1994 on E. Ph. 1345.
Interpretation$There appear to be two possible interpretations for this line. 
Turning red is a sign of embarrassment (Dromo fr. 1 [failing to contribute to a 
dinner]) or humility (Antiph. fr. 261; Men. frr. 750; 751 [cf. Ter. Adelph. 84–5]); 
similarly, the failure to blush indicates brazenness (Ar. Nu. 1216; Apollod. Com. 
fr. 13.10). That blushing is ordinarily represented as originating from within 
rather than as caused by a second party is hardly an insurmountable objection. 
More plausibly, Kock (followed by Nesselrath 1990. 284) suggested that a slave 
is being threatened; cf. Ar. Ach. 112 ἵνα µή σε βάψω βάµµα Σαρδιανικόν 
with ΣRG ἵνα µή σε ἐρυθρὸν ποιήσω τῷ βάµµατι µαστίξας, οἱονεὶ ἵνα µή σε 
φοινίξω, 320; Plaut. Ep. 626; Pseud. 229; Rud. 1000.

Comparing Eup. fr. 120 (see on καρῖδος), Thompson 1947. 104 claims the 
phrase ‘redder than a broiled shrimp’ as a proverb, although there is little 
evidence to support the assertion.

καρῖδος$The shrimp or prawn; see Thompson 1947. 103–4; Olson–Sens 
2000 on Archestr. fr. 26.2 (SH 156); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 115.13; Dohm 1964. 
106. For the red colour of cooked καρῖδες, cf. Cratin. fr. *314 = Eup. fr. 120 ἔχων 
τὸ πρόσωπον καρίδος µασθλητίνης. The ι is long, as is usual after the fifth 
century (e."g. Arar. fr. 8.3; Eub. fr. 78; contrast e."g. Ar. V. 1522; Cratin. fr. 314; 
Eup. fr. 120); for further examples of both quantities, see LSJ s.#v. and Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 115.13.



120 Κέρκιος (?) (fr. 23)

ὀπτῆς$‘Broiled’ or ‘roasted’, i."e. cooked with dry heat, as opposed to 
boiling (ἕψω; for the distinction, see Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 11.8 [SH 
140] and p. 42), apparently the normal method of cooking shrimp.

ἀποφανῶ$The word here must mean ‘render’ or ‘make’, as at Ar. Eq. 817; 
Aristopho fr. 8.2 (cf. LSJ s.#v. IV.1).
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Κιθαρίστρια (Kitharistria)
(‘The female kithara-player’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 
1884 II.143; Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.249; Wilson 2002. 62; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Title$Anaxandrides is the only comic poet known to have written a Κιθα-
ρίστρια, although Antiphanes and Menander both wrote a Κιθαριστής and nu-
merous poets a Κιθαρῳδός (e."g. Clearchus; see K.-A. ad loc. for a complete list); 
cf. Αὐλητρίς (Antiphanes; Menander; Diodorus); Αὐλητρίδες (Phoenicides); 
Ὀρχηστρίς (Alexis; see Arnott 1996 ad loc.); Ποιήτρια (Alexis; but see Arnott 
1996 ad loc. for the suggestion that this refers to a contriver rather than a po-
etess). Wilson 2002. 62 sees these titles as indicating a contemporary ‘thematic 
fascination with music and its practitioners.’

The κιθαριστής, and thus presumably the κιθαρίστρια as well, differs from 
the κιθαρῳδός in that the former is a musician only, while the latter sings 
to his own accompaniment; cf. Ammon. 271 (citing Aristox. fr. 102 as his 
authority); Σ Aeschin. 1.89a, b (on 41). Kitharistriai are generally assumed 
to have been hired for performances at symposia, where they may also have 
performed sexual favours; see Power 2010. 59–60 with n. 136 for speculation 
on whether they actually performed music and, if so, on what instrument. 
Goldhill 2005. 276 characterizes the kitharistria as ‘a cheap, hired entertainer 
on the edge of, if not actively engaged in, what we would call prostitution’; 
cf. Ter. Phorm. 80–84; Wilson 1999. 83–5 (on aulētrides). For the prostitutes 
(however designated) commonly present at symposia, see Olson–Sens 1999 
on Matro frr. 1.121 (SH 534); 6.2 (SH 539); Gomme–Sandbach 1973 and Furley 
2009 on Men. Epitr. fr. 1.2; J. Davidson 1997. 81–2, 92–7. The employment of 
kitharistriai, at a rate of not more than two drachmas (not a small sum), fell 
under the jurisdiction of the astynomoi ([Arist.] AP 50.2). Stephanis 1988 offers 
five known examples of female cithara-players, three of them in religious con-
texts, although the anonymous Rhodian of Din. 1.23 may simply be attending 
the Eleusinia rather than playing a formal role there. For female kitharodoi 
(eight examples in Stephanis 1988), see Goldhill 2005 (arguing that nearly all 
are slaves or hetairai); Power 2010. 57–71.

A cithara had two arms projecting from a sound-box and joined at the 
top by a crossbar; strings of equal length ran from the crossbar down over a 
bridge on the sound-box and were fastened at the base. The normal number 
of strings may have been seven, but greater numbers are occasionally attested 
(e."g. Ar. fr. 467; Pherecr. fr. 155.25). The normal function of the cithara was to 
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accompany song, but there were also specialized versions for solo music. See 
in general West 1992. 49–56, 62–4 (pl. 11–17 for illustrations); Maas and Snyder 
1989. 53–78, 165–78; Vendries 1999. 55–67; Snyder 1979. 75–95.
Content of the comedy!The sole fragment may indicate a musical perfor-
mance by a character (or a reference to a performance), but that is already 
implied by the title. Wilson 2002. 62 noted a fourth-century efflorescence 
of similar titles as a sign of contemporary interest in musicians, but little 
substantial can be said about the plots of any of them. Moreover, the feminine 
forms should probably be set apart, since the difference between kitharistēs 
and kitharistria, for example, is not merely one of gender but of status and 
connotation. Some plays with feminine titles may have concerned a free-born 
girl wrongfully sold into slavery and prostitution, but other possibilities (e."g. 
the woman was the centre of a dispute) can not be excluded.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 24 K.-A. (23 K.)

Poll. 10.172 
βύσµα … τοῦτο δὲ β ύ σ τ ρ α ν  ἕτεροι κεκλήκασιν, ὡς Ἀναξανδρίδης Κιθαριστρίᾳ 
καὶ Ἀντιφάνης Ὀρφεῖ (fr. 178)
‘Busma’ (‘plug’) … others call this ‘b u s t r a ’ , as Anaxandrides in Kitharistria and 
Antiphanes in Orpheus (fr. 178)

Metre$Unknown.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 1884. 
II.143; Latte 1953 on Hsch. β 1348; Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.249; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Citation Context$Pollux offers examples in which the name for an object 
has multiple forms, usually the normal form and its diminutive (e."g. θύλαξ/
θυλάκιον). The citation of busma/bustra is preceded by a discussion of various 
words for ‘sack’ or ‘pouch’; discussion of parts of roofs and pegs follows. 
Pollux cites this fragment and Antiph. fr. 178 for the form bustra as opposed 
to busma, for which he cited Ar. fr. 310.2.
Interpretation$The only two occurrences of βύστρα are in plays concerning 
musicians; conceivably the word had some technical meaning pertaining to 
music (e."g. part of an instrument), but more plausibly it indicates a hostile 
reaction to the music and refers to plugs for the ears. For the stopping up of 
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ears, cf. Luc. Lex. 1 (with wax); S. fr. 858.2 (through old age) with Pearson 
1917 ad loc.

Neither βύσµα nor βύστρα is common. In comedy, the former appears only 
at Ar. frr. 24; 310.2; Sophil. fr. 3 (= Diph. fr. 23K), while the latter occurs only 
here and in Antiph. fr. 178. Elsewhere, there are several references to both 
forms in the lexicographers, and βύσµα appears three times in the medical 
writers. At Ar. fr. 310 βύσµα is apparently simply a plug or stopper for an 
amphora and at fr. 24 for an anus, while at Sophil. fr. 3 it is used metaphori-
cally but still seemingly as a stopper. At Antiph. fr. 178 a βύστρα is made of 
leaves; cf. Hp. Mul. 2.114 (VIII.246 Littré) φλόµου (‘sage’) βύσµατα; Hsch. β 
1348 (βύστραι are ‘insertions of herbs. But some (say they are) bits of herbs’). 
Latte 1953 ad loc. labels the Hesychius entry a gloss on this fragment and 
Antiph. fr. 178; in the case of the Antiphanes fragment this is plausible, but 
for Anaxandrides much less so.
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Κυνηγέται (Kynēgetai)
(‘Hunters’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 
1884 II.144; Capps 1910. 6; Edmonds 1959 II.54–55; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.249; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Title$No other play bears this title; cf. Sophocles Ἰχνευταί (‘Trackers’) and 
Menander Ἁλιεῖς (‘Fishermen’; see K–A ad loc. for plural versus singular). The 
plural presumably indicates an eponymous chorus of hunters (Capps 1910. 6 
suggested a similar chorus for Men. Her.; for doubts, see Hunter 1979. 24 n. 
5); see Introduction and on Ἄγροικοι. The word itself appears elsewhere in 
comedy only at Pl. Com. fr. 188.16; Men. Dysc. 42; Her. fr. 1.2.

Hunters with dogs (or hunters generally) as a group have no stereotypical 
characteristics in Greek literature or mythology, although well-known sto-
ries involving hunting (e."g. the myth of Actaeon; Caledonian boar hunt; etc.) 
abound. According to Apollod. FGrHist 244 F 138, Asclepius was found by 
hunters while being nursed by a dog. Presumably alluding to this story, hunt-
ers (κυνηγέται) are included in a list of sacrifice recipients at IG II2 4962.9–10 
(= Syll.3 1040 = LSCG 21 A), an early fourth-century inscription from Piraeus 
that sets out the regulations of an apparently newly founded Asclepius cult 
there. These are the hunters referred to at Pl. Com. fr. 188.16, whether or not 
the sense is obscene (cf. Pirrotta 2009 ad loc.). For the evidence for Asclepius 
cult at Piraeus and the association of hunters with it, see Pirrotta (above); 
Parker 1996. 181–3.

For hunting with dogs, see Hull 1964 (includes translations of X. Cyn. 
and Arr. Cyn.); Sachs 2012. 62–79; for hunting in general, see Anderson 1985. 
For explorations of the social context of hunting, including its aristocratic 
connotations and use in erotic discourse, see Barringer 2001; Schnapp 1997; 
Trinquier and Vendries 2009; Seyer 2007.
Content of the comedy$Hunters indicate a setting in the countryside. The 
elite connotations of the sport together with the content of the sole fragment 
suggest a group (chorus and hero?) of wealthy young men, perhaps from 
the city (cf. Men. Dysc. 39–42; Her. fr. 1). The plot may have revolved around 
interaction and/or conflict between townsmen and countrymen. Alternatively, 
fr. 25 may indicate precisely what the addressee is not, suggesting that the plot 
concerns a son living beyond his means, like Pheidippides at the beginning 
of Aristophanes’ Clouds.

If the hunters are those associated with Asclepius, the play may have dealt 
with the birth of the god and was in essence an Ἀσκληπιοῦ γοναί (cf. above 
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on ∆ιονύσου γοναί). In this case, Κυνηγέται is perhaps originally an alternate 
title. For Asclepius in comedy, cf. the Asclepius of Antiphanes and Philetaerus; 
Aristophanes’ Plutus.

Least likely is Edmonds’ suggestion that the title refers to the Cynics 
Antisthenes and Diogenes. Philosophers certainly were mocked in comedy 
(notably in Aristophanes’ Clouds; cf. fr. 20 with n. above), but it is not certain 
when the term ‘Cynic’ was introduced, nor is it an easy inference from hunters 
with dogs. κυνικός referring to a Cynic is attested first at Men. fr. 114.2, and 
Diogenes is called ὁ Κύων at Arist. Rh. 1411a24. D.L. 6.60 represents Diogenes 
as referring to himself as ὁ Κύων, but the accuracy of the claim is difficult to 
ascertain.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 25 K.-A. (24 K.)

υἱὸς γὰρ οἰκόσιτος ἡδὺ γίγνεται

habet A
γίγνεται Porson: γίν- A

For a son who provides for himself is a pleasant thing

Ath. 6.247e–f 
µνηµονεύει δὲ τοῦ µὲν οἰκοσίτου Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Κυνηγέταις· ——
And Anaxandrides in Kynēgetai mentions ‘one who provides for himself’: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llkl wlk|l llkl

Discussion$Grotius 1626. 640–1; Porson 1812. 85; Meineke 1840 III.171; 1847. 
579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 1884 II.144; Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.249; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 250
Citation Context$In a discussion of parasites, Athenaeus adduces a number 
of other words compounded from -σιτος, for some of which he provides a quo-
tation. The quotation from Anaxandrides is followed by a further definition of 
οἰκόσιτος: ‘one who serves his city not for a wage but as a gift.’ This definition 
is expanded by one directly relevant example, Antiph. fr. 198, as well as two 
others, Men. Cith. fr. 6 and fr. 98.
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Interpretation$The line is most naturally spoken by or to a father in reference 
to a son who is also a character in the play. The comment could describe the 
son’s behaviour or, just as easily, could reflect behaviour he should display 
but does not.

οἰκόσιτος$The most likely meaning here is ‘self-sufficient’ (cf. Wilkins 
2000. 81 n. 125). The word does not occur before the fourth century, when it 
appears in the four fragments cited by Athenaeus; Anaxil. fr. 38; Men. fr. 340; 
Thphr. Char. 22.4, and two inscriptions from Eleusis. Thereafter, it is attested 
in a number of late prose authors and several lexicographers. The supposed 
literal sense ‘eating at home’ is found seldom if ever (pace LSJ [a confused 
entry]); perhaps better is ‘fed from home’. The most common sense is ‘eating 
at private, i."e. not public, expense’: e."g. Antiph. fr. 98 ἐκκλησιαστὴς οἰκόσιτος. 
Similarly, the οἰκόσιτοι of IG II2 1672.29, etc. (= I.Eleusis 177) are slaves hired by 
the state from their master, who nevertheless undertakes to provide their food; 
cf. Clinton ad loc. (I.Eleusis II.150); IG II2 1673A (= I.Eleusis 150); Thphr. Char. 
22.4. The same usage is applied to soldiers whose provisions are provided by 
their general (e."g. Plu. Crass. 19.2). An extension of this sense is the use at Men. 
fr. 340 to describe a wedding where the guests, not the host, provide the food. 
The word acquired an extended meaning of ‘self-sufficient, not burdensome’; 
cf. Men. fr. 98; Cith. fr. 6 (metaphorical). The apparent exception is Luc. Somn. 
1, where it appears to mean ‘burdensome’ (of a grown son dependent on his 
father); presumably Lucian is using the word as it was applied to slaves and 
soldiers, i."e. dependents who must be fed.

γίγνεται$For γιγν- vs. γιν-, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 37.7; cf. fr. 53.7.
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Κωµῳδοτραγῳδία (Kōmōidotragōidia)
(‘Comoedotragoedia’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.247–8, 371; 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 
422; Kock 1884 II.144; Kaibel 1899a. 149 (on Dinol. fr. 3); Latte 1915. 376–7 (= 
1968. 614); Wackernagel 1916. 96; Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Webster 1970. 88–9; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.249 (cf. 9); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 251
Title$Alcaeus wrote a comedy of the same name; one has been attributed to 
Dinolochus as well, but Kaibel was rightly sceptical (cf. Latte 1915. 376–7 [= 
1968. 614]; Wackernagel 1916. 96), and the attribution should be rejected.49 

Aside from the comic titles, the word occurs in two passages in Porphyry 
(one of them quoted by Stobaeus) to refer to the ‘comicotragedy’ of the life 
of the unenlightened; cf. Plato’s description at Phlb. 50b of pain and pleasure 
mixed not only in tragedies and comedies on stage, but also in τῇ τοῦ βίου 
ξυµπάσῃ τραγῳδίᾳ καὶ κωµῳδίᾳ (cf. Ar. Ach. 1–16 for the pleasures and pains 
of life described in terms of reactions to dramatic performances). 

In the prologue to Amphitryo, Plautus discusses the nature of that play 
(50–63), finally determining that it is best described as a tragicocomoedia (59, 
63), since it contains the actions of gods and kings as well as of slaves. The point 
is that the play adapts tragic material as the basis of comedy; cf. Stewart 1958, 
esp. 367–8 for the rejection of any relation between Plautus’ use of the word 
and the titles. For discussion of Plautus’ term, see Lefèvre 1982. 23–4; Webster 
1970. 88–9; Schwering 1916/1917. A similar formation is ἱλαροτραγῳδία, found 
in the biographical notice of Rhinton at Suda ρ 171 (= Rhint. test. 1): Rhinton is 
‘the founder of ἱλαροτραγῳδία, which is burlesque (φλυακογραφία).’ The same 
source credits Rhinton with 38 plays that are κωµικὰ τραγικά (κωµικοτραγικά 
Kaibel). For ἱλαροτραγῳδία and the argument that it corresponds to Plautus’ 
use of tragicocomoedia, see Stewart 1958. 365–7.
Content of the comedy$The abstract title suggests a meta-theatrical plot 
concerned with the production of comedy, perhaps comparing it to the pro-

49 Dinolochus fr. 3 is from Antiatt. p. 112.29 and reads πέπαυνται τὸ πληθυντικόν. ὁ 
αὐτὸς Κωµῳδοτραγῳδίᾳ. The attribution to Dinolochus relies on the fact that the 
previous lemma quotes Dinolochus (fr. 7), but the Antiatticist does not refer to pre-
vious entries in this way. The fragment probably belongs instead to Anaxandrides 
or Alcaeus, the only known authors of a play with this title (which almost certainly 
indicates a comedy), but in the absence of evidence either way, it would be best 
placed among the adespota. The confidence of Latte 1915. 377 (= 1968. 614) in 
assigning the fragment to Anaxandrides is unwarranted.
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duction of tragedy or presenting it somehow as a tragedy. Alternatively, the 
title could refer to a figure in the play, whether a speaking character (e."g. 
Comoedia in Cratinus’ Pytine; see below) or a silent character (e."g. Peace in 
Aristophanes’ Peace). In that case, Comoedotragoedia might be presented as 
a figure providing inspiration for both genres or perhaps judging between 
them in some sort of contest.

The sole fragment is uninformative regarding the plot, but Alc. Com. frr. 
19–20 (both from his Komōidotragōidia) suggest that a festival and music were 
involved there; so too, of the two fragments of Aristophanes’ Poiēsis, fr. 466 
may imply a festival and fr. 467 refers to music. More helpful is Antiph. fr. 189, 
the only fragment from his Poiēsis, which preserves a defence of comedy 
compared to tragedy (Edmonds suggested that Comoedia is speaking); cf. 
Cratinus’ Pytinē and the use there of Comoedia as a character (cf. Rosen 2000. 
23–39 [21 for a possible illustration of the character]; Bakola 2010. 275–85. For 
the personification of ‘poetry’ and the like as female characters, see Hall 2000.

Plautus’ designation of Amphitryo as a tragicocomoedia suggested to 
Webster 1970. 88–9 that the Komōidotragōidiai of Anaxandrides and Alcaeus 
ought to be mythological burlesque or paratragedy (Bowie 2000. 324 speaks of 
Alcaeus’ play in the context of paratragedy, but without taking a clear stand). In 
a manner analogous to Plautus’ play, in which stereotypically tragic characters 
acted out a comedy of manners, Anaxandrides and Alcaeus might have written 
plays in which stereotypically comic characters acted out a tragic plot. In such 
a case, however, the abstract title is problematic, since the expected title would 
be that of the tragic plot being parodied.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 26 K.-A. (25 K.)

Antiatt. p. 87.23 
γ ε λ α σ ί µ η ν · τὴν πολλὰ γελῶσαν. Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Κωµῳδοτραγῳδίᾳ

γελασίµην Olson: γελασίνην Bekker: γελασιήδην cod.

F u l l  o f  l a u g h t e r  (fem.): a woman who laughs a lot. Anaxandrides in Comoedo-
tragoedia

Metre$Uncertain (word is wwwl).
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.171; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 1884 II.144; 
Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.250; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 251
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Citation Context$The Antiatticist probably cited this example against a gen-
eral condemnation of the word; cf. the condemnation of γελάσιµον (in favour 
of γελοῖος) at Phryn. Ecl. 403 (= Stratt. fr. 83); 199. That the dispute concerned 
the use of the word in metonymy is less likely, since such poetic usages seem 
not normally to have entered into Atticist disputes. These disputes concerned 
primarily the correctness of particular forms and occasionally the grammatical 
use of a certain word or form; for an example of the latter, see fr. 63. The use 
of the feminine is unlikely to have been the point at issue, unless secondarily, 
although the entry in the Antiatticist may be a remnant of a larger discussion 
that included multiple examples, including the masculine at Stratt. fr. 83.
Text$The transmitted text is clearly corrupt, and Bekker’s γελασίνην has 
been universally accepted; in that case, the issue must be the use of the word 
in metonymy. Better is Olson’s γελασίµην, which situates the debate within 
the normal Atticist parameters of the correctness of a form and finds an exact 
parallel in Phrynichus’ condemnation of γελάσιµον (Ecl. 199; 403).
Interpretation$γελασίµη occurs nowhere else, but the masculine is found at 
Stratt. fr. 83 (cf. Orth 2009 ad loc.) and as the name of a parasite in Plautus’ 
Stichus, while the neuter plural is attested at Luc. Somn. 5. Fraenkel 1922. 
36 n. 2 (= 2007. 297 n. 24) characterized the parasite’s name as a ‘komische 
Augensblicksbildung.’ This example and that in Anaxandrides may be depen-
dent on the earlier occurrence in Strattis, but are just as likely to have been 
independent comic inventions. For the form, see Chantraine 1933. 204, who 
notes the tendency for such forms to be used as ‘sobriquets’; Kuhner–Blass 
1890–1892 II.288 §332.5; Wirth 1880. 53–6; Lobeck 1820. 226–8.

If Bekker’s γελασίνην is accepted, the word is a comic feminine form of 
the normal word for ‘dimple’ used in metonymy; for comic feminine forms of 
masculine nouns, cf. Ar. Nu. 666 ἀλεκτρύαινα, 678 καρδόπη. LSJ (accepting 
Bekker’s emendation) misleadingly gloss this occurrence and that at Ael. VH 
4.20 (the philosopher Democritus is called Γελασῖνος; cf. Suda γ 108) as a 
distinct sense ‘laugher’ rather than as simple metonymy. The word clearly 
means ‘dimple’, although the attestations are late, e."g. Mart. 7.25.6 nec grata 
est facies cui gelasinus abest; Jo. Mal. Chron. 5 p. 106; Rufin. 11.3 (= AP 5.35.3); 
Alciphr. 4.14.5 (the last two of dimples on the buttocks); cf. Choerob. An.Ox. 
2.188; EM p. 793.48–50; Suda γ 108. The only anomalous usage is at Poll. 
2.91, where the word is referred (probably in error) to the front teeth that 
are exposed when smiling. In addition to Aelian’s report of Γελασῖνος as a 
nickname for Democritus, LGPN report five examples of the proper name, all 
from the second or third century AD; Solin 1996. 424 adds several more of the 
same date from Rome.
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Λοκρίδες (Lokrides)
(‘Locrian Women’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.172; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 
1884 II.144; Edmonds 1959 II.54–5; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.250; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 251
Title$Posidippus wrote a Λοκρίδες and Alexis and Menander Λοκροί, although 
none of these are sufficiently well-preserved to give any indication of the plot. 
adesp. trag. TGrF F 5f is a putative tragedy of this name, based on the story of 
the Locrian maidens (see below) combined with evidence from vase-painting 
(see ad loc. for references). For a title formed from an ethnic, see above on 
Θετταλοί. For the character Locris in Plautus Persa, see Fontaine 2010. 624.

Locris was divided into two distinct territories: the coastal plains 
along the Euboean strait north of Lake Copais (Epicnemidian Locris to the 
north and Opuntian Locris to the south) and the region along the northern 
edge of the Corinthian Gulf between Aetolia to the west and Phocis to the 
east (Ozolian Locris). The Locrians allied themselves with Boeotia during the 
period of Theban hegemony (371–362 BC), and in the middle of the century 
were heavily involved in the Third Sacred War (357–346 BC), during which 
they suffered two serious defeats at the hands of the Phocians; an alliance 
with Athens followed. The basic account of the region remains Oldfather 1926. 
For eastern Locris, see Nielsen in Hansen and Nielsen 2004. 664–73; Fossey 
1990. For western Locris, see Rousset in Hansen and Nielsen 2004. 391–8; 
Pharaklas 2004.

 In terms of mythology, Locris is the home of Oilean Ajax (the ‘lesser’ 
Ajax), known for his rape of Cassandra; see Gantz 1993. 651–5. The Locrians, 
faced with a plague, received an oracle instructing them to send maidens every 
year to the shrine of Athena in Ilium in expiation for the rape (e."g. Aen. Tact. 
31.24; Timae. FGrHist 566 F 146; Apollod. epit. 6.20–2 [see Frazer 1921 ad loc. 
for further references]). The practice apparently ceased in 346 at the end of the 
Third Sacred War (thus Apollod.; Timae. FGrHist 566 F 146b), but was revived 
(if it ever ceased) by the early third century (cf. IG IX2.1 706 [= StV 472]). For 
more on the Locrian maidens, together with the allegation that the Locrians 
were a matrilinear society, see Plb. 12.5.6–9 with Walbank 1957–1979 ad loc.
Content of the comedy$An obvious possibility is that the plot concerned 
the Locrian maidens, but the choice of topic might be more pointed if the 
play dates to ca. 346 BC, the end of the Third Sacred War, when the custom 
of sending girls to Ilium ceased. The action may have involved a conflation of 
myth and present day reality, perhaps drawing parallels between the Trojan 
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War and the Third Sacred War. For other apparent conflations of myth and 
the contemporary situation, see on Thēseus; Odysseus; Protesilaos; Introduction. 
The sole fragment consists of two commonplace financial terms.
Date$If the play can be connected with the end of the Third Sacred War, it 
must date to ca. 346 BC or shortly thereafter. In that case, it would belong near 
the end of Anaxandrides’ career (the latest securely dated play being from 
350/49 BC; see on Agroikoi).

fr. 27 K.-A. (26 K.)

Antiatt. p. 106.25 
λ ῆ µ µ α  κ α ὶ  ἀ ν ά λ ω µ α ·  Ἀναξανδρίδης Λοκρίσιν

ἀνάλωµα Bekker: ἀνήλωµα cod.: fort. 〈τὸ〉 λῆµµα κἀνάλωµα

R e c e i p t  a n d  e x p e n d i t u r e. Anaxandrides in Lokrides

Metre$Iambic trimeter?
e."g. 〈x〉lkl wlk|〈l xlkl〉

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.172; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 1884 II.144; 
Edmonds 1959 II.54–55; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.250; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 
251
Citation Context$Why the Antiatticist cites these two words (or phrase?; see 
below) is obscure, since both are unexceptional. Possibly a figurative use had 
been censured, but more likely the criticism concerned the use of technical 
accounting terms rather than more general words for ‘income’ and ‘expenses’ 
(e."g. δαπάνη and πρόσοδος; cf. Phot. δ 52 for a distinction between δαπανᾶν 
and ἀναλίσκειν). Crönert’s suggestion (see below) that the entry reflects a 
dispute between ἀνήλωµα and ἀνάλωµα is anachronistic.
Interpretation$Kassel–Austin (like earlier editors, Kock excepted) take only 
λῆµµα and ἀνάλωµα as the words of Anaxandrides; but λῆµµα κἀνάλωµα is 
metrical and seems (without crasis) to be a set phrase (Lys. 32.20; Pl. Lg. 920c 
[twice]; IG I3 477.2–3 [= II2 1655; 407–405 BC]; II2 1174.5–6 [λῆµµα restored; 
367/6 BC]). The words ‘receipt’ and ‘expenditure’ belong to the world of fi-
nance and are the general headings in an account book or the like; both are 
well attested in Attic financial inscriptions of the classical period and later 
(e."g. IG II2 1672.173–4, etc. [= I.Eleusis 177; 329/8 BC]). A clear example, though 
not from Athens, is an account of a Boeotian hipparch (IG VII 2426 [= Bogaert 
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1976. 23; 180–150 BC]), which lists under the appropriate headings amounts 
of money received and spent. If the words were used figuratively, it is possible 
that they were applied to the ‘taking’ of Cassandra and the ‘expending’ of the 
Locrian maidens.

Crönert 1903. 286 n. 4 contended from the occurrence of ἀνήλωµα in 
papyri that Bekker was mistaken to emend to ἀνάλωµα and that the reason for 
the Antiatticist’s entry is that the form ἀνάλωµα was disputed when ἀνήλωµα 
became dominant. He did acknowledge the discrepancy, however, between 
the dates of Anaxandrides and the apparent introduction of ἀνήλωµα (second 
century BC). Inscriptions show conclusively that ἀνάλωµα was the only form 
used in Attica until at least the second century; see Threatte 1996 II.499–501. 
Moreover, Threatte 1984. 273 plausibly ascribed three of the four examples 
(two of the noun, two of the wrongly augmented verb) that do occur in the 
second century to orthographic errors by a single cutter. For the distinction 
between λῆµα and λῆµµα, see Moer. λ 8 with Hansen 1998 ad loc. (cf. Pierson 
1830–1831. 246); Ammon. 299 with Nickau 1966 ad loc.
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Λυκοῦργος (Lykourgos)
(‘Lycurgus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840. III.172; 1847. 579; Bothe 1855. 422; Kock 
1884 II.144; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.250; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 251
Title$There are no other comedies of this name, but Aeschylus wrote a sa-
tyr play Lycurgus (cf. Ar. Th. 134–5 with Austin–Olson 2004 ad loc.), as did 
Timocles (exhibited at the Dionysia in 341/0 BC [IG II2 2320.16–17 (= 19–20 
M–O)]). Polyphrasmon wrote a Lycurgan tetralogy, and Naevius a tragedy 
Lycurgus.

The story of Lycurgus, Thracian king of the Edonians, is recounted already 
in Homer (Il. 6.130–40), where he drives Dionysus into the sea at Nysa and is 
blinded by the gods as punishment. This basic outline was embellished and 
eventually included other punishments as well: e."g. S. Ant. 955–65; D.S. 3.65.4–
7; Apollod. 3.5.1; Hyg. Fab. 132. See in general Farnoux in LIMC V.1.309–19; 
Gantz 1993. 113–14; Nilsson I 1967–1974 I.580–1; Rapp in ALGRM 2.2191–2204; 
see on ∆ιονύσου γοναί for other plays involving Dionysus.

Kock stated the obvious in noting that the play concerned ‘Thraciae regem, 
non Lacedaemonium neque Atheniensem’; cf. Breitenbach 1908. 97–8, who 
added that Lycurgus the orator seems not to have been mocked in comedy 
(although his homonymous grandfather, a hellenotamias, had been; cf. Ar. Av. 
1296 with Dunbar 1995 ad loc.). Edmonds’ assertion that the play conflated the 
orator with the Thracian king necessitates a date of 338–326 BC, well beyond 
Anaxandrides’ attested career; the idea can thus be safely rejected.
Content of the comedy$The sole fragment apparently refers to Dionysus 
after he has been driven into the sea by Lycurgus; since this and the subse-
quent punishment are the central elements in Lycurgus’ story, the play as a 
whole might have closely followed the myth, presumably as travesty. The 
plot need not, however, have followed the myth literally; e."g. fr. 28 could 
describe a fishmarket as easily as the sea. Dionysus might have been presented 
as an underling, perhaps a slave, and may have suffered a series of abuses, 
as in Aristophanes’ Frogs; perhaps the play concluded with a recognition of 
Dionysus’ divinity and him not being driven into the sea but feted at a feast 
of seafood. Alternatively, Lycurgus’ treatment of Dionysus might have served 
as the pretext for a play revolving around the former’s various punishments.
Date$Unknown.
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fr. 28 K.-A. (27 K.)

καὶ συµπαίζει κορακινιδίοις
µετὰ περκιδίων καὶ θρᾳττιδίων,
καὶ ψητταρίοις µετὰ καριδίων
καὶ σκινδαρίοις µετὰ κωβιδίων

(1) [1–4] 3.105f habet A$$$(2) [1–2] 7.329e habent ACE
1 συµπαίζει A (1) : συµπλιάζειν A (2): om. CE (2)}}}κορακινιδίοις ACE (2): 
καριδαρίοις A (1)}}}3 ψητταρίοις Lobeck: ψιτταδίοις A (1)}}}καριδίων Olson: 
κωβιδαρίων A (1): κωθαρίων Schweighäuser}}}4 κωβιδίων A (1): καριδίων Bothe: 
καρκινίων Meineke

And he enjoys himself with raven-fish
together with little perches and thrattai,
and with flatfish together with little shrimp,
and with skindarioi together with little gobies

[1–4] Ath. 3.105f 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Λυκούργῳ· ——
Anaxandrides in Lykourgos: ——

[1–2] Ath. 7.329e 
ὅτι δὲ θρᾷττον ἔλεγον τὸ θαλάττιον ἰσχύδιον καὶ Ἀναξανδριδης παρίστησιν ἐν 
Λυκούργῳ λέγων οὕτως· ——
Anaxandrides also shows that they called the little sea fish a thratta when in Lycurgus 
he speaks as follows: ——

Metre$Anapaestic dimeter.
llll | wwlwwl
wwlwwl | llwwl
llwwl | wwlwwl
llwwl | wwlwwl

Discussion$Lobeck 1820. 74; Meineke 1840 III.172–3; Lobeck 1843. 354; 
Meineke 1847. 579–80; Lobeck 1853. 281; Bothe 1855. 422–3; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxvii, 80; 1867. 47–8; Kock 1884 II.144–5; Blaydes 1896. 122; Herwerden 
1903. 97; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Nesselrath 1990. 267 n. 71, 271–2; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.250–1; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 251–2
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Citation Context$Athenaeus quotes the fragment twice: at 3.105f all four 
lines are included in a discussion of shrimp (3.105d–6e; see on fr. 23), while 
at 7.329e only the first two lines appear in a discussion of thraittai (7.329b–e). 
The text of the first line differs significantly between the two citations.
Text$The context of Ath. 3.105f makes it clear that a word for shrimp must 
appear somewhere in the fragment, as it does in 1; at Ath. 7.329e, however, 
the line has κορακινιδίοις (‘little raven-fish’) instead of καριδαρίοις. 3 begins 
with a corrupt word, but that has no larger ramifications and is discussed 
below. More seriously, the endings of 3 and 4 seem to be variants of one 
another, implying that the true reading has been ousted in one line or the 
other: κωβιδαρίων (3; unmetrical) and κωβιδίων (4). Most solutions retain 
καριδαρίοις in 1 and emend the final word in 3 or 4; this leaves unexplained 
the corruption at 7.329e (unless influenced by Pherecr. fr. 62, quoted at 7.309a, 
or Archipp. fr. 27, quoted at 7.329b) and, a lesser matter, the length of the quo-
tation at 3.105f. Perhaps better is retaining κορακινιδίοις in 1 and emending 
either 3 or 4 to a form of the word for shrimp. The obvious word to replace 
is the unmetrical κωβιδαρίων of line 3 (thus Olson), which might have been 
written as a variant above κωβιδίων in 4 and thus intruded on 3. Alternatively, 
this pair of variants could have belonged to 3 and ousted the text of 4; this 
would explain the length of Athenaeus’ quotation (from the verb until the 
key word). The corruption can be reconstructed as follows: κωβιδαρίων/
κωβιδίων, variants in 3 or 4, ousted καρίδων/καριδίων from 4 or 3. Once the 
fragment no longer mentioned shrimp (the reason for quoting it), a reference 
was introduced by emendation in the first available place (perhaps aided by 
the similar beginnings κορ- and καρ-). A similar conclusion was reached by 
Bothe, although with different choices as to what to read in 3 and 4. Meineke 
suggested, but did not print, καὶ συµπαίζει / καριδαρίοις µετὰ περκιδίων / 
κορακινιδίοις µετὰ θρᾳττιδίων / κτλ, thus explaining the variants in 1; Kock 
objected with some force to the asyndeton in light of the connectives in 3–4. 
None of the suggestions are without difficulties, and much about the text 
remains uncertain.

In 3, Lobeck’s emendation (1820. 74; cf. 1843. 354; 1853. 281) of the trans-
mitted ψιτταδίοις to ψητταρίοις is commonly and probably rightly accepted 
(although not by K–A, who obelize all of 3–4). ψιττ- is almost certainly simply 
an example of iotacism that ought to be changed to ψηττ-; Phot. p. 655.9 ψίτται· 
ἰχθύων εἶδος is the same. The more difficult problem is the diminutive in 
-αδιον. The form is far more prevalent in late antiquity than in the Classical or 
even Hellenistic and Roman periods; further, the examples from the Classical 
period are formed from third declension nouns in -ας (e."g. ἰσχάδιον [Ar. Pl. 
798]; λαµπάδιον [Ar. Ach. 1177]; λοπάδιον [Ar. Pl. 812]). ψηττᾴδιον is possible 
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(e."g. κρεᾴδιον [Ar. Pl. 227; fr. 606 (where add iota ad/subscript)49a]; ἐλᾴδιον 
[Sotad. Com. fr. 1.7; Arched. fr. 2.11]), but requires a long alpha.

The ι in καρίς is generally long after the fifth century (see on fr. 23), but ac-
ceptance of Olson’s emendation in 4 requires that it be short in the diminutive; 
the only other occurrence of καρίδιον, Arist. HA 547b17, sheds no light on the 
quantity. Even if placed early in Anaxandrides’ career, this would be the latest 
example of short iota in the word. Nevertheless, the quantity of vowels, espe-
cially ι, can vary; cf. Dover 1993 on Ar. Ra. 674–85; Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 
I.307–8 (§75.5). At 3.105e–f, Athenaeus quotes Arar. fr. 8.2–4 specifically for 
καρίς with a long iota; this is followed by Eub. fr. 78; Anaxandr. frr. 28 (this 
fragment with a crucial variant in 1); 38; 23; Eub. fr. 110; Ophel. frr. 2; 1. He 
then quotes Eup. fr. 2 for the word with a short iota, followed by fr. 120. This 
might be taken as support for reading καριδαρίοις in 1 or for reading καρίδων 
(with long iota) here, but there is no complying reason to read Athenaeus’ 
catalogue as a strict twofold division between examples of the word with long 
iota and with short iota.

If κωβιδίων is read in 4, the quantity of the first ι in κωβιδίων is short, 
unlike at Sotad. Com. fr. 1.22 (the only other occurrence); in addition, the 
formation of the word, from κωβιός and the diminutive suffix -ιδιον, normally 
requires a long ι. The short iota might be possible if the suffix was assumed to 
be –διον (cf. Petersen 1910. 204 [§280], 207–8 [§§287–8]) or by (false) analogy 
with καριδίων in the line above (if that is read there).

Schweighäuser’s emendation of κωβιδαρίων to κωθαρίων in 3 is widely 
accepted on the assumption that the two are synonyms; cf. Hsch. κ 4789 
κῶθος· κωβιός; Ath. 7.309c. But Nic. fr. 141 and Apollod. ap. Ath. 7.309c claim 
that κῶθος is the Sicilian word for κωβιός; if this is true (although note κωβιοί 
at Epich. fr. 59), the emendation is more difficult, since there is no obvious 
reason why Anaxandrides would use a Sicilian dialectal form here.
Interpretation$Following Meineke’s comparison (1867. 48) with Homer’s 
account of Lycurgus (see above), this fragment has been understood as re-
ferring to Dionysus after he has been driven into the sea by Lycurgus, who 
may be the speaker; Nesselrath 1990. 272 aptly compared Nonn. 20.272–93. 
While the connection with Dionysus is likely correct, the location could well 
be a fishmarket or banquet instead of the sea. A banquet is perhaps the best 
interpretation, given the tendency for runs of anapaestic dimeters to be used 
in catalogues of food, ‘doubtless continuing a tradition of celebratory finales’ 
(Arnott 1996. 20, comparing inter alia Ar. Pax 974–1015). For the use of ana-

49a A point made already by Dobree 1820 on Ar. Pl. 227 but widely ignored by subse-
quent editors; cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 27.5.
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paestic dimeters in catalogues, especially of food, e."g. fr. 42; Mnesim. fr. 4; Eub. 
fr. 63; in general, Nesselrath 1990. 267–80, esp. 273–6; Introduction.

A related interpretative issue is whether the diminutives signal endear-
ment or contempt. Meineke commended Dalecamp’s suggestion of the latter 
and adduced Ar. fr. 92, although its relevance is doubtful. Only the larger 
context could resolve the issue; in the absence of that, the decision rests on 
whether the fragment is interpreted as exultation at Dionysus’ flight or as 
describing a banquet vel sim. Even if the fragment does describe Dionysus 
in the sea, a tone of gentle mocking might be better understood than scorn; 
in any case, the diminutives remove the grandeur normally appropriate for 
a divinity and place Dionysus on a mundane level. Note, however, that with 
the marginal exception of the flatfish, and possibly the unknown skindarion, 
all the fish mentioned are small to begin with, and even the flatfish, like the 
others, is generally considered commonplace and inexpensive; cf. Arnott 1996 
on Alex. fr. 144.

1$συµπαίζει$See Dover 1993. 57–9; with reference to deities, Kock 1894 
on Ar. Av. 1098.

κορακινιδίοις$The raven-fish, a small, inexpensive and relatively un-
desirable fish; e."g. fr. 34.10–12; Amphis fr. 22; Alex. fr. 18 with Arnott 1996 ad 
loc.; Archestr. fr. 20.3 (SH 150) with Olson–Sens 2000 ad loc.; Thompson 1947. 
122–3; Micha-Lampaki 1984. 90–1. The diminutive is found also at Pherecr. fr. 
62 (in the same metrical position as here). The raven-fish is mentioned with 
the perch at Philyll. fr. 12.3, and with the goby, perch, thratta, shrimp, and 
flatfish at Mnesim. fr. 4.33–42.

2$περκιδίων$Although the diminutive occurs only here, πέρκη itself is 
common enough (e."g. fr. 42.50; Antiph. fr. 192.2, 4; Alex. fr. 115.13; Henioch. 
fr. 3.3). Apparently named for its speckled appearance (cf. Arist. fr. 295 Rose 
[231 Gigon]; Strömberg 1943. 24–5; Frisk 1954–1972 s.#v. περκνός), the perch, 
a small fish, has both fresh and saltwater varieties, although here the context 
demands the saltwater one; see Thompson 1947. 195–7; Micha-Lampaki 1984. 
113–14; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.51 (SH 534).

θρᾳττιδίων$As with περκιδίων, the diminutive occurs only here, and 
thratta only at Antiph. fr. 209.3; Mnesim. fr. 4.41; Arist. GA 785b23; SEG 
XXXII 450.B3 (tariff on fish prices from Hellenistic Boeotia); cf. Archipp. fr. 
27. Little is known about the thratta other than it is a small seafish, unless it 
is to be regarded as essentially equivalent to the thrissa (a type of herring; cf. 
Thompson 1947. 77–8), as Thompson 1947. 77 claims; cf. Micha-Lampaki 1984. 
85–6. Dorotheos ap. Ath. 7.329d calls it a θέττα, which Athenaeus regards as 
either the product of reliance on a faulty text or Dorotheus’ own invention, 
while Strömberg 1943. 86 explains this as a dialectal variant. The name simply 
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means ‘Thracian’ (note that Lycurgus [see Introduction above] is from Thrace); 
cf. Strömberg 1943. 85–6 for this and similar formations.

3$ψητταρίοις$A flatfish resembling sole or flounder; cf. fr. 42.51; Antiph. 
fr. 130.7; Alex. fr. 115.13 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. 
fr. 33 (SH 163) (where it seems to be a bigger fish than here); Olson–Sens 1999 
on Matro fr. 1.27 (SH 534); Thompson 1947. 294–5; Micha-Lampaki 1984 74. The 
psitta is apparently one of the smaller flatfish (Hsch. ψ 156; Suda ψ 78; cf. Ael. 
NA 14.3; Opp. H. 1.102–5) and relatively common. For diminutives in -αριον, 
cf. Ar. fr. 92 (Arist. Rh. 1405b28); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 144. Starkie 1909 on 
Ar. Ach. 517 provides examples from comedy other than Ar. (pp. lv–lvi for Ar.).

καριδίων$For shrimp, see on fr. 23. 
4$σκινδαρίοις$This otherwise unknown fish is mentioned only here; 

possibly the word is corrupt. Thompson 1947. 243 understood it as a diminutive 
of σκινίς, but see Chantraine 1968–1980 s.#v. (note that the article by Taillardat 
referred to as forthcoming in RP seems never to have appeared). The context 
suggests that the skindarion was most likely small and relatively inexpensive.

κωβιδίων$The goby, another small and relatively inexpensive fish; cf. 
Alex. fr. 115.13 (together with psitta, shrimp, and perch) with Arnott 1996 ad 
loc.; Macho 31 with Gow 1965 ad loc.; Thompson 1947. 137–9; Micha-Lampaki 
1984. 91–2.
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Μαι[ - - - ] (Mai[ - - - ])
(‘Mai[ - - - ]’)

Discussion$Kock 1884 II.145; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.251 (cf. 1986 V.29); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 252
Title$The only known titles that begin Μαι[ - - - ] are Μαινόµενος, used by 
Diphilus and Diodorus, and a putative Μαινόµενοι as the model for Naevius’ 
Dementes. Other possibilities include a proper noun (LGPN record 40 names in 
Mai-, none common except locally) or an ethnic (e."g. Maiōtēs); even if a form 
of Μαινόµενος is preferred, neither the gender nor the number can be known. 
For the possible connotations of the latter word, see on Γεροντοµανία; fr. 18.4.
Date$The play was performed in 364 BC and probably took second place at 
the Lenaea (test. 5.1).
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Μελίλωτος (Melilōtos)
(‘Melilotus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.371; 1840 III.173; 1847. 580; Bothe 1855. 423; 
Kock 1884 II.145; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Masson 1986. 178–9 (= 1990 II.502–3); 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.251; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 252
Title$The title is probably a personal name derived from the name of a plant; 
cf. Pherecrates’ Petalē; Koriannō. For the use of names as titles, cf. Sōsippos; 
Breitenbach 1908. If the title connotes only the flower, it is unparalleled unless 
it refers to some sort of token (e."g. Daktylios by Alexis and others; cf. Arnott 
1996 ad loc.) or an object crucial for the dénouement (e."g. Plautus’ Rudens).

Masson’s suggestion (at 1986. 178–9 = 1990 II.502–3) that the title is a 
proper name is likely correct. His main evidence, the use of the word as a 
Roman cognomen at I.Eph VII 1687 (14).4 (first century BC) and CIL VI 26939 
(first century AD; cf. Solin 1996 II.519; 2003 II.1197), is sufficient to establish 
the existence of the (masculine) name, even if it sheds little light on fourth 
century Athenian practice. For a possible feminine form, see Bechtel’s deriva-
tion (1917. 596) of the name Μελώτα from *Μελιλώτα in an inscription from 
Tanagra (IG VII 1200; Hellenistic). Nevertheless, names derived from plants are 
a standard feature of Greek onomastics in all periods and places; see Bechtel 
1902. 100–10; 1917. 592–7 (595–7 for women’s names); Solin 1996 II.511–26; 
2003 II.1152–1200. Since the name of a plant is unparalleled as a comic title, 
while the use of a name is well paralleled, the latter is preferable here. Hetaira 
names derived from plants are a well established group (cf. fr. 9.6 Ὤκιµον with 
n.); worth considering is emending the title to Μελιλωτώ (i."e. emending the 
two citations in Athenaeus from Μελιλώτῳ to Μελιλωτοῖ).

Arnott 1985 conclusively demonstrated that µελίλωτος is to be identified 
with one of the species of modern melilot as opposed to trigonella graeca 
(so e."g. LSJ following Hort’s Loeb edition of Thphr. HP). Melilot is an herb 
(Hsch. µ 712) known for its sweet smell (e."g. Thphr. CP 6.14.8, 11; Dsc. 3.40; 
cf. Pherecr. fr. 138.2 and its use for garlands at Cratin. fr. 105; Alex. fr. 119) 
and medicinal qualities (e."g. Hipp. Ulc. 19 [VI.422 Littré]; Gal. XII.70 Kühn; 
Dsc. 3.40); see in general Arnott 1985 (concise summary at Alex. fr. 119). Pace 
Bothe’s assertion that the neuter must be read here because the masculine is 
‘nomen viri, qui nullus fuit’, the masculine is well attested from an early date 
(e."g. Sapph. fr. 96.14; Thphr. HP 7.15.3), while the neuter is not (Peripl.M.Rubr. 
49; first century AD).

Content of the comedy$Of the two fragments, one comments on extra-
vagant expenditure, the other mentions a piece of household furniture. The 
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first could suggest wasteful living, possibly by the title character, but need be 
no more than an offhand remark. If the title is emended to a feminine name, 
or if it refers the plant, presumably used as some sort of token, the play might 
have concerned a mistaken identity or a girl wrongfully sold into prostitution. 
Alternatively, the title and fragments might suggest a plot revolving around 
the home.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 29 K.-A. (28 K.)

οὐ µανικόν ἐστ᾽ ἐν οἰκίᾳ τρέφειν ταὧς,
ἐξὸν τοσουτουὶ δύ᾽ ἀγάλµατ᾽ ἀγοράσαι;

1 οὐ µανικόν ἐστ᾽ Meineke: οὐχὶ µανικόν ἐστιν ACE}}}οἰκίαι CE: οἰκιδαι A}}} 
2 τοσουτουὶ δύ᾽ Dobree: τοιούτουσϊδυο A: τουτοισὶ δύ᾽ CE

Isn’t it crazy to raise peacocks in a house,
when it’s possible to buy two statues for the same price?

Ath. 14.654f 
ὅτι δὲ καὶ τιθασοὺς εἶχον αὐτοὺς ἐν ταῖς οἰκίαις Στράττις παρίστησιν ἐν Παυσανίᾳ 
διὰ τούτων· (fr. 28) … Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Μελιλώτῳ· ——
That they kept tame ones (i."e. peacocks) in the house Strattis shows in this passage 
from Pausanias (fr. 28) … and Anaxandrides in Melilōtos: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
lrkl w|lkl wlkl
llkl kl|rl wrkl

Discussion$Dobree 1833 II.349–50; Meineke 1840 III.173; Bothe 1844. 36; 
Emperius 1847. 351; Meineke 1847. 580; 1855. 423; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii; 
Naber 1882. 267; Kock 1884 II.145; Herwerden 1893. 157; Blaydes 1896. 122; 
Herwerden 1903. 97; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.251; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 252
Citation Context$Athenaeus segues seamlessly from a short discussion of 
pheasants (14.654b–d) to one about peacocks (14.654d–5b). Antiph. fr. 203; 
Alex. fr. 128; and Stratt. fr. 28 precede this fragment; Anaxil. fr. 24; Menodot. 
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FGrHist 541 F 2; and Antiph. fr. 173 follow it. Most of the quotations concern 
the rarity and expense of the bird.
Text$Naber was troubled by the metre, but it is unproblematic, and his own 
proposal (οὐ µανικόν ἐστ᾽ ἐν οἰκίᾳ / τρέφειν ταὧς, ἐξὸν τοσουτουὶ δύο / 
ἀγάλµατ᾽ ἀγοράσαι;) is worse.
Interpretation$These lines were presumably spoken in condemnation either 
of someone living extravagantly or of extravagant living in general; they may 
also contain a secondary swipe at impiety (see on 2 ἀγάλµατ(α)). For a similar 
sentiment, cf. Alex. fr. 128. The fragment is best interpreted as an assertion that 
instead of spending money on a frivolous and ultimately worthless display of 
wealth, the individual(s) in question would do better to purchase statues for 
dedication, presumably in a public space. The absence of any statuary from 
the Attic Stelae, for example, suggests that such items were not used to adorn 
private residences, but were confined to display in civic or religious areas; the 
justifiable caution of Amyx 1958. 205 concerning the lack of valuable or luxury 
items in these lists applies only to easily portable objects.

1$µανικόν$For the force of the word, see on fr. 18.4 ἐµαίνετο.
ἐν οἰκίᾳ τρέφειν ταὧς$The possession of peacocks, introduced to Athens 

around 440 BC, was a symbol of ostentatious extravagance; other than their 
conspicuous plumage, the birds themselves seem to have had little inherent 
value (Stratt. fr. 28; cf. Eup. fr. 41; Anaxil. fr. 24 for the irritating nature of their 
cries) and were apparently not eaten (a practice unattested before the Roman 
period; cf. Ael. NA 5.21, designating Hortensius as the first to do so; Thompson 
1947. 279; Alex. fr. 128 is not to be taken seriously in this regard). Those 
belonging to Demos (PA 3573; PAA 317910) son of Pyrilampes (PA 12493; PAA 
795965), the probable original importer of peacocks to Athens from the East, 
brought sightseers from around Greece and must thus have been regarded as 
a great rarity (Antipho fr. 57). Antiph. fr. 203 has been taken as evidence for 
the birds’ relative commonness in the fourth century, but is probably more a 
comment on the spending habits of the rich (or nouveaux riches) than on the 
abundance of peacocks in the city. This rarity must have been responsible for 
their enormous cost; in addition to this fragment, cf. Antipho fr. 58, where the 
male and female (presumably sold as a pair) are valued at 10,000 drachmas; 
Alex. fr. 128.3. For the birds in general, as well as their introduction to Athens, 
see Olson 2002 on Ar. Ach. 62–63; Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 102 (cf. on Av. 68 
for the similar introduction of the pheasant as a luxury item); Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 115.14; Orth 2009 on Stratt. fr. 28; Thompson 1947. 277–81. 

The internal rough breathing, a representation of ταϝῶς (cf. Lat. pavo), is 
attested for Attic by Trypho ap. Ath. 9.397e; cf. the interjections εἶἑν, εὐοἵ, εὐαἵ 
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and εὐἅν. For the phenomenon, see Kühner–Blass I.113 (§23.2) with addenda 
at I.639; Lehrs 1882. 318–25.

2$τοσουτουί$A formation of the fourth century; cf. Ar. Pl. 427; fr. 622; 
Pl. Hp. Ma. 292c; D. 18.279; [D.] 43.39.

ἀγάλµατ(α)$Kannicht 1969 on E. Hel. 262 glosses the word ‘entweder 
“Götterstatue” oder einfach “Statue”’ and goes on to say that ‘denn seit 
dem ausgehenden 5. Jh. werden auch profane ἀνδριάντες durch “ἄγαλµα” 
bezeichnet’; for the earlier semantic evolution of the word, see Bloesch 1953. 
30–6. Despite Kannicht, it is not at all certain that the word, when it means 
‘statue’, can refer to anything other than a statue of a god, although by the 
end of the fifth century if not before it is certainly used widely in metaphorical 
contexts. Wilamowitz 1895 on E. HF 49 gives a concise synopsis; note also the 
common use as a synonym for ‘empty-headed person’ (e."g. Ar. V. 314; E. El. 
388). For further discussion, with bibliography, of the word and the uses of 
agalmata, see Pritchett 1998. 61–6.

Statues were normally made either of stone (presumably marble; cf. X. 
Vect. 1.4) or bronze (read adesp. trag. TGrF F 618.6 [= S. fr. 1126 Pearson] θεῶν 
ἀγάλµατ᾽ ἐκ λίθων ἢ χαλκέων) and could vary greatly in size, making cost 
comparisons problematic. In the middle of the fourth century, two statues 
could be bought for less than 16 minae (Pl. Ep. 13.361a–b [Loomis 1998 #12]), 
while in the second half of the century a bronze statue could be had for 3000 
drachmas (D.L. 6.35 [Loomis 1998. 93 #15]; IG II2 555.9–16 [Loomis 1998. 94–5 
#18]); for a speculative breakdown of the costs for bronze statuary, see Stewart 
1990. 66–7. In at least two of the three cases, these prices do not appear far out 
of line with the 10,000 drachmas suggested for (presumably) a pair of peacocks 
at Antipho fr. 58 (see above).

fr. 30 K.-A. (29 K.)

Ath. 11.460e 
(κ υ λ ι κ ε ῖ ο ν ) ἔστι καὶ παρὰ Ἀναξανδρίδῃ ἐν Μελιλώτῳ
(S i d e b o a r d ) also occurs in Anaxandrides in Melilōtos

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.174; 1847. 580; Bothe 1855. 423; Meineke 1857 
V.81; Kock 1884 II.145; Edmonds 1959 II.56–57; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.252; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 252
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Citation Context$As a prelude to a discussion of cups, Athenaeus starts to 
inquire whether the ancients used large cups for drinking but, before even fin-
ishing the question, becomes sidetracked into a brief account of cup-cabinets 
(11.460d–f). No quotation follows the reference to Anaxandrides, and it is more 
likely that it has fallen out of Athenaeus’ text than that none was provided. 
Ar. fr. 106 precedes, while Eub. frr. 62; 116; 95; and Cratin. Iun. fr. 9 follow.
Interpretation$A κυλικεῖον is a sideboard or cabinet for storing cups, as the 
name implies, although almost certainly not limited to kylixes (the stem kylik- 
is used generically here for any sort of vessel, like ‘cup’ in English ‘cupboard’). 
The form seems to have been somewhat similar to a table (but note Ath. 5.202e 
and P.Cair.Zen. I 59014b.9, where tables and sideboards are distinguished), with 
an upright part on top for the storage and display of the cups; see Richter 
1966. 81–4 (collection and discussion of the literary and artistic testimonia); 
Andrianou 2009. 82–3 (63–85 for storage furniture generally). The testimonia 
show that sideboards could be elaborately carved and decorated and could 
thus be a luxury item not out of keeping with the content of fr. 29. Amyx 
1945. 513 suggests that the reason for the seemingly widespread use of these 
and similar items of furniture was the near total lack of suitable storage (e."g. 
shelving) in the classical Greek house, although small rubble foundations in 
houses at Olynthus have been identified as foundations for built-in storage 
units (Olynthus VIII, pp. 97–8)50 and the use of pegs for hanging household 
items is seemingly ubiquitous in antiquity (already in Homer; e."g. Il. 5.209 
with Kirk 1990 ad loc.).

50 Milne, CVA USA 11 (Metropolitan Museum 2), p. xiv, n. 1 rightly criticizes the use 
of κυλικεῖον to refer to these built-in storage units, since the sideboards designated 
as such seem to have been portable.
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Νηρεύς (Nēreus)
(‘Nereus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.372; 1840 III.174; 1847. 580; Bothe 1855. 423; Kock 
1884 II.145; Breitenbach 1908. 40–41; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Webster 1970. 6, 
66; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.252; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 252 (cf. 150 n. 175); 
Bowie 2010. 156
Title$The title appears elsewhere only in the play by Anaxilas, the sole frag-
ment of which Meineke (1839 I.372) considered assigning to Anaxandrides; 
Meineke equally unconvincingly pondered emending the title of Anaxandrides’ 
Nērēides to Nēreus. For names of mythological characters used as titles, see on 
Anchisēs; Introduction.

The sea-god Nereus, son of Pontos and father of the Nereids (including 
Thetis), is referred to in Homer only obliquely as the Old Man of the Sea (H. 
Il. 1.358, 556); his name is given first at Hes. Th. 233 (cf. West 1966 ad loc.). He 
is known mainly for his encounter with Heracles, when the latter was seeking 
the Garden of the Hesperides. In one version (Pherecyd. FGrHist 3 F 16a; cf. 
Jacoby 1923 ad loc.), Heracles attempted to elicit directions to the Garden from 
Nereus by force; the latter resisted by changing into fire and water (cf. Stesich. 
fr. 16a Davies). In another version (Panyas. fr. 9 Bernabé), Heracles received 
the bowl of Helios from Nereus. In general, see Pipili in LIMC VI.1.824–37; 
Bloch in Roscher 1884–1937 III.240–50.

Discussion of the title and thus the content of the play has been unneces-
sarily confused by the existence of a cook, Nereus of Chios. Bowie 2010. 156 is 
the latest in a long line of scholars (including K–A on Euphro fr. 1.6) to suggest 
that the play involved a conflation of the sea-god and the cook, even though 
Breitenbach 1908. 40 pointed out a century ago that the chronology does 
not work (cf. Euphro fr. 1.12 for an explicit statement concerning the cook’s 
date).51 Little is known about the cook Nereus save that Euphro includes him 
in a catalogue of cooks cast as the Seven Wise Men (fr. 1.6 Νηρεὺς δ᾽ ὁ Χῖος 
γόγγρον ἧψε τοῖς θεοῖς); other possible references to him are illusory. Euphan. 
fr. 1.2 λοπάδα Νηρείων τέκνων (Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 115.1 aptly compares 
Plaut. Pseud. 834 Neptuni pecudes), adesp. com. fr. 1146.37 Νηρέως τε χῦµα 
πηγόν (cf. Willis 1991. 350), and Matro fr. 1.33 (SH 534) all refer to the sea-god; 

51 It is unlikely that Euphro is implying a generic post-classical date for Nereus and 
the other cooks in his catalogue rather than specifically placing him in his own 
day, since all other references to these men also belong to the third century.
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Alex. fr. 115.1, the only evidence for Nereus as a fishmonger, is rightly taken 
by Breitenbach 1908 and Arnott 1996 ad loc. as what the latter describes as ‘a 
facetious designation of an aged fisherman’ (cf. Eust. Il. 1330.11–13).

Content of the comedy$The sole fragment portrays Nereus as a cook 
(but not the cook Nereus of Chios) or possibly a fishmonger, whose specialty, 
unsurprisingly, is seafood. The depiction of the god as a cook using high-flown 
language to describe mundane objects may indicate the tenor of the play, and 
an obvious assumption is that it involved a parody of the sea-god, in which he 
was transformed from a protector of the sea and its inhabitants into a seafood 
chef. If Nereus’ struggle with Heracles formed part of the play, it may have 
been fashioned as an encounter between cook and glutton.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 31 K.-A. (30 K.)

ὁ πρῶτος εὑρὼν πολυτελὲς τµητὸν µέγα
γλαύκου πρόσωπον τοῦ τ᾽ ἀµύµονος δέµας
θύννου τά τ᾽ ἄλλα βρώµατ᾽ ἐξ ὑγρᾶς ἁλὸς
Νηρεὺς κατοικεῖ τόνδε πάντα τὸν τόπον

1 πολυτελὲς τµητὸν ACE: πολυτελοῦς τµητὸν Bothe: πολυτελὲς θνητοῖς Herwerden: 
πουλύποδας, τιλτὸν Kock}}}2 ἀµύµονος Hertelius: ἀκυµονος ACE}}}3 τά … 
ἁλὸς om. CE}}}βρωτὰ τἀξ Kock}}}4 κατοικῶ Naber}}}τόνδε πάντα A: πάντα 
τόνδε CE

The discoverer of the lavish great severed
head of the glaukos and the body of the blameless
tuna and the other foods from the watery sea,
Nereus, inhabits this whole place

[1–4] Ath. 7.295e 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Νηρεῖ· ——
Anaxandrides in Nēreus: ——

[1–2] Eust. Od. 1842.64 
ὁ εἰπὼν µέγα γλαύκου ἰχθύος πρόσωπον· ——
The one who mentioned the great head of the glaukos fish: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlkl l|rkl llkl
llkl l|lkl llkl
llkl w|lkl llkl
llkl l|lkl wlkl

Discussion$Dobree 1833 II.315; Meineke 1839 I.372; 1840 III.174; 1847. 580; 
Bothe 1855. 423; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii; Naber 1880. 54; Kock 1884 II.145–6; 
Zacher 1886. 713; Kock 1888 III.737; Blaydes 1890a. 82; Herwerden 1893. 157–8; 
Blaydes 1896. 122; Herwerden 1903. 97; Leo 1912. 239; Wilamowitz 1925. 145 
n. 1; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Webster 1970. 66, 83 n. 1; Nesselrath 1990. 248 n. 
16, 256, 301–2; Kassel–Austin 1991. 252; Willis 1991. 350; Wilkins 2000. 18, 390; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 252–3
Text$Naber’s emendation of the paradosis κατοικεῖ in 4 to κατοικῶ is not 
without merit, since it fits the boasting character often associated with cooks 
(i."e. the god as a cook, not the actual cook of that name as Naber believed), 
and the corruption would be easy. Without additional context, however, the 
change is unwarranted. A possible further difficulty is that the hero of the 
play would then be the speaker of the prologue (assuming that is a correct 
assumption) and so would be describing himself and his background, a task 
normally left to others in tragic antecedents and later comedy, but common 
in Aristophanes (e."g. Ach.; Nu.).
Interpretation$Leo 1912. 239 (cf. Nesselrath 1990. 248 n. 16) cites this as an ex-
ample of a fragment from a prologue (an observation made already at Meineke 
1839 I.372; contrast Wilamowitz 1925. 145 n. 1); its expository character makes 
this likely. In contrast to normal Aristophanic practice, and presumably that 
of fifth-century comedy generally, which avoids an expository monologue and 
delays naming the hero of the play (see Olson 1992), this fragment, together 
with other more or less contemporary examples (e."g. Henioch. fr. 5; Eub. 
fr. 68; Alex. fr. 255), suggests that by the middle of the fourth century the 
structure and exposition of comic plots at least occasionally resembled that 
familiar from New Comedy, and that comedy had already adopted elements of 
tragedy beyond mere parody (note the view of Wilamowitz 1925. 145 n. 1 that 
the language is tragic; cf. Cobet 1873. 359). For divinities speaking prologues, 
cf. on fr. 58; Ar. fr. 331 (Th. II); adesp. com. fr. 1062 (with introductory note of 
Olson 2007. C2).

The depiction of Nereus perhaps echoes that of Proteus in H. Od. 4.399–
424, although the image of a sea-god surrounded by sea-creatures (here more 
implicit than explicit) is applicable to any sea-god.
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1$ὁ πρῶτος εὑρών$For the πρῶτος εὑρετής, see on fr. 10.2 εὗρε; cf. 
Wilkins 2000. 78 n. 111. For the metrical position, cf. Alex. fr. 152; 190; Eub. fr. 
72; Men. fr. 18; cf. ὁ πρῶτος εἰπών at Alex. fr. 27; adesp. com. fr. 859. Comic 
cooks often claim originality for their work; cf. Alex. fr. 190; Euphr. fr. 1. 
The fragments cited by Dohm 1964. 130 n. 1, however, while mocking the 
conventional attribution of inventions, do not establish a wider connection 
between cooks and inventions.

1–2$πολυτελὲς τµητὸν µέγα / γλαύκου πρόσωπον$While accu-
mulation of adjectives for comic effect is common in Aristophanes, it has little 
place in straightforward exposition, as is the case here, a fact that has led to 
emendation. Such extragavant language, however, is fitting in a catalogue of 
food, particularly when the efforts of a famous cook are being described; cf. 
Zacher 1886. 713. See on fr. 34.16 (cf. on fr. 42.37) for the possibility that this 
is an example of enallage, and note Headlam 1902. 434.

πολυτελές$‘Costly’ or ‘extravagant;’ cf. Waanders 1983. 180. Generally 
positive, the adjective is applied to a wide variety of objects, including food, 
e."g. Dionys. Com. fr. 2.37–8; Athenio fr. 1.37; adesp. com. fr. 457 K. (not ac-
cepted by K.-A.). For the word’s occasional use with a negative connotation, 
esp. Men. fr. 544.

τµητόν$Large fish are regularly sliced (see on fr. 42.53), either by the 
cook for preparation or simply purchased thus, although the procedure was 
of course usually applied to the body; here the word must mean ‘cut off (from 
the rest of the body)’. While forms of τέµνω as well as the noun τέµαχος are 
common, the adjective τµητός is not; for its use for food, cf. Euthydem. SH 
455.6 (of the oxyrhynchos fish); Antiph. fr. 131.9 (of cheese).

γλαύκου πρόσωπον$Cf. Antiph. fr. 130.4 γλαύκου προτοµή. Fish heads 
are commonly eaten and often treated as a delicacy (e."g. Antiph. fr. 45; Anaxil. 
fr. 20.1; Alex. fr. 159.4; Eub. fr. 109.4; Matro fr. 1.31, 53–5 [SH 534] with Olson–
Sens 1999 ad locc.); this seems to have been especially true for the glaukos (cf. 
Sannyr. fr. 3; Sotad. Com. fr. 1.5; Amph. frr. 16; 35; Antiph. frr. 77; 130.4; Bato 
fr. 5.16–8; Archestr. fr. 21 [SH 151]; Dohm 1964. 108). The precise identification 
of the glaukos is uncertain, and the word seems to have been used for at least 
two separate fish. Here the reference is almost certainly to a shark or dogfish; 
for general discussion, including attempts at a more exact identification, see 
Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 115.8; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 21.1 (SH 151); 
Thompson 1947. 48; Micha-Lampaki 1984. 80–1. The use of πρόσωπον rather 
than the more usual κρανίον (Antiph. fr. 77; cf. Amph. fr. 16), κεφαλή (Sotad. 
Com. fr. 1.5; Amph. fr. 35), or κεφάλαια (Bato fr. 5.18; Archestr. fr. 21.1 [SH 
151]) continues the reliance on extravagant language to describe Nereus’ dis-
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coveries. The only other attestation of the word in reference to fish is at fr. 
34.16, in a similar context; different is Eup. fr. 120 = Cratin. fr. 314.

2–3$ἀµύµονος$ἀµύµων, rare outside epic (twice in comedy; never in 
tragedy) is an epithet of general commendation; see Parry 1973. Parry p. 87 
categorizes the use of the word at Hermipp. fr. 77.5 to describe Chian wine as 
parody of its use in Homer; regarding the occurrence here, she states (87) that 
‘obviously, ἀµύµων is more likely to refer to the size, strength, and beauty of 
the tuna’s body than to some indefinable aspect of its “blamelessness”’. Given 
the word’s virtual restriction to epic52 and the generally high-flown character 
of the passage in general, however, it is most likely used here in a conscious 
attempt to evoke an epic feeling and elevate the character of Nereus (probably 
shown later in more humble circumstances). Perhaps worth noting, given the 
context, is Hes. Th. 263–4, where both Nereus and the works of his daughters 
are called ἀµύµων.

δέµας$Normally used of men, but of fish at Archestr. fr. 32.5 (SH 162). 
Like ἀµύµων, this is a poetic word, common in epic, and thus continues the 
elevated tenor.

θύννου$The tuna, a large fish, was regarded as a delicacy (esp. Anan. fr. 
5.7–8; Archestr. fr. 20 [SH 150]) and was commonly eaten and purchased in 
slices (τέµαχος; cf. above on τµητόν); for a thorough discussion, including iden-
tification of varieties, parts eaten, and methods of catching, see Olson–Sens 
2000 on Archestr. fr. 35.2 (SH 165); Thompson 1947. 79–90. The mock- heroic 
depiction of the tuna accords well with the general tone of the fragment.

3$βρώµατ(α)$See on fr. 2.2.
ἐξ ὑγρᾶς ἁλός$This expression has the appearance of a stock noun-

adjective phrase of the sort commonly found in Homer, although the sea is 
never actually qualified as ὑγρός in epic; cf. Pi. O. 7.69 ἐξ ἁλὸς ὑγρῆς; Friis 
Johansen–Whittle 1980 on A. Supp. 259. Although equally appropriate if taken 
at face-value, the phrase here humorously refers as well to the brine in which 
the fish are cooked; cf. Matro fr. 1.77 (SH 534) with Olson–Sens 1999 ad loc.

4$Νηρεύς$See Introduction to the play. Note the emphatic placement 
of the word, not only at the beginning of the line but also juxtaposed with 
ἁλός and providing the culmination to the short catalogue of sea creatures 

52 Parry is able to cite 15 examples of the word outside epic, although this figure 
includes e.g Hermipp. fr. 77.5, which she considers epic parody, and occurrences 
such as those at Mosch. 2.93 and [Mosch.] 4.8 that clearly belong to the epic trad-
ition even if they stand outside it; mentioned but not included in this figure is 
αµυµ[ - - - ] at PMG adesp. fr. 924.17 (= B. fr. 66.17 dub.).
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sandwiched between ὁ πρῶτος εὑρών and the name. The appearance of the 
name resolves the suspense or quasi-riddle in 1–3.

κατοικεῖ$Edmonds’ translation ‘reign’ is a bit strong. The word normally 
means ‘inhabit’ or ‘dwell in’ (contrast S. OC 1004 [but note Jebb 1887 ad 
loc.]; Pl. Lg. 683a), as at Antiph. fr. 210.2 and Men. Pk. 123, the only other 
occurrences in comedy.

τόνδε πάντα τὸν τόπον$The main question is what τόπον refers to; 
the demonstrative implies that the place is at hand or perhaps simply in 
mind, having just been described. The obvious solution is to assume that it 
refers to the scene at hand, i."e. the setting. For this use of the demonstrative 
in Euripidean prologues (far less frequent in Aeschylus and Sophocles), cf. 
Hermann 1831 on E. Hec. 8; Barrett 1964 on E. Hipp. 12; Kassel 1976; for a 
vaguer use of the demonstrative, cf. Kannicht 1969 on E. Hel. 1. This in turn 
suggests that the play, or at least its opening, is set in a location suitable for 
the activity of a cook, e."g. a banquet, or before a house or some other place 
where there will be a feast, etc. Less likely, the word refers to the realm of 
culinary arts. While τόπος can on occasion mean something like ‘topic’ or 
‘subject’ (e."g. Isoc. 5.109; 10.38)53, that seems a specialized and non-poetic use. 

fr. 32 K.-A. (31 K.)

Antiatt. p. 87.5 
γ ο γ γ υ σ µ ό ς · ἀντὶ τοῦ 〈τον〉θορυσµοῦ. Ἀναξανδρίδης Νηρεῖ

supp. Bekker

G r u m b l i n g. Instead of muttering. Anaxandrides in Nēreus

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.174; 1847. 580; Bothe 1855. 423; Kock 1884 II.146; 
Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.252; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 253
Interpretation$The two words are often treated as synonyms; cf. Phryn. Ecl. 
335 with Fischer 1974 ad loc. for further references. Phryn. Ecl. 335 makes the 
further claim that while the former word is Ionic, the latter is Attic (cf. Thom. 
Mag. p. 352.17). Unlike γογγυσµός and related forms, which do not appear 

53 LSJ s.#v. II.1 cite also Aeschin. 3.216, but there Σ 3.473 rightly gloss the word as ἀντὶ 
τοῦ ἐπιχείρηµα (cf. LSJ s.#v. III).
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elsewhere before the second century AD, τονθορυσµός or related forms are 
attested already at A. fr. 298 (the sound made by a bull when its throat has just 
been cut). That the three occurrences of τονθορύζω in Aristophanes (Ach. 683; 
V. 614; Ra. 747) all mean ‘grumble’ or ‘mutter’, while elsewhere it is glossed 
ἠρέµα γογγύζειν (Synagoge τ 221, etc.), suggests that γογγύζω is the stronger 
verb. The corruption in the transmitted text is due to mistaken word division, 
which produced the unwanted article τόν, or haplography.
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Νηρηίδες (Nērēides)
(‘Nereids’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.372; 1840 III.174; 1847. 581; Bothe 1855. 423; Kock 
1884 II.146; Lawler 1941. 154; Edmonds 1959 II.56–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.253; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 253
Title$For the title, cf. Aeschylus Nereids; Alexis Φιλόκαλος ἢ Νύµφαι, 
although Arnott 1996 ad loc. prefers the view that the nymphs of the title 
had a shrine on stage but not necessarily a role, which seems unlikely here. 
Meineke’s suggestion (1839 I.372) that the title be emended to Nereus has 
little to commend it. For the Nereids in Greek art, see Barringer 1995; LIMC 
VI.1.785–6.
Content of the comedy$The title suggests a mythological parody, although 
all that can be said with certainty is that the play involved a drinking party. 
Little help is gained from comparison with Aeschylus’ Nereids, which was the 
second play in a trilogy about Achilleus and is the only other play with this 
name. The subject of Aeschylus’ play is uncertain (see Radt 1985 ad loc.), and in 
any case the two need not have anything to do with one another. Furthermore, 
any number of plots involving Nereids can be imagined. 
Date$Unknown.

fr. 33 K.-A. (32 K.)

δὸς δὴ τὸν χοᾶ
αὐτῷ σύ, Κῶµε, καὶ τὸ κυµβίον φέρων.
(Β.) Εὐριπίδης τις τήµερον γενήσεται

habet A
1 χοᾶ Jacobs: χο᾽ A}}}2 σύ, Κῶµε Dobree: σύγκωµε A}}}φέρων post αὐτῷ transp. 
Bergk}}}3 τήµερον Dindorf: σήµερον A

Give the chous
to him, Komos, and bring the schooner as well.
(B.) He will be a Euripides today

Ath. 11.482c–d 
µνηµονεύει δ᾽ αὐτοῦ (i."e. Euripides) καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Νηρηίσιν· ——
Anaxandrides also mentions him (i."e. Euripides) in Nērēides: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlkl xlk〉|l llkl
llkl w|lkl wlkl
llkl l|lkl wlkl

Discussion$Jacobs 1809. 261; Meineke 1840 III.174–5; 1847. 581; Bothe 1855. 
423–4; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii; Kock 1884 II.146; Edmonds 1959 II.56–9; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.253; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 253
Citation Context$The fragment is cited in a brief interlude in Athenaeus’ 
discussion of kymbia (11.481d–2e; cf. on fr. 3), in which quotation of Ephipp. 
fr. 9 calls forth a brief discussion and collection of testimonia for a certain 
Euripides, to be distinguished from the homonymous tragic poet. In addition 
to Ephipp. fr. 9, Athenaeus refers to On the poets mocked in Middle Comedy by 
Antiochus of Alexandria54 and quotes this fragment and Ephipp. fr. 16.
Text$In 2, emendation of A’s σύγκωµε to σύ, Κῶµε is metrically necessary, 
and in any case the three occurrences of σύγκωµος (A. fr. 355; Ar. Ach. 264; 
E. Ba. 1172) are all specifically tied to the worship of Dionysus and an actual 
revel, so that it is inappropriate here. Dobree’s Κῶµε (LGPN II s.#v. Κῶµος [2]; 
12x total in LGPN II, although only two others are from the fourth century) 
is surely correct.
Interpretation$There are clearly two speakers in this fragment, in addition 
to another individual discussed in the third person only. The speaker of 3 
may be a fourth person, or this may be Komos’ humorous response to the 
command (cf. on 2). Since the language of the command suggests that Komos 
is not simply handing the objects to the third person but bringing them to 
him, the third person is probably some distance away; there may be a number 
of separate couches arranged around the stage for a banqueting/symposium 
scene, or the man may even be offstage.

1$χοᾶ$A standard liquid measure equaling 3.2 litres (cf. Young 1939. 
278–80 [2-chous klepsydra]; Broneer 1938. 222–4 [equivalent dry measure]), 
although the word often refers to the trefoil-mouthed pitcher (see Agora XII, 
pp. 60–3), presumably containing one chous, at least originally, in which wine 
was served. As here, the two meanings often seem to be conflated (e."g. Cratin. 
fr. 299; Alex. fr. 15.18–19); for the price of a chous, see Arnott 1996 ad loc.; 
Pritchett 1956. 199–203. For the accentuation (χοᾶ as opposed to χόα), see 

54 Aside from the passing reference of Athenaeus, nothing is known about either the 
man (RE Antiochus 67) or his work.
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K.-A. on Cratin. fr. 199.3; Pierson 1830–1831 on Moer. p. 374 (χ 26 Hansen); 
contrast Threatte 1996 II.267–8.

2$αὐτῷ$The same man as the subject of 3.
σύ, Κῶµε$Meineke believed Komos to be a slave; cf. SGDI 1909.4, a man-

umission inscription from Delphi from 278 BC. This need not be the case, 
but if it is, and if Komos is the speaker of 3 (see above), the snide tone fits 
the clever slave type. In Aristophanes, named slaves almost always remain 
mute (cf. Olson 1992. 309–12); whether the rule applied in comedy generally 
is unclear. Dobree suggested that the name is that of the Bacchic daemon (see 
Roscher 1884–1937 III.1281–2), a view of which Meineke was rightly skeptical.

κυµβίον$See on fr. 3.2.
3$For the thought, cf. Ar. Ec. 1021 οἴµοι, Προκρούστης τήµερον γενήσεται; 

fr. 957 with K.-A. ad loc.; Eub. fr. 119.5 with K.-A. ad loc.
Εὐριπίδης τις$Ath. 11.482c distinguishes the famous poet from this man 

(PAA 444547; LGPN II s.#v. [17]); cf. Steinhausen 1910. 49. Nothing is known 
about him aside from the snippets provided here by Athenaeus, who ascribes 
to him a reputation as a drunk (φίλοινος); cf. Ephipp. fr. 9.2 οὐ κυµβίοισι 
πεπολέµηκ᾽ Εὐριπίδης; 16.5 κυµβία τε παρέχοιµ᾽ ἑστιῶν Εὐριπίδῃ. That all 
three passages connect Euripides with κυµβία might suggest that he had a 
penchant for the shape, but might simply mean instead that it was popular 
at the time. For the force of τις, see Cooper 1998–2002 51.16.2B; Riddell 1867. 
136 (§51β); cf. Ar. Ach. 1166 τις … Ὀρέστης with Starkie 1909 ad loc.; Dover 
1993 on Ar. Ra. 912; Men. fr. 505.
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Ὀδυσσεύς (Odysseus)
(‘Odysseus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.372; 1840 III.175; 1847. 581; Bothe 1855. 424; Kock 
1884 II.146; Edmonds 1959 II.58–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.253 (cf. 1986 V.231); 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 253–4
Title$A popular figure in both comedy and tragedy, Odysseus was the  title- 
character of comedies by Epicharmus (two plays), Dinolochus, Cratinus (in 
plural), Theopompus (possibly plural), Amphis, Eubulus, and Alexis (two 
plays), and of tragedies by Sophocles (two plays), Sophocles II (TrGF 62), 
Apollodorus (TrGF 64), Chaeremon (TrGF 71), and adesp. trag. TGrF F 7a and 
7b. In addition, he played a major role in numerous other plays.

For a useful study of the character of Odysseus throughout European lit-
erature, although dwelling little on comedy, see Stanford 1963a; for Odysseus 
in comedy, Schmidt 1888; Phillips 1959. See in general LIMC VI.1.943–7.
Content of the comedy$Odysseus’ adventures are too varied and numerous 
for speculation on the plot of the play to be profitable, although tentative 
suggestions can be made on the basis of the fragments. Fr. 34 may be part of a 
comic treatment of his death (see introduction to fr. 34). Fr. 35.1, on the other 
hand, may refer to the Athenians, in which case the play is probably not strict-
ly a mythological parody but an amalgam of legend and reality similar to the 
fantasy world often found in fifth-century comedy; perhaps Odysseus came 
to Athens or met Athenians on his fantastic adventures (see Introduction).
Date$The play took fourth at the City Dionysia between 374 and either 365 
BC or 357 BC (although not in 368 or 364 BC, and almost certainly not in 373 
BC); see on test. 5.7.

fr. 34 K.-A. (33 K.)

τῶν ζωγράφων µὲν ἡ καλὴ χειρουργία
ἐν τοῖς πίναξιν κρεµαµένη θαυµάζεται·
αὕτη δὲ σεµνῶς ἐκ λοπάδος ἁρπάζεται
ἀπὸ τοῦ ταγήνου τ᾽ εὐθέως ἀφανίζεται.

5 ἐπὶ τίνα † δ᾽ ἄλλην τέχνην †, ὦ χρηστὲ σύ,
τὰ στόµατα τῶν νεωτέρων κατακάετ᾽ ἢ
ὠθισµός ἐστι δακτύλων τοιουτοσὶ
ἢ πνιγµός, ἂν µὴ ταχὺ δύνηται καταπιεῖν;
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ἀλλ᾽ οὐ µόνη γὰρ τὰς συνουσίας ποιεῖ
10 εὔοψος ἀγορά; τίς δὲ συνδειπνεῖ βροτῶν

φρυκτοὺς καταλαβὼν ἢ κορακίνους ὠνίους
ἢ µαινίδ᾽; ὡραῖον δὲ µειρακύλλιον
ποίαις ἐπῳδαῖς ἢ λόγοις ἁλίσκεται
τίσιν, φράσον γάρ, ἄν τις ἀφέλῃ τὴν τέχνην

15 〈τὴν〉 τῶν ἁλιέων; ἥδε γὰρ δαµάζεται,
ἑφθοῖς προσώποις ἰχθύων χειρουµένη,
† ἄγουσ᾽ ὑπ᾽ αὐτὰ σώµατ᾽ ἀρίστου πύλας, †
ἀσύµβολον κλίνειν τ᾽ ἀναγκάζει φύσιν

habent A (1–19); CE (1–8)
2 πίναξιν A: πίναξι CE}}}κρεµαµένη ACE: κρεµαµένοις Bergk}}}3 αὕτη Schweig-
häuser: αὐτὴ ACE: αὖξις Papabasileios}}}δὲ σεµνῶς ACE: δὲ σεµνῆς Bothe: δ᾽ἀσέµνως 
Hirschig: possis δ᾽ ἀσελγῶς}}}5 ἐπὶ ACE: ἐπεὶ Tucker (ἐπεὶ τίν᾽ ἄλλην διὰ τέχνην): 
κατὰ Richards: διὰ Herwerden}}}δ᾽ ἄλλην ACE: δ᾽ ὧδ᾽ ἄλλην Erfurdt: δῆτ᾽ ἄλλην 
Bergk: µᾶλλον δὴ Kaibel}}}τέχνην ACE: τῶν τεχνῶν Porson: φέρε τέχνην Meineke: 
διὰ τέχνην Tucker}}}6 νεωτέρων A: νέων CE}}}κατακάεται ACE (corr. Dobree): 
ἐπικάεται Richards}}}ἢ om. A}}}7 ἠθισµός A}}}8 δακτύλων ACE: γαστρίδων 
Kock: δαιταλέων Blaydes: δαιτυµόνων Herwerden}}}τοιουτοσὶ Erfurdt: τοσουτοσὶ 
Kuses: τοιοῦτος CE: τοιούτων A}}}8 ἂν Dindorf: ἐὰν ACE}}}9 µόνη Casaubon: 
µονονη A}}}10 fort. δ᾽ ἀσυνδειπνεῖ}}}11 καταλαβὼν ἢ A: λαβόντι καὶ Kock: fort. 
καταβαλὼν ἢ}}}κορακίνους Casaubon: κωρακίνους A}}}12 µαινίδ᾽ Casaubon: 
µηδὲν A}}}14 ἂν Dindorf: ἐὰν A}}}15 τὴν add. Jacobs}}}17 ἄγουσ᾽ ὑπ᾽ αὐτὰ 
A: ἄγουσί τ᾽ αὖ τὰ Jacobs: οἴγουσ᾽ ὑπ᾽ αὐτὰ τὰ Erfurdt}}}αὐτὰς Bothe}}}σῶµα 
τἀρίστου Browne}}}ἀρίστου A: ἐπ᾽ Εὐρύτου Jacobs}}}18 κλονεῖν Sansone 

The beautiful handiwork of painters
is marvelled at when hanging where paintings are sold;
but this one is snatched haughtily from a pan
and at once disappears from the griddle.

5 And regarding what other art, my good man,
are the mouths of young men scorched, or
is there such a shoving of fingers
or choking, if it can not be gulped down quickly?
For does not a market well-stocked with fish alone

10 produce socializing? Who of mortals dines in company
after laying hold of small-fry or ravenfish that was for sale
or a sprat? With what sorts of charms or with what words
is a handsome young boy caught, tell me,
if someone takes away the art 

15 of fishermen? For this (art) conquers (them),
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subduing (them) with the boiled heads of fish,
† bringing the gates of the best under the very bodies, †
and it compels a free-loading nature to recline

Ath. 6.227b–d (A) 
εἰκότως οὖν καὶ οἱ ἁλιεῖς ἐπὶ τῇ τέχνῃ µέγα φρονοῦσι µᾶλλον ἢ οἱ ἄριστοι τῶν 
στρατηγῶν· παράγει γοῦν τινα τούτων Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ὀδυσσεῖ περὶ τῆς ἁλιευτικῆς 
τέχνης τάδε λέγοντα· ——
Therefore fishermen reasonably pride themselves more concerning their profession 
than do the best generals. And indeed Anaxandrides in Odysseus brings on stage one 
of them speaking about the art of fishing as follows: ——

(CE) παρὰ δ᾽ Ἀναξανδρίδῃ περὶ τῆς ἁλιευτικῆς τέχνης τάδε τίς φησι· ——
In Anaxandrides someone speaks about the art of fishing as follows: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llkl w|lkl llkl
llkl l|rkl llkl
llkl l|lkr llkl
wwlkl l|lkl wwlkl

5 wrk†l lkl † llkl  
wrkl | wlkl | wrkl
llkl w|lkl wlkl
llkl l|rkl wrkl
llkl l|lkl wlkl

10  llkr w|lkl llkl 
llkr l|lkr llkl
llkl llk|l wlkl
llkl l|lkl wlkl
wlkl w|lkr llkl

15  llkr l|lkl wlkl 
llkl l|lkl llkl
† wlwl w|lwl llwl †
wlwl wl|wl llwl

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 111; Jacobs 1809. 134–6; Meineke 1840 III.175–7; 
Bothe 1944. 36; Meineke 1847. 581–2; Hirschig 1849. 4–5; Bothe 1855. 424; 
Herwerden 1855. 54–5; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii; Herwerden 1878. 66–7; Kock 
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1884 II.146–8; Herwerden 1886. 183–4; Zacher 1886. 713–14; Kock 1888 III.737; 
Paley 1889 52–5; Papabasileiou 1889. 205–6; Blaydes 1890a. 82; Herwerden 
1893. 158; Blaydes 1896. 122–3; Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 54, 186; Herwerden 
1903. 97–8; Richards 1907. 160 (= 1909. 79–80); Tucker 1908. 191; Edmonds 
1959 II.58–9; Henderson 1991. 202; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.253–4; Davidson 
1993. 63 with n. 76; Wilkins 2000. 298, 341; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 253–5; 
Rusten 2011. 464–5
Citation Context$Near the end of a section on fish-sellers (6.224b–8c), 
Athenaeus adduces this fragment to demonstrate the pride fishermen take in 
their trade, and claims that a fisherman was a character in this play and spoke 
these lines. After quoting the fragment, Athenaeus turns his attention back to 
fish-sellers and cites two other long fragments, Alex. fr. 78 and Diph. fr. 31.
Text$There is no need for Bergk’s κρεµαµένοις in 2.

In 3, Papabasileios’ emendation of the paradosis αὕτη to αὖξις (better 
αὐξίς; cf. Chandler 1881 §644), a young tuna (Phryn. Com. fr. 59; Thompson 
1947. 21) is possible. The use of the specific for the general is doubtful, how-
ever, and in lines 11–12 scorn is cast on small fish.

If the transmitted σεµνῶς is correct in 3, the word ought have the sense 
‘haughtily’ or ‘pompously’, the normal meaning of the adverb in comedy 
(e."g. Ar. V. 585; Ephipp. fr. 19.4; Amphis fr. 13.3; cf. Dover 1993 on Ar. Ra. 178 
and p. 21 of his edition).55 Since this is not quite the desired sense, Hirschig 
proposed ἀσέµνως (with elision of δέ); Bothe translated this as ‘irreverenter’, 
although ‘in an undignified manner’ is better here. ἄσεµνος, however, is 
primarily a late word, although it does occur at Arist. Mu. 398b4, and is ex-
clusively prosaic. Better is ἀσελγῶς with the sense ‘wantonly’ or ‘without 
restraint’; cf. Ar. Pl. 560 (note ΣTzet. ad loc. for the equivalence of ἀσελγῶς and 
µὴ σεµνῶς); Diod. Com. fr. 2.41; Renehan 1975. 44 (s.#v. ἀσελγής).

The spelling τάγηνον in 4 occurs also at Ar. Eq. 929; Eup. fr. 374; Pl. Com. 
fr. 189.12; Alex. frr. 115.12 (cf. Arnott 1996 ad loc. ); 192.6, although τήγανον 
seems to be the predominant form (e."g. Eup. fr. 144; Teleclid. fr. 10; Eub. fr. 
75.8; Diph. fr. 43.4); cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 11.8 (SH 140). The 
attempts of grammarians and lexicographers to deal with this dichotomy led 

55 It is also possible to translate σεµνῶς as ‘reverently’ or ‘with awed respect,’ de-
spite the fact that the word seldom, if ever, has this sense in comedy. Although 
description of food in similar terms, even in combination with rapacious dining, 
is common for example in the fragments of Matro, such a sense is not appropriate 
here, where there is little emphasis on the food itself, but only on taking advantage 
of the eagerness of others to obtain the food.
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to confusion: Phot. τ 3 τάγηνον· τοῦτο Ἰώνων τινὲς τήγανον λέγουσι; Moer. τ 
3 τάγηνον Ἀττικοί· τήγανον Ἕλληνες (cf. Hansen 1998 and Pierson 1830–1831 
[p. 330] ad loc.); Phryn. PS p. 112.11 τάγηνον οἱ Ἀττικοί· τήγανον οἱ ∆ωριεῖς; 
Ath. 6.228d.56 Given the interchangeability of the forms, most likely both 
were correct; against the claim that τήγανον is non-Attic, cf. IG II2 1491.38, 
an inventory of 307/6 BC (cf. Threatte 1980 I.133). 

Kock believed there was a deep-seated corruption in 5–6, arguing that 
‘non recte se habet κατακάειν τὰ στόµατα ἐπί τι’; but the perceived problem 
ought probably to be traced to a loose sentence-structure and a vivid image.

Although the sense of ἐπὶ τίνα δ᾽ ἄλλην τέχνην in 5 seems generally cor-
rect, the line lacks one syllable, or, more precisely, one-half of one foot (note 
τε)χνη). The most reasonable approach is to insert the equivalent of a long 
syllable after either τίνα or ἄλλην. Of the numerous suggested supplements, 
perhaps the best is Tucker’s ἐπεὶ τίν᾽ ἄλλην διὰ τέχνην. For the force of ἐπεί, 
cf. Diggle 1981. 61.

In 7, the omission of ἤ in A is presumably the result of haplography (if 
A already read ἠθισµός at the beginning of the line) or a conflation with the 
following word.

The many suggested emendations of δακτύλων in 7 ignore the fact that 
the text is sound, since the Greeks normally ate with their fingers, and only 
serve to destroy the image; cf. Zacher 1886. 713–14; Matro fr. 1.14, 105–6 (SH 
534) with Olson–Sens 1999 ad locc.

10–12 state that someone who acquires certain kinds of fish will not attract 
others to his company, a sentiment that seems to be in direct conflict with 
the rest of the fragment. The passage can be understood by assuming that the 
relatively worthless fish mentioned here describe an agora that is not truely 
εὔοψος, hence that does not attract company; for small, bad fish, see Wilkins 
2000. 301. But such this distinction between desirable and undesirable fish is 
not made elsewhere in the fragment, where the products of the fisherman’s 
art are extolled with little attention to specifics. In addition, the next line, 
detailing the result of the absence of fish, ought to be in contrast to this line. 
Emendation ought therefore to be considered. One possibility, admittedly 
difficult, is to read δ᾽ ἀσυνδειπνεῖ; but the putative verb is nowhere attested, 
and alpha-privative is comparatively rare in the formation of verbs. A better 
solution is to write καταλαβών for καταβαλών, although the sense ‘reject’ or 
‘cast aside’ is not easily parallelled; for examples of similar transpositions, cf. 
Millis 1997. 578 with n. 17.

56 Ath. 6.229b adds an additional complication, reporting that χωρὶς δὲ τοῦ τ στοι-
χείου Ἴωνες ἤγανον λέγουσιν, ὡς Ἀνακρέων (PMG 436).
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Taken literally, ἀρίστου πύλας in 17 means the gateway to a meal (note 
long α), but ἄγω, normally governing an animate object, suggests that the 
phrase is not to be so taken. Bothe’s αὐτάς solves this difficulty but with no 
apparent improvement to the sense. According to the translations of Edmonds 
and Henderson 1991 §45157, the pun is between ἄριστον (‘meal’) and ἄριστος 
(‘best’), although the difference in quantity of the alphas makes this difficult. 
The ambiguity could be preserved by rewriting the line e."g. ὑπ᾽ αὐτὰ σώµατ᾽ 
ἄγουσι τἀρίστου58 πύλας, or by adopting Browne’s σῶµα τἀρίστου (which 
requires emending αὐτά to e."g. αὐτάς [Bothe] or αὐτό), although the sense of 
the line remains opaque. Jacobs’ Εὐρύτου πύλας (the sense but not the words 
endorsed by Meineke) is likewise not without problems; cf. Page 1978 on Rufin. 
21.6, although he is perhaps overly literal-minded there. Possibly σώµατ(α) 
is an intrusive gloss on πύλας (or ἀρίστου πύλας) that has ousted part of the 
line. Less likely, πύλαι is used as a metaphor for the anus; cf. Henderson 1991 
§451. Henderson §452 compares Ar. Eq. 54–5 (but cf. Sommerstein 1981 ad 
loc.); better is the comparison of εὐρυπρωκτότεροι with the (implied) gates of 
Troy at Eub. fr. 118.7–8.
Interpretation$This praise of the fisherman’s art owes much to the boast-
ful tone and exaggeration common to cooks’ descriptions of their art; cf. 
on Νηρεύς passim; Xenarch. fr. 8; contrast Alex. fr. 159 (from his Ὀδυσσεὺς 
ὑφαίνων). Although the possibilities for this fragment within the play are 
many, Odysseus’ later reputation as a glutton (e."g. Luc. Trag. 261–2; Ath. 
10.412b–d; 12.513a–d; perhaps pre-figured by H. Il. 19.155–72) may be rel-
evant, and conceivably the fragment is part of a parody in which the hero 
is killed by eating too much fish (as at Luc. Trag. 261–2) rather than by the 
spine of a ray (an elaboration of H. Od. 11.34; e."g. A. fr. 275; Pearson 1917 on 
S. Ὀδυσσεὺς ἀκανθοπλήξ).

For fishing, a vital part of the food supply in Athens as elsewhere, see 
Ravara Montebelli 2009; Ehrenberg 1962. 130–2, pl. XII b, c; Cloché 1931. 24–5, 
pls. XVII, XXXVI.

57 Despite his translation, ‘the threshold of a meal/the Best,’ Henderson makes the 
further claim that ‘here ἀρίστου plays on some proper name, perhaps Εὐρύτου 
(Jacobs, cited by Kock)’; this is a misunderstanding of what Jacobs says.

58 I."e. τοῦ ἀρίστου. τἀρίστου was suggested already by Edmonds, presumably mean-
ing τοῦ ἀρίστου, although his same note refers also to his deletion of τ᾽ (i."e. τε) 
in the following line. Against Edmonds’ rewriting of the line, note the rarity of a 
fourth-foot anapaest of this form (six examples in Ar. [of which only two have a 
sense pause]; cf. White 1912 §120, iv).
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1$τῶν ζωγράφων$See introduction to Ζωγράφοι ἢ Γεωγράφοι. Note 
the emphatic position.

χειρουργία$A prosaic word (like other forms of the compound), used 
elsewhere in poetry at Ar. Lys. 67359 (metaphorical). The abstract is used for 
the concrete; cf. Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §41. 

2$ἐν τοῖς πίναξιν$Edmonds translates ‘in the picture-gallery’60; a sec-
ond possibility is to take ἐν τοῖς πίναξιν closely with χειρουργία and translate 
‘handiwork on boards.’ But examples such as Ar. Nu. 1065 οὑκ τῶν λύχνων; V. 
789 ἐν τοῖς ἰχθύσιν (cf. MacDowell 1971 ad loc.); Eup. fr. 327 (further examples 
at Agora III, pp. 193–205); and Poll. 9.47 make it clear that the idiom is used 
exclusively for places where an item is sold. For the πίνακες themselves, see 
above on fr. 14; cf. Wilkins 2000. 341.

3$αὕτη δέ$I."e. ἁλιευτικὴ (or ἁλιέων) χειρουργία (or τέχνη). Note the 
explicit contrast with τῶν ζωγράφων µέν. Although strict grammatical par-
allelism in µέν/δέ clauses is usual, it is not necessary; cf. X. An. 1.10.12 πεζοὶ 
µέν … τῶν δὲ ἱππέων; Denniston 1954. 369 n. 1.

ἐκ λοπάδος$A broad, shallow, lidded cooking dish with a broad flaring 
rim, which Agora XII, p. 227 aptly characterizes as ‘a flattened version of the 
lidded chytra’; see Agora XII, pp. 227–8, pl. 95; Sparkes 1962. 130–1; Olson–
Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 24.7 (SH 154); Dedousi 2006 on Men. Sam. 365. Here, 
as often, the same dish is used for cooking and serving. As often with the 
names of vessels, the λοπάς is named for a marine animal (here the limpet); 
e."g. ἐλέφας (Damox. fr. 1.1); ἐχῖνος (Ar. V. 1436); λεπαστή (Antiph. fr. 47.3). 
In regard to this phenomenon, Agora XII, p. 3 n.4 suggests that ‘the comic 
dramatists … were perhaps satirizing a vogue, for few of the names seem to 
have had a long life’. But this is not true in the case of λοπάς, as with many 
other similarly named vessels, since the name is used for at least a century 
(e."g. Ar. Eq. 1034; Men. Sam. 365). An apparent variant of the name, λοπάδη, 
occurs at Agora XXI, B 14.

4$ἀπὸ τοῦ ταγήνου$Apparently a heavy, flat-bottomed griddle with a 
low, vertical rim, although few examples survive; see Agora XII, p. 228, pl. 96; 
Sparkes 1962. 129; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 11.8 (SH 140). Normally 

59 In Dunbar’s concordance to Aristophanes, for Σ. 672 read Λ. 673.
60 His note ad loc. makes it clear that he is thinking of a museum, not a gallery where 

paintings for sale are displayed. Edmonds’ citation of Polemon’s Περὶ τῶν ἐν τοῖς 
Προπυλαίοις πινάκων to support his interpretation instead reinforces the fact 
that this area of the Propylaia had no separate name in antiquity and seems never 
have been referred to as anything other than simply the Propylaia; Pinakotheke, 
the modern name for this area of the Propylaia, has no ancient basis.
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used for frying, the larger varieties seem also to have been used as a container 
for charcoal over which a grill was placed (thus Sparkes). Agora XII, p. 228 n. 2 
raises the problem that the τάγηνον seems too large for use in a normal house-
hold kitchen; this may be due, however, to the paucity of extant examples. A 
τάγηνον is distinguished from a λοπᾶς also at Pl. Com. fr. 189.12; Eub. fr. 108.

ἀφανίζεται$Cf. Eub. fr. 80.7 ἅµα δὲ λαβοῦσ᾽ ἠφάνικε πηλίκον τινά.
5$On τέχνη, see Löbl 1997–2008 I.118. For seduction as a τέχνη, cf. Lys. 

1.16.
ὦ χρηστὲ σύ$See on fr. 2.4. For expressions of this type, see Griffith 1968 

(cf. Austin 1973 on CGFRP adesp. fr. 228.5 [= adesp. com. fr. 1053.5]), who notes 
that such addresses appear in comedy only in iambic trimeters and only at 
line end when masculine (cf. Ar. Lys. 433; Ec. 935); they are also used by social 
equals directed at one other.

6$τῶν νεωτέρων$Discussing Aristopho fr. 12.10, Herwerden 1886. 183–4 
adduces this passage; Antiph. fr. 193.10; Alex. fr. 183.1; and Xenarch. fr. 4.2, 
and describes οἱ νεώτεροι as ‘iuvenes elegantiores (i giovanetti), qui genio in-
dulgentes convivia et lupinaria frequentarent, non tantum aetate iuniores sed 
imprimis spiritu, qui omnibus iis fruerentur quas iuvenili aetati congruerent;’ 
the ὡραῖον µειρακύλλιον in 12 who is lured by the results of the fishermen’s 
art reinforces Herwerden’s assertion. For οἱ νεώτεροι, see Sommerstein 2009. 
193–4; Bryant 1907, esp. 74–6; cf. Plaut. Capt. with Brix–Niemeyer 1897 ad loc.

κατακάετ(αι)$The prefix is intensive, as in καταπιεῖν (8).
7–8$ὠθισµός … πνιγµός$Cf. Plb. 4.58.9 ἐν τῷ περὶ τὰς πύλας ὠθισµῷ 

καὶ πνιγµῷ διεφθάρη.
7$ὠθισµός$Otherwise exclusively prosaic vocabulary (although ὠθέω is 

widespread from Homer on) used in connection with hoplite battles (but meta-
phorical at Hdt. 8.78 ὠθισµὸς λόγων πολλός; 9.26.1); cf. Pritchett 1974–1991 
IV.65–73; Hanson 1989. 28–9, 174–7; Hornblower 1991–2008 on Th. 4.96.2. 
Although attempts have been made to tie the word to a specific action in 
battle (see Hornblower for bibliography and a synopsis of the arguments), 
Pritchett’s simple definition ‘mass pushing at close quarters’ (65) works best 
and is certainly correct here. This evocation of warfare presents a vivid image 
of the struggle to obtain the fruits of the fisherman’s labors; cf. Eup. fr. 175 
with Carey 2000. 423–4; Matro fr. 1.7, 28–32 (SH 534) with Olson–Sens 1999 
ad locc.

8$πνιγµός, ἂν µὴ ταχὺ δύνηται καταπιεῖν$The subject of δύνηται 
is ostensibly τέχνη, the fishermen’s art, but through metonymy the result of 
that art, i."e. fish. The phrase may refer to the struggle to get the fish and the 
consequences of a failure to do so (Pickard-Cambridge 1900 ad loc. glosses 
πνιγµός as ‘breathless anger’); on the other hand, it may refer to the sensation 
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produced by not gulping down the hot fish quickly enough (cf. 6; Eub. fr. 
8.2–4 ὃς µόνος βροτῶν / δύναται καταπιεῖν ἐκ ζεόντων λοπαδίων / ἅθρους 
τεµαχίτας). Most likely, the line is meant to evoke both meanings at the same 
time; cf. Ar. Ra. 122 (Ηρ.) κρεµάσαντι σαυτόν. (∆ι.) παῦε, πνιγηρὰν λέγεις 
with ΣRVEΘ and Kock 1898 ad loc. and the similar use of ἀγχόνη (e."g. Ar. Ach. 
125; E. Heracl. 246 with Wilkins 1993 ad loc.).

9$ἀλλ(ὰ) … γάρ$Kassel–Austin compare frr. 53.3 and 56.1 for the post-
ponement of γάρ; it is better to take the two particles together (Denniston 
1954. 101 notes that ἀλλὰ γάρ predominates in prose, just as ἀλλὰ … γάρ does 
in poetry). Denniston 1954. 100–1 (cf. Wilamowitz 1895 on E. HF 138) glosses 
the phrase ‘but, as a matter of fact’ and notes that it marks a transition from 
a subsidiary to a decisive point.

τὰς συνουσίας$Cf. Alex. fr. 160.1 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.
10$εὔοψος ἀγορά$For the phrase, cf. Timocl. fr. 11.1 ἀγορὰν ἰδεῖν 

εὔοψον; Crit. fr. 3.7. As often, ὄψον refers primarily to fish; cf. on fr. 40.6; Gow 
1965 on Macho 28; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 39. The agora mentioned is almost 
certainly not the well-known civic centre of Athens, but either a separate mar-
ket or area devoted to the sale of fish or, more likely, a generic market-place. 
Like most goods and services for sale in Athens, fish seem to have had one 
or more areas specifically devoted to them (Thphr. Char. 6.9 [Agora III, p. 196, 
#647] distinguishes between τὰ ἰχθυοπώλια and τὰ ταριχοπώλια). For the fish 
markets in particular, see Agora III, pp. 195–6; for the various other markets, 
pp. 193–206 (add. SEG XXVI 72.18–23; cf. on 2 ἐν τοῖς πίναξιν). Judeich 1931. 
359 believed that a fishmarket was near the Stoa Poikile (cf. Alciphr. 1.3.2), 
although this view is rejected, probably correctly, at Agora III, p. 195 (on #640). 
As one would expect, given that such markets probably did not consist of 
permanent structures, there is no concrete evidence for any exact locations, 
but markets probably were in central places (and almost certainly in Athens 
rather than Piraeus).

τίς … βροτῶν$An almost exclusively poetic formulation attested already 
in Homer (e."g. Il. 1.142; Od. 1.282); elsewhere in comedy only at Ar. fr. 718 (but 
e."g. S. OT 437; E. Hel. 656; HF 1 [cf. Bond 1981 ad loc.]).

συνδειπνεῖ$Elsewhere, the verb means simply ‘to dine together (with)’; 
e."g. Epich. fr. 32.1 συνδειπνέων τῷ λῶντι; Pl. Smp. 174e εἰς καλὸν ἥκεις ὅπως 
συνδειπνήσῃς; X. Cyr. 4.5.9; Lys. 1.22. Although in the other occurrences of 
the word the action is seen from the point of view of the guest, here it must 
be from that of the host, since (as the remaining lines make clear) the great 
benefit of the fisherman’s art is the ability to attract other people.
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11$φρυκτούς$Small-fry, generally identified with ἐπανθρακίδες; cf. 
Hsch. φ 932 φρυκτά· ξηρὰ ἰχθύδια εὐτελῆ; Alex. fr. 159.3 with Arnott 1996 ad 
loc.; Thompson 1947. 64 s.#v. ἐπανθρακίδες); Strömberg 1943. 89.

κορακίνους ὠνίους$For the κορακῖνος, see on fr. 28.1. ὠνίους echoes 
εὔοψος ἀγορά from 10.

12$µαινίδ(α)$A small, cheap fish, similar or identical to the σµαρίς 
(Speusipp. ap. Ath. 6.313a; Hsch. σ 1229); see Thompson 1947. 153–5; Micha-
Lampaki 1984. 94–5.

ὡραῖον δὲ µειρακύλλιον$A young boy between childhood and adult-
hood, but here probably in his late teens (note ὡραῖον ‘in the bloom of youth, 
seasonable,’ i."e. for sexual conquest; cf. Ar. Av. 138; Schmidt 1876–1886 IV.29; 
Olson-Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 39.9–10 [SH 169]); for the fluidity of this 
and related words, see Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Men. Dysc. 27. Although 
generally comic vocabulary (Ar. Ra. 89; Epicr. fr. 5.3; Eub. fr. 75.3; Men. Epitr. 
169; adesp. com. fr. 254), µειρακύλλιον occurs also at D. 21.78; 23.163; see also 
Bryant 1907. For diminutives in -υλλιον, see Leumann 1953. 214–16; Neil on 
Ar. Eq. 224.

12–17$Cf. Lynceus of Samos ap. Ath. 7.295a–b καὶ γὰρ τὸν Θησέα, φησί, 
γεγονότα καλὸν ὑπολαµβάνω τοῦ Τληπολέµου τὸν ἰχθὺν αὐτῷ παρασχόντος 
παρεσχηκέναι.

13–15$The speaker returns to his opening theme, the supremacy of the 
art of fishing, but now makes clear that its greatest benefit in his eyes is the 
ability to attract potential lovers.

13–14$ποίαις ἐπῳδαῖς ἢ λόγοις ἁλίσκεται / τίσιν$For the pursuit 
of lovers, primarily boys, see Dover 1978. 81–96; for the treatment of such 
pursuits and their consummation in comedy, 135–53.

ἐπῳδαί are charms, sometimes with the connotation of something slightly 
magical; cf. S. OC 1194 with Jebb 1887 ad loc.; Pl. Phd. 77e with Burnet 1911 
ad loc. Here something like ‘blandishments’ is probably meant. The word is 
attested nowhere else in comedy (although cf. ἐπαοιδή at Ar. fr. 29), but is not 
uncommon in tragedy and prose.

By λόγοις τίσιν are meant whatever the pursuer might say to his potential 
lover, i."e. both entreaties and arguments for acceptance of him; cf. Pl. Smp. 
182a–b. Older youths and men were sometimes prohibited from speaking to 
or otherwise coming into contact with youths in unsupervised circumstances, 
for fear of what might happen; e."g. Aeschin. 1.11–12; Pl. Smp. 183c; SEG XLIII 
381B.13–15 (early second century BC); cf. Ar. Av. 137–42 with Dunbar 1995 ad 
loc. For the postponement of τίσιν, cf. Thomson 1939.
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For ἁλίσκοµαι used of a potential lover being ‘caught,’ cf. Aeschin. 1.195; 
Pl. Smp. 184a; Dover 1978. 87–8. For the pursuit and ‘capture’ of a lover gen-
erally, see Dover 1978. 81–96.

14$φράσον γάρ$Cf. Antiph. fr. 49.1 (same metrical position; seeming-
ly also a rhetorical question); Cratin. fr. 40; Amphis fr. 36.1; Nicostr. fr. 4.1 
(φράζε).

15$δαµάζεται$Cf. on fr. 6.2 and on χειρουµένη (16).
16$Perhaps a mock-tragic line; cf. A. Ch. 694 τόξοις πρόσωθεν εὐσκόποις 

χειρουµένη.
ἑφθοῖς προσώποις ἰχθύων$Cf. on fr. 31.2. Bers 1974. 44 treats ἑφθοῖς 

προσώποις ἰχθύων as an example of enallage, but this understanding of the 
phrase is not necessary; fr. 31.1–2 τµητὸν µέγα / γλαύκου πρόσωπον is similar.

χειρουµένη$Normally in the middle (contrast Ar. V. 443), the verb is 
commonly used of physical assaults and capturing both in the tragedians 
(normally of persons; e."g. A. Ch. 694; S. OC 903; Ph. 92; E. El. 1168; IT 359) 
and the historians (normally of states or armies; e."g. Hdt. 1.169.2; 4.103.3; Th. 
1.122.2; 3.11.3; X. HG 2.4.26; Ages. 1.20), although it need not always have a 
violent connotation (e."g. Men. fr. 821). Here it does not refer to a physical 
attack, but continues the undercurrent of violence begun with ἁλίσκεται (13), 
δαµάζεται (15), and possibly ὠθισµός (7) and πνιγµός (8).

17–18$These two lines involve some sort of word-play, conceivably ob-
scene, but 17 is difficult to make sense of as it stands, even if the precise 
corruption cannot be pinpointed. Even if the wording remains uncertain, the 
sense may have been along the lines of ‘driving the (best, choicest?) mor-
sels past the gates (of the mouth/body?), even a free-loading nature (which 
otherwise would have kept grabbing for more?) is driven to capitulate’; this 
would thus be a high-flown description that continues the overtones of martial 
violence in the previous couplet.

18$ἀσύµβολον κλίνειν τ᾽ ἀναγκάζει φύσιν$For ἀσύµβολον, see on fr. 
10.2. κλίνειν evokes a symposiastic context, but is perhaps used in the martial 
sense ‘make (a foe) give way’, as at e."g. H. Il. 5.37.

The various interpretations of the line are all problematic. ‘And makes 
it feast Dame Nature as a guest’ (thus Edmonds); in addition to the obscure 
referent of ‘it’, ἀσύµβολον is not a complimentary term and does not mean 
‘guest’. Henderson 1991. 5 (cf. §451, where his translation of ἀσύµβολον has 
the same failing as Edmonds’) believes that φύσις refers to the genitals61 (cf. 

61 His assertion of the same meaning at Alex. 242.8, where he echoes Edmonds ad 
loc., is probably equally mistaken.
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Telò 2005). It is unclear what this might mean, and Henderson offers little in 
the way of help.

fr. 35 K.-A. (34 K.)

ὑµεῖς γὰρ ἀλλήλους ἀεὶ χλευάζετ᾽, οἶδ᾽ ἀκριβῶς.
ἂν µὲν γὰρ ᾖ τις εὐπρεπής, Ἱερὸν Γάµον καλεῖτε·
ἐὰν δὲ µικρὸν παντελῶς ἀνθρώπιον, Σταλαγµόν.
λαµπρός τις ἐξελήλυθ᾽ 〈l u〉 Ὄλολυς οὗτός ἐστι·

5 λιπαρὸς περιπατεῖ ∆ηµοκλῆς, Ζωµὸς κατωνόµασται·
χαίρει τις αὐχµῶν ἢ ῥυπῶν, Κονιορτὸς ἀναπέφηνεν·
ὄπισθεν ἀκολουθεῖ κόλαξ τῳ, Λέµβος ἐπικέκληται·
τὰ πόλλ᾽ ἄδειπνος περιπατεῖ, Κεστρῖνός ἐστι Νήστις.
εἰς τοὺς καλοὺς δ᾽ ἄν τις βλέπῃ, καινὸς Θεατροποιός·

10 ὑφείλετ᾽ ἄρνα ποιµένος παίζων, Ἀτρεὺς ἐκλήθη·
ἐὰν δὲ κριόν, Φρῖξος· ἂν δὲ κῳδάριον, Ἰάσων.

habent ACE (1–11; Ath. 6.242d–f); Eust. Od. 1462.60 (1, 3, 5–8, 10–11); 1761.48 (7); ACE 
(8; Ath. 7.307e–f)
2 ἂν Eust.: ἐὰν ACE}}}2–3 contraxit Eust. ἂν µὲν γὰρ ᾖ τι σµικρόν}}}4 〈l u〉] 
εὐθὺς Schweighäuser: fort. αὐδὴν: ὑµῖν Meineke: ὄψιν Richards}}}7 τῳ CE: τῷ A, 
Eust.}}}9 καινὸς θεατροποιός ACE: καπνὸς θεατροποιός Schweighäuser: παῖδας, 
θεατροπίπης Kock}}}11 ἂν Porson: ἐὰν ACE, Eust.}}}κωδάριον ACE, Eust.: corr. 
K-A

For you always mock one another, I know well.
For if someone is attractive, you call him Sacred Marriage;
and if he is an exceedingly small fellow, Drop.
Someone has turned out comely [---], this one is Womanish;

5 Democles walks about (over-)oiled, he has the name Soup;
someone delights in being unanointed or dirty, he is clearly Dustcloud;
a flatterer follows behind someone, he is called Skiff;
whoever walks around generally dinnerless, is Starving Mullet.
If someone stares at handsome boys, a new Theatre-maker;

10 if he took a shepherd’s lamb as a joke, he was dubbed Atreus;
if a ram, Phrixos; and if a fleece, Jason

Ath. 6.242d–f 
τῶν δὲ τοιούτων ἐπιθέτων ἃ ἐπὶ χλεύῃ Ἀθηναῖοι παίζοντες ἔλεγον µνηµονεύει 
Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ὀδυσσεῖ οὕτως· ——
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Of such nicknames, which the Athenians used to say in jest, Anaxandrides in Odysseus 
makes mention as follows: ——

[8] Ath. 7.307e–f 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Ὀδυσσεῖ (Ὀδ. om. CE)· ——
Anaxandrides in Odysseus: ––—

Metre$Iambic tetrameter catalectic.
llwl llwl | llwl wll
llwl wlwl | wwlwl wlw
wlwl llwl | llwl wlw
llwl wlw〈l x〉rwl wlwl

5  wwlwr llwl | llwl wlw 
llwl llwl | wwlwr wlw
wlwr llwl l|lwr wlw
wlwl lrwl | llwl wlw
llwl llwl | llwl wlw

10  wlwl wlwl | llwl wll  
wlwl llw|l wlwr wll

Recitative iambic tetrameter catalectic is commonly used in hortatory passages; 
see White 1912 §168 (§188 for examples from poets other than Aristophanes). 
Here the relatively high proportion of resolved feet suggests a closer affinity 
with the tetrameter White §173 characterizes as melodramatic, which is found 
in debates. In Aristophanes, White §179 notes, ‘the chief pause is generally co-
incident with the close of the first colon,’ i."e. after the second metron; the same 
is true here, in strong contrast to the apparent practice of Menander. On the 
other hand, the relatively high degree of resolution seems closer to Menander’s 
practice. For discussion of Menander’s use of the metre, see Handley 1965. 61–2 
and on 880–958 (p. 284 under (ii)).
Discussion$Morelius 1553. 111–12; Grotius 1623. 640–1, 979; Toup 1775. 51; 
Tyrwhitt ap. Toup 1790 IV.499–500; Porson 1812. 81; Meineke 1840 III.177–9; 
Bothe 1944. 36–7; Meineke 1847. 582; Bothe 1855. 424–5; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxviii, 81; Kock 1884 II.148–9; Blaydes 1890a. 82; Blümner 1891. 83–4, 
114–15; Herwerden 1893. 158; Blaydes 1896. 123, 333; Herwerden 1896. 398–
400; Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 54–5, 186; Herwerden 1903. 98; Richards 1907. 
160 (= 1909. 80); Edmonds 1959 II.58–61; Perusino 1968. 125–8, 145; Webster 
1970. 40; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.255; Wilkins 2000. 80 n. 114; Olson 2007. J13; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 255–6; Rusten 2011. 465
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Citation context$Although the fragment is quoted by Athenaeus in his 
section on parasites (6.234c–48c), the primary reason for the citation is the 
occurence of a nickname in Alex. fr. 238, which immediately precedes. For that 
reason, there is no need to assume that all the figures mentioned are parasites, 
and Gulick’s over-translation (‘epithets of this kind, applied to parasites by 
Athenians in derisive jest…’) is inappropriate. Further, while some lines (e."g. 
7, 8) might easily be said of a parasite, others (e."g. 2, 9) are decidedly out of 
keeping with the usual depiction of them. For speculation on the speaker and 
addressee of these lines, see on 1.
Text$Although the sense of 4 seems complete, the line is metrically deficient, 
lacking the final syllable of one metron and the first syllable of the next; the 
gap could fall after either τις or, more likely, ἐξελήλυθ᾽. The best suggestion 
is Scheighäuser’s εὐθύς (with a comma after ἐξελήλυθ᾽), which could have re-
sulted from a sort of haplography; in support, cf. Men. Dysc. 494 with Handley 
1965 ad loc. An alternative is an accusative of specification modifying λαµπρός, 
e."g. εἶδος vel sim. or, better, αὐδήν. The voice is often described as λαµπρός 
(cf. LSJ s.#v. I.2), although the word usually refers to its clarity and does not 
seem to be necessarily feminine in character (but cf. Arist. HA 544b32–545a22 
for the differences between the voices of animals of either sex). αὐδή occurs 
in comedy only at Ar. Av. 241 (the call of the hoopoe) but does provide an 
understandable connection with Ὄλολυς (see below). Also possible, if less 
likely, is an interjection such as οἶδ᾽ εὖ γ᾽, although such a parenthetic remark 
does not occur elsewhere in the body of this passage (but cf. 1).

In 9, Schweighäuser’s καπνός fits well with Aristopho fr. 5.7, where some-
one receives this nickname for τοὺς καλοὺς πειρᾶν, but less well with Eup. fr. 
135, where Theogenes is called καπνός because πολλὰ ὑπισχνούµενος οὐδὲν 
ἐτέλει, and in any case is difficult together with Θεατροποιός.
Interpretation$This is one of the longest extended catalogues of Attic nick-
names, but such humor is common (e."g. fr. 46; Ar. Av. 1291–8; Antiph. frr. 
173; 193.10–11; Aristopho fr. 5; Alex. fr. 183.1–2; Timocl. fr. 6.13–16; cf. Men. 
Dysc. 493–7; Wilkins 2000. 80–1). For nicknames in general, see Bechtel 1898; 
Grasberger 1883, with addenda in 1888. 309–38.

Most similar humor consists of an isolated joke or, in the case of Ar. Av. 
1291–8, a catalogue of variations on a single theme (nicknames derived from 
birds) with little syntactic variation. This passage, by contrast, offers a cata-
logue of thematic groups combined with syntactic variety. 2–4 comment on 
physical appearance, and the first and third examples, referring to attrac-
tiveness, unite the group. A pair of opposite extremes follows, namely the 
excessive or inadequate use of oil. The next three lines, 7–9, describe various 
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disreputable character-types, as do 10–11, although using examples based on 
mythology (cf. ad loc. for the connections between the stories). The first five 
examples can also be viewed as commenting on attractiveness or lack thereof, 
and the final six as referring to relationships among individuals, primarily in 
terms of getting something from someone. In contrast to these divisions, the 
passage opens and closes with groups of conditional statements, while the 
central part consists of direct statements, although tantamount to implied 
conditions. The passage concludes by speeding up, collapsing three examples 
into two lines.62

The last three nicknames seem to derive from single incidents and thus are 
isolated jests. The rest, however, refer either to physical appearance or to what 
seems to be a repeated pattern of behaviour, and are therefore presumably 
more or less permanent nicknames; the use of the perfect (see below on 5–7) 
supports this notion.

1$Athenaeus’ introductory sentence implies that ὑµεῖς refers to the 
Athenians; if so, it is plausibly spoken by Odysseus himself. For possible ramifi-
cations of this scenario, see the Introductions to this play and to Anaxandrides.

χλευάζετ(ε)$The verb (and reIated words) does not appear much before 
the fourth century (first attested at Ar. Ra. 376), but is common thereafter 
(elsewhere in the fourth century at Epicr. fr. 10.30; D. 7.7; 19.23; [D.] 47.34; 
[Pl.] Erx. 397d; Arist. Rh. 1379a29; Men. Epitr. 432; cf. D. 18.85 with Wankel 
1976 ad loc.).63 Given its absence from serious poetry, it is probably colloquial.

οἶδ᾽ ἀκριβῶς$The phrase or variations of it is not uncommon in comedy 
(e."g. Ar. Nu. 100; Av. 156; Men. Epitr. 447; Pk. 495; Philem. fr. 9.1; Nicom. Com. 
fr. 1.4), although this is the only extant example between Aristophanes and 
the late fourth century.

2$εὐπρεπής$Often used of physical beauty, normally that of women or 
young men (and thus sex-objects); e."g. Ar. Th. 192 (Agathon), 233 (the Relative 
disguised as a woman); Ec. 427 (Praxagora disguised as a man), 701 (boys); 
Xenarch. fr. 4.3 (boys).

62 This structural technique is analogous to that employed by Aristophanes when 
he begins a catalogue with full examples and then proceeds with the rest in an 
abbreviated form; cf. Spyropoulos 1974. 126–7.

63 The one exception is χλεύη at h.Cer. 202 (cf. Richardson 1974 ad loc. ), where the 
word is connected with the actions of Iambe; note the similar context of χλευάζω at 
Ar. Ra. 376 (cf. Richardson 1974 on h.Cer. 192–211 [esp. pp. 214–15]). This suggests 
that the word may have originated in a religious context. χλεύη does not occur 
again until Aeschrio AP 7.345.4 (HE 4; early fourth century?) and thereafter only 
sporadically (e."g. A.R. 1726). See also Schmidt 1876–1886 III.460–2.
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Ἱερὸν Γάµον$Following Meineke (cf. Blümner 1891. 114–15), this phrase 
has often been taken as a reference to a festival celebrating or imitating the 
marriage of Zeus and Hera (cf. Phot. ι 57 ἱερὸν γάµον· Ἀθηναῖοι ἑορτὴν ∆ιὸς 
ἄγουσι καὶ Ἥρας, ἱερὸν γάµον καλοῦντες; Hsch. ι 322; EM p. 468.56; Men. fr. 
225; Klinz 1933. 97); Deubner 1932. 177–8 briefly discusses the evidence and 
places the festival on 24 Gamelion.64 The ἱερὸς γάµος may have been part of 
another festival, however, rather than comprising its own; one possibility is 
the marriage of Dionysus and the wife of the archon basileus, which took 
place on the second day of the Anthesteria (cf. [D.] 59.73, 74–8 with Kapparis 
1999 ad loc.; Hamilton 1992. 53–6). Although Athenaeus seems to suggest a 
specifically Athenian context for the fragment, the term itself could seemingly 
refer to an event encompassed by a wide variety of festivals or celebrations 
held throughout Greece and beyond; cf. Klinz 1933; Klinz 1935; Nilsson 1967–
1974 I.120–2; Cremer 1982. In any event, the point of the nickname is that the 
namer finds the person so described wildly attractive and sexually appealing.

3$ἀνθρώπιον$The word generally indicates scorn or contempt (e."g. E. 
Cyc. 185 with Seaford 1984 ad loc.; D. 18.242 with Wankel 1976 ad loc.; X. Mem. 
2.3.16; Cyr. 5.1.14; contrast Ar. Pax 263 with Olson 1998 ad loc.). Here it may 
have a touch of scorn, but for the most part it simply emphasizes further the 
man’s tiny stature (already emphasized by παντελῶς).

Σταλαγµόν$A σταλαγµός is a drop (e."g. A. Th. 61 [foam from a horse’s 
mouth]; S. fr. 370.2 [myrrh]; E. Ion 351 [blood]), but the word can be used 
metaphorically for a tiny amount of anything (Ar. Ach. 1033 σταλαγµὸν 
εἰρήνης [although peace is actually represented here by wine]; Diog. Sinop. 
TGrF 88 F 2.1 τύχης σταλαγµόν [cf. Snell 1986 ad loc. for further occurrences 
of this phrase]); cf. Schmidt 1876–1886 II.267. Stalagmos is the name of a slave 
in Plaut. Capt. and the title of a play by Naevius, presumably named for an 
eponymous character (cf. Schmidt 1902. 207). For this and similar names, see 
Bechtel 1898. 11–12; Fick–Bechtel 1894. 330.

4–10$For the absence of εἰ vel sim., cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 II.233–4; 
van Leeuwen 1902a on Ar. Av. 78; Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 57ff. (p. 141 
under (iii)) and 493–7.

4$λαµπρός$Why someone who is λαµπρός should be called effeminate 
(cf. on Ὄλολυς) is unclear. If a man has retained a youthful look into adulthood, 
he could rightly be so called (e."g. Agathon at Ar. Th. 191–2; cf. on fr. 9.6 for 
the word used of physical attractiveness). But λαµπρός is not so unequivocal 
a word that it seems capable of bearing such a meaning without further 

64 Mikalson 1975. 105 reports no evidence for events, civil or sacred, on 24 Gamelion.
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qualification, so the word that has fallen out of the line may have specified 
how the person being described was λαµπρός. 

ἐξελήλυθ(ε)$The use of the perfect implies a permanent state, so the 
sense must be ‘turned out (to be)’; cf. S. OT 1011 with Kamerbeek 1967 ad loc.; 
Diph. fr. 68; Ar. Eq. 430.

Ὄλολυς$The word occurs elsewhere only at Theopomp. Com. fr. 62 and 
Men. fr. 109 (although that fragment, composed of two entries from Photius, 
seemingly refers to two different occurrences). Photius, the source for the frag-
ments, glosses the word differently each time; ο 243 ὄλολυν· Μένανδρος τὸν 
γυναικώδη καὶ κατάθεον καὶ βάκηλον; ο 245 ὀλόλ†ου†ς·65 τοὺς δεισιδαίµονας 
ἐκάλουν οἰωνιζόµενοι. Μένανδρος ∆εισιδαίµονι. Despite the difference in the 
glosses, the word (< ὀλολύζω (see Frisk 1954–1972 s.#v.) ‘cry aloud’, normally 
used of women, often when they cry out to the gods) must mean something 
like ‘womanish’ or ‘effeminate’ (cf. Schmidt 1876–1886 III.396); the two entries 
in Photius show that it could refer to any number of characteristics of women, 
depending on context.

5–7$For the parataxis, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 103.7–13, 16–20. For 
the use of the perfect in the apodosis in contrast to 2–4 above and 8–10 below, 
see Goodwin 1890 §49; Rijksbaron 1984 §10.1; cf. Timocl. fr. 6.13–16 with Kock 
1884 II ad loc.

5$λιπαρὸς … ∆ηµοκλῆς$λιπαρός describes someone’s appearance after 
being oiled; cf. esp. Ar. Pl. 615–16 λουσάµενος / λιπαρὸς χωρῶν ἐκ βαλανείου; 
Schmidt 1876–1886 IV.677–8. Here the context requires that the word refer to 
excessive use of oil. Note the contrast with the following line.

περιπατεῖ$The verb here need mean no more than ‘walk about’ (cf. Men. 
Sam. 607 µέλας περιπατεῖ; Alex. fr. 164.3), although Hunter 1979. 183 cites 
it as an example of the word implying ‘a degeneracy of sorts, being used to 
describe the activities of drunkards, pimps, and the like’ (e."g. Alex. fr. 91.1; 
Dromo fr. 1.4). For its use in later comedy generally, see Hunter 1979. 182–4.

Democles (PA 3485; PAA 315565; LGPN II s.#v. 7) is otherwise unknown; 
since LGPN II and FRA together list over 40 Athenians and foreigners by 
this name resident in Athens in the fourth century, an attempt to identify 
him with a specific known historical figure stands little chance of success. 
Schweighäuser identified the man mentioned here with the parasite Democles 
(PAA 315570; LGPN II s.#v. 67) known only from Hegesand. FHG 4.419 fr. 28, 
who reports that he was a contemporary of Metaneira (for her dates, see 

65 Printed by Kock (fr. 112), for example, as ὀλόλους, following the mss.; hence sep-
arate entries in LSJ for ὄλολυς and ὄλολοι. For the correct spelling ὀλόλυας, cf. 
Hdn. 2.938.13–17.
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Kapparis 1999 on [D.] 59.19) and was nicknamed Λαγυνίων.66 Despite the fact 
that the two men seem to be more or less contemporary and to have been well-
known enough in Athens to have received nicknames, albeit different ones, 
there is little reason to identify them. Schweighäuser suggested a reference to 
the Democles mentioned at Timae. FGrHist 566 F 32 as a κόλαξ of Dionysius 
II; this is unlikely, given that there is no evidence that that man man ever left 
Sicily or would have been known in Athens. 

Ζωµός$The generic name for broth made from boiling meat, and often 
described as black (µέλας) because of the high blood content. The word can 
refer to the peculiarly Spartan broth (e."g. Antiph. fr. 46.4; Plu. Lyc. 12; Mor. 
236f; cf. Weber 1887. 9), but broth was a common part of Attic fare as well 
(e."g. fr. 42.13, 40; Metag. fr. 18; Nicostr. Com. fr. 16; Alex. fr. 168); for a general 
discussion, see Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.94 (SH 534).

The two possibilities for the point of comparison between Democles’ ex-
cessive use of oil and ζωµός are that he douses himself to such an extent that 
he drips, or that his appearance has a sheen similar to that of the bloody, 
greasy soup.67 The speaker of Aristopho fr. 5 seems also to be called Ζωµός, 
although the point there is obscure; cf. also Bechtel 1898. 76.

6$αὐχµῶν$‘Dry’, i."e. unanointed with oil; cf. Denniston 1939 on E. El. 
239. Note the use of the word at Ar. Nu. 442 (what Strepsiades will be like at the 
Phrontisterion; cf. 836), 920 (Just Argument as described by Unjust Argument); 
Thphr. Char. 26.5 (a poor commoner); cf. αὐχµηροκόµας at fr. 42.9. Thus this 
line, when compared with the previous one, offers the opposite extreme.

Both αὐχµέω and αὐχµάω are apparently acceptable forms of the verb. 
The dictum at Phryn. PS p. 10.4–6 that the participle derives from αὐχµάω but 

66 Some doubt must be attached to this story, at least regarding the nickname, since 
the vessel known as a lagynos (the modern identification is almost certainly correct) 
does not seem to have been produced before the third century, while this anecdote 
must have arisen in the early part of the fourth century Note, however, that the word 
λάγυνος does occur earlier (esp. Stesich. PMG 181 τριλάγυνον) than the appearance 
of the vessel and so must have had a wider use; for discussion and bibliography, see 
Agora XXIX, p. 226; Amyx 1958. 210–11. Still, the earliest occurrences suggest that 
the word was used originally for the name of measurement (= one Attic chous) and 
thus may be thought inappropriate for a nickname (although cf. English ‘half-pint’). 
Alternatively, if the two men are to be identified, the nickname Λαγυνίων could 
derive from the extravagent amount of oil he used. Against the idea that it might 
be inappropriate for a nickname, cf. Plaut. Curc. 77–81.

67 If the latter, it is perhaps likely that boiling the meat caused a fatty surface on the 
soup and that this glistening gave rise to the comparison; thus Blümner 1891. 83–4.
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the other forms from αὐχµέω is belied by Phryn. Com. fr. 81 αὐχµᾷς (cited at 
Poll. 2.33); which form of the verb is represented here is impossible to know.

ῥυπῶν$Cf. Ar. Av. 1282 (Laconizers also emulating Socrates); Lys. 279 
(Laconizer); Aristopho fr. 9.2 (followers of Pythagoras); Schmidt 1876–1886 
II.207. For bathing (or lack thereof), cf. Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 132. For all 
aspects of Greek bathing, Ginouvès 1962; Yegül 1992. 6–29; for a general intro-
duction, Weber 1996. The meaning of the line hinges on the contrast between 
this man, who is (habitually?) dirty, and the normal Athenian, who bathed on 
a more or less regular basis.

Κονιορτὸς ἀναπέφηνεν$Cf. Aristopho fr. 10.7–8 ἐλαίῳ µήτε χρῆσθαι 
µήθ᾽ ὁρᾶν / κονιορτός. At D. 21.103, 139 a certain Euktemon of Lousia (PA 
5800; PAA 438275; probably the same as PA 5785; PAA 438280; cf. Sundwall 
1909–1910. 79) is referred to as ὁ κονιορτός; Webster 1970. 40 suggests that 
this man is meant here. Certainly, if Euktemon’s nickname was as well-known 
as Demosthenes’ off-hand use of it suggests, this line might be a reference to 
him, although note that D. 21 (347/6 BC) dates to a bare minimum of ten years 
after Anaxandrides’ comedy. Since the only other information known about 
Euktemon is that he seems to have been ναοποιός at Delphi from 346–337 BC, 
it is impossible to tell how much he was in the public eye when the play was 
performed, and Webster’s conjecture is thus no more than a guess.

7$ὄπισθεν ἀκολουθεῖ$I."e. is in constant attendance, like e."g. the flatter-
er in Thphr. Char. 2, or perhaps is always running after; the reference is not 
to be taken literally as an indication of social hierarchy. Following behind is 
the proper place for a slave; cf. Thphr. Char. 18.8 with Diggle 2004 ad loc. for 
further examples.

κόλαξ$At least in this period, the distinction between κόλαξ and παρά-
σιτος seems to be a fluid one, with the terms at times clearly distinguishable, 
and at other times differing little; cf. Brown 1992. 98–103; Nesselrath 1985. 
88–121; 1990. 309–17; Ribbeck 1883; contrast Arnott 1996’s introduction to 
Alex. Παράσιτος. For an extended description of the activities of the κόλαξ, 
cf. Eup. fr. 172 (from Κόλακες); Thphr. Char. with Diggle ad loc. Since this line 
seems to form a pair with 8 (cf. the pairing of 5–6), the individual referred to 
is probably a parasite who has the ability to insinuate his way into dinner.

Λέµβος$For the word, see on fr. 12. For the name, cf. Bechtel 1898. 68; the 
name of the historian Heraclides Lembus (cf. Lucas 1940); a hetaira named 
Λέµβιον at Rufin. 17.1;68 and the character Scapha in Plaut. Most.

68 Page ad loc. reports difficulty finding this epigram in Jacobs’ first edition, where 
it is listed instead as Nicarchus iii; this error has mutated into Nearch. iii at Pape-
Benseler 1884 s.#v. Λέµβιον.
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8$The juxtaposition of a constantly hungry man with the κόλαξ in 7 
might suggest that a parasite or flatterer is meant here as well; note also the 
apparent application of the phrase κεστρεὺς νῆστις to a parasite at Amips. 
fr. 1 (see below). The implication could be that he is unsuccessful in attempts 
to freeload, but more likely it refers to the stereotype that such people were 
never satisfied.

τὰ πόλλ(α)$Cf. Eup. fr. 172.4; Men. Dysc. 334 with Gomme–Sandbach 
1973 ad loc.; Alex. fr. 189 ἐπὶ τὰ πολλά with Arnott 1996 ad loc. At Dionys. 
Com. fr. 2.26 the phrase is probably not adverbial.

ἄδειπνος$The adjective is more common than LSJ’s citation of only Hp. 
Aph. 5.41 and X. An. 4.5.21 suggests (e."g. Eup. fr. 347; Antiph. fr. 197.3; Alex. 
fr. 243.4; Men. Asp. 232). The word is not elsewhere used of parasites (if that 
is the case here).

Κεστρῖνός … Νήστις$The phrase or a variation on it became a common-
place for indicating someone who was starving; Ath. 7.307c–8b lists over a 
dozen occurrences (e."g. Ar. fr. 159; Pl. Com. fr. 28; Archipp. fr. 12; Antiph. fr. 
136; Eub. 68; adesp. com. fr. 112). For further references, bibliography, and 
discussion, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 258 (cf. also Ribbeck 1883. 71). Arnott 
is perhaps overly optimistic in attributing the application in many of these 
fragments to parasites (Hunter 1983 on Eub. fr. 68 is rightly more cautious), 
although Amips. fr. 1 does seem to refer to a parasite, like this fragment.

κεστρῖνος occurs only here and in Hyp. fr. 188; elsewhere the normal 
word κεστρεύς is used.69 Harp. p. 175.12–13 Dindorf (κ 45 Keaney) (the source 
for Hyp. fr. 188) offers the not very useful comment that ἐπισκεπτέον δὲ εἰ 
διαφέρει τι κεστρέως; for the two forms, see Frisk 1954–1972 and Chantraine 
1968–1980 s.#v. κεντέω; Strömberg 1943. 35; Perpillou 1973 §326. For the fish 
itself, see Thompson 1947. 108–9 (cf. 110–12 [s.#v. κέφαλος]; 176 [s.#v. νῆστις]); 
Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 43.1 (SH 174); Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 
1.59 (SH 534); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 258.

9$εἰς τοὺς καλοὺς δ᾽ ἄν τις βλέπῃ$Cf. on fr. 34.12, 13–14.
καινὸς Θεατροποιός$Although the line is not manifestly corrupt, the 

sense is obscure, and θεατροποιός does not appear elsewhere; Meineke ad loc. 
sums up the situation well: ‘de sequenti θεατροποιός nihil dum coniecturae 
vel interpretationis allatum est.’ The humor in the nickname may lie in a pun 
based on the idea of seeing in βλέπῃ and the derivation of Θεατροποιός from 

69 The plural is used with the meaning τὰ τοµία καὶ τεµάχη τῶν ἰχθύων at AB I.271.20 
(whence EM p. 506.45; cf. Phot. κ 627) and is apparently the name of a Thesprotian 
tribe at Rhian. fr. 34 (cf. also Κεστρίνη, an area of Elis). The diminutive κεστρινίσκος 
occurs at Clearch. fr. 101.
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θεάοµαι, although the exact point is unclear; or this may be topical humor 
now lost to us. One obvious possibility would seem to be a reference to one 
of the men responsible for the reconstruction of the Theatre of Dionysus who 
also had a reputation as a pederast, but the work on the Theatre is probably 
too late (ca. 350 BC; see Papastamati-von Moock 2014) for Anaxandrides’ 
play (see Introduction above). Although the work is traditionally attributed 
to Lycurgus, it is now clear that his achievement was in fact the completion 
of a project begun earlier by others; see Papastamati-von Moock 2014; Csapo–
Wilson 2014, esp. 395–7; Pickard-Cambridge 1946. 136–7. Lycurgus himself is 
clearly too late to be mocked by Anaxandrides, but the same also seems true 
of his predecessors, notably Eubulus. The word could refer to some official 
connected with the administration of the Theatre or performances in it, e."g. 
the office of ἀρχιτέκτων (cf. Csapo 2007; Pickard-Cambridge 1968. 46–7, 266), 
but these may well also be too late.

For the force of καινός, see Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 4.57; Nock 
1948. 35–6 with n. 73 (= 1972. 149). 

10–11$Conceivably, the passage could continue in the same vein beyond 
these lines, but the point has been made at length and the tripartite structure 
of these verses has the feel of a culmination; see Introduction to this fragment.

All three stories mentioned in these lines were handled to a greater or 
lesser degree by Euripides and occur in fourth-century tragedy as well (e."g. 
Atreus: Diogenes Sinopensis; Thyestes: Apollodorus; Chaeremon; Diogenes 
Sinopensis; Phrixus: Timocles; Jason: Antiphon; Medea: Dicaeogenes; Carcinus 
II; Diogenes Sinopensis).

10$ὑφείλετ᾽ ἄρνα ποιµένος παίζων$Since all the other people de-
scribed in this fragment represent plausible, whether or not historically ac-
curate, situations, there is no reason to think that that is not the case here as 
well, despite the lack of parallels. For theft and its consequences in Athens, 
see Cohen 1983; for the social significance of stealing sheep in modern Crete 
(perhaps of some relevance to classical Greece as well), see Herzfeld 1985. But 
note that 10–11 conclude by extending further and further into mythology 
and thus may be meant to give an absurd or fantastic ending to this passage.

Ἀτρεὺς ἐκλήθη$For the story of Atreus, Thyestes and the golden lamb, 
see Robert 1920. 294–7; LIMC III.1.17–18; as noted by Meineke, however, one 
would expect Thyestes here instead of Atreus. Rather than evidence for an 
otherwise unknown variant of the story, the mention of Atreus is best taken 
as simply the name that most readily springs to mind in connection with the 
story; cf. Plaut. Pseud. 869; Fraenkel 1922. 82; Tierney 1944/1945. 28.

The switch to the aorist seems odd, but see on 5–7.
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11$ἐὰν δὲ κριόν, Φρῖξος$For the story of Phrixos and his sister Helle 
and their escape on the back of a golden ram, see LIMC VII.1.398–404. The 
reference to the golden lamb of Atreus in the previous line naturally suggests 
the golden ram of Phrixos, which in turn leads logically to the golden fleece.

ἂν δὲ κῳδάριον, Ἰάσων$For Jason and his journey to Colchis to obtain 
the golden fleece, see LIMC V.1.629–38. The fleece taken by Jason was in fact 
that of the ram ridden by Phrixos, so this reference is a logical progression 
from the first half of the line.
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Ὁπλοµάχος (Hoplomachos)
(‘Hoplomachos’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.372; 1840 III.179; 1847. 582; Bothe 1855. 425; Kock 
1884 II.149; Edmonds 1959 II.60–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.256; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 257
Title$Cf. Alexis Stratiōtēs. Meineke (1839 I.372) states that ‘titulus incertum 
est utrum de campidoctore vel armorum magistro an de ephebo qui artem 
arma tractandi disceret, intelligendus sit.’ Although precise identification of 
the play’s eponym is debatable, Meineke’s alternatives are incorrect, since 
the word ought not to refer to an ephebe who learns how to handle arms 
but to the man who teaches the ephebe. Pl. La. 183b; Euthd. 271d–2a; X. Lac. 
11.8; Thphr. Char. 5.10 all refer to hoplomachoi as travelling instructors (see 
Diggle 2004 on Thphr. Char. 5.10 [with bibliography]); since there are no 
references from this period that suggest otherwise,70 such a person is almost 
certainly meant here. By the third century, the term seems to have become 
institutionalized, at least in Athens, as the designation for an instructor of 
ephebes; cf. Teles p. 50 ἔφηβος γέγονεν· ἔµπαλιν τὸν κοσµητὴν φοβεῖται, 
τὸν παιδοτρίβην, τὸν ὁπλοµάχον, τὸν γυµνασίαρχον. ὑπὸ πάντων τούτων 
µαστιγοῦται, παρατηρεῖται, τραχηλίζεται; Syll.3 697E.11 (128/7 BC; from 
Delphi but referring to Athenian ephebes); SEG XXVI 176.60 (AD 170/1–175/6; 
from Athens); Pélékidis 1962. 108.71 
Interpretation$A reasonable hypothesis is that the hoplomachos of the play 
is a version of the well-known character-type of the braggart soldier (note 
the mocking treatment in Pl. La.; cf. the account in X. Lac.); for the type, see 
Hofmann–Wartenberg 1973; Neumann 1958. 137–42; Arnott 1996 introduction 
to Alex. Stratiōtēs.
Date$Unknown.

70 Ephor. FGrHist 70 F 54 reports that fighting with heavy arms originated in Mantinea 
and that a certain Demeas was the first instructor. Demeas was presumably a 
Mantinean and not a travelling instructor, but his position has little if any bearing 
on the situation in Athens.

71 At P.Cair.Zen. III 59298 (250 BC), a certain Paramonos, the recipient of the letter, is 
designated as hoplomachos. He obviously has no connection with Athenian ephe-
bes, but in a second letter, P.Cair.Zen. III 59488, Paramonos requests the purchase 
of twelve strigils, which perhaps implies the existence of a permanent or semi- 
permanent establishment in Philadelphia.
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fr. 36 K.-A. (35 K.)

µάγαδις λαλήσω µικρὸν ἅµα σοι καὶ µέγα

habet A
µάγαδις Casaubon: µάγαδιν A: µάγαδι Weston}}}µέγα Causaubon: µέγαν A

Like a magadis, I will speak together with you softly and loudly

Ath. 14.634d–e 
Τρύφων δ᾽ ἐν δευτέρῳ περὶ ὀνοµασιῶν λέγει οὕτως (fr. 110 von Velsen)· ὁ δὲ µάγαδις 
καλούµενος αὐλός, καὶ πάλιν 〈ὁ〉 µάγαδις ἐν ταὐτῷ ὀξὺν καὶ βαρὺν φθόγγον 
ἐπιδείκνυται, ὡς Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ὁπλοµάχῳ φησίν· ——
Trypho in the second book of his work On Names (fr. 110 Velsen) speaks as follows: 
‘the aulos called a magadis,’ and again ‘the magadis produces at the same time a high 
and a low sound,’ as Anaxandrides says in Hoplomachos: ——

Ath. 4.182d 
ὁ δὲ µάγαδις καλούµενος αὐλὸς ὁ καὶ παλαιοµάγαδις ὀνοµαζόµενος ἐν ταὐτῳ ὀξὺν 
καὶ βαρὺν φθόγγον ἐπιδείκνυται, ὡς Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Ὁπλοµάχῳ φησίν· ——
The aulos called a magadis, also named a palaiomagadis, produces at the same time a 
high and a low sound, as Anaxandrides says in Hoplomachos: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wrwl l|lwr llwl

Discussion$Weston 1784. 21–2; Meineke 1840 III.179–80; 1847. 582–3; Bothe 
1855. 425; Meineke 1856. 335 (ad Theoc. 20.29); Meineke 1857 V.81; Kock 1884 
II.149; 1888 III.737; Blaydes 1890a. 82; Blaydes 1896. 123; Garrod 1922. 68; 
Edmonds 1959 II.60–1; Long 1986. 67; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.256; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 257
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes the fragment twice, at 4.182d and 14.634e. 
On the first occasion, the fragment is merely given in passing as support for 
the claim that the instrument simultaneously produces a high tone and a low 
tone; this claim follows the apparent assertion that the magadis is the same 
as what the Dorians in Italy call a titurinos. The second occasion is part of a 
much fuller discussion (4.634b–6c) of what precisely a magadis is, apparently 
an issue of contention already in Athenaeus’ day. A range of authors (lyric, 
tragic and comic poets, historians, grammarians and music theorists) are cited 
in an attempt to identify and describe a magadis and to characterize its sound. 
As in the earlier passage, this fragment is cited as evidence that the magadis 
produces a high tone and a low tone simultaneously; but here the fragment 
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is embedded in a quotation attributed to the grammarian Trypho (fr. 110), i."e. 
Athenaeus is quoting Trypho, who is quoting Anaxandrides. The fragment 
thus provides an important and instructive glimpse into Athenaeus’ method-
ology and sources. It seems unlikely that Athenaeus knew any more about the 
play or the even the larger context of the fragment than can be gleaned from 
the single line quoted by Trypho. In addition, even when taking a quotation 
from a secondary source, such as Trypho here, his normal procedure is to 
remove all traces of this fact, as at 4.182d, creating the impression that he 
knows the material at first hand.
Text$The text seems sound but has often been suspected; Meineke 1856 on 
Theoc. 20.29 characterizes this fragment as ‘obscuris seu potius corruptis 
verbis Anaxandridis.’ Garrod 1922. 68 unconvincingly suggests that the line 
could be trochaic tetrameter (with a missing foot at the beginning) if the first 
alpha in µάγαδις is long; to support the long alpha, he is compelled to emend 
all other occurrences.
Interpretation$The line seems to prescribe how a conversation between two 
characters will take place, presumably due to some external circumstance. The 
context may well be similar to that at Men. Sam. 255–61, where certain parts 
of the conversation are meant to be heard and others not (note παρεξήλλαξε 
‘with a change of voice’ at 257; cf. Gomme–Sandbach 1973 ad loc.).

µάγαδις λαλήσω$A form of brachylogy, i."e. identification instead of 
comparison; cf. fr. 38.2 and, for numerous examples and bibliography, see 
Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 6.14; Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 444f.; K.-A. 
on Cratin. fr. 56; Diggle 1997. 102–3.

µάγαδις$Usually taken to be the name of a harp or similar instrument 
on the basis of the corrupt Anacr. PMG 374; cf. Maas and Snyder 1989. 149–50. 
The other passage in which it seems to be an instrument is S. fr. 238 πηκταὶ 
δὲ λύραι καὶ µαγαδῖδες / τά τ᾽ ἐν Ἕλλησι ξόαν᾽ ἡδυµελῆ, which is probably 
corrupt as well and in which the word has been taken as an intrusive gloss. 
West 1992. 72–3 discusses the problems with identifying µάγαδις as the name 
of an instrument and suggests that it means instead ‘octave concord’ and 
that the verb µαγαδίζω means ‘produce an (octave) concord’; cf. Barker 1988. 
Both West and Barker discuss the phenomenon of later grammarians and 
lexicographers who had no apparent personal knowledge of what a µάγαδις 
was and thus — as Trypho and Athenaeus appear to have done here — came 
to erroneous conclusions regarding it.

λαλήσω$λαλέω by this time normally means little more than ‘talk’; cf. 
Dover 1993. 22. Theoc. 20.29 κἢν αὐλῷ λαλέω, κἢν δώνακι, κἢν πλαγιαύλῳ 
(the variant δονέω is often printed for λαλέω, especially in older editions, 
but cf. Gow 1952 ad loc.) suggests that the verb can be used for playing an 
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instrument (if that is what a µάγαδις is), hence Weston’s µάγαδι; Meineke 
1856 on Theoc. 20.29 (quoted above in part) denies any connection between 
the two passages.

µικρὸν … καὶ µέγα$The contrast in Trypho and Athenaeus between ὀξύς 
and βαρύς sounds suggests that the same contrast is intended here. µέγας does 
often refer to sounds (cf. LSJ s.#v. II.3; with their inclusion of Hdt. 3.62 contrast 
Powell 1938 s.#v. VII.2), specifically with the meaning ‘loud.’ Similarly, µικρός is 
often used of sound with the meaning ‘soft’ (not documented by LSJ, excepting 
the doubtful inclusion, s.#v. µέγας II.3, of Hdt. 3.62); cf. Pl. Lys. 211a; Philem. fr. 
4.1; Men. Sic. 201 (note app. crit.; cf. Kassel 1965 on 202); Austin 1968; in the 
case of both words, when used with the sense ‘loud’ and ‘soft’, respectively, the 
adverb is far more common than the adjective. The contrast here is thus most 
likely between soft and loud sounds, rather than between sounds that are high 
and low in pitch. Presumably the production of two sounds that are different 
but complementary brought to mind the image of the µάγαδις.

ἅµα σοι$The voices of the two (speaker and addressee) together will 
produce a sound reminiscent of that characteristic of the µάγαδις (i."e. one 
speaks softly and the other loudly, or perhaps the two together speak softly 
at one point and loudly at another).

fr. 37 K.-A. (36 K.)

Antiatt. p. 106.18 
λ ε π τ ο τ έ ρ ω ς · Ἀναξανδρίδης Ὁπλοµάχῳ
M o r e  d e l i c a t e l y. Anaxandrides in Hoplomachos

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.180; 1847. 583; Bothe 1855. 425; Kock 1884 II.149; 
Blaydes 1896. 123; Herwerden 1903. 98; Denniston 1927. 119; Edmonds 1959 
II.60–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.256; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 257

λεπτοτέρως$Edmonds, presumably thinking of fr. 36, takes this word as 
referring to the voice (cf. LSJ s.#v. II.2, where characterized, probably wrongly, 
as a rare usage); cf. Diggle 1970 on E. Phaeth. 76; 1996. 193. Denniston 1927. 
119 understands it as a disparaging reference to philosophers and cites a range 
of examples to that effect (cf. Dover 1968 on Ar. Nu. 153; Arnott 1996 on Alex. 
fr. 223.8). Given the word’s wide range of applications (it can refer to virtually 
anything which is in some sense slender, light, refined, vel sim.; cf. LSJ s.#v.) and 
the absence of any context here, any suggestion is mere speculation.

For this form of the comparative adverb, see Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 I.577.
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Πάνδαρος (Pandaros)
(‘Pandaros’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.372–3; 1840 III.180; 1847. 583; Bothe 1855. 425; 
Kock 1884 II.149; Edmonds 1959 II.60–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.257; Sanchis 
Llopis et al. 2007. 257
Title$There is no other known play with this title. The Pandaros by Nicostratus 
mentioned by Meineke 1839 I.348 and Kock 1888 III.739 is a textual error 
(Kuster’s Πάνδροσος for the mss. Πάνδαρος is obviously correct), as Meineke 
acknowledged but Kock did not. Presumably the Pandarus in question is the 
famous archer; cf. H. Il. 2.826–7 Λυκάονος ἀγλαὸς υἱός / Πάνδαρος, ᾧ καὶ 
τόξον Ἀπόλλων αὐτὸς ἔδωκεν (interpreted by ΣA as τὴν τοξικὴν ἐµπειρίαν 
[Σb τὴν τοξείαν µετωνυµικῶς]). He is described as coming from Λυκίη (not 
modern Lycia; cf. Kirk ad loc.), but his men are called Trojans; he  wounded 
Menelaos and was himself killed by Diomedes. For general accounts of 
Pandarus, see Roscher 1884–1937 III.1504–5; Robert 1920. 1161–4; Canciani 
in LIMC VII.1.160–1.

 That the title refers to a non-heroic proper name is unlikely. LGPN 
record only five examples of the name, four of them Hellenistic or Imperial and 
all from Central Greece or Italy. The only pre-Hellenistic example is a fourth-
century Thessalian who made a dedication at the Sanctuary of Asclepius in 
Epidaurus in return for a cure.

Content of the comedy$The possibilities for the treatment of Pandarus 
in comedy, especially as a title character, seem limited. He is known as a 
stereotypical oath-breaker (D. Chr. 74.15; Σ D. 24.121 (238); cf. ΣT H. Il. 4.89 
Πάνδαρος ἡ πάντων ἀρά), but this seems to be a product of the later scholarly 
tradition. ΣT H. Il. 4.89 further reports that αἰσχροκερδὴς οὗτος ὁ καὶ τοὺς 
ἵππους οἴκοι καταλιπὼν φειδοῖ τροφῆς; in this comment, a reference to Il. 
5.192–205 with an additional negative characterisation, Robert 1920. 1163 saw 
comic potential.
Date$Unknown.
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fr. 38 K.-A. (37 K.)

οὐκ ἐπικεκυφὼς ὀρθός, ὦ βέλτιστ᾽, ἔσῃ·
αὕτη δὲ καριδοῖ τὸ σῶµα καµπύλη,
ἄγκυρά τ᾽ ἐστὶν ἄντικρυς τοῦ σώµατος

habent A, CE (2–3)72, Eust. (2–3 ἐστίν)
1 ἐπικεκυφώς Casaubon: ἐπικεκρυφώς A: ἀνακεκυφώς Meineke}}}ἔσῃ A: ἔσει Dindorf}}} 
2 καµπύλη Musurus: καµπύλη τ᾽ ACE Eust.: καµπύλον Meineke: ἡ καµπύλη 
Blaydes}}}3 τ᾽ A: τε CE: om. Eust.}}}τοῦ σώµατος ACE: τοῦ σχήµατος Hirschig: 
τὸ σχῆµά σου Kock

You will be straight, not bent over, my good sir;
but like a crook she curls her body in a shrimp-like manner,
and straightaway is an anchor for the body

Ath. 3.105f–6a 
ὁ δ᾽ αὐτὸς κἀν Πανδάρῳ φησίν· ——
The same poet also says in Pandaros: ——

Eust. Il. p. 1220.48 
ἐκ τῆς καρῖδος δὲ χρηστόν ἐστι τὸ καριδῶ, ἤγουν ὡς εἰπεῖν σφαιρῶ, οἷον· ——
From ‘shrimp’ there exists the verb ‘wriggle like a shrimp’, that is to say ‘curl’; for 
example: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
lrwl l|lwl llwl
llwl llw|l wlwl
llwl w|lwl llwl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.180; 1847. 583; Hirschig 1849. 5; Bothe 1855. 
425–6; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii; Kock 1884 II.149; Blaydes 1890a. 82; Blümner 
1891. 170; Blaydes 1896. 123; 1898. 186; Herwerden 1903. 98; Blaydes 1905. 325; 
Edmonds 1959 II.60–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.257; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 257
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes this fragment, together with frr. 23 (see 
ad loc.), 28 and fragments of other authors, as part of his demonstration that 
καρίς can have a long iota; this fragment, however, shows no such thing. 

72 In CE, this fragment is placed in 3.106c, immediately preceeding the fragment from 
Diphilus Siphnius.
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Either καρίς belongs in the passage but has dropped out, therefore, which 
seems unlikely; or the discussion of καρῖδες brought this passage to mind, 
and Athenaeus thought it worth quoting although not strictly relevant; or, 
he believed (whether rightly or wrongly) that, like καρίς in these passages, 
καριδόω has a long iota. The third alternative seems the most reasonable, 
although the difficulty remains that the quantity of the iota is indeterminate 
on the basis of the meter, something Athenaeus apparently ignored.
Interpretation$Although a sexually explicit reading of the fragment is pos-
sible, a more literal interpretation is preferable (and leaves open the possi-
bility of sexual connotations being present and/or imputed to the lines by a 
character). The basic content appears to be that one character (an old man or 
someone otherwise incapacitated?) will no longer be bent over but will be 
able to stand (or walk) upright, once he can lean on a woman who will bend 
over so that she acts as a support for him. The woman could be his daughter 
or, perhaps more likely, a slave or hetaira, especially if sexual connotations 
are intended. Alternatively, the situation described might be metaphorical, 
e."g. with the woman being a divine figure such as Health or Plenty, who will 
prop up the man in whatever dire straits he faces. It is unclear whether the 
situation, whatever its nature, is imagined as taking place imminently or at 
some unspecified point in the future, and also whether will occur on stage or 
off. At least two characters are on stage: the speaker and the addressee. The 
woman, most likely a mute character, may be on stage as well unless the dis-
cussion concerns a hypothetical future situation. The issue of potential sexual 
content remains difficult. Much of the vocabulary could be interpreted that 
way, but the absence of context renders certainty impossible; for a cautionary 
tale of the dangers of relying solely on vocabulary, see Henderson 1991. 246.

1$For the contrast, cf. Arist. HA 3.522b18 ὀρθὸς ἕστηκεν, µικρὸν ἐπικύ-
πτων.

ἐπικεκυφώς$At Ar. Lys. 1003, the verb simply means ‘bend over’; at Ar. 
Th. 239 and adesp. com. fr. 368 (cf. Antiph. fr. 27.18 [ἐπιπεφυκώς A; ἐπικεκυφώς 
Meineke]; Ar. Ra. 425 ἐγκεκυφώς; Henderson 1991 §361) it means ‘bend over 
so as to expose the anus’. Here the word could possibly refer to the phallus 
and mean ‘limp’ as opposed to ὀρθός (‘erect’; cf. Henderson 1991 §10). For the 
colloquial nature of the compound verb, see Austin–Olson 2004 on Ar. Th. 239.

ὦ βέλτιστ(ε)$Dickey 1996. 119–20 briefly discusses βέλτιστε in Aristo-
phanes and Menander and notes (p. 139) that it is often ironic or sarcastic. 
Here, as at Alex. fr. 201.4; Philem. fr. 103.2; Posidipp. fr. 29.2, the phrase (+ ἔσῃ) 
fills the same metrical position as the type characterized as (ὦ) πονηρὲ σύ by 
Griffith 1968 (cf. above on fr. 34.5).
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ἔσῃ$The general scholarly consensus is that the 2nd sing. fut. mid. ends 
in -ῃ in the fifth century, but over the course of the fourth century changes 
to an ending in -ει, which becomes the dominant form by the end of the 
century; cf. Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 I.184; II.61–2, 222; Mayser 1938 I.2.90; 
Arnott 2001b; fr. 46.1 with n. The manuscript evidence for all authors offers 
both forms and is thus of little help (cf. the catalogue for Lucian at Schmid 
1887–1897 I.230); Threatte 1996 II.451–2 notes the lack of evidence before the 
Roman period. Either form is possible here, although it is worth noting that 
Anaxandrides uses a newer verb form elsewhere (fr. 2.3 ᾔδειν; metrically guar-
anteed). Perhaps A’s ἔσῃ indicates the survival of the original text, although 
it might also be the product of later hypercorrection.

2$αὕτη$Kock’s comment ‘αὕτη certe est βακτηρία’ is overly literal; aside 
from the question of whether a staff (καµπύλη [sc. βακτηρία]) can ‘curl’ its 
‘body’ in poetry that is not high-style (or mock high-style), which this passage 
does not seem to be, he misunderstands the idiom at work (cf. on καµπύλη.

καριδοῖ τὸ σῶµα$καριδόω is attested only here in Classical literature 
and must mean, as Eusthatius explains, ‘move like a shrimp’, i."e. curl one’s 
body; it is doubtless intransitive with τὸ σῶµα as an accusative of respect. 
Van der Valk states that to Eustathius himself ‘debetur interpretatio καριδῶ = 
σφαιρῶ “conglobo”, quae interpretatio (haud recta) fluxit e falsa explicatione 
loci Anaxandridis difficilis.’ He may be correct in attributing this interpretation 
of the verb to Eustathius, but there is no reason to think that Eustathius is far 
wrong, especially since he seems to have known the verb from another context 
as well: cf. Opus. p. 105.42–4 ὑποκυρτοῦντες ἤ, καθά τις ἔφη, καριδοῦντες ἑαυ-
τοὺς προσκυνητικῶς, αἰτούµενοι τὸ συµπαθές, προκαλούµενοι συγχώρησιν.

καµπύλη$The adjective is possible, but the noun (cf. Ar. fr. 142; Plu. Mor. 
790b) is idiomatic; cf. on fr. 36. Meineke 1840 II.180 conjectured καµπύλον 
and paraphrased ‘αὕτη δὲ καριδοῖ τὸ σῶµα ὥστε γίγνεσθαι καµπύλον’; his 
interpretation is correct, his conjecture unwanted.

3$ἄγκυρα$For the metaphorical use of ‘anchor’, cf. S. fr. 685 with 
Pearson 1917 ad loc. If the fragment is sexually explicit, perhaps cf. Hsch. α 
57773 (= AB p. 209.27) ἄγκυρα· τὸ αἰδοῖον, παρὰ Ἐπιχάρµῳ (fr. 189); Sophr. fr. 
52; Henderson 1991. 25. For anchors, see on fr. 12.1.

73 Latte’s reference ad loc. to EM is mistaken.
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fr. 39 K.-A. (38 K.)

Suda α 3824 
Ἄρεως νεοττός, καὶ Ἄ ρ ε ω ς  π α ι δ ί ο ν , ἐπὶ τῶν θρασυτάτων. κέχρηται τῷ µὲν 
πρώτῳ Πλάτων Πεισάνδρῳ (fr. 112), τῷ δευτέρῳ Ἀναξανδρίδης † Πεισάνδρῳ

Ἀναξανδρίδης Hemsterhuis: Ἀλεξανδρίδης codd.}}}Πεισάνδρῳ codd.: Πανδάρῳ 
Meineke

Nestling of Ares, and c h i l d  o f  A r e s , regarding the very bravest. Plato in Peisander 
used the first, and Anaxandrides in † Peisander † the second

Metre$Uncertain (wwllwx or wllwx with synizesis in Ἄρεως).
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.181; 1847. 583; Bothe 1840. 426; 
Meineke 1857 V.81; Kock 1884 II.150; Blaydes 1896. 123; Herwerden 1903. 98; 
Edmonds 1959 II.60–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.257; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 258
Text$Anaxandrides is not otherwise known to have written a Peisander (a fact 
not in itself necessarily significant), but the repetition of the title combined 
with this fact suggests that Πεισάνδρῳ was mistakenly written twice and has 
ousted the true title. Meineke conjectured Πανδάρῳ, presumably because of 
the vague paleographic similarity, but his suggestion is not significantly more 
probable than any other. The fragment is retained here in its traditional place, 
but would probably be better placed among the incerta.

Ἄρεως παιδίον$This proverbial designation is first attested at Ar. Av. 
835, where it has the form Ἄρεος νεοττός; Dunbar 1995 ad loc. suggests a 
connection with the Homeric tag ὄζος Ἄρηος (e."g. Il. 2.540). Exhaustively 
discussed at Spyridonidou-Skarsouli 1995 §55 (pp. 396–400), to which add Plu. 
Mar. 46.8 ἐν ἀρχῇ Ἄρεως ὠνοµάζετο, ταχὺ δὲ τοῖς ἔργοις ἐλεγχοµένοις, αὖθις 
Ἀφροδίτης υἱὸς ἐκαλεῖτο (adduced by K.-A. ad loc.).
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Πόλεις (Poleis)
(‘Cities’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.181–2; 1847. 583; Bothe 1855. 426; 
Kock 1884 II.150; Edmonds 1959 II.60–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.257 (cf. 1986 
V.424); Nesselrath 1998. 173; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 258
Title$Aside from Eupolis’ play of the same name, a Πόλεις is variously at-
tributed in antiquity to Philyllius, Eunicus, or Aristophanes, and Heniochus 
may have written one as well (cf. K.-A. on fr. 5). Plural titles are normally taken 
to refer to the composition of the chorus, and indeed that appears to have 
been the case in Eupolis’ play (cf. Storey 2003. 217–18 with bibliography for 
an ‘individualized’ chorus); Meineke 1840 III.181 thus reasonably suggested 
that Anaxandrides used personified states as characters.74 Which states were 
represented is a more difficult question and one that, in the absence of a clear 
historical context is essentially unanswerable, with the apparent exception of 
Egypt (fr. 40). Kock 1884 ad loc. is uneasy with Meineke’s suggestion but has no 
cogent argument against it: ‘de argumento (i."e. of Meineke) non habeo quod 
opponam: sed quod in antiqua comoedia Eupolidi licebit, in nova aliter instit-
uendum erat Anaxandridi,’ presumably based on the false assumptions that a 
play with personified states must have closely paralleled Eupolis’ Poleis and 
that such engagement with politics is out of place in fourth-century comedy.
Content of the comedy!One obvious conclusion from the title, especially 
when taken with the content of fr. 40 (cf. the introduction to fr. 40), is that the 
play was largely concerned with contemporary Athenian politics and espe-
cially foreign policy; for Anaxandrides and politics, see Introduction; Webster 
1970. 40. The play could have dealt with Athens’ relations with a number of 
foreign states and its attempts to position itself within the Greek world at 
large; in contrast to Eupolis’ depiction of Athens’ subject-allies, the cities will 
presumably have been independent. Alternatively, the focus might have been 
less political and more cultural, possibly culminating in a display of Athens’ 
superiority. The cities of the title could be portrayed by representatives who 
have travelled to Athens, or conceivably represent immigrant groups living 
in Athens; or the play may have revolved around an Athenian (or group 
of Athenians) travelling through various cities, perhaps out of disgust with 
Athens only to realize its superiority in the end.

74 Gulick’s translation (1928–1957) of the title as Island-towns, apparently with Eu-
polis’ play in mind, is irresponsible.



187Πόλεις (fr. 40)

Date$There is no solid evidence for the date of the play. Rehdantz’ suggestion 
for the historical context of fr. 40 (see ad loc.) would place it at the end of the 
360s BC or shortly thereafter; Nesselrath 1998. 173 suggests a date perhaps a 
decade or so earlier in the context of the Second Athenian League.

fr. 40 K.-A. (39 K.)

οὐκ ἂν δυναίµην συµµαχεῖν ὑµῖν ἐγώ·
οὔθ᾽ οἱ τρόποι γὰρ ὁµονοοῦσ᾽ οὔθ᾽ οἱ νόµοι
ἡµῶν, ἀπ᾽ ἀλλήλων δὲ διέχουσιν πολύ.
βοῦν προσκυνεῖς, ἐγὼ δὲ θύω τοῖς θεοῖς·

5 τὴν ἔγχελυν µέγιστον ἡγεῖ δαίµονα,
ἡµεῖς δὲ τῶν ὄψων µέγιστον παρὰ πολύ·
οὐκ ἐσθίεις ὕει᾽, ἐγὼ δέ γ᾽ ἥδοµαι
µάλιστα τούτοις· κύνα σέβεις, τύπτω δ᾽ ἐγώ,
τοὖψον κατεσθίουσαν ἡνίκ᾽ ἂν λάβω.

10 τοὺς ἱερέας ἐνθάδε µὲν ὁλοκλήρους νόµος
εἶναι, παρ᾽ ὑµῖν δ᾽, ὡς ἔοικ᾽, ἀπηργµένους.
τὸν αἰέλουρον κακὸν ἔχοντ᾽ ἐὰν ἴδῃς
κλάεις, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἥδιστ᾽ ἀποκτείνας δέρω.
δύναται παρ᾽ ὑµῖν µυγαλῆ, παρ᾽ ἐµοὶ δέ γ᾽ οὔ.

habent ACE, Eust. (10–11)
1 συµµαχεῖν A: ξυµµαχεῖν CE}}}3 ἡµῶν A: ὑµῶν CE}}}διέχουσιν Musurus: 
διέχουσι ACE}}}5 ἡγεῖ A: ἡγῆι CE}}}δαίµονα ACE: δαιµόνων Blaydes}}}6 παρα 
A: πε(ρί) CE}}}11 ὑµῖν ACE: ἡµῖν Eust.}}}12 αἰέλουρον A: αἴλουρον CE}}} 
13 κλάεις Dindorf: κλαίεις ACE}}}14 δύναται ACE: δυνατή Kock}}}δέ γ᾽ A: δ᾽ 
CE

I could not have allied with you;
for neither our ways agree nor our laws,
but they differ greatly from one another.
You grovel before a cow, but I sacrifice it to the gods;

5 you consider the eel the greatest divinity,
but we by far the greatest of opsa.
You do not eat pork, but I enjoy
it especially; you worship a dog, but I beat it,
whenever I catch it gulping down my opson.

10 It is law that priests here be whole,
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but among you, as it seems, that they have been dedicated as first-
fruits.
If you see a cat doing poorly,
you weep, while I gladly kill and skin it.
Among you the mouse is powerful, but to me it is not.

Ath. 7.299e–300a 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δ᾽ ἐν Πόλεσι πρὸς τοὺς Αἰγυπτίους ἀποτεινόµενος τὸν λόγον φησίν· ——
Anaxandrides in Poleis, offering this account against the Egyptians, says: ——

Eust. Il. 1183.12 
ἐκ τοῦ ἀπάρχεσθαι σκῶµµά τι εὐνουχικὸν προὔκυψε παρά τινι λογίῳ Αἰγυπτίῳ ἀνδρί, 
εἰπόντι ὡς τοὺς Αἰγυπτίους ἱερεῖς, εὐνούχους δηλαδὴ ὄντας, σκώπτει τις εἰπὼν ἀπῆρ-
χθαι διὰ τὸ ἐξ αὐτῶν ὡς οἷά τινα προδεδόσθαι ἀπαρχὴν τὴν τµῆσιν τῶν αἰδοίων, ὡς 
δῆλον ἐκ τοῦ τοὺς ἱερέας ἐνθάδε µέν, ἤγουν ἐν Ἕλλησιν, ὁλοκλήρους … ἀπηργµένους 
(10–11)
From the offering of first-fruits a joke concerning eunuchs arose from a learned 
Egyptian, who said that one mocks Egyptian priests, that is to say as being eunuchs, 
by saying that they offered as first-fruits the amputated part of their genitals, as is clear 
from the passage, ‘It is the law that priests here,’ that is, among the Greeks, ‘be whole’

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl l|lwl llwl
llwl w|rwl llwl
llwl llw|r llwl
llwl wlw|l llwl

5  llwl wlw|l llwl 
llwl ll|wl lrwl
llwl wl|wl wlwl
wlwl l|rwl llwl
llwl wlw|l wlwl

10  lwrl lrw|l llwl 
llwl l|lwl wlwl
wlwl l|rwl wlwl
wlwl ll|wl llwl
wrwl l|lwl wwlwl
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Discussion$Morelius 1553. 110; Grotius 1626. 640–3, 979; Meineke 1840 
III.181–2; Rehdantz 1845. 162 n. 107; Meineke 1847. 583–4; Bothe 1855. 
426; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii; Kock 1884 II.150; 1888 III.737; Paley 1889. 
54–7; Blaydes 1890a. 82; Blaydes 1896. 123; Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 55, 186; 
Herwerden 1903. 98; Edmonds 1959 II.60–3; Webster 1970. 40; Carriere 1979. 
278–9; Long 1986. 14, 38; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.258–9; Sanchis Llopis et al. 
2007. 258–9; Arnott 2010. 301; Rusten 2011. 465–6
Citation context$In the course of discussing eels (7.297c–300d), Athenaeus 
cites Antiph. fr. 145, which refers to the veneration of eels by the Egyptians; 
this leads him to quote two additional fragments that mock Egyptians: this 
fragment (which incidentally mentions eels) and Timocl. fr. 1 (which does 
not). Eustathius, whose knowledge of the fragment presumably derives from 
Athenaeus, quotes 10–11 only as evidence for the claim that Egyptian priests 
were castrated and dedicated the amputated part as a first-fruit offering.
Interpretation$Meineke 1840 III.181–2 plausibly summarized this fragment 
and the context that immediately preceeded it as ‘Aegyptiorum legatos … fo-
edus et auxilia Atheniensium petentes. ad horum preces Atheniensium civitas 
respondisse videtur ea quae ex Athenaeo attulimus’ (i."e. fr. 40), but he declined 
to connect it with a specific historical event. Rehdantz 1845. 162 n. 107, by 
contrast, specifically connected it with an embassy sent to Athens by the 
Egyptian king Tachos, apparently to gain help against the Persians, an event 
that may be commemorated at IG II2 119 (360/59 BC; revised to 367/6–364/3 in 
addenda).75 Athens declined to form such an alliance, but the general Chabrias 
did go to Egypt in 361 BC, although of his own volition and without official 
Athenian sponsorship; cf. D.S. 15.92.3; Plu. Ages. 37.5; Nep. Chabr. 2.3. Even if 
Rehdantz’ suggestion is accepted, the episode with the Egyptians must have 
formed a small part of the play, partly because it seems to have been an 
isolated incident but largely because the title suggests a broader context.

As Meineke noted, the speech presupposes a scene in which an alliance 
with the Egyptians is mooted; the rejection of such an alliance implies that 
the Egyptians were the impetus behind the attempt. Whether the speaker is a 
representative of the Athenian state or a private individual acting on his own 
behalf is unknowable and depends on the interpretation given to the play as 
a whole (see the Introduction to Poleis above).

For the view that various Egyptian practices are an inversion of ‘prop-
er’ behaviour, cf. Hdt. 2.35.2; S. OC 337–41 with Jebb 1887 ad loc.; D.S. 1.27; 

75 Dušanić 1980/1981. 14–15 denies on onomastic grounds that the men listed are 
Egyptians and proposes that they are Anatolians instead.
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Nympod. fr. 21 (II.380 Müller); Brown 1996. 20 n. 55. For Egyptian religion as 
dementia, cf. Cic. ND 1.43. For Egyptians and Isis in Athens, see Simms 1989; 
Parker 1996. 272 n. 71.

1$Cf. Ar. Pl. 178, where an alliance with the Egyptians is given as one 
example of something unexpected and not entirely natural that has come 
about through the influence of Wealth.

οὐκ ἂν δυναίµην$A trimeter opening common in comedy of the fourth 
century and later (e."g. Eub. fr. 88.1; Men. Epitr. 499; Philem. fr. 121.1 [οὐκ 
ἂν δύναιο]) and in Euripides (e."g. Hec. 749; Alc. 63 [οὐκ ἂν δύναιο]); cf. 
Stephanopoulos 1988. 225 (on Tadesp. trag. TGrF F 331).

συµµαχεῖν$During the fourth quarter of the fifth century, σύν replaces 
ξύν as the normal Attic form; see Threatte 1980 I.553–4.

ὑµῖν ἐγώ$Despite the constant switching between singular and plural 
for both speaker and addressee throughout the fragment, probably only two 
characters are involved, each representing his state or group.

2–3$Cf. Hdt. 2.35.2 Αἰγύπτιοι … τὰ πολλὰ πάντα ἔµπαλιν τοῖσι ἄλλοισι 
ἀνθρώποισι ἐστήσαντο ἤθεά τε καὶ νόµους κτλ. (cf. Cartledge 1993. 58–9); 
S. OC 337–41.

οὔθ᾽ οἱ τρόποι … οὔθ᾽ οἱ νόµοι$The two terms are essentially synony-
mous here, although it may be possible to distinguish between τρόποι (the 
way people are and act) and νόµοι (the behaviors they think of as sanctified 
by custom and precedent).

3$ἡµῶν$I."e. both the Egyptians and the Athenians; elsewhere in this 
fragment, the first person refers solely to the Athenians.

4$βοῦν$A reference to Isis; cf. Hdt. 2.41.1 τοὺς µέν νυν καθαροὺς βοῦς 
τοὺς ἄρσενας καὶ τοὺς µόσχους οἱ πάντες Αἰγύπτιοι θύουσι, τὰς δὲ θηλέας οὔ 
σφι ἔξεστι θύειν, αλλ᾽ ἱραί ἐστι Ἴσιος. For cattle and aspects of their worship 
in Egypt, see Hdt. 2.41 with Rawlinson 1880 ad loc.; D.S. 1.85, 88.4.

προσκυνεῖς$A gesture of subservience, raising the hand to the lips, 
reputedly common in Egypt and the East, but among Greeks viewed as slav-
ish and so used only for the gods; cf. Hdt. 2.80 (of the Egyptians) ἀντὶ τοῦ 
προσαγορεύειν ἀλλήλους ἐν τῇσι ὁδοῖσι προσκυνέουσι κατιέντες µέχρι τοῦ 
γούνατος τὴν χεῖρα; X. An. 3.2.13 (of the Greeks) µέγιστον δὲ µαρτύριον 
ἡ ἐλευθερία τῶν πόλεων ἐν αἷς ὑµεῖς ἐγένεσθε καὶ ἐτράφητε· οὐδένα γὰρ 
ἄνθρωπον δεσπότην ἀλλὰ τοὺς θεοὺς προσκυνεῖτε. For the word and its 
connotations, see Neil 1901 on Ar. Eq. 156; Burkert 1996. 85–9 with n. 53 
(p. 211; with bibliography).

5$τὴν ἔγχελυν µέγιστον ἡγεῖ δαίµονα$Cf. Hdt. 2.72 νοµίζουσι (i."e. 
the Egyptians) δὲ καὶ τῶν ἰχθύων καλεύµενον λεπιδωτὸν ἱρὸν εἶναι καὶ τὴν 
ἔγχελυν; Antiph. fr. 145.1–2 τά τ᾽ ἄλλα δεινούς φασι τοὺς Αἰγυπτίους  / 
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εἶναι τὸ νοµίσαι τ᾽ ἰσόθεον τὴν ἔγχελυν; aside from this fragment and the 
two references given above (and indeed Anaxandrides and Antiphanes may  
be dependent on Herodotus rather than providing additional evidence), the 
eel is not known to be sacred in Egypt. Possibly the account derives from 
the Greeks conflating the eel with a fish with which they were generally un - 
familiar.

For eels in general, see Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 10.1 (SH 139); 
van Leeuwen 1902 on Ar. V. 510; Thompson 1947. 58–61; Wilkins 2000. 37–8.

6$τῶν ὄψων$ὄψον is what is eaten in addition to the bread or porridge 
of the main course and is most commonly fish of some sort; cf. on fr. 34.10; 
Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 47.6; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 11.7 (SH 140); 
Agora III.194 (#637). Praising eel as by far the greatest ὄψον is in keeping with 
its generally high reputation as a delicacy.

παρὰ πολύ$Mainly a prose idiom (e."g. Th. 1.29.5; 2.89.5; Pl. Ap. 36a; Isoc. 
8.63); elsewhere in comedy only at Ar. Pl. 445; cf. Macho 444.

7$οὐκ ἐσθίεις ὕει(α)$Sc. κρέα. Cf. Hdt. 2.47.1 ὗν δὲ Αἰγύπτιοι µιαρὸν 
ἥγηνται θηρίον εἶναι· καὶ τοῦτο µέν, ἤν τις ψαύσῃ αὐτῶν παριὼν ὑός, 
αὐτοῖσι τοῖσι ἱµατίοισι ἀπ᾽ ὧν ἔβαψε ἑωυτὸν βὰς ἐς τὸν ποταµόν κτλ. While 
Anaxandrides’ statement is generally true and is expected of a Semitic people, 
the Egyptians do seem to have eaten pork on the occasion of a special sacrifice; 
cf. Hdt. 2.47.2–3; Plu. Mor. 352f, 353f–4a (de Iside) with Griffiths 1970 ad loc.

7–8$ἐγὼ δέ γ᾽ ἥδοµαι / µάλιστα τούτοις$Cf. A. fr. 309 ἐγὼ δὲ χοῖρον 
καὶ µάλ᾽ εὐθηλούµενον / τόνδ᾽ ἐν νοτοῦντι κριβάνῳ θήσω. τί γὰρ / ὄψον 
γένοιτ᾽ ἂν ἀνδρὶ τοῦδε βέλτιον. The line is possibly a reference to female 
genitalia (i."e. χοῖρον; cf. Henderson 1991 §§110–11).

8$κύνα σέβεις$Presumably a reference to Anubis; cf. Plu. Mor. 368e (de 
Iside) διὸ πάντα τίκτων (sc. Anubis) ἐξ ἑαυτοῦ καὶ κύων ἐν ἑαυτῷ τὴν τοῦ 
κυνὸς ἐπίκλησιν ἔσχεν (cf. Griffiths 1970 ad loc.); D.S. 1.87.2–3; Str. 17.1.40; 
Lilja 1976. 83. It is possible, however, that general worship without implicit 
connection with a specific deity is meant; cf. Timocl. fr. 1; Helm 1906. 145. 
Less likely, given the preceding references to animals regarded as divinities, 
Anaxandrides is simply referring to the Egyptians’ general attitude toward 
dogs (somewhat similar to that toward cats; cf. 12–13); cf. Hdt. 2.66.4, 67.1; 
D.S. 1.83.1–6, 84.2.

τύπτω δ᾽ ἐγώ, / τοὖψον κατεσθίουσαν ἡνίκ᾽ ἂν λάβω$Dogs had (as 
they still do today) a reputation for stealing food from the inattentive; e."g. Ar. 
Ach. 1159–61; V. 837–8; Pax 24–5 with Olson 1998 ad loc. For striking a dog, 
cf. Ar. Eq. 289 κυνοκοπήσω σου τὸν νῶτον with van Leuwen 1900 ad loc. For 
the general position and treatment of dogs in a Greek household, see Mainoldi 
1984. 152–4. At least by the end of the fifth century, dogs were commonly 
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although not invariably referred to as feminine (cf. Williams 1999): e."g. Ar. 
Lys. 298; Pherec. fr. 193; Lilja 1976. 50.

10$τοὺς ἱερέας ἐνθάδε µὲν ὁλοκλήρους$Cf. Synagoge B α 2518 (≈ Phot. 
α 3311) καὶ οἱ βασιλεῖς καὶ οἱ ἱερεῖς ἐδοκιµάζοντο Ἀθήνῃσιν, εἰ ἀφελεῖς καὶ 
ὁλόκληροι; Tsantsanoglou 1984. 37–8.

For ὁλόκληρος meaning ‘uncastrated’, LSJ cite this fragment; Pl. Com. 
fr. 188.9; Men. fr. 174; Luc. Asin. 33. In fact, the word does not mean that at 
Pl. Com. fr. 188.9; at Men. fr. 174 it must have the same sense as here (the 
fragment, itself too scanty to admit interpretation, is quoted at Phot. ο 236, i."e. 
in an identical context); and only at Luc. Asin. 33 does it mean ‘uncastrated’, 
although even there that sense may be more dependent on context than any 
normal meaning of the word. Here, and thus at Men. fr. 174, it has its normal 
religious meaning of ‘whole’ or ‘unblemished’; cf. den Boer 1947 and the pas-
sages cited below (on νόµος).76 The contrast with ἀπηργµένους (11) is thus not 
evidence that the word here, or indeed regularly, can mean ‘uncastrated’, but 
that Anaxandrides is playing with the root-meaning (the joke being perhaps 
re-enforced by the somewhat unexpected appearance of ἀπηργµένους in the 
emphatic final position of 11 [see below]).

νόµος$Cf. Tsantsanoglou 1984. 38 ‘the wording in Bek. An. [i."e. Synagoge 
B α 2518; quoted in part above] suggests that an official text is being literally 
reproduced and interpreted’; Sokolowski 1955 #5.10; 1969 ##162.14 (restored); 
166.9.

11$παρ᾽ ὑµῖν δ᾽, ὡς ἔοικ᾽, ἀπηργµένους$Eustathius clearly understands 
this line as referring to the castration of the priests; Herodotus does not men-
tion the practice among the Egyptians, as one might expect if he was aware of 
it, but only their apparently ordinary practice of circumcision (2.36.3 τὰ αἰδοῖα 
ὧλλοι µὲν ἐῶσι ὡς ἐγένοντο, … Αἰγύπτιοι δὲ περιτάµνονται, 37.2, 104.2–4). 
The Greeks did mock circumcision, not practicing it themselves (e."g. Ar. Av. 
507; Pl. 267; Dover 1968 on Nu. 538–9; 1978. 129; Henderson 1991. 111 n. 
17); in all cases, however, the word used for a circumcised man is ψωλός or 
ἀπεψωληµένος. Here what is meant is probably castration, since that would 
seem the more outlandish and the point is to emphasize the utter foreignness 
of the Egyptians, although distortion through exaggeration presumably plays 
a large part in this depiction. Whether or not the Egyptian priests in fact 
practiced castration, they are presumably being assimilated to practioners 
of known Eastern religions; this is furthered by the use of the verb (‘have 

76 Very similar is the use of the word regarding sacrificial victims as at, for example, 
SEG XXV 687.1; the use of the word at Pl. Com. fr. 188.9 presumably is drawing on 
this usage.
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dedicated [a part of] themselves as first-fruits’77), which calls to mind the 
self-castration of the worshippers of Cybele.

The unexpected occurrence of ἀπηργµένους forms a contrast to the prev-
ious line’s ὁλοκλήρους (which is now seen to mean not ‘unblemished’ but 
‘unmutilated’). The parenthetical ὡς ἔοικ(ε) serves to create a slight pause 
before the punch-line; cf. Ar. Pl. 1017; Eub. fr. 9.3.

12–13$τὸν αἰέλουρον κακὸν ἔχοντ᾽ ἐὰν ἴδῃς / κλάεις$Possibly under-
lying this statement, or rather the belief on which it comments, is an allusion 
to the goddess Bastet (cf. Plu. Mor. 376d [de Iside] with Griffth 1970 ad loc.). 
More likely it simply reflects the general reverence of the Egyptians toward 
cats; cf. Hdt. 2.66–7; D.S. 1.83–84.4, 87.4.78 For cats generally, see Engels 1999; 
Hopkinson 1984 on Call. Cer. 110; Lloyd-Jones 1975. 76–7; Benton 1969.

The form αἰέλουρον (as opposed to the variant reading αἴλουρον) is met-
rically necessary here, but compare Phot. α 564 αἰέλουρος· τετρασυλλάβως; 
Moer. α 78 αἰέλουρος Ἀττικοί· αἴλουρος Ἕλληνες.

13$ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἥδιστ᾽ ἀποκτείνας δέρω$There is no real parallel for this 
behavior, but compare the inclusion of cats in a catalogue of food at Ar. Ach. 
879. Alternatively, the interest may be in the cat’s skin rather than in its 
potential as a foodstuff.

14$δύναται παρ᾽ ὑµῖν µυγαλῆ$Cf. Hdt. 2.67.1; Plu. Mor. 670b; Str. 
17.1.40; Nic. Th. 815–16 with Gow–Scholfield 1953 ad loc. (cf. D.S. 1.87.6).

77 This sense of the verb is probably related to that referring to the cutting of a lock 
of hair for use in a ritual; e."g. H. Il. 19.254 (in his discussion of which Eustathius 
quotes this fragment of Anaxandrides); E. El. 91.

78 Timocl. fr. 1 seems to offer an intermediate point between cat as specific goddess 
and general reverence for cats.
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Πρωτεσίλαος (Prōtesilaos)
(‘Protesilaos’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.182; 1847. 584; Bothe 1855. 426; Kock 
1884 II.150–1; Edmonds 1959 II.62–3; Webster 1970. 18 n. 1; Nesselrath 1990. 
195, 212–15; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.259; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 260
Title$Kock suggested emending to Πρωτεσίλεως, the Attic form of the Epic/
Ionic Πρωτεσίλαος, but either form is acceptable in poetry (cf. Kannicht 
1969 on E. Hel. 131, 564). Moreover, by the last quarter of the fourth century, 
Athenian names in -λαος began to supplant those in -λεως; cf. Threatte 1996 
II.44–9.

There are no other comedies with this title, but it does occur as the title of 
a tragedy by Euripides and a satyr play by the otherwise unknown Harmodius 
(TrGF 156; first century BC?); Sophocles’ Ποιµένες (possibly satyric) also 
concerns Protesilaos and seems to focus on his death.

Protesilaos figures in Greek literature primarily as the first of the invading 
Greeks to disembark at Troy and thus, in accordance with an oracle, the first 
to die (e."g. H. Il. 698–702; Cypr. arg. 53–4; fr. 26; Apollod. Epit. 3.29–30 with 
Frazer 1921 ad loc.); for a general account of his story, cf. Canciani in LIMC 
VII.1.554–60; Türk in Roscher 1884–1937 III.3155–71. Euripides’ tragedy seems 
to have dwelt on the brief time Protesilaos had with his newly-wed wife before 
he sailed to Troy and died; cf. E. Prot. test. ii with Kannicht 2004 ad loc. and 
p. 635. That play could have ended by foretelling’ Protesilaos burial at Elaious 
in the Thracian Chersonesus opposite Troy and his eventual heroization there 
by the local population (cf. ΣTzet. Lyc. 533); if so, that could provide a connection 
with fr. 42 of Anaxandrides’ play (if it in fact was a parody of Euripides; see 
below).
Content of the comedy$Kock speculated that Anaxandrides ‘fortasse tra-
goe diae Euripideae argumentum in ridiculum deflexerat’; fr. 42 describes a wed-
ding feast that might be interpreted as that of Protesilaos. But Anaxandrides’ 
play seems to revolve around contemporary Athenian society and to be popu-
lated by well-known contemporary figures. Unlike divinities such as Dionysus 
in Aristophanes’ Frogs or Hermes in Peace, who despite their connection with 
the heroic past were conceived of as living presences and thus could appear in 
the contemporary world,79 Protesilaos is confined to the realm of the Trojan 

79 Similar are characters such as Herakles, who achieved divine status, or even Tereus 
who, while not divine, was transformed into a creature regularly encountered. But 
interaction even with these figures tends not to occur in contemporary Athens, 
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War. Since the play is ostensibly about him, but also features contemporary 
politicians and leaders, there seem to be two possible conclusions. Either the 
references to contemporary figures and events are incidental to the plot and 
are only introduced in passing for the sake of mockery, or the play deals with 
contemporary events that are somehow represented somehow in terms of the 
story of Protesilaos. The fragments suggest a more than incidental connection 
with contemporary politics, and thus the latter possibility seems more likely. 
If so, at least some fourth-century plays with mythological titles may have 
been closer in plot and intent to Cratinus’ Dionysalexandros, which used the 
wooing of Helen to mock Pericles for having brought war to the Athenians, 
than to the mythological farce of Plautus’ Amphitryo.80

Date$Breitenbach 1908. 126 dated the play to ca. 381/0 BC on the assumption 
that it closely followed the wedding of Iphicrates (for the date of the wedding, 
cf. on fr. 42.3–4); on similar grounds, Nesselrath 1990. 195 places it between 
386 and 380 BC. In either case, this would be Anaxandrides’ earliest known 
play (he first took the prize in 376 BC; cf. test. 3). But Iphicrates’ wedding 
seems to have attracted enough renown that reference to it would still have 
been meaningful some years later (and fr. 42 does not obviously treat it as a 
recent event) and, more important, the public career of Melanopus (cf. on fr. 
41.2) is not attested prior to 372 BC. The play is thus better dated not earlier 
than the mid to late 370s BC.

fr. 41 K.-A. (40 K.)

µύρῳ δὲ παρὰ Πέρωνος, οὗπερ ἀπέδοτο
ἐχθὲς Μελανώπῳ, πολυτελοῦς Αἰγυπτίου,
ᾧ νῦν ἀλείφει τοὺς πόδας Καλλιστράτου

habent A(1), A(2)
1 µύρῳ δὲ A(1): µύρον τε A(2)}}}2 ἐχθὲς A(1): χθὲς A(2)}}}αἰγυπτίου A(2): ἐν 
αἰπτιωι A(1)}}}3 νῦν ἀλείφει A(2): συναλείφει A(1)

although there are exceptions (e."g. Dionysus at the beginning of Frogs and espe-
cially Plutus in Aristophanes’ play of that name).

80 This is not to suggest that such plays were allegories appreciated only by the 
discerning few, as Cobet 1840. 124 seems to imply. Rather, the meaning would 
presumably be obvious to most, if not all, as seems to have been the case with 
Cratinus’ play or Aristophanes’ Knights.
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with perfumed oil from Peron, some of that which he sold
yesterday to Melanopus, a very rich Egyptian perfume,
with which he now anoints the feet of Callistratus

Ath. 12.553d–e (1) 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ ἐν Πρωτεσιλάῳ· ——
Anaxandrides in Prōtesilaos: ——

Ath. 15.689f–90a (2) 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Πρωτεσιλάῳ· ——
Anaxandrides in Prōtesilaos: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwr wlw|l wrwl
llwwl l|wrl llwl
llwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion$Bergk 1837. 45; Meineke 1840 III.190; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429; 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; Kock 1884 II.151; Blaydes 1890a. 83; Blaydes 1896. 123; 
Edmonds 1959 II.62–3; Webster 1970. 30; Long 1986. 80–1; Nesselrath 1990. 
213–14; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.259; Scholtz 1996; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 
260; Rusten 2011. 466
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes the fragment twice, both times in close 
proximity to Antiph. fr. 105 and Cephisod. fr. 3, suggesting that he got the 
three fragments from the same source. At 12.553d–e, the fragment is quoted 
with a number of other fragments as evidence that in Athens people addicted 
to luxury had their feet rubbed with perfume (12.553a–e); it follows Cephisod. 
fr. 3; Eub. frr. 107; 89; Antiph. frr. 31; 152; 101; 105. The fragment also occurs 
at 15.689f–90a, in the midst of a long discussion of perfume (15.686c–92f). The 
specific context is as support for the claim that the Athenians used particular 
perfumes for different parts of the body; this fragment follows Antiph. fr. 105 
and Cephisod. fr. 3. Mention of the perfumer Peron prompts the quotation 
of three other fragments that also mention him: Theopomp. Com. frr. 1; 17; 
Antiph. fr. 37.
Interpretation$The fragment clearly satirizes a particular political relation-
ship in the earlier part of the fourth century and appears to allude to the 
same event or habit81 referred to at Plu. Dem. 13.3 καὶ Μελάνωπος ἀντιπο-

81 Plutarch says that Melanopus received money from Callistratus πολλάκις and 
adds that he customarily (εἰώθει) offered an excuse for such behavior to the dēmos. 
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λιτευόµενος Καλλιστράτῳ καὶ πολλάκις ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ χρήµασι µετατιθέµενος 
εἰώθει λέγειν πρὸς τὸν δήµος· Ὁ µὲν ἀνὴρ ἐχθρός, τὸ δὲ τῆς πόλεως νικάτω 
συµφέρον. Scholtz 1996 discusses this fragment at length, and although he 
suggests that the interpretation may be debatable, there is no real doubt that 
Melanopus is described as anointing Callistratus’ feet (i."e. taking bribes from 
him; see on 3). Whether this fragment satirized an on-going political relation-
ship or alludes to a particular event is uncertain. If the latter, one possibility 
is that it involved dealings between Athens and Egypt. This is supported by 
the allusion at D. 24.127 to the apparently infamous incident when Melanopus 
παρεπρεσβεύσατ᾽ εἰς Αἴγθπτον, adds point to the mention of Egyptian per-
fume in 2, and fits well with Callistratus’ concern with foreign policy and 
advocacy of a shifting series of alliances for Athens. For Athens’ relationship 
with Egypt, cf. above on Poleis.

The fragment consists of several clauses dependent on a noun in the dative. 
Whether the satire of the political relationship was merely a passing jibe 
depends on the subject (i."e. Melanopus or someone mentioned in the main 
clause of the sentence) of ἀλείφει in 3. Equally uncertain is the use to which 
the perfumed oil (1) was put in the main clause (omitted in the fragment quot-
ed by Athenaeus). The possibility must remain open that the overall context 
is unrelated to political satire, but that mention of perfumed oil created the 
opportunity for a quick joke at the expense of contemporary politicians.

1$µύρῳ$A mixture of perfume (which provided the scent) and oil (which 
provided the medium); cf. Thphr. Od. 15–20; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 
1.105–6 (SH 534); Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 60.3 (SH 192). Perfumed oil 
is not to be confused with an unguent; cf. X. An. 4.4.13 where, in the absence 
of oil, the men use a χρῖµα instead, in this case pig-fat or the like.

παρὰ Πέρωνος$Peron (PAA 772900) was apparently a seller of perfume 
in the earlier part of the fourth century and was well-known enough to be 
mentioned at least four times in comedy (also Antiph. fr. 37; Theopomp. Com. 
frr. 1; 17 [both omitted at LGPN II s.#v.; all four are given together at Ath. 
15.689e–90a]82). Scholtz 1996. 73 n. 20, following Long 1986. 79–80, suggests 
that Peron was non-Athenian; LGPN II s.#v. includes him as possibly Athenian. 

Plutarch’s language strongly suggests that Melanopus was bribed repeatedly, but 
whatever the truth of the matter, his contention is almost certainly derived from 
contemporary political slander, e."g. from attacks by comic poets, as here; the 
phrase ὁ µὲν ἀνὴρ ἐχθρός, τὸ δὲ τῆς πόλεως νικάτω συµφέρον may originate in a 
similar source.

82 Athenaeus may have found the four fragments (all we know of Peron) together in 
the same source, e."g. a work on komōidoumenoi.
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The two fragments of Theopompus attest to nothing except that he was men-
tioned; this fragment and that of Antiphanes add little more. The only reason 
to consider Peron a non-citizen is the unprovable assertion that perfumers 
are most likely foreign. There is no reason to assume that he is meant to be 
included in the intricacies of the relation between Melanopus and Callistratus, 
particularly if he is not a citizen, other than the fact that his name occurs with 
theirs here. He is probably mentioned simply as a well-known perfume-seller 
to add a degree of realism and to make the jibe at Melanopus more concrete; 
less likely, he may have some connection with the context to which the lost 
main clause of this fragment belongs.

οὗπερ$Partitive genitive. 
ἀπέδοτο$The subject is Peron.
2$Μελανώπῳ$Μελάνωπος Λάχητος Αἰξωνεύς; PA 9788; PAA 638765; 

Develin 1989 #1933; LGPN II s.#v. 7; grandson of the eponym of Plato’s Laches. 
The known dates of his public career range between 372/1 BC (envoy to Sparta; 
X. HG. 6.3.2) and possibly as late as 355/4 BC (strategos; D.24.12–13; IG II2 150.5 
[restored]83). Aside from Plu. Dem. 13.3 (quoted in the Introduction to this 
play), the known dealings between Melanopus and Callistratus are confined 
to both men taking part in an embassy to Sparta in 372/1 BC (X. HG 6.3.2–3) 
and the prosecution of Melanopus by Callistratus for defrauding the naopoioi 
of three consecrated half-obols (Arist. Rh. 1.1374b25–7).

πολυτελοῦς Αἰγυπτίου$For Egyptian myrrh, cf. Thphr. Od. 30, 31 ἀχρω-
µάτιστα δὲ τῶν µὲν πολυτελῶν Αἰγύπτιον (sc. µύρον); Achae. TrGF 20 F 5; Pl. 
Com. fr. 71.6–7; Antiph. fr. 105.2–3; Ephipp. fr. 8.1; Dexicr. fr. 1; Did. pp. 305–6 
Schmidt; Dsc. 1.59.1. For πολυτελοῦς, cf. on fr. 31.1.

3$ᾧ$The perfumed oil bought by Melanopus.
ἀλείφει τοὺς πόδας$The subject of the verb is almost certainly 

Melanopus. Scholtz 1996. 70–2 discusses other possibilities in some detail, 
but there is no other natural way to interpret the passage. His claim (71) that 
there is no consensus on how to understand the passage overstates the matter; 
in fact, only Kock expresses real doubt, and virtually every discussion of these 
lines treats Melanopus as the subject of ἀλείφει.

Scholtz 1989. 73–7 establishes two facts crucial to understanding the con-
notations of this act. First, the anointer is invariably of lower social status 
(or for some reason places him or herself in that role) than the person being 
anointed, so Melanopus is satirized as the lackey of Callistratus. Second, the 
act of anointing the feet frequently has sexual overtones (e."g. Cephisod. fr. 

83 D. Lewis (ap. Develin 1989. 282 [stratēgoi for 355/4 BC]) expresses doubt that the 
inscription should be dated this late.
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3; Antiph. fr. 105.2–3), especially when, as often, performed by a female on 
a male. The political relationship between the two men is thus portrayed in 
terms of a sexual relationship in which Melanopus is the passive, Callistratus 
the dominant partner.

Καλλιστράτου$Καλλίστρατος Καλλικράτους Ἀφιδναῖος; PA 8157 [with 
suppl.] = 8129 = 8130; PAA 561575; Davies 1971. 277–82; Develin 1989 #1564; 
LGPN II s.#v. 50. Callistratus was active politically as early as 392/1 BC (Philoch. 
FGrHist 328 F 149a) and was one of the leading politicians in Athens until 
the 360s BC, holding numerous offices, but in 361/0 BC, following the Battle 
of Mantineia, went into exile in Methone and was condemned to death ([D.] 
50.48); ca. 355 BC he returned to Athens and was killed seeking refuge at the 
Altar of the Twelve Gods (Lyc. Leocr. 93). Cf. Sealey 1956; Wankel 1976 on 
D. 18.219 offers further discussion of Callistratus’ career with references and 
bibliography. For his dealings with Melanopus, see above on Μελανώπῳ (2). 
He is mocked elsewhere in comedy at Antiph. fr. 293; Eub. frr. 10; 106.

fr. 42 K.-A. (41 K.)

κἂν ταῦτα ποιῇς ὥσπερ φράζω,
λαµπροῖς δείπνοις δεξόµεθ᾽ ὑµᾶς,
οὐδὲν ὁµοίοις τοῖς Ἰφικράτους
τοῖς ἐν Θράκῃ· καίτοι φασὶν

5  βουβαυκαλόσαυλα γενέσθαι.
κατὰ τὴν ἀγορὰν µὲν ὑπεστρῶσθαι
στρώµαθ᾽ ἁλουργῆ µέχρι τῆς ἄρκτου·
δειπνεῖν δ᾽ ἄνδρας βουτυροφάγους,
αὐχµηροκόµας µυριοπληθεῖς·

10 τοὺς δὲ λέβητας χαλκοῦς εἶναι,
µείζους λάκκων δωδεκακλίνων·
αὐτὸν δὲ Κότυν περιεζῶσθαι
ζωµόν τε φέρειν ἐν χοῒ χρυσῇ,
καὶ γευόµενον τῶν κρατήρων

15 πρότερον µεθύειν τῶν πινόντων.
αὐλεῖν δ᾽ αὐτοῖς Ἀντιγενείδαν,
Ἀργᾶν δ᾽ ᾄδειν καὶ κιθαρῖζειν
Κηφισόδοτον τὸν Ἀχαρνῆθεν,
µέλπειν δ᾽ ᾠδαῖς
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20 τοτὲ µὲν Σπάρτην τὴν εὐρύχορον,
τοτὲ δ᾽ αὖ Θήβας τὰς ἑπταπύλους,
    τάς 〈θ᾽〉 ἁρµονίας µεταβάλλειν.
φερνάς τε λαβεῖν δύο µὲν ξανθῶν
ἵππων ἀγέλας αἰγῶν τ᾽ ἀγέλην

25 χρυσοῦν τε σάκος φιάλην 〈t l〉
〈y l  t l〉 τε λεπαστήν
χιόνος τε πρόχουν κέρχνων τε σιρὸν
βολβῶν τε χύτραν δωδεκάπηχυν
    καὶ πουλυπόδων ἑκατόµβην.

30 ταῦτα µὲν οὕτως φασὶ ποιῆσαι
Κότυν ἐν Θρᾴκῃ, γάµον Ἰφικράτει.
τούτων δ᾽ ἔσται πολὺ σεµνότερον
καὶ λαµπρότερον παρὰ δεσποσύνοις
τοῖς ἡµετέροις. τί γὰρ ἐλλείπει

35 δόµος ἡµέτερος, ποίων ἀγαθῶν;
οὐχὶ σµύρνης Συρίας ὀσµαὶ
λιβάνου τε πνοαί; τερενόχρωτες
µαζῶν ὄψεις, ἄρτων, ἀµύλων,
πουλυποδείων, χολίκων, δηµοῦ,

40 φυσκῶν, ζωµοῦ, τεύτλων, θρίων,
λεκίθου, σκορόδων, ἀφύης, σκόµβρων,
ἐνθρυµµατίδων, πτισάνης, ἀθάρης,
κυάµων, λαθύρων, ὤχρων, δολίχων,
µέλιτος, τυροῦ, χορίων, πυῶν,

45 καρύων, χόνδρου,
κάραβοι ὀπτοί, τευθίδες ὀπταί,
κεστρεὺς ἑφθός, σηπίαι ἑφθαί,
µύραιν᾽ ἑφθή, κωβιοὶ ἑφθοί,
θυννίδες ὀπταί, φυκίδες ἑφθαί,

50 βάτραχοι, πέρκαι,
συνόδοντες, ὄνοι, βατίδες, ψῆτται,
γαλεός, κόκκυξ, θρίσσαι, νάρκαι,
ῥίνης τεµάχη, σχαδόνες, βότρυες,
σῦκα, πλακοῦντες, µῆλα, κράνειαι,

55 ῥόαι, ἕρπυλλος, µήκων, ἀχράδες,
κνῆκος, ἐλᾶαι, στέµφυλ᾽, ἄµητες,
πράσα, γήτειον, κρόµµυα, φυστή,
βολβοί, καυλοί, σίλφιον, ὄξος,
µάραθ᾽, ᾠά, φακῆ, τέττιγες, ὀπός,
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60 κάρδαµα, σήσαµα, κήρυκες, ἅλες,
πίναι, λεπάδες, µύες, ὄστρεια,
κτένες, ὄρκυνες· καὶ πρὸς τούτοις
ὀρνιθαρίων ἄφατον πλῆθος,
νηττῶν, φαττῶν· χῆνες, στρουθοί,

65 κίχλαι, κόρυδοι, κίτται, κύκνοι,
πελεκάν, κίγκλοι, γέρανος. (Β.) τουδὶ
τοῦ χάσκοντος διατειναµένη
διὰ τοῦ πρωκτοῦ καὶ τῶν πλευρῶν
    διακόψειεν τὸ µέτωπον.

70 (Α.) οἶνοι δέ 〈w〉 σοι λευκός, 〈y l〉,
γλυκύς, αὐθιγενής, ἡδύς, καπνίας

habent ACE, Eust. (13, 26–7)
1–2 om. CE}}}1 ποιῆθ᾽ Kock: ποιῆσθ᾽ Bergk}}}2 δεξόµεθ᾽ Wakefield: δέξεθ᾽ 
A: δέξεται Erfurdt: δέξονθ᾽ Jacobs}}}3 ὁµοίοις Jacobs: ὁµοίως AC: compend. E}}} 
4 καίτοι Musurus: καὶ τοῖς A: ἐν οἷς CE}}}5 om. CE}}}βουβαυκαλόσαυλα 
Haupt: βυβακαλους ἀυτὰ A: βουβαύκαλα ταῦτα Meineke}}}7 στρώµαθ᾽ ἁλουργῆ 
Wakefield: στρώµατα ἁλουργὰ CE: στρώµατα µὲν ἁλουργὰ A}}}µέχρι τῆς fort. 
corrupt. Kaibel}}}ἄρκτου ACE: ἄκρας Meineke: ἀκάτου Kock}}}8 βουτυροφάγους 
Casau bono duce Elmsley: βούτυρον φασὶν ACE: βουτυροφάγας Dobree: βουτυροφα-
γᾶς Blaydes}}}10 τοὺς ACE: τοῖς Desrousseaux}}}χαλκοῦς om. CE: χρυσοῦς van 
Herwerden}}}13 χρυσῷ: Harvey}}}16 Ἀντιγενείδαν Schweighäuser: Ἀντιγενί- 
 δαν A: Ἀντιγενίδην CE}}}20 τοτὲ A: ποτὲ CE}}}εὐρύχορον Musurus: εὐρύχωρον  
ACE}}}21 τοτὲ A: ποτὲ CE}}}Θήβας A: πύλας CE}}}Θήβαις ταῖς ἑπταπύλαις  
Richards}}}22 om. CE}}}τάς θ᾽ Meineke: τὰς A: τὰς δ᾽ Wilamowitz}}}23 τε 
ACE: δὲ Blaydes}}}24 ἀγέλας CE: ἀγέλην A}}}25 φιάλην CE, Eust.: φίλην  
A}}}〈θ᾽ ὑάλου〉 Diggle}}}27 χιόνος ACE, Eust.: Χίου Kock}}}κέρχνων 
A: κέγχρων CE}}}27–28 σιρὸν … χύτραν Dobree: χύτραν … σιρὸν ACE}}} 
28 δωδεκάπηχυν A: δωδεκάπηχ (χ super η) E: δωδεκαπήχεων C}}}29 πουλυπόδων 
Valckenaer: πολυπόδων ACE}}}30–31 om. CE}}}33 καὶ λαµπρότερον om. CE}}} 
34 ἐλλείπει Bothe: ἐκλείπει ACE}}}36 οὐχὶ σµύρνης Casaubon: οὐ σµύρνης ἐκ 
Kaibel: οὐ σµύρνης καὶ A: οὐ σµύρνης CE: οὐ σµύρνης ἐκ Kaibel: ἆρ᾽ οὐ σµύρνης  
Meineke}}}ὀσµαὶ C: ὀδµαὶ AE}}}37 πνοαί Schweighäusero duce Dindorf:  
ποῖαι ACE}}}39 πουλυποδείων Schweighäuser: πολυποδείων A: πολϋποδίων CE 
}}}χολίκων A: κολλίκων CE}}}40–42 θρίων, κεκίθου et σκόµβρων, ἐνθρυµµατίδων 
om. CE}}}43 ὤχρων CE: ὠχρῶν A}}}δολίχων om. CE}}}44 om. CE}}}πυῶν 
Schweighäuser: πυρῶν A: γύρων Meineke}}}48 om. CE}}}49 θυννίδες ὀπταί· 
φυκίδες ἑφθαί· A: θϋννίδες ἑφθαί tantum CE: aut θυννίδες ἑφθαί, φυκίδες ἑφθαί 
aut θυννίδες ὀπταί, φυκίδες ὀπταί Meineke}}}50–52 om. CE}}}52 θρίσσαι A: 
θρίτται aut θρᾷτται Kock}}}53 ῥίνης τεµάχη Schweighäuser: ῥείνης τεµάχη A: om. 
CE}}}54 σῦκα· πλακοῦντες A: σύκα CE: συκοπλακοῦντες Bothe}}}57 γήτειον 
Dindorf: γήτεια ACE}}}κρόµ(υα) ACE}}}57–59 φυστή, βολβοί et σίλφιον, ὄξος,  
µάρµαθ᾽, ὠιά om. CE}}}59 φακῆ ACE: φακοί Blaydes}}}τέττιγες, ὀπός (vel  
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τέττιξ ὀπτός) Dobree: τέττιγες, ὀποί Meineke: τέττιγες ὀπτοί ACE}}}60 κήρυκες·  
ἅλες· ACE: κήρυκες ἁλός Bothe}}}61 om. CE}}}πίνναι A84}}}ὄστρεια  
Schweighäuser: ὄστρεα A}}}62 κτένες, ὄρκυνες om. CE}}}63 ἄφατον Schweig- 
häuser: ἀφάτων ACE}}}64–65 στρουθοί, κίχλαι, κόρυδοι om. CE}}}66 pers. 
dist. Kock}}}τουδὶ Meineke: τῳδὶ Olson: τουτὶ A: τουτουῒ CE}}}66–67 τουτὶ σοῦ 
χάσκοντος Kock}}}69 διακόψειεν A: διακόψειε CE}}}70 pers. dist. Kaibel}}}δέ 
σοι ACE: δέ γε σοι Dobree: δ᾽ ἔτι σοι Erfurdt: δ᾽ ἔσται Jacobs: δ᾽ εἰσὶν Kaibel: δ᾽ οἴκοι 
Kock}}}70–71 δέ "〈 k 〉: δέ γε Dobree: δ᾽ ἔτι Erfurdt }}}λευκός· γλυκύς· A: γλϋκὺς· 
λευκὸς CE: λευκός pro var. lect. habet Dobree}}}〈 y l 〉: κιρρός Meineke: ἐρυθρός 
Erfurdt

And if you do these things just as I indicate,
we will receive you with a brilliant feast,
not at all like that of Iphicrates
in Thrace; and yet they say

5     it was a great, swaggering affair.
Throughout the agora were strewn
purple carpets up to the stars;
butter-eating men were feasting,
dirty-haired hordes.

10 The kettles were bronze,
larger than pits which hold twelve couches.
And Cotys himself wore an apron
and served soup in a golden chous,
and having a go at the kraters

15 became drunk before the drinkers.
Antigeneidas played the aulos for them,
and Argas sang, and Cephisodotus
from Acharnae played the cithara,
and with songs celebrated

20 now the broad dancing-places of Sparta,
now seven-gated Thebes,
    and varied the harmonies.
And he took as a dowry two herds
of bay horses and a herd of goats

25 and a golden strainer and a phiale 〈- - -〉
〈- - -〉 and a lepaste
and a pitcher of snow and a bin of millet,

84 πίναι seems never to have been printed here previously, although arguments for 
this orthography have long been made; cf. note ad loc.
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and a twelve-cubit pot of bulbs
    and a hecatomb of octopuses.

30 This is how they say Cotys did these things
in Thrace, as a marriage-celebration for Iphicrates.
But much more grand than these
and more brilliant will be that in the house
of our masters. For what does

35 our house lack of such things as are good?
Are there not the scents of Syrian myrrh
and the wafts of frankincense? There are sights
of tender-skinned maza, baked loaves, cakes,
of octopuses, sausages, beef-fat,

40 of sausages, broth, beets, fig-leaves,
of porridge, garlic, small-fry, mackerel,
of cakes, barley-gruel, wheat-gruel,
of fava beans, vetch, pale vetch, long beans,
of honey, cheese, pudding, wheat,

45 of nuts, groats,
broiled crawfish, broiled squid,
stewed mullet, stewed cuttle-fish,
stewed moray eel, stewed gobies,
broiled tuna, stewed wrasse,

50 angler-fish, perch,
dentex, hake, skates, turbots,
thresher shark, gurnard, sprats, electric rays,
monkfish-steaks, honey-combs, grapes,
figs, flat-cakes, apples, cherries,

55 pomegranates, thyme, poppy seeds, pears,
saffron, olives, olive-cakes, milk-cakes,
leeks, shallots, onions, barley-cake,
bulbs, silphium-stalks, silphium, vinegar,
fennel, eggs, lentil-soup, cicadas, fig-juice,

60 cress, sesame, whelks, salt,
pinnae, limpets, mussels, oysters,
scallops, tuna. And in addition to these,
an extraordinary crowd of little birds,
of ducks, of pigeons; geese, sparrows,

65 thrushes, larks, jays, swans,
pelican, wagtails, crane… (B.) May that crane, 
stretching through the asshole and ribs 
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of this gaping one here,
    split his brow.

70 (A.) And wines for you, white, 〈– – –〉
sweet, local, sweet, smoky

Ath. 4.131a–f 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δ᾽ ἐν Πρωτεσιλάῳ διασύρων τὸ τῶν Ἰφικράτους γάµων συµπόσιον, ὅτε 
ἤγετο τὴν Κότυος τοῦ Θρᾳκῶν βασιλέως θυγατέρα, φησί· ——
Anaxandrides in Prōtesilaos, when mocking the symposium at the wedding of 
Iphicrates, when he married the daughter of Cotys, the king of the Thracians, says: ——

Eust. Od. 1835.20 
χοῦς … οὐ µόνον ἀρσενικῶς, ἀλλὰ καὶ θηλυκῶς, οἷον· (line 13). αὕτη δὲ καὶ πρόχους 
κατὰ σύνθεσιν λέγεται, οἷον· (26 φιάλην–27 πρόχουν)
Chous … is not only masculine, but also feminine, for example (line 13). But it is also, 
using a compound, called prochous, for example: (26 phiale–27 prochous)

Metre$Anapaestic dimeter.
llwwl | llll
llll | llwwll
lwwll | llwwl
llll | llll

5  llwwl wwll 
wwlwwl | wwlll
lwwll | wwlll
llll | llwwl
llwwl | lwwll

10  lwwll | llll 
llll | lwwll
llwwl | wwlll
llwwl | llll
llwwl | llll

15  wwlwwl | llll 
llll | lwwll
llll | lwwll
llwwl | wwlll
llll

20  wwlll | llwwl 
wwlll | llwwl
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llwwl | wwll
llwwl | wwlll
llwwl | llwwl

25  llwwl | wwl〈yl〉 
〈ylyl〉 wwll
wwlwwl | llwwl
llwwl | lwwll
llwwl wwll

30  lwwll | lwwll 
wwlll | wwlwwl
llll | wwlwwl
llwwl | wwlwwl
llwwl | wwlll

35  wwlwwl | llwwl 
llll | wwlll
wwlwwl | wwlll
llll | llwwl
lwwll | wwlll

40  llll | llll 
wwlwwl | wwlll
llwwl | wwlwwl
wwlwwl | llwwl
wwlll | wwlll

45 wwlll   
wwlll | lwwll
llll | lwwll
llll | lwwll
lwwll | lwwll

50  lwwll   
wwlwwl | wwlll
wwlll | llll
llwwl | wwlwwl
lwwll | lwwll

55  wwlll | llwwl 
lwwll | lwwll
wwlll | lwwll
llll | lwwll
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wwlwwl | llwwl
60  lwwlww | lwwll 

llwwl | wwlll
wwlll | llll
llwwl | wwlll
llll | llll

65  llwwl | llll 
wwlll | wwlll
llll | wwlwwl
wwlll | llll
wwlll | wwll

70  llw〈w〉l ll〈yl〉 
wwlwwl llwwl

The passage is composed of anapaestic dimeters (and paroemiacs) mixed 
occasionally with anapaestic monometers, what White labels anapaestic 
 hyper meter; in general, White 1912 §§321–32.85

Discussion$Valckenaer 1767. 218B; Toup 1778. 371–2 (sect. 43); Wakefield 
1790. 89–90; Elmsley 1803. 191; Jacobs 1809. 89–90; Dobree 1820. (130); Meineke 
1823. 83–5; Dobree 1831 I.369; 1833 II.304–5; Bergk 1837. 42–3; Meineke 1840 
III.182–90; Bothe 1844. 37–9; Emperius 1847. 311; Meineke 1847. 584–7; Bothe 
1855. 426–9; Meineke 1857 V.clxxviii–clxxix, 81; Meineke 1865. 96; Meineke 
1867. 59–60; Haupt 1872. 386–7; Herwerden 1872. 85; Bergk 1883 II.543–4 n. 73; 
Kock 1884 II.151–5; Schmidt 1886–1887 III.139; Kock 1888 III.737; Blaydes 1890a. 
82–3; Blaydes 1896. 124, 333; Blaydes 1898. 186; Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 55–8, 
187; Herwerden 1903. 98–9; Blaydes 1905. 325–6; Richards 1907. 160 (= 1909. 
80); Wifstrand 1934. 214; Edmonds 1959 II.62–9; Webster 1970. 18, 30; Harvey 
1980. 84; Long 1986. 116; Nesselrath 1990. 214–15, 252–3 (cf. 255 n. 38, 256 n. 
44), 261 n. 54, 262 n. 56, 267, 272–3, 284; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.260–4; Di Marzio 
1998; Wilkins 2000. 278–81; Testart and Brunaux 2004. 623–4; Sanchis Llopis et 
al. 2007. 261–4; Power 2010. 299–300; Rusten 2011. 466–8
Citation context$Book 4 of Athenaeus opens with a long description of the 
wedding feast of Caranus of Macedon (128a–30); at the conclusion of this 
description, parallels are sought among Greek dinner parties (as opposed to 

85 White’s analysis of the meter in these terms is both convenient and conventional, 
but for an examination of its validity see West 1982. 95 (in brief) and 1977. 89–94 
(more expansive); contrast Parker 1997. 56.
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Macedonian ones). Athenaeus quotes only Antiph. fr. 170, which unfavourably 
compares contemporary Greeks with their (?) ancestors and the Great King. 
This fragment provides the impetus for quoting Ar. Ach. 85–9 (as an example 
of the magnificence of the barbarians) and, presumably, this fragment. This is 
followed by Lync. fr. 1, Hegesander of Delphi fr. 10 (FHG 4.415), Diph. fr. 17 
and Men fr. 351, all of which compare Athenian diners to other Greeks, but 
also serve as a transition to the discussion of pre-dinner snacks that follows.
Text$In 1, Kock’s ποιῆθ᾽ or less likely Bergk’s ποιῆσθ᾽ are possible, given 
ὑµᾶς in 2. But A’s ποιῇς is perfectly acceptable and ought to be retained; cf. 
Arnott 2001a.

The boldness of the image in 7 and the lack of parallels have bothered many 
scholars, and so Meineke emended to ἄκρας (‘inde a foro usque ad arcem, in 
qua habitabat Cotys’), Kock to ἀκάτου (‘usque ad scapham Iphicratis’), while 
Kaibel suggested that the corruption might reside instead in µέχρι τῆς. Both 
emendations have some plausibility, Meineke’s more so, but neither convinces; 
as for Kaibel’s proposal, it is difficult to imagine what emendation of µέχρι τῆς 
could answer the supposed problems of the phrase.

Dindorf was the first to recognize that 26 contains a lacuna. The best 
solution is to assume that 25 is not in fact a monometer (as is usually as-
sumed), that φιάλην belongs to 25 rather than 26 (as is usually assumed), and 
that the lacuna occupies the end of 25 and the beginning of 26. The lacuna 
thus consists of one anapaest at the end of 25 (plausibly filled by Diggle’s 〈θ᾽ 
ὑάλου〉) and two anapaests at the beginning of 26 (presumably to be filled by 
an adjective modifying λεπαστήν, e."g. a compound of χρυσός vel sim.). Aside 
from occasional attempts at emendation (e."g. Bothe) or wholesale rewriting 
of the passage (e."g. Edmonds), this lacuna has been placed at the beginning 
of 26 (treating 25 as a monometer and assuming that φιάλην belongs to line 
26). With such a placement, however, neither of the two possible ways of 
interpreting the syntax is satisfactory. One option is to place a comma after 
τε and treat λεπαστήν as joined asyndetically; but the asyndeton would be 
out of place in this polysyndetic passage (contrast 37–66), and no editor has 
so punctuated. The other possibility is to assume that λεπαστήν is in appo-
sition, presumably explanatory, to φιάλην, although the glossing also seems 
out of place.86 Kassel–Austin mark a lacuna of one anapaest at the beginning 

86 Kassel-Austin on Cratin. fr. 252 offer a number of apparent parallels for this con-
struction; but in the case of Cratin. fr. 252, Phryn. Com. fr. 42, and Pherecr. fr. 
113.19, the word in apposition defines the given vessel in a necessary way, i."e. its 
unusual size or use, while Theopomp. Com. fr. 31.4 is irrelevant. In contrast, the 
text here, if sound, defines one drinking vessel in terms of another; although this 
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of the line and thus treat it as a paroemiac. Although this offers a line that 
observes diaeresis (unnecessary in the case of a paroemiac; cf. 5), a paroemiac 
is not wanted here, since the other examples in this fragment (5, 22, 29, 69) all 
coincide with structural divisions and a clausular ending. It is also possible 
that φιάλην is an intrusive gloss on λεπαστήν (see below for the disputed 
nature of the λεπαστή) that has ousted the true reading, as at e."g. Ar. Pax 916 
as quoted at Ath. 11.485a, where κύλικα, originating as a gloss, has entered 
the text and ousted νέου.

Dobree’s conjecture σιρόν in place of ACE’s χύτραν in 27, and the reverse 
in the next line, is almost certainly correct, since a σιρός is more appropriate 
for storing grain, just as a χύτρα is for bulbs (cf. Ar. Ec. 1092 βολβῶν χύτραν); 
cf. Toup 1778. 371–2.

Bothe’s emendation to ἐλλείπει (ἐκλείπει ACE) in 34 has the double ad-
vantage of giving better sense and being able to govern both accusative (τί) 
and genitive (ποίων ἀγαθῶν).

In 36, CE are missing a syllable, and A’s καί seems a clumsy stopgap. 
The best solution is probably Casaubon’s οὐχὶ σµύρνης (taking Συρίας an an 
adjective); Kaibel’s οὐ σµύρνης ἐκ (printed by Kassel–Austin) is possible, but 
virtually violates metron diaresis. For ὀσµαί (as opposed to ὀδµαί, the reading 
of AE), cf. Phryn. Ecl. 62; Threatte 1980 I.567–8; Barrett 1964 on E. Hipp. 1391 
(addenda p. 437); the same error occurs at Antiph. fr. 159.10; Alex. fr. 195.3 
(cf. Arnott 1996 ad loc.).

In 49, Meineke 1840 III.189 suggested making both fish in the line either 
stewed (ἑφθαί; so CE) or broiled (ὀπταί). But the variation (found in A) 
provides a suitable conclusion to the similar variation in this short section as 
a whole (46–9; see ad loc.).

ACE’s ὀπτοί in 59 is metrically impossible; although Meineke’s ὀποί is 
a paleographically trivial correction, the word seems not to occur normally 
in the plural, and Dobree’s ὀπός is thus preferable. Dobree’s alternative 
suggestion, τέττιξ ὀπτός, is possible only if τέττιξ refers to the fish of that 
name; on the implausibility of that interpretation, cf. ad loc.

The end of 60 has often been doubted, but needlessly so; the transmitted 
text ties together the list of condiments and the list of shellfish and facilitates 
the transition between them. Meineke 1840 III.189 was dissatisified with the 
text (‘mirum est sal hoc loco commemorari’), but was disinclined to emend, 
noting ‘at similiter vs. 58 [59 K–A] pisces τέττιγες commemorantur inter 

procedure is common among the lexicographers and authors such as Athenaeus, it 
is inappropriate for an author referring to what is apparently a relatively common 
contemporary drinking vessel.
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condimenta’;87 Kock 1884 III.155 was convinced that the text was unsound 
(‘ἅλες vix sanum’) but neither emended nor marked as corrupt his printed 
text; his abysmal suggestion ἄµης (‘milk-cakes’; cf. on 56 above) is far more 
out of place than ἅλες. Bothe 1855. 428–9 did emend, but his κήρυκες ἁλός 
(‘praecones maris, pisces’), although a possible locution, is inappropriate in 
context (ἅλς, ‘sea’, occurs in comedy only at fr. 31.3, where it fits well with 
the mock-epic tone; cf. ad loc.).

70 as transmitted is metrically deficient on two counts. The first half of 
the line lacks one short syllable. The best suggestion is Dobree’s δέ 〈γε〉, 
which is paleographically simple to account for and idiomatic (cf. Denniston 
1954. 154: ‘In Aristophanic and Platonic dialogue δέ γε often picks up the 
thread after a remark interpellated by another speaker. It thus connects … 
the speaker’s words with his own previous words, not with those of another 
person.’). Erfurdt’s δ᾽ ἔτι, on the other hand, is far more rare in comedy (Ar. Ra. 
1329; Men. Mis. 194) and less appropriate after an interruption, while Jacobs’ 
δ᾽ ἔσται and Kaibel’s δ᾽ εἰσίν are both flat and more difficult to account for 
paleographically. The second half of the line lacks one anapaest, presumably 
an adjective describing a type of wine. An obvious suggestion is another 
wine designated by colour, in which case Meineke’s κιρρός is perhaps best, 
given the association of white and yellow wines in Athenaeus. Less likely is 
Erfurdt’s ἐρυθρός, which often describes wine in Homer (e."g. Od. 5.163) but 
less so elsewhere.
Interpretation$Long anapaestic catalogues of food are common in Middle 
Comedy (e."g. Mnesim. fr. 4 [the only fragment which vies with this one in 
length]; Antiph. frr. 130; 131; Eub. fr. 63; Ephipp. frr. 12; 13; Alex. fr. 167; 
cf. Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 7.57–61) and are perhaps the most easily 
recognizable feature of fourth-century comedy (cf. Nesselrath 1990. 267–80; 
Meineke 1839 I.302–3; Dohm 1964. 87 n. 1); the lack of context for such pas-
sages, however, leaves considerable doubt as to their position and use in plays. 
Scholars normally associate them with the conclusion of a comedy (Arnott 
1996. 20 describes them as ‘doubtless continuing a tradition of celebratory 
finales that goes back at least to Aristophanes [e."g. Pax 974–1015]’; cf. the 
song in dactylic tetrameters at Ar. Ec. 1169–76), and Webster 1970. 18 thus 
suggested that this passage is from the exodos (cf. the wedding at the end 
of Aristophanes’ Peace or Birds). But Alex. fr. 167 may belong instead to the 
prologue (cf. Arnott 1996 ad loc. and pp. 20, 479–80), while Hunter 1983 on 

87 Meineke’s final decision is sound, his reasoning is not; τέττιγες here are not fish, 
but rather cicadas, and thus fit well in this mixture of condiments and finger-food.
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Eub. fr. 63 compares the effect of such passages to the pnigos of Old Comedy. 
Interest in overly lavish and extravagant feasts is not confined to comedy, but 
also appears e."g. in the gastronomic mock-epics of Archestratus and Matro 
and Philoxenus’ Banquet, and is indicative of a wider cultural fascination due 
in part to the importation of Sicilian cuisine to the east and the proliferation 
of cookbooks; cf. Olson–Sens 1999. 24–33; 2000. xxviii–xliii, xlvi–lv.

The first part of the fragment (3–29), the description of the wedding 
feast in Thrace, resembles most closely the symposium that followed a meal 
because of the emphasis on drinking and musical entertainment. In contrast, 
the second part (37–71) is roughly analogous to the meal itself, although the 
intent is clearly to present a vast array of foodstuffs rather than to follow 
precisely the normal sequence of dining (see Olson–Sens 1999. 26, with a brief 
outline of such feasts). The speaker presents the food in logical groups (breads 
and sidedishes [37–45], cooked fish [46–53], a mixture mostly of fruits and 
vegetables [53–60], shellfish [60–2], birds [64–6]) in a more or less intelligible 
order, but prefers to overwhelm the listener with quantity rather than offering 
a clearly defined flow of courses. 

1$κἂν ταῦτα ποιῇς ὥσπερ φράζω$Cf. Ar. Av. 977 κἂν µέν, θέσπιε 
κοῦρε, ποιῇς ταῦθ᾽ ὡς ἐπιτέλλω.

2$λαµπροῖς δείπνοις$Cf. 33; Antiph. fr. 226.6–7 τοῖς λαµπροῖσι γὰρ / 
δείπνοις; X. Smp. 1.4. Although often simply an adjective of general commen-
dation, λαµπρός properly refers to a radiant outward appearance, commonly 
the result of physical beauty or the bloom of youth (cf. on fr. 9.6), and here 
probably indicates the magnificence of the feast (cf. 33); for the connotation 
of the word in the context of marriage, cf. Parca 1992. 184–5.

δεξόµεθ᾽ ὑµᾶς$The speaker, apparently a slave (cf. 33–4), amalgamates 
himself with his master, the host. δέχοµαι with an accusative object and a 
dative is not uncommon; e."g. Ar. Av. 1729; S. OC 4, where Jebb 1887 ad loc. 
gives further examples; LSJ s.#v. II.1.

3–4$οὐδὲν ὁµοίοις τοῖς Ἰφικράτους / τοῖς ἐν Θράκῃ$As becomes clear 
at 31 (cf. 12), the feast referred to is that held to celebrate the wedding of 
Iphicrates and the daughter of the Thracian king Cotys. Prior to his marriage 
into the Thracian royal family, Iphicrates may have had contacts or experience 
in the region; cf. Parke 1933. 52.

Ἰφικράτης Τιµοθέου Ῥαµνούσιος (PA 7737; PAA 542925; Davies 1971. 
248–52; Develin 1989 #1449; LGPN II, s.#v. 4), the famous Athenian general, 
seems to have been born ca. 413 BC and was strategos seventeen times between 
393/2 and 356/5 BC, including a run of seven consecutive years beginning in 
393/2 BC, before his death shortly before or in 352 BC. In accord with the 
ancient tradition (e."g. Nep. Iph. 3.4; Ath. 4.131a), he is usually held to have 
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married Cotys’ daughter (named Thressa in Nepos); but Davies 1971. 249–50 
argues cogently on the basis of relationships mentioned at D. 23.129 and the 
reconstruction of the Thracian royal family (see Höck 1891. 89–116) that the 
woman was instead Cotys’ sister. The date of the wedding is disputed as well. 
It is normally placed ca. 381 BC on the assumption that Cotys must have 
been granted Athenian citizenship before the wedding but would not have 
been given it prior to his taking the throne in 384 or 383 BC.88 Regardless of 
whether this assumption is as important in the case of a sister as it may be 
for a daughter, Iphicrates’ son Menestheus (PA 9988; PAA 645115; LGPN II, s.#v. 
22) was strategos in 356/5 BC (in which year Iphikrates himself was general 
for the last time); this strongly suggests that he was 30 by then, which places 
his birth, and thus the marriage of his parents, in 386 BC at the latest. Davies 
adds further evidence that the citizenship of Menestheus was not uncontested, 
and the earlier date ought thus to be favored.

4–29$The description of the wedding of Iphicrates provides an example 
of an outrageously extravagant feast as a point of comparison for the one 
described afterward. The emphasis is on the enormous size of the event (cf. 
Ar. Ach. 73–89) and its implements, but also on the Thracians’ ignorance (or 
disregard) of proper etiquette (e."g. the barbarians were dirty [9], the host 
himself served the guests [12–13] and became drunk early on [14–15]). But the 
point is not to disparage this feast but to create an exemplar of fantastic excess 
beyond which the feast described in the latter part of the fragment will go.

This extended passage in indirect discourse is nearly unparalleled in po-
etry; the only comparable passage is A.R. 3.579–604 (where the acc. + inf. 
construction is reintroduced by a second verb of speaking at 594). The effect 
is presumably prosaic, although the parallel in Apollonius suggests that this 
need not be the case.

5$βουβαυκαλόσαυλα$A comic compound apparently derived from (1) 
βοῦς (cf. Chantraine 1968–1980 s.#v. βου- 3 for the word adding the sense ‘large’ 
or ‘great’ in compounds); (2) βαύκαλον (EM p. 192.20 βαύκαλον· µαλακιζό-
µενον, τρυφερὸν καὶ ὡραϊστήν; cf. Hsch. β 364 (= AB p. 225.26); Phot. β 104); 
and (3) σαύλος (Phot. σ 97 σαῦλον· τρυφερόν; Hsch. σ 267; Anacr. PMG 498; E. 
Cyc. 40; Ar. V. 1173). It thus means something like ‘great-luxurious-lascivious’.

6$κατὰ τὴν ἀγοράν$The phrase re-enforces the scale of the banquet; 
only an expanse as large as an agora is capable of accommodating such a 
crowd. The phrase may also suggest a large, public feast, as at a major festival, 
and thus further emphasizes the size of the affair; for the scale and the enter-

88 For the evidence, with brief discussion, of his Athenian citizenship, see Osborne 
1981–1983 III.49–50 (T 36).
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tainment, cf. the wedding celebration arranged by Philip II for his daughter 
in 336 BC (D.S. 16.91.4–92.5).

6–8$µὲν … δέ$The particles strengthen the contrast between the richness 
of the surroundings and the barbaric nature of the feasters.

6–7$ὑπεστρῶσθαι / στρώµαθ᾽ ἁλουργῆ$Although στρώµατα can be 
anything strewn (e."g. bedding, coverings for couches), here they are presum-
ably carpets or the like. Plu. Mor. 527b mentions στρωµνὰς ἁλουργεῖς καὶ 
τραπέζας πολυτελεῖς as a sign of ostentatiousness; similarly at Lyc. 13.6 he 
includes στρωµνὰς ἁλουργεῖς with silver-footed couches, golden kylixes, and 
associated items as objects banished from Sparta by Lycurgus. For further 
discussion of the connotations of purple, see Blum 1998 (25–8 for discussion of 
the adjective ἁλουργής in particular); Reinhold 1970. 22–8. In the mid-fourth 
century, both ἁλουργής and ἁλουργός are acceptable forms of the adjective; 
see Threatte 1996. II.295–6; IG II2 1514.12–13, 14 (nom. sing. ἁλουργός), 21–2 
(dat. sing. ἁλουργεῖ).

µέχρι τῆς ἄρκτου$The constellation Ursa Major; for thorough discussion, 
see Kidd 1997 on Arat. 27. Or ‘to the north’?; cf. White 1987. 68–70.

8$ἄνδρας βουτυροφάγους$Although butter was known to the Greeks 
and used by them for medicinal purposes (Hp. Mul. 1.63 [VIII.130 Littré], 64 
[VIII.132 Littré]; both instances use the word πικέριον rather than βούτυρον), 
it is mainly associated with barbarians (Hdt. 4.2; Hp. Morb. 4.51 [VII.584 Littré]; 
Arist. fr. 636; Plin. NH 28.133 butyrum, barbararum gentium lautissimus cibus; 
for the similar characterization of barbarian tribes as ‘milk-drinkers’, cf. Hdt. 
1.216.4; 4.186.1; Seaford 1984 on E. Cyc. 136]). Statements occasionally found, 
such as Casaubon’s comment ad loc., ‘Thraces poeta facit butyrophagos, cum 
in Graecia vix butyri adhuc esset usus cognitus’, are basically correct in sug-
gesting that the Greeks did not use butter as a condiment, but potentially 
misleading in implying that they lacked real knowledge of it (note that Hp. 
Morb. 4.51 [VII.584 Littré] , for example, describes in detail the process of its 
manufacture). The epithet, like ‘milk-drinking’ (e."g. Hdt. 1.216) characterizes 
the Thracians as barbarians and more primitive than the Greeks; cf. Long 1986. 
8–9; Cropp 1988 on E. El. 169.

9$αὐχµηροκόµας$Cf. on fr. 35.6 αὐχµῶν. Kassel–Austin cite Anacr. PMG 
422 Θρῃκίην σίοντα χαίτην, although it is impossible to determine whether 
that fragment refers to the phenomenon noted here. Dirtiness characterizes 
the Thracians as non-Greek; cf. frr. 35.6; 59.1.

µυριοπληθεῖς$The word occurs also at E. IA 571 in a corrupt passage 
in a choral ode, the authenticity of which has been doubted (‘fortasse non 
Euripidei’, Diggle), where it may have been used adverbially; it appears again 
at Hld. 9.3 to describe the vastness of an army. For the force of µυριο-, cf. 



213Πρωτεσίλαος (fr. 42)

Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 521. The sheer numbers reflect the non-Greekness of 
the setting; for the enormity of barbarian populations, cf. Hdt. 4.81.1; 5.3.1; 
Th. 2.97.6.

10$λέβητας χαλκοῦς$The lebēs is a large, deep bowl, made either of 
metal or clay and often set on a three-legged stand; see Amyx 1958. 199–200; 
Kanowski 1984. 86–8; Richter–Milne 1935. 9–11. The vessel served a variety 
of purposes, functioning as an urn (A. Ag. 444; Ch. 686; S. El. 1401); a basin 
for washing the feet or other body parts (e."g. Hsch. λ 484 λέβης· χάλκειος 
ποδανιπτήρ; cf. Fraenkel 1950 on A. Ag. 1129; Ginouvès 1962. 61–75); a mix-
ing vessel (e."g. Semos of Delos FGrHist 396 F 16); or a pot for boiling water, 
whether for cooking, bathing, or some other purpose (e."g. Antiph. fr. 26.3–4). 
Especially in this last use, its tripod stand is functional, providing a means of 
suspending the vessel over a fire. The context suggests that here the vessels are 
used as a cooking pot, most likely for the soup mentioned in 13. In any case, 
the larger context of a wedding-feast would call to mind the λέβης γαµικός, 
a vessel apparently used in some sort of bridal purification; cf. Agora XII.54; 
Boardman 1958–1959. 161–2. Amyx, following Richter–Milne, maintains that 
a difference in use follows that in material, with the bronze lebēs used mainly 
to heat liquids over fire and the clay version used to mix wine; in any event, 
bronze lebētes seem to have been common, so serious consideration should 
be given to van Herwerden’s χρυσοῦς, which better fits the context of ex-
travagant display.

11$µείζους λάκκων δωδεκακλίνων$The size of a room is often indicat-
ed in terms of the number of couches it can contain; cf. on fr. 71.1; Phryn. Com. 
fr. 69; Amphis fr. 45; Eub. fr. 119 with Hunter 1983 ad loc. δωδεκάκλινος thus 
means literally ‘a house or room that contains twelve couches’; but ‘twelve’ is 
frequently used to mean a vaguely large number (cf. 28 δωδεκάπηχυν; Dover 
1993 on Ar. Ra. 1327). Pits for storage of various items, both liquid and dry, 
are common in domestic architecture; e."g. Agora XIV. 197; Olynthus XII.204–5, 
305–7; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 184.3; D.S. 31.9.2 for a pit described as a nine-
couch room in size. λάκκοι in particular seem to have been normally used for 
liquids; e."g. X. An. 4.2.22; Ar. Ec. 154; Alex. fr. 179.9 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; 
Anaxil. fr. 1; Phot. λ 46 (cf. 43; 45).

12$αὐτὸν δὲ Κότυν$King of Thrace ca. 384–359 BC and granted Athenian 
citizenship sometime early in his reign or possibly slightly before he acceded 
to power; his daughter or sister married the Athenian Iphicrates. See Osborne 
1981–1983 III.49–50; above on 3. For recent discussions of Cotys (PAA 583219) 
and his reign, particularly the archaeological evidence, see Archibald 1998, esp. 
218–26, 231 (see 260 and pl. 17 for silver bowls inscribed with Cotys’ name, 
which were perhaps gifts from him); Peter 1997. 112–25. That Cotys himself 
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is serving the soup, a task normally delegated to a slave, continues the inver-
sion or contrast with normal Athenian practice and introduces what might 
normally be mockery of Cotys for his barbarousness (i."e. not knowing — or 
ignoring — normal dining etiquette and being ready to assume a slavish role) 
and for his gluttony (by placing himself in a position to have first access to 
the food; cf. 14–15) but here is perhaps grounds for envy (Cotys’ quick and 
unlimited access to food and drink).

περιεζῶσθαι$Most scholars have claimed that this verb, when used 
in a culinary context, is equivalent to ἔχων περίζωµα (cf. Heges. fr. 1.7) or 
περιζώστραν (cf. Anaxandr. fr. 70); see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 179.11 for bib-
liography. But Arnott 1996 (followed by Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 1148) argues 
forcefully that the word means ‘with the tunic supported by a waist-belt’, 
and suggests that this refers to a style of dress in which ‘the χιτών was worn 
like a modern bath-towel, doubled and hanging down over the belt, with the 
arms and upper body left free’.89 Although Arnott’s arguments are generally 
persuasive, his dismissal of several possible representations of aprons is not 
conclusive, and the post-classical meaning of περίζωµα, ‘loin-cloth’, perhaps 
more likely implies an evolution from a sense akin to ‘apron’ than to a style 
of dress. In any case, this sort of dress is more appropriate for a menial than 
a king and thus continues the characterization of Cotys (cf. previous note).

13$ζωµόν$See on fr. 35.5.
ἐν χοῒ χρυσῇ$See on fr. 33.1. Eust. Od. 1835.20 reports that χοῦς is καὶ οὐ 

µόνον ἀρσενικῶς, ἀλλὰ καὶ θηλυκῶς and quotes this line in support;90 in fact, 
the occurrence here seems to be the only example of the feminine (contrast 
fr. 33.1).91 That the chous, normally a clay vessel, is made of gold indicates 
the incredible extravagance of the feast, and the use to which Cotys puts it 
perhaps suggests both the enormous quantity of soup being served and his 
ignorance of the vessel’s proper function.

89 This interpretation had been suggested earlier by Dedousi 1965 on Men. Sam. 283 
(= 68 in her first edition; see now Dedousi 2006), although with little supporting 
evidence (primarily Poll. 4.119).

90 Eustathius makes virtually the same point elsewhere and cites Strabo in support 
(cf. Eust. Il. 305.43 with van der Valk 1971–1987 ad loc. for further examples from 
both Eustathius and Strabo), although in these instances he is discussing χοῦς (B) 
(‘heap of earth’). Note that his statement at Od. 1390.60, ὁ χοῦς µέντοι τὸ µέτρον, 
ἀεὶ ἀρσενικῶς. ὁ δέ γε τῆς γῆς, καὶ θηλυκῶς, flatly contradicts his assertion here 
and his citation from this fragment.

91 This assertion excludes the feminine examples of χοῦς (B) (see previous footnote) 
and Nic. Th. 103, which LSJ mistakenly cite (corrected in the supplement; cf. Gow 
1951. 110).
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14$γευόµενον τῶν κρατήρων$γεύοµαι is normally found with a gen-
itive of the thing tasted (e."g. Ar. fr. 478; Axionic. fr. 4.18; Phoenicid. fr. 2.3). 
The construction here is probably similar, with the verb having the sense 
‘experience’ or ‘have a go at’ (the translation of Ar. Ra. 462 by Sommerstein 
1996); less likely, τῶν κρατήρων may be a genitive of source.

16$αὐλεῖν$For the aulos, see on fr. 19.2.
Ἀντιγενείδαν$Ἀντιγενείδας Σατύρου (or ∆ιονυσίου) Θηβαῖος (Stephanis 

1988 #196; Koumanoudes 1979 #138; Berve 1926 II.8 [p. 415]), one of the fore-
most musicians of the first half of the fourth century, popularized a new style 
of aulos-playing known as πλάσις or µετὰ πλάσµατος (Thphr. HP 4.11.4–5); 
in general, see Dinse 1856. For the orthography of his name (-είδας vs. –ίδας), 
cf. Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 II.283; Lobeck 1837. 4–6.

17$Ἀργᾶν δ᾽ ᾄδειν$For Argas, see on fr. 16.4. On the basis of this passage 
(in contrast to fr. 16.4, where he seems to be a kitharistēs), Stephanis 1988 
#292 suggested that he was an aulode; for ᾄδειν meaning ‘sing with musical 
accompaniment’, cf. Ar. Ra. 1304–7; Amips. fr. 21.1–2; Cratin. fr. 254.

18$Κηφισόδοτον τὸν Ἀχαρνῆθεν$The kitharistēs Cephisodotus 
(Stephanis 1988 #1393; PA 8326; PAA 567705; LGPN II s.#v. #20) is otherwise un-
known; see on 19–22 for possible identification with another Cephisodotus.

19–22$Scholars have disagreed about whether the subject of these lines 
is all three musicians (thus Meineke and Edmonds) or only Cephisodotus 
(thus Bothe). Bergk 1883 II.544, advocating the latter, suggested that ‘dieser 
Kephisodotos ist wohl ein Politiker, der damals bald zu Sparta, bald zu Theben 
hinneigte, den der witzige Komiker als Kitharöden einführt’. Bergk’s inter-
pretation lends point to the references to Sparta and Thebes, explains the 
presence of an otherwise unknown musician in the company of two of the 
most famous, as well as the poet’s furnishing him with a demotic, and adds 
a political tone that coincides with what can be suggested about the general 
content of the play (on the final point, see the Introduction to the play and the 
general Introduction). The main objection to Bergk’s suggestion is the lack of 
a known, politically important Cephisodotus of Acharnae. Bergk proposed an 
identification with the general Cephisodotus (PA 8313; PAA 567530), although 
Kassel–Austin are rightly critical of this; a second possibility is a relative 
(grandfather?) of Cephisodotus son of Euarchides of Acharnae (PA 8327; PAA 
567730), who seems to have been politically active in the latter part of the 
fourth century and the early years of the third.92

92 Kirchner (on PA 8326) hints at kinship between the two men.
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An additional possibility is that Cotys resumes as the subject and that the 
references to Sparta and Thebes allude to his political maneuvering; but this 
interpretation is difficult, since the names of musicians intrude between the 
verb and the last mention of Cotys.

19$µέλπειν δ᾽ ᾠδαῖς$Cf. E. Cyc. 69–70 with Seaford 1984 ad loc.; Ar. Th. 
988–9. µέλπω is normally confined to high poetry; the only other occurrences 
in comedy are the four times it is used in a religious context during the same 
choral ode in Ar. Th. (961, 970, 974, 989).

20–21$τοτὲ µὲν … τοτὲ δ᾽ αὖ$Cf. Ar. Av. 1398–9; without αὖ, e.g. S. OC 
1745; Ar. Eq. 540.

Σπάρτην τὴν εὐρύχορον … Θήβας τὰς ἑπταπύλους$The references to 
Sparta and Thebes combine the names of the cities with traditional epithets 
from epic and other elevated poetry. If these lines are not interpreted as a 
political jibe against Cephisodotus, they serve to characterize more fully the 
entertainment at the wedding feast and perhaps provide a humorous contrast 
between the ethos associated with such poetry and Cotys’ evident ignorance 
of the behavior or social conventions appropriate to such an occasion. The 
first half of the fourth century, however, did witness the Spartan attempt at 
hegemony, followed by that of Thebes, and the rebuilding of an Athenian 
League, and these names likely evoke contemporary political relationships. 
For the history of the period, see Cartledge 1987, esp. 274–313 for the relation 
between the three states; Hamilton 1991; Buckler 1980.

Sparta is described as εὐρύχορος only in a Delphic oracle at Hdt. 7.220.4 
(Parke–Wormell 1956 II.44 #100), but the adjective is applied to Lacedaimon 
twice in Homer (Od. 13.414; 15.1). ἑπτάπυλοι, on the other hand, is the 
standard epithet of Thebes both in Homer (Il. 4.406; Od. 11.263) and elsewhere 
(e."g. P. P. 3.90–1; N. 9.18 with Braswell 1998 ad loc.; B. 19.47;93 cf. A. Th. 165).

22$τάς 〈θ᾽〉 ἁρµονίας µεταβάλλειν$ἁρµονία is the term for a musical 
mode; for discussion generally and concerning the individual modes, see 
West 1992. 177–89; Anderson 1994 passim. For changes of mode, cf. Phryn. 
PS p. 25.2–9; Antiph. fr. 207.4 with Kassel–Austin ad loc. Although the meaning 
of the word in its technical musical sense is foremost in this context, the notion 
of joining inherent in the word could easily refer as well to alliances or pacts 
between states, especially if the idea has already been suggested; alternatively, 
the point may be that different modes are used for singing about Sparta and 
about Thebes.

23$φερνάς τε λαβεῖν$After describing various aspects of the wedding 
feast, the poet turns to a description of the dowry, although it is quickly 

93 LSJ’s citation of 18.47 uses the old numbering.



217Πρωτεσίλαος (fr. 42)

assimilated to the feast itself; the accusatives in 23–9 are all in apposition to 
φερνάς. Despite attempts to distinguish different senses for the two words for 
a dowry, προίξ and φερνή (e."g. Page 1938 on E. Med. 956 claims that the former 
means ‘money-settlement’ and the latter ‘personal goods and outfit’), the real 
difference between the two seems to be that the latter is mainly poetic and 
the former is not (cf. Schaps 1979. 100); for the dowry in general, see Schaps 
1979. 74–88, 99–107. Although the subject is not expressed, and Iphicrates has 
not been mentioned since 3, the placement of this phrase, particularly with 
φερνάς in the emphatic first position, immediately calls to mind the bride-
groom. λαµβάνω seems to be the standard verb for the bridegroom receiving 
the φερνή (e."g. E. Ion 298; Aeschin. 2.31; cf. Plb. 28.20.9).

23–4$δύο µὲν ξανθῶν / ἵππων ἀγέλας$Horses are stereotypically 
ξανθός already in Homer (e."g. Il. 9.407; 16.149 [a proper name] with Janko 
1992 ad loc.) and commonly thereafter (e."g. S. fr. 475; E. Phaeth. 74 with Diggle 
1970 ad loc.; Denniston 1939 on E. El. 476–7; cf. the proper name Xanthippos) 
and are associated with the Thracians already in Homer (e."g. Il. 13.4). In the 
latter part of the fifth century, a horse of good quality cost 12 minae (Ar. Nu. 
21, 1224; cf. [Lys.] 8.10), while one of poor quality could be had for 3 minae (Is. 
5.43). Thus, two herds of horses, even of middling quality, is a very extragavant 
gift. For further discussion, see Wyse 1904 on Is. 5.43.

24$αἰγῶν τ᾽ ἀγέλην$After the horses, the goats are a shift from the 
elevated to the banal; Diggle notes that ‘the feeble repetition of ἀγέλη perhaps 
supports the point, together with the bareness of both αἰγῶν and ἀγέλην 
unqualified.’ In the fourth century, goats, at least in sacrificial contexts, cost 
between 10 and 12 drachmae per head; see Pritchett 1956. 258–9.

25$χρυσοῦν τε σάκος$σάκος is hair-cloth and, by extension, anything 
made from this cloth, usually a sack or similar container. At Hippon. fr. 57 
and Poll. 6.19 (where coupled with ὑλιστήρ and τρύγοιπος), however, the 
word has the sense ‘strainer’; cf. Hdt. 4.23.3 σακκέουσι ἱµατίοισι; Olson 2015 
on Eup. fr. 476. Here the word must refer to the implement regardless of the 
material it is made from;94 the adjective perhaps alludes to the reputation of 
Thrace as a major gold-producing region, but in any case fits the extravagant 
ostentation of the scene. Since the σάκος was normally made of goat-skin, 
it forms a skillful transition from the livestock of the previous lines to the 
drinking vessels of those that follow.

There is probably word-play with σάκος, the neuter noun meaning ‘shield’; 
thus Bothe’s translation, ‘aureum scutum’. Since the word is largely confined 

94 Gulick’s translation, ‘a golden sack’, has little merit.
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to epic and other elevated poetry, its incongruous appearance between lists 
of livestock and drinking vessels continues the mixture of elevated and banal.

Various grammarians contend that σάκος (as opposed to σάκκος) is the 
Attic form; e."g. Phryn. 229 σάκκος ∆ωριεῖς διὰ τῶν δύο κκ, Ἀττικοὶ δὲ δι᾽ 
ἑνός; Moer. σ 32 with Hansen 1998 ad loc. for additional examples. In fact, both 
forms are found in Attic inscriptions (see Threatte 1980 I.517), and the distinc-
tion may have arisen from the occurrence of σάκκος at Ar. Ach. 745, where 
it is used by the Megarian, as opposed to σάκος at Ach. 822 and elsewhere.

26 φιάλην$A broad, shallow bowl with no handles and a central boss in 
the interior; Agora XII.105–6; Kanowski 1984. 116–17;95 Richter–Milne 1935. 
29–30. Phialai were normally produced in metal (e."g. IG II2 1445.31 [silver; 
376/5 BC]; 1457.4 [tin; after 316/5 BC]) or glass (e."g. Syll.3 1106.153 [Cos; ca. 
300 BC]) rather than clay (see Agora XII for clay examples); the value comes 
from the material alone.

λεπαστήν$A drinking-cup probably named for the limpet (λεπάς), and 
therefore presumably with a shape similar to its shallow, conical shell. No 
surviving cup has been identified as a λεπαστή, and its identification was 
disputed already in antiquity; cf. Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 916. The vessel may 
be identical with the λεπαστίδες mentioned in a short list, perhaps an inven-
tory note or price list, on a late archaic stamnos (Berlin 2188; ARV 2 297–8; 
Beazley 1927. 349). Drinking-cups or other vessels named after animals are 
fairly common (e."g. ἐλέφας [Damox. fr. 1]; ἐχῖνος [Ar. V. 1436; Eup. fr. 453]; 
cf. Sandulescu 1964, esp. 205–6). Since few of these names seem to have lasted 
long and most are found only in comedy, Sparkes and Talcott (Agora XII.3 n. 
4) suggest that the comic poets were ridiculing a current fad; this is not the 
case for the λεπαστή, since it appears already at least two generations before 
Anaxandrides, and is probably not true for most other similar names either.

27$χιόνος τε πρόχουν$The Greeks both drank (melted) snow (e."g. Alex. 
fr. 145.10 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Dexicr. fr. 1) and used it to cool wine (e."g. 
Stratt. fr. 60; Macho 270 with Gow 1965 ad loc.; Agora XXIX. 181 n. 19); there 
is accordingly no need for Kock’s Χίου. The fact that snow is included in a list 
of lavish gifts suggests that the wedding took place during a time of year when 
snow might be difficult to obtain; in any event, it is presumably regarded as 
a local Thracian product, since in Attica and southern Greece generally any 
accumulation of snow is rare aside from in the mountains.

The πρόχους was apparently a small jug or pitcher, similar to the oinochoe; 
for the oinochoe and related forms, see Green 1972. The various occurrences 

95 In the references on p. 117, for Agora, p. 12 read p. 20.
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(e."g. E. Ion 435; Xenarch. fr. 7.14) of πρόχους add little additional information, 
although the προχοίδιον is twice connected with the kadiskos (Cratin. fr. 206; 
Stratt. fr. 23).

κέρχνων τε σιρόν$κέρχνος (equivalent to κέγχρος) is common millet; 
cf. Hsch. κ 1163 καὶ ὄσπριον κέχνος; Thphr. HP 1.11.2; Pritchett 1956. 191–2; 
Jasny 1944. 12–13; Jardé 1925. 2–3; for the word, Shipp 1979. 282–3. For the 
importance of the grain supply from the north, including Thrace, cf. Hdt. 
4.17.1; Isager and Hansen 1975. 20–1; Moreno 2007, esp. 144–208. The point 
here, as in the following two lines, is the sheer quantity rather than the in-
herent value of the item.

σιροί are storage pits, normally for grain; cf. on 11; Husson 1983 252–3; 
S. fr. 276 σιροὶ κριθῶν with Pearson 1917 ad loc.; D. 8.45 τῶν µελινῶν καὶ 
τῶν ὀλυρῶν τῶν ἐν τοῖς Θρᾳκίοις σιροῖς with Σ ad loc.; Var. R. 1.57.2 quidam 
granaria habent sub terris speluncas, quas vocant sirus, ut in Cappadocia et 
Thracia; Col. 1.6.15; Plin. NH 18.306.

28$βολβῶν τε χύτραν δωδεκάπηχυν$βολβός is the generic term for 
edible bulbs, numerous types of which were known and distinguished in an-
tiquity; when used of a food, usually the bulb of the purse-tassel hyacinth is 
meant. Although the point here and in the following line, as in the previous 
one, is partly the quantity of the gift, the more important point, especially 
since the recipient is a bride-groom, is that both bulbs and octopus (for the 
collocation of the two, cf. Alex. fr. 175.3 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Toup 1778. 
371–2) were believed to be aphrodisiacs. For bulbs in general and their per-
ceived value as an aphrodisiac, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 167.13; Hunter 
1983 on Eub. fr. 6.5 (7 Kock); Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 91 (SH 137).

For χύτρα, see on fr. 6.3. δωδεκάπηχυς, a linear measurement, presumably 
refers to the breadth of the pot; cf. on 11 for twelve with the sense ‘very large’. 
Compounds in -πηχυς are common; for ‘twelve cubits’, cf. Hdt. 2.153 (statues); 
Opp. H. 2.143 (width of an ox-fish).

29$πουλυπόδων ἑκατόµβην$Like the bulbs in 28, the octopus was 
considered an aphrodisiac and is thus an appropriate gift here; in general, 
see Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 54.1 (SH 184); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 
175.3; Thompson 1947. 204–8. For ἑκατόµβη used of food, cf. Ephipp. fr. 8.4 
ᾠῶν ἑκατόµβη.

30–1$The long passage in indirect statement (4–29) concludes with the 
repetition of φασί from 4. After this brief summation, the speaker proceeds 
to his main topic, the description of the feast given by his masters (32–71).

ταῦτα µὲν … γάµον$Possibly ταῦτα is adverbial and γάµον is the direct 
object of ποιήσαι (thus Gulick 1928–1957; for γάµον ποιέω, cf. D. 30.21); but 
ταῦτα is better understood as the direct object, and γάµον in apposition to the 
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sentence. µέν indicates a reference to the description just made of the wedding 
of Iphicrates and supposes a contrast with what will follow, but see on 32 δ(έ).

32–5$Now that the description of the wedding of Iphicrates is complete, 
these lines both establish a contrast with it and introduce the catalogue that 
follows (36–66).

32$τούτων δ(έ)$This phrase does not respond to ταῦτα µέν (30), since 
both ταῦτα and τούτων refer to the same things; rather, δέ is resumptive 
(Denniston 1954. 182–3).

πολὺ σεµνότερον$Presumably a reference to the wedding feast as a 
whole, but for σεµνός used of food, cf. Aristopho fr. 7.4; Eub. fr. 14.4, 7. For 
the normal comic sense of the word, see on fr. 34.3.

33$λαµπρότερον$See on 2.
παρὰ δεσποσύνοις$For δεσπόσυνος in the sense δεσπότης, cf. Tyrt. fr. 

6.2; AP 12.169.4 (HE 1506).
36–66$This catalogue of the food that will be present at the upcoming 

feast can be divided into distinct parts; for examples of similar comic cata-
logues, cf. Headlam–Knox 1922 on Herod. 7.57–61. The scene of luxury is 
set with the mention of perfumes and incense; encompassing one and a half 
lines, this is the only complete sentence in the passage. The main part of the 
catalogue opens with a series of dependent genitives (38–45); cf. Ephipp. fr. 
12.1–2; Antiph. fr. 140; Mnesim. fr. 4. 31–2, 46–9. 46–62 continue the catalogue 
in the nominative; cf. the similar transition at Ephipp. fr. 12.2–3; Mnesim. fr. 
4.32–3. The final section forms a short coda, with another series of dependent 
genitives (63–4) followed by a longer series of nominatives (64–6). The change 
in construction is primarily for variation, although the change between 45 and 
46 corresponds to a change in type of food (but that in 64 does not).

36–7$οὐ σµύρνης ἐκ Συρίας ὀσµαὶ / λιβάνου τε πνοαί$Both myrrh 
and frankincense are routinely said to originate from Syria (e."g. A. Ag. 1312; 
E. Ba. 144; Antiph. fr. 200.9; Archestr. fr. 60.5 [SH 192] with Olson–Sens 2000 
ad loc.; Theoc. 15.114), although it was only the end-point of long trade routes 
from the East; for a general account, see Miller 1969. Normally perfumes are 
brought out and burned at the close of dining and the start of a symposium 
(e."g. Alex. fr. 252.3; Nicostr. Com. fr. 27; Mnesim. fr. 4.57–63); here their use is 
perhaps meant to set the tone of luxury and wealth, but it may also indicate 
ignorance of proper etiquette.

37–8$τερενόχρωτες / µαζῶν ὄψεις$The phrase is clearly an example 
of enallage, unlike the other two possible examples from Anaxandrides (frr. 
31.1–2; 34.16); cf. Headlam 1902. 434 ‘when epithets transferred are found in 
comedy, they are always in burlesque of lyric style, or of tragic, which derived 
its ornate character from lyric’. Bers 1974. 44 notes that ὄψις is found with a 
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transferred epithet also at S. OT 1375 and App. BC 4.89; for the phrase here, 
cf. E. Med. 905 ὄψιν τέρειναν. τερενόχρως is attested only here, Orph. L. 33, 
and Opp. H. 2.56 (of the νάρκη); cf. τέρενα χρόα at H. Il. 4.237; 13.553; 14.406; 
Hes. Th. 5; Op. 522.96

τερενόχρωτες perhaps suggests the tender body of the bride; cf. Archil. fr. 
196a.6 καλὴ τέρεινα παρθένος; Hippon. fr. 119; Degani 1977. 17–19.

µᾶζα is an uncooked, kneaded cake made from ground roasted barley 
mixed with water, milk, or oil; cf. Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 1; Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 145.7; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.92 (SH 534).

ἄρτων$Baked bread made from ground wheat; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on 
Archestr. fr. 5.15–16 (SH 135); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 125.4 (discussion of 
varieties).

ἀµύλων$A fine cake made from unmilled flour combined with milk or 
honey; cf. Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.5 (SH 534); Gow 1952 on Theoc. 9.21; 
Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. fr. 6.11.

39$πουλυποδείων$The diminutive of πουλύπους; see on 29.
χολίκων$Sausages made from intestines (Ar. Eq. 1179 with ΣVEΓΘM ad 

loc.; cf. Dioxipp. fr. 1.2), normally of a cow (Pherecr. fr. 113.15; Ar. fr. 83; Eub. 
fr. 63.4); cf. Ar. Pax 717 with ΣRVΓ and Olson 1998 ad loc.; Ra. 576 with van 
Leeuwen 1896 ad loc. CE’s κολλίκων (cf. CE’s superscript κόλικες at Eub. 
fr. 63.4; B’s κόλικας at Ar. Pax 717; RVAK’s κόλικας at Ra. 576) seems to 
result from a mistaken equation of the two words in ancient scholarship (cf. 
ΣRVMEΘBarbV57 [cf. ΣTzet] Ar. Ra. 576, where note that Chantry’s restoration im-
plies confusion over the correct reading rather than the meaning), or perhaps 
simply from confusion over the proper orthography.

δηµοῦ$δηµός, ‘fat’ (cf. Epim. Hom. δ 24 δηµὸς δὲ τὸ λῖπος; Hsch. δ 863), 
usually of cattle (but cf. H. Il. 22.501 [of sheep]), is common in epic (e."g. H. 
Il. 8.240; Od. 9.464; Hes. Th. 538), normally as part of sacrificial ritual, but 
becomes rare thereafter. It is mentioned as a food only as part of the dish 
δηµοῦ βοείου θρῖον (Ar. Eq. 954; cf. V. 40; conjectured by Elmsley 1809 at Ach. 
1102), a mixture of meat, eggs, cheese, honey, and various other ingredients, 
all wrapped in fig-leaves (cf. Poll. 6.57; Suda θ 489, 502; Hsch. θ 759; ΣVEΓΘM 
Ar. Eq. 954; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 178.6–11 [a.ii]); presumably that is what 
is meant here.

40$φυσκῶν$Sausages made of wheat flour and meat (ΣVEΓΘM Ar. Eq. 364; 
Suda φ 845) or barley flour, fat, and blood (EM p. 802.56–7); often included in 

96 A possible example of τέρην used of food is Alex. fr. 194.2, if one accepts Porson’s 
conjecture; cf. Arnott 1996 ad loc. for arguments not to do so.
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catalogues of food, particularly together with other types of sausages (e."g. 
Pherecr. fr. 113.8; Ar. fr. 702; Mnesim. fr. 4.15; Eub. fr. 63.6).

ζωµοῦ$See on fr. 35.5. ζωµός occurs in the middle of a list of sausages 
also at Ar. fr. 702.

τεύτλων$Beets, presumably the leaves. In comedy they normally occur 
as a wrapping for eel (e."g. Ar. Pax with Olson 1998 ad loc.; Eub. fr. 34.1 (35 K) 
with Hunter 1983 ad loc.), occasionally for another fish (Antiph. fr. 179; Eub. fr. 
92), once apparently simply as the vegetable (Ar. fr. 128 [where the diminutive 
is used]), and once in reference to the use of beet as a purgative (Ar. Ra. 942 
with Kock 1898 ad loc. [specifically the white beet]); all other occurrences 
mock non-Attic forms of the word (e."g. Alex. fr. 146.5 with Arnott 1996 ad 
loc.). Here, the preceeding list of sausages (i."e. foods made by stuffing a casing 
with ingredients) suggests their normal role as a wrapping for eel or other 
fish; the same is probably true for θρίων below.

θρίων$See on 39 δηµοῦ and 40 τεύτλων.
41$λεκίθου$A thick soup or porridge of barley or pulse; cf. Arnott 1996 

on Alex. fr. 260.2; Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. fr. 18.2.
σκορόδων$Garlic cloves were eaten raw, as presumably here, often as an 

appetizer; cf. Olson 2002 on Ar. Ach. 521; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 179.6 (where 
mislabeled as line 5).

ἀφύης$The fry of numerous sorts of fish (Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 84.1 
notes that it ‘is not a species name but rather the commercial/popular one’), 
which are often fried and frequently appear in banquet catalogues; cf. Olson–
Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.22 (SH 534); Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. fr. 6.8. Hsch. 
α 8804 asserts that the singular is not used in Attic (a claim echoed by Arnott 
1996), although numerous examples to the contrary exist; cf. Ar. fr. 520.1; Call. 
Com. fr. 10; Nicostr. Com. fr. 11; Archestr. fr. 11.1 (SH 140) with Olson–Sens 
2000 ad loc.

σκόµβρων$Mackerel was a very common fish, most often caught in the 
Hellespont or Black Sea, and was frequently pickled; cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. 
fr. 77.3; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 39.6 (SH 169).

42$ἐνθρυµµατίδων$θρυµµατίς is a kind of cake (Poll. 6.77; Theognost. 
Can. 2.20.24), which Phot. θ 238 describes as a σκεύασµα διὰ στέατος καὶ 
σεµιδάλεως καὶ συκκαλίδων (cf. Antiph. fr. 181.4–5, where it is called τετα-
ραγµένη [cf. Totaro 1998 on Amips. fr. 17]), while at Lync. fr. 1.8 it is called 
γλυκεῖαν; cf. Philox. PMG 836b.17; Nicostr. Com. fr. 1.3. ἐνθρυµµατίς, appar-
ently the same food, is mentioned only here and at Hsch. θ 794 θρυµµατίς· ἡ 
ὑφ᾽ ἡµῶν ἐνθρυµµατίς.

πτισάνης$Gruel made from ground barley and flavored with salt; cf. 
Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 146.2–3; Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Men. Epitr. 141. 
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It is found in catalogues of food (Nicopho fr. 6.3; Ar. fr. 428), but was also 
recommended for the sick (e."g. Hp. Acut. 4 [II.244–6 Littré]; cf. Ar. fr. 165 with 
Kassel–Austin ad loc.).

ἀθάρης$Gruel made from wheat; cf. Phot. α 471 ἡ ἐκ πυρῶν ἑψηµένων 
καὶ διακεχυµένων ὥσπερ ἔτνος τροφή; Hsch. α 1533 ὁλόπυρος97 πτισάνη 
πυροῦ, 1535, 1581; Suda α 708. It is occasionally included in catalogues of food 
(Pherecr. fr. 113.3; Nicopho fr. 6.1). ἀθάρη, as opposed to ἀθήρη, seems to be 
the correct Attic form; cf. Phot. α 471 with Theodoridis 1982 ad loc.; Holzinger 
1940 on Ar. Pl. 673. Hsch. α 1581 claims that the food is Egyptian; cf. Gal. Glauc. 
2.12 (XI.142 Kühn); Plin. NH 22.121.

43$Cf. Alex. fr. 167.11–12 κύαµος … / … ὦχρος, λάθυρος; Poll. 1.247 
κύαµοι, ὦχροι, δόλιχοι, λάθυροι.

κυάµων$The broad or fava bean, which was eaten raw, boiled, or roasted; 
cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 167.11; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 60.15 (SH 
192).

λαθύρων$A vetch frequently coupled with ὦχρος (e."g. Thphr. HP 8.3.1–2; 
Gal. Alim. 1.16 [CMG V.4.2]; below) and defined in the lexicographers as 
ἄρακος or ὄσπριον (Phot. λ 25; Hsch. α 6953; λ 109); cf. Gal. Alim. 1.26 (CMG 
V.4.2); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 167.12.

ὤχρων$An unidentified type of vetch; cf. Gal. Alim. 1.25 (CMG V.4.2); 
Hsch. ω 515, where the extraneous gloss καὶ ὄσπριον λαθύρῳ ἐοικός presum-
ably belongs to a lost lemma ὦχρος; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 167.12; above 
on λαθύρων.

δολίχων$An unidentified type of pulse; cf. Gal. Alim. 1.28 (CMG V.4.2); 
Hsch. δ 2143 δόλιχοι· ὀσπρίου εἶδος; Suda δ 1339. Possibly related to the plant 
is ∆όλιχος at hCer. 155. For the collocation of δόλιχοι and ὦχροι, cf. Gal. (cited 
above); Hp. Vict. 2.45 (CMG I.2.4).

44$µέλιτος$Honey was used as a sauce for many foods, including cheese 
and meat; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 60.17 (SH 192).

τυροῦ$Cheese is often included in catalogues both as a food and a season-
ing; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 14.5 (SH 144) and Olson–Sens 1999 
on Matro fr. 1.92 (SH 534).

χορίων$Normally found in the plural (contrast Alex. fr. 178.13), χόρια is 
a pudding made of honey and milk cooked in an internal membrane (χόριον) 
taken from a sheep or goat; cf. Hunter 1983 on Eub. fr. 74.4; Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 178.13; Gow 1952 on Theoc. 9.19.

97 So Schmidt; Latte’s ὁλότυρος is presumably a typographical error, since the word 
is otherwise unattested, it makes little sense here, and Latte makes no mention of 
Schmidt’s reading.
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πυῶν$Schweighäuser’s πυῶν is surely correct, even though πυός seldom 
if ever occurs in the plural, since ‘beestings’ is exactly what is wanted here, 
while A’s πυρῶν (‘wheat’) is out of place. Collocation of χόρια and πυός is 
fairly frequent (Ar. frr. 333.5; 581.4; Eub. fr. 109.4 [cf. 74.4–5]); for πυός, cf. 
Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 1150.

45$καρύων$The generic term for nuts; cf. Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. 
fr. 18; below on χόνδρου.

χόνδρου$Pudding made from wheat groats or barley groats, and like 
πτισάνη (42) occasionally served to the sick; cf. Hunter 1983 on Eub. fr. 89.4 
(90 K); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 196; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.102 (SH 
534). Like κάρυα (above), χόνδρος is often found as a dessert, so the two form 
a suitable end to this section of the catalogue.

46–62$The construction switches to the nominative for a long section of 
the list (46–62) comprised of various fish (46–53), followed by an amalgam, 
predominantly fruits, vegetables, grains, and seasonings (53–62).

46–9$Note the back and forth in each line between broiled and stewed 
fish and the accompanying variation in number and/or gender.

46$κάραβοι ὀπτοί$The crawfish, to be distinguished from the lobster 
(ἀστακός), is common in banquet catalogues (e."g. Mnesim. fr. 4.44; Ephipp. fr. 
15.5), where it is occasionally mentioned as being broiled (e."g. Alex. fr. 57.4; 
cf. Metag. fr. 6.6); cf. Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. fr. 6.6; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 
57; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.66 (SH 534); Thompson 1947. 102–3. For 
broiling, see on fr. 23.

The correption is not uncommon (e."g. 47, 48, 55); cf. White 1912 §790 
(where restriction of the phenomenon to anapaestic tetrameters and dactylic 
hexameters is not quite accurate); Introduction.

τευθίδες ὀπταί$Like crawfish, squid frequently appear in banquet cata-
logues (e."g. Mnesim. fr. 4.41; Antiph. fr. 130.3) and are often broiled (e."g. Ar. Eq. 
929–30; Eub. fr. 14.8); cf. Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. fr. 6.6; Arnott 1996 on Alex. 
fr. 84.1; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.50 (SH 534); Thompson 1947. 260–1.

47$κεστρεὺς ἑφθός$κεστρεύς, the generic term for the grey mullet, is 
common in food catalogues (e."g. Philyll. fr. 12.3; Mnesim. fr. 4.45); cf. Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 16.8–11; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 43.1 (SH 174); 
Thompson 1947. 108–10 (cf. pp. 110–12 s.#v. κέφαλος, 176 s.#v. νῆστις). For the 
name of the fish used as a nickname for a starving person, see on fr. 35.8. For 
ἑφθός as opposed to ὀπτος, see on fr. 23.

σηπίαι ἑφθαί$Cuttlefish are common in food catalogues (e."g. Mnesim. 
fr. 4.43; Eub. fr. 109.2) and are stewed at Alex. fr. 192.1–3; cf. Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 159.3; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.34 (SH 534); Dohm 1964. 110–11; 
Thompson 1947. 231–3.
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48$µύραιν᾽ ἑφθή$The moray eel appears in catalogues of food also at 
Pl. Com. fr. 166 and Mnesim. fr. 4.39 (in both of which it is spelled σµύραινα); 
cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 17.2 (SH 147); Thompson 1947. 162–5 (cf. 
165–6 s.#v. µῦρος).

κωβιοὶ ἑφθοί$See on fr. 28.3.
49$θυννίδες ὀπταί$One of several difficult to distinguish species of tun-

ny, as at e."g. Cratin. fr. 171.49; Antiph. fr. 78.2; Mnesim. fr. 4.35; cf. Olson–Sens 
2000 on Archestr. fr. 38.1–2 (SH 168). For the tunny, see on fr. 31.3.

φυκίδες ἑφθαί$The female wrasse, as opposed to the male (φύκης), is 
found occasionally in catalogues of food (Antiph. fr. 130.8; Ephipp. fr. 12.3; 
Mnesim. fr. 4.38); cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 115.12–13; Thompson 1947. 276–8.

50$βάτραχοι$The angler-fish, also known as the ἁλιεύς, appears in 
catalogues at Mnesim. fr. 4.37 and Antiph. fr. 130.5 (βατράχου γαστήρ); cf. 
Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 48 (SH 178); Thompson 1947. 28–9.

πέρκαι$See on fr. 28.2.
51$συνόδοντες$The dentex, known variously as the συνόδων (Antiph. 

fr. 130.3), συνόδους (Artem. 2.14), and σινόδων (Antiph. fr. 45.2), is included 
in catalogues of food at Pl. Com. fr. 189.14, Antiph. fr. 130.5, and Philox. PMG 
836b.14; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 18.1 (SH 148); Thompson 1947. 
255–6. Note that Thompson’s claim (256), presumably based on Antiph. fr. 45, 
that ‘the head is not worth eating’, is almost certainly mistaken, since fish-
heads often appear in lists of delicacies (e."g. Ar. fr. 380; Eriph. fr. 3; Antiph. fr. 
77; Eub. fr. 109; Archestr. fr. 19.1 [SH 149]) and could be purchased separately 
(Archestr. fr. 21.1 [SH 151]).

ὄνοι$A member of the cod family, perhaps the hake, which is found in a 
catalogue of fish at Henioch. fr. 3.3; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 15.1 
(SH 145); Thompson 1947. 182–3.

βατίδες$The ray could be either stewed (Metag. fr. 6.4) or broiled 
(Hermipp. fr. 46.2), and is frequently included in catalogues of food (e."g. Ar. 
fr. 333; Call. Com. fr. 6.1; Antiph. fr. 130.6; Alex. fr. 84.1); cf. Olson–Sens 2000 
on Archestr. fr. 50.1 (SH 180); Pellegrino 1998 on Metag. fr. 6.4; Thompson 
1947. 26–8.

ψῆτται$See on fr. 28.3.
52$γαλεός$The thresher shark or dogfish, occasionally found in food 

catalogues (e."g. Pl. Com. fr. 146; Ephipp. fr. 12.1; Mnesim. fr. 4.32), could be 
broiled (Ar. fr. 333.3), stewed in sauce (Antiph. fr. 221.3–4; cf. Timocl. fr. 3), or 
have one part broiled and a separate part stewed (Sotad. Com. fr. 1.2–4); cf. 
Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 22.1 (SH 152); Thompson 1947. 39–42.

κόκκυξ$The gurnard received the name κόκκυξ from the sound it makes 
when pulled from the sea; cf. Arist. HA 535b19–20 ὁ δὲ παραπλήσιον τῷ 
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κόκκυγι [i."e. the bird] ψόφον, ὅθεν καὶ τοὔνοµα ἔχει; Ael. NA 10.11. The various 
gurnards were occasionally associated with the red mullet (τρίγλη), apparently 
on the basis of their similar coloring; cf. Numen. SH 585 ἐρυθρὸν κόκκυγ(α); 
Speus. ap. Ath. 7.324f. At Epich. fr. 122.7–8 it is filleted, seasoned, and broiled, 
while Dorion ap. Ath. 7.309f repeats these instructions with the additional 
specification that the seasoning consist of herbs, cheese, silphium, salt, and 
olive oil. κόκκυξ appears in catalogues of fish elsewhere at Mnesim. fr. 4.39 
and Ephipp. fr. 12.4 (in both cases following τρίγλη); in general, see Thompson 
1947. 120–1.

θρίσσαι$One generic term, along with θρᾷττα, τριχίας, and τριχίς, for 
various small, inexpensive clupeoid fish, including sprats, sardines, and an-
chovies; despite their cheapness, these fish are not normally spoken of in 
derogatory terms, so statements such as that of Arnott 1996 (on Alex. fr. 18.2) 
that they are ‘fish of mean reputation in the kitchen’ should be modified. 
θρίσσα appears elsewhere in a catalogue of fish possibly at Ephipp. fr. 12.5 
(where note ap. crit.), although taken together the various terms are common; 
in general, see Olson on Ar. Ach. 551; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 18.2; Thompson 
1947. 77–8.

νάρκαι$The electric ray, which could be stewed (Pl. Com. fr. 164), baked 
(Antiph. fr. 130.2), or stuffed and broiled whole (Alex. fr. 38), is frequently 
included in catalogues of food (e."g. Antiph. fr. 127.3; Mnesim. fr. 4.37; Timocl. 
fr. 11.7); cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 38; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 49.1 
(SH 179); Thompson 1947. 169–71.

53$ῥίνης τεµάχη$ῥίνη, a type of shark, is probably the monkfish or 
angelfish or a related species, which is eaten in slices also at Mnesim. fr. 4.31–2 
and Ephipp. fr. 12.1–2; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 47.2 (SH 177) and 
Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.56 (SH 534); Thompson 1947. 221–2.

σχαδόνες$Honey-comb appears occasionally in catalogues of food (e."g. 
Ar. frr. 333.3; 581.3; Antiph. 273.1; Eub. fr. 74.4), often with similarly rustic 
sorts of food.

βότρυες$For grapes in catalogues of food, e."g. Ar. fr. 581.1; Antiph. fr. 
66; Eub. fr. 74.2.

54$σῦκα$Fresh figs, as opposed to dried ones (ἰσχάδες); for their occur-
rence in lists of food, cf. Demetr. Com. Vet. fr. 5; Antiph. fr. 177.3; Eub. fr. 74.2.

πλακοῦντες$Fried (e."g. Ar. Ra. 507) or baked (e."g. Ar. Ec. 223b) flat-cakes 
occasionally appear in catalogues of food (e."g. Alex. fr. 252.4; Philippid. fr. 20.1; 
Diph. fr. 80.1); cf. Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.117 (SH 534).

µῆλα$Probably ‘apples’, although the word is also used as a generic term 
for various fruits; cf. Ar. Nu. 978 with Dover 1968 ad loc.; V. 1056 with Rogers 
1915 ad loc. Apples appear in food catalogues at, e."g., Ar. Pax 1001 with Olson 
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1998 ad loc.; Eub. fr. 74.3; Ephipp. fr. 13.5; in general, cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on 
Archestr. fr. 60.15 (SH 192).

κράνειαι$The cornel cherry, mentioned only here in comedy, is known 
already in Homer (Od. 10.242), where it is considered typical food for pigs; 
more common is a reference to the wood of the tree, particularly when used 
for spears or other weapons, as at e."g. H. Il. 16.676; E. fr. 785.2; AP 6.122.1 (HE 
644). Thphr. HP 3.2.1 reports (‘they say’) that, contrary to most fruits, the wild 
cornel cherry is riper and sweeter than the cultivated variety.

55$The items in this line are occasionally referred to as food; but the last 
two and perhaps the last three are equally well known as purgatives and may 
be included here for the sake of humor. For µήκων as a purgative, cf. Thphr. 
HP 9.12.3–5; for ἄχρας, cf. Hp. Salubr. 2.55 (CMG I.2.4) ἀχράδες δὲ χειµέριοι 
πέπειροι διαχωρέουσι καὶ τὴν κοιλίην καθαίρουσιν. ἕρπυλλος is asserted to 
be a diuretic at Gal. XI.877 Kühn (οὖρα κινεῖν); cf. Dsc. 3.38.2. Only ῥόαι are 
not known to be purgatives, although note the existence of a type of poppy 
called ῥοιάς, which Thphr. HP 9.12.4 says καθαίρει δὲ κάτω; such an associa-
tion is difficult, however, given the position of ῥόαι at the head of the group. 
Nevertheless, the pomegranate may have been regarded as an abortifacient; 
cf. Nixon 1995. 85–8.

ῥόαι$For pomegranates in food catalogues, e."g. Ar. Pax 1001; Antiph. 
fr. 66; Ephipp. fr. 24.1. ῥοιά, the epic-ionic form, gradually replaces ῥόα, the 
earlier Attic form, in the latter part of the fourth century (cf. Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 73; Threatte 1980 I.333–4), although it was on occasion used earlier 
for metrical reasons (e."g. Ar. Pax 1001); the distinction in meaning sometimes 
asserted (Amm. 430 ῥοιὰ µὲν µετὰ τοῦ ι τὸ δένδρον, ῥόα δὲ ὁ καρπός; cf. Poll. 
6.80) cannot be maintained.

ἕρπυλλος$Known for its pleasant scent (e."g. Thphr. HP 6.6.2), thyme is 
most often used for garlands (e."g. Cratin. fr. 105.4; Eub. fr. 104.7) or perfume 
(e."g. Antiph. fr. 105.7); cf. Ar. Pax 168 with Olson 1998 ad loc.; Gow 1952 on 
Theoc. Ep. 1.2.

µήκων$Poppy seeds are occasionally mentioned as food, e."g. Ar. Av. 160 
(reminiscent of a wedding) with Dunbar 1995 ad loc.; Th. 4.26.8 (collective 
singular, as here) with Gomme 1956 ad loc.

ἀχράδες$Wild pears, as opposed to the cultivated pear (ἄπιος; cf. Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 34.2), are found in a catalogue of food also at Alex. fr. 167.13; 
cf. Ussher 1973 on Ar. Ec. 355; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 167.13.

56$κνῆκος$Saffron appears in a food catalogue only here, although 
Dsc. 4.188.1 reports that τούτου τῷ ἄνθει χρῶνται εἰς τὰ προσοχήµατα; at 
4.188.2 he further remarks that τὸ δὲ σπέρµα κοπτόµενον καὶ χυλιζόµενον σὺν 
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ὑδροµέλιτι ἢ ζωµῷ ὄρνιθος κοιλίαν καθαίρει. Thphr. HP 6.4.5 distinguishes 
three types of the plant, two wild and one cultivated.

ἐλᾶαι$Olives occur regularly in catalogues of food (e."g. Ar. fr. 581.3; 
Antiph. fr. 140.2; Mnesim. fr. 4.29); cf. Arnott 1996 of Alex. fr. 263.3; Olson–
Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 8 (SH 138).

στέµφυλ(α)$Pressed cakes made from olives; cf. Phryn. Ecl. 385 στέµφυλα· 
οἱ µὲν πολλοὶ τὰ τῶν βοτρύων ἐκπιέσµατα ἀµαθῶς, οἱ δ᾽ Ἀττικοὶ στέµφυλα 
ἐλαῶν with Fischer 1974 ad loc. for further references, to which add e."g. Hsch. 
σ 1737; EM p. 216.21); ΣEΘNA Ar. Nu. 45; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 201.1.

ἄµητες$For milk-cakes (cf. ΣRVΘNBarbRs Ar. Pl. 999 εἶδος πλακοῦντες γαλα-
κτώδους; Phot. α 1195 with Theodoridis 1982 ad loc. for further references) in 
catalogues of food, e."g. Amph. fr. 9.3; Ephipp. fr. 8.3; Alex. fr. 168.5; cf. Telecl. 
fr. 1.12.

57$πράσα$For leeks in catalogues of food, cf. Chionid. fr. 7; Alex. fr. 
132.8; in general, see Gal. Alim. 2.43, 69; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.8.

γήτειον$This vegetable has not been precisely identified, although it is 
clearly related to the onion; Thphr. HP 7.4.10 describes it as ἀκέφαλόν τι (i."e. 
having no bulb) καὶ ὥσπερ αὐχένα µακρὸν ἔχον, ὅθεν καὶ ἡ βλάστησις ἄκρα. 
For a general discussion, including rejection of several possible identifications, 
see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.7; cf. Neil 1901 on Ar. Eq. 677.

κρόµµυα$Onions often occur in comedy as typical soldiers’ rations (e."g. 
Ar. Eq. 600; Pax 1129), but appear in catalogues of food, presumably from 
banquets or the like, at Antiph. frr. 63.1; 71.2; Philem. fr. 113.3.

φυστή$A kind of cake similar to µᾶζα (cf. Ar. V. 610 φυστὴν µᾶζαν; Moer. 
φ 10 τὸ φύραµα τῶν ἀλφίτων, ὅταν µὴ γένηται µᾶζα) and made from groats 
with the addition of wine or honey (cf. ΣVΓ Ar. V. 610 ἐξ ἀλφίτου καὶ οἴνου; EM 
p. 803.1 τὰ ἀναπεφυρµένα µέλιτι ἄλφιτα); cf. Gow–Page 1965 on AP 7.736.6 
(HE 2172). The word occurs elsewhere in comedy at Chionid. fr. 7.

58$βολβοί$See on 28.
καυλοί, σίλφιον$καυλός means ‘stalk’ or ‘stem’, but here and in similar 

contexts refers to silphium stalk; σίλφιον, the name for the plant as a whole, 
seems normally to be used in this and similar contexts for a specific part of it, 
either the root (so Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 9.1 [SH 137]) or the seed 
(so Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.5). Although the plant has not been specifically 
identified, both silphium and its parts are common in catalogues (e."g. Antiph. 
frr. 70.1; 140.1; Mnesim. fr. 4.30); for the collocation here, cf. Alex. fr. 132.5 
καυλόν, σίλφιον; Eub. fr. 6.3 οὐ καυλοῖσιν οὐδὲ σιλφίῳ (cf. fr. 18.3–4).98 In 

98 Unease with this collocation is presumably the cause behind LSJ’s ill-considered 
definition of καυλός (s.#v. II) in these three fragments; this portion of LSJ’s entry 



229Πρωτεσίλαος (fr. 42)

general, see Neil 1901 on Ar. Eq. 894; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.5; Olson–Sens 
2000 on Archestr. frr. 9.1 (SH 137); 46.14 (SH 176).

ὄξος$Vinegar is common in food catalogues (e."g. Antiph. fr. 140.7; Alex. 
fr. 179.4; Anaxipp. fr. 1.7); in general, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 286.3; Olson–
Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 23.6 (SH 153).

59$µάραθ(α)$Fennel appears in catalogues at Alex. fr. 132.5; Epich. fr. 
158.2, 6;99 in general, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.5; Gal. Alim. 2.56 (CMG 
V.4.2). The word occurs elsewhere in comedy only at Hermipp. fr. 75.2, in a 
pun on Marathon.

ᾠά$Eggs are common in catalogues of food (e."g. Philyll. fr. 24; Antiph. 
fr. 140.4 [where also in a list predominantly of condiments]; Anaxil. fr. 18.5; 
Alex. fr. 179.8), although the method of cooking (cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 
178.10) and the type of egg are seldom specified; LSJ s.#v. overstate the evidence 
in claiming that the word is used ‘mostly of hen’s eggs’ (cf. Heraclides of 
Syracuse ap. Ath. 2.58b).

φακῆ$A soup or porridge made from boiling (Antiph. fr. 171; Men. Carch. 
fr. 1.2; Suda φ 23; EM p. 786.40) lentils (φακός). Commonly considered humble 
food, φακῆ seldom occurs in catalogues of food; cf. Starkie 1897 and van 
Leeuwen 1909 on Ar. V. 811; Kassel–Austin on Ar. fr. 23.

τέττιγες$Cicadas are occasionally referred to as food; cf. Ar. frr. 53 with 
Kassel–Austin ad loc.; 581.4; Alex. fr. 167.13 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Apost. 
16.35a τέττιγας ἐσθίεις· ἐπὶ τῶν διὰ λιχνείαν καὶ τὰ οὐδενὸς ἄξια ἐσθιόντων 
with Leutsch 1851 ad loc.; Beavis 1988. 102. Arnott 1996 suggests that here the 
fish τέττιξ (cf. Thompson 1947. 259–60) is meant; but this fish is known only 
from Ael. NA 13.26; a fish would be out of place in the immediate context of a 
list of plants (cf. the similar context at Alex. fr. 167); and the parallels provide 
no reason to think the fish instead of the cicada is meant.

ὀπός$ὀπός frequently refers to juice extracted from the wild-fig (e."g. ΣM 
Ar. Pl. 719 κυρίως γάλα συκῆς; Arist. HA 522b2; Thphr. CP 1.16.7) but can also 
be used for the juice of silphium100 (Antiph. fr. 88.4; cf. Nic. Th. 907; Olson–Sens 
2000 on Archestr. fr. 9.1 [SH 137]) or other plants (Eub. fr. 18.1). Here the lack 
of specification and the fact that silphium has already been mentioned suggest 
that fig-juice is meant; regardless, the word clearly refers to a condiment or 

should be deleted, and these examples should be recognized as a subset (with the 
meaning ‘silphium stalk’) of those given s.#v. I.1.

99 The reference at LSJ s.#v. to Epich. frr. 156; 159 is apparently a typo; at any rate, 
Kaibel’s numbers (which LSJ claim to cite) are frr. 159 and 161.

100 This usage is the basis of ancient scholarly claims (e."g. ΣΛ Ar. Ec. 404) that ὀπός 
originates in Cyrene.
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dressing. ὀπός is routinely characterized as highly acidic or pungent (e."g. Ar. 
Ec. with Ussher 1973 ad loc. [cf. Σ ad loc. πάνυ γὰρ δριµύτατος ὁ ὀπός]; Pl. 719 
[cf. Σrecc. ad loc.]; Diph. fr. 18.2 [equated with sharp vinegar]; cf. Ar. Pax 1184 
βλέπων ὀπόν), whence its use to curdle milk for cheese (e."g. Emp. FVS 31 B 
33; Arist. HA 522b2–5; cf. Thphr. CP 1.16.7).

60$κάρδαµα$As with ὀπός, κάρδαµον (cress) is noted for its acerbity 
(e."g. Thphr. HP 1.12.1 [classified as δριµύς]; Dsc. 2.155; cf. Ar. V. 455 βλεπόντων 
κάρδαµα); this may be the origin of the apparently proverbial διαφέρει σῦκα 
καρδάµων at Henioch. fr. 4.2. It is included in lists of condiments at Antiph. 
fr. 140.4 and Eub. fr. 18.2 (cf. fr. 35.4) and described as ὄψον at X. Cyr. 1.2.8 (on 
ἄρτος) and Luc. Tim. 56 (on µᾶζα), in both of which it is indicative of simple 
fare. For the plant’s cultivation, cf. Thphr. HP 7.1.2–3, 6; for its medicinal uses, 
cf. Dsc. 2.155; Plin. NH 20.127–30. At Thphr. HP 7.1.8 it is characterized as 
φίλυδρα (cf. Hp. Vict. 2.54 [VI.558.6–8 Littré]; Ar. Nu. 232–4 with van Leeuwen 
1898 ad loc.), whence the joke at Ar. Th. 616 about difficulty in urinating after 
eating cress. At least some varieties of cress are associated with the East; cf. 
Theopomp. Com. fr. 18 Μήδων γαῖαν, ἔνθα καρδάµων / πλείστων ποιεῖται καὶ 
πράσων ἁβυρτάκη; Eub. fr. 18.2 κάρδαµον Μιλήσιον; Dsc. 2.155 κάρδαµον 
δοκεῖ κάλλιστον εἶναι τὸ ἐν Βαβυλῶνι.

σήσαµα$Sesame seeds appear in catalogues in combination with con-
diments or small finger-foods (e."g. Antiph. fr. 140.2; Alex. fr. 132.3; Philem. 
fr. 113.3; Philippid. fr. 20.1); for sesame in general, cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. 
fr. 132.3. Sesame perhaps occurs most frequently as a primary ingredient in 
σησαµῆ or σησαµίς, a sesame-cake served at weddings (cf. Olson 1998 on 
Ar. Pax 869;101 Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Men. Sam. 74), and so is perhaps 
particularly appropriate here.

κήρυκες$κῆρυξ,102 the general term for large, whelk-shaped gastropods, 
is included in catalogues of food also at Anaxil. fr. 18.4; Alex. frr. 175.2; 281.2; 
in general, cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 7.6–7 (SH 187); Arnott 1996 
on Alex. fr. 175.2; Thompson 1947. 113–14. Its reputation as an aphrodisiac 
(Alex. frr. 175.2; 281.2; contrast Gal. 14.487) may influence its inclusion here.

ἅλες$Salt is common as a preservative but also as a condiment (e."g. 
Antiph. fr. 71.2; Alex. 138.6; Sotad. Com. fr. 1.7); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 138.6 

101 In the text and note, for σησαµή read σησαµῆ (contraction of σησαµέα).
102 For κῆρυξ, the traditional accentuation, as opposed to the expected κήρυξ, cf. 

Chandler 1881 §622; Lobeck 1837. 411–12. In fact, the traditional accentuation as 
articulated by the ancient grammarians is probably dependent on an ancient mis-
understanding of the Homeric text; cf. Leaf 1900–1902 on H. Il. 17.324; Matthews 
1996 on Antim. fr. 22.1 (21.1 Wyss).



231Πρωτεσίλαος (fr. 42)

rightly notes that the plural becomes the norm in later comedy. Salt was 
obtained in chunks (e."g. Ar. Ach. 521; Hsch. χ 629; Suda χ 391; cf. Hdt. 4.181), 
which were then ground into λεπτοὶ ἅλες (e."g. Ar. fr. 158.2 with ap. crit.; Alex. 
fr. 192.5; adesp. com. fr. 1146.24; Archestr. fr. 37.8 (SH 167) with Olson–Sens 
2000 ad loc.); for a general account of salt in antiquity, including various pro-
duction methods, see Forbes 1993. 164–81. At Ar. Ach. 521, salt is characterized 
as a Megarian product (cf. Ach. 760; Plin. NH 31.87), but at least in the Roman 
period it was collected in Attica and Euboea as well (Plin. NH 31.87).

61$πίναι$The fan mussel, a large bivalve shellfish, found elsewhere in 
catalogues of food at Philyll. fr. 12.1–2 ὄστρειον, / … λεπάδας … µῦς, πίννας, 
κτένας; Posidipp. fr. 15.3 πίνας … µύας; Alex. frr. 84.1 with ap. crit.; 281.1; cf. 
Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.25 (SH 534); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 281.1; 
Thompson 1947. 200–2. πίνη rather than -νν- seems to be the correct spell-
ing;103 cf. LSJ s.#v.; Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro fr. 1.25 (SH 534); Arnott 1996 on 
Alex. fr. 84.1; Mayser 1906 I.241; Kontos–Charitonides 1903. 227.104

λεπάδες$The limpet, a shellfish normally found clinging to a rock (e."g. 
Hermipp. fr. 31 λεπάδας δὲ πετρῶν ἀποκόπτοντες; Hsch. λ 657 λεπάδες· τὰ 
πρὸς ταῖς πέτραις κεκολληµένα κογχύλια ὀστρέων ἐλάττω; λ 662; ΣV Ar. V. 
105; ΣRVMEΘN Ar. Pl. 1096), whence the jokes at Ar. V. 105 and Pl. 1096, is found 
in catalogues of shellfish also at Archipp. fr. 24; Philyll. fr. 12.2; Philippid. fr. 
4; Plaut. Rud. 297–8 lopadas, ostreas, … / … musculos; in general, cf. Thompson 
1947. 147–8.

µύες$Mussels are an apparently inexpensive shellfish (cf. Alex. fr. 15.5; 
Mart. 3.60.3–4), occasionally found in catalogues of similar foods (A. fr. 34 µύες 
κὤστρεια; Philyll. fr. 12.2; Antiph. fr. 191.1 [described as Ποντικοί]; Posidipp. 
fr. 15.3); cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 7.1 (SH 187); Thompson 1947. 
166–7. The normal Attic form is the contracted µῦς, although the uncontracted 
form is acceptable in poetry when metrically necessary; cf. Posidipp. fr. 15.3; 
Gomme–Sandbach 1973 on Men. Sam. 98; Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 I.439.

ὄστρεια$The term for mollusks in general (cf. Diph. fr. 43.1–2 ὀστρέων 
γένη / παντοδαπά; Hsch. µ 1788 µύες· ὀστρέου τι εἶδος; Thompson 1947. 190) 
as well as for oysters in particular, as here (cf. Cratin. fr. 8; Philyll. fr. 12.1; 
Philippid. fr. 4; Matro fr. 1.16 [SH 534]); cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 
7.1 (SH 187); Thompson 1947. 190–2; Andrews 1947–1948. ὄστρεια (metrically 

103 Kassel-Austin follow the manuscript readings and thus print the form with a single 
ν only at Posidipp. fr. 15.3, where πίνας survives in A (cf. Matro fr. 1.25).

104 Stephanus s.#v. πίνος (6.1097c) quotes ΣTricl. S. Ai. 381 πίνα ὁ ῥύπος, δι᾽ ἑνὸς ν· πίννα, 
τὸ ὄστρεον, διὰ δῦο ν; but this is almost certainly a late attempt to impose order 
on inconsistent orthography.
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guaranteed) rather than ὄστρεα is the classical orthography (cf. Ath. 3.92e 
ὄστρεια δὲ µόνως οὕτως ἔλεγον οἱ ἀρχαῖοι; SEG XXIV 277.B.60 [Epidaurus, 
ca. 350–330 BC; used of dye from the shellfish]; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 115.1), 
although already by the third century ὄστρεα is common, at least in papyri 
(cf. Mayser–Schmoll 1970 I.56).

62$κτένες$The general term for various species of scallops, κτένες are 
included in catalogues of shellfish at Philyll. fr. 12.2; Archipp. fr. 24; Alex. fr. 
175.2; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 7.2 (SH 187); Thompson 1947. 133–4; 
Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 175.2 for the possibility that they were considered aph-
rodisiacs. Although scallops are found throughout the Mediterranean, those 
near Mytilene seem to have been particularly well-known (Philyll. fr. 12.2; 
Archestr. fr. 7.2 [SH 187]; cf. Arist. HA 603a21–3).

ὄρκυνες$This fish is equated with the tuna (cf. on 31.3) at Archestr. 
fr. 35.2–3 (SH 165) θύννον, … ὃν καλέουσιν (sc. the Samians) / ὄρκυν, while 
Aristotle distinguishes the two at HA 543b2–6 αἱ πηλαµύδες καὶ οἱ θύννοι 
τίκτοθσιν ἐν τῷ Πόντῳ … οἱ δ᾽ ὄρκυνες καὶ σκορπίδες καὶ ἄλλα πολλὰ γένη 
ἐν τῷ πελάγει. The matter is further complicated by the equation of ὄρκυς 
and the slightly more common (although not mentioned in comedy) ὄρκυνος; 
cf. Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 35.3 (SH 165); Thompson 1947. 185–6. 
The more substantial problem is that the tuna or a similar fish is out of place 
in a catalogue of shellfish; unless this disparity is accepted, however, either 
Anaxandrides is referring to some otherwise unattested shellfish also called 
ὄρκυς or the word is corrupt, neither of which seems likely.

καὶ πρὸς τούτοις$The catalogue now shifts from shellfish to birds; for 
the phrase, cf. Eub. fr. 63.1; Anaxil. fr. 18.5.

63$ὀρνιθαρίων ἄφατον πλῆθος$For the form of the diminutive, cf. on 
fr. 28.4 καριδίων. ἄφατον here means ‘unbelievable’ or ‘unspeakable’ as at B. 
18.18 ἄφατα δ᾽ ἔργα; Hdt. 7.190 ἄφατα χρήµατα; cf. Epicr. fr. 10.12 ἤκουσα 
λόγων ἀφάτων, ἀτόπων; Ar. Av. 427; Lys. 198, 1080, 1148.105 Attempts to 
restrict use of the word mainly ‘to lyric in passages of some considerable so-
lemnity (serious or mock)’ (thus Bulloch 1985 on Call. H. 5.77; cf. Dunbar 1995 
on Ar. Av. 427) somewhat overstate the evidence, but do fit with the parodic 
high-style of this passage. The use of the word may also be meant to contrast 
with the chattering normally associated with flocks of birds (e.g Alex. fr. 96).

64$νηττῶν$The term for ducks in general; cf. Olson–Sens 1999 on Matro 
fr. 1.95 (SH 534); Thompson 1936. 205–6. Ducks are relatively common in 
catalogues of food, e."g. Ar. Ach. 875; Pax 1004 χῆνες, νήττας, φάττας (charac-

105 Against the notion that the phrase ἄφατον ὡς is peculiarly Laconian, cf. Colvin 
1999. 234.
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terized as Boeotian in both passages); Antiph. fr. 295.2 φάτται, νῆτται, χῆνες; 
cf. Ar. Pl. 1011 νηττάριον ἂν καὶ φάττιον with Holzinger 1940 ad loc.

φαττῶν$The ring dove or wood pigeon, a large pigeon; cf. Dunbar 1995 
on Ar. Av. 303; Thompson 1936. 300–2. For the φάττα in catalogues of food, 
cf. on νηττῶν; Ephipp. frr. 3.8 (= Eub. fr. 148.5); 15.8.

χῆνες$Domesticated geese are known already in Homer (e."g. Od. 15.174), 
although they obviously continued to exist in the wild as well; cf. Dunbar 1995 
on Ar. Av. 707; Thompson 1936. 325–30. The domesticated birds were grain-fed 
(Epig. fr. 2.1–2 χήνα … / σιτευτόν; Archestr. fr. 58.1 (SH 189) σιτευτὸν … χηνὸς 
… νεοττόν with Olson–Sens 2000 ad loc.; cf. Matro fr. 5.2 (SH 538) σιτευτὰς 
ὄρνιθας with Olson–Sens 1999 ad loc.) and the liver, as still today, seems to 
have been a delicacy (Ath. 9.384c citing Eub. fr. 99; Plu. Mor. 965a). For their 
presence in catalogues of food, cf. on νηττῶν; Mnesim. fr. 4.47.

στρουθοί$Cf. on fr. 7.
65$The alliteration in this line is far more pronounced than elsewhere 

in the fragment. Perhaps it was meant as a verbal display as the list of food 
draws to a close, but it need have no greater significance than delight on the 
part of the poet in the effect (cf. Olson–Sens 2000. lx).

κίχλαι$The general term for various species of thrushes; cf. Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 168.5; Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 591; Thompson 1936. 148–50. 
Thrushes appear frequently in catalogues of food (e."g. Ar. fr. 402.7; Ephipp. 
fr. 3.8 [= Eub. fr. 148.5]; Nicostr. Com. fr. 4.4; Matro fr. 1.78 (SH 534) with 
Olson–Sens 1999 ad loc.) and can be either roasted (Ar. Ach. 1007; Telecl. 
fr. 1.12; Pherecr. fr. 113.23; Men. fr. 409.13) or stewed (Ar. Pax 1197; Pherecr. 
fr. 137.10; cf. fr. 113.23). For the prosody, cf. 37 τερενόχρωτες; Ar. Av. 591 
κιχλῶν; Dunbar 1995 on Av. 579.

κόρυδοι$The crested lark (cf. Arnott 1996 introduction to Alex. fr. 48; 
Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 302; Thompson 1936. 164–8) does not appear elsewhere 
in catalogues of food or the like, nor does it seem to be known elsewhere as 
a food. Its occurrence here is unproblematic, since songbirds or other small 
birds alien to the modern palate (e."g. κίτται below) occasionally appear in 
food-catalogues, but note that the remaining birds in this catalogue occur 
seldom or never as food elsewhere.

κίτται$The jay (cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 96.2–4; Dunbar 1995 on Ar. 
Av. 302; Thompson 1936. 146–8); the claim that the word refers to jays or 
magpies (e."g. Thompson) is predicated on post-classical usage (cf. Arnott). The 
jay appears only rarely in catalogues of food (Eup. fr. 13.4; Antiph. fr. 295.3; 
Mnesim. fr. 4.49).

κύκνοι$The general term for swans (for the lack of differentiation among 
species, cf. Arnott 1977. 149–53), although only one, the Mute Swan, is likely 
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to have been more than a rarity in central Greece and Attica; cf. Dunbar 1995 
on Ar. Av. 769, 771–2; Thompson 1936. 178–86. Despite Athenaeus’ claim at 
9.393c–d (οὐκ ἀπελείποντο δὲ ἡµῶν τοῦ συµποσίου πολλάκις οὐδὲ κύκνοι), 
swans are very rarely mentioned as food (elsewhere only at Plu. Mor. 997a, 
where Wyttenbach emended κύκνων [mss.] to χηνῶν); this is probably due 
more to unfamiliarity with swans (cf. Arnott [cited above]), which were found 
mainly in northern Greece and farther north, than any scruple, religious or 
otherwise. For the prosody, cf. above on κίχλαι.

66$πελεκάν$Probably the term for various species of pelican and appar-
ently equivalent to πελεκᾶς and πελεκῖνος; cf. Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 882, 883; 
Thompson 1936. 231–3 s.#v. πελεκάν, 233 s.#v. πελεκᾶς, where probably wrongly 
identified as a woodpecker (cf. Dunbar 1995), 234 s.#v. πελεκῖνος. The word oc-
curs elsewhere prior to the Roman period at e."g. Arist. HA 597b29–30, 614b27. 
Pelicans are now mainly confined to northern Greece and farther north but 
in antiquity may have been more common farther south. They seemingly are 
referred to nowhere else as food.

κίγκλοι$The general term for species of wagtails; cf. Thompson 1936. 
140–1. The birds are most frequently noted for their characteristic movement 
(e."g. Ar. frr. 29; 147; Autocr. fr. 1.10) or for the proverb πτωχότερος κίγκλου 
(e."g. Men. fr. 168 with K.-A. ad loc.), which arises from the supposition that 
they have no nests of their own but use those belonging to other birds. 
Wagtails are mentioned as food nowhere else.

γέρανος$Cranes are well attested throughout Greek literature from early 
epic (e."g. H. Il. 3.3–5; Hes. Op. 448–9) on, although they are known mainly 
from their migration south through Greece in the fall and their return north 
in the spring; cf. Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 710; Thompson 1936. 68–75. They are 
not referred to as food elsewhere before the Roman period (e."g. Plu. Mor. 997a; 
Hor. Serm. 2.8.87; Plin. NH 10.60), but cf. the play on γ᾽ ἔρανος and γέρανος 
at Epich. fr. 76 (cf. Crusius 1910. 59–60 [= Latte 1961 V.59–60]; Orth 2009. 253 
[on Stratt. fr. 63]). Cranes are normally referred to as feminine (e."g. Hes. Op. 
448–9; Ar. Av. 1137; Arist. HA 614b18; Call. fr. 1.14); cf. 67.

66–9$A second speaker interrupts the description of the feast. Since this 
interruption is insulting and has little relation to the description, and the first 
speaker resumes his account in 70 with no acknowledgement of the interrup-
tion, the lines seem to be a so-called ‘bomolochic’ aside,106 aptly characterized 
by Bain 1977. 102 as ‘exclamations designed to break up long speeches’ (cf. 
Alex. fr. 153.14 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Pl. Com. fr. 189.22 with Pirrotta 

106 Cf. Bain 1977. 87–94, 102–3; Schaffner 1911, esp. 19–21.
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2009 ad loc.). Typically, the insult is directed at the interrupted speaker, who 
however fails to react to it; that is likely the case here as well (note the deictic 
τουδί), although the interpretation of χάσκοντος is somewhat problematic (cf. 
below).107 This injection has the additional structural purpose of facilitating 
the transition from the catalogue of food that preceded to the catalogue of 
wine that follows.

66–7$τουδὶ / τοῦ χάσκοντος$χάσκω is normally ‘gape at with the 
mouth open’ (e."g. Ar. Ach. 10; Eq. 651), which does not adequately describe 
the extended monologue of the first speaker. It is claimed (e."g. LSJ s.#v. II) that 
the verb can occasionally mean ‘utter’ (S. Ai. 1227 [cf. ΣFH λέξαι, εἰπεῖν]; Ar. 
V. 342 [cf. ΣLhAld εἰπεῖν]; possibly Call. H. 2.24 [but cf. Williams 1978 ad loc.]), 
but MacDowell’s interpretation (1971 on Ar. V. 342) of these passages (‘χανεῖν 
implies contempt for what was spoken… “bluster”’) is better. Alternatively, 
the word here may mean ‘fool’ or ‘simpleton’ by extension (cf. Ar. Eq. 261; 
Ra. 990) or may be taken with τοῦ πρωκτοῦ (in which case Olson’s τῳδὶ in 
66 is attractive).

67$διατειναµένη$A generally prosaic word, extremely rare in poetry 
and found only here in comedy (elsewhere in poetry at e."g. Theoc. 22.67; AP 
5.55.1 [HE 1483]). The participle modifies γέρανος, the bird last mentioned.

68$διὰ τοῦ πρωκτοῦ καὶ τῶν πλευρῶν$The crane is presumably imag-
ined as swallowed whole and then bursting out through one end or the other 
of the person and pecking him in the head. Vulgarities such as πρωκτός, 
although not unparalleled in this period (e."g. Eub. fr. 106.6), are rare, a fact 
presumably indicative more of the selective nature of the fragments’ transmis-
sion than of a general absence of such terms in Middle Comedy.108

69$διακόψειεν$A primarily prosaic word, used of cleaving something 
in two; for its use to refer to a wound, cf. Hp. Aph. 6.18 (IV.566–8 Littré); 
Men. Georg. 48; Sam. 679. For the form, see Lautensach 1916. 171–5 (174–5 
for movable-nu).

τὸ µέτωπον$Properly the brow; cf. on fr. 59.4.

107 Note also that in the mind of Speaker B (and presumably the audience as well) the 
fact has become blurred that Speaker A is comparing a feast that will take place in 
the future with one from the past, but is not describing foods actually at hand.

108 For the sake of comparison, note for example that in Aristophanes πρωκτός (or 
compounds of the word) occurs 48x in the extant plays, but only 2x in the frag-
ments; πέος 20x in the plays but never in the fragments; βινεῖν 20x in the plays 
but only 1x in the fragments; χέζειν or χεζητιᾶν 13x times in the plays but never 
in the fragments. In terms of percentages of total word counts, vulgarities occur 
slightly less than half as often in the Aristophanic fragments as in the extant plays.
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70–1$The first speaker does not acknowledge the interruption and re-
sumes his catalogue, switching from foodstuffs to wines. Although there is 
no clear statement to this effect, and the only transition is the interruption of 
Speaker B, the introduction of wine into the catalogue signals that Speaker 
A has ceased to describe the feast itself and has moved on to the symposium 
that will follow.

70$οἶνοι$Wines are commonly designated by place of origin, colour, or 
taste, although these are not mutually exclusive categories; the terms used 
here all refer to generic types and could be used of wines from numerous 
localities. For an extensive discussion of varieties of wine and their individual 
characteristics, cf. Ath. 1.25f–33f.

λευκός$In Homer, the color of wine is normally ἐρυθρός (e."g. Od. 9.208) 
or µέλας (e."g. Od. 5.265), both perhaps indicating the same sort, whereas later 
distinctions are made between λευκός, κιρρός, and µέλας (which would pre-
sumably include red);109 cf. Ath. 1.32c τῶν οἴνων ὁ µὲν λευκός, ὁ δὲ κιρρός, ὁ 
δὲ µέλας. καὶ ὁ µὲν λευκὸς λεπτότατος τῇ φύσει, οὐρητικός, θερµὸς πεπτικός 
τε ὢν τὴν κεφαλὴν ποιεῖ διάπυρον· ἀνωφερὴς γὰρ ὁ οἶνος (cf. 1.26c, 32d).

71$γλυκύς$Wines of different origins and colors all have varieties that 
can be characterized as ‘sweet’; e."g. Ath. 1.32c, f. The use of γλυκύς alone, 
however, is equivalent to γλεῦκος, ‘new wine’ or wine that has not yet fer-
mented; cf. Kerényi 1960. 5–11; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 60.1; Wilkins 2000. 
219 n. 72; Chadwick 1996. 78.

αὐθιγενής$The word, ‘native’ or ‘local’, is apparently not used of wine 
elsewhere, but see Ascani 2001. 453–4 with n. 32 and her equation of the 
word with αὐτίτης (e."g. Polyzel. fr. 1). It seems to be primarily poetic (e."g. 
B. 2.11 Μοῦσ᾽ αὐθιγενής; E. fr. 472.5–8 αὐθιγενὴς … κυπάρισσος) and is thus 
perhaps parodic high-style, although it occasionally occurs in prose (prior to 
the Roman period only in Herodotus, e."g. 2.149.4 ὕδωρ … αὐθιγενές). There 
is no compelling reason to assume that the wedding being described took 
place, like that of Iphicrates, in Thrace; but for praise of Thracian wines, cf. 
Ath. 1.31a–b. It is possible that rather than γλυκύς and αὐθιγενής referring 
to separate wines, they are meant to be taken together as ‘local unfermented 
wine’.

ἡδύς$When applied to wine, an adjective of general commendation from 
Homer onward (e."g. Od. 9.204–5 [Thracian wine]; 3.51; Ar. fr. 613; Eub. fr. 
136.2; Amph. fr. 9.3; Alex. fr. 46.9).

109 The occurrence of οἶνος ἐρθυρός at Archil. fr. 4.8 may simply be dependent on 
Homeric language.
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καπνίας$‘Smoky’ wine is presumably that which has been aged by ex-
posure to smoke; cf. Colum. 1.6.20 apothecae recte superponentur his locis, 
unde plerumque fumus exoritur, quoniam vina celerius vetustescunt, quae 
fumo quodam genere praecoquem maturitatem trahunt. For the wine itself, cf. 
Pherecr. fr. 137.6; Cratin. fr. 462;110 Pl. Com. fr. 274; Hor. C. 3.8.11; App. Prov. 
3.43 with Leutsch–Schneidewin 1839 ad loc.; Ascani 2001. 454 n. 32; Pickard-
Cambridge 1927. 290–1 n. 6.111

110 This fragment records that the poet Ecphantides was called Καπνίας, seemingly 
referring to the wine, although Hsch. κ 716 interprets the name as derived διὰ τὸ 
µηδὲν λαµπρὸν γράφειν.

111 Pickard-Cambridge 1962. 192 n. 5 offers an abbreviated version of his comments.
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Σαµία (Samia)
(‘Samian Woman’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429; Kock 
1884 II.155; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Webster 1970. 77; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.264; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 265
Title$Titles formed from an ethnic are common; see on Ἀµπρακιῶτις and 
Θετταλοί. The only other example of this particular title is Menander’s hom-
onymous play, although Crates wrote a Σάµιοι.
Content of the comedy$Little can be said about the plot; Webster 1970. 77 
not unreasonably implied that it perhaps resembled that of similarly titled 
plays, which hinge on a recognition that in turn leads to marriage. If so, the 
title character may be a hetaira, as in Menander’s Samia. Although the date 
of the comedy is unknown, Athens’ involvement on Samos in the middle of 
the fourth century and the establishment of a cleruchy there in 365 BC make 
a politically motivated plot perhaps equally possible; cf. Cargill 1995. 17–21; 
Shipley 1987. 138–43, 155–64.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 43 K.-A. (42 K.)

τὸ γὰρ κολακεύειν νῦν ἀρέσκειν ὄνοµ᾽ ἔχει

habent ACE
καὶ et ἐν Σαµίᾳ om. CE
1 γὰρ ACE: δὲ Bothe}}}ἀρέσκειν Canter: ἀρέσκειαν ACE: ἀρέσκει᾽ Blaydes

For ‘flattering’ now has the name ‘be pleasing’

Ath. 6.255a–b 
ταύτην δὲ τὴν κολακείαν τινὲς ἐκτρεπόµενοι τοὔνοµα ἀρέσκειαν προσαγορεύουσιν, 
ὡς καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Σαµίᾳ· ——
Some, changing its name, call this flattery ‘being pleasing’, as also Anaxandrides in 
Samia: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwwl l|lwl lrwl
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Discussion$Morelius 1553. 111; Canter 1564. 183; Grotius 1626. 642–3; 
Meineke 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; Kock 
1884 II.155; Blaydes 1896. 124; Herwerden 1903. 99; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.264; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 265
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes this fragment in the midst of a long 
discussion of flattery (6.248c–62a). He appears to connect it anachronistically 
with the attempts by the Athenians on Lemnos to show fawning gratitude to 
Seleucus I and Antiochus I. Even if Athenaeus does not mean to imply that the 
fragment refers to the behaviour of third-century Greeks, there is no compel-
ling reason to think that he had concrete knowledge of a political context for 
the fragment. That said, see introduction to the play for the possibility that it 
may have been political; for Athenian involvement on Lemnos in the fourth 
century, see Cargill 1995. 12–15, 94–99; Stroud 1998.
Text$Bothe, rightly noting that δέ is occasionally corrupted to γάρ (cf. 
Pearson 1917 on S. fr. 873.1; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 91.1), emended the text 
on metrical grounds (cf. his similar emendation in fr. 46.3); but an anapaest 
in place of an iamb is so common as to need little defense (cf. White 1912 
§§113–22).
Interpretation$κολακεία and ἀρέσκεια are essentially similar behaviours, 
distinguished by the underlying motive; cf. Arist. EN 1108a27–9 ὁ µὲν ὡς δεῖ 
ἡδὺς ὢν φίλος καὶ ἡ µεσότης φιλία, ὁ δ᾽ ὑπερβάλλων, εἰ µὲν οὐδενὸς ἕνεκα, 
ἄρεσκος, εἰ δ᾽ ὠφελείας τῆς αὑτοῦ, κόλαξ; 1127a7–10 ὁ µὲν τοῦ ἡδὺς εἶναι 
στοχαζόµενος µὴ δι᾽ ἄλλο τι ἄρεσκος, ὁ δ᾽ ὅπως ὠφέλειά τις αὑτῷ γίγνηται 
εἰς χρήµατα καὶ ὅσα διὰ χρηµάτων, κόλαξ; Diggle 2004. 181–2, 222–3; Ussher 
1960 on Thphr. Char. 2.1. For the κόλαξ, see on fr. 35.7. The thought expressed 
here is common in political writing; cf. Th. 3.82.3 καὶ τὴν εἰωθυῖαν ἀξίωσιν τῶν 
ὀνοµάτων ἐς τὰ ἔργα ἀντήλλαξαν τῇ δικαιώσει with Hornblower 1991–2008 
ad loc.; Pl. R. 560d–e; Isoc. 7.20; Sall. Cat. 52.11.
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Σατυρίας (Satyrias)
(‘Satyrias’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429; Kock 
1884 II.155; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.265; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 265
Title$The name Satyrias is not otherwise attested, although Meineke 1839 
I.373 is surely correct in his opinion that ‘Satyrias nomen proprium fuisse 
videtur a Σάτυρος formatum, ut Ἀριστίας ab ἄριστος, ∆ιδυµίας a δίδυµος, 
Σκληρίας a σκληρός et similia’; cf. Chantraine 1933. 92–6; Breitenbach 1908. 
78–9. Breitenbach compares Plautus’ Saturio, although this is rather the trans-
literated Latin form of Σατυρίων, a fairly common name of the late Hellenistic 
period (LGPN II list 19 occurrences in Attica, of which the four third-century 
instances are the earliest), and thus is almost certainly unrelated, aside from 
sharing a common stem. 
Content of the comedy$Only a single, uninformative word survives from 
the play, but the title is more likely meant as a descriptive name than as a 
reference to an otherwise unknown historical figure.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 44 K.-A. (43 K.)

habet A 
ὠ τ ά ρ ι α  δ᾽ ὠνόµασε καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Σατυρίᾳ

Ath. 3.95c
Anaxandrides in Satyrias also mentioned p i g s ’  e a r s

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429; Kock 1884 II.155; 
Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.265; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007.  
265
Citation context$The serving of tripe and the like at Athenaeus 3.94c evokes 
an extended discussion of such food (lasting until 3.101e, but with a long di-
gression at 3.96f–100b). After more general remarks (3.94c–5a), the discussion 
turns to parts of pigs specifically (3.95a–6e). This fragment occurs near the 
beginning of that section, in the midst of quotations largely concerned with 
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pigs’ snouts; Alex. fr. 115; Theophil. fr. 8.1–3; Anaxil. frr. 19; 13; 11 precede, 
and Axionic. fr. 8; Ar. fr. 478; Pherecr. fr. 107; Plb. 6.59; Stesich. fr. 44 (PMG 
221); Archipp. fr. 1; Arar. fr. 1 follow.
Interpretation$ὠτάριον, a diminutive of οὖς, occurs also at Alex. fr. 115.16; 
Anaxil. fr. 9, and has been plausibly restored at Anaxil. fr. 19.4; for the form, 
cf. Tsantsanoglou 1984 on Anaxil. fr. 9 (68 Tsants.). Tsantsanoglou makes the 
further cogent argument that pigs’ ears specifically are meant by this word, 
since this is explicitly stated at Alex. fr. 115.16 and implied at Anaxil. fr. 19.4 (if 
the restoration is accepted) and by the general context of Ath. 3.95. For parts 
of pigs (including ears) generally, see Wilkins 2000. 20 n. 62.
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Σώσιππος (Sōsippos)
(‘Sosippus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429; Kock 
1884 II.155; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.265; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 265
Title$This is the only known play with this title. The title is clearly a personal 
name, but to whom it refers, and whether that person is real or fictional, is 
unknown. Meineke 1839 I.373 tentatively suggested a connection with the 
obscure comic poet Sosippus (LGPN II s.#v. #28); but he is very poorly attested 
and, since he seems to have been a contemporary of Diphilus, is probably 
too late to have been mentioned by Anaxandrides.112 Breitenbach 1908. 43–4, 
rightly dismissing Meineke’s suggestion, instead thought of the Sosippus who 
was an Olympic victor in 388/7 BC (PA 13271; PAA 863320; LGPN II s.#v. #26; 
Moretti 1957 #382). Breitenbach himself notes that it is unclear if this man 
was an Athenian, although his nationality is not necessarily relevant; a more 
compelling objection is that he achieved fame a decade before Anaxandrides 
began to write plays, and there is no reason to think that he remained relevant 
in the popular imagination. LGPN II s.#v. #2 are rightly more cautious and label 
the eponymous hero of the play fictitious. This may be correct, but Sosippus 
is not the sort of speaking-name expected in such a circumstance, and the 
reference may be to a prominent contemporary (LGPN II record 13 occurrences 
of the name, excluding the Olympic victor, the poet, and the eponym of this 
play, in Athens in the fourth century).113

Content of the comedy$Little can be said about the content. The lone word 
that survives could suggest epic parody, but even if this is true, such parody 
need not have involved more than a line or two. Similarly, the possible ref-
erents of the title are too varied and speculative to allow for any substantive 
larger comment.
Date$Unknown.

112 Sosippus is known only from Ath. 4.133f, where doubt is expressed as to whether 
Diph. fr. 18 belongs to the Ἀπολείπουσα of Diphilus or of Sosippus (but note the 
absence of such doubt at Diph. fr. 17, quoted at Ath. 4.132c–e); Meineke 1839 
I.452–3 thus hesitantly suggested emending Sosippus to Poseidippus, although 
Poseidippus is not otherwise known to have written an Ἀπολείπουσα.

113 Even if the title refers to a contemporary, the reference may be oblique and so does 
not necessarily imply the existence of a Sosippus who is mocked in this play; cf. 
the possibility that Lysistrata in Ar. Lys. refers to or was modeled on the priestess 
Lysimache (cf. Henderson 1987. xxxviii–xl).
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fr. 45 K.-A. (44 K.)

ΣAT H. Il. 23.1 b1 
π τ ό λ ι ν · Κυπρίων τῶν ἐν Σαλαµῖνι ἡ λέξις· κεῖται δὲ καὶ παρὰ κωµικῷ Ἀναξανδρίδῃ 
ἐν Σωσίππῳ

πτόλιν T: κατὰ πτόλιν A}}}κυπρίων T: πτόλιν. κυπρίων A: πόλιν. κυπρίων Villoison}}} 
παρὰ AT: παρὰ τῷ Meineke}}}Ἀναξανδρίδῃ Meineke: Ἀλεξανδρίδῃ T: om. A

C i t y. (This form of) the word is used by the Cypriots in Salamis. It occurs also in the 
comic poet Anaxandrides in Sōsippos

ΣT H. Il. 23.2 b2 
ὅτι τὸ π τ ό λ ι ν  καὶ παρὰ κωµικοῖς
(This form of the word) ‘c i t y ’ (occurs) also in comic poets

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 429–30; 
Meineke 1857 V.81; Kock 1884 II.155; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.265; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 265
Citation context$The scholia to the Iliad cite Anaxandrides’ use of the word 
as part of the discussion of the word in H. Il 23.1 ὣς οἳ µὲν στενάχοντο κατὰ 
πτόλιν· αὐτὰρ Ἀχαιοί. Since the word is common in elevated poetry both 
generally (see below) and in the phrase κατὰ πτόλιν (e."g. A.R. 1.247 [same 
metrical position]; A. Th. 6; E. Andr. 699), but almost non-existent in comedy, 
Anaxandrides is a far from obvious parallel to cite. The obscurity of the ref-
erence might thus suggest that its ultimate source was a work of Hellenistic 
scholarship on epic diction or epic parody in the comic poets. If Anaxandrides 
did parody H. Il. 23.1–2, a political point is easy to imagine (e."g. ‘there was 
much groaning throughout the city when they came to the islands [i."e. νήσους 
for the Homeric νῆας) and the Hellespont’), but the possibilities are legion and 
such spectulation is largely fruitless.
Interpretation$A common form of the word in Homer (e."g. Il. 2.130; Od. 
2.383), tragedy (e."g. A. Ag. 595; E. Ph. 250; Ba. 216; not in S.) and other high-
style poetry; see Friis Johansen–Whittle 1980 on A. Su. 699 for further exam-
ples of this and related forms in tragedy, together with brief discussion and 
bibliography. Despite the claim at ΣT H. Il. 23.2 that the word is used παρὰ 
κωµικοῖς, this is the only extant example in comedy.114 Since the form πτόλ– is 

114 The only comparable form in comedy is ἀµφιπτολεµοπηδησίστρατος (although 
from πόλεµος rather than πόλις) at Eup. fr. 424.
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used only metri gratia after a short syllable, commonly a preposition, that is 
likely to have been the case here as well whether there was epic parody or 
the word was merely meant to add an element of solemnity.
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Τηρεύς (Tēreus)
(‘Tereus’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.191; 1847. 587; Bothe 1855. 430; Kock 
1884 II.156; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Webster 1970. 40; Nesselrath 1990. 195, 
216–18; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.265 (cf. 1983 IV.59); Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 
266
Title$Tereus was the eponym of comedies by Cantharus and Philetaerus, 
as well as a major character in Aristophanes’ Aves; tragedies were written 
about him by Sophocles, Philocles I, possibly Carcinus (cf. TrGF 70 F 4 with 
app. crit.), Livius Andronicus, and Accius. The standard version of the myth, 
known from numerous sources, is that Tereus raped Philomela, sister of his 
wife Procne, and then cut out her tongue to prevent her from disclosing his 
crime; but Philomela depicted the events in a tapestry, which was made known 
to Procne. In revenge, the sisters slaughtered Itys, son of Tereus and Procne, 
and served him to his father; when Tereus discovered what had happened and 
pursued them, all three were transformed into birds: Tereus into a hoopoe, 
Procne into a nightingale, and Philomela into a swallow. For a succinct account 
of the story, see Apollod. 3.14.8; for fuller accounts, including variants, see 
Touloupa in LIMC VII.1.527–9; Höfer in Roscher 1884–1937 V.371–6; Pearson 
1917, introduction to S. Tereus (frr. 581–95); Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 15. For 
Tereus in Athenian drama, see Dobrov 1993.
Content of the comedy$The transformation of Tereus in itself clearly offers 
scope for comic treatment, notably in Aristophanes’ portrayal of Tereus in 
Aves; Nesselrath 1990. 216–18 argues that this play offered a rationalization of 
the myth. His interpretation hinges on the acceptance of ὄρνις as a nickname 
(cf. on fr. 46.1) with relevance to the plot as a whole rather than simply as a 
passing joke, and he concludes (217) that Tereus here is not the Thracian king 
of myth but rather ‘ein harmloser athenischer Ehemann, der vielleicht ein 
zu großes Interesse an der Schwester seiner Frau bekundet hatte, für diese 
Verirrung dann aber bei beiden Damen in Ungnade fiel hatten, sich schließlich 
in fr. 45 [46 K.-A.] auch noch anhören mußte, daß er als Mann, der Frauen 
gegenüber den kürzeren zog, künftig ὄρνις hießen werde.’ Nesselrath’s sug-
gestion is a relatively detailed example (apparently developed independently) 
of the general interpretative framework for mythological plays proposed in 
passing at Winkler 1982.
Date$The play has been dated to ca. 350 BC or shortly thereafter (cf. Nesselrath 
1990. 195; Webster 1970. 40) on the basis of suggested identifications of the 
Polyeuctus in fr. 46.3 (see ad loc.), although the evidence is far from compel-
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ling. It apparently failed to place well in competition, with the result that 
Ath. 9.373f–4b (citing fr. 48) marvels that it was preserved; cf. on fr. 48; test. 2.

fr. 46 K.-A. (45 K.)

Ὄρνις κεκλήσῃ. (Β.) διὰ τί, πρὸς τῆς Ἑστίας;
πότερον καταφαγὼν τὴν πατρῴαν οὐσίαν,
ὥσπερ Πολύευκτος ὁ καλός; (Α.) οὐ δῆτ᾽, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι
ἄρρην ὑπὸ θηλειῶν κατεκόπης

habent ACE

You will be called Bird. (B.) Why, by Hestia?
For consuming my inheritance,
like the handsome Polyeuctus? (A.) Not at all, but because,
although a man, you were made into mincemeat by women

Ath. 4.166d 
Πολύευκτον δ᾽ Ἀναξανδρίδης ἐν Τηρεῖ κωµῳδῶν ὄρνις κεκλήσῃ, φησί, διὰ τί —— 

Πολυεύκτου δ᾽ Ἀναξανδρίδης λέγων CE

Mocking Polyeuctus, Anaxandrides in Tēreus says: Why ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl l|rwl llwl
wwlwr l|lwl llwl
llwwl l|rwl llwl
llwwl ll|wr l〈lwl〉

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 109; Ruhnken 1768. lxxxi (= 1828b. 344); Meineke 
1840 III.191–2; 1847. 587–8; Bothe 1855. 430; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; Kock 1884 
II.45; Blaydes 1896. 124; Herwerden 1903. 99; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Webster 
1970. 40, 57; Nesselrath 1990. 216–18; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.266; Wilkins 2000. 
293; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 266–7
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes this fragment in the course of a list of ex-
amples of spendthrifts (4.165d–9a): Alex. frr. 110 (Diodorus); 248 (Epicharides); 
Diph. fr. 37 (Ctesippus son of Chabrias); Timocl. fr. 5 (the same); Men. frr. 264 
(the same); 247 (a generic spendthrift); Axionic. fr. 1 (Pythodelus) precede; 
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Theopomp. Hist. FGrHist 115 F 110 (Eubulus the politician); 233 (people of 
Tarentum); 224 (Philip II) and various other fragments of historians on a vari-
ety of persons follow. Despite the hesitation sometimes expressed (e."g. Arnott 
1996 on Alex. fr. 110.1 for Diodorus), all the men mentioned in Athenaeus’ 
catalogue of spendthrifts appear to be historical persons of the fourth century.
Interpretation$In accord with his general interpretation of the play (see 
Introduction there), Nesselrath takes Speaker B to be Tereus, despite the fact 
that Itys was traditionally the one slaughtered by the women. Such disregard 
for the traditional account is possible (cf. on fr. 35.10), but seems more probable 
in a passing joke than as a structural feature; for possible support for Tereus 
as Speaker B, see on 1. Speaker B could be interpreted as Itys if the fragment 
contains a conflation of the traditional story of his death and the version 
known from later sources (Serv. Ecl. 6.78 ~ Myth. Vat. 1.4) according to which 
he, like Tereus, Procne, and Philomela, was transformed into a bird. The allu-
sion to a squandered patrimony may point to a conflict between generations 
and so perhaps suggests that the dysfunctional family dynamic was even more 
complicated than Nesselrath and the traditional myth itself allowed for; for 
the possibility that the reference to squandered patrimony is a passing joke, 
see on 1.

Structurally, the fragment is similar to fr. 1 (cf. ad loc.). Speaker A makes 
a statement (here 1); Speaker B misunderstands the content and reaches a 
conclusion radically different from the one intended (2–3); the first speaker 
then offers a correction, clarifying what was meant (3–4).

1$Ὄρνις$For nicknames in general, see on fr. 35; for specific birds as 
nicknames, cf. Ar. Av. 1290–99 with Dunbar 1995 ad loc. The generic word 
ὄρνις seems not to have normally functioned as a nickname, although it was 
occasionally used to characterize people as flighty (cf. Ar. Av. 169–70 with van 
Leeuwen 1902a ad loc.). This seems to have led to Meineke’s claim (1840 III.192) 
that ‘ceterum in Anaxandridis verbis ita demum acumen inest, si Polyeuctum 
ludibrii causa Ὄρνις appellatum fuisse statuas, quod nomen Athenienses vol-
aticis et inconstantis animi hominibus indidisse constat,’ but this behaviour is 
not really what Polyeuctus is criticized for here. If Tereus is addressed, there 
may be a play on words similar to that at Timocl. fr. 19.3–4 (Β.) διὰ τί Τηρέα 
λέγεις; / (Α.) διότι τηρ[ε]ῖν δεῖ παρόντος τοῦδε τὰ σκεύη σφόδρα, although for 
the joke to work here, there must have been some sort of set-up to facilitate 
the connection with τηρεῖν.

κεκλήσῃ$For this termination for the 2nd singular future passive (as 
well as present passive), as opposed to -ει, cf. fr. 38.1 with n.; Kühner–Blass 
1890–1892 II.60; Mayser 1938 I.2.90; Threatte 1996 II.451–2.
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πρὸς τῆς Ἑστίας$Oaths by Hestia, apparently normally spoken by men 
(contrast adesp. com. fr. 1000.39), seem to be confined to comedy: Ar. Pl. 395; 
Antiph. fr. 183.2 νὴ τὴν Ἑστίαν; Eub. fr. 60 νὴ τὴν Ἑστίαν; Strato Com. fr. 
1.28; adesp. com. frr. 1000.39; 1093.231. They are thus presumably colloqui-
al, as Cobet 1880. 60 recognized.115 The comment of Cunningham 1971 on 
Herod. 7.120 that ἐστίη (i."e. ἑστία) is ‘frequent in oaths from Homer on’, is 
true enough, but does not include the necessary qualification that the form 
in Homer (e."g. Od. 14.158–9) is invariably ἴστω νῦν Ζεὺς πρῶτα θεῶν ξενίη 
τε τράπεζα / ἱστίη τ᾽ Ὀδυσῆος ἀµύµονος, ἣν ἀφικάνω and in other authors 
refers to a particular hearth (e."g. Herod. 7.120 µὰ τὴν Κέρδωνος ἐστίην; S. El. 
881 µὰ τὴν πατρῴαν ἑστίαν) rather than to the personified goddess. For the 
goddess Hestia generally, see Sarian in LIMC V.1.407–12; Preuner in Roscher 
1884–1937 I.2605–53 (2623 for Hestia in oaths). Of dubious relevance is Opp. 
Cyn 3.118, where the cock is called ὄρνις … συνέστιος.

2$καταφαγὼν τὴν πατρῴαν οὐσίαν$The image of eating or consum-
ing one’s own wealth or that of another is as old as Homer (e."g. Od. 1.375 
ὑµὰ κτήµατ᾽ ἔδοντες, where meant literally) and is common in comedy (e."g. 
Antiph. fr. 236.1; Alex. fr. 128.1–2; Anaxipp. fr. 1.32); for numerous further 
examples of this and other metaphors for squandering wealth, cf. Arnott 1996 
on Alex. fr. 110.2; Biles–Olson 2015 on Ar. V. 1114–16. The connection between 
being called ‘Bird’ and squandering one’s wealth remains obscure, unless it 
hinged on wordplay involving Τηρεύς/τηρέω. Csapo 1993. 122 wondered if 
there might be some connection with birds abusing fathers; cf. Ar. Eq. 496–7; 
Av. 1347–8; Σ A. Eu. 861.

3$Πολύευκτος ὁ καλός$Ruhnken 1768. lxxxi (= 1828b. 344) suggested 
that this Polyeuctus is the same man as the well-known orator and politician 
of the third quarter of the fourth century, Πολύευκτος Σωστράτου Σφήττιος 
(PA 11925 + 11934 + 11950; PAA 778285; LGPN II s.#v. #49); this thesis has often 
been accepted, e."g. by Meineke 1840 III.192 and Nesselrath 1990. 195, although 
it was rejected early on by Böhnecke 1843. 643 n. 4. With this identification, 
the description of the man as καλός may be a mocking reference to his un-
gainly appearance (cf. Plu. Phoc. 9.9, where he is described as ὑπέρπαχυς), but 
more likely it indicates simply that he is both young and well-born. The main 
obstacle to the identification (aside from the lack of any obvious connection 
between the man and the content of the fragment) is that the period of his 
major political importance is probably after Anaxandrides’ career had come 
to an end. Conceivably, he might have been already well-known enough in his 

115 At Roscher 1884–1937 I.2623 the reference to Cobet is wrongly given as p. 1.
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youth to be mocked in comedy, but the only real basis for this identification 
is that he is the most well-known bearer of the name.

Webster 1970. 40 asserted that the reference was to a somewhat lesser 
known man, Πολύευκτος Τιµοκράτους Κριωεύς (PA 11946; PAA 778225; LGPN 
II s.#v. #34), although he provided no support for the suggestion. Webster pre-
sumably based his deduction on the fact that the family of this Polyeuctus was 
wealthy (cf. Davies 1971. 513–14 s.#v. Τιµοκράτης II [PA 13772; PAA 888265]), 
although he was (slanderously) described as a µισθοφόρος of Meidias at D. 
21.139. Again, there is little concrete evidence to support the conclusion, 
and this Polyeuctus likewise seems slightly too young to be mocked in 
Anaxandrides.

Since approximately twenty-five other known bearers of this name are 
possible contemporaries of Anaxandrides, and no obvious connection exists 
between any of these men and the description in this fragment, the safest 
course is to treat the man mentioned here as a distinct historical figure (thus 
PAA 778017; LGPN II s.#v. #5).116 A similar controversy has centred round the 
eponym of Heniochus’ Πολύευκτος; this man has been identified with the 
Polyeuctus here,117 has been viewed as distinct from him, and has been judged 
fictitious (cf. Breitenbach 1908. 38–40; Wilamowitz 1925. 145 n. 1; LGPN II s.#v. 
#6). Even assuming that the eponym of Heniochus’ play is a historical figure, 
the dates for Heniochus are too poorly known to make even an educated guess 
at a possible identification, so the title of his play offers no help.

Physical descriptions such as ὁ καλός are frequently used to distinguish 
homonyms or to identify an individual precisely, although in comedy there 
is often an added point to the choice of adjective. For καλός used this way, 
Kassel–Austin note Pl. Prt. 362; Phdr. 278e; X. HG 2.3.56; Antiph. fr. 27.10; for 
other adjectives, cf. Ar. Av. 988; Th. 31–3; Ra. 709.

4$ἄρρην ὑπὸ θηλειῶν κατεκόπης$The reference is primarily to the 
relationship between Tereus and Procne and Philomela, but the imagery sug-
gests a defeated fighting-cock; cf. Ar. Av. 286; Heraclid. Com. fr. 1; Borthwick 
1966. 4–5; 1967. 249; Haslam (i."e. Lobel) [ed. pr.] on POxy. XLIV 3151 fr. 1 
col. 2.5. The imagery may also echo the apparently popular belief that among 
chickens the female can be the dominant sex, resulting in a reversal of normal 
roles; cf. Arist. HA 631b8–18; Ael. NA 4.29; 5.5; English ‘hen-pecked’.

116 Coincidentally, and of very doubtful relevance, Polyeuctus also appears as a kalos- 
name in the mid-fifth century; cf. ARV#2 p. 1607; PA 11921; PAA 778000; LGPN II 
s.#v. #1.

117 Bergk 1887. IV.169 n. 193 identified these two men with one another but not with 
the orator.
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κατακόπτω means ‘cut up in small pieces’ (e."g. for cooking, as at Ar. Av. 
1688 [of birds]), but can also be used in a military sense, like the English 
‘butcher’ (e."g. Th. 7.29.5; D. 13.22); cf. περικόµµατα at Ar. Eq. 372 with Blaydes 
1892 ad loc. Here the word may have the connotation ‘defeat overwhelmingly’, 
but perhaps it also has the sense ‘bore (with words)’, as at Alex. fr. 177.12 with 
Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Anaxipp. fr. 1.23; Men. Sam. 285 with Gomme–Sandbach 
1973 ad loc.; Hegesipp. Com. fr. 1.3. In any event, it is clear that a man has in 
some way been worsted by two women.

fr. 47 K.-A. (46 K.)

ἀλλ᾽, οἷα νύµφη βασιλὶς ὠνοµασµένη,
µύροις Μεγαλλείοισι σῶµ᾽ ἀλείφεται

habet A
1 ὠνοµασµένη A: ὡραϊσµένη Headlam: ἐξωρᾳσµένη Herwerden: ἀσµένη χεροῖν 
Toeppel: ἔνδον ἀσµένη Kock}}}2 Μεγαλλείοισι Cobet: Μεγαλλίοισι A: Μεγαλλείοις 
τὸ Herwerden

But, like one called a royal bride,
she anoints her body with Megallian perfumes

Ath. 15.691a 
Ἀναξανδρίδης Τηρεῖ· ——
Anaxandrides in Tēreus: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl l|rwl wlwl
wlwl llw|l wlwl

Discussion$Toup 1770 II.402; Meineke 1840 III.192–3; Cobet 1847. 127 (cf. 
1858. 77); Emperius 1847. 311; Meineke 1847. 588; Bothe 1855. 430; Herwerden 
1855. 55–6; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix, 81; Töppel 1867. 7–8; Herwerden 1872. 
85–6; Naber 1880. 54–5; Kock 1884 II.156; Herwerden 1886. 179; Kock 1888 
III.737; Blaydes 1890a. 83; Blaydes 1896. 124; Blaydes 1898. 186; Headlam 1899. 
6; Herwerden 1903. 99; Edmonds 1959 II.70–1; Long 1986. 81; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.266; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 267
Citation context$Toward the end of a long discussion of perfumes (15.686c– 
92f; including Anaxandr. fr. 41 at 15.689f–90a), Athenaeus breaks into summary 
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lists of different types. This fragment is the last in the short section on Megallian 
perfume: Ar. fr. 549; Pherecr. fr. 149; Stratt. fr. 34; Amphis fr. 27 precede.
Text$The sense of the fragment is generally clear, but 1 poses several serious 
difficulties, primarily ὠνοµασµένη, which is generally thought to be either 
corrupt or used in an unparalleled sense. The text is probably sound, with 
ὠνοµασµένη used as a copulative (i."e. ‘like one named as a royal bride…’); cf. 
Antiph. fr. 104.2; ΣbT H. Il. 23.90. 

Meineke 1840 III.193 suggested that, barring corruption, ὠνοµασµένη must 
be used with the sense of κατωνοµασµένη (‘betrothed’; cf. Plb. 5.43.1; Hsch. 
τ 85a); but no parallel for ὠνοµασµένη with this sense exists.118 A number of 
scholars have assumed corruption and suggested various emendations, most 
involving some word followed by ἀσµένη, although none of these is convinc-
ing. The difficulty may be somewhat obviated by Toup’s suggestion (1770. 402) 
that βασιλίς is a proper name, specifically that of an hetaira. But there is no 
particular reason to think that the name belongs to an hetaira,119 and in any 
case the name itself is both extremely rare and fairly late.120

Interpretation$The fragment concerns a woman anointing herself with per-
fume and thus being compared to a bride; whether she is an ordinary bride 
being compared to a particularly wealthy bride, or a non-bride being compared 
to a bride, is unclear. One obvious suggestion for the identify of the subject 
is either Procne or Philomela, the two main women in the story of Tereus.

1–2$Anointing oneself is presumably part of a normal bride’s preparation 
for the wedding, after she has taken her bath; cf. Oakley–Sinos 1993. 15–16.121

118 The citation by Gulick 1928–1957 of H. Il. 9.515 and 23.90 offers no support for this 
interpretation, despite his claim to the contrary.

119 For support for his assertion, Toup relied on Hsch. α 7247 Φορµισίους δὲ τὰ 
γυναικεῖα αἰδοῖα [Ar. Ec. 97] καὶ Βασιλείδας καὶ Λαχάρας. Since the Hesychius 
passage does not in fact support Toup’s proposal, Meineke was correct in rejecting 
it, although his argument that there is no such name as Βασιλείδης or Βασιλίδης 
carries little weight and in any case is no longer true (there are 25 from Athens 
alone, although most are late Hellenistic or later, with the earliest certain example 
being from the mid-third century [PA 2840; PAA 263330; LGPN II s.#v. #17]).

120 There is one example from the second century and one from the first, both of them 
from Rhodes, and three examples from the Roman Imperial period, all from Magna 
Graecia. But there is one fourth-century Athenian example of the similarly formed 
name Βασίλιννα (PA 2842; PAA 263600).

121 Note that X. Smp. 2.3 states that women, particularly brides, wear myrrh and so 
need no other perfume, not, as Oakley-Sinos 16 paraphrase, ‘that women wear 
enough myrrh on this occasion that men’s perfumes go unappreciated.’
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2$µύροις Μεγαλλείοισι$For perfume generally, cf. on fr. 41.1. Megalleian 
perfume received its name from Megallus, its reputed πρῶτος εὑρετής (cf. 
Ar. fr. 549 with Kassel–Austin ad loc.), and was apparently expensive and 
of high quality (cf. Amphis fr. 27; Eub. fr. 89.5–6 [fr. 90 K] with Hunter 1983 
ad loc.); for details concerning its manufacture, cf. Thphr. Od. 29; Dsc. 1.58.3; 
Plin. NH 13.13. The names of both the perfume and its supposed inventor are 
often transmitted in a corrupt form (note especially Hsch. µ 1011, where the 
corruption goes back at least to Hesychius’ source); cf. Renehan 1969. 13.

fr. 48 K.-A. (47 K.)

ὀχευοµένους δὲ 〈l w l x〉 τοὺς κάπρους
καὶ τὰς ἀλεκτρυόνας θεωροῦσ᾽ ἄσµενοι

habent ACE
Τηρεῖ om. CE
1 ὀχευοµένας δὲ τὰς Bothe: ὀχευοµένας δὲ τὰς κύνας Herwerden}}}2 θεωροῦσ᾽ 
CE: θεωροῦσιν A

They delight in watching the boars
and hens being mounted

Ath. 9.373e–f 
τὸν δ᾽ ἀλεκτρυόνα … οἱ ἀρχαῖοι καὶ θηλικῶς εἰρήκασι … Ἀναξανδρίδης Τηρεῖ· ——
The ancients used the word ‘cock’ also for the feminine … Anaxandrides in Tēreus: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlrl w|〈lwl x〉lwl
llwl rl|wl llwl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.192; 1847. 588; Bothe 1855. 430; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxix; Kock 1884 II.156; Herwerden 1886. 178; Blaydes 1890a. 83; Blaydes 
1896. 124; Herwerden 1903. 99; Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Nesselrath 1990. 218; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.266–7; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 267
Citation context$Within a more general discussion of birds (9.373a–4d), 
Athenaeus includes a section on the use of the word ἀλεκτρυών ‘cock’ as a 
feminine; Cratin. fr. 115 and Stratt. fr. 61 precede, and Theopomp. Com. fr. 10 
and Ar. frr. 193 and 194.1–2 follow. The list of citations is interrupted after this 
fragment by the narrator’s comment that he is surprised this play survived 
and his quotation of Chamaeleon fr. 43 (= Anaxandr. test. 2).
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Text$The lacuna in 1 is normally assumed to fall at the beginning of the 
line. But placing it after δέ or, less good, at the end of the line preserves 
Anaxandrides’ normal penthemimeral caesura.

The text has often been doubted; the fragment is not obviously corrupt, but 
it is difficult to make sense of, probably due in large part to the lack of context. 
If emendation is warranted, the best solution is Bothe’s ὀχευοµένας δὲ τὰς 
κάπρους (1855. 430; followed by Edmonds 1959); ἡ κάπρος is unparalleled, 
but the formation is not difficult. Needlessly drastic is Herwerden 1893. 178, 
who conjectured ὀχευοµένας δὲ τὰς κύνας, ‘cum tamen manifesto sermo fiat 
de bestia femina, nec fere praeter canes et gallos animalia coeuntia saepe 
spectentur.’ Similarly unnecessary, and unhelpful, are judgements of hopeless 
corruption, e."g. Kaibel’s simple ‘verba corrupta’ (quoted by Kassel–Austin ad 
loc.) or Kock’s despairing ‘quid faciam nescio’ (1884 II.156).
Interpretation$The fragment obviously refers to some group taking plea-
sure in watching animals having sex. Difficulty in imagining a context was 
probably the driving force behind most attempts at emendation (see above), 
although changing the text to refer to female animals in both has satisfied 
many. Nesselrath believed the fragment could support his general interpre-
tation of the play as that of a man dominated by women (cf. Introduction 
to this play); since it does not really accomplish this, he asserts that, ‘man 
vermißt bei τὰς ἀλεκτρυόνας eine partizipiale Ergänzung wie bei ὀχευοµένους 
δὲ τοὺς κάπρους; vielleicht ist hinter ἀλεκτρυόνας eine Lücke anzusetzen, in 
der vielleicht ebenfalls stand, wer diejenigen sind, die dergleichen ἄσµενοι 
θεωροῦσιν.’

1$ὀχευοµένους$The normal, generally prosaic (in poetry only at Theoc. 
5.147), term for sex between animals;122 as expected, the active is regularly 
used for the male, the passive for the female (e."g. Pl. R. 454d τὸ µὲν θῆλυ 
τίκτειν, τὸ δὲ ἄρρην ὀχεύειν; Arist. HA 540a21–3 ὀχεύεται δ᾽ ἡ µὲν θήλεια …, 
ὁ δ᾽ ἄρρην … ὀχεύει).

τοὺς κάπρους$The wild boar is known as the victim in an oath-sacrifice 
(H. Il. 19.250–5; Ar. Lys. 202123) and is common is Homeric similes reflecting 

122 The word is used for people at Suda χ 73 χαµαιτυπεῖον· πορνεῖον. καὶ χαµαιτύπη, ἡ 
πόρνη. ἀπὸ τοῦ χαµαὶ κειµένην ὀχεύεσθαι and the reputed inscription on the tomb 
of Sardanapalos ἔσθιε, πῖνε, ὄχευε (Hellanic. FGrHist 4 F 63; Callisthenes FGrHist 
124 F 34; Apollod. FGrHist 244 F 303), although note that Aristobul. fr. 6 gives the 
text as ἔσθιε, πῖνε, παῖζε. Cf. also Alc. Com. fr. 18.

123 ΣRBar ad loc. report that it is used ἀντὶ τοῦ αἰδοίου; this gloss is expanded at Suda κ 
348 κάπρος· τὸ αἰδοῖον τοῦ ἀνδρός. This interpretation is almost certainly incor-
rect.
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aggressive self-defence (e."g. H. Il. 11.414–18; 13.471–5 with Janko 1992 ad loc.); 
in comedy, the boar appears primarily in lists of food (e."g. Ar. fr. 333.5; Stratt. 
fr. 12.2; Eub. fr. 63.3; Mnesim. fr. 4.48).

2$τὰς ἀλεκτρυόνας$Although specifically feminine forms exist (ἀλε-
κτορίς [e."g. Arist. HA 558b17]; ἀλεκτρυονίς [ΣR Ar. Nu. 226]), the normal 
Attic for both the male and female chicken is ἀλεκτρυών (hence the com-
ic formation ἀλεκτρύαινα at Ar. Nu. 666); cf. Ath. 9.373e–4c (see Citation 
Context); Phryn. Ecl. 200 (207 R) with Rutherford 1881 ad loc.; Hsch. α 2859; 
van Leeuwen 1898 on Ar. Nu. 666. For chickens in general, cf. Dunbar 1995 
on Ar. Av. 483; Thompson 1936. 33–44.

θεωροῦσ(ι)$Not simply ‘look at’ but ‘watch as a spectator’; cf. Bill 1901; 
Koller 1958.
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Ὕβρις (Hybris)
(‘Hybris’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.193; 1847. 588; Bothe 1855. 430; Kock 
1884 II.157; Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Webster 1970. 83; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.267; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 267
Title$Sophocles wrote a satyr play of the same name, for the title of which 
Pearson 1917 ad loc. compares two other plays of Sophocles, Ἔρις and Μῶµος, 
the latter also a satyr play. For plays named after an emotion, behaviour or the 
like, e."g. Anaxandrides Ἀντέρως (but see ad loc.) Anaxilas Εὐανδρία; Eubulus 
Ὀλβία; Menander Ὀργή. For hybris in general, Fisher 1992, who defines it 
(493) as ‘the deliberate infliction of shame and dishonour’; MacDowell 1990a. 
17–23 and on D. 21.47 (the supposed law against hybris). The title of this 
play probably refers to the abstract, but the quasi-divine personification is 
also possible. For Hybris as a quasi-divinity, cf. Paus. 1.28.5 (discussing the 
Areopagus) τοὺς δὲ ἀργοὺς λίθους, ἐφ᾽ ὧν ἑστᾶσιν ὅσοι δίκας ὑπέχουσι καὶ 
οἱ διώκοντες, τὸν µὲν Ὕβρεως τὸν δὲ Ἀναιδείας ὀνοµάζουσι (cf. X. Smp. 8.35; 
Ister FGrHist 334 F 11 with Jacoby 1950–1955 ad loc.); Panyas. frr. 17.8; 18; Eub. 
fr. 93.6–7; Ath. 2.36d; Loeb in LIMC V.1.551–3.

Two other possible referents of the title are of dubious relevance. On a 
red-figure vase depicting the apotheosis of Heracles (Munich 2360; ARV2, pp. 
1186 #30, 1685), a satyr is labelled Ὕβρις; Loeb in LIMC V.1.552 suggests that 
‘daneben gibt es Hybris auch in “harmloser” Form, als Mutwilligkeit besonders 
von jungen Tieren und Menschen, die keine Götterstrafe nach sich zieht. So 
kann auch ein Satyr den Namen H. tragen.’ At Apollod. 1.4.1 and ΣTzet. Lyc. 772, 
Pan is reported to be the son of Zeus and Hybris, but this apparent assertion is 
probably illusory and an example of textual corruption due to folk etymology; 
cf. ΣBDEF Pi. P. arg., where Pan is the son of Zeus and Thybris (DEF: Thymbris 
B; note Aegius’ emendation of Hybris to Thymbris at Apollod. 1.4.1).
Content of the comedy$The play could have been a social comedy that 
hinged on an act perceived, rightly or wrongly, as hybris. Equally possible, 
it was a more pointed political play. The single fragment is uninformative.
Date$Unknown.
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fr. 49 K.-A. (48 K.)

οὔκουν λαβὼν τὸν φανὸν ἅψεις µοι λύχνον;

habet A
οὐκοῦν Porson

Won’t you take the torch and light a lamp for me?

Ath. 15.700a 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ ἐν Ὕβρει· ——

ενυβρι A: corr. Casaubon

Anaxandrides in Hybris: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl llw|l llwl

Discussion$Jacobs 1809. 370; Porson ap. Morell 1824. 889 n. 2; Meineke 1840 
III.193; 1847. 588; Bothe 1855. 430; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; Kock 1884 II.157; 
Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.267; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 267
Citation context$As the dinner party depicted in Athenaeus draws to a close, 
talk turns to various sources of artificial light (15.699d–701b). At 15.699f, 
Athenaeus alleges that what are called φανοί in his day were once called 
λυχνοῦχοι, and cites a number of comic fragments as evidence. He then 
(15.700a–c) cites several counter examples, including this fragment, for the 
use of φανός in the past; Alex. fr. 91 precedes, while Men. fr. 60; Nicostr. Com. 
fr. 22; Philippid. fr. 16 follow.
Interpretation$The line may be spoken to a slave; cf. Ar. Nu. 18; Herod. 8.6. 
The setting is possibly indoors and almost certainly at night; cf. Arnott 1996 
on Alex. fr. 91.3.

οὔκουν$Common in questions with a 2nd person future (Denniston 1954. 
431–3) as a colloquial equivalent of the imperative; against Porson’s οὐκοῦν 
(ap. Morell 1824. 889 n. 2), cf. Denniston 1954. 433–4; Barrett 1964 on E. Hipp. 
331–2.

τὸν φανόν$For a torch used for lighting something else, cf. Ar. fr. 391 ἐκ 
δὲ τῶν ἀµπελίνων τὰς λαµπάδας κατεσκεύαζον εἰς ἔξαψιν (cf. Ar. Lys. 308 
for a torch made from vine-branches). For a φανός distinguished from a lamp, 
see Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 91.3.
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λύχνον$The normal means of indoor lighting, lamps consisted of a central 
oil reservoir from which one or more nozzles containing a wick protruded; 
they could either be hand-held or suspended from a lampstand (λυχνεῖον; cf. 
Pritchett 1956. 240–1).



258

Φαρµακόµαντις (Pharmakomantis)
(‘Soothsaying Druggist’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.193; 1847. 588; Bothe 1855. 430; 
Kock 1884 II.157; Blaydes 1896. 125; Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.267; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 268; Holford-Strevens 2009. 626 n. 16
Title$The word φαρµακόµαντις occurs only as the title of this play, but pre-
sumably implies a person concerned with both medicine and soothsaying 
(Kock 1884 II.157: ‘homo medici simul et arioli partes agens’). The first element 
of the word likely refers to the so-called ῥιζοτόµοι, who combined medicine 
and magic; see below. A µάντις is a seer who practices divination through 
the interpretation of signs and is distinguished from one who gives oracles 
(cf. Th. 8.1.1; Paus. 1.34.1; Argyle 1970); cf. Ziehen 1930; Casevitz 1992 (with 
further bibliography).

Both prior to the rise of ‘scientific’ medicine and contemporaneous with it, 
the collection and distribution of medicinal plants (not just the roots; cf. Thphr. 
HP 9.8.1) was carried out by ῥιζοτόµοι, whose reputation varied (negative: e."g. 
h.Cer. 229; S. Ῥιζοτόµοι [frr. 534–6 Radt; cf. Pearson 1917 ad loc.], apparently 
about Medea; positive: e."g. Diocles of Carystus, ‘qui secundus [to Hippocrates] 
aetate famaque extitit’ [fr. 5 = Plin. NH 26.10]); cf. A. Ag. 17 with Fraenkel 
1950 ad loc.; Lloyd-Jones 1978. 48–50 (= 1990. 321–3); Scarborough 1991. 
Theophrastus provides a brief discussion of them (HP 9.8), as well as of the 
uses, both medicinal and toxic, of various plants (HP 9.9–20). The knowledge 
gathered by the profession was the basis for later work; thus Crateuas (second/
first century BC) was the major source for Dioscorides’ Materia Medica (cf. 
Delatte 1938, esp. 14–23). 
Content of the comedy$Fr. 50 could plausibly be taken as the title character 
speaking about himself (thus already Meineke 1840 III.193), suggesting that he 
was portrayed as a fast-talker if not also a quack. Perhaps the play involved 
him besting a doctor and/or soothsayer by taking on the role of both; see 
Holford-Strevens 2009. 625–6 for doctors in comedy, conflict between doctors 
and soothsayers, and the suggestion that the title character here might have 
combined both roles. Fr. 51 apparently refers to culinary, not medicinal, uses 
for various herbs; a conflation or confrontation could have occurred between 
the φαρµακόµαντις and a cook; for a possible ‘medical cook’, cf. Arnott 
1996 Introduction to Alexis Asklēpiokleidēs. Less likely is the view of Lobeck 
1829. 628–9, who compared titles such as Phrynichus Mystai, Antiphanes 
Mētragyrtēs and Mystis, Alexis Theophorētos, and Nicostratus Hierophantēs and 
suggested that the play was a parody or satire of mystery religions.
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Date$The title could be restored at test. 5.12 (see ad loc.); if so, the play took 
fifth place at the City Dionysia between 364 and 356 BC.

fr. 50 K.-A. (49 K.)

ὅτι εἴµ᾽ ἀλαζών, τοῦτ᾽ ἐπιτιµᾷς; ἀλλὰ τί;
νικᾷ γὰρ αὕτη τὰς τέχνας πάσας πολὺ
µετὰ τὴν κολακείαν. ἥδε µὲν γὰρ διαφέρει

habent ACE
φησὶν Ἀναξανδρίδης ὁ κωµικός (post Anaxandridae verba) CE
1 ὅτι εἴµ᾽ om. CE}}}1–2 ἀλλὰ τί; νικᾷ γὰρ Casaubon: ἀλλὰ τί· καὶ γὰρ A: ὑπερτείνει 
CE

Because I am a braggart, you censure this? But why?
For that art outdoes all others by far
after flattery. For this one is superior

Ath. 6.261f 
τῇ δ᾽ ἀλαζονείᾳ µετὰ τὴν κολακείαν χώραν δίδωσιν Ἀναξανδρίδης ὁ κωµῳδιοποιὸς 
ἐν Φαρµακοµάντει λέγων οὕτως· ——
After bragging, Anaxandrides the comic poet gives pride of place to flattery, speaking 
in Pharmakomantis as follows: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter
wwlwl l|lwr llwl
llwl l|lwl wlwl
wwlwwl l|lwl lrwl

Discussion$Grotius 1626. 642–3; Meineke 1840 III.193; 1847. 588; Bothe 1855. 
430–1; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; Kock 1884 II.157; Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.267; Wilkins 2000. 86 n. 144; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 268
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes this fragment at the end of a long discus-
sion of flattery (6.248c–62a, which includes fr. 43); Ar. fr. 172; Sannyr. fr. 11; 
Philem. fr. 7; Philippid. fr. 8 (all as attestations of the word ψωµοκόλαξ) and 
Diph. fr. 48 (for ψωµοκόλαφος) follow.
Interpretation$Meineke 1840 III.193 reasonably suggested that the φαρµακό-
µαντις himself speaks these lines as a sort of apologia pro vita sua: ‘ἀλαζονείαν 
huic hominum generi propriam … excusare studet.’ Kock 1884 II.157 accepted 
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Meineke’s attribution of the lines to the φαρµακόµαντις, but interpreted the 
speaker’s intention as ‘ἀλαζονείαν ab arte sua abesse posse negans.’ Kock is 
probably closer to the mark, since the speaker makes no apologies and seems 
almost to revel in his behaviour.

1$ὅτι …, τοῦτ᾽ ἐπιτιµᾷς$Cf. D. 20.148; Alex. fr. 91.1–2.
ὅτι εἴµ(ι)$Hiatus after ὅτι (or ὅ τι) is common in comedy (e."g. Ar. Nu. 

1248; Men. Dysc. 452); cf. Descroix 1931. 28.
ἀλαζών$An ἀλαζών is one who claims to have abilities he does not 

in fact possess; cf. Arist. EN 1108a21–2; 1127a20–2 δοκεῖ δὴ ὁ µὲν ἀλαζὼν 
προσποιητικὸς τῶν ἐνδόξων εἶναι καὶ µὴ ὑπαρχόντων καὶ µειζόνων ἢ ὑπάρχει. 
This behaviour is not necessarily reprehensible (cf. EN 1127b9–13), unless it is 
engaged in for the sake of profit (EN 1127b21–2, where Aristotle censures men 
οἷον µάντιν σοφὸν ἢ ἱατρόν as examples). According to Tract. Coisl. 38–9 (XII 
Janko), the ἀλαζών is one of the three main character types of comedy: ἤθη 
κωµῳδίας τά τε βωµολόχια καὶ τὰ εἰρωνικὰ καὶ τὰ τῶν ἀλαζόνων (cf. Janko 
1984. 214–18). In general, cf. Thphr. Char. 23 with the introductions of Diggle 
2004 and Ussher 1960; Ribbeck 1882; MacDowell 1990b.

2$νικᾷ γὰρ αὕτη τὰς τέχνας πάσας πολὺ$For τέχνη, cf. Löbl 1997–
2008 I.118–19, who glosses this occurrence of the word as ‘Verhaltenswiese, 
Methode’; for alazoneia as an art, cf. Ribbeck 1883. 65–7. For one τέχνη con-
quering another, cf. fr. 34. The implicit comparison is presumably between 
ἀλαζονεία and rhetorical skill (vel sim.); the point is that the former is a more 
effective way to achieve one’s goal (receiving a meal?). The lack of resolution 
suggests that the line may be a tragic quotation or parody; cf. the verbal 
reminisence of S. Ai. 1357 νικᾷ γὰρ ἀρετή µε τῆς ἔχθρας πολύ.

3$τὴν κολακείαν$Cf. on fr. 35.7 κόλαξ. The essential difference between 
an ἀλαζών and a κόλαξ is that the former claims greater abilities for himself, 
whereas the latter claims them for another.

ἥδε µὲν γὰρ διαφέρει$διαφέρω is rarely used absolutely, which may 
imply that this sentence continued into the next line, but cf. fr. 18.5; Th. 3.83.1. 
For the thought, cf. Zagagi 1980. 28 n. 50.
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fr. 51 K.-A. (50 K.)

ἀσφάραγον σχῖνόν τε τεµὼν καὶ ὀρίγανον, ὃς δὴ
σεµνύνει τὸ τάριχος ὁµοῦ µιχθεὶς κοριάννῳ

habent CE (ἀσφάραγον … κοριάννῳ); Eust. (ὀρίγανον … κοριάννῳ)
1 τεµὼν Casaubon: τέµνων CE}}}2 τάριχος Eust.: τάριχον CE}}}µιχθεὶς Eust.: 
µιχθὲν C: µιχθ E: µειχθεὶς Nauck

Cutting up asparagus and squill and marjoram, which indeed,
when mixed together with coriander, lend an air to salt-fish

Ath. 2.68b 
ὅτι εἴρηται ἀρσενικῶς ὁ θύµος καὶ ὁ ὀρίγανος. Ἀναξανδρίδης· ——
Thyme and marjoram are masculine. Anaxandrides: ——

Eust. Il. 1148.26 
τὸ ὀρίγανον καὶ ὁ ὀρίγανος, οἷον· ——
Marjoram is neuter and masculine, as for example: ——

Et. gen. AB 
λέγεται καὶ ὁ ὀρίγανος καὶ ἡ ὀριγάνη καὶ τὸ ὀρίγανον … ἀρσενικῶς δὲ παρὰ Ἀναξαν-
δρίδῃ ἐν Φαρµακοµάντει· ——
Marjoram is both masculine and feminine and neuter … but is masculine in Anaxan-
drides in Pharmakomantis: ——

Metre$Dactylic hexameter.
lww ll lw|w lww lww ll
ll lww lw|w ll lww ll

Dactylic hexameters in comedy are used mainly for riddles, oracles, and 
mock-epic; this passage seems to be part of a mock-heroic description of a 
cook’s activities. For hexameters in comedy, cf. White 1912 §§356–66; hex-
ameters in comic fragments belong overwhelmingly to fifth-century comedy.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.193–4; 1847. 588–9; Bothe 1855. 431; Meineke 
1857 V.clxxix, 81; Kock 1884 II.157; Blaydes 1890a. 83; 1896. 125; Herwerden 
1903. 99–100; Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.268; Sanchis Llopis 
et al. 2007. 268
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Citation context$The epitome of Athenaeus preserves this fragment in what 
must have been part of a discussion of various seasonings and the like. This 
fragment and Ion eleg. fr. 28, which follows, are adduced as evidence for the 
masculine form ὁ ὀρίγανος; they are followed by Pl. Com. fr. 169 for the 
feminine and Epich. fr. 15 and Amips. fr. 36 for the neuter. Eustathius’ citation 
of this fragment for the same reason is presumably derived from Athenaeus. 
The citation in the Et. gen. probably reflects an independent use of the same 
source as the one Athenaeus used.
Interpretation$The passage could be spoken by a cook but just as easily by 
the title character; see Introduction to the play for a possible relation between 
the two. The lines are doubtless part of a recipe, perhaps taken from a cook-
book attributed to either the title-character or some famous cook (cf. esp. Pl. 
Com. fr. 189 [cf. Olson–Sens 2000. xl–xliii for a translation and discussion]). 
Although these lines, and presumably the rest of the recipe, are meant to be 
mock-epic, they owe little to Homer (cf. τέµει* at H. Il. 13.707; ὁµοῦ* at H. 
Il. 11.127; Od. 4.723; 12.178, 424), a fact presumbly due to the predominance 
of non-epic vocabulary here. For the tradition of epic parody, especially in 
gastronomic contexts, see Olson–Sens 2000. xxviii–xliii.

1$For the collocation of asparagus and squill, cf. Amips. fr. 24 οὐ σχῖνος 
οὐδ᾽ ἀσφάραγος.

ἀσφάραγον$Asparagus appears occasionally in lists of food (e."g. Amips. 
fr. 24; Aristopho fr. 15; Philem. fr. 100.6); in general, see Olson–Sens 1999 on 
Matro fr. 1.16 (SH 534). For this spelling, as opposed to ἀσπάραγος, which first 
appeared in the early fourth century but did not replace the aspirated form, cf. 
Phryn. Ecl. 81 (81 R) with Rutherford 1881 ad loc.; PS 41.1; Eust. Il. 899.19–22.

σχῖνον$The σχῖνος or σκίλλα (e."g. Diph. fr. 125.3; Theoc. 7.107; ΣVMEΘ 
Ar. Pl. 720a; Hsch. σ 3027) is the sea-squill, an onion-like bulb (e."g. Thphr. HP 
7.9.4; 7.13.4); cf. Totaro 1998 and Orth 2013 on Amips. fr. 24. For the doubts 
about the identification expressed by Parker 1983. 231 n. 142, see Orth 2013 
on Amips. fr. 24. The squill appears occasionally in comedy (Ar. Pl. 720; fr. 
266; Cratin. fr. 250.2; Diph. fr. 125.3; cf. Cratin. fr. 73 σχινοκέφαλος), although 
rarely as food, as here (Amips. fr. 24). Squill also was widely reputed to have 
purifying and apotropaic qualities, and so is perhaps an appropriate item for 
a φαρµακόµαντις to be collecting; cf. Kassel–Austin on Cratin. fr. 250.2; Gow 
1952 on Theocr. 5.121; 7.107; Scarborough 1991, esp. 146–7.

ὀρίγανον$Marjoram (possibly also called ὕσσωπος; cf. Olson–Sens 2000 
on Archestr. fr. 23.5 [SH 153]) is very common as a condiment (for its use with 
fish, cf. Antiph. fr. 221.4); in general, see Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 36.6 
(SH 166); Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.7 (including discussion of the varying 
gender of the word).
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2$Cf. Tzet. Epist. 77 λόγων δυνάµει σεµνύνειν τὸ τάριχος.
σεµνύνει$Colloquial vocabulary, rare outside prose or comedy (e."g. E. IA 

901; fr. 924.3); the adjective σεµνός (cf. on fr. 58.3), on the other hand, occurs 
in all genres (although not in the Homeric epics).

τὸ τάριχος$Widely available in Athens’ markets, salt-fish, normally tuna 
or mackerel, is often portrayed as a cheap food (e."g. Ar. Ach. 967 with van 
Leeuwen 1901 ad loc.; Eq. 1247 with Neil 1901 ad loc.; V. 491 with Starkie 
1897 ad loc.), but not always (Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 563; Olson–Sens 1999 
on Matro fr. 1.17 (SH 534); Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 39.1–2 [SH 169]); 
see Olson 2002 on Ar. Ach. 967 on the tendency of modern commentators 
to overplay its cheapness. Here the context could imply that the skill of the 
cook (or his careful choice of condiments) enables the salt-fish to be tastier or 
more desirable than normal, but nothing in the passage suggests that it was 
considered low quality per se.

κοριάννῳ$Coriander occurs occasionally as a garnish (used with fish at 
Ar. Eq. 676, 682); cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 132.6; Pritchett 1956. 185.
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Φιαληφόρος (Phialēphoros)
(‘Phiale-bearer’)

Discussion$Meineke 1839 I.373; 1840 III.194; 1847. 589; Bothe 1855. 431; Kock 
1884 II.157; Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Webster 1970. 77; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.268; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 268
Title$The basic meaning of the title seems clear, but little else can be said with 
certainty. Plb. 12.5.9 mentions a priestess with this title in Locris, and Kock, 
noting that Anaxandrides had also written a play entitled Locrides (fr. 27), 
therefore rashly suggested a connection between the two; there is no evidence 
that the cult in Locris was more than purely local, and little reason to believe 
that such a cult, from a distant part of Greece, would have been sufficiently 
well-known in Athens to have inspired a play. Perhaps more relevant is IG 
II2 1328, a decree from 183/2 BC of an association of orgeones concerning the 
worship of the Magna Mater in Peiraeus, which instructs φιαληφόροι and αἱ 
περὶ τὴν θεὸν οὖσαι to περιτιθέναι … ἐν τῶι ἀγερµ[ῶ]ι κόσµον ἀρ[γυροῦ]ν 
(lines 10–11). 
Content of the comedy$The action might have taken place at a festival, but 
more likely concerned a seduction, as Webster 1970. 77 thought, perhaps with 
a rape having occurred at a festival earlier; cf. Introduction to Kanēphoros.
Date$Unknown.

fr. 52 K.-A. (51 K.)

〈x〉 τὸν µόναυλον ποῖ τέτροφας; οὗτος Σύρε.
(Σύρος) ποῖον µόναυλον; (Α.) τὸν κάλαµον

habent ACE
1 τὸν ACE: καὶ τὸν Schweighäuser: τὸν ἐµὸν Meineke: τὸν σὸν Porson}}}2 κάλαµον 
ACE: καλάµινον Dindorf dubitanter

what have you done with the monaulos? You! Syrus!
(Syros) What do you mean, ‘monaulos’? (A.) The reed

Ath. 4.176a 
καὶ ἐν Φιαληφόρῳ· ——

καὶ ἐν Φιαληφόρῳ A: Ἀναξανδρίδης CE

And in Phialēphoros: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈x〉lwl l|lwwl llwl
llwl l|lwr 〈xlwl〉

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.194; 1847. 589; Bothe 1855. 431; Kock 1884 II.158; 
Teuffel 1887. 137 (on Ar. Nu. 858); Blaydes 1896. 125; Herwerden 1903. 100; 
Edmonds 1959 II.72–3; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.268; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 
268–9
Citation context$Within a larger discussion of musical intruments generally 
(4.174b–85a), Athenaeus cites this fragment together with a handful of others 
as evidence for the monaulos (4.175f–6a). S. fr. 241, Arar. fr. 13 and Anaxandr. 
fr. 19 precede; Sopat. fr. 2 follows.
Text$Of the various supplements proposed for the missing syllable at the 
beginning of 1, Porson’s τὸν σόν (i."e. Syrus’) is perhaps least likely, since in 
2 Syrus shows no understanding of what is meant (although conceivably this 
ignorance could be feigned).
Interpretation$The fragment preserves a snippet of dialogue, perhaps be-
tween a (young?) master and an ignorant or recalcitrant slave. Equipment 
might be being hastily gathered for a feast of a wedding (cf. fr. 19) or, since 
musicians are seldom more than auxiliary characters, perhaps a young man is 
preparing to take part in a festival in order to gain access to the phialēphoros 
of the title.

1$τὸν µόναυλον$Cf. on fr. 19.2.
ποῖ τέτροφας$Cf. Ar. Nu. 858 τὰς δ᾽ ἐµβάδες ποῖ τέτροφας; V. 665; Ec. 

682.
οὗτος$‘Hey! You!’; a common colloquial use in impatient addresses (cf. 

Dover 1968 on Ar. Nu. 723; Ra. 198).
Σύρε$Although Σύρος is not impossible as the name of an Athenian 

(LGPN II s.#v. lists three instances, two of them are from the fourth century), 
the overwhelming majority of examples of the name seem to be slaves, as 
probably here. Slave-names derived from a real or presumed place of origin 
are extremely common and exhibit a wide variety of toponyms; cf. Fragiadakis 
1988. 14–21 for a brief discussion and numerous examples. Σύρος itself is very 
common (Fragiadakis provides 36 examples from Athens; cf. Antiph. fr. 166; 
Breitenbach 1908. 107 n. 286) and thus may be used here as a stereotypical 
slave-name. Fragiadakis 1988. 17 #87 and 372 #743 speculates that Syros may 
be a fluteplayer; this suggestion depends entirely on accepting Porson’s res-
toration in 1.
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2$ποῖον$‘What do you mean?’, as opposed to τὸν ποῖον (‘which?’); cf. 
Dover 1968 on Ar. Nu. 247; 1993 on Ra. 529; Diggle 1981. 50–1.

τὸν κάλαµον$West 1992. 92–3 states that, in this instance at least, κά-
λαµος refers to the material from which the monaulos is constructed; Ander-
son 1994. 136–8, discussing the word more generally, argues on the basis of 
Archytas FVS 47 F 1 that it refers to a type of syrinx or one component of a 
syrinx. Anderson may be correct concerning the general use of the word or 
at least its use by Archytas, but here κάλαµος and µόναυλος seem to be used 
as synonyms.



267

Incertarum fabularum fragmenta

fr. 53 K.-A. (52 K.)

ὅστις γαµεῖν βουλεύετ᾽, οὐ βουλεύεται
ὀρθῶς, διότι βουλευσάµενος χοὔτω γαµεῖ.
πολλῶν κακῶν γάρ ἐστιν ἀρχὴ τῷ βίῳ.
ἢ γὰρ πένης ὢν τὴν γυναῖκα χρήµατα

5 λαβὼν ἔχει δέσποιναν, οὐ γυναῖκ᾽ ἔτι,
ἧς ἐστι δοῦλος καὶ πένης. ἢν δ᾽ αὖ λάβῃ
µηδὲν φεροµένην, δοῦλος αὐτὸς γίγνεται·
δεῖ γὰρ τὸ λοιπὸν ἀνθ᾽ ἑνὸς τρέφειν δύο.
ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν αἰσχράν· οὐ βιωτόν ἐστ᾽ ἔτι,

10 οὐδ᾽ εἴσοδος τὸ παράπαν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν.
ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν ὡραίαν τις· οὐδὲν γίγνεται
µᾶλλόν τι τοῦ γήµατος ἢ τῶν γειτόνων.
ὥστ᾽ οὐδαµῶς κακοῦ γ᾽ ἁµαρτεῖν γίγνεται

habent SMA
1 βουλεύετ(αι) ex βούλεται corr. SM2A}}}2 βουλευσάµενος Diggle: βουλεύεται SMA}}} 
3 γάρ ἐστιν ἀρχὴ τῷ SMA: ἀρχηγὸν οὖσαν τῷ (sublata post v. 2 inter punctione) 
Nauck: γάρ ἐστιν ἀρχηγὸς Schmidt}}}4–7 ἢν γὰρ … / …, / ἴσ᾽ ἐστι …. ἢν δ᾽ αὖ λάβῃ 
/ …, δοῦλος διττῶς γίγνεται Papabasileiou 6 καὶ πένης SMA: καὶ πελάτης Emperius: 
παντελῶς vel διατελής Schmidt: κοὐκ ἀνήρ Kock (οὐκ ἀνήρ Blaydes): κἂν πένης ὢν αὖ 
λάβῃ Schenkl: ἢν πένης δ᾽ ὢν αὖ λάβῃ Olson}}}7 αὐτὸς MA (def. Hense): αὑτὸς S: 
αὖθις Gesner: αὕτως Scaliger: αὑτῷ Paley: αὑτοῦ Schenkl: εὐθὺς Blaydes}}}γίνεται 
SMA: corr. Morelius (item 11, 13)}}}9 ἀλλ᾽ SMA: εἰ δ᾽ Blaydes}}}9–10 post v. 12 
dub. transp. Hense

Whoever plans to marry, does not plan
well, because after planning he marries even so.
For this is the beginning of many evils in his life;
for if he is poor, after taking money he has

5 his wife as a master, no longer a wife:
he is her slave and poor. But if one takes
a woman who brings nothing, he too becomes a slave;
for it is necessary in the future to support two instead of one.
Suppose he takes an ugly one; life is no longer liveable,

10 nor is there any entrance at all into the house.
Suppose someone takes a beautiful one; she belongs
to the one who married her no more than to the neighbors.
So there is no way to avoid trouble
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Stob. 4.22b.28 
(ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν τὸ γαµεῖν) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——
(That marriage is not good) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl llw|l llwl
llwr llwl llwl
llwl w|lwl llwl
llwl l|lwl wlwl

5  wlwl llw|l wlwl 5

llwl w|lwl llwl
llwr l|lwl llwl
llwl w|lwl wlwl
lwrl l|lwl wlwl

10 llwl wrw|l llwl 
lrwl llw|l llwl
llwl llw|l llwl
llwl wl|wl llwl

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 109–10; Stephanus 1569. 19–21; Grotius 1623 
II.276–7, 541; Walpole 1805. 14–15, 92; Meineke 1840 III.195; Emperius 1847. 
311; Meineke 1847. 589; Bothe 1855. 431–2; Herwerden 1855. 56–7; Meineke 
1857 V.clxxix; Kock 1884 II.158; Nauck 1884. lxxvii; Herwerden 1886. 178; 
Schmidt 1886–1887 III.49–50; Kock 1888 III.737; Nauck 1888. 233–5; Plaey 1889. 
56–9; Papabasileiou 1889. 206; Blaydes 1890a. 84; Schenkl 1891. 327; Nauck 
1894. 93; Blaydes 1896. 125; Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 58; Herwerden 1903. 
100; Richards 1907. 161 (= 1909. 80); Breitenbach 1908. 167; Hense 1920/1921. 
97–8; Edmonds 1959 II.74–5; Webster 1960. 214 n. 3; Marzullo 1962. 552–3; 
Carriere 1979. 302–3; Kassel–Austin 1991. II.269; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 
269; Rusten 2011. 468
Citation context$Within Stobaeus 4.22 (On marriage), the fragment is the 
first citation in the second section (4.22b; That marriage is not good); Alex. 
fr. 264 follows.
Text$If in 2 there are two finite verbs (as transmitted in Stobaeus), καί must 
be the copula and οὔτω inferential. This is perhaps possible, but χοὔτω seems 
better with the two words taken together in the sense ‘still, even so’; Diggle’s 
βουλευσάµενος allows this sense and is an easy change (with the corruption 
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to βουλεύεται resulting from the use of that form twice in the previous line 
and the participle occurring in the midst of a string of finite verbs).

The transmitted text of 3 is unexceptional and ought to be retained despite 
attempts at emendation. Nauck 1884. lxxvii (cf. 1888. 233–5; 1894. 93) intro-
duced ἀρχηγὸν οὖσαν into this line in place of γάρ ἐστιν ἀρχή on the basis 
of passages such as E. Hel. 425–6 γυναῖκα τὴν κακῶν πάντων ἐµοὶ / ἄρξασαν 
(perhaps more to the point is E. Hipp. 881 κακῶν ἀρχηγὸν ἐκφαίνεις λόγον 
or Men. fr. 296.9–10 τὴν νύκτα τὴν / πολλῶν κακῶν ἀρχηγόν). The change 
makes the woman explicitly responsible for her husband’s future problems, 
which is the main point of the argument in the following lines, but the point 
here is that marriage itself is the beginning of trouble. Schmidt’s adaptation 
(1887. 49–50) of Nauck’s conjecture simply uses a different word to express 
the same thought as the transmitted text.

The word order in 4–5 is unusual but not corrupt; Bothe struggled with 
τὴν γυναῖκα χρήµατα / λαβὼν (‘quae vereor ut quispiam intellexerit’) and 
emended to τῆς γυναικός.

6, particularly καὶ πένης, has routinely been considered corrupt,124 on the 
ground that a man who marries into money would no longer be poor. But the 
transmitted text unproblematically makes the desired point that a man who 
marries a rich woman becomes her slave and is still poor (because she keeps 
her money to herself; see ad loc.), i."e. there is no point in marrying a rich wom-
an. Some scholars attempted to remove the presumed difficulty by emending 
away καὶ πένης; others rewrote the end of the line to varying degrees to make 
πένης the subject of the next sentence (the easiest such solution was that of 
Grotius 1623 II.277, who simply punctuated after δοῦλος rather than πένης, 
and removed δ᾽ from later in the line). But the parallel structure thus created 
(the poor man who marries a rich wife becomes a slave; the poor man who 
marries a poor wife also becomes a slave) is not the one that is wanted, because 
it stresses the financial wherewithal of the man rather than the assertion that 
all women have an equally deleterious effect.

αὐτὸς in 7 has often been considered corrupt, but is probably acceptable. 
Hense 1920/1921. 97 defended the transmitted text, but his interpretation (‘Er 
wird aus eigenen Antrieb [αὐτὸς] zum Sklaven’) is dubious. Gesner’s αὖθις 
might be an improvement; Scaliger’s αὕτως is unlikely, since the word is 
extremely rare in comedy (only Eup. fr. 260.26).

Hense 1920/1921. 98 suggested transposing 9–10 and 11–12 on the basis 
of a two-fold argument. He first noted that since τις must be supplied in 9, 

124 Bothe prints the vulgate, without obelizing or commenting, and so seemingly 
endorses it, but his translation reflects the text of Grotius 1623 II.277.
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it is easier to have 11, which contains τις, precede it. Second, in 4–8, which 
discuss the relative merits of a wealthy and a poor wife, the seemingly more 
desirable rich wife is first presented, and when she shown to be undesirable in 
reality, the seemingly undesirable poor wife is introduced; transposing 9–10 
and 11–12 creates a similar structure. Hense found some support for his trans-
position in the proverb ἂν µὲν καλήν (sc. γήµῃς), ἕξεις κοινήν, ἂν δὲ αἰσχράν, 
ἕξεις ποινήν (see ad loc.), but the word order of the proverb is not fixed and in 
any case bears no relation to the text other than drawing on a similar stock of 
popular wisdom. If the transposition were to be accepted, the manuscript error 
would be an obvious case of homoioarche (ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν) causing the omission 
of 9–10, which were then written in the margin and afterwards inserted in the 
wrong place, when the manuscript was copied again.
Interpretation$Assertions that women are a bane to men are common, espe-
cially in archaic poetry (e."g. Hes. Th. 590–610 [esp. 592 πῆµα µέγα θνητοῖσι 
µετ᾽ ἀνδράσι ναιετάουσιν]; Op. 375, Semon. fr. 7); the condemnation of women 
is often not absolute but directed only at certain ones (cf. Hes. Op. 702–3 οὐ 
µὲν γάρ τι γυναικὸς ἀνὴρ ληΐζετ᾽ ἄµεινον / τῆς ἀγαθῆς, τῆς δ᾽ αὖτε κακῆς οὐ 
ῥίγιον ἄλλο). For similar assertions in comedy, e."g. Ar. Nu. 41–55; Alex. fr. 
150 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Webster 1960. 214–17.

The fragment is structurally similar to frr. 34, 35, and 40: an opening gnomic 
statement is followed by numerous examples in support of the assertion.

Breitenbach 1908. 167 dubiously suggested that this fragment belongs to 
the play Αἰσχρά, apparently based on little more than ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν αἰσχράν 
in 9.

1–2$For a similar example of poor planning leading to unwanted cir-
cumstances, cf. Men. fr. 299; for the decision to marry characterized as a lack 
of sense, cf. Men. fr. 64. Note the chiastic structure of the opening sentence 
and the enjambment of ὀρθῶς, which may well occur παρὰ προσδοκίαν.

3$Cf. the story of Pandora, esp. Hes. Th. 570, 585; Op. 57, 89.
τῷ βίῳ$Since one typical complaint against women is the drain they 

place on a man’s resources, esp. food (e."g. Semon. fr. 7.24, 46–7; Ar. Nu. 52; 
cf. 8), the word may contain some notion of ‘livelihood’ (e."g. Ar. Eq. 1101; 
Pax 1212).

4$ἢ γὰρ πένης ὤν$Cf. the similar line-beginning at e."g. Men. frr. 299.1 
ὅστις πένης ὤν; 802.1 ὅταν πένης ὤν (the latter in the context of marrying a 
rich woman); cf. on fr. 18.6. For the poor, see Rosivach 1991.

4–5$Cf. E. Med. 232–4 ἃς (sc. γυναῖκας) πρῶτα µὲν δεῖ χρηµάτων 
ὑπερβολῇ / πόσιν πρίασθαι, δεσπότην τε σώµατος / λαβεῖν.
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ἔχει δέσποιναν, οὐ γυναῖκ᾽ ἔτι$The sentiment is commonplace; e."g. E. 
Phaeth. 158–9 (fr. 775) with Diggle 1970 ad loc.; fr. 502; Antiph. frr. 48;125 270; 
Alex. fr. 150 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Men. fr. 802; Diod. Com. fr. 3; Arist. EN 
8.1161a1–3; Gomme–Sandbach on Men. Epitr. 134ff.; Stärk 1989. 51 and n. 197.

6$καὶ πένης$In reality, a man would have control of whatever wealth his 
wife brought with her to the marriage; see Schaps 1979. 48–58 (cf. 76); Diggle 
1970 on E. Phaeth. 158–9 (fr. 775). But in the comic world, this need not hold 
true: e."g. the situation of Strepsiades in Aristophanes Clouds: he has a rich 
wife, but remains poor himself and suffers under the burden of being subject 
to her whims and attempting to maintain her (and their son’s) extravagant 
lifestyle on his own apparently meagre income.

7$The repetition of δοῦλος adds symmetry to the argument and emphasis 
to the conclusion: the problems associated with marrying a rich woman 
cannot be avoided by instead marrying a poor woman, since the latter leads 
to an identical result.

γίγνεται$For γιγν- vs. γιν-, see on fr. 25.
9–12$For the thought, cf. the proverb ἂν µὲν καλήν (sc. γήµῃς), ἕξεις 

κοινήν, ἂν δὲ αἰσχράν, ἕξεις ποινήν (preserved at D.L. 6.3; Gell. 5.11.3; Stob. 
4.22.17; preserved in reverse order at e."g. D.L. 4.48; P.Stras. 92; cf. Freudenthal 
1880. 413 #14; Sternbach 1887. 179 n. 2).

9$ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν αἰσχράν$Cf. on the introduction to Aischra; Philippid. 
fr. 29.1. Note the echo in 11 (ἀλλ᾽ ἔλαβεν ὡραίαν).

οὐ βιωτόν ἐστ᾽ ἔτι$Cf. Antiph. fr. 188.10; Men. Dysc. 160 with Handley 
1965 ad loc.; Philem. fr. 96.7 with Kassel–Austin ad loc.

10$οὐδ᾽ εἴσοδος τὸ παράπαν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν$Grotius not unreasonably 
translated ‘taedet pigetque in propriam ingredi domum’, although the Greek 
(‘there is no entrance whatsoever’) seems stronger. Presumably the point is 
that the man would be ashamed to have his wife seen by others because of her 
ugliness and therefore entertains no guests, so that the line forms a contrast 
with 11–12, where having a beautiful wife causes him to be cuckolded.

τὸ παράπαν is colloquial, found only in prose (e."g. Th. 6.80.1; Pl. Grg. 450d; 
D. 22.32) and comedy or the like (e."g. Ar. V. 478; Pl. 17; Pherecr. fr. 117.2). 

125 This fragment (from Antiatt. p. 86.14) clearly refers to a reversal of roles in a 
marriage, but the text is slightly problematic. The first part is probably better read 
γαµῶ ἡ γυνὴ λέγει, οὐ 〈µόνον〉 γαµοῦµαι; more seriously, probably only the first 
part of the Antiatticist’s entry belongs to Antiphanes, since in the Antiatticist an 
attribution rarely if ever precedes a citation except in a few cases where there is 
reason to suspect corruption.
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παράπαν always has the article in comedy and occurs without it elsewhere 
only exceptionally (e."g. Th. 6.18.7; Plb. 5.60.7; Simyl. Iamb. SH 727.2).

12$µᾶλλόν τι τοῦ γήµατος ἢ τῶν γειτόνων$Cf. Hes. Op. 701 with West 
1978 ad loc.; Archil. fr. 196a.33–4. Adultery is an issue of importance inter alia 
because of its potential for interference in the determination of legitimate 
heirs and inheritance; whatever the reality, it is regularly portrayed as a very 
real concern, against which the head of a household must be constantly on 
guard. In general, cf. Dover 1974. 209–10; Fantham et al. 1994. 113–15; for legal 
action regarding adultery, cf. Carey 1995.

13$ὥστ᾽ οὐδαµῶς κακοῦ γ᾽ ἁµαρτεῖν γίγνεται$Kassel–Austin com-
pare And. 1.20 δυοῖν µεγίστοιν κακοῖν οὐκ ἦν αὐτῷ ἁµαρτεῖν; cf. also S. El. 
1320; Th. 1.33.3.

fr. 54 K.-A. (53 K.)

οὔτοι τὸ γῆράς ἐστιν, ὡς οἴει, πάτερ,
τῶν φορτίων µέγιστον, ἀλλ᾽ ὃς ἃν φέρῃ
ἀγνωµόνως αὔθ᾽, οὖτός ἐστιν αἴτιος.
† οὐδ᾽ εὐκόλως ἐνίοτε κοιµίζειν ποεῖ †

5 µεταλαµβάνων ἐπιδέξι᾽ αὐτοῦ τὸν τρόπον,
λύπην ἀφαιρῶν ἡδονήν τε προστιθείς,
† λύπην δὲ ποιῶν εἴ τις δυσκόλως ἔχει †

habent SMA
2 φορτίων] φροντίδων A}}}3 αὔθ᾽ vulg.: αὖτ᾽ SMA}}}οὗτος SMA: αὐτός Her-
werden}}}αἴτιός ἐστιν A: ἐστιν ἄθλιος Diels}}}4 οὐδ᾽] σὺ δ᾽ Grotius: ὅδ᾽ Gesner 
(ὁ δ᾽ Meineke)}}}ἐνίοτε κοιµίζειν (κοµίζειν A) SM: ἔνεγκε καὶ µεῖον Jacobs: ἐνίοτε, 
µὴ µεῖζον Kock: οἷόν τε κουφίζειν Hense}}}ποιεῖ S: ποίει Grotius}}}5 ἐπὶ δέξι᾽ 
M}}}6 λύπην τ᾽ cod. Voss.}}}7 λύπην δὲ ποιῶν SMA: κοῦφόν τε ποιῶν Dobree: 
λεῖον δὲ ποιῶν Schenkl: λήθην δὲ ποιῶν Headlam: λήθῃ τι παύων Kock}}}εἴ τις 
… ἔχει SM: εἴ τι … ἔχει (ἔχοι Headlam) Gaisford: εἶ σὺ … ἔχων vel ἐσθ᾽ ὁ … ἔχων 
Hense}}}λύπην δ᾽ ἐποίησ᾽ ὅστις εἶχε δυσκόλως Brunck

Not at all is old age, as you think, father,
the greatest of burdens, but whoever bears
it senselessly, he is responsible.
† Nor at times does he cause to sleep contentedly †

5 changing his ways from left to right,
setting aside pain and adding pleasure,
† but making pain if one is discontented †
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Stob. 4.50c.88 
(ὅτι τὸ γῆρας ἀνεπαχθὲς καὶ πολλῆς αἰδοῦς ἄξιον ἡ σύνεσις ἀπεργάζεται) Ἀναξαν-
δρίδου· ——
(That understanding makes old age not burdensome and worthy of much respect) 
Anaxan drides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl w|lwl llwl
llwl wlw|l wlwl
llwl l|lwl wlwl
llwl wlw|l llwl

5 wwlwl wwlw|l llwl 
wlwl l|lwl wlwl
wlwl l|llw wlwl

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 110–11; Stephanus 1569. 22–3; Grotius 1623 
II.484–5, 560; Brunck 1794. 184, 204, 333; Jacobs 1809. 31; Dobree 1833 II.360; 
Meineke 1840 III.195–6; Emperius 1847. 311; Meineke 1847. 589–90; Bothe 1855. 
432; Meineke 1857 V.81; Kock 1884 II.159; Herwerden 1886. 178–9; Schmidt 
1886–1887 III.50; Kock 1888 III.737; Blaydes 1890a. 84; Blümner 1891. 157; 
Schenkl 1891. 327; Blaydes 1896. 125; Headlam 1899. 6; Pickard-Cambridge 
1900. 58; Herwerden 1903. 100; Edmonds 1959 II.74–5; Webster 1960. 166; 1970. 
75; Kassel–Austin II 1991 II.270; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 269–70
Citation context$Within Stobaeus 4.50 (On old age), the fragment is the 
second citation in the third and final part (4.50c; That understanding makes 
old age not burdensome and worthy of much respect); adesp. trag. TGrF F 552 
= [Men.] Mon. 260 (wrongly attributed to Anaxandrides by a number of early 
modern editors) precedes, and S. fr. 210c follows.
Text$4 is metrically unproblematic but is difficult to make sense of. If 4–6 are 
meant as a positive example of bearing old age well, in contrast to 7 and what 
originally followed that line, the introductory negative makes little sense. 
Alternatively, and perhaps more likely, 4–7 (and what immediately followed) 
might be an expansion of 2–3 that describe how one who bears old age without 
the requisite understanding suffers no matter what he does. In either case, the 
end of the line seems deficient in terms of both grammar and sense. ποεῖ with a 
causative verb is difficult to parallel, and the sense ought to be ‘causes himself 
to sleep’, not ‘makes someone (or something) cause someone (or something) 
to sleep’. Some problems could perhaps be solved by introducing the middle 
κοιµᾶσθαι, but the corruption would not be easy to explain and difficulties 
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would remain. For the corruption of κοιµίζειν to κοµίζειν in A, cf. Ar. Av. 
1734; E. Tr. 594.

7$is metrically deficient (as transmitted, the second metron is composed of 
four longs); the simplest solution is Gaisford’s τι in place of τις. But it remains 
unclear how extensive the corruption is, since the sentence is incomplete and 
the precise point being made is not clear, not least because of the difficulties 
in 4, with which this line is a contrast (εὐκόλως vs. δυσκόλως).
Interpretation$For a son admonishing a father, Kassel–Austin ad loc. adduce 
Men. Dysc. 797–812 (cf. Handley 1965 ad loc. [p. 271]); fr. 191; Apollod. Com. fr. 
17; add Men. Sam. 137–42b. Webster 1960. 166 (cf. 1970. 75) viewed this passage 
as a characterization of ‘the stern father of the prodigal son’, adding that this 
is the only recognizable example of such a character between Aristophanes 
and Menander. The passage reads as a consolation of someone burdened by 
old age (and is seemingly thus presented by Stobaeus), but it may have had a 
sharper point in its original context.

1–2$οὔτοι τὸ γῆράς ἐστιν … / τῶν φορτίων µέγιστον$Both defences 
of and attacks on old age, whether explicit or implied by the treatment of 
certain characters, are common in ancient literature, both Greek and Roman; 
the treatment of old age in comedy most often consists of ridicule of the old 
on the basis of stereotypical characteristics such as steadfast adherence to 
old-fashioned ways, lecherousness, etc. For examples of both positive and 
negative portrayals, see Allen 1993 on Mimn. fr. 1; Powell 1988. 24–30; cf.  
Falkner–de Luce 1989, esp. 230–51 (= Eyben 1989); Oeri 1948. For old age 
described as a burden, cf. E. HF 637–54; Plaut. Men. 756–7 consitus sum / 
senectute: onustum gero corpus; Cic. Sen. 2; Sen. Ep. 30.1; for the metaphorical 
use of φορτίον, cf. Antiph. fr. 270; [Men.] Mon. 459, 660. φορτίον is diminutive 
in form but not meaning (pace Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 1375); cf. Petersen 1910. 
11. For the sense of the word, see Blümner 1891. 157.

πάτερ$Cf. on fr. 1.4.
2–3$ἀλλ᾽ ὃς ἃν φέρῃ / ἀγνωµόνως αὔθ᾽, οὖτός ἐστιν αἴτιος$For the 

thought, cf. Pl. R. 329d ἀλλὰ καὶ τούτων [i."e. the burdens of old age] πέρι καὶ 
τῶν πρὸς τοὺς οἰκείους µία τις αἰτία ἐστίν, οὐ τὸ γῆρας, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ 
τρόπος τῶν ἀνθρώπων. ἂν µὲν γὰρ κόσµιοι καὶ εὔκολοι ὦσιν, καὶ τὸ γῆρας 
µετρίως ἐστὶν ἐπίπονον· εἰ δὲ µὴ, καὶ γῆρας, ὦ Σώκρατες, καὶ νεότης χαλεπὴ 
τῷ τοιούτῳ συµβαίνει.

ἀγνωµόνως$The adverb occurs only here in comedy, although the adjec-
tive appears several times in Menander (e."g. Ep. 918; fr. 641.1). The adjective 
does not seem to belong to any particular linguistic stratum, occurring in 
both elevated poetry (e."g. Pi. O. 8.60) and prose (e."g. Pl. Phdr. 275b), but the 
adverb occurs elsewhere only in prose (e."g. X. HG 6.3.11; Isoc. 15.227; D. 2.26).
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οὖτός ἐστιν$For the metrical position, cf. Philem. fr. 104.5; Men. Carch. 
10; Sam. 608; adesp. com. fr. 1147.167 with Nünlist 1993. 249 (who also dis-
cusses whether it indicates a character on stage).

αἴτιος$I."e. is responsible for old age being a burden to himself; for the 
sense of the word, cf. Schmidt 1876–1887 I.150–2.

4$κοιµίζειν}The verb is extremely rare in comedy, occurring elsewhere 
only at Nicopho fr. 15 κοιµίσαι τὸν λύχνον; cf. Phryn. Com. fr. 25 τὸν λύχνον 
κατακοιµίσῃ; Call. fr. 195.23–6 with Clayman 1980. 31–2. For its metaphorical 
use, cf. X. Smp. 2.24 ὁ οἶνος … τὰς µὲν λύπας ὥσπερ ὁ µανδραγόρας τοὺς 
ἀνθρώπους κοιµίζει.

5$ἐπιδέξι(α)$See on fr. 1.4. LSJ translate the word here and at Nicom. 
Com. 1.27 as ‘dexterously, cleverly’ and compare Pl. Tht. 175e, where they 
translate ‘elegantly’. The sense of the word at Nicom. Com. fr. 1.27 is uncertain 
and the passage may be corrupt; at Pl. Tht. 175e, the word may contain the 
notion of elegance, but that is not the primary sense. Here too LSJ’s gloss does 
not offer the desired sense, since something like ‘in the opposite direction’ 
is wanted.

fr. 55 K.-A. (54 K.)

ἡδονὴν ἔχει,
ὅταν τις εὕρῃ καινὸν ἐνθύµηµά τι,
δηλοῦν ἅπασιν· οἱ δ᾽ ἑαυτοῖσιν σοφοὶ
πρῶτον µὲν οὐκ ἔχουσι τῆς τέχνης κτιτήν,

5 εἶτα φθονοῦνται. χρὴ γὰρ εἰς ὄχλον φέρειν
ἅπανθ᾽ ὅσ᾽ ἄν τις καινότητ᾽ ἔχειν δοκῇ

habent ACE
3 δὲ αὐτοῖσι A: δ᾽ αὐτοῖσι C: corr. Porson}}}6 ὅταν Bamberger

There is pleasure,
whenever one finds some new invention,
in showing it to all; but those who keep their cleverness to themselves
first do not have a judge of their art,

5 next they are resented. For one ought to show
the crowd everything one thinks is novel
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Ath. 5.222b 
κατὰ γὰρ τὸν κωµῳδιοποιὸν Ἀναξανδρίδην· ——

Ἀναξανδρείδην A}}}ὁ κωµ(ικὸς) Ἀναξανδρίδ(ης) post poetae verba CE

According to the comic poet Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlwl xlw〉l wlwl
wlwl l|lwl wlwl
llwl w|lwl llwl
llwl wlw|l wlwl

5 llwl l|lwl llwl 
wlwl l|lwl wlwl

Discussion$Grotius 1626. 644–5, 979; Porson 1812. 76; Meineke 1884 III.196; 
1847. 590; Bothe 1855. 432; Bamberger 1856. 71; Kock 1884 II.159; Herwerden 
1893. 158 (cf. 175); Blaydes 1896. 125, 333; Pickard-Cambridge 1900. 58; 
Herwerden 1903. 100; Edmonds 1959 II.74–5; Webster 1970. 51; Kassel–Ausin 
1991 II.270–1; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 270
Citation context$Athenaeus quotes the fragment as a closing tag at the very 
end of Book 5 (222b), as the dinner party breaks up and the guests depart; he 
presumably intends it to be taken as epitomizing his thinking in composing 
the work (cf. the similar use of the fragment at Cobet 1858. 1). 
Interpretation$Kassel–Austin, following Webster 1970. 51, reasonably sug-
gest that these lines are spoken by a cook;126 for cooks as inventors, cf. on fr. 
31.1. Webster (offering a translation of 3–6) also rightly observes the resem-
blance between this fragment and E. Med. 294–305, although he overstates 
the relationship in claiming that this passage is based on Euripides;127 for 
Anaxandrides’ use of Euripides, see the Introduction to Helenē. If a model is 
to be sought, note the prevalence of the theme of invention in satyric drama; 
cf. Seaford 1984. 36–7. The point of this fragment is an inversion of that in 
Euripides, i."e. here one encounters resentment for keeping one’s ideas to 
oneself, whereas in Medea the resentment arises from flaunting one’s superior 

126 Less likely is Webster’s alternative suggestion that an ‘intriguing slave’ is speaking.
127 The passage from Medea is parodied at Ar. Th. 1130–2 (cf. Austin–Olson 2004 ad 

loc. for other Aristophanic parodies of Medea); S. fr. 763 is also similar, which led 
Sande Bakhuyzen 1877. 135 to attribute (probably wrongly) the fragment to a comic 
poet such as Sophilus.
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wisdom; somewhat similar is Amphis fr. 14, where the speaker is waiting for 
the right audience before introducing a novel musical instrument. For praise 
of novelty, cf. Ar. Nu. 547–8 with Starkie 1911 ad loc.

2$εὕρῃ καινὸν ἐνθύµηµα$For the sense of the noun, e."g. X. An. 3.5.12; HG 
4.5.4; Men. Epitr. 512 (the only other occurrence in comedy; Gomme–Sandbach 
1973 ad loc. compare the use of the verb at Th. 8.68.1); Schmidt 1876–1886 
III.645. Cf. Amphis fr. 14.2 καινὸν ἐξεύρηµα; Pherecr. fr. 84; Headlam–Knox 
1922 on Herod. 6.89; Naber 1880b. 264–5.

3$οἱ δ᾽ ἑαυτοῖσιν σοφοί$Cf. Pl. Grg. 522d τῆς βοηθείας ἑαυτῷ; Gilder-
sleeve 1900–1911 §489.

4$τῆς τέχνης κτιτήν$Cf. Cratin. fr. 360.2 τῆς ἡµετέρης σοφίας κριτής.
5$χρὴ γὰρ εἰς ὄχλον φέρειν$Cf. Amphis fr. 14.5–6 διὰ τί δ᾽ οὐκ ἄγεις / 

εἰς τὸν ὄχλον αὐτό;
6$καινότητ(α)$A prosaic word attested only here in poetry, it is most 

often used of innovation in rhetoric or speech, e."g. Th. 3.38.5; Isoc. 2.41; 10.2 
ἐπὶ τῇ καινότητι τῶν εὑρηµένων (still referring to language); for a comparison 
between cooking and rhetoric, cf. Pl. Grg. 464d–5d (esp. 465d ὃ µὲν οὖν ἐγώ 
φηµι τὴν ῥητορικὴν εἶναι, ἀκήκοας· ἀντίστροφον ὀψοποιίας ἐν ψυχῇ, ὡς 
ἐκεῖνο ἐν σώµατι). Cf. Löbl 1997–2008 I.119.

fr. 56 K.-A. (55 K.)

ὅστις λόγους παρακαταθήκην γὰρ λαβὼν
ἐξεῖπεν, ἄδικός ἐστιν ἢ ἀκρατὴς ἄγαν·
ὁ µὲν διὰ κέρδος, ἄδικος· ὁ δὲ τούτου δίχα,
ἀκρατής· ἴσως δέ γ᾽ εἰσὶν ἀµφότεροι κακόν

habent SMA, corp. Par.
1 παρακαταθήκην γὰρ Porson: γὰρ παρακαταθήκην SMA: γὰρ om. corp. Par}}} 
2 ἐξεῖπεν om. S}}}4 ἴσως MA, corp. Par: ἴσου S: ἴσον Gesner}}}κακόν Reisig 
(ἴσον … κακόν): κακοῦ SMA: κακοί Gesner

For whoever takes words given in trust
and announces them is unjust or excessively lacking in self-control.
The one who does this for gain is unjust; the one not for this,
weak. And indeed they are both equally bad
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Stob. 3.41.2 
(περὶ ἀπορρήτων) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——

Άλεξάνδριδος corp. Par.

(About things not to be spoken) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl | wrwl llwl
llwr w|lwl wwlwl
wlwwl w|rwr llwl
wwlwl w|lwl wwlwl

For the lack of caesura in 1, see Introduction; cf. frr. 34.6; 48.1; 53.2.
For the synizesis ἢ ἀκρατής in 2, cf. Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 I.228–9; Plat-
nauer 1960. 142; West 1982. 13; ΣTric. A. Eu. 85.
Discussion$Morelius 1553. 110; Stephanus 1569. 21–2; Grotius 1623 II.158–61; 
Brunck 1794. 184, 204; Porson 1815. 247; Reisig 1816. 35–6; Meineke 1840 
III.197; 1847. 590; Bothe 1855. 432; Kock 1884 II.159; Blaydes 1890a. 84; Blaydes 
1896. 125; Edmonds 1959 II.76–7; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.271; Sanchis Llopis et 
al. 2007. 270
Citation context$The fragment is quoted at Stobaeus 3.41.2, near the begin-
ning of the chapter ‘About things not to be spoken’. E. fr. 411 precedes, and 
S. fr. 935 follows; in this short chapter composed largely of tragic fragments, 
this is the only fragment from comedy.
Text$ἴσως is unproblematic (see ad loc.), and there is thus no need for Gesner’s 
ἴσον. Similarly, ἴσον is possible with Reisig’s κακόν but again is not necessary. 
At the end of the line, the transmitted κακοῦ makes little sense unless the 
next line continued with a noun on which it is dependent. Gesner’s κακοί and 
Reisig’s κακόν are both possible, but the latter seems both more idiomatic and 
perhaps more liable to corruption.
Interpretation$The fragment clearly concerns a secret, but could belong to 
a debate (either as a dialogue or as a monologue with the speaker musing 
to himself) condemning someone who has revealed a secret, assessing the 
trustworthiness of someone to whom a secret has (or will be) revealed, or 
considering whether to share a secret. Whatever the context, discussion of 
a secret might fit best in a social comedy revolving around some romantic 
intrigue.

1$παρακαταθήκην$A legal term, normally used of property or valu-
ables given as a pledge or deposited in trust; e."g. Th. 2.72.3 (land held in trust); 
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Pl. R. 442e (money held in trust); IG II2 1407.42 (temple property); Ammon. 
de Imp. app. crit. on 1 (the reading of C*) παραθήκη καὶ παρακαταθήκη ἡ εἰς 
φυλ[ακ]ήν τινος π[ράγ]µατος δόσις. For the use here, cf. Isoc. 1.22 µᾶλλον 
τήρει τὰς τῶν λόγων ἢ τὰς τῶν χρηµάτων. Anaxandrides uses the normal 
Attic form παρακαταθήκη, as opposed to παραθήκη;128 for the distinction, 
cf. Phryn. Ecl. 286 (cf. Rutherford 1881 ad loc. [287]); Moer. π 41; contrast Cyr. 
παρ 136 A (reported by Hansen 1998 on Moer. π 41); Thom. Mag. p. 313.10–17.

γάρ$For the position, cf. Antiph. frr. 27.22; 162.4; Dover 1987. 63.
2$ἄδικός ἐστιν ἢ ἀκρατής$Cf. Arist. EN 7.1151a10–11 καὶ οἱ ἀκρατεῖς 

ἄδικοι µὲν οὐκ εἰσίν, ἀδικοῦσι δέ; for the distinction between ἀκράτεια and 
ἀδικία, cf. [Arist.] VV 1250a22–6.

3$τούτου δίχα$Here and at Ar. fr. 489.1, the only other attestation of the 
preposition in comedy (δίχα is adverbial at Ar. Pax 1262; Hermipp. fr. 63.11; 
Men. Pk. 788), δίχα follows the word it governs, as is normal in tragedy (e."g. 
A. Ag. 861; S. Ph. 31; E. Ion 775).

4$ἴσως … κακόν$‘Both are equally a bad thing.’ ἴσως in the sense ‘equal-
ly’ is reasonably common (e."g. Pl. Lg. 805a [cf. Ast 1835–1838 s.#v. ἴσως for 
further examples]; D. 3.26; Plb. 3.76.13).129 For the use of a neuter singular 
adjective as predicate for a singular or plural masculine or feminine subject, 
see Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §126 with examples from both poetry (e."g. E. El 
1035; Ar. Pl. 203) and prose (e."g. Th. 1.10.1; Pl. Grg 506e); Holzinger 1940 on 
Ar. Pl. 203; Barrett 1964 on E. Hipp 443.

δέ γ(ε)$Continuative; cf. Denniston 1954. 155–6. The particles may be jux-
taposed, as here, or separated, depending on metrical necessity; cf. Denniston 
1954. 152; Ar. Eq. 363–5.

128 Instead of the dialectical distinction assumed by e."g. Moer. π 41, EM p. 349.4–6 
claims that the use of two prefixes provides emphasis.

129 Cf. the use of ἴσως at D. 5.10 (reading οὔτε after ἴσως); further examples are gath-
ered by Fuhr 1902. 1125.
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fr. 57 K.-A. (56 K.)

χαλεπή, λέγω σοι, καὶ προσάντης, ὦ τέκνον,
ὁδός ἐστιν, ὡς τὸν πατέρ᾽ ἀπελθεῖν οἴκαδε
παρ᾽ ἀνδρός, ἥτις ἐστὶ κοσµία γυνή.
ὁ γὰρ δίαυλος ἐστιν αἰσχύνην ἔχων

habent SMA
3 παρ᾽ ἀνδρός MA: παρανδρος S: παρὰ τἀνδρός Herwerden

Difficult, I tell you, and arduous, my child,
is the road home to a father
from a husband, for anyone who is a well-ordered wife.
For the return is shameful.

Stob. 4.23.1 
(γαµικὰ παραγγέλµατα) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——
(Marital precepts) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wwlwl l|lwl llwl
wwlwl lr|wl llwl
wlwl w|lwl wlwl
wlwl w|lwl llwl
3 is a perfect trimeter; cf. fr. 16.1.

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 112; Grotius 1623 II.315bis–16; Meineke 1840 
III.197; 1847. 591; Bothe 1855. 432; Herwerden 1855. 57; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; 
Cobet 1858. 614; Kock 1884 II.159–60; Paley 1889. 58–9; Blaydes 1896. 125; 
Herwerden 1903. 100; Edmonds 1959 II.76–7; Webster 1970. 72; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.271; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 270–1; Rusten 2011. 468
Citation context$The fragment is quoted at Stobaeus 4.23.1 as the initial 
item in the chapter on ‘Marital precepts’, the first half of which is dominated 
by Euripides and, to a lesser extent, comedy of the late fourth century; E. fr. 
463 follows.
Text$Herwerden 1855. 57 introduced the definite article into the text in 3, 
reading παρὰ τἀνδρός; Cobet 1858. 614 defended this on the grounds that ὁ 
ἀνήρ is the expression for ‘husband’, whereas ἀνήρ means simply ‘man’. But 
the article is not required (cf. adesp. com. fr. 1000.23; Gildersleeve 1900–1911 
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§§568–9; Sansone 1993. 202–4), and there is thus no compelling reason to 
introduce it here unless one feels a need for strict grammatical parallelism 
between ὡς τὸν πατέρ(α) and παρ᾽ ἀνδρός.
Interpretation$Without context, it is uncertain whether this fragment was 
spoken as advice, perhaps as the result of pre-marriage trepidation, or it 
formed a comment on something that had already taken place or was being 
considered. The advice or censure is most naturally taken as directed at the 
addressee, but perhaps two people are discussing a third instead. The obvious 
interpretation is that a father is addressing a daughter (thus e."g. Webster 1970. 
72, comparing Plaut. Men. 763–4), both because the content is put in terms 
of a father-daughter relationship and because such scenes are common. In 
contrast, Edmonds thought the speaker was a woman; if so, perhaps a nurse 
is the most likely candidate. In any case, the speaker is the older of the two, 
since τέκνον is used to address a younger person, although not necessarily 
one’s child.

 In general, cf. E. Med. 230–251 (Medea’s speech on the misfortunes 
of women), esp. 236–7 οὐ γὰρ εὐκλεεῖς ἀπαλλαγαὶ / γυναιξὶν οὐδ᾽ οἷόν τ᾽ 
ἀνήνασθαι πόσιν (cf. ΣAB ἀκλεὲς γὰρ γυναικὶ ἀπολιπεῖν τὸν οἰκεῖον ἄνδρα); 
Murgia 1971. 209: ‘In the conventional language of antiquity, for a woman 
to return to the house of her father connotes not triumph, but divorce or 
widowhood.’

1–2$For the image, cf. Hes. Op. 290–1; Pi. I. 2.33; Pl. R. 328e; X. Mem. 2.1.29.
προσάντης$Only here in comedy, elsewhere in poetry at Pi. I. 2.33; E. 

Med. 305, 381; Or. 790; IT 1012; fr. 953a.14, otherwise prosaic.
 ὦ τέκνον$Cf. Dickey 1996. 65–9 (for ὦ see on fr. 1.4); use of τέκνον does 

not necessarily imply that the speaker and addressee are related (cf. on fr. 1.4 
πάτερ).

2$ἀπελθεῖν$The normal term for a wife abandoning her husband is 
ἀπολείπω or ἀπόλειψις; cf. Ar. Nu. 1068 with Dover 1968 ad loc. (cf. Thom. 
Mag. p. 29.13–14); Is. 3.8 with Wyse 1904 ad loc.; Plu. Alc. 8.5 with Baehr 1822 
ad loc.; Hsch. α 6437; Phot. α 2541; AB p. 201.22. ἀπέρχοµαι is rarely used 
with this sense (cf. Men. Dysc. 22),130 although the meaning here is clear; note 
the variety of terms for a husband sending away his wife (e."g. ἀποπέµπω, 
ἐκπέµπω, ἐκβάλλω). For a woman to enact a divorce, she was required to 
present the case in writing to the archon (presumably the eponymous archon), 
so simple abandonment did not lead to the dissolution of a marriage; no such 

130 Neither LSJ nor DGE recognize this as a distinct sense of the word; Stephanus cites 
Orig. Comm. in Matt. 14.642f (p. 332.2 K); 644b (p. 334.33 K).
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procedure seems to have been required of the husband. For discussion of the 
evidence, procedures, and related issues (most notably possession of the dow-
ry), see Cohn-Haft 1995; Kapparis 1999 on [D.] 59.51; Harrison 1968 I.38–44; 
Stärk 1989. 51 n. 198.

ἀπελθεῖν οἴκαδε$A common trimeter ending; e."g. Ar. Ach. 84 ἀπῆλθεν 
οἴκαδε; Lys. 726 ἀπελθεῖν οἴκαδε; Ra. 1167 κατελθεῖν οἴκαδε; Alex. fr. 222.17 
ἀπῆλθεν οἴκαδε; Men. Dysc. 133 ἀπελθὼν οἴκαδε.

3$ἥτις ἐστὶ κοσµία γυνή$The antecedent of ἥτις, here γυνή, has been 
attracted into the relative clause rather than remaining outside it as a dative, 
its proper case (cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904. II.417–18; Alex. fr. 187.3–4 with 
Arnott 1996 ad loc.); although the construction is common, the word order is 
more contorted than usual.

 For a woman described as κοσµία, cf. Men. Georg. 42; Arist. Pol. 
3.1277b23; Austin–Olson 2004 on Ar. Th 571–3; contrast Sem. fr. 7.4. For a 
description of behaviour that makes a person κόσµιος, cf. Philemo fr. 4. Here 
the main sense is ‘well-behaved’ in terms of fulfilling all her requisite duties 
to her husband and household. Order is a primary requisite for a successful 
household (e."g. Pl. Grg. 504a), and responsibility for it seems to have been 
assigned to the wife (e."g. X. Oec. 8.3, 10, 17–23).

4$δίαυλος$A race of two στάδια, i."e. a sprint the length of the stadium 
and back; the word is often used metaphorically for a journey that involves 
a trip out and back, e."g. A. Ag. 344; E. HF 1102; Alex. fr. 237 with Arnott 1996 
ad loc. LSJ s.#v. (followed by Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 237) state that the use 
here is ‘of a wife’s return to her husband’. Logic would seem to dictate that 
the word is used to describe the woman’s movement from her father’s home 
to her husband’s (at the time of marriage) and then back again, rather than 
the reverse; in any case, it is not apparent how a return to her husband could 
be described as bringing shame, whereas an abandonment of him certainly 
would (cf. E. Med. 236–7 οὐ γὰρ εὐκλεεῖς ἀπαλλαγαὶ / γυναιξίν).

ἐστιν … ἔχων$For the periphrasis, cf. A. Ch. 136 with Garvie ad loc.; Ar. 
Pax 334; Antiph. fr. 54.3; D. 20.152; Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.38–9; Thesleff 
1954 §275; Björck 1940. 17–40.
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fr. 58 K.-A. (57 K.)

  τὸ νέκταρ ἐσθίω πάνυ
µάττων διαπίνω τ᾽ ἀµβροσίαν καὶ τῷ ∆ιὶ
διακονῶ καὶ σεµνός εἰµ᾽ ἑκάστοτε
Ἥρᾳ λαλῶν καὶ Κύπριδι παρακαθήµενος

habent CE [1–4]; Eust. [1–3 διακονῶ]
1–2 τὸ νέκταρ πάνυ µάττων ἐσθίω CE, Eust.: corr. Casaubon: πάνυ µάττων ἐσθίω / 
νέκταρ Meineke

I eat up nectar
kneading it very much and I drink down ambrosia
and I serve Zeus and I am reverent on each occasion
talking to Hera and sitting beside Cypris

Ath. 2.39a 
οἶδα δ᾽ ὅτι Ἀναξανδρίδης τὸ νέκταρ οὐ ποτόν, ἀλλὰ τροφὴν εἶναι λέγει θεῶν· ——
I know that Anaxandrides says that nectar is not the drink but the food of the gods: ——

Eust. Od. 1632.61–1633.1 
παρὰ δέ τισι τῶν παλαιῶν τὸ νέκταρ ξηρὰ ἦν θεία τροφή. προφέρεται γοῦν Ἀναξαν-
δρίδης µὲν γράφων οὕτω· ——
Among some of the ancients, nectar was dry divine food. Anaxandrides at any rate 
alleges this, writing as follows: ——

Phot. ν 96 = Suda ν 143 
ν έ κ τ α ρ, θεῶν πόµα, καὶ οἶνος οὕτως, ὡς Ἀναξανδρίδης (fr. 80a). καὶ βρῶµα τῶν 
θεῶν· ὁ αὐτός
N e c t a r, a drink of the gods, and thus wine, as Anaxandrides (says) (fr. 80a). And food 
of the gods, (as) the same author (says)

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlwl〉 wlw|l wlwl
llwwl l|lwwl llwl
wlwl l|lwl wlwl
llwl l|rwr wlwl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.198; 1847. 591; Bothe 1855. 433; Kock 1884 II.160; 
Blaydes 1896. 125; Herwerden 1903. 100; Edmonds 1959 II.76–7; Kassel–Austin 
1991 II.272; Wilkins 2000. 227 n. 103; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 271
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Citation context$At Athenaeus 2.38f–9a, mention of people near Mt. Olym-
pus in Lydia making a drink called nectar prompts a brief collection of ex-
amples to show that the word sometimes referred to the food of the gods, 
not their drink. This fragment comes first, followed by Alcman PMG 42 and 
Sappho fr. 141.1–3 (the Sappho fragment in fact mentions only drinking am-
brosia, but that is presumably meant to imply eating nectar). The Homeric 
usage, in which nectar is drink and ambrosia food, is then noted. The quotation 
from Eustathius (lacking 4), making the same point about the use of nectar for 
food, is presumably drawn from Athenaeus. The lexicographic note preserved 
in Photius and the Suda is slightly more complicated. It cites Anaxandrides as 
an authority for two different, and mutually exclusive, uses of the word: one 
with the sense ‘drink of the gods’ and by transference ‘wine (for humans)’, 
the other with the sense ‘food of the gods’. Only the latter is appropriate 
here, and the former must thus in fact be a different, unrecorded fragment of 
Anaxandrides (fr. 80a).
Text$As transmitted, 1–2 necessitate a line division τὸ νέκταρ πάνυ µάττων / 
ἐσθίω κτλ., which makes both unmetrical. Casaubon’s transposition of ἐσθίω 
neatly solves this problem, as does Meineke’s of νέκταρ, which rests in part on 
his opinion that the article at the beginning of 1 is ‘inutilis’. This assertion is a 
trifle bold, given the lack of context (e."g. the article may be adding specificity 
to a generalizing statement which preceded; cf. Hermipp. fr. 77.10), and a lack 
of parallelism in the use of the article (τὸ νέκταρ … ἀµβροσίαν) is in any case 
not necessarily objectionable; cf. 2–4 τῷ ∆ιί … Ἥρᾳ … Κύπριδι; fr. 57.2–3 ὡς 
τὸν πατέρ(α) … παρ᾽ ἀνδρός; Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §§603, 605.
Interpretation$If the fragment is taken at face-value, the speaker is Gany-
medes, the Trojan prince who was taken by Zeus and became the wine- 
server to the gods (cf. Sichtermann in LIMC IV.1.154–69; Drexler in Roscher 
1884–1937 I.1595–1603). Since the speaker seems to be introducing himself 
by way of describing his activities, he has presumably just come on stage; the 
most plausible context for such an exposition is the prologue.131 In contrast 
to Anaxandrides’ Nereus, where Nereus is both the eponym of the play and 

131 Given the explicit description of the activities that serve to identify Ganymedes, 
it seems likely that his name was also given in close proximity to this fragment. 
The identification by name of divine prologue-speakers can be made at the outset 
or delayed until the end of the prologue; cf. Gomme-Sandbach 1973 on Men. Asp. 
147–8.
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the plausible speaker of the prologue (cf. on fr. 31),132 Ganymedes need not 
have any larger role within the play.133 Menander and Plautus offer numerous 
examples of a divinity delivering the prologue, although in such cases an 
abstract is common (e."g. Men. Asp. [Τύχη]; Pk. [Ἄγνοια]; Plaut. Cas. [Fides]; 
Cist. [Auxilium]) but not invariable (e."g. Men. Dysc. [Pan]; cf. E. Alc. [Apollo 
and Thanatos]; Hipp. [Aphrodite]); when the divinity is not a personified ab-
stract, he/she has some close connection with the setting or action of the play. 
Ganymedes may well be used here to set a scene of interplay among the gods, 
which could be a plausible opening for one of the γοναί-plays; at least as likely 
is that this fragment belongs to the prologue from Anchisēs and Ganymedes 
uses his own abduction by Zeus as a parallel for an affair between Aphrodite 
and Anchises (assuming that this was the plot of that play).

1–2$For eating nectar and drinking ambrosia, see Wright 1917. 5: ‘Anaxan-
drides is using the method of comic inversion.’

1$τὸ νέκταρ$Although most often a liquid (e."g. H. Il. 1.598; Od. 5.93; 
E. Ba. 143; Hermipp. fr. 77.10–11; Alex. fr. 124.1–3), nectar appears also on 
occasion as a solid (Hes. Th. 640 with West 1966 ad loc. [although this passage 
could also be explained as an example of zeugma]; Alcm. fr. 42 [cited by Ath. 
together with this fragment]; Archestr. fr. 16.4 [SH 146] with Olson–Sens 2000 
ad loc.); cf. Roscher 1883, esp. 24–6. The etymology of νέκταρ is disputed; for 
discussion and bibliography, see Beekes 2010 s.#v.

πάνυ$Taken with µάττων, the word is purely intensive; cf. Thesleff 1954 
§§66, 70.

2$µάττων$‘Kneading’, i."e. preparing the νέκταρ as if to make µᾶζα (cog-
nate with µάττω); for µᾶζα and its preparation, see Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 1.

διαπίνω$Cf. Gow–Page 1965 on HE 1837; Degani 1984. 304 n. 119.
ἀµβροσίαν$Normally a solid food (e."g. H. Il. 5.777; Od. 5.93; Pl. Phdr. 27e; 

Ar. Pax 724) or, especially in epic, an ointment (e."g. H. Il. 14.170–1 with Janko 
1992 ad loc.; A.R. 4.871), ambrosia can also be a liquid (Sapph. PLG 141.1–4; 
Ar. Eq. 1094–5; Archestr. fr. 59.11 [SH 190]; Paus. Gr. α 83 γένος τι συνθέσεως 

132 Cf. also Plautus Amphitruo, where Mercury delivers the prologue and has a role as 
a character.

133 Edmonds’ suggestion that the ascription of this fragment to Anaxandrides is mis-
taken and that it may belong instead to Antiphanes’ Ganymedes is not worthy 
of serious consideration. Aside from the fact that if the ascription were corrupt, 
Alcaeus and Eubulus, who also wrote plays entitled Ganymedes, would have to 
be considered as well, the name Anaxandrides is frequently corrupted into other 
names, while the reverse rarely if ever occurs.
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ἐξ ὕδατος ἀκραιφνοῦς καὶ µέλιτος καὶ ἐλαίου 〈καὶ〉 παγκαρπίας); Wright 
1917. 5–6.134

3$διακονῶ$In comedy, the word normally refers to serving at meals 
or feasts (e."g. Men. fr. 208.1–2; Euphro fr. 9.1; Hegesipp. fr. 1.11; Posidipp. 
frr. 2; 28.19), although it can also be used specifically for serving wine at a 
symposium (Philem. fr. 64; Diph. fr. 42.25, 33). The phrase τῷ ∆ιὶ / διακονῶ 
may have a sexual connotation in this context (for Ganymedes’ two duties, 
e."g. E. Cyc. 582–8 with Seaford 1984 ad loc.; Luc. DDeor. 8; 10), although it 
apparently does so nowhere else.

σεµνός$‘Devoted to the gods’, as at E. Hipp. 1364 ὅδ᾽ ὁ σεµνὸς ἐγὼ καὶ 
θεοσέπτωρ; Ion 56 καταζῇ (sc. Ion) δεῦρ᾽ ἀεὶ σεµνὸν βίον. Used of mortals, 
σεµνός normally means ‘overly proud’ or ‘haughty’ (cf. on fr. 34.3), although 
it seems unlikely that Ganymedes would describe himself as such; perhaps 
it reflects his immortal status, although whether his position is sufficient to 
warrant the epithet is debatable.135

ἑκάστοτε$Presumably colloquial vocabulary; see Austin–Olson 2004 on 
Ar. Th. 218–20.

4$There may be some point to the specific goddesses mentioned here, 
insofar as Ganymedes, Zeus’ male lover, is depicted as associating with the 
goddess of marriage and the goddess of desire/sexual love.

Ἥρᾳ λαλῶν$Contrast the antipathy of Hera toward Ganymedes at Luc. 
DDeor. 8. Hera rarely appears in comedy, presumably because of the general 
lack of comic potential in the stories associated with her.136 Her occurrences 
in comedy can be grouped into two basic categories: as goddess of marriage 
(Ar. Av. 1731, 1741; Th. 973; at Av. 1633 she is simply the wife of Zeus) and 
as a way of characterizing Aspasia (Cratin. fr. 259; cf. Eup. frr. 294; 438). In 
addition, Samian Hera appears at Antiph. fr. 173, in the context of the different 

134 The other examples of ἀµβροσία as a liquid occasionally cited tend to be problem-
atic. At H. Il. 19.3–98, 347–8, 353–4, it may be a liquid of a sort but is clearly part 
of an embalming process and so ought to be distinguished from a potable drink; 
similar is Hes. fr. 23a.22–3. At E. Hipp. 748 the word used is the adjective, which 
means ‘divine’ (as normally) rather than ‘of ambrosia’ and thus implies nothing 
about whether ambrosia is liquid or solid (cf. Barrett 1964 ad loc.).

135 Epithets of Ganymedes elsewhere tend to focus solely on his physical attractive-
ness; e."g. hVen. 202 ξανθός; Call. Ep. 52.3 εὐχαίτης; Theoc. 12.35 χαραπός.

136 Note also her limited role in Athenian religion (cf. Deubner 1932. 177–8; on fr. 35.2), 
as well as the near absence of temples or sanctuaries dedicated to her in Athens or 
Attica (one existed on the road to Phaleron [Paus. 1.1.5; 10.35.2]; the single known 
example in the city was not built until the time of Hadrian [Paus. 1.18.9]).
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birds associated with various deities, as having peacocks;137 at anon. Dor. fr. 
1.13 Hera’s jealousy toward Heracles is mentioned. For λαλῶν, cf. on fr. 36.

Κύπριδι$Κύπρις is the most common name for Aphrodite aside from 
her actual name and is attested 17 times in comedy, although only here in 
Anaxandrides; cf. Bruchmann 1893. 61.

fr. 59 K.-A. (58 K.)

ἐὰν λούσησθέ νυν
ῥάφανόν τε πολλὴν ἐντράγητε, παύσεται
τὸ βάρος, διασκεδᾶτε τὸ προσὸν νῦν νέφος
ἐπὶ τοῦ µετώπου

habent CE
1 νυν Bothe: νῦν CE}}}2 ἐντρώγητε CE: corr. Musurus}}}διασκεδᾶτε CE: -δᾷ 
τε Bernhardy

Now if you wash
and nibble a lot of cabbage, your headache
will cease, you will scatter the cloud now
upon your brow

Ath. 1.34d–e 
Ἀναξανδρίδης· ——
Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlwl xl〉wl llwl
wwlwl l|lwl wlwl
wwlwl wlw|r llwl
wwlwl l|〈lwl xlwl〉

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 109; Meineke 1840 III.197–8; 1847. 591; Bothe 
1855. 432–3; Herwerden 1855. 57; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix, 81; Kock 1884 II.160; 

137 Hera may also appear in a catalogue of gods at Ar. Av. 575 if one read reads Ἥραν 
(so M; all other mss. read Ἶριν), although this is probably mistaken (cf. Dunbar 
1995 ad loc.).
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Blaydes 1890a. 84; 1896. 126; Herwerden 1903. 100; Edmonds 1959 II.76–7; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.272; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 271–2
Citation context$The fragment is quoted by Athenaeus at the end of Book 1 
as part of a brief discussion of cabbage as a cure (or prophylactic) for hang-
overs. Timae. FGrHist 566 F 47; Alex. fr. 287; Eub. fr. 124; Apollod. Car. fr. 32 
(discussing the word for cabbage) precede; Nicoch. fr. 18; Amphis fr. 37; Thphr. 
HP 4.16.6 follow.
Text$The transmitted ἐντρώγητε in 2 does not scan, and Musurus’ correction 
is thus necessary on metrical grounds; in addition, the compound form of the 
verb is not attested in the present (cf. Starkie 1897 on Ar. V. 612; Renehan 1976. 
80). C and E both read παύσεται; Desrousseaux’s claim that E reads παύσετε 
is erroneous.

Bernhardy 1829. 468 proposed emending to διασκεδᾷ τε in 3 in order 
to remove the asyndeton; for this use of τε, cf. Denniston 1954. 497–500. 
But the asyndeton is unproblematic (see ad loc.), and the emendation creates 
problems, since διασκεδάννυµι cannot be intransitive. Bernhardy supplied ἡ 
ῥάφανος as the subject, but this is awkward because παύσεται, with τὸ βάρος 
as the subject, intrudes between ῥάφανον and διασκεδᾷ; slightly better is 
Edmonds’ tentative ‘the suggested treatment of which it [i."e. the cabbage] is 
a part’,138 while Kock’s suggestion, τὸ βάρος παυόµενον, is rightly dismissed 
by Kassel–Austin. Van Herwerden 1855. 57 retained διασκεδᾶτε but removed 
the asyndeton by reading διασκεδᾶτέ τε τὸ προσὸν νέφος; the change is pa-
leographically easy, but νῦν is not, as he describes it, ‘supervacaneum’, and its 
removal weakens the clause. The same changes were made by Blaydes 1896. 
125, which van Herwerden 1903. 100 cited with approval, apparently having 
forgotten that he had previously done the same.

In 4, Meineke 1840 and 1847 (and Iacobi’s index in Meineke 1857, but not 
Meineke’s edition of Athenaeus), Bothe 1855, Kock 1884, and Edmonds 1959 
all print προσώπου, with no critical note, against µετώπου, the reading of C 
and E, which is adopted by Kassel–Austin and editions of Athenaeus; presum-
ably, Meineke made an unconscious slip and was followed uncritically by the 
others.139 For the distinction between the two words and their confusion, cf. 
Seaford 1984 on E. Cyc. 227.

138 Less happy is his alternative, that ‘Zeus [is] understood as in συνεσκότασε and the 
like.’

139 The error is easily accounted for by the relative rarity of µέτωπον in comedy (Ar. 
Eq. 550, 631; V. 655; Pax 774; Pl. 942; Pherecr. fr. 169.2; Anaxandr. fr. 42.69; Amph. fr. 
33.3; Alex. fr. 275.4; Diph. fr. 67.8; adesp. com. fr. 1113.13) as opposed to the ubiquity 
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Interpretation$The fragment seems to be part of a dialogue between two 
characters (or more, if the verbs are true plurals), one of whom is suffering the 
after-effects of heavy drinking. Presumably the occasion for the drinking was 
a symposium or banquet that took place earlier in the day, so this fragment 
is set late in the day, or, more likely, the social event happened the previous 
day, placing this fragment early the next morning. Unless this bit of dialogue 
belongs to an opening scene, the previous scene presumably ended with the 
addressee(s) and possibly others, but probably not the speaker, going off to a 
symposium, so that the fragment belongs early in the next scene. The content 
fits with the scene(s) of heavy drinking described in frr. 1–3 of Agroikoi, so 
this fragment may belong to that play, but scenes of drinking and its aftermath 
could have easily occurred in a number of contexts in a number of different 
plays.

1–2$For the force of the aorist subjunctives, cf. Goodwin 1890 §90.
1$λούσησθε$It is unclear whether merely washing the face, hands, etc. 

from a basin or using a bathtub is implied. Either option would have been 
available in a moderately well-to-do house or a public bath (cf. Travlos 1971. 
180–1; Olson 1998 on Ar. Pax 1103), although the season, and thus possible 
water shortages, would dictate how frequently baths were taken; cf. Ginouvès 
1962. 29–60, 77–99; Dunbar 1995 on Ar. Av. 132. Numerous public fountains 
were also available throughout the city, although their main function was to 
provide drinking water and it is doubtful that using them for bathing to any 
extent more than splashing the face would have been tolerated.

νυν$Inferential (LSJ s.#v. II; Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 II.118) rather than 
temporal, so that Bothe’s νυν, as opposed to CE’s νῦν, is to be preferred.

2$ῥάφανον$ῥάφανος, ‘cabbage’, is the Attic term for what was elsewhere 
called κράµβη (but note Eup. fr. 84.2 ναὶ τὰς κράµβας; Telecl. fr. 29; Antiph. 
fr. 6 κραµβίδιον); cf. Apollod. Car. fr. 32 † εἰ δ᾽ ὅτι † καλοῦµεν ῥάφανον, 
ὑµεῖς δ᾽ οἱ ξένοι / κράµβην; Phryn. Ecl. 111 ῥάφανον ἐπὶ τῆς ῥαφανίδος µὴ 
θῇς· σηµαίνει γὰρ τὴν κράµβην. The word is regularly distinguished from 
the similar Attic word ῥαφανίς, ‘radish’, by lexicographers and grammarians 
(e."g. Ammon. 424, 425; Poll. 1.247; 6.54; Phot. ρ 49; Hsch. ρ 143 [= Trypho fr. 
120; cf. von Velsen 1853 ad loc.], 144; Suda ρ 55; ΣRVMEΘ Ar. Pl. 544; Thom. Mag. 
p. 322.16–17), although with some confusion, since the non-Attic word for 
ῥαφανίς is ῥάφανος (but note Call. Com. fr. 26; [Arist.] Prob. 924a34). For the 
belief that eating cabbage (normally boiled; e."g. Alc. Com. fr. 24; Antiph. fr. 
181.6; Eub. fr. 148.3) was a cure for hangovers and particularly the associated 

of πρόσωπον (17 times in Ar.; over 20 times in the rest of comedy); cf. Arnott 1996 
on Alex. fr. 275.4 for the same error in antiquity.
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headache, cf. the fragments quoted at Ath. 1.34c–e (see Citation Context), 
which preserves the bulk of the evidence; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 15.7.

ἐντράγητε$For the sense of the word (‘nibble’ rather than ‘eat’), see 
Chadwick 1996. 288–90; Olson 2002 on Ar. Ach. 801. The word might be 
used here to express the only sort of eating the addressee is capable of when 
hungover, but the verb is also regularly used for the sort of snacking that 
accompanies drinking.

3$τὸ βάρος$The normal word for a hangover and the headache associated 
with it is κραιπάλη, but the meaning here seems clear (Gulick’s ‘sadness’ and 
Edmond’s ‘dumps’ are both wide of the mark); cf. Ath. 2.45e καὶ ὁ γλυκάζων 
δ᾽ οἶνος οὐ βαρύνει τὴν κεφαλήν, ὡς Ἱπποκράτης ἐν τῷ περὶ διαίτης (Acut. 50 
[II.332 Littré] ὁ µὲν γλυκὺς [sc. οἶνος] ἧσσόν ἐστι καρηβαρικὸς τοῦ οινώδεος); 
Arist. HA 8.603b8 κεφαλῆς πόνος καὶ βάρος; Plu. Mor. 596a. The word can be 
used of virtually any physical feeling of heaviness or torpor; cf. DGE s.#v. I.3; 
Chadwick 1996. 67

διασκεδᾶτε$The verb occurs elsewhere in comedy at Ar. V. 229; Av. 1035 
(both of scattering physical objects, respectively wasps and urns). For the 
asyndeton, cf. Dover 1987. 234–5 (with his observation that in Aristophanic 
comedy ‘asyndeton … is used … to give us a vivid series of physical details’); 
Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 19f and 1990. 136.

3–4$τὸ προσὸν νῦν νέφος / ἐπὶ τοῦ µετώπου$For the image, cf. A. Th. 
228–9 ὕπερθ᾽ ὀµµάτων / κριµναµενᾶν νεφαλᾶν; S. Ant. 528 νεφέλη δ᾽ ὀφρύων 
ὕπερ; E. Hipp. 172 ὀφρύων νέφος (cf. ΣMAB ad loc.); Ar. fr. 410 ὡς ἐς τὴν γῆν 
κύψασα κάτω καὶ ξυννενοφυῖα βαδίζει; E. El. 1078 συννέφουσαν ὄµµατα; Ph. 
1308; Arist. Phgn. 809b21–2, 811b34–5; Hsch. ξ 163; σ 2653; Hense 1905. 11 n. 
1, 31–3; Rutherford 1881. 480 for Anaxandrides’ use of a tragic metaphor. For 
the word-order, cf. E. Supp. 1036; Ba. 1226; Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.623; 
Schöne 1925. 158–60; Vahlen 1911 I.216 for examples from prose.
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fr. 60 K.-A. (59 K.)

ὦ πονηρὰ καρδία,
ἐπιχαιρέκακον ὡς εἶ µόνον τοῦ σώµατος·
ὀρχῇ γὰρ εὐθύς, ἂν µ᾽ ἴδῃς δεδοικότα

habet A
2 ὡς A: πως Dobree}}}3 ὀρχῇ Canter (ὀρχεῖ Dindorf): ἀρχῆ A}}}µ᾽ add. Toup

O wicked heart,
how you are the only part of my body that delights in my misfortune!
For straightaway you dance, if you see me frightened

Ath. 15.688a–b 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ τὸν ἀγωνιῶντα παράγει λέγοντα· ——
Anaxandrides brings on stage the anxious man, who says: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlwl x〉|lwl wlwl
wwlwr l|lwl llwl
llwl w|lwl wlwl

Bibliography: Canter 1564. 157; Grotius 1626. 644–5, 979; Valckenaer 1739. 
82–4; Toup 1778. 304 (= 1st ed. [also 1778] 179); Dobree 1833 II.353; Meineke 
1840 III.198–9; Ladewig 1842. 28–31; Meineke 1847. 591; Bothe 1855. 433; 
Naber 1880. 55; Kock II 1884 II.160–1; Schmidt 1886–1887 I.28; Blaydes 1890a. 
84; Blümner 1891. 111; Blaydes 1896. 126; Edmonds 1959 II.76–7; Webster 1970. 
146; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.273; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 272; Rusten 2011. 469
Citation context$In a short section near the end of Book 15, Athenaeus ad-
duces a number of passages as evidence that the soul is to be located in the 
heart (15.687e–b); H. Od. 20.17, 13; Il. 7.216; 10. 93–5; S. fr. 766 precede, and 
Pl. Ti. 70c follows. Athenaeus introduces the fragment with the comment that 
Anaxandrides τὸν ἀγωνιῶντα παράγει (‘brings on stage a man in distress’), 
which might suggest a recognizable character-type. No such type is obviously 
identifiable with those known from e."g. Theophrastus Characters or the list of 
masks at Pollux 4.143–54, but there are several possibilities among the masks 
identified by Webster. Webster 1978. 18 notes that on Mask L (Old Man), 
‘the brows often give a worried expression’140 and he tentatively suggests an 

140 For the brows indicating a worried expression, cf. on fr. 59.3–4 (esp. Hense 1905).
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identification with Pollux’ First Hermonian (4.144 ἀνατέταται τὰς ὀφρῦς, τὸ 
βλέµµα δριµύς); cf. 1995. 13 (Mask 5). Another possibility is 1978. 19 Mask O 
(Young Man), which Webster describes as ‘the worried lover’ and from which 
he derives the Second Wavy-haired Young Man of Pollux’s list (4.147; cf. 1995. 
22 [Mask 16]).

Text}For ὀρχῇ as opposed to ὀρχεῖ in 3, cf. on fr. 38.1. Toup’s insertion 
of µ᾽ is paleographically trivial and metrically unnecessary, yet is required 
in order to clarify that the speaker is the one frightened (as is proven by 
the examples cited ad loc., especially those from Plautus); it absence led to 
erroneous interpretations by Valckenaer 1739. 83 and Blaydes 1896. 126 (in-
serting τιν᾽).
Interpretation$The sentiment of this fragment could be appropriate to a 
young lover, perhaps reflecting trepidation before meeting the object of his 
affections, or his agitated state after meeting her. But the content is also suit-
able for numerous other characters and situations (including actual fear, e."g. 
in anticipation of a beating). The speaker’s address to his heart implies that 
the fragment is part of a monologue; a short aside is also possible.

1$ὦ πονηρὰ καρδία$Addresses to one’s heart or soul are relatively 
common in epic and archaic poetry (e."g. H. Il. 22.98; Od. 20.18 τέτλαθι δή, 
κραδίη; Archil. fr. 128.1; Ibyc. PMG 317b; Thgn. 1029) but rare in tragedy earlier 
than Euripides (A. Th. 1034; S. Tr. 1260 [cf. Ph. 712; fr. 757 (an address to the 
speaker’s γλῶσσα)]). In Euripides, such addresses become common again (e."g. 
Alc. 837; Med. 1240; IT 344; Or. 466), whence, at least in part, the occurrences in 
Aristophanes (e."g. Ach. 450, 480; Eq. 1194; cf. Cratin. fr. 171.63). For addresses 
to one’s heart or soul in general, cf. Pelliccia 1995, esp. 74–5 with n. 123,141 
121–2; de Romilly 1984; Leo 1908, esp. 36, 98–102. Although the address here 
is clearly drawing on this tradition, it may also belong to an image well-known 
from Middle or New Comedy; cf. on 3 ὀρχῇ. For a survey of uses or senses of 
καρδία, particularly in Aristophanes, see Handley 1956. 208–9, 216–17, 222–3; 
for καρδία in connection with fear, cf. Sullivan 2000. 76–7. The speaker’s heart 
is described as πονηρά because it does not behave as it should and thus creates 
an unpleasant feeling; cf. Dover 1974. 52–3.

2$ἐπιχαιρέκακον$Cf. Arist. EN 2.1108b3–6 ὁ µὲν γὰρ νεµεσητικὸς λυ-
πεῖται ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀναξίως εὖ πράττουσιν, ὁ δὲ φθονερὸς ὑπερβάλλων τοῦτον 
ἐπὶ πᾶσι λυπεῖται, ὁ δὲ ἐπιχαιρέκακος τοσοῦτον ἐλλείπει τοῦ λυπεῖσθαι ὥστε 
καὶ χαίρειν (contrast Rhet. 2.1386b34–1387a1 ὁ γὰρ αὐτός ἐστιν ἐπιχαιρέκα-
κος καὶ φθονερός); cf. EN 1107a9–12. The occurrence here is apparently the 

141 In n. 123, correct Anaxandr. fr. 5.9 to 59 (= 60 K-A).
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earliest extant use of the word (but cf. Kaibel 1899b. 18); it appears elsewhere 
in the fourth century at Alex. fr. 52 and as the title of a comedy by Timocles. 
In general, cf. Stevens 1948; Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 52; Valckenaer 1739. 83.

3$ὀρχῇ$This striking image appears first at A. Ch. 167 ὀρχεῖται δὲ καρδία 
φόβῳ, although it does have some earlier precedents (e."g. H. Il. 7.216; 10.93–5; 
Sapph. fr. 31. 5–6). Variations on the image become more common throughout 
the classical period and later, although it is not found elsewhere in comedy of 
the mid to late fourth century; cf. A. Ch. 167 with Garvie 1986; S. fr. 766 with 
Pearson 1917 ad loc.; Ar. Nu. 1391–1 with Blaydes 1890b ad loc.; Pl. Ion 536b; 
Dickey 1996. 187; Webster 1957. 152; Blümner 1891. 111–12. The concentration 
of the same image in Plautus (cf. Aul. 626–7 continuo meum cor coepit artem 
facere ludicram / atque in pectus emicare [cf. Stockert 1983 ad loc.]; Cist. 551 
iam horret corpus, cor salit; Capt. 636–7; Cas. 414–15; Mil. 1088) might suggest 
a precedent in fourth-century comedy (cf. Marx 1928 on Plaut. Rud. 1290), 
implying that the image was more common in the comedy of that period than 
the other evidence suggests, although the numerous papyrus finds of the last 
century or so have yet to reveal an example.

fr. 61 K.-A. (60 K.)

µηδέποτε δοῦλον ἡδονῆς σαυτὸν ποίει·
λάγνης γυναικός ἐστιν, οὐκ ἀνδρὸς τόδε

habent LMA
1 = [Men.] Mon. 512}}}ποιεῖ L}}}2 λάγνης LMA: λάγνου Blaydes: µάχλης 
Herwerden

Never make yourself a slave of pleasure;
this is the trait of a lecherous woman, not a man

Stob. 3.6.6 
(περὶ ἀκολασίας) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——

Ἀλεξανδρίδου L

(On licentiousness) Anaxandrides: ——
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
lrwl w|lwl llwl
llwl w|lwl llwl

Discussion$Grotius 1623 II.42–3; Meineke 1840 III.199; 1847. 591; Bothe 1855. 
433; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix; Kock 1884 II.161; Blaydes 1890a. 84; Blümner 1891. 
73; Blaydes 1896. 126; Herwerden 1903. 100; Edmonds 1959 II.76–9; Dover 
1974. 101–2; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.273; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 272
Citation context$The fragment occurs near the beginning of Stobaeus’ chap-
ter ‘On licentiousness’ (3.6) in the midst of a small cluster of comic fragments; 
Euphro fr. 11 precedes and Alex. fr. 297 follows.
Text$Bothe 1855. 433 suggested that reading αὑτόν for σαυτόν in 1 would be 
‘non deterius’. αὑτόν is grammatically possible (cf. Philem. fr. 116.3; Men. fr. 
219.2; Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.572; Threatte 1996 II.327) and the change is 
paleographically trivial (‘adhaeserit σ vicinum’), but the idiom is relatively un-
common in comedy (predominantly from the late fourth and third centuries; 
cf. Iacobi’s index to Meineke s.#v. αὑτοῦ), and the change would be emendation 
for its own sake. 

πόει for the manuscripts’ ποιει (however accented) is possible but not 
preferable; cf. Arnott 2001a; Threatte 1980 I.328–9 (‘The spellings without 
iota increase in frequency until the second half of the fourth century, when 
they are most common’, but ‘at no period do they become as frequent as the 
traditional spelling with iota.’); Crönert 1903. 116–21 (‘ubique ergo dipthongus 
invita metri ratione scribitur’ [p. 117]). The spelling πο- (as opposed to ποι-) 
is often used as a convention to represent correption (and thus a distinctive 
pronunciation?) of the syllable, but evidence for its similar use in antiquity 
is lacking; what is more, there is no rationale for the application of the con-
vention only to ποιέω and cognates, but not to the phenomenon as a whole 
regardless of the word in which it occurs (e."g. Anaxandr. fr. 1.3 τοιοῦτον not 
τοοῦτον). 

Blaydes’ emendation to λάγνου (1896. 126) in 2 is based on the mistaken 
belief that λάγνης (nom.) is the only Attic form of the word (see ad loc.) and 
ought thus to be rejected. Van Herwerden’s µάχλης (1903. 100) is based on a 
related misunderstanding.
Interpretation$The moralizing tone suggests an older speaker or one rep-
resented as adhering to an old-fashioned morality, reproving another for his 
actions or intended course of action. The view of women is a standard one; 
for further examples (including a translation of this fragment) and discussion, 
see Dover 1974. 101–2.
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1$δοῦλον ἡδονῆς$For the image of being a slave to one’s passions vel 
sim., see Blümner 1891. 73. For the specific phrase, cf. Pl. Phdr. 238e τῷ δὴ 
ὑπὸ ἐπιθυµίας ἀρχοµένῳ δουλεύοντί τε ἡδονῇ ἀνάγκη που τὸν ἐρώµενον 
ὡς ἥδιστον ἑαυτῷ παρασκευάζειν. Although the line might allude to con-
temporary philosophical ideas, any apparent reminiscence of such doctrine 
more likely indicates philosophy’s adoption of commonplaces. Cf. on fr. 20 
for mocking Plato; Brock 1990. 41 and Webster 1970. 50–1 for knowledge of 
philosophers and their doctrines by poets of Middle Comedy (cf. Arnott 1996 
introduction to Alexis’ Phaedrus; on fr. 247.10–13).

2$λάγνης$The word was much disputed in antiquity on two counts. 
The first is whether the correct form is λάγνης or λάγνος. The latter is clearly 
possible, given Ar. fr. 534; cf. K.-A. ad loc. and note esp. Bossi 1980–1982; 1983. 
This possibility was routinely denied in antiquity, hence Blaydes’ emendation 
to λάγνου; cf. Phot. λ 20 λάγνης, οὐ λάγνος ὑπὸ τῶν Ἀττικῶν λέγεται (= Orus 
fr. B 88; cf. Alpers 1981 ad loc.) and Phryn. Ecl. 155 λάγνης διὰ τοῦ η, ἀλλὰ µὴ 
λάγνος φαθί (see Theodoridis 2012 on Phot. and Fischer 1974 on Phryn. for 
additional iterations of the claim).

The related question of whether the word could be used of a woman was 
also disputed. The claim of [Hdn.] Philet. 228 λάγνος ἐπὶ τῶν ἀνδρῶν· οὕτως 
Ἀριστοφάνης (fr. 534)· παρά τισι λάγνης· µάχλος δὲ ἐπὶ τῶν γυναικῶν· καὶ 
µαχλάς, ὡς Μένανδρος (fr. 495) has often been repeated (e."g. LSJ s.#v. λάγνος; 
cf. Arc. p. 62.2 οὐκ ἔχει γὰρ ἴδιον θηλυκόν), hence van Herwerden’s µάχλης.

The claims concerning λάγνος vs. λάγνης (and thus whether there is a 
feminine form) may be generally true, and could thus have led to exaggerated 
claims that a female form of the adjective did not exist at all; cf. Probert 2006. 
265. Here the unexpected use of the feminine perhaps lends greater force to 
the statement, as well as offering a characterization of the person in question 
(if the lines concern an actual character and were not simply said as an abstract 
observation).

fr. 62 K.-A. (61 K.)

Ἔρως σοφιστοῦ γίγνεται διδάσκαλος
σκαιοῦ πολὺ κρείττων πρὸς τὸν ἀνθρώπων βίον

habent SMA
1 γίνεται SMA: corr. Morelius}}}2 σκαιοῦ SMA: Κείου Meineke}}}κρεῖττον A}}} 
πρὸς τὸν M: πρὸς τῶν SA: τῶν πρὸς Meineke

For human life, Love is a teacher 
much better than a clumsy sophist
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Stob. 4.20.10 
(περὶ Ἀφροδίτης) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——
(Concerning Aphrodite) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwl l|lwl wlwl
llwwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion$Morelius 1553. 109; Grotius 1623 II.242–3; 1840 III.199; 1847. 592; 
Bothe 1855. 433; Meineke 1857 V.clxxix–clxxx; Herwerden 1878. 67; Kock 1884 
II.161; Blaydes 1896. 126; Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Webster 1970. 50; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.273; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 272
Citation context$The fragment is cited near the beginning of the Stobaeus’ 
chapter ‘On Aphrodite’ (4.20), in a section dominated by Euripides; Aristarch. 
Trag. TrGF 14 F 2 precedes, and E. fr. 269 follows.
Interpretation$The lines are probably best taken as the expression of a com-
monplace; for the thought, see on 1. They could easily have been spoken by 
some love-struck person, but might also be part of a moralizing speech (‘some 
lessons cannot be taught’). The context suggested by Herwerden 1878. 67, 
defending the transmitted reading σκαιοῦ against Meineke’s proposed Κείου, 
seems overly literal: ‘haec dici potuisse ab amatore aliquo adulescenti, qui in-
epti, ut ipsi videatur, magistri voce correptus, iram non cohibens ista reponat’.

1$Ἔρως$For Eros as a teacher, cf. E. frr. 430; 661; Alex. fr. 290 (where 
ἔρωτος ought to be capitalized) with Arnott 1996 ad loc.; Nicias SH 566.142 For 
Eros in comedy, see Zagagi 1980. 92–6; in general, Hermary et al. in LIMC 
III.1.850–942. Cf. Alciphr. 4.7.4, 7 (= adesp. com. frr. 121–2 K.), where hetairai 
claim to be better teachers than sophists.

σοφιστοῦ$In the context of teaching, the sense (often with a negative 
connotation) of σοφιστής as one who teaches for a fee is clearly uppermost; 
the point is thus that Eros offers a greater education than one who claims to 
have expertise (whether or not this claim is acknowledged by others). For the 
word and the sophists in comedy, see on fr. 16.6; Dover 1968 on Ar. Nu. 331; 
Arnott 1996 on Alex. frr. 20.1–2; 27.1–2; cf. Barrett 1964 on E. Hipp. 921.

1–2$διδάσκαλος / … πρὸς τὸν ἀνθρώπων βίον$E.g. [A.] PV 109–11 
πυρὸς / πηγὴν κλοπαίαν, ἣ διδάσκαλος τέχνης / πάσης βροτοῖς πέφηνε; 

142 Cf. also E. Med. 843–5 τᾷ Σοφίᾳ παρέδρους … Ἔρωτας / παντοίας ἀρετᾶς ξυνερ-
γούς with Page 1938 ad loc.; Nonn. D. 7.110 σοφὸς αὐτοδίδακτος Ἔρως.
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Men. fr. 301 ἆρ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀρετῆς καὶ βίου διδάσκαλος / ἐλευθέρου τοῖς πᾶσιν 
ἀνθρώποις ἀγρός.

The main point seems to be a refutation (or at least disparagement) of the 
sophists’ stereotypical claim that their teaching makes men better (e."g. Pl. Prt. 
318a–19a; cf. Guthrie 1969. 250–60).

2$σκαιοῦ$Here ‘intellectually clumsy’, as often; cf. Ar. Nu. 629 with 
Dover 1968 ad loc.; V. 1183 with Starkie 1897 ad loc.; Men. Epitr. 918 with 
Gomme–Sandbach 1973 ad loc.; Bond 1981 on E. HF 283;143 Taillardat 1965 §11; 
Blümner 1891. 6. This use doubtless derives from the application to thought 
processes of the difference in agility between the right and left hands, al-
though it occurs first only in the fifth century (e."g. Hdt. 1.129.3; S. fr. 771); for 
explicit contrast between δεξιός and σκαιός as applied to the intellect, cf. Ar. 
V. 1265–6. Probably related is the older notion of ‘right’ and ‘left’ as ‘lucky’ 
and ‘unlucky’ respectively, particularly in connection with divination; cf. H. 
Il. 12.239–40 with Leaf 1900–1902 ad loc.; Pease 1920–1923 on Cic. Div. 1.12. 
Since σκαιός in the sense found here is frequently and naturally contrasted 
with σοφός (e."g. S. fr. 771 with Pearson 1917 ad loc.; E. Med. 294–9; Heracl. 
458–9 with Wilkins 1993 ad loc.; Dover 1974. 120144), the phrase σοφιστὴς 
σκαιός constitutes something of an oxymoron.

fr. 63 K.-A. (62 K.)

ὑπὲρ σεαυτοῦ πρᾶξον ὅ τι ἄν σοι δοκῇ,
ἐγὼ δ᾽ ὑπὲρ ἐµοῦ

1 πρᾶξον ὅ τι ἄν σοι Sansone: πρᾶττε ὅτι ἄν σοι cod.: πρᾶτθ᾽ ὁτιοῦν ἄν σοι Meineke 
(ὁτιοῦν, ἄν Kock): πρᾶτθ᾽ ὅ τι ἂν σαυτῷ Kaibel

On behalf of yourself do whatever seems best to you,
and I on behalf of me

Antiatt. p. 92.16–21 
ἐµὲ ἀντὶ τοῦ ἐµαυτόν, σὲ ἀντὶ τοῦ σαυτόν. Φιλήµων Γαµοῦντι· [fr. 18]. Ἀναξανδρίδης· ——
‘Me’ instead of ‘myself’, ‘you’ instead of ‘yourself’. Philemo in Bridegroom: [fr. 18]. 
Anaxandrides: ——

143 For a correction of Bond’s interpretation of Men. Sam. 428, cf. Bain 1983 ad loc.; in 
Bain’s note, for HF 683 read 283.

144 In Dover’s discussion, for Heracl. 958f. read 258f.
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Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwl l|lwr llwl
wlwr l|〈lwl xlwl〉

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.199; 1847. 592; Bothe 1855. 433; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxx; Kock 1884 II.161; Blaydes 1890a. 84; 1896. 126; Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.274; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 272
Citation context$The Antiatticist cites the fragment together with Philem. fr. 
18 as examples of the first and second person pronouns used in place of the 
corresponding reflexives.
Text$The hiatus in the transmitted text πρᾶττε ὅτι is intolerable, yet eli-
sion creates a metrically deficient line. Sansone’s πρᾶξον neatly removes the 
problem while not introducing others. Meineke’s πρᾶτθ᾽ ὁτιοῦν is simple, 
but ὁτιοῦν is always used with a negative elsewhere in comedy (e."g. Ar. Nu. 
344 κοὐχὶ γυναιξὶν µὰ ∆ί᾽ οὐδ᾽ ὁτιοῦν; Crates Com. fr. 19.3 οὐκ ἄρ᾽ ἔτ᾽ οὐδὲν 
κρέας, ὡς ὑµεῖς λέγετ᾽, οὐδ᾽ ὁτιοῦν; Xenarch. fr. 14.2).145 Kaibel’s πρᾶτθ᾽ ὅ τι 
ἂν σαυτῷ implies a conscious change to the text introduced on the basis of 
the Antiatticist’s lemma and removes from the lemma any example of the 
second person pronoun used for the reflexive. The first point runs counter to 
the inattention to detail characteristic of the Antiatticist in its current form; 
the second is not fatal, since the text of the Antiatticist is often hopelessly 
abbreviated and internally contradictory, but there is no compelling reason 
to thus further reduce the intelligibility of the lemma.
Interpretation$The lines seem to be part of a dialogue in which two charac-
ters discuss what course of action to take and agree to act independently (or 
at least one of them proposes to do so).

Despite the Antiatticist’s demonstration of the use of the personal pro-
noun for the reflexive in the first and second persons (implying that this had 
been condemned by Atticists), the usage is not uncommon (e."g. S. OT 379; 
E. Andr. 256; Hipp. 1409), except in comedy; cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 
I.559; Moorhouse 1982. 137.146 Apparently for this reason and because the 
Antiatticist’s lemma contains ἐµέ and σέ instead of ἐµοῦ and σου or σοι, Bothe 

145 In prose of the Classical and Hellenistic periods, the usage is not so restrained, and 
ὁτιοῦν appears with and without a negative in roughly equal numbers. The word 
is not attested in tragedy.

146 Moorhouse’s note on this usage, that ‘in principal clauses there is regularly a 
contrast, with reference to another person than the self’, is a more exact way of 
explaining the phenomenon than Edmonds’ comment that ‘ἐµοῦ is due to contrast 
with σοι’, although the latter is still correct.
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believed the entry illustrated a usage uncommon in Attic, namely ὑπέρ gov-
erning the accusative yet retaining the meaning ‘on behalf of’.147 Although 
Bothe’s line of reasoning has some merit, his emendations148 are unappealing 
and he is looking for rigorous consistency where there likely was none. The 
Atticist debates, at least as they survive for us, often appear to concern usages 
that modern scholars find unexceptional. The further difficulty here is that 
the text of the Antiatticist is in general so badly abbreviated that citations 
cannot always be taken to illustrate the point apparently being made; there is 
often little means of knowing whether a quotation in any given lemma was 
originally meant as support for the main point or a tangential point, was there 
as a counter example, or was quoted only as an example for condemnation.

fr. 64 K.-A. (63 K.)

τὸ συνεχὲς ἔργου παντὸς εὑρίσκει τέλος

habent SMA
ἔργου SM: ἔργον A

Perseverance finds an end of every task

Stob. 3.29.12 
(περὶ φιλοπονίας) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——
(On the love of labour) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wrwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion Meineke 1840 III.199; 1847. 592; Bothe 1855. 433–4; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxx, 81; Kock 1884 II.161; Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.274; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 272
Citation context$The fragment is quoted by Stobaeus near the beginning of 
his chapter ‘On the love of labour’ (3.29) in a section dominated by Euripides; 
Critias eleg. fr. 9 precedes and E. fr. 233 follows.

147 This usage occurs outside Attica (cf. LSJ s.#v. B.V), although apparently not before 
the third century.

148 ὑπὲρ σέ γ᾽ αὐτὸς πρᾶτθ᾽ ὁτιοῦν ἄν σοι δοκῇ / ἐγὼ δ᾽ ὑπὲρ ἔµ᾽ οὖν.
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Text$The genitive ἔργου rather than the nominative (the reading of A) is to 
be preferred, insofar as ἔργον is superfluous with τὸ συνεχές, while παντός 
requires some specificity; the word is to be taken with τέλος (thus Kock, 
‘constantiam dicit ad cuiusvis operis finem pervenire’; Edmonds; contrast LSJ 
s.#v. συνεχής II.1).
Interpretation$Naeke 1817 on Choeril. fr. 11 (his fr. 9) πέτρην κοιλαίνει ῥανὶς 
ὕδατος ἐνδελεχείῃ notes the similarity of thought with this fragment (mistak-
enly attributing it to E. Archelaos) and adduces other examples (e."g. Bion fr. 4; 
Diogenian. 7.77a [cf. Leutsch–Schneidewin 1839 ad loc.]); cf. Bernabé 1996 on 
Choeril. fr. 11 for numerous examples from Latin literature.

τὸ συνεχὲς$Equivalent to συνέχεια (cf. Kühner–Gerth 1898–1904 I.266–8, 
esp. 268 Anm. 3 ‘Das Neutrum des Adjektivs in der Singularform drückt einen 
abstrackten Begriff aus’; Gildersleeve 1900–1911 §§36, 573), τὸ συνεχές must 
have the sense ‘perseverance’ or ‘persistence’, like συνέχεια at D. 18.218 (cf. 
Wankel 1976 ad loc., ‘Das Substantiv ist in dieser Bedeutung … in der klass. 
Literatur nur hier belegt’).

fr. 65 K.-A. (64 K.)

καλόν γ᾽ ἀποθανεῖν πρὶν θανάτου δρᾶν ἄξιον

ἄξιον ω: ἄξια Blaydes

It is good to die before doing something worthy of death

Arist. Rh. 3.1412b16–20 
τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ τὸ Ἀναξανδρίδου τὸ ἐπαινούµενον, [fr. 65]. ταὐτὸ γάρ ἐστι τῷ εἰπεῖν ἄξιόν 
γ᾽ ἀποθανεῖν µὴ ὄντα ἄξιον ἀποθανεῖν, ἢ ἄξιόν γ᾽ ἀποθανεῖν µὴ θανάτου ἄξιον ὄντα, 
ἢ µὴ ποιοῦντα θανάτου ἄξια
Another example is the celebrated [witticism] of Anaxandrides: [fr. 65]. For this is the 
same as saying that it is a worthy thing to die when not worthy of dying, or that it is 
worthy that one die not being worthy of death, or not doing things worthy of death

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwr l|lwwl llwl

Discussion$Grotius 1626. 644–5; Meineke 1840 III.200–1; 1847. 593; Bothe 
1855. 434; Kock 1884 II.161; Blaydes 1896. 126; Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.274; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273
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Citation context$Aristotle cites and explains the fragment in the course of 
discussing witticisms that turn on the antithesis between different senses of a 
single word, as at e."g. Isoc. 4.119 ἅµα γὰρ ἡµεῖς τε τῆς ἀρχῆς ἀπεστερούµεθα 
καὶ τοῖς Ἕλλνσιν ἀρχὴ τῶν κακῶν ἐγίγνετο; 5.61; 8.101. In the fragment, the 
thought is more compressed and the contrast implicit, hence Aristotle’s use 
of paraphrase to bring out the antithesis. After a brief theoretical discussion, 
he reiterates his point with examples clearly invented on the basis of this 
fragment: δεῖ δ᾽ ἀεὶ προσεῖναι ἢ τὸ πρὸς ὃν λέγεται ἢ τὸ ὀρθῶς λέγεσθαι, εἰ 
τὸ λεγόµενον ἀληθὲς καὶ µὴ ἐπιπόλαιον· ἔστι γὰρ ταῦτα χωρὶς ἔχειν, οἷον 
Ἀποθηῄσκειν δεῖ µηθὲν ἁµαρτάνοντα· ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἀστεῖον. τὴν ἀξίαν δεῖ γαµεῖν 
τὸν ἄξιον·149 ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἀστεῖον. ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν ἅµα ἄµφω ἔχῃ· Ἄξιόν γ᾽ ἀποθανεῖν 
µὴ ἄξιον ὄντα τοῦ ἀποθανεῖν (1412b24–9). Aristotle to some extent blurs the 
distinction between his earlier example from Isocrates, which hinges on dif-
ferent meanings of the same word, and this fragment, which is an oxymoron; 
somewhat closer to the wordplay here is his additional example, adesp. com. 
fr. 97 οὐκ ἂν γένοιο µᾶλλον ἢ ξένος ξένος. The thought is a variation on the 
commonplace that no man can be judged truly happy before he has died, as 
at e."g. Hdt. 1.30–2; A. Ag. 928–9 with Fraenkel ad loc.; S. Tr. 1–3 (where the 
thought is called λόγος … ἀρχαῖος); E. Andr. 100–102 with Stevens 1971 ad 
loc. For a close approximation of the wording (but not the sense), cf. [Men.] 
Mon. 277 ζῆν βουλόµενος µὴ πρᾶττε θανάτου γ᾽ ἄξια.

149 Spengel 1828. 20 n. inserted δέ before δεῖ in order to make the line a trimeter 
and suggested that it was a fragment of an unknown poet, although he did note 
the similar quotation of Anaxandrides cited shortly before; he subsequently re-
jected this idea in his edition of Aristotle’s Rhetorica (1867), noting ‘omninoque 
mirum est aliud hic intrudi exemplum ab auctore in poetae versu interpretando 
occupato’. Nevertheless, his original suggestion had been accepted by Meineke 
in his note on Anaxandr. fr. 65, although he prefered to read ἔδει rather than δὲ 
δεῖ and tentatively attributed the fragment to Anaxandrides, although printing it 
among the adespota. Meineke’s rationale for the attribution was the preceding 
quotation of Anaxandrides and the statement ‘huius [i."e. Anaxandrides] enim 
fabulis ut plurimum delectatus esse videtur Aristoteles’; for Aristotle’s citations of 
Anaxandrides, see Introduction. Kock followed Meineke, but printed the fragment 
as both Anaxandr. fr. 79 (dub.), where he read γὰρ δεῖ, and adesp. com. fr. 206, 
where he printed the text as it appears in Aristotle (unmetrical). Kassel-Austin 
rightly reject the possibility that this is a poetic fragment, let alone a fragment 
of Anaxandrides; it is simply a snippet invented by Aristotle for the purposes of 
illustration.
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fr. 66 K.-A. (67 K.)

ἡ πόλις ἐβούλεθ᾽, ᾗ νόµων οὐδὲν µέλει
The city, that has no concern for laws, wished it

Arist. EN 7.1152a20–3 
ἔοικεν δὴ ὁ ἀκρατὴς πόλει ἢ ψηφίζεται µὲν ἅπαντα τὰ δέοντα καὶ νόµους ἔχει σπου-
δαίους, χρῆται δ᾽ οὐδέν, ὥσπερ Άναξανδρίδης ἔσκωψεν· ——
The unrestrained man is similar to the city that passes all the necessary decrees and 
has good laws, but uses none of them, as Anaxandrides joked: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
lrwl w|lwl llwl

Discussion$Grotius 1626. 644–5, 979; Gataker 1659. 77; Koraes 1822 on 
Arist. EN 7.1152a; Meineke 1839 I.368; 1840 III.200; 1847. 592; Bothe 1855. 434; 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxx, 81; Kock 1884 II.162; Bergk 1887 IV.160 n. 141; Nauck 
1894. 93; Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Webster 1960. 156; Webster 1970. 32, 82–3; 
Kassel–Austin 1991 II.275; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273
Citation context$In the course of discussing restraint and its lack, Aristotle 
deals with the behaviour and moral character of an unrestrained man and 
compares him to a state like the one described by Anaxandrides.
Interpretation$A parody of E. fr. 265a ἡ φύσις ἐβούλεθ᾽, κτλ., the first line of 
which is quoted by a variety of sources. Only with the discovery of Menander 
Epitrepontes, where the Euripides fragment is quoted at 1123–4, did the play 
(Augē), the second line, and thus the context become clear. In Euripides, the 
line apparently referred to the rape of Auge by Heracles and seems, if not 
to have condoned the action, at least to have excused it;150 the quotation by 
Menander retains basically the same context. The potentially inflammatory 
content of Euripides’ line, especially if taken out of context, together with the 
large number of later writers who quoted it, suggests that it quickly became 
infamous, much like E. Hipp. 612 (cf. Barrett 1964 ad loc.; citation apparatus 
in Stockert 1994). Euripides is often quoted or parodied in Middle Comedy; 
e."g. Antiph. fr. 238.3; Eub. fr. 6.2 (7 K) with Hunter 1983 ad loc.; Alex. fr. 3 with 
Arnott 1996 ad loc.; cf. Webster 1960. 156; 1970. 82–3. For Anaxandrides’ use 
of Euripides, see on Helenē and Introduction.

150 Cf. Ar. Nu. 1075–9 with Dover 1968 ad loc.; Heinimann 1945. 132–3.
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Here the city (i."e. the demos?) is implicitly compared to a promiscuous 
woman, presumably as it gives in to the demands of demagogues or the like. 
The line suggests political satire, but whether this was a passing jibe or a larger 
element of the play to which the fragment belonged is unclear; it is neverthe-
less an important piece of evidence for political criticism in fourth-century 
comedy. For politics in the plays of Anaxandrides and his mocking of contem-
porary political figures, see on Poleis, Prōtesilaos and Introduction.151 

Koraes 1822 on Arist. EN 7.1152a suggested that this fragment belonged to 
Poleis, apparently relying only on the content and merely noting τὸ δὲ ἔπος 
[i."e. the fragment] ἴσως ἐκ τοῦ δράµατος τοῦ ἐπιγραφοµένου, Πόλεις. Support 
for the suggestion might be found in the scholia to Ov. Ib. 523 (= Anaxandr. 
test. 2a; see ad loc.), which reports that Anaxandrides quom Athenienses 
bonas leges habere diceret, sed malis uti eos praedicaret, enumeraretque ceteras 
nationes quae aut sine lege essent aut non in condendis legibus tantum salis 
habuissent, usui venirent tamen melius, coniectus in carcerem est, etc. The claim 
that Anaxandrides said that the Athenians have good laws but use bad ones 
might be drawn from this fragment (but see on dub. fr. 83), confounded to 
some extent with its Aristotelian context, but the claim that Anaxandrides also 
enumerated and criticized other states cannot be inferred from this passage, 
Aristotle, or Ovid. The only known play of Anaxandrides that seems to offer a 
context for such a list is Poleis (see ad loc.). But the question remains whether 
the scholia can be taken seriously (i."e. whether its ultimate source had access 
to more information about the content of Anaxandrides’ plays), whether it 
represents a deduction from piecing together the same bits of evidence we 
have, or whether it is jumble of misunderstanding and misinformation (even 
if honestly meant).

ἡ πόλις$Presumably Athens is meant, which seems to be how Aristotle 
understood the word, although there is no explicit statement to that effect; 
for ἡ πόλις used of a city other than Athens, e."g. Alex. fr. 255.1; Diph. fr. 31.22 
(both referring to Corinth).

ἐβούλετ(ο)$Whether the object was a general situation or a specific ac-
tion, or even whether it was expressed or unexpressed, is unknowable without 
context. But whatever it was, it almost certainly was not νόµους or νόµους 

151 Early commentators, e."g. Gataker 1659. 77, whence Barnes 1694 on E. Ph. 392 (= 
396 Barnes), connected the fragment with test. 2a and claimed that the criticism of 
Athens here led to Anaxandrides being put to death; see on test. 2a. Koraes 1822 
understood it as symptomatic of Anaxandrides’ anger with the Athenians as the 
result of a failure to take the prize in a dramatic competition and connected it with 
test. 2 (see ad loc.).
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ἀγαθούς, as was understood e."g. by the anonymous commentator on Aristotle 
(cf. on dub. fr. 83) and many early editors of Aristotle, leading to emendations 
such as Lambinus’ ἐβούλευ(ε); cf. Zell 1820 on Arist. EN 7.10 (1152a22–3).

fr. 67 K.-A. (68 K.)

ὑπερήµεροί µοι τῶν γάµων αἱ παρθένοι
In my view, the young women are delinquent regarding marriage

Arist. Rh. 3.1411a18–20 
καὶ τὸ Ἀναξανδρίδου ἰαµβεῖον ὑπὲρ τῶν θυγατέρων πρὸς τὸν γάµον ἐγχρονιζοθσῶν, 
——

Ἀναξανδρίδου A: ἀλεξάνδρου F: άλεξανδρίµου D

And Anaxandrides’ iambic verse about the daughters delaying in regard to marriage, 
——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wwlwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.200; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855. 434; Kock 1884 II.162; 
Cooper 1920. 50 with n. 2; Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.275; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273
Citation context$Aristotle cites this line as one example of a metaphor; all 
his other examples in this section of the Rhetoric are drawn from oratory. By 
ἰαµβεῖον, Aristotle simply means ‘an iambic trimeter’, i."e. a line of dialogue 
from drama; cf. Rh. 3.1404a31, 1406b3; Dover 1987. 99–100; Vahlen 1914. 151 
(271).
Interpretation$Aristotle’s introduction to the fragment suggests that he 
was recalling the original context (which he presumably assumed his readers 
would also recall) and that the speaker was referring to his own daughters or 
perhaps those of another character in the play. Cooper’s suggestion (1920. 50 
n. 2) that the play had a mythological plot and the daughters were those of 
Danaus is sheer speculation. Cope–Sandys 1877 on Arist. Rh. 3.1411a18–19 
suggest that Aristotle is speaking more generally by using τῶν θυγατέρων 
in a manner similar to that at e."g. Ev. Luc. 23:28 θυγατέρες Ἱερουσαλήµ. The 
analogous use of υἱός (e."g. H. Il. 1.162 υἷες Ἀχαιῶν) is mainly poetic, while that 
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of παῖς does occur in prose (e."g. Pl. R. 407e) but still seems to have a poetic 
flavour; it is probably a mistake to detect this usage in Aristotle.

ὑπερήµεροι$ὑπερηµερία (lit. ‘being beyond one’s day’) is the legal term 
for being delinquent on debts, whether a loan or a legally imposed fine; cf. Harp. 
p. 296.3–5 Dindorf (υ 7 Keaney) ὑπερήµεροι· οἱ δίκην ὀφλόντες ὁποιανοῦν 
καὶ τὰ ἐπιτίµια τοῖς ἑλοῦσι µὴ ἀποδιδόντες ἐν ταῖς τακταῖς προθεσµίαις 
ὑπερήµεροι ἐκαλοῦντο, καὶ τὸ πρᾶγµα ὑπερηµερία; Poll. 3.85; Hsch. υ 389 
(= Phot. υ 116); EM 778.43–7 (= Phot. υ 115; Fine 1951. 85–7; Harrison 1971 
II.282. For the metaphorical use of the word, cf. Luc. Philops. 25 ὑπερηµέρους 
τῆς ζωῆς.

τῶν γάµων$The plural normally has the sense ‘wedding celebrations’, 
not ‘marriages’; cf. Bers 1984. 28–34.

fr. 68 K.-A. (65 K.)

ἀρκτῆ, λεοντῆ, παρδαλῆ, µοσχῆ, κυνῆ
bearskin, lionskin, leopardskin, calfskin, dogskin

Poll. 5.16 
τὸ µὲν τοῦ λέοντος δέρµα λεοντῆ καλεῖται καὶ δορὰ λέοντος, ἡ δὲ τῆς παρδάλεως 
παρδαλῆ, ἡ δὲ τῆς ἄρκτου ἀρκτῆ … καὶ µοσχῆ ἡ τοῦ µόσχου, ὡς Ἀναξανδρίδης 
εἴρηκεν· ——
The hide of the lion is called a ‘lionskin’ and a ‘lion’s hide’, that of the leopard a ‘leop-
ardskin’, that of the bear a ‘bearskin’, … and that of the calf a ‘calfskin’, as Anaxandrides 
has said: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.200; 1847. 592; Bothe 1855. 434; Kock 1884 II.162; 
Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.275; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273
Citation context$The first 94 chapters of Pollux Book 5 concern a wide vari-
ety of vocabulary relating to animals; 5.16 concerns the names for animal pelts. 
Pollux provides a list of examples with the same formation as the words in 
the fragment, including four of the five found there (not κυνῆ), and then cites 
the fragment as evidence. A few examples of words for pelts that are formed 
differently (νεβρίς, αἰγίς, κῴδιον) follow.
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Interpretation$The list contains a group of lavish items, possibly for use as 
carpets or the like (cf. Nonn. D. 16.95–99) or as trophies, but more likely as 
clothing marking (mock?) heroic status. The use of skins as clothing is often 
indicative of rustic status (cf. West 1978 on Hes. Op. 543–6; Gow 1952 on 
Theocr. 3.25; Blaydes 1890b on Ar. Nu. 72; Stone 1984. 181); Braswell 1988 on 
Pi. P. 4.81 offers a corrective to this view, rightly noting that such garments 
are just as often associated with heroes. The enumeration degenerates from 
fearsome and dangerous (and thus difficult to kill) animals at the beginning, 
to timid and slavish animals at the end; what starts as praise, presumably of 
the hunter’s prowess or the owner’s means of acquiring such exotic pelts, 
thus ends with a tone of mockery. For similar lists of animals, cf. Spyropoulos 
1974. 68–9.

The form of these words is simply the feminine of a three-termination 
adjective in -οῦς, -ῆ, -οῦν; examples of the other two genders for the words 
are not necessarily attested. Terms for the hides of various animals may have 
retained the feeling of adjectives (with δορά vel sim. understood); altern-
atively, they may have been thought of as substantives (e."g. κυνῆ in its normal 
sense ‘cap’ or ‘helmet’).

ἀρκτῆ$The word is attested only here in Greek literature; cf. Hsch. α 
7282 ἀρκτῆ· ἡ τῆς ἄρκτου δορά, presumably a gloss on this passage (like 
the lexicographic entries on λεοντῆ and παρδαλῆ; cf. below). Bears are first 
mentioned at H. Od. 11.611 (where depicted together with boars and lions on 
Herakles’ baldric), but are unlikely to have existed in the historical period 
south of the northern mountains of modern Greece, i."e. in Epirus, Macedonia, 
and Thrace; like lions and leopards, they were thus outside the experience of 
most people and to some degree fantastic.152 Cf. hAphr. 71; X. Cyn. 11.1 λέοντες 
δὲ καὶ παρδάλεις, λύγκες, πάνθηρες, ἄρκτοι καὶ τἆλλα ὅσα ἐστὶ τοιαῦτα 
θηρία ἁλίσκεται ἐν ξέναις χώραις περὶ τὸ Πάγγαιον ὄρος καὶ τὸν Κίττον 
τὸν ὑπὲρ τῆς Μακεδονίας, τὰ δ᾽ ἐν τῷ Ὀλύµπῳ τῷ Μυσίῳ καὶ ἐν Πίνδῳ, κτλ. 
(bears are also associated with lions and leopards at e."g. Cyr. 1.4.7); Keller 
1909 I.175–81; Wellmann 1896.

152 Paus. 1.32.1, which describes Parnes as παρεχοµένη θήραν συῶν ἀγρίων καὶ 
ἄρκτων, is presumably not based on personal experience, since it is unlikely that 
Pausanias visited the mountains himself, and may simply be an attempt to char-
acterize the mountains as wild or remote places; thus, there seems little reason to 
grant credence to the claim. Although few Athenians would have encountered 
bears even occasionally, the animals did form an integral part of the worship of 
Artemis Brauronia; cf. Henderson 1987 on Ar. Lys. 645; K-A on fr. 386.
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The orthography of ἄρκτος (as opposed to ἄρκος) was disputed in an-
tiquity; cf. Phot. α 2824 (cf. 2265, 2826) ἄρκτος· τὸ θηρίον σὺν τῷ τ with 
Theodoridis 1982 ad loc.; Crönert 1903. 87 n. 1.

λεοντῆ$Cf. Phot. λ 187 λεοντῆ· ἡ δορὰ τοῦ λέοντος with Theodoridis 
2012 ad loc., to which add Hsch. λ 646 λεόντειος δορά· τὸ δέρµα αὐτοῦ (so 
Latte) with Schmidt’s (λ 649) emendation to λεοντῆ· λέοντος δορά. References 
to lionskins are not uncommon, primarily because of the association with 
Herakles (e."g. Hdt. 4.8.3; Ar. Ra. 46, 430; cf. Pl. Cra. 411a); for an association 
of lionskins with leopardskins, cf. Hdt. 7.69.1 Αἰθίοπες δὲ παρδαλέας τε καὶ 
λεοντέας ἐνναµένοι. Lions usually represent heroic qualities (cf. Lonsdale 1990, 
esp. 39–70; Schnapp-Gourbeillon 1981. 38–63) and are common throughout 
Greek literature, but by the historical period were extinct in Greece, although 
known in Thrace (cf. How–Wells 1912 on Hdt. 7.125–6), Asia Minor and Africa; 
cf. Usener 1994; Sallares 1991. 401, 502 n. 18; Keller 1909. 1.24–61; Janko 1992 
on H. Il. 15.586–8 (where for JHS 109 read JHS 99).

παρδαλῆ$Cf. [Hdn.] Philet. 46 παρδαλῆ τὸ τῆς παρδάλεως δέρµα, ὡς 
λεοντῆ καὶ ἰξαλῆ, τὸ τῆς αἰγός, καὶ µοσχῆ· ἀρνέα δὲ καὶ λυκέα; Hsch. π 741 
παρδαλέην· παρδάλεως δοράν; EM p. 652.35–8 καὶ τὸ θηλυκόν, παρδαλέη 
παρδαλῆ, ἐπὶ τῆς δορᾶς, ὥσπερ λεοντέη λεοντῆ· καὶ τὴν παρδαλέαν τὴν 
παρδαλῆν, ὡς τὴν λεοντῆν; ΣbTil H. Il. 10.29 (cf. ΣA) παρδαλέῃ· τὸ µὲν ζῷον 
πόρδαλις,153 ἡ δὲ δορὰ παρδαλῆ; ΣREΓ Ar. Av. 1250 (cf. ΣΓ2) παρδαλᾶς· παρ-
δάλεων δοράς. In high poetry, wearing a leopard skin is the mark of a hero 
(H. Il. 3.17 [Paris; but cf. Krieter-Spiro 2009 ad loc.]; 10.29 [Menelaos]; Pi. 
P. 4.81 [Jason]; cf. S. fr. 11), while at Ar. Av. 1250 it is apparently connected 
with the giants (cf. Dunbar 1995 ad loc.). Eust. p. 374.44–6 (on H. Il. 3.17) notes 
the existence of a proverb about wearing a leopard-skin (ίστέον δὲ καί, ὅτι 
παροιµιωδῶς παρὰ τοῖς ὕστερον παρδαλέην ἐνεῖσθαι λέγεται ὁ ποικίλος 
τὸν τρόπον καὶ οἷον πολύστικτος τὸ ἦθος κατὰ τὴν πάρδαλιν), although it is 
unclear what literary sources, if any, he is drawing on, and he may simply be 
deriving the idea from the character of Paris (here wearing a leopardskin). The 
leopard, like the panther, apparently never existed in Greece but was confined 
to Asia and Africa, so that most knowledge of such animals will have been 
derived from the importation of the skins as a luxury good; cf. Dover 1968 on 
Ar. Nu. 347; Keller 1909 I.62–4; Wotke–Jereb 1949.

153 For the orthography, cf. Ael. Dion. π 18 πάρδαλιν· Ἀττικοί, πόρδαλιν· Ἴωνες; EM 
p. 652.28 πάρδαλις· πότε πόρδαλις, καὶ πότε πάρδαλις; Erbse 1969–1988 on Σ H. 
Il. 10.29. Hsch. π 3009 πόρδαλις· ὁ ἄρσην, ἡ δὲ θήλεια πάρδαλις. ὁ µὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
προαλέσθαι· ἡ δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ παράλεσθαι is a mistaken attempt to make sense of the 
discrepancy, which is probably dialectal; cf. Buck 1955. 20.
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µοσχῆ$The word occurs only here, although the adjective µόσχειος ap-
pears occasionally with the sense ‘leather’; e."g. X. Cyn. 2.9 κυνοῦχος µόσχειος 
(a calf-skin bag); Eq. 12.7 (used to protect the place under one’s arm near the 
breastplate; cf. Plb. 6.23.3 [covering for a Roman shield]). The point here, as 
with κυνῆ, is presumably that the calf is a common as well as a timid and 
easily killed animal.

κυνῆ$The word is common throughout Greek literature (first at H. Il. 3.16; 
in comedy at e."g. Ar. Nu. with Blaydes 1890b ad loc.; V. 445; Av. 1203 with 
Dunbar 1995 ad loc.; fr. 559) with the meaning ‘hat’ or ‘helmet’, and would be 
interpreted thus here, did the preceding words not clearly refer to pelts. The 
word continues the mocking tone begun by µοσχῆ and adds a final absurd 
element. For dogs, see on fr. 40.8.

fr. 69 K.-A. (66 K.)

οὐχὶ παρὰ πολλοῖς ἡ χάρις τίκτει χάριν
habet L

Among most a favor does not produce a favor

Stob. 2.46.5 
(περὶ ἀχαριστίας) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——

Ἀναξανδρίδου Gaisford (?)154: Σοφοκλέους L (vid. infra)

(On ungraciousness) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
lrwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.200; 1847. 592; Bothe 1855. 434; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxx, 81; Herwerden 1868. 27–8; Kock 1884 II.162; 1888 III.737; Nauck 1894. 93; 
Edmonds 1959 II.78–9; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.276; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273

154 Gaisford was the first to print the readings of this ms. (without critical notes), 
but he may have been anticipated in making this correction, since the ms. and at 
least some of its readings were known and were the subject of discussion prior 
to Gaisford’s edition (cf. Wachsmuth 1882. 1–2). The lack of a note in Gaisford’s 
edition apparently led Meineke to the erroneous conclusion that Ἀναξανδρίδου is 
in fact the ms. reading.
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Citation context$The fragment is quoted near the beginning of Stobaeus’ 
chapter ‘On ungraciousness’ (2.46) in the midst of a group of quotations from 
Sophocles: OT 611–12 (deleted by Lloyd-Jones and Wilson 1990a [cf. 1990b ad 
loc.]); Ai. 522–4, 1267 precede, and fr. 920 follows. The ascription of the frag-
ment to Anaxandrides is problematic. The lemmata for Stob. 2.46.4–8 all seem 
to be displaced in the manuscripts; the universally adopted solution is to move 
the lemma of 2.46.8 (τοῦ αὐτοῦ) to 2.46.4, which results in the displacement of 
the lemmata for 2.46.4–7 (cf. Wachsmuth ad loc.). This transposition restores 
2.46.4 (S. Ai. 1267) to Sophocles and 2.46.7 (Theocr. 5.38) to Theocritus; there 
is some indirect evidence that 2.46.8 (Men. fr. 700) belongs to Menander,155 but 
there is no external control on the authorship of the two other citations (this 
fragment and S. fr. 920). The assignment of these quotations thus depends on 
the plausible assumption that the section of Stobaeus is sound aside from a 
slight dislocation of lemmata.

The question of the authorship of the fragment is further complicated by 
the fact that the line is repeated at Stob. 2.46.21 (with οὐ in place of οὐχί), 
where the lemma reads Ἀπολλώνιος Νουµηνίῳ. Van Herwerden 1868. 27–8 
emended to Εὔπολις Νουµηνίαις, since Eupolis alone is known to have written 
a comedy with this title and no comic poet Apollonius is otherwise known;156 
he does not note that the preceding lemma, Ἀπολλώνιος Ἡρωδιανῷ (appar-
ently not included among the fragments of Apollonius Tyanensis [cf. below] or 
any other Apollonius), may have contributed to the assumed corruption. The 
obvious objection to van Herwerden’s arguments is that this Apollonius need 
not be a comic poet, and a prose quotation with the attribution Ἀπολλώνιος 
Νουµηνίῳ is in fact cited at Stob. 4.56.35 (Ap. Ty. fr. 93); less likely is revers-
ing the word order to Νουµήνιος † Ἀπολλωνίῳ †,157 converting this into a 

155 Men. fr. 700 also occurs in a gnomology (POxy XLII 3005.2–3; cf. Men. fr. 907) that 
appears to be composed entirely of quotations from Menander; such a gnomology 
is poorly paralleled (cf. Parsons [ed. pr.] ad loc., but note the Appendix euripidea 
from the florilegium of Orion [cf. Haffner 2001. 20–2]). The decision of Kassel-
Austin to print POxy XLII 3005 with the otherwise identifiable quotations removed 
as Men. fr. 907 is unfortunate; it obscures the nature of the document and treats as 
a single fragment what should be a score.

156 POxy XXXIII 2659, a papyrus discovered subsequent to van Herwerden, attributes a 
play entitled [ - - - ]επίκλητος to a certain [Ἀπο]λλώνιος; nothing more is known 
about the man, and the possibility remains that the attribution is the result of 
corruption (cf. Apollod. fr. 16).

157 The only known works of Numenius are Ἁλιευτικόν (SH 568–88), Θηριακόν (SH 
589–94), a work περὶ δείπνων (SH 596), and possibly a work that discussed reme-
dies for gout (SH 595).
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reference to the poet Numenius. The second main thrust of van Herwerden’s 
argument is that the apparent allusion to S. Ai. 522 (see below) is more appro-
priate for Eupolis than Anaxandrides; in addition to emending Ἀπολλώνιος to 
Εὔπολις at Stob. 2.46.21, he thus denies that Stob. 2.46.5 should be attributed 
to Anaxandrides. Van Herwerden’s reasoning has some merit, but it is not 
impossible either that Anaxandrides alluded to a line of Sophocles or that 
he repeated a line of Eupolis. It is true that Anaxandrides does not quote or 
allude elsewhere to specific lines of fifth-century comedy or tragedy other 
than Euripides, but this is not unusual among the comic fragments and should 
not be taken as determinative. The difficulties concerning the attribution of 
the fragment are most likely simply due to the fact that it is a memorable 
expression of a commonplace thought that figured in a variety of anthologies 
at ever greater remove from the original source and was thus increasingly 
liable to corruption.
Interpretation$A cynical comment on human nature, which nonetheless 
leaves open the possibility of an exception in the present case.

παρὰ πολλοῖς$Supply ἀνθρώποις vel sim. Except when purely spatial, 
παρά with the dative refers only to persons, so Edmonds’ ‘in favors’ will not 
do. Although παρά with the dative is common in all genres, παρὰ πολλοῖς 
is rare and predominantly prosaic (e."g. Isoc. 15.87; Pl. Lg. 10.888e; Arist. Pol. 
3.1278a29).

ἡ χάρις τίκτει χάριν$The phrase has often been understood as an al-
lusion to or reminiscence of S. Ai. 522 χάρις χάριν γάρ ἐστιν ἡ τίκτουσ᾽ ἀεί. 
While the resemblance is fairly close, the sentiment is commonplace and such 
formulations are not unusual; e."g. Zen. 3.28 δίκη δίκην ἔτικτε καὶ βλάβην 
βλάβη (cf. Leutsch–Schneidewin 1839 ad loc. for further instances, but correct 
Apostol. 7.9 to 6.9); Apostol. 7.94a ἔρις ἔριν τίκτουσα προσµνᾶται λόγον (Suda 
ε 3008; Mant. 1.60; cf. Mant. 1.59 ἔρις ἔριν άντιφυτεύει); S. OC 779 ὅτ᾽ ἡ χάρις 
χάριν φέροι; E. Hel. 1234 χάρις γὰρ ἀντὶ χάριτος ἐλθέτω.158 The phraseology 
may thus owe as much if not more to proverbial language as to Sophocles, and 
indeed Ai. 522 itself is labeled a γνώµη by ΣFH ad loc. Admittedly, many items 
in the paroemiographers may have become proverbial because they were well-

158 Lobeck 1809 on S. Ai. 522, followed by Bothe 1826 (who credits Lobeck) and 
Kamerbeek 1953 (who does not), adduced Sen. Ben. 2.12 gratia gratiam parit; un-
fortunately, such a phrase seems not to occur at Sen. Ben. 2.12 or elsewhere in 
Seneca or indeed anywhere in Latin literature so far as I have been able to ascertain. 
The earliest occurrence of the phrase of which I am aware is Lehmann 1630. 117 
(Danck #5), where no source is given, but there may be others.
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known poetic texts, but in this instance the phraseology is so widespread that 
it is difficult to believe that Anaxandrides is alluding to any specific text. For 
χάρις, see MacLachlan 1993.

fr. 70 K.-A. (69 K.)

ὡς δεῖ παχεῖαν τὴν περιζώστραν ἔχειν

habent FS, A
εἴρηκεν … τὴν περιζώστραν om. F}}}δεῖ S: δὲ A: δὴ Reisig}}}ἔχειν FS: ἔχει A

that it is necessary to have the apron which is thick

Poll. 2.166 
Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ καὶ περιζώστραν εἴρηκεν· ——. δῆλον ὅτι τὴν ζώνην, ἣν Ῥωµαῖοι 
καλοῦσι φασκίαν
Anaxandrides used also the word ‘apron’: ——. It is clear that [this means] the belt, 
which the Romans call fascia

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
llwl l|lwl llwl

Discussion$Toup 1790 IV.364–5; Reisig 1816. 291; Meineke 1840 III.202; 1847. 
594; Bothe 1855. 435; Kock 1884 II.162; Blaydes 1890a. 84; 1896. 126; Herwerden 
1903. 101; Pickard-Cambridge 1953. 234 n. 2; Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.276; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273
Ciation context$The bulk (2.22–236) of Pollux Book 2 is concerned with 
body parts; the section on ribs contains a short digression on the words for 
belts and similar objects that fasten around the body under the ribs. The frag-
ment is cited as evidence for the word perizōstra, apparently a sort of apron. 
Cf. Poll. 7.65 τὸ δὲ τῶν µαστῶν τῶν γυναικείων ζώµα ταινίαν ὠνόµαζον ἢ 
ταινίδιον, τὸ δὲ περὶ τῇ κοιλίᾳ περίζωµα ἢ περιζώστραν (‘The belt for wo-
men’s breasts they called a “band” or a “little band”, the one around the belly 
a “girdle” or an “apron”’), which may be another echo of this fragment.
Text$δεῖ and δή are equally plausible, but in the absence of any context, 
there is no compelling reason to emend. If Reisig’s δή (1816. 291) is printed 
in place of δεῖ (for the collocation ὡς δή, e."g. Ar. Eq. 693; Pl. 891; Antiph. fr. 
5.1), it is perhaps best to also accept A’s ἔχει (thus Meineke, Kock, Edmonds) 
and understand the sentence as an exclamation; less likely with the adoption 
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of δή is to retain ἔχειν (with FS) and understand this as a consecutive clause 
(cf. Goodwin 1890 §§608–9).
Interpretation$The line may belong to a cook cataloguing his equipment or 
specifying his needs, although this depends on interpreting the word perizōs-
tra as ‘apron’, which is not unproblematic. It might also belong to a scene in 
which characters describe what will be necessary for a disguise (as a woman 
or a cook?).

ὡς δεῖ … ἔχειν$The line could be construed in several different ways (see 
on Text). As printed, it is perfectly intelligible as either an independent or a 
dependent sentence.

παχεῖαν$παχύς with a positive sense is used frequently to describe 
food (e."g. Ephipp. fr. 3.7; Nicostr. Com. fr. 13.2; Archestr. fr. 18.1 [SH 148] 
with Olson–Sens 2000 ad loc.) and occasionally people (e."g. Ar. Pax 639; cf. 
Taillardat 1965 §543).159 Far less common is the application of the word to 
clothing (Theopomp. Com. fr. 11 χλαῖναν 〈δέ〉 σοι / λαβὼν παχεῖαν ἐπιβαλῶ 
Λακωνικήν; Pl. Cra. 389b λεπτῷ ἱµατίῳ ἢ παχεῖ; Thphr. Char. 19.6), although 
in this case too it presumably refers to desirable qualities. The predicative 
position of the word makes it emphatic, so the point is not so much that it 
is necessary to have an apron, but that one ought to have one that is thick.

τὴν περιζώστραν$The word appears only here and in the discussion 
of Pollux, who is vague and apparently confused about precisely what the 
garment is. At 7.65 he distinguishes the περιζώστρα from the ταινία, which 
is wrapped around women’s breasts, and equates it with the περίζωµα, which 
is wrapped around the belly; he does not specify that the περιζώστρα is a 
woman’s garment, but that seems to be the implication. At 2.166, he equates 
it with the Latin fascia, which can refer to two distinct items. The first, a band 
wrapped around a woman’s breasts (cf. TLL s.#v. I.A.b), is ruled out by Pollux’ 
statement at 7.65, whereas the second, a band wrapped around the lower 
legs of men (cf. TLL s.#v. I.A.c), does not correspond to the implication that 
it was worn by women and, more important, the claim that it was wrapped 
around the belly. Perhaps the best way to reconcile the conflicting evidence 
is to assume that the word refers to something wrapped around the waist but 
coming down over the legs, i."e. an apron; for the problems associated with 
this interpretation, see on fr. 42.12.160

159 For its use with a pejorative sense, cf. Ar. Nu. 842; Taillardat 1965 §469.
160 Pickard-Cambridge 1953. 222 n. 6 understands the fragment as a reference to pad-

ding worn by the comic actor; cf. Beare 1954. 68–9. Such metatheatrical self-ref-
erentiality is very uncommon in the remains of comedy from this period, but cf. 
Alex. fr. 103.12–15 with Arnott 1996 ad loc.
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fr. 71 K.-A. (CGFP 2; Alexand. Com. fr. 5 K.)

ταµιεῖον ἀρετῆς ἐστι γενναία γυνή

habent SMA (Stob.), pap.; cf. [Men.] Mon. 744; Clem. Al. Paed. 3.11.67
ταµιειον pap.: ταµεῖον SMA}}}γενναία SMA: άνδρεία Clem. Al.: σώφρων [Men.] 
(em. Meineke: σωφροσύνη µόνη mss.)

A noble wife is a storehouse of virtue

BKT V(2).9773 (= Pack2 1573) 
Ἀναξαν̣[δρίδου·] ——
Anaxan[drides:] ——

Stob. 4.22.4 
(ὅτι κάλλιστον ὁ γάµος) Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——
Ἀλεξάνδρου MA (om. S; corr. Dobree)
(That marriage is best) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wwlwr l|lwl wlwl

Discussion$Grotius 1623 II.276–7; Meineke 1839 I.370; 1841 IV.554 (Alexand. 
Com. inc. fr. 1); 1847. 1164; Bothe 1855. 705–6 (Alexand. Com. inc. fr. 1); 
Meineke 1857 V.clxxx; Kock 1888 III.373 (Alexand. Com. fr. 5); Edmonds 1959 
II.80–1 (cf. 1961 III.312 [Alexand. Com. fr. 10 dub.]); Austin 1973. 2; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.276; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 273
Citation context$Prior to the publication of BKT V(2). 9773161 in 1907, scholars 
generally followed Stobaeus and assigned this fragment to Alexander, although 
there was occasional dissent (Dobree 1833 II.280 suggested Anaxandrides; 
Naeke 1842–1845 I.11, Alexander Aetolus (TrGF 101);162 Gaisford, Euripides’ 
Alexander). Several variations of the line occur: [Men.] Mon. 744 ταµιεῖον 
ἀρετῆς ἐστιν ἡ σώφρων γυνή (thus Meineke; cf. app. crit. above); Stob. 3.5.5 

161 The papyrus is a fragment of an anthology composed, at least in the extant portion, 
of a selection of passages that defend women and a selection that attack them. For 
discussion of the papyrus and fragments of other similar, thematically arranged 
anthologies, together with the suggestion that such fragments may originally have 
belonged to anthologies akin to Stobaeus in terms of scope, see Barns 1951.

162 Note Naeke’s characterization of the line as ‘Euripide vel Euripidea aetate dignus’.
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Μενάνδρου· ταµιεῖόν ἐστιν ἀρετῆς ἡ σωφρονσύνη; Clem. Al. Paed. 3.11.67 
ταµιεῖον ἀρετῆς ἐστιν ἀνδρεία γυνή (without attribution). These three oc-
currences (accepting Meineke’s emendation of [Men.] Mon. 744 and similar 
emendation of Stob. 3.5.5) and the Anaxandrides quotation are all clearly ver-
sions of the same gnomic statement. The variation between the approximate 
synonyms γενναία, σώφρων, and ἀνδρεία163 can be accounted for in one of 
three ways: Anaxandrides used (with or without varying it) a conventional 
saying itself already subject to variation; Anaxandrides coined the phrase, and 
it subsequently took on a life of its own as a conventional saying with the 
possibility for variation that entails; or the variation is the result of corruption, 
presumably abetted by the fact that the line has a complicated textual tradition 
involving passage through a variety of anthologies.
Text$In the absence of more complete knowledge of the context and origin 
of the line, it is best to retain Stobaeus’ γενναία, since this is the adjective 
used in the version specifically attributed to Anaxandrides. Although the word 
has a good Euripidean parallel (Tr. 1013), it seems flat. A more striking choice 
is Clement’s ἀνδρεία; the collocation ἀνδρεία γυνή is both unusual (but cf. 
Arist. Pol. 3.1277b22 [cf. Po. 1454a23–4]; Ar. Lys. 1108 ὦ πασῶν ἀνδρειοτάτη 
[said of Lysistrata]), hence susceptible to corruption, and the sort of word-play 
in which Anaxandrides sometimes indulges. But immediately after quoting 
this line, Clement quotes extensively from Proverbs and may thus have been 
influenced by Prov. 12:5 γυνὴ ἀνδρεία στέφανος τῷ άνδρὶ αὐτῆς.

ταµιεῖον (pap.), as opposed to ταµεῖον (Stob.), is the classical form; cf. Men. 
Sam. 229 (metrically guaranteed); Threatte 1980. I.416–18; Crönert 1903. 34–5.
Interpretation$Standing in isolation, and as presented in the anthologies, the 
line is a stock piece of moralizing, although it might have been much more 
pointed in its original context (e."g. said sarcastically in reference to a specific 
character or women in general).

ταµιεῖον$The word can refer to an actual receptacle or storehouse (e."g. 
Pl. R. 416d; Men. Sam. 229) or to something used as such on an ad hoc basis 
(Th. 7.24.2), or may have an abstract sense (Th. 1.96.2 ταµιεῖόν τε ∆ῆλος ἦν 
αὐτοῖς); for its metaphorical use (not in LSJ), as here, cf. Democr. SVF 68 F 
149; Anaxandr. fr. 81 (= Diph. fr. 134); Phoenicid. fr. 3.4; Phryn. PS p. 130.5–6.

γενναία γυνή$Cf. E. Tr. 1013 (same metrical position). The adjective is a 
term of general commendation (cf. Dover 1974. 95 ‘an extremely general term’) 
common throughout Greek literature, both poetry and prose.

163 Cf. Hsch. α 4736 ἀνδρείων· γενναίων; γ 354 γενναῖος· ἀνδρεῖος (cf. Latte 1953 ad 
loc.).
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fr. 72 K.-A. (70 K.)

τρίκλινον δ᾽ εὐθέως συνήγετο
καὶ συναυλίαι γερόντων

habent CE
1 〈εἰς〉 τρίκλινον Blaydes

a three-man dinner party was quickly gathered
and symphonies of old men

Ath. 2.48a 
Ἀναξανδρίδης· ——
Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Trochaic tetrameter catalectic.
〈lwlx lw〉rl | lwlw lwl
lwlw lwll | 〈lwlx lwlx〉

Discussion$Jacobs 1809. 41; Meineke 1840 III.201; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855. 434; 
Kock 1884 II.162; Blaydes 1896. 126; Herwerden 1903. 101; Edmonds 1959 
II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.276; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Citation context$The fragment is quoted in the epitome of Athenaeus as part 
of a short collection of examples that denote the size of rooms in terms of how 
many couches they can accommodate (2.47f–8a); Antiph. fr. 292; Phryn. Com. 
fr. 69; Eub. fr. 119.1–3; Amphis fr. 45 precede. Adesp. trag. TGrF F 90 follows 
immediately, with no indication that the subject has changed or attribution 
of authorship; in the complete version of Athenaeus, one of the interlocutors 
must have said something that gave rise to the quotation of adesp. trag. TGrF 
F 90, which in turn led to a discussion of bed-coverings.
Text$Blaydes 1896. 126, citing Antiph. fr. 292, suggested 〈εἰς〉 τρίκλινον and 
thus retained the normal meaning of the word (see below). But his supplement 
introduces numerous problems of its own (e."g. συναυλίαι must be emended 
to create a singular subject [the position of δέ excludes the possibility that it 
occurred in the lost portion of 1] if the verb is passive, or to create an object 
if the verb is middle) and ought to be rejected.
Interpretation$A symposium is being described; the events referred to pre-
sumably occurred offstage and are only now being related (note the past tense 
of συνήγετο; cf. Ar. V. 1299–1325). The involvement of old men and their 
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possible ignorance of symposium-etiquette (cf. on συναυλίαι) might suggest a 
group such as that apparently found in Agroikoi or Gerontomania, although the 
fragment is too brief to be conclusive in this regard and such characteristics 
are found in other groups as well.

τρίκλινον$The word is probably best taken ‘dinner-party’164 by meton-
ymy, as at Arched. fr. 2.12; Men. fr. 186.1 (cf. Gomme–Sandbach 1973 ad loc. 
[their frr. 208–9.4]), in contrast to the normal meaning ‘three-couch room’. For 
the use of τρίκλινον and related compounds to designate rooms of differing 
sizes, cf. fr. 42.11 with n.; McCartney 1934; Olynthus XII.349–51 n. 111;165 
Olynthus VIII.173–4. For the κλίνη, cf. Pritchett 1956. 226–33; Richter 1926. 
54–71; Olson–Sens 2000 on Archestr. fr. 4.1 (SH 191).

συνήγετο$Cf. on fr. 2.1.
2$συναυλίαι$The word presumably refers to a musical performance 

involving more than one instrument, but the precise meaning is unclear and 
was disputed already in antiquity; cf. Semus FHG 4.494 fr. 10 ἀγνοουµένης 
δὲ παρὰ πολλοῖς τῆς συναυλίας; K.-A. on Antiph. fr. 49.1. It was reportedly 
used of three different sorts of musical events: (1) ὅταν δύο αὐληταὶ τὸ αὐτὸ 
αὐλῶσιν (ΣVEΓΘ Ar. Eq. 9; cf. Hsch. ξ 125; Phot. ξ 50); (2) ὅταν κιθάρα καὶ αὐλὸς 
συµφωνῇ (ΣVEΓΘ Ar. Eq. 9); (3) ἦν τις ἀγὼν συµφωνίας ἀµοιβαῖος αὐλοῦ καὶ 
ῥυθµοῦ, χωρὶς λόγου τοῦ προσµελῳδοῦντος (Semus FHG IV.494 fr. 10). On oc-
casion, the word was also used metaphorically; cf. A. Th. 839 (see Σ ad loc.);166 
Hemsterhuis 1743 on Luc. DMar. 3.2,167 who offers the definition ‘quum duo 
pluresve in eandem rem consentiunt, ac mutuis animorum studiis conspirant’. 
The matter is further complicated by the existence of a homograph (LSJ s.#v. 
συναυλία B) derived from αὐλή (for the related derivatives, cf. Chantraine 
1968–1980 s.#v. αὐλή), which seemingly occurs prior to the Roman period 
only at Arist. Pol. 7.1335a38, where it is synonymous with σύζευξις. The main 
difficulty here is which word is used; a related problem is in which sense the 
word is used, if συναυλία A is intended.

164 Edmonds translates ‘couches three’, apparently thinking of Amphis fr. 45 (cf. LSJ 
s.#v. τρίκλινος II.3 ‘set of three couches’). But this meaning is unnecessary in ei-
ther fragment and impossible at Syll.3 1097.29–30 (= IG II2 2499), the third citation 
adduced by LSJ.

165 Pritchett 1956. 227 is rightly sceptical of Robinson’s claim (Olynthus XII.350) that 
‘the τρικλίνιον … was probably most common’.

166 While the use here is striking, it follows from ἔτευξα τύµβῳ µέλος at 835; cf. 
Hutchinson 1985 ad loc.

167 Hemsterhuis’ learned note (rightly lauded by Pearson 1917 on S. fr. 60) is unfor-
tunately predicated on an incorrect reading (συναναµίγωυσο: ξυναλίᾳ [ξυναυλίᾳ 
L] µίγνυσο β).
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Stephanus (reading the vulgate συναυλίαι γέροντι [a misreading of the 
manuscripts]) and Casaubon (reading συναυλίαι γερόντων [unaware of the 
true manuscript reading, he corrected the mistaken vulgate by conjecture]), 
followed by Hemsterhuis 1743 on Luc. DMar. 3.2, believed this was an oc-
currence of συναυλία B, although unlike at Arist. Pol. 7.1335a38, where the 
word is used quasi-metaphorically of marriage, here it must either be used 
metaphorically of groups or must retain a literal sense and refer to the old men 
sharing the room. Since this word is exceedingly rare and, more important, 
must in this case be used in an otherwise unattested sense, συναυλία A ought 
to be preferred. But the precise sense of the word here, and whether or not it 
is intended metaphorically, cannot be determined.

fr. 73 K.-A. (71 K.)

χοῦς κεκραµένος
ψυθίου

habent CE
1 κεκραµένου Bothe}}}2 ψιθίου C

a mixed chous
of psythian (wine)

Ath. 1.28f 
καὶ Ἀναξανδρίδης· ——
Also Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
〈xlwl xlw〉l wlwl
wwl〈wl xlwl xlwl〉

Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.201; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855. 434; Kock 1884 II.163; 
Blaydes 1896. 126, 333; Herwerden 1903. 101; Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–
Austin 1991 II.277; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Citation context$In the course of a discussion (1.28d–33f) of different variet-
ies of wine, predominantly regional wines, the epitome of Athenaeus quotes 
the fragment as one of two authorities for psythian wine; Eub. fr. 136 precedes.
Text$Bothe 1855. 434 suggested with some plausibility reading κεκραµένου, 
since it is the wine that is mixed, not the chous; cf. esp. Men. Her. fr. 4 Sandbach 
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(fr. 3. Körte) χοῦς κεκραµένου / οἴνου. While enallage is possible, it seems out 
of place in what appears to be straightforward dialogue; cf. on fr. 41.37–8 
(where the enallage is also unexpected).

Manuscripts of all authors using the word routinely vary between ψίθιος 
and ψύθιος (or between psithius and psythius in Latin), while editors invariably 
print ψίθιος (or psithius), although with no clear reason for doing so. The 
etymology is unknown (Beekes 2010 s.#v. thinks the word is probably pre-
Greek; Chantraine 1968–1980 s.#v. ‘Inconnue. Ressemble a priori au dérivé 
d’un toponyme’), and variation between υ and ι is possible in either direction 
(cf. Threatte 1980 I.260–6 for discussion and parallel examples [e."g. βύβλιος/
βίβλιος, for which cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. fr. 140.1]). The only solid evidence 
for the classical orthography is SEG IX 11.10 σταφυλὰ ψυθία, a fourth-century 
document from Cyrene; while one inscription from Cyrene may shed little 
light on Athenian orthographical habits generally, in this instance it provides 
the entirety of the evidence and ought to be followed.168

Interpretation$The fragment plausibly belongs to a symposium or banquet 
scene but could just as easily belong to a description, comparison or much else.

1$χοῦς$See on fr. 33.1.
κεκραµένος$For mixing wine with various ratios of water, the normal 

way of consuming it, see on fr. 3.2.
2$ψυθίου$ψυθία is a sort of grape (Poll. 6.82 σταφυλαί, καὶ τούτων 

ὀνόµατα … ψιθία; Σ Nic. Al. 181 ψιθία δ᾽ εἶδος ἀµπέλου, ἥτις καὶ πραµνία 
λέγεται [cf. Σ 163]; Hsch. ψ 186 ψιθία· εἶδος ἀµπέλου; Columella 3.2.24; cf. 
Hsch. π 2806 πολλόγειος· ἡ ψιθία σταφυλή; Plin. NH 12.130), whence ψύθιος 
οἶνος (Eub. fr. 136; cf. Hsch. µ 658 µελαµψίθιος· οἶνός τις οὕτω καλεῖται; 
Dsc. 5.6.4). Both this wine and the related µελαµψύθιος are apparently rai-
sin-wines;169 cf. Plin. NH 14.80 psithium et melampsithium passi genera sunt 
suo sapore, non vini; Verg. Georg. 2.93; 4.269; Stat. Silv. 4.9.38. For what little 
is known about the plant itself and its cultivation, cf. Gp. 5.2.4 µόνη µέντοι ἡ 
ψιθία καὶ ἡ Κερκυραία, καὶ ἡ καλουµένη χλωρίς, λευκαὶ οὖσαι, χαίρουσι ταῖς 
λεπτογείοις, διὰ τὸ εἶναι λιπαρώτεραι; Hug 1959; Dalby 2000. 402.

168 Latte 1966 seems to have been the only scholar willing to adopt this orthography, 
noting on Hsch. µ 658 ‘ubique ψυθ- scribendum’.

169 Cf. the mention of ψιθία ἀσταφίς at EM p. 149.27. Dsc. 5.5 reports the existence of 
χυλὸς ὄµφακος ψιθίας σταφυλῆς µήπω περκαζούσης.
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fr. 74 K.-A. (72 K.)

Antiatt. p. 111.27 
π λ η γ ὴ ν  ἔ χ ω ν · ἀντὶ τοῦ τετρωµένος. Ἀναξανδρίδης
‘H a v i n g  a  b l o w  (i."e. ‘having been struck’)’; instead of ‘wounded’. Anaxandrides

Metre$Iambic trimeter? (llwl)
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.201; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855. 434; Kock 1884 II.163; 
Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.277; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Interpretation$Although πληγὴν ἔχων is glossed ‘wounded’, presumably the 
sense is ‘having received a beating’. The construction, which expresses a verbal 
notion periphrastically, is poorly documented in the standard grammars;170 
its meaning can be either active (e."g. E. HF 709 with Bond 1981 ad loc. [cf. 
Willink 1986 on E. Or. 661]; Ph. 773 with Mastronarde 1994 ad loc.) or passive 
(e."g. S. Ai. 180 µοµφὰν ἔχων; Ar. V. 506 with Blaydes 1893 ad loc.; Gildersleeve 
1900–1911 §178), as here; cf. LSJ s.#v. ἔχω A.I.8. The use of the phrase is a 
reflection of the extreme irregularity of the verbs πλήττω and τύπτω;171 cf. 
Rutherford 1881. 257–65. The particular phrase is found nowhere else,172 but 
may owe its genesis to the common locution πληγὴν λαµβάνω (e."g. Ar. Ra. 
673; Cratin. fr. 92; Philyll. fr. 9; Men. Dysc. 205).

fr. 75 K.-A. (73 K.)

Synagoge B α 740 = Phot. α 780 
ἀ κ ο λ α σ τ ά σ µ α τ α  δὲ λέγουσι µὲν κατακόρως οἱ Ἐπικούρειοι, πλὴν καὶ Ἀναξαν-
δρίδης κέχρηται τῇ λέξει καὶ Ἀριστοφάνης [Lys. 398]

ἀκολαστἀσµατα Meineke: ἀκολαστάµατα Synagoge: ἀκολαστήµατα Phot.}}} 
Ἀλεξανδρίδης codd.

The Epicureans make excessive use of the term ‘a c t s  o f  l i c e n t i o u s n e s s ’, 
although both Anaxandrides and Aristophanes [Lys. 398] have used the word

170 E.g. Kühner-Gerth 1898–1904 I.222–3 note this construction only in terms of its 
ability to take a second accusative.

171 The Antiatticist’s entry might be a response to an Atticist attempt to deny that 
πληγὴν ἔχων is correct, on the basis that πέπλαγµαι exists (although the perfect 
passive of τύπτω does not).

172 The closest parallel, Ar. Nu. 1425 ὅσας δὲ πληγὰς εἴχοµεν, is somewhat different 
and refers to blows received in the past rather than to a present state of having 
been struck.
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Metre$Uncertain (word is wwllww).
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.201–2; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855. 434; Meineke 1857 
V.clxxx, 82; Kock 1884 II.163; Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.277; 
Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Citation context$A lexicographic notice assigned by Cunningham to Σ´´´.
Text$Whether the word is ἀκολαστάσµατα173 (cf. Ar. Lys. 398: ἀκόλαστ᾽ 
ἄσµατα codd.) or ἀκολαστήµατα (cf. Muson. fr. 4; Plu. Crass. 32.5; M. Ant. 
11.20.5) has been disputed.174 Analogy with τέχνασµα (e."g. Ar. Th. 198;175 E. Or. 
1053 [cf. Willink 1986 ad loc.]) and τέχνηµα (e."g. S. Ph. 36; E. IT 1355) suggests 
that either form is possible. Clearly the reading at Ar. Lys. 398 is due simply to 
the failure to properly divide ἀκολαστάσµατα,176 which ought probably to be 
retained in Aristophanes and adopted here. The readings of the lexicographers 
are best explained as independent errors, in which the Synagoge mistakenly 
omitted a letter and created a nonexistent form, whereas Photius substituted 
a more common form for a less common one.
Interpretation$Anaxandrides is cited along with Aristophanes merely as 
proof that the word is not confined to the Epicureans; in fact, it is extant only 
here and at Ar. Lys. 398 prior to the first century AD, and even thereafter is 
rare (prior to the third century AD only in the passages cited under Text). 
But cognate forms are common enough in comedy (e."g. Ar. Nu. 1348; Pl. 
Com. fr. 98.3; Alex. fr. 37.6) and elsewhere (e."g. E. Or. 973; Th. 3.37.3; Pl. Grg. 
477e), and the meaning is clear (cf. Dover 1993. 59; Mastronarde 1994 on E. 
Ph. 971; van Leeuwen 1902a on Ar. Av. 1227); note Mastronarde’s suggestion 
that the adjective ἀκόλαστος ‘perhaps has a somewhat colloquial air’ due to 
its occurrence predominantly in comedy and prose.

173 DGE does not recognize this as a legitimate form of the word; LSJ, on the other 
hand, retain it for Anaxandrides and Aristophanes (their additional citation of 
Alciphr. 1.38 [deleted in the Supplement] is a conjecture by Bergk).

174 Cf. Arnott 1996 on Alex. frr. 37.6 and 345 Kock (interpreted by K-A as a citation of 
fr. 37.6) for difficulties concerning the transmission of ἀκολασία versus ἀκολαστία.

175 Fritzsche emended to the more common τεχνήµασι, a poor choice on methodolog-
ical grounds, as is van Leeuwen’s support of the emendation in order to achieve 
homoioteleuton with the following line.

176 Henderson prints ἀκολαστήµατα on the basis of Photius.
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fr. 76 K.-A. (74 K.)

Hsch. α 4003 
ἀ µ φ ί δ υ σ ι ς · ἐπίθετον φιάλης, παρὰ Ἀναξανδρίδῃ
S u n k e n  o n  b o t h  s i d e s. Epithet of a phiale, in Anaxandrides

Metre$Uncertain (word is lwww).
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.202; 1847. 594; Bothe 1855. 435; Kock 1884 II.163; 
Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.277; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Interpretation$This seemingly straightforward lexicographic entry presents 
two interrelated difficulties of text and meaning; in all likelihood, the meaning 
was disputed already in antiquity (note that Hesychius reports only that the 
word describes a phiale), much like the similar ἀµφίθετος (cf. Ath. 11.500f–1d). 
Meineke notes that the text had been emended177 to ἀµφίθετος on the basis of 
Hsch. α 4021 ἀµφίθετος φιάλη· ἑκατέρωθεν τίθεσθαι δυναµένη ἢ ἀµφοτέρωθεν 
τετορευµένη κτλ.; he argues against accepting this emendation by claiming 
that ἀµφίδυσις refers to a cup ‘quae ab utraque parte δύσιν seu στόµα habet’, 
i."e. ‘significatur ἀµφικύπελλον’. Meineke is probably correct in dismissing the 
emendation, although his suggested interpretation of the word differs little if 
at all from the meaning of ἀµφικύπελλος. Rather than being a ‘double-cup’, as 
LSJ and others have understood it, the word may refers to the indentation on 
the bottom of the phiale (i."e. the underside of the central boss that projects into 
the cup), which can be quite deep; note that the interpretations of ἀµφίθετος 
listed at Ath. 11.500f–1d nowhere claim that the word refers to a double-cup 
but only to one that can be set either right-side-up or upside-down. For the 
phiale, see on fr. 42.26.

fr. 77 K.-A. (1 Dem.)

Phot. α 1761 
ἀνδρικὸς καὶ ἀνδρικώτατος Πλάτων [e."g. Phdr. 273b; R. 567b] καὶ Ἀριστοφάνης [e."g. 
Eq. 81], ἀ ν δ ρ ι κ ώ τ ε ρ ο ς  δὲ Ἀναξανδρίδης
‘Manly’ and ‘manliest’ Plato [e."g. Phdr. 273b; R. 567b] and Aristophanes [e."g. Eq. 81], 
‘m a n l i e r ’ Anaxandrides

177 Meineke does not record the author(s) of this emendation, but merely notes ‘cor-
rigunt ἀµφίθετος’.
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Metre$Iambic trimeter? (word is lwlwx)
Discussion$Demiańczuk 1912. 7; Edmonds 1959 II.80; Kassel–Austin 1991 
II.277; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Interpretation$The positive form of the adjective (e."g. Ar. Ach. 695; Eub. fr. 
11.1) and the adverb (e."g. Ar. Eq. 379; Men. Asp. 382) are relatively common 
in comedy, the comparative (Ar. Eq. 81, 82, 453 [all adverbial]; V. 1077, 1199) 
and superlative (Ar. V. 1090; Pax 515 [adverbial]) less so; in prose, the word is 
common only in Plato (cf. Ammann 1953. 23). The absence of it in high poetry 
suggests that, like most adjectives in -ικος, it is colloquial; cf. Neil 1901 on Ar. 
Eq. 80–1. Since the word is not rare and its meaning is clear, the purpose of the 
entry in Photius may have been to delineate the genres in which it appears; 
cf. Poll. 2.20 for a similar entry.

fr. 78 K.-A. (75 K.)

Phot. τ 88 
τ ά χ α · ἀντὶ τοῦ ἔπειτα. οὕτως Ἀναξανδρίδης
‘Q u i c k l y’, instead of ‘thereupon’; thus Anaxandrides

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.202; 1847. 594; Bothe 1855. 435; Kock 1884 II.163; 
Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.278; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 274
Interpretation$The equation of τάχα with ἔπειτα perhaps refers to the use of 
the adverb with the future indicative (usually a verb of perception) in threats; 
cf. Stockert 1992 on E. IA 311 (cf. on 970); Fraenkel 1950 on A. Ag. 1649; Garvie 
1986 on A. Ch. 305.

fr. 79 K.-A. (76 K.)

Poll. 6.43 
τὸ δὲ χορτάζειν Ἀριστοφάνης [Pax 139, 176; fr. 162] εἴρηκε, καὶ τὸ χορτάζεσθαι 
Ἀραρώς [fr. 21], Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ καὶ χ ο ρ τ α σ µ ό ν
Aristophanes [Pax 139, 176; fr. 162] has said ‘to fatten’, and Araros [fr. 21] ‘to be 
fattened’, and Anaxandrides ‘a  f a t t e n i n g  u p’
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Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.202; 1847. 594; Bothe 1855. 435; Kock 1884 II.163; 
Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.278; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 275
Citation context$In the course of a long section of words for ‘food’ and 
‘eating’ in general (6.27–45; ‘drinking’ precedes and specific foods follow), 
Pollux cites Ananxandrides in a short notice on χορτάζω and its cognates.
Interpretation$χόρτος (‘fodder’) and cognates are used properly of animal 
food; e."g. Hes. Op. 542; Pl. R. 372d; cf. Ar. Pax 139, 176. In comedy, the word 
is frequently used of food for men, presumably not without comic effect; cf. 
Ath. 3.99e–100b; Taillardat 1965 §133 (cf. §779); Handley 1965 on Men. Dysc. 
424; Bergk 1838. 157. χορτασµός is attested only here; for the formation, cf. 
Kühner–Blass 1890–1892 II.272–3.

fr. 80 K.-A. (77 K.)

Ath. 2.57e 
διὰ τεσσάρων δ᾽ αὐτὰ προενήνεκται Ἀναξανδρίδης ᾠ ά ρ ι α  εἰπών
Anaxandrides, saying ‘e g g l e t s’, has extended the word [eggs] through four (syl-
lables)

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.201; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855. 434; Kock 1884 II.163; 
Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.278; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 275
Citation context$The epitome of Athenaeus cites the fragment in the course 
of a collection of quotations concerning eggs (2.57d–8b); the passing reference 
to Anaxandrides falls between Semon. iamb. fr. 11 and Ephipp. fr. 24.2–3.
Interpretation$For eggs, see on fr. 42.59; for diminutives in –άριον, see on fr. 
28.4 καριδίων. Kramer 1983. 118 interprets the word at Ephipp. fr. 24 as ‘cups’, 
against Ath. 2.57e, by adducing BGU 781.5.6; Hsch κ 4335. If he is correct, the 
same is probably true here as well, although this would imply that Athenaeus 
has seriously misunderstood or grossly misrepresented his source, unless the 
fault lies with the epitomizer. Bothe’s interpretation (1855. 434) of Athenaeus’ 
statement, ‘morem quattuor ova simul apponendi in conviviis dicere videtur’, 
is an unfortunate lapse.
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fr. 80a

Phot. ν 96 = Suda ν 143 
ν έ κ τ α ρ, θεῶν πόµα, καὶ οἶνος οὕτως, ὡς Ἀναξανδρίδης. καὶ βρῶµα τῶν θεῶν· ὁ 
αὐτός (fr. 58.1)
N e c t a r, a drink of the gods, and thus wine, as Anaxandrides (says). And food of the 
gods, (as) the same author (says) (fr. 58.1)

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$See on fr. 58 (although none recognize this as a separate frag-
ment)
Citation context$The lexicographic entry cites Anaxandrides twice for two 
mutually exclusive meanings of the ‘nectar’. Only the second is appropriate 
for fr. 58.1, so the first must be a separate fragment; see on fr. 58.
Interpretation$For nectar as a metaphor for wine, see Arnott 1996 on Alex. 
fr. 124.2–3; in general, see on fr. 58.1.
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fr. 81 K.-A. (78 K.) = Diph. fr. 134

κόρης ἀπαλλαττόµεθα ταµιείου πικροῦ

habent MA
ἀπαλλαττόµεθα M Stob.1, MA (post corr.) Stob.2 : -όµεσθα A Stob.1, A (ante corr.) Stob.2

we are free from the bitter storehouse of the girl

Stob. 4.22b.34 
(ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν τὸ γαµεῖν) = 4.24c.41 (ὅτι κρείττονες οἱ ἄρρενες τῶν παίδων, κτλ.) 
Ἀναξανδρίδου· ——

Ἀναξανδρίδου Stob.1: ∆ιφίλου Stob.2

(that marriage is not good) = 4.24c.41 (that male children are better, and that illegiti-
mate children must be deemed not worse than legitimate children) Anaxandrides: ——

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwl lrw|r llwl

Discussion$Grotius 1623 II.278–9; Meineke 1840 III.200; 1847. 592; Bothe 
1855. 434; Meineke 1857 V.81; Kock 1884 II.163; Blümner 1891.62; Edmonds 
1959 II.80–1; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.278; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 275
Citation context$Stobaeus quotes the fragment twice: at 4.22b.34 it is at-
tributed to Anaxandrides, but at 4.24c.41 to Diphilus. Either attribution is 
possible, and there is no obvious reason to prefer one over the other. If the 
corruption lies in Stobaeus and not his source(s), conceivably the attribution 
at 4.22b.34 could have been corrupted from ∆ιφίλου to Ἀναξανδρίδου under 
the influence of Ἀναξανδρίδου at 4.24b.28. If the corruption took place earlier, 
it could have arisen from confusion between two plays of the same name, e."g. 
both poets wrote a Thēseus.
Interpretation$There appear to be two possible interpretations of the frag-
ment, both of them problematic. Bothe 1855. 434 capitalized κόρης and took it 
as a reference to Persephone. This interpretation is unproblematic per se, and 
the line could fit a play about Theseus (see above). But Stobaeus’ quotations 
of the fragment clearly place it in the context of marriage and children. The 
alternative interpretation, which fits the context in Stobaeus, is that of Kock 
1884 II.163: ‘paterfamilias cum uxore amicove conloquens felicem se prae-
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dicat, quod filiae conlocandae occasionem invenerit: semper enim puellam 
parentibus quasi quoddam horreum curarum esse.’ The main problem here is 
the interpretation of ταµιεῖου, which can be used metaphorically (see on fr. 
71; Blümner 1891. 62), but not with the abstract sense ‘care’, as Kock himself 
implicitly acknowledged. Kock was thus compelled to supply a second line to 
make grammatical and interpretative sense of the fragment.

fr. 82 K.-A. (80 K.) = Anaxandr. Hist. FGrHist 404 F 6

Ath. 11.502b 
Σῆµος (FGrHist 396 F 18) δ᾽ ἐν ∆ήλῳ ἀνακεῖσθαί φησι χαλκοῦν φοίνικα, Ναξίων 
ἀνάθηµα, καὶ καρυωτὰς φιάλας χρυσᾶς. Ἀναξανδρίδης δὲ φ ι ά λ α ς  Ἄ ρ ε ο ς  καλεῖ 
τὰ ποτήρια ταῦτα
Semus (FGrHist 396 F 18) says that on Delos there is a golden palm dedicated by 
the Naxians and golden phialai decorated with dates. Anaxandrides calls these cups 
‘p h i a l a i  o f  A r e s’

Metre$Uncertain.
Discussion$Meineke 1840 III.201; 1847. 593; Bothe 1855 434; Kock 1884 II.164; 
Blaydes 1890a. 84; Blaydes 1896. 126; Tucker 1908. 203; Edmonds 1959 II.80–1; 
Nesselrath 1990. 277–8; Kassel–Austin 1991 II.278; Sanchis Llopis et al. 2007. 
275
Citation context$The fragment is quoted by the epitome of Athenaeus as the 
final citation in the course of a discussion about phialai (11.501a–2b).178 Semus 
FGrHist 396 F 18 immediately precedes,179 but the section as a whole contains 
a mix of quotations from Homer, historians, grammarians and comic poets.
Interpretation$The fragment is more likely to belong to the comic poet than 
to the historian, so its position among the dubia is not entirely warranted. 
Nesselrath 1990. 278 n. 101 rightly noted that the form Ἄρεος (as opposed 
to Ἄρεως) is poetic. The phrase also occurs at Antiph. fr. 110, where it is 
said to be a quotation from Timotheus (PMG 797) and thus clearly poetic 
(and ostensibly appropriate for high poetry). The fragment here may well be 

178 Most of this section survives in the full version of Athenaeus, but the loss of a folio 
from A’s exemplar means that the end of this discussion (including the quotation 
from Anaxandrides) survives only in the epitome.

179 At Anaxandridas FGrHist 404 F 6, the fragment of Semus is mistakenly given as 16.
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instance of Anaxandrides mockingly referring to the same line of Timotheus; 
for Anaxandrides and Timotheus, see on fr. 6. For comparisons between cups 
and shields (as seems to be the case here), cf. Aristopho fr. 13.2; Theopomp. 
Com. fr. 4.

fr. 83

νόµους µὲν ἀγαθοὺς εἶχεν, οὐκ ἐχρήτο δέ
had good laws but did not use them

Comm. in Arist. Graeca 20.444.1–4 
ὡσπερεὶ ὁ Ἀναξανδρίδης ὁ ποιητὴς ἀποσκώπτων πόλιν τινά, ἣ ν ό µ ο υ ς  µ ὲ ν 
ἀ γ α θ ο ὺ ς  ε ἶ χ ε ν ,  ο ὐ κ  ἐ χ ρ ή τ ο  δ έ  αὐτοῖς, εἶπεν· ἡ πόλις, ᾗ οὐδὲν µέλει τῶν 
νόµων τῶν ἀγαθῶν (≈ fr. 66), ἠβούλετο νόµους ἔχειν ἀγαθοὺς καὶ ψηφίσµατα ἀγαθὰ 
ψηφίζεσθαι
Just as the poet Anaxandrides said, mocking a certain city that ‘h a d  g o o d  l a w s 
b u t  d i d  n o t  w i s h  t o  u s e  t h e m’, ‘The city, to which none of the good laws 
matter (≈ fr. 66), wished to have good laws and to pass good decrees’

Metre$Iambic trimeter.
wlwr l|lwl wlwl

Discussion$Browne 2001
Interpretation$Browne 2001 noted that this anonymous commentator on 
Aristotle’s Rhetoric, while offering a garbled version of fr. 66, the text on which 
he is ostensibly commenting, also includes an iambic trimeter. The same line 
seems to occur at ΣS3 Ov. Ib. 523 (= Anaxandr. test. 2a) bonas leges habere (di-
ceret), sed male (Browne : malis cod.) uti, which Browne translates into Greek 
as νόµους µὲν ἀγαθοὺς εἶχεν, οὐκ ἐχρῆτο δ᾽ εὖ; he further postulates that 
the discrepancy between the two versions is the result of an ancient variant. 
Finally, the line also appears at Arist. Rh. 1152a21, where it is paraphrased 
as νόµους ἔχει σπουδαίους, χρῆται δὲ οὐδέν. Thus, in accord with Browne’s 
interpretation, Aristotle knew the line, but chose to paraphrase rather than 
quote it, whereas the anonymous commentator and the scholiast to Ovid, 
presumably independently, had access to the original. If this is a genuine 
fragment, the fact that it is quoted together with fr. 66 and has similar content 
suggests that it appeared in close proximity to that fragment (possibly in 
Poleis; cf. on fr. 66). Browne’s hypothesis is clever but difficult to accept, par-
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ticularly in seemingly requiring that an anonymous commentator on Aristotle 
and the scholia to Ovid had access to a text of Anaxandrides. Similarly difficult 
is the fact that the hypothesis requires that one of the three attestations be a 
paraphrase while that the other two represent two ancient variants of the line 
(one of them also requiring emendation, admittedly easy, in order to work).
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31; 7.299e–300a: fr. 40; 7.307e–f: fr. 
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11.460e: fr. 30; 11.463f: fr. 1; 11.481f: 
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BKT V(2).9773: fr. 71
Chamael. fr. 43: test. 2

Choerob. in Theodos. Can. 4.344.1: fr. 15
Comm. in Arist. Graeca 20.444.1–4: fr. 83
D.L. 3.26: fr. 20
Et. gen. AB: fr. 51
Eust. Il. 1148.26: fr. 51; 1183.12: fr. 40; 

1220.48: fr. 38; 1220.54: fr. 23
Eust. Od. 1462.60: fr. 35; 1632.61–1633.1: 

fr. 58; 1761.48: fr. 35; 1835.20: fr. 42; 
1842.64: fr. 31

Hsch. α 4003: fr. 76
IG II2 2318.241: test.4; 2323a.39–40: test. 

7; 2325.142: test. 6
IGUR 218.1–14 (IG IX 1098): test. 5
Macr. Sat. 5.21.8: fr. 3
Marm. Par. FGrHist 239 A 70: test. 3
Phot. α 36: fr. 12; α 780: fr. 75; α 1761: fr. 

77; ν 96: frr. 58; 80a; τ 88: fr. 78
Poll. 2.166: fr. 70; 5.16: fr. 68; 6.161: fr. 

5; 6.43: fr. 79; 9.59: fr. 5; 10.172: fr. 24; 
10.59: fr. 14

Stob. 2.1.3: fr. 22; 2.46.5: fr. 69; 3.6.6: 
fr. 61; 3.29.12: fr. 64; 3.41.2: fr. 56; 
4.20.10: fr. 62; 4.22.4: fr. 71; 4.22b.28: 
fr. 53; 4.22b.34: fr. 81; 4.23.1: fr. 57; 
4.24c.41: fr. 81; 4.50c.88: fr. 54

Suda α 32: fr. 12; α 1982: test. 1; α 3824: 
fr. 39; ν 143: frr. 58; 80a

Synagoge B α 740: fr. 75
ΣAT H. Il. 23.1 b1: fr. 45
ΣT H. Il. 23.2 b2: fr. 45
ΣS3 Ov. Ib. 523: test. 2b
Trypho fr. 110: fr. 36
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2. Index verborum

ἀβελτέρειος: 83
ἀβέλτερος: 116
ἀγαθέ: 52
ἄγαλµα: 143
ἄγκυρα: 184
ἀγνώµων: 274
ἀγορᾷ χράοµαι: 55
ἀγροῖκος/ἄγροικος: 34
ἄγω: 160
ἀγωνίζοµαι: 98
ἄδειπνος: 174
ἀδικία: 279
–αδιον, diminutives in: 135–6
ἀθάρη/ἀθήρη: 223
αἰέλουρος/αἴλουρος: 193
ἀἰσχρά/αἴσχρα: 58
αἰσχρός: 106
ἀκολάστασµα/ἀκολάστηµα: 320
ἀκόλαστος: 320
ἀκολουθέω: 173
ἀκράτεια: 279
ἀκράτου: 47
ἀλαζονεία: 260
ἀλαζών: 260
ἀλεκτρυών, gender of: 254
ἁλίσκοµαι: 165
ἀλλά … γάρ: 163
ἁλουργής: 212
ἁλουργής/ἁλουργός: 212
ἅλς: 209
ἀµβροσία: 285–6
ἀµύµων: 149
ἀµφίδυσις: 321
ἀνάλωµα: 131–2
ἀναχαιτίζω: 48
ἀνδρικός: 322
ἀνήλωµα: 132
ἀνήρ, with definite article: 280–1
ἀνθέω: 72
ἀνθρώπιον: 170
ἀντέρως: 63
ἀπάρχοµαι: 192–3
ἀπελθεῖν οἴκαδε: 282

ἀπέρχοµαι: 281
ἀποφαίνω: 120
ἀρέσκεια: 239
–αριον, diminutives in: 138
ἀρκτῆ: 306
ἄρκτος/ἄρκος: 307
ἁρµονία: 216
–ᾶς, as derogatory termination: 98
ἀσελγής: 158
ἄσεµνος: 158
ἀσύµβολος: 76, 165
ἀσφάραγος/ἀσπάραγος: 262
αὐδή: 168
αὐθιγενής: 236
αὐτοσχεδιάζω: 96
αὕτως: 269
αὐχµάω/αὐχµέω: 172–3
αὐχµηροκόµης: 212
ἄφατος: 232
ἀφύη, number of: 222
βάρος: 290
βέλτιστε: 183
βίος: 270
βολβός: 219
βου–, in compounds: 211
βουβαυκαλόσαυλα: 211
βουτυροφάγος: 212
βρέτας: 78–9
βρῶµα: 43, 149
βύσµα: 122–3
βύστρα: 122–3
γάµος, in pl.: 305
γάρ, postponement of: 106, 163, 279
γε: 71
γελασίµη: 129
γελασίνη: 129
γέλοιος/γελοῖος: 74
γενναῖος: 314
γεροντοµανία: 66
γεύοµαι: 215
γεωγράφος: 88–9
γῆ: 61
γιγν-/γιν-: 126
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γλεῦκος: 236
γλυκύς, of wine: 236
γογγύζω: 151
γογγυσµός: 150–1
δ᾽ ἔτι: 209
δαµάζω: 61, 165
δέ γε: 209, 279
δέ, continuative: 95
δέ, corrupted to γάρ: 239
δέ, explanatory: 53
δέ, postponement of: 70
δέ, resumptive: 220
δείκηλον: 78–9
δέµας, of fish: 149
δεσπόσυνος: 220
δέχοµαι, with acc. and dat.: 210
δηµός: 221
δήπου: 39
δῆτα: 39
διακονέω: 286
διακόπτω: 235
διανεκής: 61
διανεκής/διηνεκής: 60
διαπίνω: 285
διαρταµέω: 60–1
διασκεδάννυµι: 288, 290
διατείνω: 235
δίαυλος: 282
διαφέρω: 260
δοῦλος: 52, 53
δριµύς: 96–7
δυσµαθής: 65
δωδεκα–, in compounds: 213
δωδεκάκλινος: 213
–ει, as ending for 2nd sing. fut. mid./

pass.: 184, 247
εἰµι … ἔχων: 282
εἰς αὔριον: 53–4
εἰς τρίτην: 55
εἰσάγω: 64
ἑκάστοτε: 286
ἑκατόµβη, of food: 219
ἐκεῖνος, of indeterminate referent: 104
ἐλαφρός: 112
ἐλεύθεροι: 53

ἔνδον: 44
ἐνθύµηµα: 277
ἐντρώγω: 288, 290
ἐξ ὑγρᾶς ἁλός: 149
ἐξάλλαγµα: 112
ἐξαλλάσσω: 112
ἐπάγω: 41–2
ἐπαίρω: 41
ἐπεὶ: 159
ἐπὶ: 40
ἐπιδέξια: 37, 39, 275
ἐπικύπτω: 183
ἐπιχαιρέκακος: 292–3
ἑπτάπυλος: 216
ἐπῳδή: 164
ἐρυθρός: 209
ἐρυθρότερος/-ώτερος: 119
εὐορκησία: 85
εὔοψος ἀγορά: 163
εὐπρεπής: 169
εὑρίσκω: 76, 104
εὔρυθµος: 96
εὐρύχορος: 216
ἔχω, with acc. as verbal periphrasis: 319
ζωγράφος: 88–9, 161
–ῃ, as ending for 2nd sing. fut. mid./

pass.: 184, 247
ᾔδειν/ᾔδη, as 1st sing. pluperf. of οἶδα: 

44
ἡδύς, of wine: 236
ἡµετέρειος: 69
ἡµιχρύσους: 57
–ήριον: 96
θεά: 44
θεατροποιός: 174–5
θεῖα: 116
θέττα: 137
θεωρέω: 254
θρᾳττίδιον: 137
θυγάτηρ: 304
ἴσως: 46
ἴσως: 279
κάθου, form of pass. imp.: 91
καί, generalizing: 72
καινός: 175
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καινότης: 277
καίτοι … γε: 75
κακοµαθής: 65
κάλαµος: 266
καλός: 105
καλός: 248–9
καπνίας: 237
καπνός: 168
κάπρος, as term for human genitalia: 

253 n. 123
καριδόω: 184
καριδόω, length of iota: 183
καρίς: 119
καρίς, length of iota: 136, 182–3
καρόω: 47–8
κατα–, as intensifying prefix: 162
κατακόπτω: 250
κατοικέω: 149
καυλός: 228–9
κεστρῖνος νῆστις: 174
κῆρυξ, accentuation of: 230 n. 102
κιννάβαρις, gender of: 92
κλίνω: 165
κοῖλον: 47
κοιµίζειν: 275
κόκκυξ: 225–6
κολακεία: 239, 260
κόλαξ: 173
κονιορτός: 173
κορακινίδιον: 137
κόσµιος: 282
κράνεια: 227
κυλικεῖον: 144
κυµβίον: 47, 154
κυνῆ: 308
–κτιτος, compounds in: 61
κωβίδιον, length of first iota: 136
κωδωνίζω: 98
κῶθος: 136
κωµῳδοτραγῳδίᾳ: 127
λάγνης/λάγνος: 295
λάγυνος: 172 n. 66
λαλέω: 179
λαµβάνω, of bridegroom receiving 

dowry: 217

λαµπρός: 72, 210
λαµπρός: 168, 170–1
λέγετε, as mark of impatience: 38
λεοντῆ: 307
λεπαστή: 218
λεπτός: 180
λῆµα: 132
λῆµµα: 131–2
λιθάζειν: 101
λιπαρός: 171
λοπάς: 161
µαγαδίζω: 179
µάγαδις: 179
µαίνοµαι: 105
µανικός: 142
µάττω: 285
µέγας, of sound: 180
µειρακύλλιον: 164
µελετητήριον: 96
µέλπω: 216
µέν, without answering particle: 95
µέν … δέ … εἶτ(α): 53
µέν … δέ, lack of parallelism in clauses: 

161
µὲν οὖν: 48
µεστός: 97
µέτωπον: 235, 288
µῆλον: 226–7
µικρός, of sound: 180
µόναυλος: 107–8
µοσχῆ: 308
µυριο–, in compounds: 212–13
µυριοπληθής: 212
µῦς: 231
νέκταρ: 284–5
νεώτερος: 162
νὴ τὸν ∆ί(α): 71–2
νόµος: 190
νυν, inferential: 289
ξανθός, of horses: 217
ὅδε: 150
οἶδ᾽ ἀκριβῶς: 169
οἰκόσιτος: 126
ὁλόκληρος: 192
ὄλολυς: 171
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ὀνοµάζω: 251
ὁπλοµάχος: 177
ὀπός: 208
ὀπός: 229–30
ὁρᾷς, parenthetic: 105
ὀρίγανον, gender of: 262
ὀρνιθάριον: 232
ὄρνις, as characterization of humans: 

247
ὀσµή/ὀδµή: 208
ὄστρειον/ὄστρεον: 231–2
ὅτι, followed by hiatus: 260
ὁτιοῦν: 298
οὐκ ἂν δυναίµην, as trimeter opening: 

190
οὔκουν, in questions equivalent to 

imperatives: 256
οὗτος, as address: 265
ὀχεύω: 253
ὄψον: 163
παίγνιον: 71
παίζω, with πρός: 112
πάντῃ: 51
πάνυ: 285
παπαῖ: 97
παρά, with dat.: 310
παρὰ πολλοῖς: 310
παρὰ πολύ: 191
παραζάω: 45
παρακαταθήκη: 278–9
παράσιτος: 173
παρδαλῆ: 307
πάρδαλις/πόρδαλις: 307 n. 153
παρεσκευάζω: 38
πάτερ: 39
παχύς: 312
πελεκάν: 234
περίζωµα: 214
περιζώννυµι: 214
περιζώστρα: 312
περιπατέω: 171
περκίδιον: 137
πίναξ: 161
πίνη/πίννη: 231
πνιγµός: 162–3

ποιέω, with causative verb: 273
ποιέω/ποέω: 294
πόλις: 303
πολυτελής: 148, 198
πονέω: 75
ποτήριον: 46
προίξ: 217
πρός: 116
προσάντης: 281
προσκυνέω: 190
πρόσωπον: 288
πρόσωπον, of fish: 148–9
πρωκτός: 235
πρῶτος εὑρών: 148
πτόλιν: 243–4
πύλαι: 160
πυξίον: 90
πυός, number of: 224
ῥαφανίς: 289
ῥάφανος: 289
ῥόα/ῥοιά: 227
ῥυπάω: 173
σάκος: 217–18
σάκος/σάκκος: 218
σεµνός: 158, 263
σεµνός: 286
σεµνός, of food: 220
σεµνύνω: 263
σίλφιον: 228–9
σκαιός: 297
σοφιστής: 98–9
σοφιστής: 296
σταλαγµός: 170
στρῶµα: 212
σύγκωµος: 153
συµπαίζω: 137
σύν/ξύν: 190
συναυλία: 316–17
συνδειπνέω: 163
σχεδιάζω: 96
σῶµα: 53
τὰ πολλά: 174
τάγηνον: 158–9
ταµιεῖον: 326
ταµιεῖον/ταµεῖον: 314
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τάχα: 322
ταὧς: 142–3
τέκνον: 281
τεµενικός: 84
τερενόχρως: 221
τέρην, of food: 221 n. 96
τέττιξ: 229
τέχνη: 162, 260
τήγανον: 158–9
τις: 154
τίς … βροτῶν: 163
τίς: 38
τις, postponement of: 164
τµητός: 148
τὸ παράπαν: 271–2
τὸ συνεχές: 300
τονθορύζω: 151
τονθορυσµός: 150–1
τόπος: 150
τοσουτοσί: 143
τρίκλινος: 316
τρόπος: 190
τρώγω: 111
ὑγιαίνω: 104
ὑγρός: 149
ὑπέρ, with acc.: 299
ὑπερήµερος: 305
ὑποφαίνω: 72
ὑποφαίνω, with part.: 70
φαίνοµαι, with inf./part.: 95–6

φανός: 256
φαρµακόµαντις: 258
φερνή: 217
φίλε: 99
φορτίον: 274
φράσον γάρ: 165
φύσις: 165–6
χάσκω: 235
χειρουργία: 161
χειρόω: 165
χλευάζω: 169
χόλιξ/κόλιξ/κόλλιξ: 221
χόριον, number of: 223
χορτασµός: 323
χόρτος: 323
χοῦς: 153–4, 214
χοῦς, accentuation of: 153–4
χρηστός: 42–3
ψύθιος/ψίθιος: 318
ὦ, with voc.: 39–40, 43, 52, 99
ὦ χρηστὲ σύ, metrical position of: 162, 

183
ᾠάριον: 323
ὠθισµός: 162
ᾠόν: 229
ὡραῖος: 164
ὡς δή: 311
ὡσπερεί, corrupted to ὥσπερ: 110
ὠτάριον: 241

3. Index locorum

Aeschin.
3,216: 150 n. 53

Alexand.Com.:
 fr. 2: 85
Antiatt.
 p. 79.18: 101 n. 43
 p. 79.24: 101 n. 43
 p. 84.7: 101 n. 43
 p. 86.14: 101 n. 43, 271 n. 125
 p. 87.18: 101 n. 43
 p. 89.4: 101 n. 43

 p. 96.1: 113
 p. 112.29: 127 n. 49
Antiph.
 fr. 48: 101 n. 43, 271
 fr. 172.5: 42
 fr. 188.15: 48
Ar.
 Pax 869: 230 n. 101
 Lys. 398: 320
 fr. 606: 136
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Arist.
 Rh. 3.1413b26: 66 n. 34
Dinol.
 fr. 3: 127 n. 49
Dionys.Com.
 fr. 2.26: 174
E.
 Cyc. 104: 96–7
Euphro
 fr. 1: 145
Hsch.
 α 1533: 223 n. 97

Men. 
 fr. 109: 171
 fr. 174: 192
 fr. 438: 46
 fr. 907: 309 n. 155
Philem.
 dub. fr. 198: 43 n. 32
Pl.Com.
 fr. 188.9: 192
Tim.
 fr. 22: 60–1

4. Index rerum et personarum

abortifacients: 227
Academy: 110
accentuation, variance in: 34, 58, 74
Achilleus: 65
actors: 66–7
adultery: 271
Aeneas: 49–50, 57
alliteration: 112, 233
Ambracia: 62
ambrosia: 284, 285–6
Anaxandrides, corruption of name: 85, 

90
Anchises: 49, 51, 57, 285
Anchises of Athens: 49
Anchises of Sikyon: 49
anchors: 83, 184
angler-fish: 225
Anteia: 69, 71
Anthesteria: 170
Anti-Eros: 63
Antiatticist
 citations in: 85, 101, 112 n. 47, 129, 

131, 271 n. 125
 text of: 88, 90, 91, 101, 298–9
Antigenidas (musician): 215
Anubis: 191
aphrodisiacs: 219, 230, 232
Aphrodite: 49, 287
Apollo: 40

apples: 226–7
apron: 214, 312
architektōn: 175
Ares: 185, 326
Argas (musician): 97–8, 215
Asclepius: 124–5
asparagus: 262
Atreus: 175
aulos: 107–8
Basilis: 251
Bastet: 193
bathing: 173, 289
battle: 162
beans: 223
bears: 306–7
beating: 119
beauty: 105
beestings: 224
beets: 222
bells: 98
blushing: 119
bomolochic aside: 234–5
braggarts: 258
bread: 221
bulbs: 219
butchery: 60–61, 250
butter: 212
cabbage: 289–90
cake: 221, 222, 226, 228, 230
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Callistratus son of Callicrates  
of Aphidna: 197, 198–9

calves: 308
carpets: 212, 306
Casius of Elis: 71
castration: 192–3
catalogue of food: 209–10, 220
cats: 193
cattle: 190
Cephisodotus (general): 215
Cephisodotus (musician): 215
Cephisodotus son of Euarchides  

of Acharnae: 215
Cercius: 117
charis: 311
Charisius of Elis: 71
charms: 164
cheese: 223
cherries: 227
chickens: 249, 254
chiton: 214
chorus: 35, 37
chous: 153–4, 214
Chrēstos: 43
chytra: 61
cicadas: 229
cinnabar: 91–2
circumcision: 192
cithara: 121–2
citizenship, Athenian: 54–5
clothing: 306, 312
cod: 225
cooking methods: 120
cooks: 145–7, 258, 262, 276, 312
coriander: 263
Corinth: 70
Cotys (King of Thrace): 210–11,  

213–14
couches: 213
cranes: 234
crawfish: 224
cress: 230
cult image: 78–9, 143
cupboard: 144

cups 
derivation of names: 47, 218 
material of: 46

cuttlefish: 224
Cynics: 125
Cyrene: 79
debts: 305
dedications: 63, 84, 142
Democles: 171–2
Democles (parasite): 171–2
dentex: 225
deposit: 278–9
deuterai trapezai: 41
dialogue: 68–9, 83, 95, 97, 153, 179, 183, 

247, 265, 278, 281, 289, 294, 298
Dionysus: 80–1, 133, 136–7, 170
Dioscuri: 117
dirtiness: 173, 212
divination: 258
division of speakers: 68–9
divorce: 281–2
dogfish: 148, 225
dogs: 191–2, 308
dowry: 216–17
drinking practices: 37–8
drunkenness: 46, 48
ducks: 232–3
education: 65, 93, 95, 107 n. 46, 177, 

296–7
eels: 189, 190–1, 225
effeminacy: 170–1
eggs: 229, 323
Egypt: 189–90, 197
ephebes: 177
epic parody: 149, 242–4, 261–2
Erechtheus: 86
Eros: 63, 296
Eubulus (politician): 175
Euktemon of Lousia: 173
Eupolis: 310
Euripides (drunkard): 153–4
Euripides (tragic poet): 82, 86, 109, 194, 

276–7, 302
exodus: 209
extravagance: 142
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family: 124, 126, 183, 246–7, 274, 281, 
325–6

fat: 221
fate: 49, 51, 52–3, 56
feasts: 136–7, 206–7, 210, 286
feet, anointing of: 198–9
fennel: 229
festivals: 115, 264–5
figs: 226
fillets: 148
finale: 209
finance: 131–2
fingers, eating with: 159
fish heads: 148–9, 165, 225
fishing and fishermen: 158, 160
fishmarket: 163
flatfish: 138
flattery: 239, 258
fodder: 323
Ganymedes: 50, 284–5
garlands: 43
garlic: 222
geese: 233
Gelasinos: 129
geography: 88–9
gēteion: 228
gifts (for a lover): 64
glaukos: 148
gluttony: 100
gnomes: 106, 270
goats: 217
goby: 138
grammar
 abstract for concrete: 161
 accumulation of adjectives: 148
 asyndeton: 74
 attraction of gender: 71
 comic compounds: 211
 comic forms: 129
 demonstratives: 150
 diminutives: 90, 137, 170
 enallage: 148, 165, 220–1, 318
 hyperbaton: 38
 indirect discourse: 211
 parataxis: 171

 perfect, meaning of: 171
 perfect, use in apodosis: 171
 periphrastic construction: 319
 poetic plural: 61
 repetition of interrogative: 38
 variant forms: 122–3, 137, 158–9, 

172–3, 174, 218, 227, 231, 262, 279, 
295, 307, 314, 320

 variation in gender: 92, 214, 252,  
254, 262

 voc. sing. with pl. verb: 39
grapes: 226
groats: 224, 228
gruel: 222–3
gurnard: 225–6
hangovers: 289–90
health: 104
heart, address to: 292
Hecale: 109
Helen: 82, 83
helmsman: 56
Hera: 170, 286–7
Herakles: 84, 93, 109, 145–6
herring: 137
Hestia: 248
hetairai: 67, 68, 70, 121, 183, 238, 251
 formation of names: 72, 118, 140
honey: 223
honey-comb: 226
horses: 217
hunger: 106
hunters and hunting: 124, 306
hybris: 255
hymenaion: 107–8
identity, mistaken/confused: 78, 115, 

122, 141
inventors and inventions: 76, 104, 148, 

276
Io: 114
Iphicrates son of Timotheus of 

Rhamnous: 195, 210–11
Isis: 190
Itys: 245, 247
Jason: 176
jays: 233
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jokes: 74, 76
kalamos: 266
kanēphoros: 115
kanoun: 115
Kerkion: 118
Kerkios: 117–18
kestrinos: 174
Komos: 153–4
kymbion: 47
Lagiske: 70, 72
Lagynion: 172
lagynos: 172 n. 66
Lais: 69, 71
lamps: 257
larks: 233
laughter: 74, 129
Laurium: 54
lebēs: 213
leeks: 228
left: 297
lekithos: 222
lembos: 83–4
Lembos: 173
Lemnos: 239
lentils: 229
leopards: 307
lepastē: 218
life, enjoyment of: 44–5
limpets: 231
lions: 307
Locrian maidens: 130–1
Locris: 130
lopas: 161
loving cup: 38–9
Lycurgus (orator): 133, 175
Lycurgus (Thracian king): 133, 136
mackerel: 222, 263
madness: 105
magadis: 178–9
mainis: 164
marjoram: 262
marriage, sacred: 170
maza: 221, 285
medicine: 258
Megallus: 252

Melanopus son of Laches of Aixone: 
195, 198

melilot: 140
Melilotō: 140
Melilotos: 140
Menelaos: 83
Menestheus son of Iphicrates of 

Rhamnous: 211
meta-theatre: 127–8
Metaneira: 171–2
metaphor: 48, 60, 61, 123, 131–2, 143, 

161, 162, 170, 183, 184, 282, 290,  
295, 304–5, 316, 324, 326

metonymy: 129, 162
mice: 52, 193
milk: 212
millet: 219
misers: 102, 105, 107
mollusks: 231–2
monaulos: 107–8, 266
monkfish: 226
monologue: 278, 292
 expository: 43, 147
mullet: 224
music and musicians: 95, 96, 98–9,  

107, 121–2, 215, 216, 265, 316
mussels: 231
mythological parody: 80, 93, 102, 114, 

117, 128, 130–1, 133, 146, 152, 155, 
194–5, 245, 304

Neaira: 71
nectar: 284, 285, 324
Nereids: 145, 149, 152
Nereus: 145–6, 147, 152
Nereus of Chios: 145–6
nicknames: 168–9, 247
Nikarete: 71
nuts: 224
oaths: 40, 76, 84, 85, 248 

breaking of: 181
obeisance: 190
obliviousness: 79
obscenity: 235
octopus: 219
Odysseus: 155, 160, 169
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oiling: 171–2
Okimon: 72
old age: 66–7, 74, 273–4, 315–16
olives: 110–11, 228
 sacred: 110
onions: 228
opos: 229–30
opson: 163, 191
orkys: 232
oysters: 231–2
painting: 89, 90–1, 161
Palamedes: 77
Pan: 255
Pandaros: 181
Pandarus: 181
pantes theoi: 44
parabasis: 74–5
parasites: 75–6, 125, 168, 173, 174
Paris: 307
peacocks: 142–3
pears: 227
pegs: 144
pelicans: 234
perch: 137
performance: 74–5, 87, 291–2, 312 n. 

160
perfume: 196, 197, 220, 250–2
perideipnon: 40
Peron: 197–8
Persephone: 325
phialē: 218, 321, 326–7
Phila: 70
Philemon (actor): 66–7, 74, 87
Phrixus: 176
pigeon: 64
pigeons: 233
pigs: 191, 240–1, 253–4
pigs’ ears: 241
pits, storage: 213, 219
Plato: 110–11
plugs: 122–3
pnigos: 209–10
poetry, composition of: 104
politics: 186, 189, 194–5, 196–7, 215, 

238, 239, 303

Polyeuctus son of Sostratus of Sphettos: 
248–9

Polyeuctus son of Timocrates of Krioa: 
249

pomegranates: 227
poppy seeds: 227
poverty: 106, 271
prochous: 218–19
prologue: 147, 209, 284–5
Protesilaos: 194–5
Proteus: 147
proverbs: 52, 119, 234, 270, 271, 307, 

310–11, 313–14
psitta: 138
psythian wine: 318
pudding: 223, 224
pulses: 223
purgatives: 222, 227
purple: 212
raven-fish: 137
rays: 225, 226
Rhadamanthys: 76–7
rhizotomoi: 258
riddles: 59–60
rustics: 34–5, 46, 49, 124, 306
saffron: 227–8
salt: 230–1
salt-fish: 263
Samos: 238
Satyrias: 240
Satyrio: 240
sausages: 221–2
scallops: 232
sesame: 230
sex: 66, 69, 115, 164–5, 183–4, 198–9, 253
ships and boats: 56
shrimp: 119
sideboards: 144
silphium: 228–9
silver-mining: 54
Simonides: 103
skindarion: 138
skolia: 103
slaves and slavery: 51, 52, 55, 58, 126, 

154, 173, 183, 256, 265, 295
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slaves, city of: 52
small-fry: 164, 222
snow: 218
soldiers: 177
sophists: 98–9, 296–7
Sophocles: 310
Sosippos: 242
Sosippus (comic poet): 242
Sosippus (Olympic victor): 242
sound, volume of: 180
sparrow: 64
Sparta: 216
spendthrifts: 246–7, 248
squid: 224
squill: 262
Stalagmos: 170
stater: 50, 56–7
statues: 143
stoning: 101
strainers: 217
Sunium: 54–5
swans: 233–4
symposia: 35, 43, 60, 121, 152, 210, 220, 

286, 289, 315–16
Syros: 265
tablet, writing: 90
tagēnon: 161–2
temenos: 84
Tereus: 245
Theatre of Dionysus: 175
Thebes: 216
theft: 175
Theolyte: 72
Theseus: 109, 325
Thessaly: 100
Thrace: 210–11, 212
thratta: 137
thrissa: 137, 226
thrushes: 233
Thyestes: 175
thyme: 227
Timotheus of Miletus: 58–9, 61, 326–7
titles
 abstracts: 63, 66, 127, 255

 descriptive terms: 58, 115, 117–18, 
121, 124, 139, 177, 240, 258, 264

 double: 88
 ethnics: 62, 100, 130, 139, 238
 mythological names: 49, 65, 80, 82, 

86, 93, 109, 114, 117–18, 133, 145, 152, 
155, 181, 194, 245

 non-mythological names: 49, 58, 
117–18, 139, 140, 181, 240, 242

 objects: 102, 140
 references to chorus: 35, 87, 88, 100, 

124, 186
 variation in number: 34, 88–9
toasts: 38–9, 47
torches: 256
tragic parody: 80, 83–5, 86, 93, 109, 114, 

127–8, 147, 258
tripe: 240–1
Trypho: use by Athenaeus: 178–9
tuna: 149, 225, 232, 263
twelve: 213
Tyche: 53
ugliness: 58, 106, 271
Ursa Major: 212
vetch: 223
vinegar: 229
wagtails: 234
wealth: 53, 105
weddings and marriage: 58, 102, 107–8, 

126, 206, 209–10, 211–12, 251, 265, 
271, 281, 305, 325

whelks: 230
wild animals: 106
wine: 47, 236–7
women: 
 condemnation of: 270, 294
 praiseworthy behaviour: 282, 314
work: 75
wrasse: 225
youth: 162, 164
Zeus: 170
Zomos: 172
zōmos: 172


