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Abstract: This paper examines the role of comedy in Atticist lexica by focusing on 
the use of Old Comedy in two works by Phrynichus: the Eclogue and the Praeparatio 
sophistica. It argues that, despite their different structures and aims, both of these 
texts privilege the classic Old Comedy triad — Aristophanes, Eupolis, Cratinus — 
for the purposes of linguistic prescription, reducing the rest of the Old Comedy 
canon to a much more circumscribed role. 
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 Introduction 

It is well known that lexicography is one of the major sources for the text of Greek 
comedy, particularly the fragmentary plays. In this paper, I focus on evidence for 
the role of comedy from Atticist lexica, and on two works by Phrynichus in partic-
ular: the Eclogue and the Praeparatio sophistica. Scholars such as Andreas Willi and 
Maurizio Sonnino have recently examined the presence of comedy in Atticist lexi-
cography, starting from the observation that, while Old Comedy receives the most 
attention, the degree of attention granted to Middle and New Comedy varies.1 An-
dreas Willi (2010, 474–477) adopts a linguistic perspective to study the comic quota-
tions in the Antiatticist in an effort to establish a hierarchy of linguistic purity based 
on the frequency of different authors’ inclusion. Maurizio Sonnino (2014) has 

 
1 Atticist lexicographers seem to adopt a tripartite vision of Attic comedy — differentiating be-
tween Old, Middle, and New Comedy — although it is only in Pollux that one finds unequivocal 
references to the category of μέση κωμῳδία (on Pollux, see Nesselrath 1990, 79–102). This perception 
of the evolution of comedy might depend on the lexicographic and comic works of Aristophanes of 
Byzantium, who was an important source for the Atticists; for more on this, see Nesselrath 1990, 
180–185. 

 
This paper stems from the project PURism in Antiquity: Theories of Language in Greek Atticist Lexica and 
Their Legacy” (PURA) which has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the 
European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme (Grant agreement No. 865817). 



  Olga Tribulato 

  

instead proposed that Atticist lexicographers represent the extreme poles of two 
attitudes that were already established in the Hellenistic period, with Phrynichus, 
on the one hand, almost completely excluding Middle and New Comedy, and Pollux 
and the Antiatticist, on the other hand, viewing the entire spectrum of comic poets 
as valid sources for the study of Attic.2 Sonnino (2014, 191f.) provides useful statistics 
on comic quotations in Atticist lexica, although those for the Antiatticist require 
some adjustments in light of the new edition by Valente (2015). 

An element that is not highlighted sufficiently in Sonnino’s overview, however, 
is the different attitude adopted by the Praeparatio sophistica towards the canon in 
general, compared with the more limited stance of the Eclogue. Although the Praep-
aratio certainly privileges Old Comedy as a point of reference for Attic correctness, 
it also draws from a wider spectrum of comic authors, and for a wider range of 
purposes than the Eclogue. Moreover, it should be noted that Sonnino’s study does 
not provide a full count of the comic quotations in Phrynichus’ two works — as it 
does for Aelius Dionysius, Pausanias Atticista, Harpocration, Pollux, the Antiatticist, 
and Moeris; such a count is essential, however, for an appreciation of the differ-
ences and similarities between individual Atticist lexica. 

In this paper, I shall begin by assessing the data, before shifting the focus to the 
presence of Old Comedy in the Eclogue and the Praeparatio sophistica. I shall pre-
sent two interconnected hypotheses. First, I shall argue that the comic canon in the 
Eclogue presents us with a much more radical situation than a mere preference for 
Old Comedy: in this lexicon, Phrynichus relies principally on the Aristophanes–
Cratinus–Eupolis triad, treating the other playwrights much more sparingly and 
cautiously. Second, I shall argue that the same orientation informs the Praeparatio. 
Here, however, the inclusion of greater numbers of comic authors needs to be ac-
counted for. The hypothesis I shall test is that Phrynichus uses the major Old Com-
edy poets (Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Eupolis, plus Pherecrates) for prescriptive 
purposes, drawing from the broader kaleidoscope of “minor” Old Comedy poets only 
when describing stylistic and semantic features, without any prescriptive purposes. 

 
2 In all of these lexica, however, Old Comedy is still pre‑eminent. Cf. Sonnino 2014, 171: “Frinico 
l’Arabo non fece altro che accentuare la propensione a limitare i materiali della commedia di 
mezzo e nuova, finendo col mettere al bando perfino un autore come Menandro, cui pure era stata 
data accoglienza nei precedenti repertori lessicali atticisti. Polluce, al contrario, dovette recepire la 
limitata attenzione per la commedia di mezzo e nuova delle precedenti raccolte lessicografiche 
come un “incoraggiamento” a incrementare nell’Onomasticon i materiali tratti dalla commedia at-
tica più tarda”. 
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 Comedy in Atticist lexicography: some data 

As a starting point, it is useful to undertake a comparative analysis of the distribu-
tion of comic quotations in the five major Atticist lexica.3 The long Onomasticon by 
Pollux preserves the highest number of references: 945 to Old Comedy, 132 to Mid-
dle Comedy, and 99 to New Comedy. In the first group, 495 references are from Ar-
istophanes, 88 are from Cratinus and Eupolis, respectively, and 45 are from Phere-
crates and Plato Comicus, respectively. 

The Antiatticist, which is much shorter, follows Pollux in its use of the entire 
spectrum of comedy as a model. It differs in the prominence of surviving references 
to Middle Comedy: 119, according to my count, including the cases for which Valente 
2015 reconstructs a probable comic locus that is not preserved in the epitome of the 
lexicon. The data here are significant if we consider that the difference between 
Middle (119 references) and Old Comedy (which has 146 references) is only 27 cita-
tions. Even more significant is the high number of citations from the Middle Com-
edy playwright Alexis (42) against Aristophanes, which has 46. These numbers 
showcase not only the different linguistic orientation of the Antiatticist, but also the 
different selection made by its compiler from the sources, in particular the way he 
favors the λέξις κωμική to illustrate those post‑classical usages that had an Attic 
pedigree. 

 Moeris’ lexicon presents us with a rather different situation from a structural 
point of view. In the extant version, this lexicon contains very few direct references 
to specific authors. Nonetheless, as Hansen 1998, 54f. notes, the genre of comedy 
receives a high degree of representation. It seems that this is most likely a result of 
the sources used by Moeris, chief among which was Phrynichus himself. Both the 
preserved references to ancient authors and the apparatus fontium in Hansen’s edi-
tion indicate that Moeris mostly prioritises Old Comedy. There are 17 surviving ref-
erences to Aristophanes, three to Eupolis, two to Plato Comicus, and one to Hermip-
pus, with only a single reference to Eubulus. Moeris, therefore, drastically narrows 
the comic canon to a few representative authors, almost completely excluding Mid-
dle and New Comedy. 

 Phrynichus’ two lexica are distinguished within the Atticist oeuvre. The Eclogue, 
consisting of 417 entries (not counting those that are repeated in Book 3), has 

 
3 For Eclogue, Praeparatio sophistica (PS) and Antiatticist, I have made the counts myself, based 
on the editions of Fischer 1974, de Borries 1911 and Valente 2015, and also using Fiori 2022 for Aris-
tophanes’ quotations in the Antiatticist. I also deal with comic quotations in the Antiatticist in Trib-
ulato 2022a. For the much more numerous references in Pollux, and for Moeris, I have relied on 
the counts provided by Sonnino 2014, 191f. 
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approximately 151 mentions of authors by name or category (e.g. Stoic philoso-
phers), of which 53 come from comedy.4 The 29 references to Old Comedy only 
slightly outnumber the 24 that can be referred to Middle and New Comedy. This, 
however, does not align with what we saw with Pollux and the Antiatticist: almost 
all discussions of Middle and New Comedy are negative, as illustrated by 
Phrynichus’ notorious aversion to Menander.5 The epitome of the Praeparatio now 
consists of 1,020 entries (an introduction to the transmission of this lexicon is pro-
vided in Section 4). In the epitome, i.e. not counting the fragments attributed to it 
by de Borries 1911, preserved comic references are as follows: 62 (+ 278 restored by 
de Borries) to Old Comedy, none to Middle Comedy (two are restored by de Borries), 
and one to New Comedy.6 On counting the restored references and the large num-
ber of comica adespota identified by de Borries (on which see also Section 4), we 
are given the distinct impression that the original Praeparatio made a much wider 
use of comedy than the Eclogue. 

 Old Comedy in Phrynichus’ Eclogue 

In the Eclogue, Aristophanes receives more quotations (12) than Thucydides, De-
mosthenes, Sophocles, and Euripides combined. He is usually considered an undis-
puted model of linguistic correctness for lexical, prosodic, or morphological issues.7 
Even when Aristophanes’ use deviates from the rule, as articulated by Phrynichus 
himself, the lexicographer seems to find ways to excuse the comic poet — as evi-
denced by the following two cases. 

In Ecl. 64 F., Phrynichus prescribes the forms ἀκεστής (“mender”) and ἀκέομαι 
(“to mend”) instead of ἠπητής and ἠπάομαι. However, after noticing that Aristo-

 
4 Fischer 1974, 37, followed, e.g., by Dickey 2007, 97, supposes that the Eclogue we read is not ab-
breviated. I express my doubts on this in Tribulato 2022a. 
5 After Favorinus — another polemical target — Menander is the author whom Phrynichus quotes 
most frequently. On Menander in Atticist lexicography, see Tribulato 2014. 
6 Eubulus’ name is suggested by de Borries for the lemmas in PS 62.1–3 (διατοιχεῖν, on which see 
Tribulato 2022b) and PS 102.1–3 (παλεύτρια). Diphilus (fr. 128) is mentioned at PS 60.14 for the later 
variant γρυμέα of γρυμεία. 
7 On lexical matters: Ecl. 64 F. (see below), Ecl. 114 F. (see below), Ecl. 165 F. (see below), Ecl. 292 F. 
(λίστρον/λίστριον, “shovel”, to be preferred to κοχλιάριον), Ecl. 294 F. (χθεσινός, “of yesterday”, as 
more appropriate for elegant discourse than χθιζός), Ecl. 315 F. (κορυδός, “lark”, to be preferred to 
κορυδαλός/κορυδαλλός); on prosody: Ecl. 129 F. (see below), Ecl. 346 F. (Διονυσεῖον, “temple of Dio-
nysus”, with long penultimate is incorrect), Ecl. 371 F. (χρέως, “debt”, vs. χρέος); on morphology: 
Ecl. 392 F. (see below), Ecl. 400 F. (κακκάβη, “pot”, to be preferred to κάκκαβος), Ecl. 402 F. (see below). 
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phanes does, in fact, use the verb ἠπάομαι, Phrynichus hastens to add that this hap-
pens only once (ἅπαξ) and for the purpose of making fun of the pseudo‑Hesiodic 
Χείρωνος ὑποθῆκαι:8 

ἀκεστὴς λέγουσιν οἱ παλαιοί, οὐκ ἠπητής. ἠπήσασθαι ἔστι μὲν ἅπαξ παρ’ Ἀριστοφάνει ἐν 
Δαιταλεῦσι (fr. 239 K.–A.), παίζοντι τὰς Ἡσιόδου Ὑποθήκας (fr. 284 M.–W.)· “καὶ κόσκινον 
ἠπήσασθαι”· σὺ δὲ λέγε ἀκέσασθαι τὸ ἱμάτιον. 

Phryn. Ecl. 64 F. 

In a similar way, in Ecl. 129 F., Phrynichus prescribes ἥρωες as the correct nomina-
tive plural of ἥρως (“hero”), while noting that Aristophanes, “forced by the metre” 
(βιασθεὶς ὑπὸ τοῦ μέτρου), does use the analogical nominative plural ἥρως, but 
again only once (ἅπαξ): 

oἱ ἥρως οὐ λέγουσιν, ἀλλ’ οἱ ἥρωες τρισυλλάβως· ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς αἰτιατικῆς δισυλλάβως τοὺς ἥρως. 
ἅπαξ Ἀριστοφάνης (fr. 318 K.–A.) βιασθεὶς ὑπὸ τοῦ μέτρου οἱ ἥρως εἶπεν, τῷ δ’ ἠναγκασμένῳ 
οὐ χρηστέον. 

Phryn. Ecl. 129 F. 

These two entries are important for a full appreciation of Phrynichus’ methodology. 
They demonstrate that his view of language is entwined with his selection of models 
and illustrate that he is concerned to align linguistic correctness with the Attic 
canon. To this end, Phrynichus continually finds ways to justify Aristophanes’ 
“slips”. 

We can observe the same methodological approach in the other entries in 
which Phrynichus deals with Old Comedy, but there is an important difference: he 
is readier to accept the example of those Old Comedy poets who are chronologically 
closer to Aristophanes (i.e. the triad) than the example of a group of other authors 
whom I shall here refer to as “the minor Old Comedy poets”.9 In Ecl. 165 F., the 
reader is directed to prefer ἀπόνιπτρον (“water for washing”) over νίμμα, following 
the example of Aristophanes and οἱ ἀμφ’ αὐτόν: 

 
8 Cassio 1977, 82 argues that this traditional work, which was probably read in schools, was the 
polemical target of the καταπύγων son depicted in the Daitales. The quotation transmitted by 
Phrynichus is almost certainly the end of a hexameter, probably with a parodic intent, as he states. 
The language — with the common κόσκινον (“sieve”) and ἠπάομαι, which, if we are to follow 
Phrynichus, was perceived as being “less noble” than ἀκέομαι — seems to contrast with the solem-
nity of the hexameter, perhaps to underline the low value of the Χείρωνος ὑποθῆκαι. 
9 In Imperial culture, the triad was already classic: see Horace Sat. 1.4.1–5, Quint. 9.1.66, and 
Pfeiffer 1968, 204f. The Prolegomenon III of Aristophanic manuscripts adds only Magnes, Crates, 
Pherecrates, and Phrynichus Comicus (plus Epicharmus) to the classic triad. 
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νίμμα ὁ πολὺς λέγει, ἡμεῖς δὲ ἀπόνιπτρον λέγομεν ὡς Ἀριστοφάνης (Ach. 616) καὶ οἱ ἀμφ’ 
αὐτόν. 

Phryn. Ecl. 165 F. 

Extant sources do not allow us to pinpoint who these other poets are exactly. 
Aristophanes uses ἀπόνιπτρον twice (in the Acharnians and in fr. 319 K.–A., quoted 
in a parallel passage in Pollux), but no other attestations of the word are known 
from comedy.10 It is possible that Phrynichus is being deliberately vague here and 
that he wishes to refer either to Old Comedy in general or perhaps to those later 
writers who were inspired by Aristophanes. The first interpretation is supported 
by Ecl. 153 F., where Χρύσιππος καὶ οἱ ἀμφ’ αὐτόν is likely to be a collective 
reference to the Stoic school (i.e. Chrysippus and his entourage). The second 
interpretation finds a parallel in Ecl. 357 F., where Phrynichus praises Cornelianus 
with the expression: μόνος μετά γ’ ἐκείνους, τοὺς ἀμφὶ τὸν Δημοσθένην λέγω, 
ἐπανάγων εἰς τὸ ἀρχαῖον σχῆμα καὶ δόκιμον τὴν ῥητορικήν (“the only one, with 
those — I mean those who follow Demosthenes — who brings rhetoric back to the 
ancient and correct manner”). The implication here is that Cornelianus is an 
imitator or an acolyte of Demosthenes, rather than one who literally belongs within 
his circle.11 

Of the two possibilities, I am inclined to think that οἱ ἀμφ’ αὐτόν is a reference 
to Old Comedy generally, and is a means by which Phrynichus attempts to 
implicitly criticize later comedy. The very last chapters (75–79) of the ninth book of 
the Deipnosophists (Ath. 9.408f–411a), which deal with words for hand‑washing 
(χέρνιβος, χειρόνιπτρον, ἀπονίζω, etc.), provide some evidence for this hypothesis. 
At 409e–f, Athenaeus quotes a fragment of the New Comedy poet Dromo (fr. 1 K.–A.), 
which is our first attestation of νίμμα, the word that Phrynichus expressly warns 
against using. Athenaeus goes on to say that the ancients referred to the washing of 
hands and feet (τὸ ἀπόνιμμα τῶν χειρῶν καὶ τῶν πόδῶν) with ἀπόνιπτρον, 
exemplifying this with a quotation from the Acharnians (616). We know that 
Phrynichus and Athenaeus depended on similar sources. But while Athenaeus 
includes the full range of comic authors, Phrynichus purposely selects the model of 

 
10 Phrynichus characterizes νίμμα as being used by “the masses” (ὁ πολύς), but, in fact, the extant 
attestations are not so common: it is used mostly as a medical term (something like “water patches”, 
first attested in Gal. 12.448.10) that occurs only infrequently in Byzantine texts. Nor is its compound, 
ἀπόνιμμα, more common (e.g. Plu. Sulla 36.2.8). For other sources that deal with these words, see 
Poll. 10.78 B., Hesych. α 6507 L.–C., Hesych. ν 578 L.–C., Eust. in Od. 1.34.21–35, Thom.Mag. 3.16–4.4 
Ritschl, and Athenaeus, discussed below. 
11 A similar range of nuances is conveyed by the expression “οἱ περί someone” (i.e. someone and 
his/her family, with or without him/her), as discussed in Radt 1980, 47–56. 
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Aristophanes and οἱ ἀμφ’ αὐτόν, which becomes tantamount to an implicit rejection 
of New Comedy. 

Other entries of the Eclogue confirm that Phrynichus privileged the classic Old 
Comedy triad. For instance, Ecl. 114 F. contrasts Homer’s usage of the adjective 
ζωρός (“undiluted”, said of wine) with εὔζωρος, which is used by Aristophanes, 
Cratinus, and Eupolis: 

ζωρότερον ὁ ποιητής (Il. 9.203), σὺ δὲ λέγε εὔζωρον κέρασον καὶ εὐζωρότερον, ὡς Ἀριστοφάνης 
(e.g. Eccl. 227) καὶ Κρατῖνος (fr. 453 K.–A.) καὶ Εὔπολις (fr. 452 K.–A.). 

Phryn. Ecl. 114 F. 

The fact that Phrynichus recommends εὐζωρότερος as the correct comparative 
should not be interpreted simply as a response to Homer’s ζωρότερος. It may also 
be a reaction against later playwrights who employ the form εὐζωρέστερος, includ-
ing Antiphanes (fr. 147 K.–A.), who is quoted by Athenaeus (423c–424d) in a section 
devoted to words for undiluted wine and that discusses other analogical compara-
tives of this kind.12 In Ecl. 114 F., therefore, it may very well be the case that 
Phrynichus is implicitly pitting the classic triad against other comic poets, thus ap-
proaching the Old Comedy canon with a sort of “eligibility scale”. There are two 
facts that further support this hypothesis: (1) the other seven entries that quote Crat-
inus and Eupolis do so as unfailingly positive models; and (2) in most of the other 
entries that are concerned with the minor Old Comedy playwrights, the examples 
are criticized, disregarded, or considered with suspicion.13 

First, let us first consider Phrynichus’ overtly positive treatment of Cratinus 
and Eupolis. In Ecl. 81 F. Cratinus is quoted (fr. 363 K.–A.) for an orthoepic prescrip-
tion (ἀσφάραγος, “asparagus”, is to be preferred to ἀσπάραγος) and also for the cor-
rect meaning of the word, which refers to a wild plant rather than a cultivated one.14 
Ecl. 337 F. recommends using ὁρκόω (“to administer an oath”) and ὁρκωτής (“the 
official who administers an oath”), like Cratinus does, and not ὁρκίζω. ὁρκίζω is, in 

 
12 Phrynichus’ entry most probably compresses a wider exegetical discussion that concerned 
Il. 9.203 and the exact meanings of ζωρός and its synonym, εὔζωρος: see Tribulato 2022c. 
13 Ecl. 81 F. (re. ἀσφάραγος, see below); Ecl. 107 F. (re. ἑτερόφθαλμος, “one‑eyed”, to be preferred 
to μονόφθαλμος, and Phrynichus adds that Cratinus uses μονόμματος); Ecl. 114 F. (re. εὔζωρος, see 
above); Ecl. 226 F. (re. the correct name for a type of melon, Cratinus is selected as the model to be 
followed); Ecl. 337 F. (re. ὁρκόω and ὁρκωτής, see below); Ecl. 109 F. (the title of Eupolis’ Kolakes 
implicitly shows that κόλαξ is the correct Attic form to refer disparagingly to a flatterer, not παρά-
σιτος); Ecl. 310 F. (re. ἐνδυμενία, see below). 
14 See Olson/Seaberg 2018, 174–179 for a discussion. 
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fact, used by Xenophon, an author whom Phrynichus knowingly dislikes.15 In 
Ecl. 310 F. Phrynichus rejects the collective and low‑grade term ἐνδυμενία (“house-
hold tools”) and recommends instead the expressions σκεύη and ἔπιπλα, which are 
found in Eupolis.16 In Ecl. 402 F., which deals with the word καταφαγᾶς (“glutton”), 
Aristophanes (κατωφαγᾶς) and Cratinus (φαγᾶς) are contrasted with Menander and 
Myrtilus, who use καταφαγᾶς. The minor Old Comedy poet Myrtilus, according to 
Phrynichus, is not sufficiently good to redeem an incorrect word used by Menan-
der. In a parallel discussion, Pollux (6.40) similarly rejects Myrtilus’ καταφαγᾶς as 
παμπόνηρον, although that word is also used by Aeschylus (κἂν Αἰσχύλος αὐτὸ ᾖ 
προειρηκώς).17 In both Phrynichus and Pollux, then, linguistic correctness is as-
sessed based on the weight of the literary models: the less common form is pre-
ferred because it is used by better authors. 

Second, let us consider how the Eclogue consistently approaches the Old Com-
edy canon through an implicit hierarchy that relegates the more minor poets. In 
Ecl. 231 F., Phrynichus proscribes βασίλισσα (“queen”) based on a statistical crite-
rion, namely that one should use βασίλεια or βασιλίς, trusting the example of most 
authors:18 

 
15 On ὁρκίζω and its koine usages, see Olson/Seaberg 2018, 226f. For an interpretation of the  
Eclogue entry and its lexicographic parallels, see Tribulato 2022d. 
16 See Tribulato 2022e; on Eupolis’ fragment, see Napolitano 2012, 81–92, Olson 2016, 57–61. 
17 On this famous lemma of the Eclogue and its lexicographic parallels, see Valente 2015, 204,  
Olson/Seaberg 2018, 338f., and Bagordo 2014, 141–145. It is unclear why the lexicographers should 
prefer the irregularly formed κατωφαγᾶς, which has an adverb as its first element. This type of 
compound is not unique (see the identical verbal compound κατωβλέπων, the name of an animal 
in Alex.Mynd. quoted by Athenaeus, the passive κατωφερής “suspended downwards” in Xen., and 
the preposition‑like κατώγαιος = κατάγειος in Alex.Trall.), but there is a strong likelihood that 
forms such as κατωφαγᾶς may have arisen in spoken language. It is not by chance that Aristopha-
nes uses it as the name of a bird and a derogatory epithet for Cleonymus (καταφαγᾶς is the regular 
derivation from the verb κατεσθίω, attested for the first time in Il. 2.317). In the literature on this 
entry of the Eclogue, the question has been reduced to a mere semantic problem. According to Pep-
pler 1902, 41f., quoted with approval by Bagordo 2014, 145, “φαγᾶς means one who eats to excess. 
This meaning does not admit of being strengthened further, and it is useless to try to add to its force 
by strengthening with κατά the verb φαγεῖν from which it is derived”. It would be very strange, 
however, if the object of this linguistic criticism was the Homeric κατεσθίω, especially because the 
use of preverbs for the purpose of intensification is standard in Greek morphology. The reason 
preference is given to κατωφαγᾶς must therefore be attributed to Aristophanes’ greater authority, 
not only over Menander but also over his minor contemporary, Myrtilus. 
18 The word is also prescribed in Ecl. 197 F. and defended by Antiatt. β 16 V. On the relationship 
between the two lexica and the polemic they engage in on the word βασίλισσα, see Latte 1915, 380, 
Orth 2013, 48f., Valente 2015, 53f., 127. 
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βασίλισσαν· Ἀλκαῖόν φασι τὸν κωμῳδοποιὸν (fr. 6 K.–A.) καὶ Ἀριστοτέλην ἐν τοῖς Ὁμήρου ἀπο-
ρήμασιν (fr. 179 Rose) εἰρηκέναι· σὺ δὲ βασιλικὸς ἐπιστολεὺς ἀποφανθεὶς ἀνάλογον τῇ σαυτοῦ 
παρασκευῇ γεννικώτατον ἡμῖν ἐκόμισας μάρτυρα τὸν συγγράψαντα τὸν Κατὰ Νεαίρας 
([Dem.] 59.74). ὃς διά τε τὰ ἄλλα ὑπωπτεύθη μὴ εἶναι Δημοσθένους καὶ διὰ τὰ τοιαῦτα τῶν 
ἀδοκίμων ὀνομάτων. τοῖς πλείοσιν οὖν πειθόμενοι βασίλειαν ἢ βασιλίδα λέγωμεν· οὕτω γὰρ 
ἂν διακρίνειν δόξαιμεν τό τε καλὸν καὶ τὸ αἰσχρόν. 

Phryn. Ecl. 231 F. 

Here, Phrynichus rejects the authority of Epicharmus (a Doric poet), but also that 
of Alcaeus Comicus, Aristotle, and the author of the pseudo‑Demothenic oration, 
Against Neaera. He employs a variety of reasons to argue for the fact that these 
models are untrustworthy. First, he cites the spuriousness of the Against Neaera, 
which is denounced for its use of unfit words. And, second, βασίλισσα is used by 
Aristotle, who is another unapproved model. It is precisely because the attestations 
of βασίλισσα are clustered in bad authors that its unique attestation in Alcaeus 
Comicus — a good Old Comedy poet — does not change Phrynichus’ appreciation 
of the word. 

 The criteria at work in the entry on βασίλισσα also inform other entries. In 
Ecl. 353 F., which deals with the correct meaning of περίστασις, Phrynichus cites a 
direct quotation from the minor playwright Teleclides (fr. 37 K.–A.) only after he 
has defended the meaning “crowd standing around” by indicating, vaguely, that it 
is found in tragedy and comedy: 

περίστασις· ἀντὶ τοῦ συμφορὰ τιθέασιν οἱ Στωϊκοὶ φιλόσοφοι (e.g. Arist. SVF 1.83.15), οἱ 
δ’ ἀρχαῖοι περίστασιν λέγουσι τὴν διά τινα τάραχον παρουσίαν πλήθους, καὶ ἡ τραγῳδία καὶ 
ἡ κωμῳδία. μάθοις δ’ ἂν Τηλεκλείδου (fr. 37 K.–A.) λέγοντος ὧδε· “τίς ἥδε κραυγὴ καὶ δόμων 
περίστασις;” 

Phryn. Ecl. 353 F. 

Unlike Alcaeus Comicus for βασίλισσα, Teleclides is not alone in his use of περίστα-
σις: he has the backing of other approved Attic authors. We see the same phenom-
enon in Ecl. 355 F., where Phrynichus denies that Pherecrates — a good Old Comedy 
poet — may have used σαπρός (“rotten”) in the post‑classical meaning of “bad” 
(αἰσχρός), as stated by Theon: 

σαπρὰν οἱ πολλοὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ αἰσχράν. Θέων φησὶ ὁ γραμματικὸς (fr. 39 Guhl) εὑρηκέναι παρὰ 
Φερεκράτει (fr. 263 K.–A.), πταίων· ἅπαντα γὰρ ἃ φέρει μαρτύρια ἐπὶ τοῦ παλαιοῦ καὶ σεσηπό-
τος εὕρηται κείμενα. 

Phryn. Ecl. 355 F. 

Phrynichus defends Pherecrates with a general statement that all ancient sources 
attest to the original meaning as “rotten” (see, e.g., Ar. Vesp. 38). This serves as a 
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confirmation of the criterion at work in Ecl. 353 F., where Teleclides’ use of 
περίστασις is upheld by the consensus of other comic and tragic authors. 

 Ecl. 232 F., instead, is a composite entry that concerns both the syntactic gov-
ernment and the morphology of εὐαγγελίζομαι (“to announce good news”): 

εὐαγγελίζομαί σε· καὶ περὶ ταύτης τῆς συντάξεως διασκεπτόμενος ἐπὶ συχνὸν δή τινα χρόνον, 
εἴτε αἰτιατικῇ συντακτέον αὐτὸ πτώσει εἴτε δοτικῇ, εὑρίσκω κατὰ δοτικὴν ἡρμοσμένον, Ἀρι-
στοφάνου μὲν οὕτω λέγοντος ἐν τοῖς Ἱππεῦσιν (643)· “εὐαγγελίσασθαι πρῶτος ὑμῖν βούλομαι”, 
Φρυνίχου δὲ τοῦ κωμῳδοῦ ἐν τοῖς Σατύροις (fr. 46 K.–A.) οὕτως· “ὅτι πρὶν ἐλθεῖν αὐτὸν εἰς 
βουλὴν ἔδει / καὶ ταῦτ’ ἀπαγγείλαντα πάλιν πρὸς τὸν θεόν / ἥκειν· ἐγὼ δ’ ἀπέδραν ἐκεῖνον 
†δευριανὸν δεῖ†”. καὶ οὕτω λέγουσιν εὐαγγελίζομαι ἢ εὐαγγελῶ, οὗ ὁ Πλάτων (Resp. 432d, Tht. 
144b: εὖ ἀγγέλλεις, vv.ll. εὐαγγελεῖς) τὸ δεύτερον πρόσωπον λέγει εὐαγγελεῖς. 

Phryn. Ecl. 232 F. 

Both Aristophanes and Phrynichus Comicus are directly quoted to illustrate the 
construction of εὐαγγελίζομαι with the dative.19 In the same way Teleclides was 
cited approvingly, because he has the support of tragic and comic authors, the quo-
tation here from a minor Old Comedy poet is only included after Aristophanes’ au-
thority has been paraded. 

 The opposite situation — hapax legomenon usages in minor comic poets — is 
evidenced in Ecl. 255 F. (on impersonal βρέχει, “it rains”: hapax in a spurious com-
edy attributed to Teleclides),20 Ecl. 403 F. (on γελάσιμος, “laughable”, hapax for 
γελοῖος in Strattis),21 and Ecl. 151 F. (κυνάριον, “puppy”, for κυνίδιον, hapax in The-
opompus Comicus).22 In these three entries, linguistic features that are common in 
post‑Classical Greek are rejected because their usage by good Attic poets is always 
a hapax, a one‑off. 

 
19 In fact, there is no trace of the verb in Phrynichus Comicus, which may perhaps lurk behind 
the transmitted participle ἀπαγγείλαντα. See Stama 2014, 252–254. 
20 Ecl. 255 F.: βρέχει ἐπὶ τοῦ ὕει· ἔν τινι κωμῳδίᾳ ἀρχαίᾳ προστιθεμένῃ Τηλεκλείδῃ τῷ κωμῳδῷ 
(fr. 58 K.–A.) ἐστιν οὕτως εἰρημένον, ὅπερ, εἰ καὶ γνήσιον ἦν τὸ δρᾶμα, τῷ ἅπαξ εἰρῆσθαι ἐφυλαξά-
μεθ’ ἄν. ὁπότε δὲ καὶ νόθον ἐστίν, παντελῶς ἀποδοκιμαστέον τοὔνομα. A full analysis of the entry 
and its lexicographic parallels can be found in Tribulato 2022f. For Teleclides’ fragment, see Ba-
gordo 2013, 105, 260. 
21 Ecl. 403 F.: γελάσιμον· Στράττιν μέν φασι τὸν κωμῳδοποιὸν (fr. 83 K.–A.) εἰρηκέναι τοὔνομα· 
ἀλλ’ ἡμεῖς οὐ τοῖς ἅπαξ εἰρημένοις προσέχομεν τὸν νοῦν, ἀλλὰ τοῖς πολλάκις κεχρημένοις, κέχρηται 
δὲ τὸ γελοῖον. Phrynichus may condemn γελάσιμος on account of its rarity (it is attested in Luc. 
Somn. 5). Orth 2009, 282, following Fraenkel, argues that γελάσιμος might be an Augenblicksbildung 
to refer to a comic character, just as in Plautus’ Stichus, where it is the name of a parasite. 
22 Ecl. 151 F.: κυνίδιον λέγε. Θεόπομπος δὲ ὁ κωμῳδὸς ἅπαξ που (fr. 93 K.–A.) κυνάριον εἶπεν. For 
a full analysis of the entry and its lexicographic parallels, see Tribulato 2022g. 
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 To sum up, most of the Eclogue entries that discuss minor Old Comedy play-
wrights are concerned with forms that the aspiring Atticist should not employ, de-
spite the fact that they are, or may be, attested in a fifth‑century Attic poet. When 
the usage of these authors is recommended, it never happens on the authority of 
that particular comic playwright alone: as we have seen in the entry on περίστασις, 
this word is accepted only because Teleclides and a variety of other authors concur 
to identify it as the correct Attic form. This suggests that Phrynichus looked at poets 
other than Aristophanes, Cratinus, and Eupolis — the classic comic triad — with cau-
tion, considering their example insufficient to recommend the usage of certain forms 
when they are not backed up by more evidence. 

 Such a privileging attitude to the Old Comedy triad is likely to have also perme-
ated the Praeparatio sophistica, despite the fact that its different aims saw 
Phrynichus turning to a wider selection of authors — or, at any rate, regarding 
some later authors such as Xenophon and Diphilus with more tolerance. While the 
Praeparatio has reached us in a heavily abbreviated state, its approach to linguistic 
models can still be reconstructed with a good degree of approximation. 

 Old Comedy in Phrynichus’  
Praeparatio sophistica 

An inescapable problem in using the Praeparatio to gauge Phrynichus’ methodol-
ogy is the fact that the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345, the only direct testimony of 
the text, contains very short entries and is likely to have lost many direct references 
to authors and works. When lexicographical parallels exist — in the Synagoge tra-
dition or in Photius recta via — we often see that the text is ampler.23 Many entries 
of the Praeparatio, however, do not have a parallel in these other sources and de 
Borries’ suggestions remain hypothetical, especially in the case of comic adespota 

 
23 Consider the following examples: for PS 20.1f. (ᾄδειν ὅμοιον, “to sing the same song” [Eupol. 
fr. 39 K.–A., Ar. fr. 101 K.–A.]· σημαίνει τὸ μάτην λέγειν. τὸ γὰρ ᾄδειν ἐπὶ τοῦ μάτην λέγειν), Phot. α 
551 Th. provides an additional stylistic comment: ἄιδειν ὅμοιον· καινοτάτη ἡ σύνταξις καὶ 
Ἀττικῶς, εἰ καί τις ἄλλη, εἰρημένη. σημαίνει δὲ τὸ μάτην λέγειν, ὡς εἰ καὶ ἄλλως ᾄδειν ἐθέλοι τις 
ἐν οὐδενὶ πράγματι ἀνυσίμῳ. For PS 26.11–13 (ἄκος περίαπτον, “a remedy hung about oneself”· 
Ἀττικῶς εἴρηται κατὰ σύνθεσιν <μετὰ> τοῦ ἄκος. τὸ δὲ περίαπτον κατὰ μόνον <ἐπὶ τοῦ περιάμμα-
τος> καθωμίληται), Syn.b α 758 C. (= Phot. α 830 Th.) provides the missing locus classicus: ἄκος 
περίαπτον· Ἀττικῶς εἴρηται. κέχρηται τῇ συνθήκῃ Κρατῖνος (fr. 373 K.–A.). Such cases are legion. 
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(an aspect of his edition that needs a serious reappraisal).24 There is also the prob-
lem of the 370 fragments collected by de Borries from Byzantine sources and at-
tributed by him to Phrynichus, often solely on the basis of the theory they put for-
ward or the evaluative terminology they employ.25 Although this reality makes 
any counts or statistical analysis tentative, some general tendencies nevertheless 
seem clear. 

. Aristophanes and his “chorus”  
as Phrynichus’ preferred models 

The quotations of Old Comedy that do survive in the Praeparatio create a richer pic-
ture than that of the Eclogue: Aristophanes gets 26 mentions (+ 209 proposed by de 
Borries), Cratinus gets 12 (+ 23), Plato Comicus 8 (+ 8), Eupolis 7 (+ 14), Hermippus and 
Pherecrates both two, and Aristomenes, Cantharus, and Crates all get one citation 
each.26 This count confirms Photius’ description of Phrynichus’ models in the Praepa-
ratio, namely that Phrynichus designates Aristophanes and “his familiar chorus” as 
the best examples of chosen, pure, and Attic style: 

εἰλικρινοῦς δὲ καὶ καθαροῦ καὶ ἀττικοῦ λόγου κανόνας καὶ σταθμὰς καὶ παράδειγμά φησιν 
ἄριστον Πλάτωνά τε καὶ Δημοσθένην μετὰ τοῦ ῥητορικοῦ τῶν ἐννέα χοροῦ […] τῶν μέντοι 
κωμῳδῶν Ἀριστοφάνην μετὰ τοῦ οἰκείου, ἐν οἷς ἀττικίζουσι, χοροῦ, καὶ τῶν τραγικῶν 
Αἰσχύλον τὸν μεγαλοφωνότατον καὶ Σοφοκλέα τὸν γλυκὺν καὶ τὸν πάνσοφον Εὐριπίδην. 
 
As models, references and best example of chosen, pure and Attic style [Phrynichus] desig-
nates Plato and Demosthenes with the chorus of the nine orators […] and, of the comic play-
wrights, Aristophanes with his familiar chorus — in those cases when they employ good Attic; 

 
24 See, for instance, PS 3.5–7: ἁπαλοὶ θερμολουσίαις ἁβροὶ μαλθακευνίαις (“soft with hot‑bathings, 
dainty with soft beds”)· ἐπὶ τῶν ὑπὸ τρυφῆς καὶ ἁβρότητος διαρρεόντων. Following earlier scholar-
ship, de Borries interprets the lemma as a comic adespoton (com. adesp. fr. 56 Kock = fr. *555 K.–A., to 
which I refer for further details). Earlier scholarship corrected the word order to have an 
Eupolideum (θερμολουσίαις ἁπαλοὶ μαλθακευνίαις ἁβροί: Bergk) or a trochaic tetrameter 
(θερμολουσίαισιν ἁπαλοὶ μαλθακευνίαις ἁβροί) or a sequence in Ionics (Kaibel). There is no trace, 
in the parallel erudite sources (Syn.b α 1616 C., Phot. α 2227 Th. = Su. α 2883 A.; Su. μ 107 A.), that this 
expression was used in a comic text; Su. μ 107 A. identifies it as a παροιμία (cf. Michael Apostolius 
1.35, Appendix proverbiorum 1.34). A reappraisal of such entries is seriously needed. 
25 I discuss the shortcomings of de Borries’ methodology in Tribulato 2022a. 
26 The presence of Plato Comicus in the Praeparatio, vis‑à‑vis his absence in the Eclogue, might 
reflect his uncertain status within the Old Comedy canon, on which see Pirrotta 2009, 50–61. No 
direct mention of Phrynichus Comicus survives, although de Borries proposes that he might be 
behind seven entries of the PS. See below for more on this. 
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and of the tragic poets Aeschylus, the most grandiloquent, the sweet Sophocles, and the most 
clever Euripides. 

Phot. Bibl. cod. 158, 101b.4–15 

Based on my analysis, I suggest that the expression μετὰ τοῦ οἰκείου […] χοροῦ 
(“with his familiar chorus”) does not refer to Old Comedy as opposed to later com-
edy (as supposed by Sonnino 2014, 167), but rather to a small group of more repre-
sentative Old Comedy authors. What Photius is saying, in other words, is that 
Phrynichus turned to the “chorus” of Aristophanes’ contemporaries in those cases 
when they were good models of the Attic dialect (ἐν οἷς ἀττικίζουσι). It is a state-
ment that suggests he also applied a process of selection to the Old Comedy canon, 
as I will argue in the remainder of this paper. 

It seems that the Praeparatio, like the Eclogue, privileges the classic Old Com-
edy triad in those entries that have a more marked prescriptivist focus, using the 
minor playwrights only as a model for descriptive and stylistic points.27 In propos-
ing this hypothesis, I am aware of the caveat expressed above regarding the epito-
mization of the lexicon, which may cause us to interpret entries as “descriptive” or 
“neutral” that originally had a more prescriptive aim. It is possible to prevent this 
kind of distortion by considering whether the same attitude testified in the epitome 
of the Praeparatio can also be found in parallel sources. In such cases of agreement, 
as I shall show, we can be confident that the epitome represents a reasonably au-
thentic situation. 

. Examples of an Atticist orientation in the Praeparatio 

Of the 45 entries in the Praeparatio that preserve references to Aristophanes, Crat-
inus, and Eupolis, as well as the additional eight that mention Plato Comicus, 19 
show traces of an Atticist orientation, whether of a broadly grammatical or seman-
tic kind. Let us consider some examples. 

In PS 14.8f. de B., Phrynichus discusses the grammatical gender of ἀσπάλαθος, 
the name of a spinous plant: ἀσπάλαθος· ἀκανθῶδες φυτόν. Κλέανδρος θηλυκῶς. 
Ἀριστοφάνης (fr. 783 K.–A.) ἀρσενικῶς.28 It is likely that Aristophanes’ authority was 
here invoked to prescribe the masculine gender of a form that Moeris (α 120 H., 
ἀσπάλαθοι) explicitly identifies as Attic (against ἄκανθαι). 

 
27 I have preliminarily advanced the same hypothesis in Tribulato 2022a, which concerns Phryn. 
PS fr. 19 de B. (= Phot. α 1552 Th.). 
28 The Cleandrus mentioned by Phrynichus is unknown: see Bagordo 2017, 218f., who also dis-
cusses other sources in which ἀσπάλαθος is classed as an Attic word. 
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We can sometimes find similar grammatical prescriptions behind ostensibly 
semantic entries. Consider, for instance, PS 39.8–14 de B., which opens with a de-
tailed definition of the verb ἀκταινῶσαι (“lift up”), but then adds a discussion of its 
accentuation: 

ἀκταινῶσαι· σημαίνει μὲν τὸ ὑψῶσαι καὶ ἐπᾶραι καὶ μετεωρίσαι, εἴρηται δ’ ἀπὸ τῆς ἀκτῆς, τοῦ 
φυτοῦ, ἀφ’ οὗ τὰ ἀκόντια τέμνεται. καὶ ἐπεὶ τὰ ἀκόντια εἰς ὕψος αἴρεται ἀφιέμενα, διὰ τοῦτο 
καὶ ἐπὶ παντὸς ὑψουμένου καὶ πηδῶντος ἐτέθη τὸ ἀκταινῶσαι. Αἰσχύλος (Eum. 36) “οὐκ ἔτ’ 
ἀκταίνω” φησί, βαρυτόνως, οἷον οὐκ ἔτι ὀρθοῦν δύναμαι ἐμαυτήν. Πλάτων <δὲ> ἐν τῷ Φάωνι 
(fr. 303 spurium K.–A.) ὡς ἀπὸ περισπωμένου. 

Phryn. PS 39.8–14 de B. 

As it presently reads, the entry appears neutral. But it is likely that it also originally 
prescribed ἀκταινόω against ἀκταίνω. This is suggested by the fact that, in addition 
to mentioning the favoured Plato Comicus, the contract verb is also attested in Plato 
(Leg. 672c), while ἀκταίνω is limited to tragic language. 

Another subcategory of such prescriptive entries employs the comic triad to 
recommend a usage or an expression found in Attic authors, sometimes in explicit 
contrast with the usage found in other authors. Consider PS 74.7f. de B., where the 
word ἱερόθυτα (“sacrificial victims”), which is used by the masses (οἱ πολλοί), is 
contrasted with Cratinus’ θεόθυτα (θεόθυτα· ἃ οἱ πολλοὶ ἱερόθυτα καλοῦσι. Κρα-
τῖνος (fr. 458 K.–A.). τὰ τοῖς θεοῖς θυόμενα ἱερεῖα). Comparing this with Phryn. 
Ecl. 130 F. (ἱερόθυτον οὐκ ἐρεῖς, ἀλλ’ ἀρχαίως θεόθυτον) provides clear evidence 
that the original entry in the Praeparatio had a prescriptive inclination and did not 
simply comment on Cratinus’ special usage against that of the majority of authors 
(another meaning that οἱ πολλοί can take: here, however, the evidence from the 
Eclogue suggests that this is negative evaluative terminology applied to a term that 
Phrynichus rejects in his other lexicon as well). 

We can see an identical structure in PS 4.11–13 de B., which is devoted to the 
expression ἀνωφέλητος ἄνθρωπος. Phrynichus first describes Eupolis’ idiosyn-
cratic usage: Εὔπολις (fr. 409 K.–A.) μὲν ἰδίως ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ δυναμένου ἢ μὴ βουλομέ-
νου ὠφεληθῆναι. This special meaning (“unable or unwilling to receive a benefit” > 
“helpless”) is then contrasted with that which is known to the πολλοί: ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ 
ὠφελεῖν θέλοντος ἢ δυναμένου (“someone who does not want or cannot bestow a 
benefit” > “useless”). Were it not for a parallel lemma in Photius, one would be 
tempted to conclude that this is a purely descriptive entry, in which it is unclear 
whether or not Eupolis should be followed. In Phot. α 2169 Th. (which is likely to 
depend on an ampler version of the Praeparatio), however, the same expression is 
illustrated with a reference to Strattis: Στράττις (fr. 68 K.–A.)· ἀνωφέλητος καὶ θεοῖς 
ἐχθρός (“unable to bring benefits and god‑forsaken”). The meaning in Strattis is 



“Aristophanes with his Chorus”    

  

clearly the same as the one that PS 4.11–13 de B. attributes to the πολλοί.29 Taking the 
PS and Photius together — and considering that Strattis is not an author of whom 
Phrynichus approves — we can conclude that οἱ πολλοί in PS 4.11–13 de B. is Atticist 
evaluative terminology (rather than a reference to the majority of literary authors, 
as argued by Olson 2014, 176). 

These two examples allow us to detect a mildly prescriptive focus in other en-
tries of the same kind. By way of example, let us consider PS 19.13–15 de B., which 
concerns the use of ἁπαλός (“gentle”) for ports that have an easy means of entrance: 
ἁπαλὸς εἴσπλους τοῦ λιμένος· ὥσπερ Ὅμηρος (Od. 5.425) τοὺς δυσόρμους λιμένας 
τραχεῖς λέγει, οὕτως Κρατῖνος (fr. 383 K.–A.) ἐπὶ τῶν εὐόρμων τὸ ἁπαλόν ἐκ τοῦ 
ἐναντίου εἶπεν. The parallel gloss in Photius (α 2234), which praises the expression 
as a σύνταξις ἡδίστη, provides the missing evidence that the original entry was in-
deed evaluative and, hence, probably prescriptive.30 

The entry on ἁπαλός is useful because it highlights the fact that Phrynichus’ 
comments often mingle stylistic concerns with linguistic prescriptions. This is a 
characterizing feature of the Praeparatio, a lexicon strongly oriented towards prose 
composition and the identification of the correct expressive mode for various gen-
res. As Photius recognized (Bibl. cod. 158), a large part of Phrynichus’ interest is de-
voted to λόγοι κωμματικοί, “short expressions”, some of which were formulated 
and arranged in an elegant and innovative way (ἐνίων δὲ καὶ εἰς κῶλα 
παρατεινομένων τῶν χαριέντως τε καὶ καινοπρεπῶς εἰρημένων τε καὶ συντεταγμέ-
νων) — and which were attributed by Phrynichus to oratory, prose, conversations, 
mockery, and amatory discourse (τὰς μὲν γὰρ αὐτῶν ῥήτορσιν ἀποδεδόσθαι, τὰς δὲ 
τοῖς συγγράφουσι, τὰς δὲ συνουσίαις ἐφαρμόζειν, ἐνίας δὲ καὶ εἰς τὰς σκωπτικὰς 
ὑπάγεσθαι λαλιάς, ἢ καὶ εἰς τοὺς ἐρωτικοὺς ἐκφέρεσθαι τρόπους). 

The majority of the lemmas that cite Aristophanes, Cratinus, Eupolis, and Plato 
Comicus are indeed short expressions. These entries confirm Phrynichus’ attention 
to idiomatic usages, as in PS 5.15f. de B.: ἀπιστίαν βλέπει (“to look treachery”)· 
Εὔπολις (fr. 332 K.–A.). σημαίνει τὸν ἀπιστότατον. βλέπω followed by an accusative 
is a typically comic idiom, and the Praeparatio devotes four other entries to such 
expressions.31 The consideration of parallel passages is useful for these “stylistic” 
lemmas too, opening up interpretative perspectives that are hard to detect in the 

 
29 For this interpretation of Strattis’ fragment, see Orth 2009, 262. The entry in LSJ9 incorrectly 
equates Strattis’ usage of ἀνωφέλητος with that of Eupolis. 
30 For a short discussion of these sources, see Olson/Seaberg 2018, 207. 
31 See PS 14.6f. de B. (ἀναιδὲς καὶ θρασὺ βλέπει), PS 75.8f. de B. (θυμβρόφαγον βλέπειν), PS 83.16f. 
de B. (καθαρὰ βλέπειν), PS 92.1f. de B. (ὄμφακας βλέπειν). A collection of comic usages can be found 
in Olson 2014, 32. 
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epitome. Consider PS 21.12 de B., where the idiom ἄνεμος καὶ ὄλεθρος ἄνθρωπος 
(“a man wind and ruin”) is simply followed by the name of the author who uses the 
expression: Εὔπολις (fr. 406 K.–A.). A longer entry in Syn.b α 1351 C. (= Phot. α 1801 Th.) 
shows that Phrynichus praised the expression for being particularly innovative and 
effective (πάνυ καινῶς εἴρηται καὶ ἐναργῶς) and recommended its use in conver-
sations (χρήσῃ δὲ τῷ λόγῳ, ὥς φησι Φρύνιχος, ἐν συνουσίᾳ). While this is clearly not 
a prescriptive entry in the strict sense, the inclusion of evaluative terminology and 
instructions on how to use the expression still suggest a mildly prescriptive focus. 
In this way, Phrynichus draws from the “chorus” of Old Comedy to recommend lan-
guage that can be useful to the aspiring rhetor and elegant conversationalist. 

Assigning a prescriptive orientation to those Praeparatio entries that refer to 
Aristophanes, Cratinus, Eupolis, and Plato Comicus can be further supported by an 
analysis of the entries that cite minor Old Comedy playwrights instead. Phrynichus 
seems to have referred to such minor poets much less frequently: there are nine 
citations by my count, plus another 23 possible cases reconstructed by de Borries.32 
In the lemmas that mention a minor Old Comedy poet, the norm is a descriptive 
attitude that mostly focuses on the elucidation of meanings. Only one of these en-
tries, PS 74.9–12 de B., seems to have some kind of prescriptive orientation. Here, 
Phrynichus contrasts the modern meaning of θυμέλη (“stage”, νῦν μὲν θυμέλην 
καλοῦμεν τὴν τοῦ θεάτρου σκηνήν) with that he found in Pherecrates (fr. 247 K.–A.), 
“sacrificial offerings” (Φερεκράτης δὲ τὰ θυλήματα, ἃ πέρ ἐστιν ἄλφιτα οἴνῳ καὶ 
ἐλαίῳ μεμαγμένα, ὡσαύτως καλεῖ θυμέλην). Eclogue 135 F., which focuses on the 
correct meaning of θυμέλη (θυσία), suggests that a prescriptive slant may also un-
derlie the entry in the Praeparatio.33 So too it may not be a coincidence that 
Phrynichus cites Pherecrates, an author who might have enjoyed a higher status in 
Phrynichus’ canon than we can now appreciate. 

 
32 The nine entries that I count are: PS 12.4–8 de B. (ἀναψαθάλλειν τὸ πέος, “to work up the penis”, 
with quotations from Hermippus [fr. 70 K.–A.] and Plato Comicus [fr. 60 K.–A.]: see Pirrotta 2009, 
150f. and Comentale 2017, 286f.); PS 21.11 de B. (ἀρχαῖος in the meaning “simple‑ minded”, with men-
tion of Pherecrates [fr. 228 K.–A.]); PS 23.13–23 de B. (ἀλλόκοτον, “strange”, with mention of the 
special use made by Crates [“portentous”, fr. 49 K.–A.] of the adjective: cf. a brief discussion in Per-
rone 2019, 209f.); PS 37.14–16 de B. (ἀγωγεύς, “dog‑leash”, with mention of the meaning in Strattis 
[“leading rein”, fr. 55 K.–A.]: see Orth 2009, 232–234); PS 39.15–40.10 de B. (ἀκρατίσασθαι, “to break-
fast”, with quotation from Aristomenes [fr. 14 K.–A.]); PS 44.7–10 de B. (ἀνήδομαι, ἐφ’ οἷς ἥσθην, 
“I no longer enjoy the things which I enjoyed”, with quotation from Hermippus [fr. 28 K.–A.]: see 
Comentale 2017, 122–124, traces of evaluative terminology in Phot. α 1913 Th.: καινὴ ἡ φωνὴ καὶ 
πολιτικώτερόν τι ἔχουσα); PS 86.5f. de B. (λέκιθος, “egg yolk”, with mention of the special meaning 
of the word in Cantharus, “gruel”, fr. 13 K.–A.). On PS 74.9–12 de B. (θυμέλη), see below. 
33 A full analysis of the entry and its lexicographic parallels can be found in Tribulato 2022h. 
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. De Borries’ reconstructions 

I have warned on several occasions against the risks of drawing firm conclusions 
about the original structure and aims of an ancient work that we are able to read 
in only a single direct version — and a heavily shortened one at that. In many of 
the case‑studies discussed above, I have shown how the potentially distorting effect 
of the epitome of the Praeparatio can be compensated for by considering the way 
in which the same materials are preserved in other lexicographical traditions that 
most likely depend on Phrynichus. We can garner further help in our effort to cred-
ibly reconstruct Phrynichus’ approach to the comic canon from those references to 
ancient authors that de Borries reconstructs, based on literary texts in which a cer-
tain expression occurs, or from other erudite sources that discuss it by citing a locus 
classicus. In the context of Old Comedy, this adds a further distortion in that Aris-
tophanes outnumbers the other playwrights in a higher proportion than in other 
lexica.34 Bearing this in mind, the picture that emerges from the reconstructed ref-
erences to Old Comedy dovetails that observed for the preserved references: Aris-
tophanes, Eupolis, and Cratinus tend to appear in entries marked by typical pre-
scriptive and/or Atticist terminology (in the epitome or in parallel sources),35 with 
the assortment of the minor comic poets appearing less frequently — and usually 
in entries that do not demonstrate the same prescriptive interests. 

 In the first group of lemmas (ca. 47 according to my analysis), those with re-
stored references to Aristophanes (33) are overwhelming. Still, it is significant that, 
apart from Aristophanes, the group allows only for Eupolis (four possible 

 
34 My counts give a rough number of ca. 340 Old Comedy references, 278 are reconstructed by de 
Borries. Of these, ca. 209 references are to Aristophanes. The references to Old Comedy in the other 
lexica are as follows: Eclogue 28 (12 Aristophanes); Pollux 945 (495 Aristophanes); Antiatticist 145 
(46 Aristophanes). No data are available for “hidden” references, something that may be worth 
examining, especially for the Eclogue. 
35 See the positive evaluative terms οἱ Αττικοί/ Ἀττικόν/ Ἀττικῶς (PS 3.8–10 de B., cf. Phot. α 2019 
Th. and here below; PS 14.3 de B., cf. Phot. α 629 Th.; PS 20.1f. de B., cf. Phot. α 551 Th.; PS 26.11–13, 
38.1f., 70.18–21, 77.14f., 85.5f., 85.7–9, 90.14f. de B.), οἱ ἀρχαῖοι (PS 67.12–15, 93.2f., 125.3f. de B.), 
δόκιμον (PS 84.22f. de B.), δεῖ λέγειν (PS 94.17f., 96.21–23 de B.). The negative expressions are: 
οἱ ἀγοραῖοι (PS 3.8–10 de B., see below), οἱ πολλοί (PS 44.13f. de B., cf. Phot. α 2548 Th.; PS 46.8f., 
61.1–4, 87.9–11, 100.5–7, 106.3f., 125.3f., 126.15f. de B.), οἱ νῦν (PS 91.13f., 124.5f. de B.), οἱ ἀμαθεῖς 
(PS 53.6–10, 58.8–11, 66.12–17, 125.9f. de B.), οἱ ἰδιῶται (PS 104.14–16, 116.4–7 de B.), οὐκ Ἀττικόν 
(PS 56.9f. de B.), ἀδόκιμον (PS 66.18–67.3 de B.), νόθον (PS 66.18–67.3 de B.), ἁμαρτάνουσι (PS 41.8–
42.3, 63.4–7 de B.). Some entries do not contain any of these expressions, but their original prescrip-
tive aim can be guessed from the fact that they often deal with prosodic and grammatical issues 
(e.g. PS 60.11–13 de B., on which see below; PS 65.9f., 66.7f., 82.9–12, 84.1f., 97.10–15, 112.3f., 118.15f., 
122.19–23, 125.1f., 126.5–7, and 128.9f. de B., on which see below). 
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references: PS 3.8–10, 20.1f., 63.4–7, 93.2f. de B.), Cratinus (three possible references: 
PS 14.3, 26.11–13, 41.8–42.3 de B.), Pherecrates (three possible references: PS 44.13f., 
67.12–15, 126.5–7 de B.), Alcaeus Comicus (PS 84.22f. de B.?), Phrynichus Comicus 
(PS 38.1f. de B.),36 Aristomenes (PS 46.8f. de B.),37 and Lysippus (PS 58.8–11 de B.).38 
This confirms the focus on the classic triad that I have hypothesized, with Phere-
crates here replacing Plato Comicus. In order to illustrate the kind of lemmas that 
appear in this group, let us now review some representative examples. 

PS 128.9f. de B. concerns the correct form of the verb for “to drizzle”: ψακάζειν· 
διὰ τοῦ α, οὐ διὰ τοῦ ε. The structure “X οὐ Y” of the entry is typical of prescriptive 
lemmas. ψακάζω occurs in Ar. Nub. 580 (where ψακάζομεν is the reading of P7 and 
R, against ψεκάζομεν of other testimonies), and de Borries identifies this as the locus 
classicus. Aristophanes is also cited in Su. ψ 5 A. (ψακάζει· ῥαίνει. Ἀριστοφάνης· 
“ἔνδον ἀργυρίου μὴ ψακὰς ᾖ πάνυ πάμπαν”. κτλ.). There are two additional occur-
rences of the verb in Attic authors that are secure: in Nicoph. fr. 21 K.–A. (transmit-
ted by Athenaeus) and Arist. Rh. 1413a4 (no variants). A possible third occurrence is 
found in Theophr. CP 6.19.5, where the participle ψεκασθέντα is the reading (chosen 
by Wimmer) of the codici recentiores, but U (cod. Vat. Urb. gr. 61, 9th/10th century) 
has ψακασθέντα. The form ψεκάζω, which survives in Modern Greek with the tran-
sitive meaning “to spray”, is found throughout the tradition of later authors and, 
following Phrynichus, one should imagine that it was the common variant of his time. 

PS 3.8–10 de B. is a syntactic entry focusing on the construction of a neuter ad-
jective followed by εἰ and the future tense: ἀνόητά γ’ εἰ τοῦτ’ ἦλθες ἐπιτάξων ἐμοί 
(“it is foolish if you came to order this to me”)· ἀντὶ τοῦ ἀνόητος εἶ ἐπιτάττων τοῦτο. 
Ἀττικῶν γὰρ τὸ λέγειν “ἀνόητα εἰ τοῦτ’ ἐπιτάξεις”.39 The lost reference to Eupolis 
(fr. 371 K.–A.) that is behind the quotation referenced in this lemma is restored by 
de Borries, based on Phot. α 2019 Th. (= Phryn. PS fr. 199 de B.): ἀνόητα, εἰ τοῦτο 
ἐπιτάξεις· οἱ μὲν ἀγοραῖοι καὶ πολλοὶ οὕτως, Ἀττικῶς δὲ καὶ ἐσχηματισμένως Εὔπο-
λις· “ἀνόητά γ’ <εἰ τοῦτ’> ἦλθες ἐπιτάξων ἐμοί” (Eup. fr. 371 K.–A.). The Atticist ori-
entation that we see preserved in the epitome of the Praeparatio is even stronger 

 
36 PS 38.1f. de B. concerns the Attic forms ἀρτοπόπος (“baker”) and ἀρτοποπέω (“to bake bread”, 
cf. Phryn. Ecl. 193 F.). That Phrynichus Comicus may be the locus classicus is suggested by Syn.b 
α 2166 C. (= Phot. α 2906 Th.): ἔστι δὲ τὸ ἀρτοποπεῖν ἐν Μονοτρόπῳ Φρυνίχου (fr. 28 K.–A.). Cf. Stama 
2014, 183–186. 
37 PS 46.8–9 de B. deals with the correct meaning of ἁλίπαστα (“food preserved in salt”). Aris-
tomenes is quoted for the same purpose by Ath. 14.658a. Cf. Orth 2014, 63f. 
38 PS 58.8–11 de B. recommends using γλωττοκομεῖον only for the box containing the tongues of 
musical instruments and not for any casket. The same distinction is drawn by Poll. 10.153f. B., who 
quotes Lysippus (fr. 5 K.–A.; cf. Bagordo 2014, 58). 
39 Favi 2022 provides a full linguistic and philological analysis. 
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in Photius, who lemmatizes the undesirable construction (ἀνόητα, εἰ τοῦτο ἐπιτά-
ξεις) by indicating that it is typical of the ἀγοραῖοι and the πολλοί. We do not know 
whether this presentation comes from Phrynichus, or whether it is Photius’ addi-
tion. It is appealing, however, to think that the epitome and Photius are examples 
of the same original entry of the Praeparatio being treated in different ways.40 

It is possible that Eupolis or Aristophanes may be the source behind the syno-
nymic lemma of PS 60.11–13 de B., which is devoted to differentiating the meaning 
of γράσος (“foul human smell”, according to Phrynichus) from that of κίναβρα (“the 
smell of billy‑goats”, according to Phrynichus): γράσος· διαφέρει κινάβρας. γράσος 
μὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἡ τῶν ἀνθρώπων δυσωδία, κίναβρα δὲ ἡ τῶν αἰγῶν καὶ τράγων.41 Pol-
lux (2.77 B.), diverging from Phrynichus, presents κινάβρα and γράσος as synonyms 
that denote the foul smell of both humans and billy‑goats, and attributes the use of 
γράσος to Eupolis (fr. 258 K.–A.).42 The possibility that γράσος may have been used 
by Aristophanes for “human smell”, as is supposed by de Borries, depends on an 
entry in Photius that is devoted to the exclamation of disgust, ψό (655.12–14 Porson). 
However, the interpretation of the text is uncertain.43 Judging from the entry of the 
PS, Phrynichus may thus have imposed a strict norm (γράσος only for human odour, 
κινάβρα only for the smell of goats) by turning to either Eupolis or Aristophanes, 
which would confirm use of the Old Comedy for prescriptive purposes.  

 

 
40 Favi 2022 also argues for the hypothesis that a unique original lemma of the Praeparatio may 
be behind both the epitome and Photius. 
41 In the text of the entry, de Borries prints γρασός twice, which he then corrects in the errata 
(de Borries 1911, 199). 
42 Poll. 2.77 B.: ἡ δ’ ἐν τοῖς τράγοις δυσωδία ὥσπερ καὶ ἡ ἐν ταῖς μασχάλαις, κινάβρα καλεῖται. καὶ 
γράσος δ’ εἴρηται ἀλλαχοῦ τε καὶ ἐν Πόλεσιν Εὐπόλιδος. See Olson 2016, 312f. for a discussion of 
parallel lexicographic sources (Antiatt. γ 22 V., Hesych. γ 904 L.–C., Phot. γ 202 Th., Su. γ 42 A.) and 
Pollux’s “permissive attitude”. 
43 ψο· ἐπὶ τοῦ σαπροῦ καὶ μὴ συναρέσκοντος· ἔστι δὲ ἀποκομματικοῦ λεξειδίου· ψόθον γὰρ κα-
λοῦσιν· Ἀριστοφάνης· πλέω γράσου (τε) καὶ ψοθοίου καὶ ῥύπου [γε] καὶ ψόθου· Αἰσχύλος Θεωροῖς 
(fr. 82 R.). It is a contested issue which parts of Photius’ entry come from Aristophanes and which 
from Aeschylus: Kassel and Austin ad Ar. fr. 923 K.–A. provide an overview of the different opin-
ions, which include the attribution of the quotation to Aeschylus (Kaibel) or Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium (Blaydes). 
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 Conclusions 

The Praeparatio sophistica seems to have been concerned with broad stylistics ra-
ther than a strict notion of Attic correctness, which enabled Phrynichus to rely on 
a larger selection of authors than he did in the Eclogue. Still, as I have demonstrated, 
the selection of comic models in both works adheres to similar principles. In the 
Praeparatio, as in the Eclogue, Phrynichus privileges Aristophanes and the re-
stricted “chorus” of the classic triad, especially for the purposes of linguistic correc-
tion and Atticist prescription. Although these major authors are also heavily quoted 
in lemmas with a neutral orientation, this is not the case for the lesser‑known Old 
Comedy poets. Extant references to these authors occur mostly in entries that focus 
on semantic elucidation and are often used to provide a stylistically marked (meta-
phorical, idiosyncratic) alternative to the common meaning (see PS 21.11, 23.13–23, 
37.14–16, 44.7–10, 74.9–12 de B., discussed above, as well as 86.5f. de B.). Interest-
ingly, in the few cases in which a minor Old Comedy author might be quoted for a 
prescriptive purpose, the reference is always reconstructed (see PS 84.22f. de B.: 
Alcaeus Comicus; PS 38.1f. de B.: Phrynichus Comicus; PS 46.8f. de B.: Aristomenes; 
and PS 58.8–11 de B.: Lysippus). 

This analysis raises an obvious question: does the Praeparatio’s use of major 
Old Comedy authors for prescriptive purposes and minor comedy poets for descrip-
tive purposes reflect the original structure of the work or is it a result of the selec-
tion process during transmission? There is no definitive answer, but the compari-
son between the epitome of cod. Par. Coisl. 345, the Synagoge‑tradition, and Photius 
does provide us with some hints. The epitome of the Praeparatio provides fewer 
direct references than both the Synagoge and Photius. However, the different treat-
ment of major and minor authors must precede the ninth century: it is already re-
flected in those references preserved in the Synagoge and Photius but lost in the 
epitome. In light of the Eclogue’s similar use of Old Comedy, it is probable that the 
selection testified to in these Byzantine texts (including the epitome of the Praepa-
ratio) is ancient and that it reflects the original orientation of the Praeparatio. This 
would confirm that the pre‑eminence of a small group of Old Comedy poets was 
already established at the stage represented by Atticist lexicography — which made 
use of pre‑imperial scholarship on comedy. 

Such a selective attitude to comedy could also shed light on the lexicographers’ 
methodology. One could speculate that Phrynichus first searched the text of major 
authors himself to find support for his prescription or proscription, and that he 
turned to minor authors only as a “second‑best” option — in this case perhaps with 
the aid of pre‑compiled lists (which would be suggested by the degree of overlap 
between Atticist lexicography and Athenaeus in the realm of comic fragments). 
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Pollux explicitly identifies this kind of selective approach to classical sources in the 
second prefatory letter to the Onomasticon, where he states that he has first looked 
up to the authors who “use the best language” but then, given the technical contents 
of Book 2, also turned to others.44 

Finally, it should be noted that the Eclogue has also probably undergone a se-
lection process. In contrast to Fischer’s positive attitude, I think it unlikely that it 
has reached us without any major changes.45 One of the modifications introduced 
during transmission could have involved the obliteration of a host of loci classici, 
as is suggested by the fact that many entries of the Eclogue have parallels — with 
preserved citations — in other lexica.46 It would be useful to carry out a thorough 
study of these parallels to refine our appreciation of Phrynichus’ canon in the  
Eclogue, as well as its relationship to the Praeparatio sophistica. 
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