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MACHON, FR. 5, 44 5, GOW:
A FISH WITH A YHoOZX*

Machon is a difficult author. Gow’s masterly 1965 edition of the fragments has done
very much in the way of clearing the field, but points of contention still remain.
Fragment 5, 44—45 Gow (=Athenaeus, 6.244b—d) is paramount among the latter. I
quote Gow’s text with non-continuous line numeration. Gow’s line numbers are
given in parentheses. I also append a critical apparatus reporting the readings of
codex E, which Kaibel’s edition of Athenaeus, upon which Gow is based, did not
take into account for Book 6:'

KMnbeis émi Seinvov 6 mapdairos ‘Apyeddv 1 (25)
¢\ , - ;e
vmo ITrodepalov Tod Baoidéws nrika
katémlevoey els Alyvmrov ék Tis ArTiciis
Syov meTpalov mapateBévros moikilov
LA p , ’ s .
émt Tijs Tpamélns kapdfwv 7’ dAnbwav, 5
émi maou domddos T eloevexfeions adpds (30)
év ﬁ TepaxtoTol Tpeis évijoav kwfol,
ols karemAdynoav mavtes of kexAnuévor,
TOV uév okdpwv dmélave Taw TpiyAdw F dua
kal ¢ukidwy émi whetov Apyepav mavv, 10
» e . ; \ ,
avlpwmos w6 7@V pawidwy kai peuPpadwy 35)
Danpucijs adims Te dacecayuévos,
Tav kwPiav & améoxer éyxparéaTaTa.
mévv &7 mapaddfov yevouévov Tod mpdyuatos
kai Tod Baciréws mufopévov TdArvopos, 15
M) mapedpaxev ‘Apyepaw Tods kwPiods; (40)
6 KvpTOS etme, Iavv pév odv Todvavriov,
ITro)euat, é8paxe mpaTos, AAXN ody dmreTas,

” Vo - Vsss Cy
Totfov 8¢ oéferar TodTo Kal 8édowké Tws,
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008’ éoTiv adTd maTpiov Svr doduBolov 20
ix0dv éxovra Yijdov ddikeiv oddéva. (45)

1, 10, 16 apxarpav A: corr. CE (moving v.1’s name forward into the fragment’s introduction).
4 maparifévros A: corr. CE. 7 repayiokor ACE: corr. Casaubon. 16, 18 mapedparer and éwpake
ACE: corr. Tyrwhitt. 20 21 om. CE. 21 éyovr’@ymnéov A: corr. Casaubon.

When the parasite Archephon arrived in? Egypt from Attica, he was invited to dinner by
Ptolemy the king. A variety of rock fish were served on the table, not least among which

* Warm thanks are due to Professors Richard Hunter, Marco Fantuzzi, and to Mr Christos
D. Simelidis for their kind comments.

1 T am most grateful to Professor W. G. Amott for compiling the apparatus, as well as for a
number of other most helpful comments. For the apparatus, cf. I. Casaubon ad loc. and
Animadversionum in Athenaei Dipnosophistas libri XV (Paris, 1600', 16212), Editio Noua
appendice aucta, V.II (Leipzig, 1843), 45ff. (=Lib. VI, Cap. XI, p. 429); T. Tyrwhitt, apud
R. Dawes, Miscellanea Critica iterum edita, curauit et appendicem adnotationis addidit
Thomas Burgess (Oxford, 1781), 454.

2 Or simply ‘sailed to’, cf. LSJ s.v. The sense ‘return home’ was preferred by C. B. Gulick,
Athenaeus III, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA and London, 1929), who took Ptolemy
as the subject, and by M. T. Capone, ‘Le Crie di Macone’, Kleos 2 (1997), 407 38, at 420, for
whom the subject is the parasite. The first possibility can safely be discarded: Ptolemy Soter did
not visit Athens in his expedition of 308 B.C., so he cannot be ‘returning’ from there. The subject
of karémlevoev is Archephon: in what sense can he, an Athenian, ‘return’ to Egypt?
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were crayfish® of premium quality*. On top of everything, a sizeable earthenware dish® was
brought in carrying three sliced gobies that made all guests cry out in amazement.
Archephon delighted mostly® in the parrot wrasse, the red mullet and the wrasse’, stuffed as
the man was already with picarel® and anchovies® and whitebait from Phaleron. As far as the
gobies were concerned, however, he was showing the utmost self control. As the issue was
most paradoxical, the king inquired of Alcenor: ‘Archephon hasn’t overlooked the gobies,
has he?” The Hunchback then replied: ‘Not at all, Ptolemy, quite the contrary. He was the
first to catch sight of them, but he won’t touch them. He feels some kind of awe and fear for
this kind of fish. It is not traditional where he comes from for somebody who is doduBolos
to wrong a fish that has a yijdos.’

Scholars are by and large agreed as to what happens in the anecdote, in broad terms:
a parasite behaves markedly out of character by abstaining from what was apparently
intended to be the ‘show-stopper’ of this royal banquet. The reason he abstains from
the gobies is a feeling of fear or respect, the respect of an inferior towards a superior.
In the context of the symposium, Archephon’s inferiority is measured in terms of not
having paid his contribution to the dinner (svpuBo)y), which the fish somehow has.
The «wfiés, unlike Archephon (and presumably all the other guests, since no one
would be expected to pay his way into one of Ptolemy’s banquets), can be said to
have contributed to the dinner because, for some reason or another, the goby can
be said to have y7dos. In the context of the symposium, again, this yfdos is the
Yidos supBoruch,'® a token or pledge guaranteeing that the guest will submit his con-
tribution at the time of reckoning after the event. The problems, of course, simply
begin here: in what sense can a fish be said to have yfdos, what sort of Yijdos is
that and what is the point of the joke anyway?

For some time, scholars looked for a naturalistic explanation that had something to
do with the nature of «wfés as a fish and with some peculiarity the fish might have on
its body that might explain the joking reference to a yfidos, a pebble. The fact that the
kwPids is said to be a werpaios ixfis, a rock-fish, rendered this route an obvious one to
take. In this respect, three different possibilities were put forth:

1. That the goby is of a species in whose stomachs pebbles are found (Dutheil).!!

2. That the fish was supposed to carry a jewel in his belly (Gulick).

3. That the goby bore a special kind of sucker whereby he attached himself to the
rocks, near which he lived (Boegehold).

That some of those explanations may be true, adding extra poignancy to the joke, is
possible if not entirely convincing, but in any case it does not do much in the way of
clarifying Archephon’s quip. Scholars soon realized that the key is to look for a
double entendre. The joke is based on a double level of reference, one sympotic
and the other most likely legal and political.

3 Cf. Amott on Alexis, fr. 57 K. A.

4 On this difficult point in the text, see A. Lorenzoni, ‘ Pesci éAnfwol’, GFF 7 (1984), 19 23.

5 On lomés, cf. Amott on Alexis, fr. 115,21 3 K. A.

6 Cf. A. S. F. Gow, Machon: The Fragments, Cambridge Classical Texts and Commentaries
1 (Cambridge, 1965), 67: ‘émi wAeiov: perhaps more and more, but the phrase is often used with
little idea of progression’.

7 On ¢uxis, see Amott on Alexis, fr. 115, 12 13 K. A.

8 On paivy or pawis, ‘picarel’ or ‘sprat’, see D. W. Thompson, 4 Glossary of Greek Fishes
(London, 1947), 153 5.

9 On peuPpds, see Amott on Alexis, fr. 200, 3 K. A.

10 A, Momigliano, ‘Machon and the odpuBoda’, Athenaeum 53 (1975), 171 2.

11 See Gow (n. 6), 69.
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The key, as we said, lies in the terms &oduBolov and yiidov, but as Khan noticed,'?
the whole language of lines 42—5 can apply to the legal sphere: adukeiv suggests
legal wrongdoing; and dmresfa: can have the sense ‘to assault’. That J7dos is a
legal/political term meaning ‘vote’ (literally, the pebble used as a vote) is
obvious. ZtuBolov, however, as Rossi added,'® can also belong to the dicastic reg-
ister: it can denote the token that authorizes a judge to vote. In this sense, then,
Archephon’s inferiority to the xwpBiés comes down to the fact that the «wpBiés has
avuBolov and Archephon does not; the xwfBiés is entitled to go to court and partici-
pate in a trial (this is perhaps how we should understand Casaubon’s exegesis of
Yigov Exew as ius veniendi in comitia:'* the right to participate in assembly and
court, which the xwfBiés alone has, not simply to attend the symposium, which all
other fish can do), whereas Archephon cannot. The point then, according to
Boegehold,15 would be that an Athenian who does not have a token, and therefore
cannot vote in court, out of the characteristically Athenian deference shown to
jurors and trials, is not going to do any harm to anybody who has a yidos, that is,
a vote or something that looks like a vote, a pebble in his stomach, not even if
that were a fish. This would be then a pun against Athenian ¢iulodikia in the spirit
of Aristophanes’ Wasps.

The problem, of course, lies in the fact that we simply cannot know whether the
kwPiés was indeed one of those fishes in whose stomachs pebbles were found
(Thompson’s glossary contains no such information).'® And Boegehold’s idea that
the goby has a yfidos because he attaches himself to a rock by means of a sucker is
not cogent. There must be some hidden reference here that we miss. Kannicht’s'’
idea that Ixfdv (=xwpBiév) might actually be disguising a person was not properly
developed or exploited (not even by Kannicht himself): in my view, xwpBids is
indeed masking a real kwpwdoduevos, whom we are in a position to identify to a
certain extent based on parallel sources.

In fact, Middle Comedy instructs us that, like KdpafBos, Kwpiés was the nickname
(or even the real name) of a particular Athenian politician. In Alexis’ Tooordaiov,
fr.102 K.-A.,'® this KwBiés, who, unlike his colleague Callimedon 6 KdpaBos'® (PA
8032), cannot be identified further, is one of the pretentious cvumérar who enjoy
themselves in a party and oupuBoAdv, using nicknames derived from foodstuffs:

(A.) amd ovuPoddv émwov, dpxeichar pévov

BAémovTes, dAdo & 0ddév, Swy dvéuata
0y ” .

kal auriwv éxovres, OYwr, KapaBos

kal Kwpibs, Zepibals.

12 H. A. Khan, ‘An elucidation of Machon, fr. 5 Gow’, RAM 95 (1972), 19 24.

13 L. E. Rossi, ‘I pesci di Tolemeo e il costume dicastico ateniese’, PP 22 (1967), 213 26.

14 Cf. Casaubon, Animadversiones 11.46 (=Lib. VI, Cap. XI, p. 429).

15 A, L. Boegehold, ‘Machon, fr. 5 Gow’, 4J4 90 (1986), 43 4.

16 Cf. Thompson (n. 8), 137—41. Generally on the goby, see also A. Grilli, ‘Cyrenaica’, SIFC
32(1960),200 14, and F. A. Wood, ‘Greek fish names’, AJPh 48 (1927), 297 325. The latter
is concerned exclusively with issues of etymology. Two fishes of the goby variety are connected
with rocks: the rock goby (Gobius paganellus) living in rock pools, and the leopard spotted
goby (Thorogobius epthpzatus) with a habitat among rocks.

7 R. Kannicht, review of Gow in Gnomon 39 (1966), 551 4.

18 T cite Bergk’s text, accepted by PCG. For a different punctuation and a supplement aimed
at making the text more dramatic, see W. G. Amott, ‘Two notes on Alexis’ Isostasion’, LCM
10.7 (1985), 98 101, and W. G. Amott, Alexis: The Fragments, Cambridge Classical Texts
and Commentaries 31 (Cambridge, 1996), 272.

19 On Callimedon é KépafBos, see Amott (n. 18, 1996), 178 81. Speculation on the prove-
nance of these nicknames is unhelpful.
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Kwpiés seems to be also one of the ‘fish-men’ of Archippus (fr. 30 K.-A.), the &vdpes
ix0ies that populated the play under that name (Tx8des), cf. fr. 27 K.-A.:

) . S - P , ' , N , \ ,

amoBodvar & 8oa éxoper aAAM)Awy, Nuds uev Tas Opdrras kal Abepivyy Ty adAnTpida kal Zymiav
.y v ; Ny \ - / \ ;

v Obpoov kai Tovs TpiyAias kai Edkeidny Tov dpfavra kai Avayvpovvrélev Tods Kopaxiwvas

kal Kwpod Tod Zadapwiov Tékov kai Batpayov Tov mépedpov Tov €€ Rpeod.

There is little doubt, in my view, that, at least in the case of Alexis,?! Kwpiés is a nick-
name. In Archippus, however, the fact that a real name pops up in the fragment, that of
Edx)etdys, the famous archon of 403 /402, complicates matters a little. In fact, most
commentators, including the editors of the first three volumes of the new Lexicon of
Greek Personal Names, would take Archippus’ KwpBus 6 Zalapivios?® as well as
practically all other instances of KwpBiés, including Pythionice’s lover in
Antiphanes, fr. 27 K.-A,, to be names of real persons. In his recent commentary on
Antiphanes, Konstantakos?® grounds his judgement on Athenaeus’ naming practices:
Athenaeus uses the formula proper name + évopa to designate real names (for
Kwpiés, cf. Athen. 8.339¢); for nicknames, he resorts to the type nickname +
&mucaleiofac/&micdn. Konstantakos also adduces an inscription from Leucas (IG
ix(i).563), in which Kwfiés appears as a proper name. Be that as it may, Kdpafos,
too, undeniably a nickname in the case of Callimedon, appears as a proper name in
an inscription from Chaeronea (IG VIL.3300, 25), in a private letter from Egypt
(POxy. 1761, line 13, late third or second century), and elsewhere.>* KapaBos, as
well as, we may concede, Kwpids, is among those ‘einstdmmigen mdnnlichen
Personnennamen des Griechischen: die aus Spitznamen hervorgegangen sind’.> In
Comedy, however, as probable nomina propria like KwBiés mingle indiscriminately
with unequivocal nicknames like Afepivy, TpeyAia,?® or KépaBos (in Comedy always
a nickname); and, most importantly, as theatre manipulates their semantic duality on
stage in hilarious episodes like that in Antiphanes, fr.27 K.-A., their etymology
becomes so transparent, that the barrier between real name and nickname crumbles

20 In the same note, cf. also Alexis, fr. 173 K.-A.: mparov pév fv gor KaMuédwv 6 KédpaPos/
érera Képudos, KwBiwv [KwBiés C of Epit], KvpnBiwv,/é ZkéuBpos, 7 Zeuidaks. (B.)
Hpaxdews $ide, ayopdouat, ob cuumbaiov eipykas, yivar.

21 In fr. 173 K.-A,, all other foodstuffs are nicknames no doubt. KépvSos was the nickname of
both the fourth-century politician Eucrates and the fifth-century tragedian Philocles (an import-
ant instance of a ‘travelling’ nickname), cf. Amott (n. 18, 1996), 167. KvpyBiwv was the nick-
name of Epicrates, a relative of Aeschines, cf. Amott (n. 18, 1996), 5S11. In Timocles, fr. 15
K-A., oxéuBpo. is the shared nickname of the sons of the rapiyomdAns Chaerephilus that
Pythionice had as lovers after Kwfiés (referred to, differently, as 76 7dpiyos by Antiphanes,
fr. 27 K.-A)). On Zepidais, cf. Amott (n. 18, 1996), 272.

22 See A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, vol. 2, ed. M. J. Osborne and S. G. Byme
(Oxford, 1994), 277 (Attica); and vol. 3.A, ed. P. M. Fraser and E. Matthews, 263 (Leucas).

2 1. M. Konstantakos, ‘A commentary on the fragments of eight plays of Antiphanes’, Ph.D.
dissertation (Cambridge, 2000), 87.

24 The inscription is cited by F. Bechtel, Die einstdmmigen ménnlichen Personnennamen des
Griechischen: die aus Spitznamen hervorgegangen sind, Abhandlungen der koniglichen
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, Philologisch-historische Klasse, Neue Folge,
Band 2., no. 5 (Berlin, 1898), 23, who, though, ignores the papyrus. See also Bechtel, 23,
n. 2, for another possible instance. These instances have not yet been catalogued in the
Lexicon of Greek Personal Names.

25 Ibid. 23.

26 The case of Barpayos (if a nickname, designating, perhaps, not the frog, but again a kind
of fish, a oéAayos, cf. Aristotle, H4 540b17, Part. An. 695b14, 696a27, Gen. An. 747a23, etc.) is
less straightforward: see Bechtel’s index in Bechtel (n. 24), 84.
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to the ground. Real name to some people or not, in Comedy Kwfiés functions as a
Spitzname.*’

To be sure, in Antiphanes’ play,?® the speaker is contemplating the fishes and the
politicians they metonymize together, to the effect of treating the fish as the politician
and the politician as the fish. The fishes involved are again, as in Archippus, eymia.,
TpiyAai, the ‘necessary’ wapafBos, a yéyypos and of course the xwfids, the dpioros
arjp, who is still so fresh as to be writhing (7d@v7’), apparently a metaphor for
‘leaping with lust’.2° This xwBiés will be given as a present to Pythionice, a courtesan
who left Athens in 330/329°° (and, unlike the 7piyAy of line 11, seems not to have had
a ‘fishy’ nickname). Pythionice, however, as the speaker predicts, will definitely shun
Kwpiés, as she is now shifting her attentions to other avdpes iyfoes, the sons of a
mptxom’u\ns31 known from Timocles, fr. 15 K.-A., as Chaerephilus (cf. Athen.
VIIL339d):

Tas anmias 8o0s mpartov. Hpdrles dvaf,
o , > .
dmavra Teboddkaow. ob Palels méAw
els Ty BadarTav kai mAvveis; My ool cov,
tdwpids, drotrovs>? anmias eldnpévai.
Tov xdpaPov 8¢ Tdvde mpos Tas pawidas 5
) ’ . A \ V. ~ ’
améles maybs ye, viy AL & Zed, Tis more,
& KaAlpédwy, ot katéder dpri Tawv plAwv;
Oddeis ds av un Ka‘ra.ﬂ@'ij Tas ovuPolds.
;e oo - N P
Vpds & éraga Sedpo mpos Ta Sefid,
Tplylas, édeopa Tod kalod Kaldohévous 10
xarecdie yoiv éml @ v odolav.
Kai 1ov Zwdmns yéyypov 180 mayvrépas
éxovt’ dxdvlas TovTovi Tis AMpperar
. . , s,
mpdTos mpoceAddv; Mioyddas yap o mavy
TobTwy €8eaTis. AAAG kifapos ovTool, 15
A omowe v 'y
dv dv 18y Tas xeipas odk apéferar.
Kai pyw dAnbas Tois kibapwdois ds opddpa
&maaw obros Emumedurds AavBiver.
s o o oo ow \ Y
avdpav 8 dpiotov kwPiov’ " mndawT éru
mpos TTvBiovikny Ty kadiy wéupar pe Bei . 20
abpos yap éorw. GAX’ Spws od yeboeTar
émi 76 Tdpiyds éoTw punkvia yap.
VIR o v [
addas 8¢ Aemras Taode rai Ty Tpuydva
xwpis Oeavoi dedp’ €0k’ avrippbmous.

These examples, then, render it, in my view, quite possible that Archephon’s pun may
be directed to a politician nicknamed KwpBiés, possibly the same as Alexis’ and
Antiphanes’ KwpBiés. That Archephon, a parasite whose very survival depends on
the goodwill of those in power, reveres or is afraid of this politician does not
require any special explanation. The reason why Archephon is afraid of KwpBiés par-
ticularly and not of the other fish-men may well be irrevocably lost; one fact, however,

27 Notice also that kwBiés does not appear as a real name in Alexandria.

28 For a full commentary on ft. 27, see Konstantakos (n. 23), 66fF.

2 Tbid. 88.

30 Cf. Amnott on Alexis, fr. 143 K.-A.

31 Some sort of irony may be intended here, if indeed the goby, too, was one of the fishes
used els Tapiyeiav, cf. Athen. 7.301d. However, pace Grilli (n. 16), 201, Athenaeus’ reference
here may well apply solely to the HAaxarives. The goby, a fish of moderate size, was certainly
not knTwdns.

2 &Xobrous is a conjecture by Jacobs, which the PCG are favourable to, but do not print.

33 PCG print KwBuév, apparently accepting that here it is a real name rather than a nickname.
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may give us a clue. What makes Archephon so afraid of Cobius in this particular
context is something very specific: Cobius has something that Archephon does not.
We have every reason to believe that Archephon is a free Athenian, presumably a
poor one (parasites complain about their poverty as much as they are distinctly
proud of it, cf. Plaut. Stich. 176ff.), but nevertheless one whom we would expect,
like all parasites known to us, to have fully fledged citizen rights. Nevertheless,
Cobius has a vote and Archephon does not. and if Archephon does not have a vote,
thus the right to appear and vote in court as a juror, the quintessence of Athenian citi-
zenship, this can mean only one thing, that he, a freeborn but poor Athenian, does not
enjoy those fully fledged citizen rights. He is respected at the court of Ptolemy in
Alexandria, but in Athens he is vulnerable to politicians like Cobius.

There was, in fact, a period in Athenian history in which poor people like
Archephon might have found themselves in such a predicament: that was in the
years following Athens’ defeat in the Lamian War (322 B.C.), during which the
Macedonians attenuated the democratic citizen body by practically disfranchising a
very significant number of Athenians who could not meet their new criteria of
wealth. Plutarch, Phoc. 28.7, uses for these people the term dmoymdilesbas, literally,
‘to be deprived of their yjjdos’. These second-class citizens, on a level with the dripos,
‘could neither vote nor hold elective office’.>* The oligarchs tried to push some of
those disfranchised Athenians out of Athens by offering land in Thrace. According
to some, rather exaggerated, estimations, one-third of Athenians fled the city at that
point of time,> some, we might assume, to destinations other than Thrace.

The Macedonians had a number of Athenian straw men, who managed their affairs.
Cobios could well have been one of those pro-Macedonian politicians, as Callimedon
the Crayfish certainly was.>® The last we hear of Callimedon is in 318 B.c., when he
flees to Macedon to save his life after the democrats sentence him to death in absentia.
We do not know whether Callimedon ever returned to Athens,>’ but if we can trust
Pseudo-Aeschines, Epist. 12.8, he settled down to a happy life in Macedonia and
never looked back. If this is true, this would go some way towards explaining why
Archephon is especially afraid of the Goby and not the Crayfish, and also why the
crayfish is treated so fleetingly in the fragment (no particular mention of
Archephon’s enjoying the xdpafBot is made).

Issues of dating and chronology need not come in the way of such an interpretation.
If Cobius was active with Pythionice in Athens before 330, he could well have con-
tinued his career in the 310s. The Ptolemy of the fragment can well be either Ptolemy
Soter (ruled 323—283 B.cC., but took the title Bagieds only in 305) or Ptolemy II

34 C. Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Anthony, trans. D. L. Schneider (Cambridge, MA
and London, 1997), 441f., esp. 44, n. 21 for bibliography.

35 Diodorus, 18.18.5 puts the number of the disfranchised at over 22,000 (wAeiovs Tav
Swopvpiwy kal SuoxiMiwv), a number that meets with Hansen’s agreement, cf. M. H. Hansen,
Demography and Democracy. The Number of Athenian Citizens in the Fourth Century
(Herning, 1986), 36, although it might just be a simple error of tradition. In fact, the Teubner
edition of Diodorus by C. Th. Fischer brackets the 8i0- in dtopvpiwv (probably a dittography),
to bring Diodorus’ information into line with Plutarch, Phoc. 28.7, who estimates the disfran-
chised even under Antipater’s first, harsher oligarchy (in which the wealth cap was 2,000 drach
mas, not just 1,000 as under Demetrius, cf. Diod. 18.18.4, 18.74.3) at over 12,000 (¢mép pvpiovs
kat Suoxihiovs). If the paradosis, however, is sound, the fact that there were two successive fran-
chises with different criteria may account for part of this confusion.

36 Cf. Habicht (n. 34), 37.

37 All we know of Callimedon is summarized in Swoboda ‘Kallimedon’, RE X.2 (1919),
cc. 1647-8.
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Philadelphus (reigned 283—46 B.C.). The second Ptolemy would probably match
better Machon’s own floruit (estimated by Gow to have been around the middle of
the third century B.c.),>® but there is no reason, I presume, to suppose that Machon
is not here recounting earlier events. Machon’s comic ypeia. are termed by
Athenaeus, 13.579d, as amopvyuovedpara, a term that can mean ‘memorable and
morally constructive anecdotes’ (mpaéis ... 1 Adyos Puwdedrs, according to
Theon),*® but the word contains clear connotations of a reminiscence. These anec-
dotes may well have been historical or quasi-historical events, but there is no apparent
reason to exclude a priori the possibility that their sources might be literary, in fact
even Comedy itself.*°

Even living and writing in a period much later than the Macedonian rule of Athens
(322-307 B.C.), Machon could well have expected a joke related to events in that
period to be intelligible, at least among the circle of the erudite dilettantes that
most probably formed his readership*'—and, perhaps, also to have intended it to
have some sort of political purchase. We can accept that the supposed dramatic
date of the anecdote may fall within that period of Macedonian rule (the
Macedonian census classes were abolished by Demetrius Poliorcetes in 307 B.C.),42
only by inferring a minor anachronism in the use of the title BaotAeds for Ptolemy
Soter (retrospectively, such an anachronism would be tolerable). A wry witticism at
the expense (albeit indirectly) of Demetrius of Phalerum in particular (although
Demetrius had actually lightened the new oligarchic regime) would be far from out
of place in an Alexandria ruled by Ptolemy II Philadelphus. Demetrius was on excel-
lent terms with Ptolemy I Soter (who gave him shelter in Alexandria after Cassander
died in 298/7 B.C.), but Demetrius’ suggestion that Soter appoint as his successor
Ptolemy Ceraunus (Soter’s son from his legitimate wife, Eurydice, sister of
Cassander) rather than Philadelphus (his son from Berenice, who became
Ptolemy’s wife only after Eurydice left him) did not go down well with the new
king. Demetrius died under Ptolemy II Philadelphus in disgrace.** ‘In contrast to
Demetrius Poliorketes and King Antigonos’, a modern authority notes, ‘who in the
year 307/6 had been satisfied with a program of outrageous slander against
Demetrius, the second Ptolemy appears to have been sufficiently angered by
Demetrius’ opposition to his succession that he ordered, to indulge an anachronism,
systematic damnatio memoriae’,** a defamation that played an important part in the
judgement history passed on Demetrius. Tolerating, if not promoting, such texts as

38 On Machon’s date, see Gow (n. 6), 3 7.

39 Spengel, Rhet.Gr., 11, 5, 96, line 23.

40 On the issue of Machon’s sources, see Gow (n. 6), 19 23. On stories most probably
derived from books, see p. 20.

41 On Machon’s audience and the significance of the term axpoaral used by Machon to
describe them (188), see Gow (n. 6), 23 4.

42 Cf. Habicht (n. 34), 67.

4 D.L. 578, 79, cf. Habicht (n. 34), 59 60. Diogenes reports, on the authority of
Hermippus, that Ptolemy II kept Demetrius under guard in the countryside pending a judgement
about him (7apagvrdrrectar év T xwpa uéxpt Tt 86€ew mepi adrod), but Demetrius died of a
snake bite before that judgement was passed. Diogenes apparently considered Demetrius’
death an accident; Jacoby, however (FGrH IIB, 643), based on a rather ambiguous statement
by Cicero, Pro Rabirio Postumo, 9.23, inferred that Ptolemy assassinated Demetrius. Suicide
is perhaps the likeliest possibility, given the distribution of the dfvuia motif in relation to the
deaths of famous individuals in Diogenes and Hermippus, cf. M. G. Sollenberg, ‘Diogenes’
Laertius’ life of Demetrius of Phalerum’, in W. W. Fortenbaugh and E. Schiitrumpf (edd.),
Demetrius of Phalerum. Text, Translation and Discussion, Rutgers University Studies in
Classical Humanities 9 (New Brunswick and London, 2000), 311 29, at 326, n. 47.
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Machon, fr. 5 Gow, might well have been part of Philadelphus’ programme. The fact
that Ptolemy II ‘was a key member of the alliance that attempted to liberate the Greek
cities from Macedonian domination in the Chremonidean War (267—262 B.c.)’*—a
date very close to Machon’s supposed floruit—shows how such a political reading of
Machon, fr. 5 Gow, would enter into the complex politics of the struggles between the
Diadochi.

Such a reading would also square well with Kurke’s overall attempt to read
Machon’s xpeia: as tongue-in-cheek, politically subversive allegories. With special
reference to fr. 5, Kurke deserves acknowledgement as the first scholar to recognize
the importance of the issue of franchise for the fragment’s interpretation. She may
have gone a step too far, however, when she saw in the goby-reference a ‘fish-
burlesque’*® of Aristotle’s mdrpios moAirela. In terms of value and size, qualities sup-
posedly symbolic of status in reference to their consumers, Kurke, partly following
others, recognized in the fragment three classes of fish: ‘high-class’ fishes like the
kapafos, the oxdpoi, and the rpiyAas; ‘low-class’ ones like the pawides, pepBpddes,
and 4¢dn; and ‘middle-class’ fishes like the goby. Archephon has no qualms in
doing away with the high- and low-class fishes, but spares the ‘middling’ goby out
of fear and respect. Kurke wants to see in this Aristotle’s preference of the middle
class as the bastion of mdrpios molireia, itself reflected in Demetrius’ distribution
of franchise.

That this does not explain why Archephon would be also somewhat afraid, apart
from respectful, of this ‘middle-class’ goby*’ in the same time that he was more
than willing to destroy the ‘high-class’ «xdpaBos is, I think, in all fairness to
Kurke’s astute analysis, evident. Although one may, with due caution, sympathize
with Kurke’s political reading of Machon, for which Machon’s courtesans and para-
sites are stand-ins for Athenian democracy under foreign rule, it seems to me much
more economical to read fr. 5 as a joke ad hominem in the spirit of the Middle and
Old Comedy parallels cited above. In this sense, designating Machon as réyvns
apxains Aeipavov (AP 7.708, 3—4  Dioscorides xxiv Gow-Page) would be even
more spot-on.

If kwpPids is understood as the nickname (or the real name) of one particular poli-
tician ridiculed here, then the joke makes perfect sense as a double entendre with two
levels of reference (one sympotic, one dicastic and political) without our having to
recur to unfounded speculation regarding the nature of the fish (the Goby has
Jidos because he, unlike Archephon, is an entitled politician). The joke also
becomes much more precise and focused than what comes out of Kurke’s exegesis:
the goby does not stand generally for Aristotle’s ‘middle class’, but more specifically
for an Athenian individual, who has damaged the interests of people like Archephon.
The Goby’s association with Callimedon the Crayfish makes plausible the inference

4 S. V. Tracy, ‘Demetrius of Phalerum: who was he and who was he not?’, in Fortenbaugh
and Schiitrumpf (n. 43), 331 45, at 345.

45 L. Kurke, ‘Gender, politics and subversion in the Chreiai of Machon’, PCPS 48 (2002),
20 65, at 32. Kurke cites Habicht (n. 34), 127 9, 142 9, to provide evidence for a general
Ptolemaic policy of supporting Athens’ independence against both the Macedonians and
Demetrius Poliorcetes.

46 Kurke (n. 45), 55.

47 Ibid. 55, n. 103, toys with but wisely dismisses the idea that the goby might be Demetrius
of Phalerum himself, because the best gobies come from Phalerum, cf. Antiphanes, fr. 204 K.-
A. We cannot, and need not, identify the kwpBiés with one particular person: all we need to infer
for my conjecture to be valid is that the goby, like his mate the «dpafos, stands for a pro-
Macedonian politician.
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that the Goby, too, belonged to Callimedon’s circle of pro-Macedonians, in which
case any take on the Goby would reflect back on his political allegiances. Why this
politician would be nicknamed «wpBiés, we cannot truly know, but this should not
diminish the thrust of this interpretation any more that it impedes our understanding
of the xdpaBos-jokes.*® &Sukeiv, in this context, would acquire a double sense: (i)
deliberately wrong somebody in the face of the law (cf. Arist. Rh. 1368b6: 7o
BAamTew éxbvra mapa Tov véuov), that is, commit something actionable against some-
body (an injured Goby can take Archephon to court where the parasite would be help-
less); but also (ii) cause somebody physical harm (cf. Hipp. Nat. Hom. 9, line 42), in
which case the action of Archephon’s voracious teeth on the flesh of the goby would
metaphorize the unimaginable possibility of his launching a physical assault against
the Goby.
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48 We do not know why Callimedon was nicknamed xépafBos. Apparently, Athenaeus was
not sure, either. The explanations Athenaeus provides are (i) that the crayfish was
Callimedon’s favourite fish and/or (ii) that Callimedon had some sort of perceived physical
likeness with the fish such as a nasty case of squinting (87t xal ¢idixOvs v kai Sidarpodos
Tods b¢bfaluods, Athen. 8.339—40). For a full modern doxography, see R. L. Hunter,
Eubulus: The Fragments, Cambridge Classical Texts and Commentaries 24 (Cambridge,
1983), 95 6; Amott (n. 18, 1996), 178 81.





