
GRAMMARIANS AND HANDWASHING 

W. J. SLATER 

IN MODERN COMMENTARIES one will find little about the rituals of hand- 

washing; the best recent discussion is a footnote in the work of an archae- 

ologist and fifty years prior to that a brief comment by van Leeuwen.l But 
it was different in antiquity where philology concerned itself intensely with 
such problems. In what follows I propose to trace the ancient and mod- 
ern discussions. They provide a good example of the vicissitudes to which 

learning is exposed in its transmission; they also shed some light on the 
methods of ancient scholars. 

Adolf Roemer2 came to the conclusion that Aristophanes of Byzantium 
had achieved nothing solid and was highly critical of his work, while Rudolf 
Pfeiffer3 considered Aristophanes to be the "vollkommene Philologe." These 
are both judgements of modern philology, and can of course once fixed be 
used to praise or blame a priori. It is certainly true that one can find 

enough fragments to support both points of view; and equally both sides, 
to be consistent, are obligated to interpret away those fragments that do 
not suit their general estimate. In view of the epitomization and corruption 
to which the original has been exposed, this is no difficult task. It will be 
seen that the interpretation of even one fragment can involve a plethora of 
errors, ancient and modern.4 

Athenaeus 8.408f tells us: 'AptoopavvrilS 8 6 ypalgtaKuc6b; ?v Tot; 7p6O; 'roi; 
K Ka,~ix6Xov ivaia; x c)&et toti; ODKc EiCn6ra; 1v 8tapop&v To T?c Karia Xctpo 

Kal Tob &dTov(yao0xat. np a p yp Tos; nxauXato; ro6 xev ip6 d&pio(to 
' al o itvo ) 

XyeoaOat Kara X?1tp6, Tb 6e pCtVa raxta &7ovITvaOat. ?0otI? ?? 6 ypaattatiKOq 
ToXro n?equXaxevat napi& rot; 'A'rtiKot, ieEi tot "Oirip6O nir ptEv (prl ... (a 138), 
n ?? ... (a 146) ial SCxppwv (fr. 10 Kaibel) iv rFvatK?cot;- "TdXatva Koto6a, 

cKrat X?tpO6; Sooa a7c6So; S oX' aitdv rav rpine?av." The doctrine is clear. 

1R. Ginouves, BAAANEYTIKH (Paris 1962) 152, n. 7, but note 9 on the same page 
confuses xepo6; and xetp&v. The usually reliable van Leeuwen (Aristophanis Vespae [Lei- 
den 1909, 3rd ed. reprinted 1968]) on line 1216 essentially repeats Nauck (below, n. 26) 
with two errors. 

2A. Roemer, Die Homerexegese Aristarchs in ihren Grundzigen, ed. E. Beltzner 

(Paderborn 1924) 287. 
3R. Pfeiffer, Geschichte der klassischen Philologie (Hamburg 1970) 215. 

4I confess that I too was misled to introduce a needless error in my own commentary 
to the fragment under discussion, fr. 368 of my edition, Aristophanis Byzantii fragmenta 

(Berlin 1968). This article results partly from my attempt to clear up this mistake. 
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"Kacae Xeip6" comes before the meal, and "&d7ovivaxoat" comes after the 
meal capa& oit; acaXitot;. Athenaeus however thinks he knows better, and 
adds a further comment that Homer and Sophron are exceptions, so that 
Aristophanes' rule, he thinks, must be derived from the observation of Attic 
writers. Whether he derived this wisdom from his own reading, or imported 
it wholesale and unacknowledged from an earlier source cannot, as is usual, 
be determined. But in Homer we do not find the term "Kara Xetp6o," and 
"d&ovi{vaaOat" has nothing to do with eating. The learned quotation from 
Sophron, if it is meant to prove Aristophanes wrong, is also invalid, and 
Kaibel, who read xXr' for Iox' translated: "da nobis cenam quam dudum 
expectamus." Indeed it is difficult to see why anyone could see it referring 
to a time after the meal, unless &dsnSo is taken as "give back" and the 
diners are thought to have been interrupted in their meal. In the unlikely 
event that this were so, the rule would still not be broken. 

Shortly afterwards the text of Athenaeus 8.410b comes to cite Aristo- 
phanes' Tagenistae (fr. 516 K-A), which contains the phrase mKara Xe?tp6 
6c&op, and the writer cannot resist a further unnecessary jibe at Aristo- 

phanes' doctrine: o(Tlietoreov 68 Ort Kiai (= also) pexra 'x 5eutviaat icKara Xetip6 
exryov, ox% X 'Aptaoo<pdvq; 6 ypacpaxrKc6; <pgqtv, Oxt ipi.v qpayetv oi 'ArxtKOi Kara 
Xetp6c; ikeXyov, p?e'a ?e r6 tnvov & ev ovi vaa0at (so Nauck: vivaaOatl MSS). This 
time one should rather blame the epitomator of Athenaeus for including a 
marginal comment by himself or an earlier scribe in the text (so Casaubon 
ad loc.). This time the text silently attributes to Aristophanes the "cor- 
rection" that Athenaeus had himself undertaken earlier, by substituting 
"'ATrrKOI" for "TaXatoli." This distortion of a doctrine by the insertion of 
an obiter dictum in the transmission is a salutary reminder of what must 
have happened frequently in the grammatical texts of antiquity. It is also 
worth noting the motive for the insertion. The text of the Tagenistae does 
not of itself prove anything: <ppe, a, sax, xao; K Xcpaxa Xtpz 60op nSapainepCe xO 

xelpo1aKTpov. This could be after or before a meal. But it seems that the 
writer recognized by saying "also" that the text of the Tagenistae fragment 
supports Aristophanes' doctrine, not his; it is the sheer desire to be criti- 
cal that brings the unnecessary criticism. Worse still, the writer does not 
realize that he is contradicting even the wrong-headed earlier "correction" 
of Athenaeus, since there it was agreed that the doctrine of Aristophanes 
held good for Attic writers. Now he wishes to deny the doctrine holds true 
at all. Twice therefore the text of Athenaeus has criticized the doctrine of 
Aristophanes, and twice its misplaced zeal has led it to misrepresent the 
object of its criticism. We shall see that this was not the first or last time 
that this happened. 

But first we must admit that Aristophanes himself was very quick to crit- 
icize as well. Here he X4Eudaet; elsewhere he avrxZiyet axra Kpacpxo (fr. 378). 
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The readiness to indulge in polemic is one of the principal and regrettable 
features of ancient scholarship, and we have no reason to think that the 
Alexandrians were exceptions. One could deduce this solely from the gladi- 
atorial nicknames which they bestowed on one another: Ixion; Thrax, Pleis- 
toneikes, Xiphos, Epithetes, as well as less flattering suggestions: Pentath- 
los, Insanus, Epitimaios, Beta, Mochthos and many more, though the most 
revealing may be the grammarian called simply 6 ijlp (Erotian 23.17). Crit- 
icism could extend to include the lovelife of Aristophanes or the sartorial 

inelegance of Aristarchus. In the fragment that concerns us, ayvota-the 
commonest word of reprimand-is directed against the usual rIve; in a work 
which calls itself bluntly p6S; rog; IIivarca; NoO Kai|t&tXov. I do not know of 
any p;p6-title which can be demonstrated to be devoid of criticism, though 
of course many cannot be proved to imply criticism.5 Whether it means 
"against," i.e., Adversaria, or only "Remarks with regard to," such a title 

implies criticism to a greater or lesser degree, and such titles are common 

enough in Alexandrian works. Apollonius wrote against Zenodotus, Zen- 
odotus against Lycophron, Callimachus against Praxiphanes, and so forth. 
On the basis of the many 7cp6o-titles attributed to Aristarchus Pfeiffer6 was 

justified in concluding: "[his books] were mainly polemical." But surpris- 
ingly, when Pfeiffer comes to the work of Aristophanes, he comments (133): 
"IIp6 is ambiguous and often means 'against,' but there is not the slight- 
est reason to assume that Aristophanes ever wrote 'Against Callimachus' 
Pinakes'; his book was meant to be a supplement ..."-non sequitur. It 
may of course have been a supplement, but its primary aim was critical 
and corrective-one must conclude-of the work of Callimachus. Its lan- 

guage we know to have been pugnacious. It would be an odd library supple- 
ment that denounced colleagues for ignorance. Just why Pfeiffer preferred 
to avoid this characteristic of Alexandrian scholarship is obscure, but one 

may at least suspect that it did not in this case fit with his picture of 
the "perfect scholar," whether ancient or modern; and it is certainly cor- 
rect that philological polemic is seldom pursued purely for the promotion 
of truth, and often achieves the opposite.7 Nonetheless it is a necessary 
component in any attempt to reconstruct the philological world of anti- 

quity. 
In the fragment itself we can observe that Kara Xelp6o; is used before the 

meal, not before the symposium, and that this explains why aptorov is given 

5H.-L. Barth, Die Fragmente aus den Schriften des Grammatikers Kallistratos (diss., 
Bonn 1984) 47, with the response of M. Schmidt, Gnomon 58 (1986) 651-653. Pfeiffer 
himself on Callimachus fr. 453 cited the "Against Praxiphanes" as a contradiction of his 
own view. For npoS; oiS d&0eroio5vT in the sense of "against" cf. Z Ar. Pax 778. 

6History of Classical Scholarship (Oxford 1968) 213. 
7H. Erbse, Untersuchungen zur Funktion der G6tter (Berlin 1986) 84-85, esp. 

85, n. 2. 
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as a gloss on the word 6dEivov, which can mean both meal and symposium 
taken together.8 This then makes it clear that &aovitaaoaat comes before 
the symposium and after the meal, a point of some importance as we shall 
see. It was part of the ritual which separated the two parts of a Seitvov. 
Even in antiquity there was a great deal of debate and misunderstanding 
of the sequence and philology of the formal meal, since otherwise there 
would have been no need for Aristophanes' polemic. One is amazed at the 
precision of Aristophanes' remark, in an era without concordances to the 
thousands of relevant texts. 

It is only to be expected that an imperial grammarian who undertakes 
to tell us all about long dead sympotic language will be wrong, for Pollux 
6.92 affirms: ECel 68 Kai o Ka'ra Xetp6a opnaootKcbv iv ... <oc 8' av enotl;> Kai 
vivaoaoat pev cpo ; M rpoPSJ;, anovtnaaoat 68e T perha Tlv Tpop/iv. If Aristophanes 
was correct, then iKaa zxelpo was precisely not sympotic, since it preceded 
the meal and not the symposium. 

Aristophanes did not invent his handwashing law, one hopes, solely for 
polemical purposes. But neither is there a sign that he proposed it for At- 
ticistic purposes, so that schoolmasters could instruct their pupils in cor- 
rect philology at mealtimes. Here we cannot avoid reviewing the teachings 
of the ancient grammarians who did offer precepts on the subject. First is 
Moeris 201.30: Kara Xetp6Oq 'AtTKcoi- Kara XetpCiv "Ek-nve;. This should be 
taken with Phrynichus Ekloge 229 Fischer: iara Xetp&v (v.l. Xetp60) SEIVG; 
aveiXAvtorov Kai NO 6il Xsetp&v ?6. peoal' 7yap {h KcopClpia ron icara xetpo6. These 
Atticists agree that one should use only the singular and not the plural 
genitive, even though this was a classical usage for after-meal handwash- 
ing. Another grammarian of a later date, whom Klaus Alpers has identi- 
fied with Orus, has more to say:9 caxra xetpobg S&op X^yovuov, ov Kaar& Xetp&v, 
oV16' Xi Xe7 1pa; OV6' aiXos xro;. Kai Tr p^aTov cdvTzwv Kai eiXepeaoraov10 KaTa 
XeitpO6 68op cKaZoitv. owro<; TTXiE?KeIZE ; ev 'Ai<ptK<rootv (fr. 1.2 K)' EipiRvr 
ibv ip&frov a&iavTcov ?jv 'cmep m&op Kaza xeip6;. It is clear from this that 
what the Atticists sought to combat was the use of the plural instead of 
the singular. That this usage should have developed was understandable, 
since one normally washes both hands, not one, and it had become appar- 
ently natural for Greek speakers to use the plural generally of hand washing, 
and presumably after or before a meal. But the correct classical usage is 
confirmed by the fragment of Telecleides, which surprisingly is cited by no 
other authority although it is decisive in determining the classical term. It 
makes it obvious that Kara XetP6o i6&op must be before the meal, since it is 
apparently a proverb for the first thing of all, and therefore could not be at 

8So correctly e.g., M. Blech, Studien zum Kranz bei den Griechen (Berlin and New 
York 1982) 63, n. 2. 

9Orus, fr. B83 Alpers, from Phot. 144.19; Suda K863. 
1?For this gloss cf. Hesychius K1513 L. 
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any other place in the meal.1l Yet oddly Orus did not cite the proverbial 
expression for that reason, but in order to demonstrate the correctness of 
the singular. 

The Atticists therefore were not primarily concerned with the timing 
of the handwashing terminology, but with the question of singular versus 
plural. Perhaps they ought to have been aware-and were-that the sin- 
gular was only used before meals, and that they could not prescribe it for 
after meals. But the fact remains that Kara Xetp&v was proscribed as 5etv&< 
aveknvizvtov-which is untrue. It remains therefore a possibility that they 
were aware of further subsidiary problems in the use of handwashing ter- 

minology, and that our sources are deficient. Imperial Keitoukeitoi we can 
imagine rejoiced to raise such issues as a conversational gambit. 

There is some support for the view that later grammarians were aware 
of the problem of timing too. The scholium on the key text of Aristo- 

phanes Vesp. 1216 repeats the doctrine of the grammarian Aristophanes 
correctly: 5o8wp Kaia cetp6;. keiinet Tb alrqoov (VT: alriloat LhAld). ovSxTo 6e 
E0oo &7yeiv * jS)op Kara X etp6i; np6 xob eiaX0fivatl rv TpaNecav, exra o ?e7v6lmioati 
"&aovivaoaat 86Sq, & Icai." Unfortunately this rule could be derived from the 

text, and it is a bad habit of ancient scholars to derive general rules of philol- 
ogy and behaviour (o'roxS e9Oo; fv ncapa Toit; nacatoi; .. .) from one specific pas- 
sage without having necessarily any further evidence, or considering other 
alternatives. But there is one more piece of evidence that this distinction 
could have been preserved in antiquity. A late grammarian, identified as 

Orus,12 decrees: &aovivayoaaat pL?va ro 8enCvov ELeyov, rpb ro5 Sei/vovu 58 Kira 

Xetp6 . It looks therefore as if the doctrine of Aristophanes was known to 
later philology, but ran in a separate tradition from the Atticist problem of 
the use of the plural Xetp&v. 

As we should expect, the tradition which made distinctions between ap- 
parent synonyms plundered the work of Aristophanes for its own purposes, 
and the HIp6; Txot IlvaKcaS was exceptionally useful for this purpose. Un- 

fortunately the text of Ammonius (68 Nickau) is uncertain at the crucial 
point: &noovi\vaOat Kaci Kara ExItpx i6Scp 8ta(p<pet. &aovivaaOat iev yap aont 

pgCea To payetv, icara& X1etpO 6: 5op aiiwopal ipb nop ( payciv KaOi LVera 'tb (pyeiv. 

Some manuscripts omit the final words Ka~i pia Tr (payetv, which could be the 
result of deliberate correction or accident, but we cannot determine what 
the original intention was. If the words are an addition, then the origi- 
nal agreed with Aristophanes. But the fuller text agrees with Athenaeus' 
view and possibly also with the Atticists, who wished to substitute Kava 
xetp6; for the detested Xetp&v. On the other hand the doctrine attributed to 

"Compare the Latin proverb ab ovo. 
12Fr. B37 Alpers from Phot. a2588 Theod.; Ba. 130.4; Suda a3455. 

PHOENIX 104 



GRAMMARIANS AND HANDWASHING 

Tryphon by Eustathius is certainly false.l3 Oecov ?vtarOa Kal Tpxpcovog Tr 
Kara Xepti pv Iv Cp6 popop; i ap'a roiS repov (i.e., after Homer), vivaoaat 86 
|cta rpoipv. Nor does Eustathius' own imprecision inspire any confidence 
at another point (ibid. 1402.46): 'ot 68 '6 &oa; xeipac v{reaoat Kiara Xetp&i 
cKa Kaca Xetp&v {i 6p Xapadvetv q 6iSovat q 65i6aoOat q XedaOat Eye'ro, rtapa- 
65t6aanv ol a)Xatoi prlropeq. 

This survey of ancient opinions does not allow us to add anything to 
Aristophanes' distinction save that he could have had something to say 
about iKaa etp&Cv which is now lost. But there is reason to think that he 
made this distinction for a specific purpose, and had no necessary interest 
in defining all the philology of handwashing. To this purpose we now come. 

It is very rarely that we can gain a closer glimpse into the disagree- 
ments of the Hellenistic grammarians, for which we may in part blame 
the break in the school tradition that accompanied the political chaos in 
Alexandria in the mid-second century and led to the exile of Aristarchus. 
But the garrulous Athenaeus enables us to give some context to the frag- 
ment we have discussed. He reports at 8.410d that the antiquarian Pole- 
mon (fr. 62 Preller) had something to say on the matter: nIIoXuov 86 v 'evict 
r&v Ip6x 'AvTiyovov cal 'A5aiov nepi Tri; ?ltaopa; Xeyelt To Icara XEIpo rp6oS -6 

viva(o6ai. One cannot unfortunately connect Polemon with the following 
comic fragment from the unknown Demonicus.14 Nonetheless the informa- 
tion is valuable, because we know that Polemon was a contemporary of 
Aristophanes at the beginning of the second century, and we should never 
have guessed that he would have criticized these Attalid art historians in 
this matter.15 Now we can be sure that handwashing was a subject of con- 
siderable interest and brisk polemic among grammarians, antiquarians and 
their colleagues. It had a bearing on such diverse subjects as art history 
and library catalogues. 

We can with some confidence say why Aristophanes formulated his rule, 
by comparing it with the only other certain fragment (fr. 369) to be at- 
tributed to the work on Callimachus' Pinakes.'6 The image of a "library 
supplement" goes back to Nauck's edition of Aristophanes in which he at- 
tributed to this work anything that seems to smack of lists and numbers of 
books. We now have two certain fragments, and they tell a very different 

13Eustathius Comm. in Horn. Od. 1401.43 = fr. 137 Velsen. 
14Demonicus fr. 1 K-A is interesting, and seems to portray the Boeotian boor Heracles 

hungry enough to omit the Kcar& Xeipbo iScop. One hopes that it was not used by Polemon 
or anyone else as evidence against Aristophanes. 

15It is no more than a guess that they had described some scene of handwashing, and 
Polemon then indulged in an excursus on the subject. 

16I have dealt with this fragment in "Aristophanes of Byzantium on the Pinakes of 
Callimachus," Phoenix 30 (1976) 234-241. 

105 



story. Perhaps Aristophanes did compile lists of surviving tragedies and 
suchlike, but there is no evidence that the critique of Callimachus con- 
tained them. In fr. 369 we find a precise rule formulated about the use of 
cE609, cE0), and E?0co5;; that this had been the subject of a study by Eratos- 
thenes; and that the aim of the exercise was to determine the authenticity 
of an ancient comedy. Just as with fr. 368, the distinction passed quickly 
into the Atticistic writers and the tradition of distinguishing between syn- 
onyma. In fact the words of Aristophanes come close to suggesting a kind 
of proto-Atticism: 6et X'yEcv oiSxO; ... To0To 0o'6 keyerat aXA .... It follows 
that the discussion of the philology of handwashing was also designed to 
form the basis for the determination of authenticity; and it was therefore 
germane to a discussion of library catalogues, insofar as such KpmvrtC was 
considered the highest form of the grammarian's art.17 Such determination 
of genuineness will necessarily have played a major role in drawing up li- 
brary catalogues,18 and we possess Dionysus of Halicarnassus' De Dinar- 
cho as witness to the precision with which this was done, and the grav- 
ity of the problem in an age of forgery. One concludes that in some work 
Aristophanes found his rule not observed, and decreed that it was therefore 
not the genuine work of a classical author; alternatively Ttv?; had made a 
false distinction in the use of words for handwashing, which had led to an 
unscientific judgements about genuineness. We can see a similar method 

operating at the textual level in Homer. Aristophanes had decided (fr. 118) 
that Cf;Xa were sheep and goats in Homer, and athetized the one line that 
contradicted him in the Odyssey (17.246).19 In his lexical work he silently 
assumes the deletion of the exception. So too he presumably feels justified 
in vo0e$e?tv any exception to a generalized rule. One can only admire the 

precision of his observations, while having reservations about the stringency 
of their enforcement. 

So much for the rule. Is it correct? In antiquity, as we saw, it was criti- 
cized unjustly, and was corrupted in the course of time. Casaubon thought 
the rule false, but Lobeck in his commentary on Phrynichus was harder:20 

"Aristophanis praeceptum Heynius ad Apollodorum inani subtilitate excog- 
itatum esse pronunciat." But Heyne2' said nothing of the sort. He did not 
even mention Aristophanes, but had been considering the difference made 

by the Atticists between Xetp6o and Xeip&ov as inane. Lobeck followed in 

'7Cf. N. Wilson, "Scoliasti e commentatori," SCO 33 (1983) 83-112, at 107. 

18Callimachus frr. 429-452 Pfeiffer; R. Blum, Kallimachos und die Literaturveneich- 

nung bei den Griechen (Frankfurt 1977) with bibliography. Aristophanes certainly wrote 
various &vaypacpai, which one could consult for bibliographic purposes, as Athenaeus 
8.336d attests. 

19See the commentary ad loc. for the details, and the article there cited. 
20C. A. Lobeck, Phrynichi Eclogae (Leipzig 1820) 327. 
21C. G. Heyne, Apollodori Bibliotheca (Gottingen 1803) 217 on 2, 7, 6, 3. 
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ready condemnation; but he failed to consider at all the central distinction, 
of the words appropriate before and after the meal. 

More influential was Becker's oft reprinted Charikles,22 in which we 
read "Der Grammatiker Aristophanes unterschied streng ... ahnlich Pollux; 
beide Distinktionen aber werden durch den Gebrauch nicht bestatigt. Denn 
... in Philyllius und in dem Deipnon des Philoxenus ist Kara Xetp&v von dem 
Waschen nach dem Essen gesagt." This is of course false. Not only were 
Pollux and Aristophanes different, but Aristophanes had not even men- 
tioned Kara Xcp&cv. But this passed through the many editions of Becker, 
and from there into the equally influential commentaries of Hug on Plato's 
Symposium.23 There we find the same two passages as in Becker, and it 
is suggested perhaps correctly that Aristophanes could have got his rule 
from Aristophanes Vespae 1216; Hug also adds line 607 of the same play on 
aXoviO) as proving Aristophanes wrong. It reads: KaCi ixpa aiev i 6uvyadrp 
gpe / xdovin Kal ) 7c65' I r rei ps .... 

It is extraordinary that Hug could have consulted his own commentary to 
get it right, because a few pages earlier (on Symposium 175a) he recognized 
that a&covIto in the Symposium refers to feetwashing, not handwashing, 
and to demonstrate this he cited Aristophanes Vespae 607 as a parallel! He 
has forgotten his own words, just as Didymus was accused of doing. Now 
he cites 607 as a parallel for handwashing, which is wrong. Worse still, 
perhaps, he thereby implies that Aristophanes could have been capable of 
getting his rule from line 1216 of a play and forgetting that line 607 of 
the same play was an exception. In the Symposium of Plato (175a) the 
reference is clear: Kcal ' ['Apta6o r Clov] aev &p-q ['Aya9ov] d&rovietv z'v amt8aa, 
iva Karaiceotvo. Aristodemus has walked a long way, and Hug remarks that 
this washing is particularly necessary with an &av-on65rro like Aristodemus. 
This is, incidentally, a mistake; it is not said that Aristodemus has no 
shoes, but it is said that Socrates has shoes. Hug has got muddled. But of 
course footwashing is meant, as in the passage cited from the Vespae, when 
Philokleon comes home. Both Becker and Ginouves24 comment correctly 
on that passage, though the commentators25 ignore the philology. 

Enough has been said to show that error, misquotation, and incompre- 
hension are as frequent in modern scholarship as in ancient. It is a relief 

22W. A. Becker, Charikles, neu bearbeitet von H. G6ll, 2 (Berlin 1877) 324. 
23A. Hug, Platons Symposium, rev. H. Sch6ne, 3rd ed. (Leipzig 1909), 1st ed. (Leipzig 

1876). Other commentaries simply ignore the question. 
24See above, nn. 1, 25; J. Wettstein, Novum Testamentum Graecum (Amsterdam 

1751) on John 13:12. 
25As an example of a modern commentary I cite without comment D. M. MacDowell, 

Aristophanes: Wasps (Oxford 1971) on line 608: "Anointment after washing was normal, 
to protect the skin against the sun. This applied to all (or all exposed) parts of the body; 
the reason for mentioning the feet in particular is that it requires slightly more effort to 
reach one's feet .... " 
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to turn to Nauck's commentary on the Athenaeus passage in his commen- 
tary on Aristophanes of Byzantium:26 "nec dubium quin Aristophanes recte 
statuerit," and he adds a remark worthy of a great grammarian, that it is 
odd that Kara XetpCv appears only after meals. This is excellent: Kara& xetp6 
is before meals, and KcaT& xetp&v and &anovivaoQat after. So it was possible 
to read in 1848. But scholarship, which had been so inventive of error, was 
not yet destitute of resource. Nauck was not read, and Becker was trans- 
lated and reprinted. Another scholar managed to be ignorant of Nauck's 
learning, and his authority ensured that error should take its wonted place 
in the history of scholarship. 

Ten years after Nauck's discussion in 1848 Cobet-acutissimus Batavo- 
rum-discussed the whole question in the greatest detail since antiquity in 
his collection Novae lectiones.27 There he notes that Kara& Xetp6 is before 
meals. But he then adds: "legitur tamen aliquoties et Katra etp&ov ut in 
Menandro Athen. IX 408.F: ol [or od] 8e Kaica a e tp&v Xapo6vxet ireplpevoutv 

(piTxarot." This seems to be saying that Kaxa Xetp6o is the same as Kata 

Xetp&v-in other words, the mistake of Lobeck. He goes on to compound 
the error:28 "Nicostratus apud Athen. XV 685.E Kara Xetp6o eiXnqgpvat post 
coenam dixit: KaTeXaj.pavopev ... / Erxpou Kana XetpOg aptico eiro<p6rag / Kai 

eExpavov. nam coronae mentio indicat ort a&6o etinvovu oav," and he goes 
on to cite two fragments29 of Philoxenus and Clearchus in confirmation, 
which in fact do not prove anything. Cobet is arguing that because the 

garland and Kcaa Xetp6; are given at the same time, and a garland would 
be given at the symposium, not the meal, then Kara Xetp6; is used here 
after the meal. But does the Nicostratus passage in fact prove what Cobet 
wants? 

All one has to do this time is to consult the Nicostratus passage as 

Athenaeus quotes it at 15.685d. What Athenaeus is proving in this section 
is that garlands were distributed not only before the symposium but also be- 

fore the meal. No matter how suspicious one may be of Athenaeus' scholar- 

26A. Nauck, Aristophanis Byzantii ... fragmenta (Halle 1848) 25, who however con- 
fused the issue by introducing handwashing before sacrifice, which is a different cere- 

mony. The sacrificer washed both hands beforehand, as illustrated, e.g., on a vase of the 

Kleophon painter in Agrigento: H. Froning, Dithyrarbos und Vasenmalerei in Athen 

(Wirzburg 1971) plate 16. 
27C. G. Cobet, Novae lectiones (Leiden 1858) 4-5. 

28Perhaps Cobet really confused the Nicostratus passage at Athenaeus 685e with 
another Nicostratus fragment at 685d, which does indeed show that garlands were to be 

bought for the secunda mensa. 
29Philoxenus PMG 836a; Clearchus fr. 4 K-A, where K-A notes that Athenaeus refers 

the fragment to de mensa secunda. This is probably true. But Athenaeus by this time is 

really collecting examples of Tpaoyripgaa, and has forgotten secunda mensa. The Clearchus 

fragment is discussed below. 
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ship, the passages he goes on to quote from Philoxenus and Eubulus30 
are proof positive that garlands were given out before the meal. Cobet has 
apparently been working from the fragments without the context. The Nico- 
stratus fragment is perhaps ambiguous,31 but the other two citations are 
not, and all three are cited-in the order Philoxenus, Eubulus, Nicostratus- 
to prove that garlands were given out as apX] T ceuoxicag;, which appar- 
ently Cobet has misunderstood, as if Eiotia had to mean (vronoaoov and not 
8etivov. In fact one can easily cite other passages to show that garlands 
were worn at mealtimes.32 Just why Cobet made such a simple slip we 
cannot tell. 

In addition, Cobet has confused wKara Xetpov and KaXa xIp6o;, and has 
misunderstood the passage from Menander's Hydria quoted above. 'Those 
who get water Kcax&a etp&v and stay are the greatest friends" refers not to a 
time before the meal, which would make no sense, but to the time after the 
meal and before the symposium, as one would expect from what we have 
seen. Those who stay for the conviviality of the drinking are the greatest 
friends. The modern commentators on the passage are unhelpful.33 

Cobet's last proof that Aristophanes was wrong is the already mentioned 
fragment of Clearchus, fr. 4 K-A from Athenaeus 14.642b, which he cites 
as follows: 

Xacp' i8(op Kara %Xetp6. -r antc;, ejxinOet 
kit riv rxpa&erav Kapua iai xCpayqp.Laa. 

The argument here is that immediately after Kaxa %xep6o small titbits are of- 
fered, such as were served at the "second tables" of the symposium. It would 
follow that cara XeFtpi was then after the meal. But such Tpoyaydta, as we 
should expect, were served at other times too, as is clear from the Vespae, 
where Philocleon comes home, and from Ach. 1112, where they are served 
at the beginning of the meal.34 But in any case the fragment describes an 
anomalous situation. Cobet has unwittingly misled us by omitting the sec- 
ond line of the fragment, which makes it clear that a guest has just arrived 
at some point in a meal. He refuses cara' X?tpo; ̀ 56op, and is offered nuts, 
since he apparently does not want to eat. There is therefore no evidence to 
support Cobet, and no evidence we know to contradict Aristophanes' rule. 

30PMG 836a; Eubulus fr. 111 K-A. 
31In fact Athenaeus at this point is illustrating that the first thing that happens is 

Kara x%eitp and garlands, even in Egypt. 
32E.g., Ar. Aves 463; Eur. Ion 1171, passages certainly known to Cobet. More in 

M. Blech (above, n. 8) 64, n. 9. 
33Cf. e.g., K. Gaiser, Menanders Hydria (Heidelberg 1977) 156 and 191. Kock 

emended needlessly. 
34In general the meal + symposium was less clearly defined than we usually believe. 

I shall be assembling the evidence elsewhere. 
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Nauck attributed eight fragments to the npo6; robi; HIvaKca;, of which the 
last is the one we have discussed. The other seven cannot be shown to have 
belonged to the work, and in view of the only other certain fragment dis- 
covered since by Nickau concerning ev6O;, there is no particular likelihood 
that any of the fragments attributed by Nauck belong there. This work 
was a work of criticism, in which rules about the use of classical words and 
phrases were established in order to determine the genuineness of classical 
works. It was at least highly critical of earlier scholarship, and as far as we 
know reached a level of philological precision seldom attained since. The 
precise interest in manners and particularly in table manners belongs to 
the tradition of Homeric philology35 already established before Plato, and 
Aristarchus could athetize Od. 7.174 as violating Homeric dining habits, 
though the most modern commentary, rightly or wrongly, does not con- 
sider this kind of anomaly as worthy of comment. This precise observation 
of manners was obviously applied to classical authors generally in the de- 
termination of authenticity. 

Perhaps the scholarship of handwashing illustrates not only the many 
errors that accompany scholarship through the centuries; it also illustrates 
that what interested the ancient scholars does not necessarily interest mod- 
ern scholars. The tendency, begun innocently enough by Lehrs, of portray- 
ing Alexandria as if it were a K6nigsberg-on-the-Nile, can encourage a form 
of philological ancestor-worship,36 and obscure the substantial differences 
in attitude between the modern and ancient worlds of philology.37 XXeua&etv 
Txot; oric ei6Srxa; riv 8tx<popav beween different kinds of handwashings may 
or may not have been justified in Alexandria; since then most philologists 
either have not cared to discover the difference, or if they did, were wrong.38 

DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS 

MCMASTER UNIVERSITY 

HAMILTON, ONT. L8S 4L8 

35Martin Schmidt, Die Erklarungen zum Weltbild Homers und zur Kultur der Heroen- 
zeit (Munich 1976, Zetemata 62) 180-182. 

36I owe the phrase to Richard Kannicht. 
37Cf. the perceptive review of Pfeiffer's History by Nigel Wilson in CR NS 19 (1969) 

366-372, especially in regard to the underestimation of Peripatetic influence in the 
Alexandrian school. 

38The article was first delivered as a seminar at Cologne University. I am grateful to 
Prof. R. Kassel for the invitation. 
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HANDWASHING: A SUMMARY 

A: Aristophanes' rule: Ar. Vesp. 1216-17. 
B: &dtovilrtv before the meal: Plato Symp. 175a; Ar. Vesp. 608. 
C: cara Xetp6; before meal: cf. Plut. Quomodo adulator 50c; Vit. Phoc. 8; 

Alexis fr. 392 K; Archedicus fr. 2 K; Demonicus fr. 1 K-A; Clearchus fr. 
4 K-A(?); Philoxenus PMG 836a; Nicostratus fr. 25; Teleclides fr. 1; Ar. 
Aves 464. 

D: a&ov{te0Taat after meal: cf. Ar. Ach. 616; Plato Com. fr. 69 K; Ar. Eccl. 
419; Dromo fr. 2 K-A; Matron ap. Athen. 4.136f; Antiphanes fr. 130 
K(?). 

E: Kara Xctp&v after meal: cf. Apollodorus 2.7.6; Philyllius fr. 3 K; Philox- 
enus PMG 836b40; Menander fr. 405 K-T; Antiphanes fr. 287 K. 

F: Uncertain examples: Epigenes/Antiphanes fr. 39 K; Ar. Tag. fr. 50 K-A; 
Sophron fr. 50 K; Eupolis fr. 320 K-A; Ameipsias fr. 21 K; Alcaeus fr. 
16 K. 
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