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3 Challenging authority

Epicharmus between epic and rhetoric

ANDREAS WILLI

Introduction

For the literary historian, archaic and classical Sicily largely remains a terra
incognita. The fragments of Stesichorus of Himera’s lyric compositions, the
snippets from the eccentric Empedocles of Acragas’ works on the nature
of the universe and man’s place in it, the two extant showpiece speeches by
Gorgias of hoo,.umbor or the rare lines and words surviving from the mimes
of Sophron are just enough to prove how much of value has &mm@mmmnm.m.ﬂ,
The greatest loss, however, may be that of the dramatic works of a writer
who, in the eyes of later generations, embodied Sicilian literature more
than anyone else: Epicharmus.? Born probably in the 540s or 530s BG,
Epicharmus was active during the reigns of Gelon and Hieron, first perhaps
in Megara Hyblaia, later certainly in Syracuse.’ When he died in the middle
of the fifth century, at the age of at least 90, he left not less than forty
or fifty plays which, in the edition prepared by Apollodorus of Athens in
the second century B, filled ten entire books.* Of this output, not more

I After the brief remarks by Rostagni (1957), a first attempt to analyse and contextualise the
remains of these authors in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the literature,
culture, and history of ideas of Greek Sicily bas been made in Willi (2008); the present
contribution on Epicharmus by and large follows some of the themes and arguments in that
study (especially, though not exclusively, chapter 6). ) 3

This will at least partly explain the number and diversity of Pseudo-Epicharmian writings that
circulated in antiquity; cf. Epich. test. 9 (= Diog. Laert. 8.78: QUCIOAOYEL, YVwuoroYEL,
forrpoAoyei ‘he talks about nature, general principles, and medical topics’) and the tradition of
Epicharmus as a ‘wise man’ (Epich. test. 10 and 16 = Diog. Laert. 1.42 and Ael. VH 2.34). The
inauthenticity of many of these texts was already established in antiquity (cf. esp. Athen.
14.648d, after Aristoxenus fr. 45 Wehli, Philochorus FGrH 328¢79, and Apollodorus FGrH
2448226), but disputes continue about the authorship of the so-called fragments ex Alcimo
([Epich.] fr. 275-9): these are regarded as genuine for instance by Gigante (1953) 166-72,
Pickard-Cambridge (1962) 247-55, Berk (1964) 88-93, Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén (1996), and
Alvarez Salas (2007), as false by Covotti (1930) and Kerkhof (2001) 65-78; cf. Willi (2008)
1214, with further literature.

Cf. especially Epich. test. 1 (= Suda £ 2766, s.v. Errixopros), 4 (= Arist. Poet. 1448230—4), and 6
(= Anon. De com. [ Proleg. De com. 111} 15-16, p. 8 Koster), and the discussion in Willi (2008)

119-21.
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34 (= Apollodorus FGrH 244718) on Apollodorus’ edition.

Cf. Epich. test. 9 (= Diog. Laert. 8.78 and [Lucian.] Macr. 25) on Epicharmus’ age, Epich. test.
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than some 240 fragments, most of them very short, have come down to
us.? A

To study these fragments is interesting for various reasons. One of them
has little to do with literature and culture, at least at first sight. In the
almost complete absence of epigraphic material from archaic and classical
Syracuse, the Epicharmian fragments constitute our most precious source
for the reconstruction of the local Doric dialect of the city. It goes without
saying that one has to be very careful in using them for this purpose as
they might include ‘literary’ or parodic elements which have nothing to
do with ‘real-life’ fifth-century Syracusan.® However, the fragments display
a large enough number of linguistic features which are in line with our
expectations for a Corinthian colony located in Sicily and which do not
appear to be particularly literary to warrant the conclusion that the basic
layer of Epicharmus’ comic language was indeed common or everyday
Syracusan.” To cite but a few examples which will help in reading some of
the fragments quoted below, relevant items are for instance verbal forms
such as a first person plural xahéopes (~ Attic kohoUuev ‘we call’), the
aorist participle &v8ov (~ Att. EA0cov ‘coming’), or athematic infinitives in
-pewv (e.g. sluew ‘to be’ ~ Att. sivan), pronominal forms such as genitive
Epels/Epols and dative &piv (~ Att. &poU and poi), and local and temporal
adverbs in -1, such as Teide ‘here’. Moreover, while all of these have parallels
elsewhere in Doric-speaking parts of the Greek world, there are also certain
elements which are, as far as we can tell, typically Sicilian:® these include on
the one hand occasional peculiarities of phonology, morphology and word
formation — such as the metathesis in the pronoun e for ogg, perfect forms
with present endings like 8eBoikw for 8&doika ‘T am afraid} or the abundant
use of verbs in -&fw (e.g. &xpodZouon for dxpodopai ‘to listen’) —and on the

w

The standard edition, used throughout this article, is now Kassel and Austin (2001); this
includes the Pseudo-Epicharmian fragments as well as excellent brief annotations and thus
supersedes Kaibel (1899) and Olivieri (1946).

On Epicharmus’ response to the literary culture of his time see most recently Willi (2008) esp.
163-8 and 176-7, as well as Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén (this volume).

For a comprehensive description and analysis of Epicharmus’ dialect see Willi (2008) 125-46,
where full lists of attestations and references are given for each feature and where the question
of coexisting variant forms (e.g. infinitives in -pew and -uev) is discussed. In the standard dialect
handbooks, Syracusan - like other ‘colonial’ dialects — is normally treated together with the
dialect of its metropolis (see esp. Thumb and Kieckers (1932) 12834, with a separate section
on Epicharmus and Sophron on pp. 210-17; but cf. also Sicca (1924)).

Cf. Willi (2008) 139—46; on Sicilian ye = oge see especially Apoll. Dysc. Pron. p. 101.2
Schneider, on Bedoikw Hdn. Trepi &xditwv priudreov, p. 30.1 Hilgard (= Epich. fr. 188), on
productive -&4w Heraclides apud Eust. in Od. 10.190, on vdpos Pollux 9.79 {with Laroche
(1949) 234~8), on xUPrtov Ruf. Eph. Part. Corp. 79, p. 143.10-11 Daremberg-Ruelle (with
Cassio (2002) 68--9, Willi (2008) 30).

o
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other lexical items such as the noun vépos used for a piece of money (Epich.
fr. 134) or the verb xuPrTige which is glossed as Trade T &ykédovt ‘to push
with the elbow’ (Epich. fr. 220), hence derived from kUB1iTov ‘elbow’, and
thus ultimately related to Lat. cubitum ‘elbow’ (xUprTov probably being a
Sicilian Greek loan from the local Italic language Sicel spoken in eastern
Sicily). So, the linguistic evidence alone already encourages us to try and
situate Epicharmus’ work in its distinctive ‘colonial’ or ‘Western’ Greek
context, without yielding to the temptation of looking at it merely from the
more familiar metropolitan perspective.
Meanwhile, to regard the Epicharmian fragments as nothing more than
a dialectologist’s quarry would of course be highly inadequate. It is true that
a large number of them have been preserved by ancient grammarians and
lexicographers precisely because of their linguistic interest; and disappoint-
ingly little can be made of another substantial group of fragments whose
survival is due to Athenaeus, which name various kinds of fishes and other
food, dften in the form of extensive and not very exciting lists. Thus, the
modern reader and critic has to perform a certain amount of philological
hard work in order to understand how Epicharmus could become known
and admired well beyond Sicily by the fourth century at the latest,” as ref-
erences in both Plato and Aristotle suggest. In Plato’s Theaetetus (152e =
Epich. test. 3) Epicharmus is called the &xpos kwpedics, the ‘originator of
comedy), a counterpart to Homer as the &wpos Tparydias, and Aristotle
famously names Epicharmus (alongside the more obscure Phormis) when
he specifies in the Poetics (1449b5-7 = Epich. test. 5) that Sicilian comedy
initiated the tradition of staging coherent plots, uGfor. To rediscover and
reconstruct these plots, to trace the echoes, allusions, and lines of influence,
is no doubt the principal task of the modern scholar who wants to appreciate
Epicharmus’ place in the history of literature. How difficult a task it can be,
and how much we are tapping in the dark, will become abundantly clear
from the two case studies presented on the following pages.

Epicharmus on the ‘augmenting discourse’

In his treatise On those whom the Divinity punishes with delay (mepi TGOV
o1d 1ol Belou Ppadtws Tiwpoupéveov) Plutarch vaguely alludes to an

9 Epicharmian influence already on Athenian Old Comedy has been detected by <.o= Salis (1905)
and more recently Cassio (1985) 3943, and Kerkhof (2001) 13343, but denied by Zielinski
(1885) 243, Wiist (1950), and Frangois (1978) 52-8.

Challenging authority: Epicharmus, epic, rhetoric

Epicharmian play whose title is not given and cannot be guessed (Plut. Mor,
559b = Epich. fr. 136):

TaUTS e Tols Emiyapuelons goixev, & dv 6 alifouevos dvégu Tols coproTais Adyos,
S y&p AaPcov éAan TO YpEos vy oux deilel, yeyovas Etepos, & Te kKAnBels &mi
Seitrvov &y Bes &KANToS fiker THiuepov” AAos Yép oL

This resembles the scene in Epicharmus whence the sophists have drawn the so-
called ‘Augmenting Discourse’ (ci§épevos Adyos). The one who had long been
indebted is now no longer the debtor because he has become another person, and
the one who was invited for dinner yesterday comes uninvited today: for he is
another person.

Without further help it would be impossible to gain much insight into
Epicharmus’ work from this remark. Fortunately, however, an anonymous
papyrus commentary on Plato’s Theaetetus clarifies things considerably,
despite its own lacunose text in which not every detail can be established with
certainty (Anon. in PL Tht. col. 71.12—40 = Epich. fr. 136). The following
version is the one printed in the edition by G. Bastiniani and D. N. Sedley;'°
with a translation added:

Emixappos, d[mAfloas Tois Tubalyopeiots,] &AAa T[¢] Twa e [£8iBac]kev
SlpdJuatia, kad T Tepi T]oU aConltvou, 8] A[dywi] tpodlikédr kai ._.zq_.;nmx
g]mépalve. o0 ] AN G5 Glpodor yivov]Tan Tpdoo[Soi Te Evaplyés, .oox
[Eorcos mis] yi[ve]Ten pleiloov i E]A[&] TTOOV €[i B¢ ToUTO,] OUoicn mnyy_m.o.ﬂm EAha)
yivovtar [Bi& Ty ouv]exii puoiv. ki &]eopcrdnoey ortd &l ToU &rantoupévou
cupPoAds kal [&]pvountvou ToU alitol eivar S1& 1O Té pév ﬂnoqq\m‘\m,\mqomr T
Bt &mreAnAubévan, Emel 8t & &manTddv ET[U]TTNoey adrtdv kal évekodTo, TTEAIY
k[ &]xstvoy [p&jokovtos [6AA]o E[v] g[t]ver Tov TleTu]rrKdTa; nm.._.mbm? B¢] oV
EyxohoUy[e]vov. o

Epicharmus, who had frequented the Pythagoreans, successfully staged many other
plays and also the one about the ‘Augmenting Discourse’ (afouevos Adyos) which
he concluded with a methodical and convincing point. However, it is manifest that
there are subtractions and additions if one who stands fast does not become bigger
or smaller. But if this is the case, the substances are ever-changing because of the
uninterrupted flux. He made a comic scene out of this with someone who claims
back a loan and another who says that the money no longer belongs to the same
person because something has been added and something else taken away; then,
when the creditor has beaten him and has been taken into court because of that, he
too replies in such a way and says that the one who has beaten is one thing and the
one who has been taken to court another.

10 .
Bastianini and Sedley (1995) 458 and 460, followed in Kassel and Austin (2001) 101.
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With these hints we are able to reconstruct an outline of Epicharmus’ play:

1 Alends money to B.

2 When the repayment is due, A claims his money back.

3 Debtor B denies that A has the right of claiming the money back because
things keep changing: therefore the present A is no longer the same person
as the past A who lent the money."!

4 Understandably A gets angry and beats B.

5 B takes A to court for violence.

6 In court, A defeats B with B’s own weapons: he argues that the past A,
who beat B, is not identical with the present A, the defendant.

Scholars have long identified this as a comic distortion of the philosopher
Heradlitus’ idea that all things are in flux and keep changing. However, the
relationship between Epicharmus and Heraclitus may be more complex
than has been recognised so far. In Epicharmus the doctrine of continuous
change is applied to rhetorical practice, but this does not follow directly
from Heraclitus’ thought. At best it could be Epicharmus’ invention.'? Yet,
Epicharmus’ point would be far wittier if it were not just based on a transfer
which he came up with ad hoc; for if Epicharmus had been the first to
look at the rhetorical potential of Heraclitus’ doctrine of change, the scene
would not comically unmask a false premise. In contrast, if someone before
Epicharmus had already thought of exploring the practical implications of
Heraclitus® theory, Epicharmus’ contribution would be a comic reductio
ad absurdum. At least to judge from the mechanisms of Aftic comedy,
this second possibility is more plausible: in Clouds, for example, Socrates
perverts the grammatical theories of Protagoras, but Aristophanes does not
invent them ex nihilo.

Now, the Theaetetus commentary informs us, apparently without any
reason, that Epicharmus had frequented the Pythagoreans (SAfioas Tois
TTuBaryopeiors).? It is possible that this ‘superfluous’ remark contains the
key to the entire scene. We know that Heraclitus despised Pythagoras, even
though the two thinkers shared some ideas, such as those concerning the

11 Although Anon. in PL Tht. col. 71.29-33, in contrast with Plut. Mor. 559b, at first seems to
imply that the money, not the person, changes, the subsequent development shows that the
latter change is crucial here too; on this cf. also the fragment ex Alcimo [Epich.] fr. 276.11-12
and Kerkhof (2001) 69-70.

12 Thus Bernays (1853) 287, and, implicitly, Nestle (1942} 123, and Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén
(this volume); only Reinhardt (1916) 119-21, doubts any connection with Heraclitus.

13 Ppicharmus is repeatedly referred to as a Pythagorean in later tradition: cf. Epich. test. 9 (=
Diog. Laert. 8.78), 11 (= Plut. Num. 8.9), 12 (= lambl. VP 266), Pickard-Cambridge (1962)
233-5, and Kerkhof (2001) 62. :
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existence of an invisible ‘universal harmony’, &ppovin, or the reversibility
of death.! Heraclitus criticised Pythagoras for moAupadin, empty learning
without critical intelligence (Heradlit. fr. 228129), and, more importantly
in our context, he attacked him as the xomidwv &pxnyds. A scholion on
Euripides explains this insult (Schol. Eur. Hec. 131, with Timaeus FGrH
5668132 on Heraclit. fr. 22881):1%

2yl

koTridas Té&g Adywv Téxvas Ereyov &Ahot Te kol 6 Tiuauos oUTws ypagwv: “doTe
kad gaivesBon p) TOV TTubary dpaw ebpeTty Svra TéV dANBvédY koTribuwv pnde Tov
U¢ HpakAsiTou kaTnyopoUpevov, AN alrtov Tov HpdrAerTov eiven Tov dhadoveud-

pevov.”

The rhetorical handbooks (Adywv Téyvan) were called kotrides, knives) by others
and also by Timaeus who writes: “Thus, clearly not Pythagoras is the inventor of
koTriSes properly speaking — even though he was insulted as such by Heraclitus -,
but Heraclitus himself is the one who makes false pretensions.”

It is unlikely that Heraclitus really spoke of rhetorical Téxvea when he called
Pythagoras ‘head of the kotriSes’ Presumably he rather qualified him as the
inventor of ‘professional bla-bla’ In fact, later sources tell us that Pythagoras
was a gifted rhetorician, with a particular proficiency in adapting the form
and content of his speeches to the specific audience he was addressing:
when he was speaking to women, for instance, he would not do it in the
same way as when he was addressing children or young adults.'® Thus,
the ideal Pythagorean speaker had to be able to take on different roles or
personae depending on the occasion — and this, in turn, is most similar to
the premise underlying Epicharmus’ scene. There too the humour results
from the — abusively instrumentalised — notion that the speaker’s persona
is subject to a change which modifies the communicative relationship with
the addressee. Essentially, this is just an extreme (and perverted) form of
the doctrine of the kaupds or ‘right moment, which originated in early
Pythagoreanism: Pythagoras had asserted that there cannot be a dikcuov, a
‘just thing), unless an action is adapted to the person whom it affects.!” Later

14 gee Riedweg (2002) 1501, on Heraclit. fr. 22836, 22854, 22862, and 22888; cf. also Kahn
(1979) 12630, and Hussey (1999) 1015, on Heraclitus’ doctrine of the soul.

15" On the reference of this fragment to Pythagoras see Reinhardt (1928) 107-9, and Kahn (1979)
114.

6 Nicomachus FGrH 1063F1 (= Porph. VP 20), Dicaearch. fr. 33 Wehrli (= Porph. VP 18),
fambl. VP 30 and 166, Schol. lambl. VP p. 150.10-11 Deubner; cf. Rostagni (1922), de Vogel
(1966) 218-31, Riedweg (2002) 26-32.

17 See de Vogel (1966) 119, on lambl. VP 179-82, and cf. Rostagni (1922) 160-8, and Detienne
(1962) 20--3, as well as Arist. Metaph. 985b23~32, according to whom the Pythagoreans tried
to express the konpés arithmetically. In other early thinkers the term koupés also appears (cf.
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this same Ssituationism’ was going to be taken up by the earliest teachers of
professional rhetoric, the Sicilians Korax and Teisias,'® and thence to make
its way into the rhetorical teachings of Gorgias and his fellow sophists.*
However, among the sophists — and fuelled by Protagoras’ homo mensura
principle (Prot. fr. 8081) — it was eventually going to degenerate into a kind
of moral and/or ethical relativism 4nd individualism, which is of course
reminiscent of the Epicharmian scene but which was no longer designed for -
comic effect by its proponents. This is why Plutarch, in the passage quoted
above, refers to Epicharmus — or more precisely: the Epicharmian scene
of the cr€bpevos Abyos — as a precursor of the sophistic movement. What
had started off as a comic distortion of Pythagorean situationism turned
seriously real a few decades later.
Admittedly, some elements in the reconstruction just presented remain
hypothetical. On a general level, though, it is a priori more likely that
Epicharmus was influenced by, and made fun of, early Pythagorean rhetoric
than that he mused on Heradlitean philosophy. As K. Reinhardt once put
it in a different context: How should the Sicilian comedians, let alone
their audience, have known or read the Ephesian hermit??®® But even if it
were true that Epicharmus targeted Heraclitus, not the Pythagoreans, with
his cEbpevos Adyos, and even if we therefore dismissed as irrelevant the
remark duiAfioas Tois TTuBaryopeiors in the Platonic commentary, one fun-
damental fact would remain: that Epicharmus’ comedy critically reflected
on the potentials and pitfalls of a sophistic rhetoric avant la lettre, ultimately
siding against the proto-sophist. Although the witty debtor initially wins
our sympathy, the balance of justice is soon redressed when the tables are
turned. Once again the comparison with Aristophanes’ Clouds is telling. By
exploring the consequences of an inappropriate use of fashionable rhetor-
ical techniques, Epicharmus’ Syracusan comedy controls and, if necessary,

Pittacus fr. 10.5.1 DK, Bias fr. 10.6.11 and 10.6.17 DK, Hes. Op. 694; Trédé (1992) 57-8 and
81-138), but for them it rather means the ‘right measure’ (cf. Solon fr. 10.2.1 DK; Wilson
(1980) 178-80) and no connection with interactive situations is established (cf. Tortora (1985)
538-9).

8 On these figures, neither of whose historicity must be questioned (pace Cole (1991) 23-7, and
Schiappa (2001) 34—47), see esp. Arist. fr. 137 Rose {from Cic. Brut. 46), Arist. Rh. 1402a17-20,
Arist. Soph. el. 183b31, Cic. De or. 1.91, Quint. 3.1.8, Schol. Isoc. 13.19, and cf. Willi (2008)
290-3.

19 On the importance of the kaupds in Gorgias cf. especially Gorg. test. 82ala (= Philostr. VS1

praef.), Gorg. fr. 82513 (= Dion. Hal. Comp. 12.6), and see further Willi (2008) 284-8.

Reinhardt (1916) 121 (*Wie sollten die sizilischen Komadiendichter oder erst gar ihr Publikum

den ephesischen Einsiedler gekannt oder gelesen haben?’), on {Epich.] fr. 276 where the

doctrine of human change is significantly connected with Pythagoreanising reflections on odd
and even numbers (cf. Rostagni (1924) 658, and Falus (1968) 1434, and on Pythagorean

number theory Burkert (1962) 404-14, and Riedweg (2002) 113-16).

2
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restricts intellectual elites in the same way in which Aristophanes’ Athenian
comedy will do it half a century later.

Odysseus the deserter

While the social functions of Epicharmian and Aristophanic comedy thus
appear to be similar, there is another dimension which separates the two
poets: the ‘colonial’ one. In order to show in what sense Epicharmus’ drama
can also be read as a ‘colonial’ genre, our second case study will now explore
more fully another play: the OduooeUs ardpoos, ‘Odysseus the Deserter’.

The Vduoceus abréporos is exceptional in that we here possess one
relatively substantial fragment of text (Epich. fr. 97). Its main part, lines
7-17, is preserved on a second-century papyrus from Vienna (PVindob.
2321), which was edited by T. Gomperz in 1889. In addition, since 1959
much of the preceding six lines has also been known, for in that year E.
Lobel published a fragmentary papyrus commentary on the same play from
Oxyrhynchus (P Oxy. 2429 = Epich. fr. 98). In PCG 1, R. Kassel and C.
Austin have now made accessible the following compound version of the
two pieces, including the more obvious supplements:*!

(0d.) Jx[..... ] wA[é&vov]  Toutdvn 1

af....nt JevovBopeos oldvtrep &l .. ouvTUYCY

—

—— T Ao T ke TOUT Epyacainay A &1

&AN Spéeo (Ti, pLUE, dwifiss;), TolBe Tdryouol Téhas

@5 Ew Trovnp(éT)artos. (B.) (GAR) &Aidicos rovnpds (el). 5
(0d.) ol yép tumralAlv] ¥ dvioond 00Tws dhorficfon kaxby

—v g]vBov TelSe Boxnodd T kad Aefoll . . . Joos

pcadv e ipav Tadta kal Tols SeieoTépors  Buel]s.

(B.) ——]&piv SoxeiTe Tréry v kad ket TpdIT OV

kol Eoik ,6Tws EmeUfaot, of Tis EvBupely y[o AfjL 10
(Od.) —~]y Seirov 2Bty Gomep Eehfo[—v—

—v—]Twv &yabikédv koxd wpoTindoa Hv—

- kiv]8uvov Teréoca kad kKAfos Beiov Al aPeiv

——]v uohéw & &oTu, TévTa 8 el capa[véws

.MPEGCL vos Biots T Ayauols andi T Atpéos pi[Acwt 15
Gy Q.:oO\T.\m;o: T& TNVEL KaUTdS dokndnys . |

21 d Lobel ]
ssel and Austin ﬁNOOC 60, after the first editi Y
N st editions by G 89) and Lobel (195
Ka : . 0. t t OMPpErz :,m v A V
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(Od.) “...this roaming. . . just as. .. encountering.. . . | could very easily do this or
any other thing, but I see - why are you hurting me, you idiot!? — the Achaeans are
close so that I am most unfortunate.” (B.) ‘Yes, indeed you are a villain!” (Od.) ‘For
1 would/should I not return quickly, to be thrashed like this is bad. I will go here
and sit down and say that these things are easy even for those who are more able
than I am.’ (B.) ‘It seems to me that you have prayed very much in character and
as is typical of you, come to think of it?” (Od.) ‘Would that I had gone where they
told me to go. . . [not) preferred the bad to the good.. . run the risk and obtained
divine glory . . . going into the city and, discovering everything clearly, reported the
things there back to the sublime Achaeans and the dear son of Atreus and, being

unharmed myself. ..’

In view of the state of the text and the difficulties of interpretation
involved, the translation just given is only preliminary. In order to under-
stand the composition, we must familiarise ourselves one by one with its
elements.

In line 1, mention is made of a wAGvos, a ‘roaming. Although the
Oxyrhynchus commentary preserves only the first two letters of the word
itself, the supplement is fairly certain since the lemma is subsequently
glossed by the commentator with the synonym mAdvn and with pAvapic
‘nonsense’ (Epich. fr. 98.28); so TAdvos must have been used metaphorically.

In line 2, someone talks about an encounter (ouvTuyov), but it is only
from line 3 onwards that things become clearer. The speaker says, using the
optative, ‘I could very easily do this or any other thing (f 6T}, but then
he interrupts himself adding ‘but I see: the Achaeans are close so that [ am
most unfortunate (TrovnpdTaTos)’ In between there is an exclamation i,
nug, dwifiis ‘why are you hurting me, you idiot!?} a parenthetical remark
according to the Oxyrhynchus commentator (Epich. fr. 98.32: 5i&x péocou®?).
Moreover, the commentary notes that line 5 is a brief rejoinder by a second
speaker B whose ironic “Yes, indeed you are movnpds!” echoes the word
ovnpdTartos used by A but this time employs it in its pejorative sense ‘you
are really a villain!’ Then speaker A resumes again and tatks about ‘returning

quickly’ (Bumoiv X &wiocap) and about ‘being thrashed’ (&horficBan).

At this point we have reached the Vienna piece. Thanks to the last line
of a marginal scholion preserved on the Vienna papyrus we are able to
understand lines 7-8. The words &vBcv Teide Booknotd ‘I wilt go here and
sit down’ are paraphrased by the scholiast with wéppeo kadedoUpan ‘T will
sit down a little apart’, and what follows is explained with TrpocTTorfoopa

22 O this technical sense of &1& ptcou cf. [Hdn.] fig. 31 (p. 120 Hajdd). If 51k péoou referred to 2
brief remark by speaker B rather than a rea} parenthesis (thus Lobel (1959) 41, Gentili (1961)
335), the meaning of this remark would be utterly obscure.

Challenging authority: Epicharmus, epic, rhetoric

.qoME.qQ SioerreTpdyfou ‘T will pretend® to have executed everything.” In the
original text we can therefore read Ae§oUu d1réds** péadiv elpe Tadra kod
Tois BeSuwTépors Euels ‘T will say that these things are easy even for those
Mzro are more able than I am.” According to the scholion, the last phrase
is to be understood as a little joke Trapd TpocBokiav, replacing somethin
like “for those who are less able than I am’ (Tois uo¥ fiTToo(1v)). ;
In line 9, actor B is speaking again, & &Tepos Tév UTrokpITéY as the
m.uxﬁrﬁ_nrzm papyrus puts it. He addresses someone in the plural (SokeiTe):
it seemns to me that you have prayed® very much in character and as is Jﬁmn&

Ow. you, come to think of it!” Finally, from line 11 onward, the scene ends

with a hypothetical wish introduced by &eeirov, ‘would that T had’, followed

by a series of infinitives: (1) &vbtv Jomep &xeArio-, probably &eAncovto

‘(would that I had) gone where they told me to go’ (2) &yabudv _AQ_A%
.:DA.U._.EQQB ‘(would that I had) preferred the ko to the &yafikd, for
which we presumably have to insert a negation at the start of the ::m.mbm
read ‘(would that I had) not preferred.. ., (3) xivBuvov TeAécoon kol KAEoS
Wmﬂo,\ AaBetv ‘(would that Thad) run the risk and obtained divine glory’ going
:wﬁo the city (noAcov is &oTu), and (4) wévta § & capavéws TuBdpevos
mmoa T Axouols raudi T Atpéos pide &y &maryyeidar ‘(would that I had)
discovered everything clearly and reported it back to the sublime Achaeans
and the dear son of Atreus’

. What is to be done with all this? After Gomperz, who had already iden-
tified the play — correctly, as we now know thanks to the papyrus commen-
tary (cf. below on Epich. fr. 99) — but who had wrongly ‘interpreted the
text as information supplied by Odysseus to the inhabitants of the Troad
w:m reconstructed it as a semi-philosophical monologue’ with the help 0m
supplements [that] were highly improbable, and were easily demolished
v% Blass}* G. Kaibel was the first to try and reconstruct a coherent plot
Since Kaibel could not yet know the Oxyrhynchus commentary, he mmm
off from the scholiast’s explanation pooToificouct TévTa mﬁdmd.m_umx@o:

2:

&

Pace Stanford (1950) 168-9, and Philli; ]

H— ps (1959) 60, pooorjoopat can hardly mean T will

mﬂm Cassio Qoom.v 76, .Qn.bm HA.EEQ and Gerth (1898-1904) 2.357-8, for the construction of

¢ ﬁj.SM +. mnncmmﬁwé with infinitive; but note that the interpretation suggested below could also
and with Ae§oU[vT1 1r]eos (thus V. Schmidt apud Kassel and Austin (2001) 61; cf. also Webster

(1962) 85, Luppe (1975) 195) si i i
sy pp ) 195) since Odysseus might envisage the Achaeans’ bored reaction to

24

25

" Or ‘thanked with prayers: for this special use of émeUyopcu cf. Soph. OC 1024,

Cassio (2002) 74, who is referring to Gomperz (1889) 4, and Blass (1889) respectively; the

OSEW brief sketch of the inte I i b4
foll terpretive h: i i
A ﬁ V ‘ Tpretr istory of the precels based on the fuller account UV
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on the Vienna papyrus. As Gomperz’ attribution of the text to Epichar-
mus’ O8uooels aiTouohes was easily acceptable, given the mention of the
Achaeans and the son of Atreus, Kaibel too suggested that the speaker was
Odysseus, but he thought of an Odysseus sent to Troy as a spy in order to
réwTa TuBkoBca kai dap &rayyeiles; out of fear of the enemy, however,
Odysseus would have decided to disobey and would now be preparing a
fictitious report.®’ .

With the publication of the Oxyrhynchus find, Kaibel’s theory was over-
turned. The existence of a second actor made the monologue idea impos-
sible. Also, the commentary seems to indicate, at least at first sight, that
Odysseus, despite being close to the Achaeans, refuses to return because
he dislikes being beaten: o ydp Eumwahiv X &vooony obrws &hotfioben
kaxév. Quoting E. W. Handley, A. C. Cassio has recently remarked on this:
‘Clearly, Odysseus is no longer the self-confident liar imagined by Kaibel,
but. .. “seems to be preparing some kind of cover story for an operation
that has gone by no means according to plan”; in his speech there can be no

room for triumphant tones.”®

Even so, some points remain puzzling. Cassio admits that lines 9-10 are
obscure: ‘apparently a different actor (Diomedes?) addressed the (absent)
Achaeans as if they were present, probably rehearsing his own part of the
cover story they both intended to tell’ At the same time Cassio detects
some bitter irony in lines 9-10.” With this one may agree, but would such
irony not be out of place if Odysseus and his companion were preparing
a ‘cover story’? And if Odysseus has only just had the idea of preparing
a ‘cover story’ in lines 7-8, how can his companion already rehearse his
own role in lines 9-10, without any transition? Moreover, how could the
following hypothetical wish of Odysseus (lines 11-16) be part of a ‘cover
story’ when it openly acknowledges that the mission has not been carried
out? In contrast, if we were to abandon the idea of a fictitious report, what
should we do about the scholiast’s paraphrase: TpocTroIfoouat TévTe Slo-
mempéyBon? And finally, if lines 11-16 simply express Odysseus’ despair,
which for some reason is connected with the closeness of the Achaeans in
lines 4—5, we have to postulate a major break in the argument: if Odysseus

27 Kaibel (1899) 109; reconstructions along similar lines were subsequently favoured by Korte
{1914} 12, Olivieri (1946) 37, Casolari (2003) 49-52, and Olson {2007 48.

28 (assio (2002) 76, with a quotation from Handley (1985) 369.

9 Cassio (2002) 77; the identification of the second speaker as Diomedes has precedents in Lobel
(1959) 41-2, Gentili (1961) 336, Webster (1962) 87, and Albini (1986) 16-17, but Webster
cannot be right when he wants to refer Tofbe Tdiaiol only to this ‘Diomedes’ To understand
lines 9—10 as an address to the audience (Olson (2007) 50) does not clarify things.

i
i
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mma found a solution to his problems in lines 7-8, namely the prepara-

tion of a ‘cover story, he should certainly be more confident by now, in

line 11.3¢ .
Given these difficulties, we have to reconsider the entire issue from

scratch. In particular we have to pay attention to six textual details that
have been overlooked so far:

1 Since i, enfUp, dwifjis ‘why are you hurting me, you idiot!?’ in line 4 is
parenthetical, Odysseus” interlocutor®® must be hurting him at this very
moment; hence, the two can hardly be companions.

2 The same antagonism is indicated by speaker B’s &AX &Ai8icos rovnpds
el in line 5. A companion® (such as Diomedes) would not call Odysseus
movnpds, but an adversary could well do it. This is in line with what R.
Kerkhof observes on lines 9-10:** there a simple way of understanding
the plural SoxeiTe (implying ‘you and the likes of you’ —whoever they are:
perhaps the other Greeks) is to identify speaker B as a Trojan.

3 oltws dAofiofan kakdv ‘to be beaten like this is bad’ in line 6 is
explained by the Oxyrhynchus commentary with kot dAfifeiav kai pi)
TpocTomTws, ‘for real and not just for show’ (Epich. fr. 98.41). Accord-
ing to Kerkhof, Odysseus would be thinking of a future beating that might
happen if the Greeks discovered that he did not go to Troy.** However.
oUTeos ‘in this way’ more naturally refers to a present beating.’® As Em
have just seen, speaker B is in fact hurting Odysseus at the moment: note
the present &wifjis in line 4. We shall see later why Odysseus compares this
present beating with a ‘beating for show” (TrpooTronTas).

4 Still in line 6 some punctuation is needed, either before or after o¥Teos.
The editors of PCG 1 suggest a colon.*® But the particle combination o0

30 o -

Gentili :.ma: 3367, and similarly Salomone (1981} 68, suggest that Odysseus might be afraid
of RE:MEM because he was chased away by the Trojans before being able to bring his mission
to an end; but in that case he would not have actively preferred the xoxd 5
et p ko over the dyaikd
._;m __..unm ‘dass der m_u_”nn_._nw. dies zu sich selbst sagt” (Kerkhof (2001) 125) is implausible. Both
in Epich. fr. 97.4 and in Epich. fr. 98.32-3 the papyri have dwifis, but a form of &vinu ‘to let off
(rather zﬁu Gdvideo “to hurt’) is metrically impossible.

HH._mn B MM wmunwﬁwwion is also assumed by Berk (1964) 149, and Casolari (2003) 49 n. 6; only

ppe 5) 197, asks in passing whether the speaker is ‘viellei i .
o T I's peaker is “vielleicht sogar ein Troer.
Kerkhof (2001) 126; cf. Cassio {2002) 76: ‘Od d i
nid b ysseus does not want to go back because he is
Tt is true ﬁr_ﬁ »w.n.nou._an:_u.oﬂ (Epich. fr. 98.36—42) considers the possibility of taking ofras
Swn&nm with dviocap(1) rather than &horfiofon; but note that, if dhorfjofa kaxdéy referred
Nmaw_mcocmwﬂa a future beating, this would be a necessity; not just a possibility.

sel and Austin (2001) 61; cf. already Lobel (1959) 41, and Austin (1973) 59.
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y&p can also introduce a question.”” Instead of saying ‘T would nmﬁmwb‘m,%
not go back), Odysseus would rather say ‘Should I not rather go back? To
be beaten like this is bad?’ o

5 Jumping to line 15, what is said there and in the mcn.ﬂocb&dm lines Sbum
be part of a fictitious report to the Achaeans: for in Ewﬁ nmmm. we shou
find a second person Upels instead of a third person Axauoi. The only
possible addressees are either Odysseus himself {in a monologue) or one
or several non-Greeks, for instance Trojans. . .

6 Finally, Tnvei inline 16 confirms that we are not dealing A.SE the ermﬂm&
of a ‘cover story’. As H. L. Ahrens has observed, the Doric pronoun Tnvos
does not exactly correspond to Attic éxeivos but is used for the :mmn.-
deixis;?® it is rather the equivalent of Attic &8¢ ‘here, aranw“ before onw 3
eyes’. So when Odysseus speaks of reporting the things Tnvei to the Greeks,
he is positioning himself on Trojan ground.

Let us now recapitulate what we know so far. At present Odysseus is being
beaten by his interlocutor, who is perhaps a Trojan. The >nrwmmdm are Joﬁ
far away, but this does not reassure him: on the contrary, it makes him
most wretched (TrovnpétaTos). Because of the beating O&am.mcm SoE.»mHm
whether it would not be better to return as quickly as possible. In lines
7-8 he figures out a solution to his dilemma: he SE ?m.nmbm to have mos.m
everything (TwdvTa Siamerpéxda). In the following lines, however, his
tormentor makes fun of certain prayers made by Odysseus mba.moa.mm oﬁrmn
people who could be Odysseus’ compatriots. Finally, the mswmﬁwﬂg n.um www
anonymous interlocutor makes Odysseus formulate a Eﬁoﬁmc@w wish:

‘would that I had never preferred bad actions (ko) to the actions .Om a
gentleman aiawﬂxo\oﬁo would that I had done a heroic deed and obtained
divine glory?” Obviously, the heroic deed would have been to go to Troy as
a spy, to return to the Greek camp, and to report back to Agamemnon and

the Achaeans.

37 Gee Denniston (1954) 815, on ‘progressive yép in questions} and cf. Denniston (1954) 85-6,
on elliptical oU y&p. ) ) o

38 gnmbwﬁm»mv 267, with full discussion; note the Doric equivalent of Att. &sivos, 1.e. kfjvos, 1
Epich. fr. 88.2 and [Epich.] fr. 276.6. o .

» mwn the interpretation it is irrelevant whether a gap of four lines is to be posited between
lines 10 and 11, as suggested by the marginal scholion on Epich. fr. 97 (cf. Blass (1889) 260,
Barigazzi (1955) 125-6). )

0 Op the precise meaning of érya@ixd see now Cassio (2002) 81-2, after Gomperz mew“v 8 )
(virtuous conduct), not ‘comfort’; cf. Phot. s.v. &ycBikd = AB1.3247 = mu.&m all m n,QWQxQ
& oouBoia). Blass (1889) 261, supplements in lines 11-12 od§ gycov] ¥ dogetrov dvBev Torep
kAo v Td pe, fTa ) Tt TéV &y iKY Kak& TPOTIMATTE KTA

Challenging authority: Epicharmus, epic, rhetoric

Initially, all of this seems to contradict a well-established communis opinio:
that Epicharmus based his plot on the episode of the spying mission with
which Odysseus is entrusted according to Iliad 10*! and, with some diver-
gences, according to Odyssey 4 (lines 242-58) and the Little Iliad of the epic
cycle. Proclus’ summary of the cyclical version informs us that Odysseus beat
himself up in order to make his own appearance less heroic and look like a
more plausible deserter.*> Ever since the nineteenth century*’ interpreters
have taken it for granted that the Epicharmian title O8uoocels adtéuoios
must point to a similar story-line: Odysseus as a spy and fictitious deserter.
However, there is not the slightest support for such a theory. Any unpreju-
diced reader should rather conclude from the title as it stands that Odysseus
really deserted.** Once we accept this, everything suddenly falls into
place.

As in Iliad 10 the decision of Agamemnon and the Greek commanders
to send Odysseus to Troy as a spy must have been the starting point of
the plot. Odysseus refers to this decision when he says, in line 11, &etAov
gvbtv Tomep ExeAfoawTo pe ‘would that I had gone where they told me
to go’ Instead of acting accordingly, however, he preferred the action of
a coward (&yobikédv koxd TpoTipdoa) and became a deserter: a true
a0TOHOASS, not a fictitious one. Presumably Agamemnon had told him to
beat himself up in order to execute the mission more convincingly, ‘having
disfigured himself’ (aikicduevos éoutév) as Proclus has it in his summary
of the Little lliad. Understandably, Odysseus had disliked this idea just
as much as the dangerous plan in its entirety, but now that he is being
beaten not just “for the sake of appearance, but for real, the Oxyrhynchus
commentator appropriately contrasts the word oUtws in line 6 with an
imaginary TrpooTroifjtws &Aoifjofa.

41 Cassio (2002) 79, highlights several verbal parallels between Epich. fr. 97.13-16 and IL
10.204-13 (e.g. wévra TuBdpevos ~ évta TUBorTo, &y &Traryyeiia ~ &y EABot, &oknbis ~
Soknbs etc.).

Procl. Chrest. 206 Severyns (= Argumentum Iliadis parvae 1 PEG, lines 15-17): OBucoels Te
aikioduevos EauTov kaTdokoTos £is TAlov Tapary iveTod, Kad &veryveopiotels g EAdvng Trept Tiis
&hcdoewos THs roAews ouvTiBeTan KTeives TE Tives TEV Tpcdcow Bl Tds vals G@ixveTTan
‘Odysseus, after having disfigured himself, comes to Troy as a spy, is recognised by Helen,
makes arrangements about the seizure of the city, kills some Trojans, and returns to the ships.’
Note that the disguise motive does not feature in the Iliadic version (where Odysseus and
Diomedes put on their full armour: II. 10.254-71); cf. Kerkhof (2001) 123-4.

See Grysar (1828) 288, and Lorenz (1864) 135, and cf. also Schmidt (1888) 379-80.

Cf. already Berk (1964) 146, without further explanation, and Barigazzi (1955) 121-9, who
suggested that Odysseus had become a swineherd in Troy {cf. below on Epich. fr. 99), but who
could not come up with a convincing overall interpretation because, before the publication of
Epich. fr. 98, the monologue reading of Epich. fr. 97.7-16 remained unchallenged.

42
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So, at the point of our scene Odysseus has already left the Greeks and
deserted to Troy. Unfortunately, though, he has somehow managed to Ho.cmo
the anger of a certain Trojan who is now beating him. The Emmm of the action
must be the plain just in front of Troy (cf. line 16 & Tnvel), \mnoav Swmnm_
Odysseus can still see how close the Greek camp is (cf. line 4 Toide .n.oo_XQ_o_
mriAas). He realises that he has made the wrong choice — and he #.Em E.uo.n
the idea of returning;: ‘Should I not rather go back? To be beaten like this is
bad?” (line 6). To be sure, the Greeks would be upset if he wc.mﬁ nmq.wm back as
a repentant deserter. Hence he decides to pretend that m:dbm.gm absence
he had done precisely what he had been told to do (Schol. wﬁ:&ow” 2321,
line 7: TTpooTrOoOUTL TTEVTA Srorremtpéyfon). But for ﬁr.m time being, all
this is just a dream, whereas the mockery and the stick of his tormentor ,mnm
painfully real. . .

Up until now, one crucial point remains open in this new Hm.no:chncw?
What is to be done about the prayers of Odysseus + X to which the Trojan
alludes in lines 9-10? And why is Odysseus being beaten by the Trojan?
Fortunately, we may be able to find an answer in another fragment, which
is transmitted by Athenaeus (Epich. fr. 99, from Athen. 9.374d—e¢):

BEApokd Te TGOV YEITEVWV
Tois FAeuoivios puAdoowv Saupovicws ATOAEC,
oy Ekcov kad TaUTX 51} ue cupPoraTeUel V U EPX

Tois Ay toiot TpoBidduew T AUVUE pe TOV SEAoKa

... tending one of the neighbours’ pigs for the Eleusinia I lost it by bad luck, against
my will; and so he now said I was making a deal with the Achaeans and he claimed

1 was selling the pig. ..

We know that Epich. fr. 99 followed shortly after the end of Epich. fr.
97 because it too is covered by the Oxyrhynchus commentary (Epich. fr.
98).% This lucky coincidence is all the more important since Athenaeus
names the title and thus confirms the ascription of Epich. fr. 97 to the
Oducosys atduoros. The speaker in the Athenaeus fragment may still
be Odysseus who, upon deserting to Troy, appears to have vmmd given the
despicable job of a swineherd. After innocently losing one animal Odysseus
fails to appease his Trojan employer who develops a conspiracy HrmoQ and
suspects a deal between his new servant and the latter’s Greek 85@&?5.3 -
hence the beating.*® Thus, in the prayer mentioned by the Trojan in Epich.

45 Cf Lobel (1959) 36, Willi (2008) 187 n. 78. .
46 Possibly one further, though anonymous, fragment of Doric comedy (Anon. Dor. 16) also K
refers to this scene as it mentions a ‘Phrygian’ L.e. Trojan, who ‘will beat you on the neck with

;
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fr. 97.9-10, Odysseus could have been asking the gods to be spared after the
disappearance of the pig; but the Trojan must have thought it was a prayer
to conclude the transaction with the Achaean enemy.*’
By way of conclusion, we may now return to the more general ques-
tion concerning the character and nature of Epicharmus’ comedy. A few
observations on the language of the fragments discussed in this section may
prove useful here. As elsewhere in Epicharmus (cf. the introduction to this
chapter), the basic language is common Syracusan, despite the fact that the
words are placed in the mouth of an epic hero. The verb &hoifjofau “to be
beaten up/thrashed; for example, is colloquial, and the same is probably true
for the emphatic pronominal form TouTtévn in Epich. fr. 97.1 or the adverb
Scnpovics in Epich. fr. 99.2.%8 Next to these unremarkable features, however,
there are also a few epic ones: not only the long dative Aycaciow instead of
Axeuoisin Epich. fr. 99.4 or the conjectural &y ‘back’ in Epich. fr. 97.16, but
also and above all the expressions &iois Axouols, waudi Atpéos ¢iAw, and
KAéos Befov in Epich. fr. 97.15 and 97.13 respectively. As far as we can tell,
there is no such epicism before line 13. Moreover all the epic echoes seem
forced, laden with irony, as if Odysseus were quoting the ‘official’ wording
of the original mission: ‘Would that I had run the risk and obtained “divine
glory”, reporting back to the “sublime Achaeans” and to the “dear son of
Atreus” ...V By introducing this type of code-switching, Epicharmus dis-
tances the normal discourse of his comedy from the high-flown discourse
of epic, and his play becomes doubly subversive: firstly because Odysseus
feels, thinks, and acts like an ordinary person, an anti-hero® with whom an
average Syracusan will identify more easily than an aristocrat dreaming of a
heroic past; and secondly because heroic language is deflated, denounced as
empty, pretentious, but ultimately ridiculous. Thus, the tenor of the comedy
is not very different from the tenor at the end of Aristophanes’ Peace where
Trygaeus ridicules the epic quotations of Lamachus’ son by means of totally
unheroic hexameters. For the Athenian Aristophanes this is exceptional, his
target usually being tragedy, not epic. But the large number of para-epic
titles which are attested for Epicharmus — titles such as MA8ei1a, OducoeUs
vavayds (‘Odysseus Shipwrecked”), TTUppa xod Tpopadels, Zeipfives, or

his wooden stick’ (f} adoet {Tu) BéxTpeot koAivet kaT T& o1UTa DPUE &vip); cf. Kaibel (1899)
Vil

That the Trojan may have surprised Odysseus during a prayer is also suggested by Epich. fr.
98.53 1 elodBeot ebfomévou Tvé ‘initially praying for something’

Cf. Willi (2008) 1889, where further non-epic elements are indicated.

The aprioristic denial of an unheroic Odysseus by Stanford (1950) is rightly rejected already by
Barigazzi (1955); cf. now also Casolari (2003) 52—4 and 205—7.
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Tpéoes — suggests that a comedy like the OSucoeUs aTopoAos was anything
but unusual in Syracuse sixty years before the time of Aristophanes.>

Seen in isolation, this might be a fact without further significance, due
exclusively to the ‘historical contingencies’ which should always be factored
into our reconstructions of the past, as argued by J. M. Hall in the first chap-
ter of this volume. In context, however, I would much rather see here what
has above been called the ‘colonial’®! dimension of Epicharmus. Both the
early prominence of aliterary iconoclasm directed against Homer as the cul-
tural authority kot oy fiv°>* and the emergence of comedy as the dominant
communal genre in early fifth-century Syracuse — i.e. not just as the little
sister of tragedy as in Athens — fit exactly the concept of ‘canonical counter-
discourse’ which has been developed in modern (post-)colonial literary
theory to describe the ‘erosion of transcendent authority’ and the ‘con-
cern with. . . all things parodied, piebald, dual, mimicked, always-already
borrowed, and ironically secondhand’ that characterise contemporary
(post-)colonial literature.>® And if we notice, moreover, that Epicharmus is
not the only ‘Westerner’ who sets out to correct or overwrite Homer, but
merely takes up, in yet another generic mode, the subversive theme of Stesi-
chorus’ challenge to Homer and Hesiod in the Palinode, of Theagenes of
Rhegion’s proto-scientific allegoresis of Homer, or of Xenophanes’ mockery
of Homeric theology,®* then it becomes difficult to deny in the work of all
these men the presence of a conscious ‘active agency’ which is responding
to a wish found specifically among colonists of all times and ages: to lay
claim to the heritage of the mother-country, but at the same time to free

50 On mythical parody in Epicharmus see e.g. Lorenz (1864) 12643, Pianko (1948), Reinhardt
(1996), Kerkhof (2001) 116-29, Casolari (2003) 55-9, and Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén (this
volume).

Despite Hall’s observations, the label “colonial’ remains useful; if there were a better one, it
could be replaced, but as it is ‘colonization’ may refer quite generally to any process of
collective settling in an ethnically (and linguistically!) foreign environment, without
necessarily implying an ‘organized, state-sponsored venture’

Note especially Xenophanes fr. 21810 £ &pXfis Kol "Opmpov pepodixact wévtes from the start
all have been pupils of Homer’ as well as the institution of official Homeric recitations in
Syracuse already in the late sixth century (Hippostratus FGrH 56855): cf. Cantarella (1967)
52-3, Loicq-Berger (1967) 73-86.

See Bochmer (2005) 237-8, and for the concept of ‘canonical counter-discourse’ Tiffin (1987)
22; cf. further Willi (2008) 326-7.

On Stesichorus’ ‘epica alternativa’ (Rossi (1983) 11) and his Palinode see now the discussion in
willi (2008) 51-118, on Theagenes e.g. Cantarella (1967) 54-62, and Ford (2002) 68-72, and
on Xenophanes’ revolutionary monotheism e.g. Lesher (1992) 78-119 (and cf. Willi (2008)
1636, on the reception of Xenophanes in Epicharmus). Cantarella (1967) 51, pertinently
speaks of an ‘atteggiamento di rottura. ... caratteristico della cultura italiota verso Omero” and
further compares the equally Western ‘concezione simbolica degli d&i omerici nei Pitagorici. .
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themselves from the weight of that heritage and to oppose it with something
new and something of their own.>

A Sicilian epilogue

In theory, such a conclusion should be easy to accept: after all, it is
firmly anchored both in the close analysis of the textual remains we have
and in a series of typological observations made in the study of other
‘(post-)colonial’ literatures. In practice, however, the temptation may per-
sist to read Epicharmus from a metropolitan, not a ‘colonial), viewpoint.
Mainly this is because we know so much more about metropolitan, and
in particular Athenian, culture and literature. This is not to say that com-
parisons with what happens in the mother country should be avoided at
all costs or can never be illuminating. In fact, we have seen in both of the
above case studies that a familiarity with Aristophanes’ comic techniques
sometimes helps in guessing how Epicharmus’ comedy may have worked.
Yet, we must never forget that Sicily and the Greek West were not only
geographically, but also culturally a world of their own. So, just as Aeschylus
or Sophocles were primary reference points for any Athenian author of the
late fifth or early fourth century, Epicharmus must have become such a
reference point for later Sicilian authors. To rediscover this local reception
of Epicharmus is of course nearly impossible when both the ‘recipiend’ and
the potential ‘recipients’ remain in the shadow. Nonetheless, we may end
this Epicharmian taster with one small sample of the autonomous vitality of
this literary world in the west — a sample which allows us at the same time to
redress the balance between Epicharmus and rhetoric and to perceive how
tightly interwoven are all the themes we have touched upon in this study.
Ironically, the only text in which we may find a direct echo of Epichar-

mus’ ‘Oduoocels aUTépolos is precisely a rhetorical one, written by his
fellow-Sicilian Gorgias of Leontinoi, ‘the father of those sophists™® whose
argumentative tricks were foreshadowed in Epicharmus’ version of the c§6-
uevos A6yos. Admittedly it is just a vague echo, but light-hearted vagueness
is also exactly what we should expect from a writer like Gorgias. In the

55 - : -
In fact, the relatively swift canonisation of Homer may owe much to the ‘colonial’ movement

beginning more or less exactly at the time when the Homeric epics came into being; see further

Willi (2008) 6-8, also on the ‘in-between-ness’ of colonial settlers (cf. Young (2001) 19), their

double identitarian positioning against the ‘native’ and the ‘metropolitan’, and their converting
« the ﬁﬁ.‘mmrmnﬁ ‘there’ into a central ‘here’ (cf. Boechmer (2005) 203-12).

Cf. Philostr. V5 1.9.1 (= Gorg. test. 82a1); Willi (2008) 264-305.
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Apology of Palamedes (Umép TaapnBous &mohoyia), Gorgias’ Palamedes
has to defend himself against Odysseus, who has accused him of high trea-
son. Addressing the Achaean judges, Palamedes first stresses that he would
never have betrayed the Greeks in order to avoid a risk (Gorg. fr. 82811a.19
KivBuvov geUyev), even though, he adds, many others would to it. This
remark, however unexpected it may be, might not on its own be sufficient
to remind us of Epicharmus’ Odysseus who has indeed betrayed his people
in order to avoid such a risk (cf. Epich. fr. 97.11-13 dgeidov [...]kivBuvov
teAéooan). But Palamedes continues (Gorg. fr. 82811a.20-1):

okéyoode 5t kal T68e, e oUK &v &PieaTos fiv 6 Bios pot wpdovTl TadTo; ol yap
Tpaméoban pe Xpfivs woTepov gl THY ARG, Sixnv ScoovTa TolS ABIKNUEVOLS;
Tis & &v AweiyeTé pou TEW KaKdds TrETovBETwY; AN pévewv &v Tols PapPdpors;
TOPOUEATCOVTA TrévToov TV peyioTwv, EoTepnpevoy TS koA ioTns TS, &v
adoyioTnt SuorAeica SidyovTa, ToUs &V TG TTOPOLYOHEVEOL Bleor OVOUS g1 &peTit
TreTovnuévous &roppiyavTa; Kod TalTa BF tnouTdy, STep odoyioTov &vdpi, Suo-
TUxEv 51 aUTév. oU piv oUBE TapX ToTs PapPdpols MoTéS &v Siekelunv: TS
Yép, otTIves &mioTéTaTov Epyov cuvnricTavTS pot TreTToInKdTL, TOUs piAous Tols

&y Opois TTapaBeBWKOTL

Take into account also the following: If I had done these things, how would my
life not have been intolerable? Where could I have gone? To Greece? In order
to be punished by those whom I had wronged? Who of those who had suffered
from it would have spared me? Or should I have remained among the barbarians?
Without caring for the highest goods, completely dishonoured, having a despicable
reputation, sacrificing all these efforts to be noble which I had made throughout
my life until now? And all of this by my own fault, which is the most shameful thing
for a man: to be unfortunate out of one’s own fault! I would not even have enjoyed
the trust of the barbarians as they would have known well that I had done the most
perfidious thing: betrayed my friends to the enemy.

Palamedes’ reflections exactly mirror those of Epicharmus’ Odysseus:
only that the latter really faces the difficulty of not being able to return
after a betrayal, he has really lost his honour, he is really unfortunate out
of his own fault, and he is really treated without respect by the barbarians.
Later on, Palamedes even adds, as if taking up Epicharmus’ &eiov [pi]
&y oBikddy kaxd TpoTIndoal (Epich. fr. 97.11-12): 00 &ou TPOCTKEL TOUS
ye ppovolvTas EEapapTAVEY TAS peyioTas dmapTias kad pdAAov oipeioBa
Kok Tpd TapdvTeY &yoddv ‘surely, intelligent people must not make
the biggest mistakes and prefer bad things over good ones that are present’
(Gorg, fr. 82B11a.26). And finally, the whole speech is crowned with a veiled
counter-accusation (Gorg. fr. 82811a.27): _

Challenging authority: Epicharmus, epic, rhetoric

qvTikaTnyopficar 8¢ oou TOAAK kai peydha kal Todaud xai véa mpéooovtos
Buvduevos ov BovAouar {BotAopan y&p) ol Tois gols kaxols dAAG Tols Euois &yobolg
drrogevyev TH aiTiov ToTnv.

I do not want to make accusations against you in turn, even though I could do it
as you have committed grave misdeeds both some time ago and recently. ..; for I

want to be acquitted here not because of your wrongdoings, but because of my own
good actions.

Gorgias, or Palamedes, does not spell out what Odysseus’ ‘recent mis-
deeds’ before Troy have been. Thanks to Epicharmus a Sicilian audience at
least would have known, as we now do. And thanks to Epicharmus they
would also have been able to fully appreciate Palamedes’ skill in making the
weaker position stronger, Tov f)TTw Adyov KpeiTTw Trotelv — for Epicharmus
had introduced them to the tricks of ‘sophistic’ rhetoric before Aristophanes
or Plato were even born.
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