Epicharmus, the Pseudepicharmeia, and the origins of Attic drama
1. Introduction

In Epicharmus fr. 32.9-12, from Hope or Wealth (EAtrig §j [ThoUtog), a parasite describes
his return from a party late at night:

epmtw & OMoBpdalwv Te kal KATA OKOTOG

gpfipog: ai ka &’ Eviuyw Toig TepittoAotg,
~n’ T ) N ) , ~ ~ o

10U60° otov ayabov emiAéyw Toig Beoic, Ot

oU AOVTL TTAEToV AN Ao TLY OVTL pE.

‘I walk along, slipping out in the dark, all on my own; and when I run into a patrol, I just thank

the gods that all they want is to give me a whipping.’

The plight of the Epicharmian scholar is similar: he sets out after feasting on the rich
remains of Attic comedy, but suddenly finds himself tapping in the dark, on slippery
ground, every now and then running into other scholars who ask for hard evidence,
instead of fancy guesswork. And yet, Epicharmian comedy must have its place at the table
when the detrvocogiotai are considering the periodisation and dramatic form of Greek
comedy; for the question may be an old one, but it remains worth asking: What is the
role of the Sicilian Epicharmus in the history of Greek comedy—a history which
otherwise is so much an Athenian one?

We would not ask this today, if Plato and Aristotle had not opened the can of worms
already in antiquity. In the Theaetetus (152e = Epich. test. 3) Plato refers to Epicharmus as
the ‘doyen of comedy’ (&kpog kwpwidiag), and in the Poerics (1448a33-34) Aristotle
famously—though questionably'—comments on the ‘substantial’ chronological priority of
Epicharmus in comparison with the early Athenian comedians Chionides and Magnes.

Apparently this priority was used by some unnamed Sicilian author(s)* as an argument in

' According to Sud. y 318 (= Chionides test. 1), Chionides was already staging comedies eight years before
(the end of) the Persian Wars, whereas Sud. € 2766 (= Epich. test. 1) dates Epicharmus’ activity in Syracuse
two years later. No matter how exact these dates are, and whether or not Epicharmus already had a lengthy
career before he was active in Syracuse (as is plausible: cf. §8), they hardly justify Aristotle’s statement that
Epicharmus was oA\®t mpStepog Xiwvidou. According to Sud. p 20 (= Magnes test. 1), even Magnes
overlapped in time with Epicharmus (¢miBdMer Emiydppowt véog mtpecfuTnu).

* One likely candidate is the Sicilian historian Alcimus: not only was Alcimus interested in Epicharmus, and
tried to highlight his role in Greek cultural history (cf. §2 on the Pseudepicharmeia), he also controversially
claimed for Sicily the invention of another light (perhaps lascivious?) literary genre, the so-called IMaiyvia

(Alcimus fr. 560F1 Jacoby, referring to ‘Botrys of Messene’).
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support of the claim that comedy was truly Sicilian in origin. This sweeping adrogation is
subsequently modified by Aristotle himself (Poer. 1449b1-9, including Epich. test. 5).
According to him, (Athenian) comedy grew out of volunteer choruses, and this initially
choral genre then gradually evolved through the introduction of character roles, the

addition of prologues, and the increase in the number of actors:

10 8¢ puboug Toteiv 1O pev €€ Apyfic &k TikeMag MAOe, Tév 68 ABfvioty Kpdrng mpéytog NpEev

Agpépevog i lopPikiic 16éag kaBohou Troteiv Aoyoug kai puboug

‘The construction of plots, however, originally came from Sicily, and in Athens Crates was the

first to abandon the iambic mode and create, with a general scope, Aéyor and piBor.’

As we shall see, this seemingly innocuous statement contains something of a literary
bombshell, hidden perhaps, but ready to detonate. By contrast, the Theaetetus passage is
harmless, for all its emphatic wording. Strictly speaking, in fact, Plato’s term &xpog
kwpwidiag need not even imply that Epicharmus was really a comedian in the modern
sense: after all, the same sentence also calls Homer the dxpog tpaywidiag. Even so,
Plato’s cursory remark has impacted on modern Epicharmian scholarship as much as
Aristotle’s more balanced views. In context, the Platonic Socrates refers to the authority of
‘all the philosophers, except Parmenides’—viz. Protagoras, Heraclitus, and Empedocles—as
well as the dkpot of both tragedy and comedy, Homer and Epicharmus, to bolster the
claim that ‘nothing ever is, but everything is always becoming’ (Eoti pev yoap oudémotr’
oubev, el & yiyvetar). We are not told the exact Epicharmian reference point, but
given the quality of the Homeric one, we might not be very impressed. If the Homeric
verse "Qkeavov te Oedv yéveorv kai pntépa TnOYv (1. 14.201, 14.302) is taken to mean
that ‘everything is born out of flow and movement’ (mdva [...] Eyova'pofis Te kai
kwijoewg), this depends so much on a forced allegorical reading of the Iliad that one
wonders how plain the Epicharmian ‘evidence’ could have been. It is true, an ancient
commentary on the Theaetetus, together with a more elusive reference in Plutarch,
suggest that Epicharmus once wrote a play, or scene, in which the—ultimately
Heraclitean, though arguably more immediately Pythagorean’—idea of constant change
was comically exploited, as two people litigated about a loan and its repayment (Epich. fr.
136, from Anon. in Pl. Theaet. col. 71.12-40, ed. Bastianini/Sedley, CPF III 458-460, and

 Cf. Willi (2008: 172-174) and (2012a: 60-62), after Rostagni (1924: esp. 7-68) who concentrates on the
Alcimus fragment cited below. lambl. I'P 266 (= Epich. test. 12) may have this (and/or similar passages) in
mind when he turns Epicharmus into a crypto-Pythagorean (petax mandidg kpugpa ékpépovia ta IMuba-

Yopou §Sypata: peta ondidg indicates that Iamblichus is not thinking of e.g. the spurious IToMiteia, on

which see §2).



Plut. Mor. 559a-b: cf. §3); and one of a number of conceivably unauthentic* Epicharmian

fragments quoted by the fourth-century historian Alcimus even has one speaker say,

&Se viiv 6pn
Kal 10¢ avBpwtoug: 6 pev yap alEed’, 6 &€ yao pav ¢Biver,
év peTaMaydun 8¢ TavTeg évti dvTa Tov Xpovov. ([Epich.] fr. 276.6-8)
‘So, now look also at mankind: one person grows, the other withers away, and all are subject to

change all the time.’

But even if Plato had something like this in mind, the Theaetetus shows no interest in
Epicharmus or Epicharmian comedy per se. Given Plato’s negative attitude towards
comedy in general (cf. esp. Pl. Leg. 7.816¢), this is hardly surprising. And yet, this fleeting
mention of Epicharmus has made some modern scholars—headed by Zieliiski (1885: 243)
and more recently Frangois (1978)—maintain that it was Plato, of all people, who brought
Epicharmian comedy to Athens, and whose journey to Sicily should therefore be
regarded as a terminus post quem for an Athenian audience’s familiarity with Epicharmus’
work. Obviously, this paradoxical hypothesis further entails that we must disregard (or
distort’) Aristotle’s information about the Attic take-over of Sicilian plot comedy in the
days of Crates; but if we are prepared to do that, we might as well disbelieve anything
else Aristotle has to say about the history of comedy (or tragedy, for that matter).

Still, the extreme position of Zielinski and Frangois could never have been defended,
were it not true that Aristotle’s doctrine, though perfectly plausible in itself, proves
difficult to substantiate with further detail. A number of scholars on the opposite side—
most notably von Salis (1905), followed by Korte (1921: 1224-1225)—tried hard to detect
various kinds of Epicharmian influence on Attic comedy, beyond the general point
highlighted by Aristotle; but if one chooses to adopt a critical stance, little stands up to
closer scrutiny, as Wiist (1950) and Kerkhof (2001) have demonstrated. Given the
availability of these two treatments, the present contribution will not rehearse again all
the arguments and counterarguments, but only offer the briefest of summaries, adding
some methodological remarks (§7). Its main focus, however, will be different. An attempt
will be made to vindicate Aristotle’s views by going well beyond, and forgetting about,
the minutiae that have dominated (and obscured) the discussion so far. In order to do this

successfully, we must first acquaint ourselves with the Epicharmian oeuvre itself.

2. Problems of pseudepigraphy

* On these fragments ex Alcimo and their possible origin cf. §2.2 below.
> Cf. Cassio (1985: 40-41), against Francois (1978: 67-68).
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As soon as we zoom in on the Epicharmian corpus, we encounter a major obstacle:
pseudepigraphy. Diogenes Laertius notes that under Epicharmus’ name circulated
‘scientific, gnomic, and medical treatises’ (Diog. Laert. 8.78 = Epich. test. 9, Umopvijpara
v o{g puotohoyel, yvwpoloyei, iarpoloyet). These included, at least,’ a collection of
Ivépat, a Kavdv of unclear content,” a Pythagoreanising® IToMteia, and a Xeipwv
apparently containing medical recipes and therefore thematically reminiscent of, though
hardly identical to,” a gastronomical ’‘Oyotroria. The question arises why anyone would

want to ascribe such non-comic writings to a comic author. Even in the case of the

° Le. leaving aside the even more shadowy Aéyog mpog Avivopa, which is mentioned by Plut. Num. 8.9
(= [Epich.] fr. 296) and apparently turned Pythagoras into a Roman citizen; according to Cassio (1985: 45-
50), such a work could have been inspired by an interpretatio Pythagorica of Epicharmus and/or some
Pseudepicharmeia due to Aristoxenus of Tarentum.

7 Since the treatise mepi pavrtikfg of Philochorus (fr. 328F79) named Axiopistus as the author of both the
Kavv and the Tvépar (cf. §2.1), and since Tertull. De an. 46.10 (= [Epich.] fr. 274) cites ‘Epicharmus’ as
an oneirocritical authority, Kaibel (1899: 134) hypothesised “ex Canone sumptam esse quam de somniorum
divinatione Epicharmi opinionem rettulit Tertullianus”. At the same time, it would be attractive to find in
the Kavav the reference point for Diogenes’ guotohoyei, and one might therefore suspect, with Pascal
(1919: 65-73) or Kerkhof (2001: 106-108), the Kavav behind the Epicharmus of Ennius which, embedded
into a dream vision ([Epich.] fr. 281), dealt with the four elements water, earth, air, and fire ([Epich.] frr.
282-286; cf. Epich. fr. 199?). The detail of Kerkhof’s theory is problematic, however, as he also wants to
connect the Kavoyv with [Epich.] fr. 278 ex Alcimo and [Epich.] fr. 280, because of a thematic similarity
between [Epich.] fr. 278.3-5 with Enn. ann. 8-10 Sk. The fact that Ennius’ Epicharmus was written in
trochaic tetrameters, the favourite metre of Epicharmus and the Pseudepicharmeia (cf. §5), suggests that
Ennius followed his ‘source’ here, whether or not that source was the Kavav; but [Epich.] fr. 278 is written
in iambic trimeters, and for this very reason hardly to be attributed to the same work as [Epich.] fr. 280. In
terms of content, [Epich.] fr. 280 rather resembles [Epich.] fr. 244, apparently the beginning of the ['véopat
(cf. Cronert 1912: 408, Olivieri 1946: 108, Pickard-Cambridge 1962: 245), although the prologue/epilogue
of a carmen physicum (= the Kavav?) cannot be ruled out either (cf. Lorenz 1864: 100, Kaibel 1899: 138,
Kerkhot 2001: 97).

¥ Note the emphasis in [Epich.] fr. 240 on &p1Bpds and Aoyiopdg, and on a Beiog Adyog in human life; cf.
Schmid (1929: 650 n. 1) and Cassio (1985: 49) (though for the latter the ITohiteia was merely ‘Pytha-
gorisable’, not truly Pythagorean). Also worth mentioning in this context is [Epich.] fr. 243 (from Antiatt.
p. 112.16 Bekker; cf. Cassio 2012) with apdkaipog: &vti Tol dkatpog: on the importance of the kaipdg
in Pythagorean thought see e.g. Arist. Mer. 985b23-32; Willi (2008: 174) and (2012a: 61-62).

’ The case for identity (Susemihl 1894: 564-565; cf. Kaibel 1899: 144, Pascal 1919: 64-65, and Olivieri
1946: 135, who regard the ‘Oyototia as one part of the Xeipwv) is weak, as it rests on the ascription of the
word fjpiva ‘half-pint’ to the Xelpwv in Athen. 14.648d and to the ’Oyorotia in Antiatt. p. 99.1 Bekker.
Apart from the fact that the occurrence of an everyday word like fpiva is unremarkable in any text dealing
with quantities of this size, Athenaeus’ wording itself makes it clear that the lexeme was found in more than
one Pseudepicharmeion (v pev fpivav oi ta eig "Emiyoppov &vagepopeva TOMPATO TETTONKOTES

oidaot).



equally varied collection of pseudepigrapha ascribed to Hesiod, which generated similar
authenticity debates already in antiquity, one can regularly see a stricter generic tertium
comparationis—didactic and mythological narrative—with Hesiod’s genuine works. So,
despite the partial parallelism with the Pseudohesiodeia, the Epicharmian situation remains
unique; and it is one of the tasks of Epicharmian philology not only to separate the
genuine from the spurious (as is generally done, or at least attempted), but also to account
for the existence of the spurious. As long as our focus is on Epicharmus’ drama, i.e. the
‘real” Epicharmus, this second task might perhaps seem irrelevant at first, but it is not. As
with Hesiod, the genuine works must have contained some trigger for the proliferation of
pseudepigrapha. Hence, the Pseudepicharmeia, or at least some of them, may indirectly still

tell us something about the character of Epicharmian comedy.
2.1. The T'vépar

This is most obviously true for the I'vépau, the composition of which was ascribed to a
certain ‘Axiopistus’ of Lokroi or Sikyon by the early Hellenistic scholar Philochorus, and
subsequently also by Apollodorus of Athens who put together a ten-volume edition of
Epicharmus (Athen. 14.648d = Pseudepicharmeia test. i K.-A., with Philochorus fr. 328F79
and Apollodorus fr. 244F226). It is likely that Axiopistus’ gnomic collection contained a
core of genuine material from Epicharmus’ plays. According to the anonymous treatise
On Comedy (Proleg. de com. III, 16, p. 8 Koster = Epich. test. 6), Epicharmus was in fact
Y VWHIKOG KO1 EUPETIKOG KAl ptAGTeEYVOG, and gnomic sayings are occasionally ascribed to
specific plays by our sources.”” In the Tpdeg, for example, someone remarked (Epich. fr.
129),

— © &k Tavtog EVhou khotog yévorto k1) Bedg (vel sim.'")

‘any piece of wood may turn into the stocks or a god’,
and in the ‘HpakAfjg 0 map PSAwt a character observed (Epich. fr. 66.2),

¥ b b N € N N 9 y bld
otopat & 0Udelg eV TTOVIPOG 0US” dTav EXwV

' See further Willi (2008: 154-156), where this feature of Epicharmus’ style is related to the conversational
idiom depicted in the comedies: Sophron, too, was known for it ([Demetr.] Eloc. 156 = Sophron test. 14).

" The proverb is given in Prov. Coisl. 168 as &€k Travtog Evhou kAdiog yévorr av kai Bedg (with the
explanation that kKA&1og is ‘Doric’ for kUpwv) and in Zenob. vulg. 4.7 (with the ascription to Epicharmus) as
€k TTavtog EVAou kUpwv yévort’ av. Kaibel (1899: 115) notes that “poterat poeta talia scribere ¢k Tavtog
Evhov | kAotdg te ka Yévorto kK TwUTtol Bedg”, but not only does this depart more substantially from the

above restitution, it also neglects the fact that Epich. fr. 128 points to trochaic tetrameters for the Tpéeg.
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‘no-one, I think, is willingly bad or struck by delusion’.

Given such material in Epicharmus’ comedies, it is often impossible to decide whether a
gnomic line attributed simply to ‘Epicharmus’ is genuine or not—and if it is (or may be),
whether it is cited directly from a play or merely from a gnomic collection. A case in
point comes from Xenophon’s Memorabilia (2.1.20), where Socrates quotes, first, a
passage from Hesiod’s Works and Days (287-292) and, second, two Epicharmian lines
(Epich. frr. 271 and 236), in support of his view that ai 61 kaptepiag emipéletar TGV
KaA@v te kAyabdv Epywv EikveioBar Torolowy ‘effort and endurance let one reach

noble and good results

TGOV TOVWV TTwhoUoty Npiv tavia tayad’ ot Beol

‘For hard work the gods sell us all the good things’

@ TrovNpé, pf T& pohakd pdao, Py T okAMp Exmi

“Wretch, don’t look for soft comfort, lest you get hard discomfort’.

Of these two lines, the second stands a slightly better chance of being genuine, both
because it is dialectally sounder (whereas in the first a substantial intervention is needed to
produce acceptable Syracusan Doric'?) and because the initial vocative makes it less self-
containedly gnomic. However, it is also possible that both are genuine, even if the first
was dialectally adjusted. Such adjustment should only be expected if the saying had
become common currency in Athens. To give a more extreme modern analogue, a
German speaker who says Sein oder Nichtsein, das ist hier die Frage can still honestly claim
to be quoting Shakespeare—although in truth (s)he is merely quoting A. W. von
Schlegel’s translation of To be or not to be, that is the question.

But the Shakespeare parallel goes even further. Stout anti-Zieliriskians, including
Cassio (1985: 39-40) have used Xenophon’s quotations from Epicharmus as an argument
to prove that Epicharmus’ work must have been known in Athens already by the time of
Socrates, i.e. well before Plato’s journey to Sicily. Xenophon, they maintain, would not
have put an anachronistic statement into the mouth of his Socrates (nor would Plato, as in

Pl. Gorg. 505e, with Epich. fr. 161). To this, the pro-Zieliriskians might reply:" perhaps

"2 Kassel and Austin (2001: 155) print Gpiv instead of fipiv on the basis of the transmission in Stobaeus (who
is no doubt following Xenophon), but only something along the lines of Ahrens’s (1843: 457) t&v Tovwv
mwholvTt (or TwAedvri?, cf. Thumb and Kieckers 1932: 215, Willi 2008: 128 and 138 on épelic) mavta
1ayad’ apiv toi Beot really heals the dialect.

" Cf. Frangois (1978: 54); accordingly, Epich. fr. 161 is classified as spurious or doubtful by Kaibel (1899:
138), Olivieri (1946: 128), and Diels and Kranz (1951: 201).
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only a collection of Epicharmian yvépar was circulating in Athens, before Plato
imported the plays themselves. In reality, though, one would not even have to assume
that. When I quote To be or not to be and name Shakespeare as the author of the quote,"
this does not necessarily mean that I and/or my addressee(s) have read Hamlet, nor that I
have a collection of Shakespeare quotations on my shelf. It simply means that I happen to
know this one phrase, and regard Shakespeare as a quotable authority.

This last point, however, is crucial. For Socrates to cite Epicharmus alongside Hesiod
or Homer makes sense only if his Athenian addressees too regard Epicharmus as a
quotable authority. So those who invoke an Epicharmian collection of yvépar in order
to ‘excuse’ Xenophon make the tail wag the dog. To repeat someone’s memorable
sayings presupposes that person’s authority, it does not trigger it. Even if Axiopistus had
already edited (a first version of) the ['vépar by the end of the fifth century, there would
have been no demand for such a work in Athens—unless Epicharmus already had an
independent claim to fame there. And for that, the non-comic pseudepigrapha cannot be
responsible, both because Plato’s term dkpog kwpwidiag would then be odd and because
the one other Pseudepicharmeion whose topic might have been sufficiently weighty to
establish its alleged author’s moral authoritativeness, the TToMteia, was apparently
written—without any serious pretence at linguistic authenticity®—by the aulete

Chrysogonus only some fifty years after Socrates’ death (cf. Aristoxenus fr. 45 Wehrli).'

'* The second condition is essential: not everyone who says Trust is good, control is better does so with the
intention of quoting Lenin (and of those who do, only some will also know that Lenin never actually
said/wrote precisely that, or its equivalent in Russian). Thus, if Eur. Hel. 122 altog yap 6oco1g €idopnv,
kal voug opdt ‘T've seen it with my own eyes, and my mind sees it too’ really responds to Epich. fr. 214
voUg 6pfit kai voUg dxoverr TAMa kwed kai TUpAG ‘the mind sees and the mind hears: all the rest is deaf
and blind’ (cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorft 1910: 29-30 n. 54), this does not tell us anything about Euripides’
knowledge of Epicharmus’ plays (or a hypothetical gnomologium: ct. Kannicht 1969: 50, Olson 2007: 60).
Nor, incidentally, will Lenin have known Epich. fr. 218 vage kai pépvac’ amioteiv: dpbpa talta tdv
ppevdv ‘Be sober and remember to disbelieve: that’s what holds intelligence together’ or [Epich.] fr. 253
TOM amioTia 6édpakev dyaba (kai) TioTig kakd ‘Distrust has done much good and trust bad’.

"> Contrast, for example, the dialectally plausible [Epich.] fr. 244, presumably from the T'vépar (cf. fn. 7;
Solmsen 1907: 320).

' That Chrysogonus was active in the 350s results from Marsyas fr. 135/136F17 (= Didym. in Dem. col. XII
55-62), but the matter is complicated by the mention, in Duris fr. 76F70 (disputed by Plut. Alcib. 32), of
another (earlier) flute-player Chrysogonus, who is said to have accompanied Alcibiades on his return from
exile in 407 B.C. Most scholars have regarded this ‘first Chrysogonus’ as the author of the IMToliteiax
(Wilamowitz-Moellendorft 1910: 30 n. 54, Kirchner 1899: 2512, Kaibel 1899: 133 and 1907: 40, Cassio
1985: 48), but Kerkhof (2001: 112-114) rightly objects that “[w]enn der iltere Fltenspieler der Verfasser
wire, so wiren [...] die diirftigen Verse des Chrysogonos nicht nur die ilteste pseudepicharmeische
Dichtung, die sich sicher nachweisen lisst, sondern seine Politeia wire iiberhaupt die ilteste bekannte

Schrift dieses Titels”. Moreover, when one famous aulete Chrysogonus existed in the middle of the fourth
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2.2. Fragmenta incerta and fragmenta ex Alcimo

Once we accept that it was really the genuine work of Epicharmus that was highly
regarded not only in fifth-century Sicily, but also in Athens, our need to understand its
dramatic nature becomes even more pressing. Unfortunately, this is no easy task. In
Poetae Comici Graeci 1, a mere 134 fragments are assigned to a named play, and many of
these consist only of a single word or line. They are followed by 105 incertarum fabularum
fragmenta, not all of which necessarily belong here rather than among the
Pseudepicharmeia. The uncertainty can be exemplified by the very first of them, which—
together with Epich. fr. 158—is also one of the two longest (Epich. fr. 135, cited in P.
Colon. 126, possibly from Apollodorus’ ITepi Becov). Although Kassel and Austin signal no
misgivings about its ascription, it contains a number of linguistic features which raise

suspicions, however plausibly Epicharmian the text may otherwise look:

€K TAG T Atog
PAVTL KEPAAAS ATTOAETAL TIPATIOTA TTAVIWY €V pdyoL
&1 yevopévar kata Kpovov ITaAhavra, 10 6¢ tovtm 6épog
TOT 1O poPepav eVBUC elpev eptBaleiv altén kUkAwr-
Siotrep avtav [ToAAGS™ dvopaoBijpev UTo TavTwy TéKa
‘They say that [Athena], right out of the head of Zeus, had destroyed Pallas as the very thirst
thing in the fight under Kronos, and that she had thrown his skin around herself in order to be

immediately frightful: that’s why she was allegedly called Pallas by everyone then.’

Phonologically, it is surprising that the papyrus presents t& (corrected into to) and

TOUTW, not tou and Toutov, as elsewhere in Epicharmus.”” Morphologically, the infinitive

century, Aristoxenus could hardly refer in the second half of that century simply to Xpuodyovog 6
avAntiig if he meant another person of that name and profession. In this context, note too Callisthenes fr.
124F5.1 (from Athen. 8.350de): the notoriously witty cithara-player Stratonicus of Athens made a joke
pog 10V Xpuooyovou matépa after the latter had shown pride in his son being an aulete; other
conversations of Stratonicus point to the period of ¢. 370-360 (cf. Maas 1931: 326-327), which fits in with
Chrysogonus 11, not Chrysogonus I (whether or not the latter is a historical figure at all).

"7 Kassel and Austin (2001: 101), after Biihler apud Koenen and Merkelbach (1976: 21), compare Anon. Dor.
20 (HpakAeitw (1) Tepivain), and one may also refer to Sophron frr. 56 (1& ypovw) and 86 (t®). In
Willi (2008: 127 n. 29) I considered the possibility of ‘Strong Doric’ local redactions of these texts, but in
the light of (e.g.) eipev in Epich. fr. 135 above (not: fipev), this is no truly satisfactory explanation. A
different approach is now suggested (for Theocritus, but with potential validity here as well) in Willi
(2012b): such apparently ‘Strong Doric’ forms may have been written in Hellenistic manuscripts in order to

highlight the open pronunciation of the (especially back) mid-vowels vowels in (all) Doric dialects, as
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eipev (though not metrically guaranteed) contrasts with usual efperv;'® and, more
crucially, unemphatic aitav is awkward because we should expect viv."” Lexically, the
use of S16mep (or &t” Gmep) is not only absent from the rest of Epicharmus (which would
not in itself be worrying), but the conjunction is also not attested in any Greek text
before the time of Thucydides, Andocides, and Lysias. And syntactically, Kassel’s sensible
conjecture of reflexive autéu for the papyrus’s autag diverges from the regular reflexive
construction, which would be altav atét (or possibly avtautds) in Epicharmus; and
the articular infinitive governed by a preposition (mdt) also looks strangely recent given
the extreme rarity of this fairly bookish construction in, say, Epicharmus’ contemporary
Aeschylus. Admittedly, none of these points is decisive on its own, but their
accumulation should give pause to any editor or commentator.

However, saying that this is hardly ‘genuine’ Epicharmus need not imply that this is a
Pseudepicharmeion of the type discussed before. Instead, Epich. fr. 135 resembles the
fragments ex Alcimo ([Epich.] frr. 275-279), a group of fragments cited by Diogenes
Laertius (3.9-16) from the fourth-century historian Alcimus. Alcimus’ aim, it seems, was
to convict Plato of plagiarism: the gist of his teachings, Alcimus maintained, is already
found in Epicharmus. Following Cassio (1985: 45)*' this must be read “against the
backdrop of Sicilian political and cultural life after Plato’s second journey to Syracuse,
when the split between the ‘parties’ of Dionysius the Younger on one side and Dion and
Plato on the other became evident”: “[e]verything falls into place if we see Alcimus as a
pro-Dionysian, possibly a member of that small court of intellectuals that gathered
around the tyrant [...] and it is only too fitting that an author of Sikelikd should have
availed himself of a local glory, Epicharmus, to make Plato appear in a bad light”.

opposed to Koine Greek. Whatever the truth of the matter, within the Epicharmian oeuvre the feature is
odd.

'8 Cf. Epich. frr. 97.8, 113.244, 113.247, and Willi (2008: 136); the same objection arises to eipev in [Epich.]
frr. 276.3, 277.3 and 277.6, 279.4 (all ex Alcimo), whereas [Epich.] fr. 295.19 is undoubtedly spurious
anyway (cf. already Handley in Turner and Handley 1976: 57-60). 6vopac®fjpev is less problematic given
Epich. fr. 40.6 épmayfjpev: it is conceivable that -pev was retained in the ‘passive’ infinitive in -(8)npev, but
remodelled (after thematic -e1v) into -petv in athematic active infinitives.

' Cf. Epich. frr. 18.1, 98.131, 113.244, 158.4. Willi (2008: 139) may accept Epich. fr. 113.135 adtév too
readily as an equivalent of viv: it could mean ‘himself’.

*0 Cf. Birklein (1888: 10-21), Burguiére (1960: 99-126, esp. 118-124), Willi (2003: 149-152). Birklein finds
only three articular infinitives with preposition in Aeschylus, once in the Prometheus (Prom. 381), and twice
in the Choephoroi (Cho. 415, 957; “jedoch scheint beidemale der Text verdorben”). In Sophocles (Birklein
1888: 21-31), six out of eight examples occur in the very late Philoctetes and Oedipus at Colonus (Phil. 525,
OC 115, 495, 795, 1368, 1537; elsewhere: Ai. 554, Ant. 883).

*!' Against Schwartz (1894) and Gigante (1953: esp. 166-172), according to whom Alcimus’ aims were not

anti-Platonic at all.



And yet, to dismiss the Alcimus fragments as shameless forgeries would be rash. As
Cassio (2002: 57 n. 18), quoting Kérte (1911: 231), has also observed, “[n]ot only are they
‘lebhaftester dramatischer Dialog’ in contrast to the spurious (and dull) treatises, but one
wonders whether Alcimus could really afford to quote Epicharmean fakes if he wanted to
carry his point”. Even supposing—without substantial evidence—that Alcimus wrote for
an Athenian audience and that Epicharmus’ work was still unknown in fourth-century
Athens, such a scheme could blow up so easily that any reasonable forger would have had
second thoughts. Also, the forgery would be rather poor since the Alcimus fragments do
not support Alcimus’ claims all that neatly: their point is not quite the same as Plato’s.
[Epich.] frr. 275 and 276, for example, are meant to show the Epicharmian precedent for
the Platonic idea that ‘that which never remains in the same state and quantity is
perceptible’ (aioBntov pév eivar 10 pndémote v Té1 oI PndE ToodL Srapévov),
whereas ‘that from which nothing goes away or to which nothing is added is conceivable
with the mind’ (vontov 8¢ ¢€ ou pnBev &moyiveton pnde mpooyiyverau); but in reality
neither of the two fragments is at all concerned with a difference between oioOnrd and
vontd, only with the everlasting nature of the gods (fr. 275) and the ever changing
nature of mankind (fr. 276; cf. above). In §1 we have already come across a comic
constellation with which the discussion of such ideas could have been compatible, and
Epich. fr. 135, in its turn, would equally fit the immediate context of [Epich.] fr. 275—
perhaps as a further objection of speaker B at the end, or as an initial trigger for the

exposition of A’s wisdom:

AN’ &et Tot Beot TTapiioav YUTEAMTIOV OU TTOTIOKA,

146e & el ApeoH’ opoia Hi1d 1€ TOV AVTAHV Ael.

(B.) dAA& Aéyetar pav ydog pdtov yevéoBar Tév Bedv.

(A.) Twédg 6€ ka; pn) Exov Y’ o Tivog pnd’ &g 611 TpdTOV poNot;

(B.) oUk &p’ Epohev TpaTov 0UbEV; (A.) 0UdE pa Ala Sevtepov

1OVSE Y v apég vuv ©e Méyopeg, SN el 148’ fig
‘(A.) But gods always existed and never ceased to exist, and the things here are always present and
identical and always follow the same principles. — (B.) But it’s said that Chaos came first of the
gods! — (A.) And how would that be? if there wasn’t anything from which and into which a first
thing could go? — (B.) So nothing came first? — (A.) No, nor indeed second, at least of those

things we are now talking about: they always existed.’

However that may be, if (at least some of”) the Alcimus fragments, like Epich. fr. 135, are

linguistically suspicious, but if at the same time there are reasons to believe that they

** For a full discussion see now Kerkhof (2001: 65-78); most, if not all, of the Alcimus fragments are
regarded as genuine e.g. by Lorenz (1864: 183-187), Kaibel (1899: 121-124, 135), Olivieri (1946: 81-92),
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nevertheless come from an Epicharmian play, there is only one possible, and not even
particularly unlikely,” scenario that does justice to both sides of the argument: namely,
that Epicharmus’ plays were initially “fluid’, so that post-auctorial additions and revisions,
by actors and/or editors, could creep in, perhaps until and beyond the time of Dionysius
the Younger whose work mept 1dv moumnpdtwv 'Emiydppou may have started off
Epicharmian philology properly speaking (Sud. & 1179 = Epich. test. 33).* If this were
correct, Alcimus would cite ‘Epicharmus’ in good faith, and we should expect precisely
what we find in these fragments: certain later linguistic features, attributable to the

Sicilian Doric koina, in what is otherwise impeccable Syracusan.”
3. Epicharmian heterogeneity and the genesis of the Pseudepicharmeia

Obviously, such insertions, extensions, or interpolations could only be successful if they
blended naturally into an ‘original’ text. Hence, witnesses like Epich. fr. 135 or the
Alcimus fragments should still fit well enough into Epicharmian comedy, although they
stage almost philosophical discussions and thereby potentially justify the following
remark of ‘Pseudo-Epicharmus’ in the (presumed) introduction to the ['vépar ([Epich.]
fr. 244.10-11):*

aitiav yap fiyov 6¢ EMwg pev einv [§]e€idc,
HakpoAdyog 6¢ kou Suvaipav év Blplayel yvopalg Aéy]ev.
‘For I was criticised that I was fairly skilful, but long-winded and incapable of saying briefly what

I meant.’

Pickard-Cambridge (1962: 247-254) Berk (1964: 85-101), Falus (1968), Demand (1971), Silvestre Pinto
(1977), Carriere (1979: 202-207), Alvarez Salas (2007), and Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén 2012: 88-95),
whereas wholesale rejections are fairly rare (Covotti 1931, Kerkhof 2001: 65-78, Kassel and Austin 2001:
157-164, Olson 2007: 9-10). Linguistic weaknesses are arguable even in [Epich.] frr. 275 (mapfioav,
Uméhov) and 276 (E{psv, 16¢: cf. fn. 18, Willi 2008: 129 n. 38), whose claim to authenticity is otherwise
strongest.

* Note in this context also the existence of Epicharmus’ MoUoou as a Staokeun (‘revised version’) of the
“HPag yapog (cf. below §3); Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1919: 52 n. 1) observed that the revision need not
have been made by Epicharmus himself.

** Cf. similarly already Diels and Kranz (1951: 193) on [Epich.] fr. 277, followed by Thierfelder (1956: 175)
on [Epich.] fr. 280; see also Webster in Pickard-Cambridge (1962: 253).

* For the Sicilian koina cf. Bartonék (1973) and Willi (2008: 45-49); to judge by the text of Archimedes,
our most important witness, infinitives in -pev (not -petv: cf. Thumb and Kieckers 1932: 216) or also
pronominal aUtdv for viv would have been regular here.

% Pace Carrara (2003: 184), the two lines hardly refer to other Pseudepicharmian writings: the point of a

comic scene may be ‘summarised’ in a yvapn, but not the essence of a medical treatise or the like.

11



On the other hand, there was certainly much in the genuine Epicharmus that was far
from tedious. Horace (epist. 2.1.58 = Epich. test. 21) likens Plautus to Epicharmus by
saying [dicitur] Plautus ad exemplar Siculi properare Epicharmi ‘Plautus is said to move
quickly following the model of the Sicilian Epicharmus’,”” and a sequence of scenes like
those described in Epich. fr. 136 has considerable comic scope, not unlike Aristophanes’
Clouds, while still providing a potential framework for a para-philosophical exchange d la
[Epich.] frr. 275 and 276 (cf. §1):**

"Emriyappog, 6[pihi]oag toig ITuBa[yopeiotg,] &M 1[€] Tiva ev [£8i8ac]kev d[pa]porla, kai T0
mepi T]oU oEop[évou, 6] Moywi] epodlikédr kot molt[dr elmépalive. oU prv] &N drg &[podot
Yivov]tar mpooo[doi te évaplyés, el oly [Eotadg Tic] yilveltan pleiCwv §) E]Md]rToov: €[i &¢
10Ut0,] oVoior &MN[ote &EANa] yivoviat [ v ouv]eyii puotv. kali éx]opaidnoev alto émi
100 &moutoupévou  oupfoldg kai  [&]pvoupévou ToU altol eivon Sia TO TA  pév
~ N N bl ’ 9 \ \ e b ~ 9 ’ 9 . \ 9 ~
mpooyeyeviioBat, Ta 6¢ dmeAnhubévat, el 8¢ 6 dmartdv Ex[V]Imoev altov kol évekaleito,
mahv k[&]keivou [paloxovrog [aNN]o pe[v] e[ilvar tov tletulmmKdta, €repo[v 6¢] TOV

éykaloup[e]vov.

‘Epicharmus, who had frequented the Pythagoreans, successtully staged many other plays and also
the one about the “Augmenting Discourse” (aUESpevog Aoyog) 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 aways;
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.’

Similarly, the few Epicharmian fragments from named plays® in which we still recognise

a conversation are everything but dull. Epich. fr. 76, from Adyog ka1 Aoyiva, presents a

%7 Kassel and Austin (2001: 13) pertinently compare Ar. Eccl. 581-582 &AN" o0 péXkerv dAN GrrrecBar kai
&1 xpiiv 1oig dravotaig, | d¢ 10 TayUverv yapitwv petéxer Aeiotov Tapa toiot Beatais ‘one should not
hesitate, but really head for the ideas, because to move quickly goes down best with the audience’; the
context in Horace shows that the ftertium comparationis is not merely the quick-moving trochaic tetrameter
as opposed to the more leisurely iambic trimeter.

* For a full discussion of the ‘aUE(av)opevog Adyog” play involved here, see Willi (2008: 170-175) and
(2012a: 58-63), with earlier literature including Bernays (1853) and Kerkhof (2001: 68-70, 171-173).

* In addition to these, listed in the following, cf. only Epich. frr. 146 with a ‘rhetorical’ émoiko8dpnotig and

147 with another punning sequence.
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slapstick misunderstanding in a mythological setting; fr. 122, from Zeipfjveg, has one
character ‘torment’ another by describing a feast; fr. 97, from the 'Oducoeug aitépolog,
stages a pitifully un-heroic Odysseus who is apparently beaten up after deserting to
Troy;” and fr. 113.4-15, from I[TUppa kai [Tpopabei, introduces a Pyrrha who suspects
that Prometheus only advised the building of an ark in order to steal her belongings once
she and Deukalion are inside. None of this would be out of place on Aristophanes’ stage,
and even the longish parasite’s monologue of fr. 32 need not compare unfavourably with,
say, Dikaiopolis’ monologue at the beginning of Acharnians. All we can conclude from
these fragments (and from a good number of further play titles such as "Apukog,
Bovotpig, ‘HpakAilg 6 émi tov Cwotiipa, ‘Hpakhilg 6 map PoAwt, Kukhwy, Mndeia,
‘Obuooeus vavayds, TetyE, Tpdeg, or ®Phoktitag) is that Epicharmus combined
mythological travesty with an entertaining depiction of everyday-life situations; and if
we add not only the parasite figure in "Ehmic 1) [Thottog (cf. §1), but also the titles
Aypwotivog ‘The rustic’ (for a play featuring a schoolteacher named Kéhagog ‘Slap*
Epich. fr. 1), I'npaid “The old woman’, and ®1hok\ivng ‘The lazybones’, we may infer
that a careful depiction of character types was also part of Epicharmus’ formula for
success.’

It is likely, however, that there was not just a single such formula, and mere titles may
be misleading. For example, nothing lends particular support to the idea that Ta xai
©dhaooa agonistically opposed Earth and Sea as allegorical figures,” or that Adyog kai
Aoyiva contained an aywv Aoywv similar to the one depicted in Aristophanes” Clouds.™

Whatever the correct interpreation of the latter title (‘Mr and Mrs Word™?, ‘Mr and Miss

* Contra Kassel and Austin (2001: 52), the reading of Porson (1812: 102) is preferable to Ahrens’s (1843:
446) &AN Epavdv (yo) in the last line, as the (untranslatable) pun on €pavog ‘dinner, banquet’ and yépavog
‘crane’ continues: (A.) 6 Zeug p” éxdheae, TTéhomi y* Epavov iomidv. | (B.) i mapTévnpov Syov, 6 "Tdv, 6
Yépavog. | (A.) AN’ ol yépavov, dAAG Y Epavdv Tot Aéyw ‘(A.) Zeus invited me to a nice dinner for
Pelops. (B.) An ice dinner — that’s disgusting, mate! — (A.) Not an ice dinner, a nice dinner!”

’' For the reconstruction of the action of this play cf. now Willi (2008: 177-188) and (2012a: 63-71),
responding to earlier discussions (including Schmidt 1888: 379-380, Gomperz 1889, Blass 1889, Stanford
1950, Barigazzi 1955, Lobel 1959: 40-42, Phillips 1959: 58-61, Gentili 1961: 336-337, Webster 1962,
Salomone 1981, Kerkhof 2001: 123-128, Cassio 2002: 73-82, Casolari 2003: 47-52, Olson 2007: 47-48).

2 Of course this is not to say that Epicharmus’ comedy ever became a Typenkomdidie like the Commedia
dell’Arte: cf. Kerkhof (2001: 171) against Dohm’s (1964: 22-30) assumption that Epicharmus had a ‘cook
type’.

» Thus e.g. Kaibel (1899: 94), Sieckmann (1906: 17), Prescott (1917: 414), Korte (1921: 1224),
Radermacher (1954: 25), Froleyks (1973: 133-134); but our evidence almost entirely consists of mere lexical
references in Athenaeus (Epich. frr. 20, 22-28).

** Cf. Dieterich (1897: 78), von Salis (1905: 50), Sieckmann (1906: 18), Prescott (1917: 414-415), Korte
(1921: 1224), Radermacher (1954: 25), Froleyks (1973: 133), Silvestre Pinto (1977: 248-249).
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Argument?”), one of the three fragments we have points again to mythological
characters (Epich. fr. 76, quoted in fn. 30), while another (fr. 77) evidences a (not entirely
isolated™) interest in literary matters. It mentions the iambographer (?)* Aristoxenus of
Selinus and could be read as a self-referential statement if the problematic first line is
emended as follows, with two minor changes where correction is unavoidable (and

where previous proposals have been more intrusive):”

oU Toug iapPoug kAT TOV AdtoTov TpdTIOV,

ov mtparog eioaynoad’ ‘Q protéEevog

‘not iambic lines of the very sweet type which Aristoxenus was the first to introduce’

We reach somewhat safer ground once we turn to the “HPag yapog (‘Marriage of
Hebe’) and its revision under the title Motoau (cf. Athen. 3.110b). At first sight, at least
the earlier title also seems to point to a mythological plot of sorts. When we look at the
fragments, however, it becomes hard to believe that this was the same type of burlesque
play as, for instance, the ’‘Obucoeuc autépolog of Epich. fr. 97. Of the 26 extant
fragments of the “HBag ydpog, 21—all from Athenaeus—contain 47 trochaic tetrameters
amounting to an elaborate catalogue of foodstuff (mainly fishes and seafood). Three more
(Epich. frr. 46, 62, 64) cite the play as a source for specific fish and bread names, one
adduces the term Aexig ‘pot, pan’ (Epich. fr. 63, from Poll. 10.86), and the last one (Epich.

¥ Cf. Hoenigswald (1941), Cassio (2002: 69-70); differently Froleyks (1973: 133) (“sicher ein Streit
zwischen Herrn und Frau Vernunft, zwischen minnlicher und weiblicher Logik”).

% Cf. Epich. fr. 51 (with a ‘quotation’ k&t TOv Avaviov; cf. Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén 2012: 86-87, but
Epich. fr. 22 need not quote the same iambographer directly [Ananius fr. 4 West] since the ‘oath’ vai tav
kpdpPav may have become proverbial: see Eupolis fr. 84); Epich. fr. 92 (on the Spartan évémhiog vépog in
a mythical context); also Epich. fr. 4 (on Diomos as the ‘inventor’ of bucolic song)?

%7 Lennartz (2010: 131-136) rightly points out that the generic classification of Aristoxenus as iambographer
largely depends on emending kai into k&t in Epich. fr. 77 (cf. fn. 38: next to Tpdmov, katd is certainly
natural), but he fails to mount a plausible defence for kai (and the resulting awkward syntax).

(1) oV for transmitted oi, but the nom. pl. of the article is ot in Epicharmus, and Ahrens’s (1843: 446)
“fort[asse] & (aut oi)” fails to convince stylistically; (2) xat Tov &S00V for transmitted (unmetrical) kai Tov
&protov, with kat tdv as already suggested by Porson apud Gaisford (1810: 45) and Ahrens (1843: 446), but
&6iotov (cf. Epich. fr. 84 &Gdiotov kpéag) instead of apyaiov (Porson), &ydpiotov (Ahrens), &pmraiotov
(Vaillant 1927), or Avaviou (Rotstein 2010: 220): the first two of these alternatives would hardly have been
corrupted (since they are also plain Attic), and the third and fourth would presuppose a much more
substantial change in the transmission (next to a less likely starting point for the third: what is an ‘anapaestic
manner’?). For the interpretation of the fragment cf. already Pace (1940: 71), Guardi (1980: 31), or West
(1974: 34): “It seems likely that Epicharmus, speaking outside the action of the play [...], was here

contrasting his own kind of show with a different kind that was in fashion before.”
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fr. 39) mentions the names Epicharmus gave to the Muses, clearly with a humorous twist
because here they are the daughters of ITiepog ka1 [TiprAnts ‘Mr Fat and Ms Full’.

To blame this situation exclusively on Athenaeus’ biased interests is difficult. Firstly,
even trying hard it would be impossible to come up with an equally one-sided and
uniform selection of dozens of lines drawn by Athenaeus from any Athenian comic
author. Secondly, the past-tense third-person verbs” in these fragments suggest an
ekphrastic layout in which the speaker(s)* are/is describing in hindsight and with much
detail a lavish banquet of the gods, apparently in the form of a monologue.” Again this
has no parallel in extant comedy, including notoriously food-happy Middle Comedy:
here an extreme case* like Anaxandrides fr. 42.37-66 presents a simple list, perhaps for
virtuoso delivery,” but not the leisurely catalogue one must infer for Epicharmus. It is
therefore safe to say that the “HBog yapog was a ‘comedy’ sui generis, if ‘comedy’ is the
right term for it." This is all the more true since passages such as Epich. frr. 40.3-6, 49.1-

¥ Cf. Epich. fr. 47 xapkivor ikovt(o) ‘crabs arrived’, 48 6 INoteidav ike ‘Poseidon arrived’, 49 fjv &¢
oapyivol ‘there were sarginoi (fishes)’, 52 v && vépxau ‘there were electric rays’, 57 &ye tpiyAag ‘(s)he
brought red mullets’, 58 v & Vauvideg te Bouyhwoooi te kai kiBapog évii ‘there were hyena fishes and
soles and a cithara flatfish among them’ (and similarly, from the Moloat, Epich. fr. 85 vo gpwidot ‘there
were herons’, 88 6 Zeug €\afe knkedjoato ‘Zeus took and ordered’, 89 olte pupoivav amiic ‘nor was
there a lack of sea-eels’). The presents in Epich. fr. 40.1 (&yet ‘he brings’) and 42.1 (\apBdvovtt ‘they take’)
may be visualising historical presents.

" On the first-person plural references in Epich. fr. 40.11 ("HBag ydpog) and fr. 84 (Motoau) cf. §6.

' Cf. already Lorenz (1864: 88-89), von Salis (1905: 43); Epich. fr. 49 ai 6¢ jic ‘if you like’ need not imply
a stage dialogue (pace Sieckmann 1906: 18): contrast the dialogical arrangement of e.g. Ar. fr. 581 with
typical bomolochic interventions.

* Antiphanes fr. 140, Ephippus fr. 12, or Eubulus fr. 63 are much shorter.

# Cf. Nesselrath (1990: 272-276); pace Schmid (1929: 646), Albini (1986: 14), or Kerkhof (2001: 119),
nothing in the Epicharmian fragments from the “HPog ydpog or MoUoar suggests a similar speed
performance (whereas the mere list of votive offerings in Epich. fr. 68, from ®eapoi, might).

* Dionysius the Younger significantly entitled his critical treatise [Tepi T@v TmompdTov (not: kwpwididv)
"Emriydppou (Epich. test. 33; cf. §2.2); “[wlir wissen nicht, wie Epicharmos seine gedichte genannt hat”
(Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1910: 55; cf. Kaibel 1907: 36, West 1974: 34), but Spdpata is a possibility. As
noted in {1, Plato’s reference to Epicharmus as the dxpog kwpwidiag is still vague, when Homer is at the
same time the dkpog tpaywidiag (Pl Theaer. 152e = Epich. test. 3). A specific application of the (Attic)
term kwpwidia to Epicharmus’ oeuvre is thus first found in Aristotle (implicitly: Poet. 1448a29-34 = Epich.
test. 4) and Theocritus (explicitly: Epigr. 18 = Epich. test. 18 0 Tav kwpwidiav elpwv Emiyappog
‘Epicharmos the inventer of comedy’; cf. Sud. € 2766, s.v. Emiyappog = Epich. test. 1); see further e.g.
Porph. vit. Plot. 24 (= Epich. test. 34, Emiyappov T0v kwpwidioypagov), Anon. de com. (Proleg. de com.
I1I) 9 p. 7 Koster (= Epich. test. 6, Epicharmus as an author tfig &pyaiag kwpwidiag).
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2, or 51 are reminiscent of a different genre that came into existence in (presumably later)

fifth-century Sicily—cookery-books:*

KTévia, Pakdvoug, TTopeUpag, GOTPELA CUPPEPUKOTA,
& O1elelv pév evr yahemd, katagayfjpev & eupapéa,
puag Avapitag te KAPUKAG Te KOl oKipudpia,
N 7’ ’ 9 9 9 7’ 9 ~ b b 7’
T YAUKEQ pév évt’ eméoBery, épmayfjpev & OEéa
‘scallops, barnacles, purple-fishes, firmly-closed oysters, which are difficult to take apart, but easy
to be swallowed, mussels and sea-snails and trumpet-shells and sword-shells, which are sweet to

eat, but sharp when one is stuck on them’

nv 8¢ copyivol e peAdvoupol Te Kai Tal GLVIOTOL
Totviat, AeTtal pev adéat 6¢ kKwAiyou TTupog
‘there were sarginoi fishes and black-tails and the most pleasant ribbon-fishes, fine but sweet and

not to be roasted for long’

Kal okipiag Ypopis 07, 6¢ ev Td1 npt kAT TOV Avdaviov
1YBUwv mavIwv dprotog, avBiag S yelpatt
‘and sword-fish and chromis-fish, which, according to Ananius, is the best of all fishes in spring,

whereas the anthias-fish is in winter’

As it is easy to see how verses like these could be further elaborated upon, we may even
grasp here the elusive starting-point for the creation of Pseudepicharmeia.* As mentioned
in §2, these works included an "Oyotoria, and given the general Sicilian interest in
gastronomy (which later culminates in Archestratus of Gela’s didactic ‘Houmd08e1a”), this
‘Oyotroria could indeed have been the very first Pseudepicharmeion, building upon the
material contained in e.g. the “HBag ydpog and/or Motoau. If so, and because the mid-
fifth-century also saw the beginnings of a Sicilian empiricist school of medicine with a

strong interest in dietetics, and therefore food again,* the step from an ’Oyototia to the

* See Bilabel (1921), especially on Mithaikos of Syracuse (5th cent.; cf. Cassio 1989: 144) and Herakleides
of Syracuse (4th cent.).

“ Contrast e.g. Pace (1940: 53) and Guardi (1980: 33-34), according to whom the I'vipar were pivotal;
but why should such a collection give rise to pseudepigraphical texts of an entirely different kind?

7 On Archestratus’ work and its literary background (but very little on any Epicharmian connections) see
Olson and Sens (2000: esp. xxviii-xliii).

* According to Sud. a 1026, s.v. "Akpwv, the fifth-century doctor Akron of Akragas wrote Awpidi
Sraléxtwt Tept Tpogiic Uytetvév Pifhiov o' ‘one book in Doric “On the diet of healthy people™ (cf.
Cassio 1989: 143); some decades later Philistion of Lokroi, who was active in Syracuse (PL. Epist. Il 314d =
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more generally medical Xeipowv was small; and finally, in an intellectual environment
where certainly Empedoclean, if not strictly Pythagorean, ideas undoubtedly informed
medical thought,” the Xeipwv in turn would provide a natural bridge to, first, a
pseudepigraphical carmen physicum of wider scope, as seems to have constituted the basis
for Ennius’ Epicharmus (and/or the Kavav: cf. fn. 7), and, next, Pythagoreanising treatises
d la Chrysogonus’ ITohteia. Thus, we may postulate an overall model for the genesis of

the Pseudepicharmeia as in Figure 1.

Philistion fr. 2 Wellmann), also focused on dietetics, as Athen. 3.115d (= Philistion fr. 9 Wellmann) implies,
and as the ascription of ‘Oyaptutikd to him indirectly confirms (Athen. 12.516c¢ = Philistion fr. 13
Wellmann; cf. Wellmann 1901: 73-74, Diller 1938: 2406).

“ Cf. e.g. Plin. NH 29.5 (= Akron fr. 2 Wellmann) on Akron and Galen. X 5 (from De methodo medendi, =
Philistion fr. 1 Wellmann) on Philistion as followers of Empedocles, the latter for instance with the doctrine
that the human body consists of the four elements, a disturbance of whose balance causes illness (Philistion
fr. 4 Wellmann): Wellmann (1901: 67-75), Diller (1938: 2407).
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Fig. I: A model for the genesis of the Pseudepicharmeia

Epicharmus (active ¢. 500-460 B.C.?)

I. Dramatic plot comedy
* often mythological characters/travesty
* focus on character depiction (?)

* everyday scenes/behaviour/language

Excerption of Tvépat Extensions/interpolations

(later 5th c.?)

!
\
‘Philosophical fragments’
Extensions/additions (esp. frr. ex Alcimo, 5th/4th c.?)
\

Tvépat of ‘Axiopistus’

(early 4th ¢.?)

4. Counter-canonical Epicharmus

II. Non-dramatic ‘catalogue’ satire/parody
* possibly dialogic frames

+ everyday subject matter (fishes, not heroes)

Gastronomical "OyoTroria

(Anonymous, later 5th c.?)

Medical (incl. dietetic) Xeipwv
(Anonymous, 5th/4th c.?)

Pythagoreanising (?) Kavav
and/or carmen physicum

(‘Axiopistus’, early 4th c.?)

i [l Epicharmus Ennii]

Pythagoreanising [ToAiteia

(Chrysogonus, mid-4th c.)

Obviously, in such a model much remains hypothetical, but the essential point is this: to

judge by the evidence we have, Epicharmus’ comedy was fundamentally heterogeneous,

and Aristotle’s observation that plot comedy came from Sicily (§1) need not imply that all

of Sicilian (and Epicharmian) comedy was plot comedy. However, the (at least”) two

T deliberately leave open the question whether there was an additional divide between ‘character

comedies’ (such as an AypwoTivog) and ‘mythological comedies’ (such as the Heracles or Odysseus plays).
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‘groups’ of works we are able to distinguish—burlesque plays like the *Oduooeug
autépohog on the one hand and catalogue-like compositions such as the “HBag yapog
and MoUoar on the other’—may still have things in common. What they share, and
what makes them intrinsically innovative, is their iconoclastic attitude towards the
cultural canon.

In the ’'Oduooeug altopolog we recognise the persiflage of a story referred to in both
the Iliad (Book 10) and the Odyssey (4.242-258) and fully developed in the Thiag pixpa
(cf. Procl. Chrest. 206 Severyns): how Odysseus was given the task of going to Troy as a
spy and explore the city—only that in Epicharmus he did not dare to do so, but instead
deserted, with unexpected and demeaning consequences (Epich. frr. 97, 99).”* Similarly,
in the Busiris Heracles was de-heroised and made fun of as a glutton whose table manners
are those of a pig (Epich. fr. 18), perhaps contrasting negatively with the well-behaved
conduct of the title figure;” and although the fragments are insufficient to prove it, one
may doubt that Odysseus and Heracles were presented more awe-inspiringly when the
first was visiting the Cyclops (KUkAwy), travelling past the Sirens (Zeipfjveg), or
shipwrecked in the 'Oduooeug vavaydg, and when the second was encountering the
gigantic Alcyoneus (in the homonymous play), hunting for the Amazon’s belt in the
‘HpoaxAijg 6 émi tov Lwotiipa, or feasting at the centaur Pholos’ in the ‘HpakMiic 0 map
®SAwt. That Heracles and Odysseus should figure so prominently in Epicharmus is no
coincidence.” In the colonial West these archetypical travellers and ambassadors of
civilization had acquired an identitarian resonance that transcended their role in
metropolitan culture.” To demote such heroes in Sicily therefore represented even more
of a counter-canonical challenge.

Turning to the “HPoag ydpog and the Motoat, things are perhaps less obvious, but the

general stance appears to have been similar. The crucial point is not so much that Hebe is

Our knowledge of the former is too limited, but it is conceivable that they presented mime-like character
studies, not fully-fledged plots. Similar titles of Middle and New Comedy (e.g. Menander’s Avokolog)
could advocate against this, but for example the fragments of "EAwi¢ ) [MhoUtog (with the parasite’s
monologue in Epich. fr. 32) would be compatible with it, and of course mime had a subliterary ancestry in
the Doric world (cf. §5).

°' What other titles (if any) belong to this group is difficult to say: one may think for instance of the ‘Eoptd
‘Feast’ (from which fr. 38 cites the word kdyyog ‘shell’), the ©eapoi ‘Festival-goers’ (with the catalogue-
like fr. 68), the 'Opia ‘Sausage’, or also the Naoot ‘Islands’.

52 See the literature cited in fn. 31.

>3 Cf. Pianko (1948: 419-420), Kerkhof (2001: 117), Casolari (2003: 269-270), Olson (2007: 40-41).

>* Cf. Pickard-Cambridge (1962: 255-264), Reinhardt (1996: 26-35), Kerkhof (2001: 117-119, 121-128),
Rodriguez-Noriega Guillén (2012: 79-81).

> See, for example, Jourdain-Annequin (1988/9) on Heracles, and Malkin (1998: 3-5 and passim) on
Odysseus.
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Heracles’ wife (Hes. Theog. 950-955), so that a connection with this hero again lurks in
the back, but the very form of the catalogue-like fragments. These commonly consist of
(1) a transitive or intransitive lead verb such as daye “(s)he brought’ or fv ‘there
were’/ikovto ‘(there) came’ with (2) a series of objects or subjects, respectively, listing fish
names or items of seafood, some of which are elaborated upon by (3) descriptive relative
clauses and/or (4) colourful (often compound) epithets. This structure exactly mirrors that
of an epic-didactic catalogue of the type seen in Hesiod’s Theogony (e.g. (1) lead verb
Téke(v)/EyEvovTo ‘gave birth to/were born’, followed by (2) a list of objects/subjects, some

amplified by (3) relative clauses and/or (4) (often compound) epithets):

[&YEL &1 [TpiyAag te xugag [kdyapioToug], Batdvag],

‘So she brought curved red mullets and unpleasant baiones’ (Epich. fr. 57)

[kapxivor 6], [fkovt’]; [Eivoi 6, [of xaB’ &Apupav Gha
VELV pEv oUk ToavTt, TeCdn & éptropevoviat pévotls],
‘Crabs came and sea-urchings, who are unable to swim in the salty sea, but are the only ones to

travel on foot’ (Epich. fr. 47)

Tnbug 8 *Q keavdr motapoug [Téke]; Sivieviag,

[Neilov T Algperdv Te kai 'Hpidavov [Babudivnv],],

‘Tethys bore Oceanus the eddying rivers, the Nile and the Alpheius and also the deep-whirled
Eridanus’ (Hes. Theog. 337-338)

Nnpfiog &8 [¢yévovto], peyripita tékva Bedwv

TOVIWL €V ATPUYET™L KAl Awpidog fukSporo,

KoUpng " keavoio TENEVTOG TTOTApOTO,

[MpwBa T’ Evkpdvin Te Taw T’ Ap@ipitn 1€

Nnoo 1" Evméprn te Ogpioto e [Ipovon te

Nnpeptng 6, [} matpog Exet véov dBavdroro.],],
‘Numerous divine girls were born in the barren sea from Nereus and Doris with the lovely hair,
the daughter of Oceanus the circling river, Protho and Eukrante and Sao and Amphitrite [...] and

Neso and Eupompe and Themisto and Pronoe and Nemertes, who was the mind of her immortal

father’ (Hes. Theog. 240-262)

That Epicharmus had Hesiod in mind when he wrote the “HBog ydpog is confirmed by
Epich. fr. 39 (from Tzetz. ad Hes. Op. 6, ed. Gaisford, Poetae minores Graeci 111, p. 23). As
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already mentioned (§3), this fragment gives Epicharmus’ names of the ‘Muses’. The
comic name of their mother ITipmtAnig recalls the Oceanid names Kepknic or Ieponts
presented by Hesiod (Theog. 355-356) in the same catalogue section that also lists
Oceanus’ river sons Neihog, Axedwidg; Podiog, and ‘Emrtdmopog (Theog. 338-341). All of
these in turn are echoed among Epicharmus’ Muses, presumably because such ‘river

Muses’ would naturally attend the wedding together with their respective fishes:*

"Emtiyoppog 6¢ év tdi tiic "HPng ydpwt emta Aéyer, Buyatépag MMépou kail [MipmAnidog
vUupeng, Netholv Tpitcdyvny Acwtotv ‘Emtanopnv Ayedwida TTitémAouv kal Podiav

‘But Epicharmus names seven [Muses], daughters of Mr Fat and the nymph Ms Full: Neilo,
Tritone, Asopo, Heptapore, Achelois, Titoplo (?), and Rhodia’

Thus, just as Epicharmus’ plot drama satirically rewrites the myth of narrative epic, so his
catalogue poetry comically rewrite didactic epic, replacing divine genealogies with the
offer in a fishmonger’s shop. The two facets of Epicharmus thereby correspond to the
two most hallowed genres of Greek culture, and they treat them with as little respect as

Aristophanic comedy later treats noble tragedy.
p y geay

5. Hybridisation and the ‘invention’ of comedy

In Willi (2008), I already made an argument along these lines for Epicharmus’ mythical
plot comedy, but I had not yet seen the para-Hesiodic parallel to it in the “HBoag yapo.
In particular, I argued that this subversive, counter-canonical dimension of Epicharmus’
work must be related to its colonial context. Mutatis mutandis, similar phenomena can be
observed in colonial worlds, both ancient and modern, even in non-comic genres: “In der
Aufgabe und in dem Bediirfnis, iiberkommene und allgemein akzeptierte Dinge anders
zu sehen und zu bewerten, {iberschneiden sich die Rollen des kolonialen und des
komischen Autors. Insofern stellt die Komddie geradezu den Idealtypus kolonialer
Literatur dar””” At the same time, I argued that another typical feature of ‘colonial’
literature is also replicated in Epicharmus: generic experimentation and hybridity. The

focus then was mainly on the innovative combination of a colloquial linguistic register

% Cf. Welcker (1844: 289-290), Moessner (1907: 39).

7 Willi (2008: 192); for the concept of a ‘canonical counter-discourse’ in modern colonial and post-colonial
literature see esp. Tiffin (1987) and Ashcroft, Griffiths, and Tiffin (2002: 77-114), and for a comparison
with Greek literary culture in ancient Sicily Willi (2008: 327).
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with an art form that aspired to literary recognition in public life.”® But adopting the
dichotomy suggested above, we can also detect behind the more dramatic half of
Epicharmus’ oeuvre a novel hybrid in another, yet more fundamental respect.

According to Aristotle (Poer. 1449a11-13), Attic comedy ultimately arose &mo TGOV 1O
poAka [sc. EEapyovrwv] & Ert kai viv év ToMais Thv TToNewv Srapéver voplopeva,
‘from the leaders of the phallic choruses, which are still organised even today in many

cities’. Whatever the exact details of the relationship,”

it is easy to recognise here a
connection between comedy and both ritual scurillity and—less directly—literary iambus,
whether or not iambic performers also occasionally wore a phallus (cf. Archil. frr. 66-67
W., Hipponax fr. 78.14 W.2*). Thus, the choral (parodos and/or) parabasis of comedy
may go back to the earlier pah\ik& as such, whereas the spoken sections correspond to a
more narrowly defined” iambus—witness their typically iambic metres. In these spoken
parts the chorus leader (Eapyog), increasingly detaching himself from his group,”
performed a (perhaps initially introductory or ‘prologic’) monologue not dissimilar from
the character impersonations seen in literary iambus (e.g. a cook at Semonides fr. 24 W.,
a crook at Hipponax fr. 32 W.%”). Following Aristotle, Attic comedy may therefore be
regarded as an organic outgrowth of ritual ribaldry, both phallic in kind and iambic in

tone.

* Willi (2008: 158-161); cf. Willi (2008: 4-6 and 325), following Tiffin (1987: 19-20), Ashcroft, Griffiths,
and Tiffin (2002: 137-138 and 153-163), and Boehmer (2005: 237-243), on hybridity and generic
experimentation as defining features of modern (post-)colonial texts.

*® The literature is vast and controversial (but Depew 2007 shows how unwise it would be to dismiss
Aristotle’s primary information on the origins of drama, simply because he applies his own methodological
lense to it): cf. e.g. Herter (1947: esp. 26-27), Pickard-Cambridge (1962: 132-162), Sifakis (1971), Adrados
(1975), Rosen (1988), Degani (1988) and (1993), Henderson (1991: 13-28), Bowie (2002), Sourvinou-
Inwood (2003: 172-177), Lennartz (2010: 310-338), Rotstein (2010: 266-276). Leonhardt’s (1991) complete
reinterpretation of Aristotle’s words remains unconvincing.

% Cf. West (1974: 30, 125-126, 143); Pohlenz (1949: 32-36) doubted an ithyphallic costume for the earliest
comic choruses, but neither is this a necessary prerogative for a group of padhopépor (‘phallus-bearers’, not
necessarily ‘phallus-wearers’), and the entire issue remains controversial (cf. Rothwell 2007: 25-27).

' Le. iambus in the sense of “Sprechvers monologues of lonian writers” (West 1974: 36); the ancient
category of TopPog was broader and included choral performances, whether or not these were metrically
defined (as maintained by Lennartz 2010, against e.g. West 1974: 22-39; cf. also the cautious position of
Rotstein 2010: 221-225).

% In comparison, that is, with the earlier situation where the EEapyog was a “Protoschauspieler, der zwar als
Teil des Chores keine eigene Identitit besitzt, aber trotzdem eine in der Gruppe herausgehobene Stellung
innehat und, indem er das Lied beginnt, iiber eine eigene Stimme verfiigt” (Zimmermann 2011: 458); see
Herter (1947: 38-40) and cf. further below. Adrados (1975: 252), lerano (1997: 175-179), and Scullion
(2002: 108-109) comment on the role of the chorus leader in dithyramb and other hymnic genres.

3 Cf. West (1974: 32-33).
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Meanwhile, and to return to Epicharmus, we know that iambus also flourished in
Sicily, not only because Epich. fr. 77 probably refers to the TapBor of Aristoxenus of
Selinus (cf. §3), but also because Athenaeus (5.181c) specifically highlights a Syracusan
liking for iopProtat, contrasting with the Athenian preference for Dionysiac choruses.
For our purposes this Sicilian iambic tradition is relevant because Epicharmus’ main
metres—the iambic trimeter and, even more commonly, the trochaic tetrameter—
unambiguously point to such a background as much as the metrical form of Attic
comedy squares with Aristotle’s account of the origins of that genre. In other words,
when we encounter a composition in tetrameters such as the “HPag yapog, the core of
which consists of a monologic performance with a distinctly satirical or parodic aim,
there is little surprise in this: after all, satire and parody had always been an important
ingredient in iambus, as illustrated for example by the Pseudo-Homeric Margites or
Semonides’ ‘gynaecogony’ (fr. 7 West).

lambus had not, however, been a dramatic (i.e. dialogic) genre. As indicated above,
and as presupposed by Aristotle’s derivation of both tragedy and comedy, there could at
best have been a sort of exchange between a chorus (dithyrambic, phallic, iambic, or
whatever) and its EEapyog, with the latter adopting iambic verse as a spoken medium.*
True drama, with a dialogue between two or more individual participants, is something
quintessentially different. The origins of this we may best seek in subliterary mimetic
‘farce’, about which we know very little, except that it existed particularly in the Doric
Peloponnese. The historian Sosibius (FGrH 595F7, apud Athen. 14.621d) informs us
about the Laconian §(g)iknhiotai (identified by Athenaeus with both the Sicyonian
poAhogopot and the p\Uakeg in Italy), and various sources point to a pertinent tradition
in Megara, triggering the Megarian claim that comedy was ‘theirs’ (Arist. Poet. 1448a31-

32).” Since much of this farce must have been improvised—giving rise to the alternative

% Cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1910: 87) on the origins of tragedy: “Und nun tat Thespis im jahre 534
den nichsten schritt: denn name und jahr darf geglaubt werden. er fligte den ersten schauspieler hinzu oder
richtiger, er trat als sprecher zu seinem chore. dieser schritt konnte nur in einer ionischen stadt geschehen,
da aber lag er nahe genug, denn der sprecher war als solcher vorhanden: der recitator des ionischen
iambos.” West (1974: 33-34) concurs (except for the exact dating of Thespis, cf. West 1989), stressing that
“[tJhe model cannot have been iambus in the strict sense, verse of a scurillous, lubricious or farcical
character, but rather the more dignified poetry which had been or was being composed in similar metres in
the lonian sphere and (with touches of Ionic dialect) by Solon at Athens”.

% See, after Kérte (1921: 1221-1223), now especially Kerkhof (2001: 1-50), also on the problematic figure
of Susarion (who must not be dismissed too easily, cf. Rusten 2006: 42-44; in theory there could have been
a particularly well-remembered EEapyog parhikév, who endowed himself with the sobriquet ‘Shoo!Shoo!-
Arion’ aimed at the famous dithyrambist: cf. Ar. Vesp. 209 coi, ool). Given the variety of sources, the
scepticism expressed by Breitholtz (1960) and Henderson (1991: 223-228) on the entire complex certainly

seems excessive.
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terms autokaPdalor ‘extemporisers’ and €0edovtai ‘volunteers’ for the performers of
such mimesis év eUtehel Tt AéEer “in simple language’ (Athen. 14.621d-f)—and since later
on Sophron’s literary mime is written in prose t0o,” it is likely that little if anything of
this was versified.

So where does this all lead? The Greek colonists who went to the Western
Mediterranean took with them, on the one hand, the (predominantly Ionic) tradition of
iambus and, on the other hand, the (predominantly Doric) tradition of mimetic farce. In
the dichotomous Epicharmian fragments we recognise, on the one hand, pieces that look
like natural offshoots of iambic satire (the “HBoag ydpog type), and, on the other hand,
‘plot comedies’ whose centrepiece is versified dramatic dialogue (the ‘OSucoeug alté-
pohog type). This latter kind of work therefore combines the crucial elements of both
traditions in a new hybrid genre: dialogic comedy with a satirical-parodic storyline but
written, like proper iambus, in trimeters and tetrameters. This is no longer an organic
development out of a single root, but the courageous experiment of an individual genius,

as represented in Figure II, which extends Figure I into the past:

Fig. II: A model for the genesis of Epicharmus’ ‘comedy’

Metropolitan (Doric/Peloponnesian) farce (Ionic) iambus
* mimetic dialogue * monologic satire/parody
* improvised plot development + ritual and choral connections (cf. palikd)
* prose * iambic verse

l l
Sicilian (Megarian?) farce Sicilian iambus (Aristoxenus, iopfiotai)

N v
Hybridization 1
!

I. Epicharmian plot comedy II. Epicharmian (non-dramatic) satire/parody

* mimetic dialogue * monologic satire/parody

* jambic verse * iambic verse

% For Sophron’s mime and its background in this tradition cf. now Hordern (2004: esp. 4-10).
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6. The problem of the chorus

So far, we have deliberately eschewed the vexed question to what extent (if any)
Epicharmian ‘comedy’ was choral. In fact, for the genetic model just proposed this
question is only of limited consequence. If there were a choral element in Epicharmus, it
would clearly belong to the iambic side of things and suggest a link with the Syracusan
iapPiotal similar to the choral roots of Attic comedy according to Aristotle. On balance,
the fragments, while not conclusive, seem favourable to this possibility.” The existence of
plural titles alone does not of course prove anything, and some plural titles (such as
Atévuoor and ‘Ataldvtat) may rather point to plays about mistaken identities, along the
lines of Plautus’ Bacchides or Menaechmi, or also the Dionysus-Xanthias role exchange
scene in Aristophanes’ Frogs, not to a god or a heroine with their respective entourage.”
However, according to Hephaestion (ench. 8.2 = Epich. ’Emivikog test. ii) both
Epicharmus’ "Emrivikog and his Xopejovteg (or Xopeutai”) were written entirely in
anapaestic tetrameters, the recitative metre of a marching chorus, and incidentally the one
metre attested in the only preserved fragment from Aristoxenus of Selinus’s ‘lambic’ (?)
poetry. Add to this the first-person plural references in the trochaic tetrameters of Epich.
frr. 40.11 (Gpeg [...] Tot Beoi ‘we, the gods’) and 84 (xaléopeg ‘we call’), from the “HPag
Y&pog and Motoar respectively, Epich. fr. 122, from the equally trochaic Zeipfjve,
possibly addressed by the enticing title figures to a suffering Odysseus,” plus the iambic
trimeters of Epich. fr. 68, from ©eapoi, in which (as Athenaeus 8.362b tells us) a group of
festival-goers describe the votive offerings at Delphi, and the picture emerges of a chorus
who speaks or recites in the iambic mode, but—crucially—does not sing. Not a single

fragment contains evidence of sung metres, and even basic spoken/recited polymetry

7 Cf. e.g. Berk (1964: 27-34), Pickard-Cambridge (1962: 278-280), and West (1974: 34-35), against Wiist
(1950: 341-342 and 348-349) and Kerkhof (2001: 151-155).

% Cf. Pianko (1948: 425), Reinhardt (1996: 31); the latter interpretation (e.g. Berk 1964: 32-33) seems
partly based on the ‘parallel’ with Cratinus’ ’'Odvoofig, but even there a rendering like ‘Odysseus and his
comrades’ (Bakola 2010: 238; cf. Perusino 1986: 82, and contrast Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1910: 56 n. 14,
“Odysseuskomddie”) is not certain.

% The title itself, though commonly adduced in this context, does not unambiguously suggest a choral
group: in Epicharmus’ dialect yopdg was also the word for ‘school class’ (cf. Epich. fr. 13 and 103, Sophron
fr. 136 and 147, also on yopaydg ‘school teacher’, yopayeiov ‘school’; but contrast Epich. fr. 108 yopevet
‘dances’), and yopeutai might therefore conceivably be ‘school pupils’ rather than ‘dancers’.

7% But note that the Sirens (or a Siren, Pianko 1948: 423) can hardly be the only speaker(s), given the
masculine participles omtavreg and &Suvovteg in Epich. fr. 122.8: cf. Kerkhof (2001: 122-123), who thinks

of Odysseus’ companions.
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appears to have been exceedingly rare in Epicharmian Spdpara.”' Moreover, this
analysis—that Epicharmian comedy could feature a speaking or reciting chorus,
continuing the tradition of satirical iapPioTat, but no singing chorus—may find indirect
confirmation in a piece of evidence that has been overlooked so far in this context. In his
discussion of the evolution of Attic comedy, Platonius (diff. com. (= Proleg. de com. I) 31-
34, p. 4 Koster) notes that Middle Comedy abandoned choral invective and then cites as
forerunners of this different ‘type’ of comedy Aristophanes’ Aiolooikwv, Cratinus’
‘Oduootic,”” kal TAgioTa TOV TaAa®dV Spoapdtwv olte yopika olUte TtapaPdoeig
g€xovta, ‘a great number of old plays which have neither choral songs nor parabaseis’. If
one accepts the common view that the choral parabasis (including the parabatic odes) was
the nucleus of primitive Attic comedy, it is difficult to see what ‘great number’ of
apparently pre-Cratinean comedies Platonius may have in mind here—unless Platonius is
not referring specifically to old Artic plays, but more generally to any malowa Spdpora,
notably those of Epicharmus. As we have just seen, if he is thinking of Epicharmus the
claim that there were neither yopikd nor mopafdoeis is perfectly borne out by the

available evidence.
7. From Sicily to Athens

Be that as it may, some other implications of the genetic model presented in §5 are of far
greater significance. If Aristotle’s presentation is accepted (and there is little reason not to
accept it), Attic Old Comedy too became a hybrid genre in the age of Crates, when an
iambic-parabatic tradition ultimately going back to the pad\ik& was married with the
Sicilian tradition of plot comedy. Given the Epicharmian precedent, however, we now

see that this was a generic innovation only within the Athenian paradigm. From a more

7' Cf. Kerkhof (2001: 152). The main exceptions are (1) Epich. fr. 113.415 with a proverbial hexameter
quotation from Homer (Il. 9.63), Epich. fr. 114 with an anapaestic tetrameter, and Epich. fr. 115 with an
iambic trimeter, all from an overwhelmingly trochaic play (ITUppa kai Ipopa®ev), (2) similarly Epich. fr.
121 with a parodic hexameter from the trochaic Zeipfjveg (whereas Epich. fr. 224 may come from a
hexameter or an anapaestic tetrameter), and (3) Epich. fr. 100 with two anapaestic dimeters from (the very
end of?) the otherwise trochaic ’'O8ucoeug autoporog. The situation in "Apukog (with Epich. frr. 6 and 7)
and Z¢iyE (Epich. frr. 125, 126) is less clear.

7 It is hard to say how valid Platonius’ statement is for Cratinus ‘Odvooiic (cf. Bertan 1984, Perusino 1986:
80-84). The glyconeans of Cratin. fr. 153 are a lyric metre, but in principle they could be sung by an actor.
Also, Platonius does not deny the presence of a chorus (which would be contradicted by the anapaestic
fragments, notably the dimeters of Cratin. fr. 151 with fpiv & ’I0dkn motpic €ott, | Aéopev & G’
’Obuocél Beiwt ‘our home is Ithaca, and we sail with divine Odysseus’; cf. Bakola 2010: 238). Instead, it is
tempting to see the ’O8ucofic as one of the first ‘Epicharmian’ plot comedies (with speaking/reciting
chorus) in Athens (cf. further §9).
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general point of view, it simply replicated the generic hybridisation undertaken earlier in
Sicily. To be sure, both because of the different and more fundamental role of the chorus
in Athens and because the process there was additive rather than truly amalgamating,
the—unavoidably much longer—Attic end result consisting of a plot in addition to a choral
parabasis (which retained its iopPikn idéa) was far from identical. And yet, the Sicilian
(and, most probably, specifically Epicharmian) influence in all of this can hardly be
overrated. There is simply no ‘logical’ development that would ‘automatically’ lead from a
choral performance with, at best, a dialogue between chorus and €&Eapyog to a dramatic-
dialogic form as we find it in the spoken scenes of classical Old Comedy. To hypothesise
two independent but parallel developments is both uneconomical and implausible, all the
more since in Athens there was not even a strong local mime tradition to provide the
inspiration it would provide in Sicily.”” Everything—Aristotle’s account, the fragmentary
evidence for early Old Comedy, the character of Epicharmus’ work, and the colonial
blueprint of generic experimentation—thus concurs and produces a coherent picture once
we accept that Athens was simply less instrumental in the early development of Greek
comedy than the anachronistically Athenocentric perspective of classical scholarship
wants to make us believe.

Foreseeably, though, Athenocentrics will raise at least two objections to such a ‘Sicelo-
centric’ account. The first of these brings us back to the more traditional arguments for
and against Epicharmian influence on fifth-century Attic comedy. If Epicharmus’ drama
was really as macroscopically influential as I have argued, why is there so little evidence of
influence on the microscopic level? The only point highlighted already by ancient critics
is found in a scholion on Ar. Pax 185 (= Epich. fr. 123). Hermes has greeted Trygaeus
with a lot of abuse, then wants to know his name, family name, and father’s name; and he
is given the sarcastic answer Miapotarog ‘Mega-Bastard’ each time. According to the
scholion, this was inspired by a similar scene in Epicharmus’ Zkipwv where a basket
(poppds) was asked about its father’s, mother’s, and brother’s name and each time replied
Ynki¢ ‘Maid’. Modern scholars have dismissed this claim because the scenes are not
exactly parallel: the Epicharmian one probably parodies Andromache’s words to Hector

in Il. 6.429-430, whereas Aristophanes imitates the Athenian Soxipacia procedure (cf.

7 Symptomatically, Zimmermann (2011: 468) or Rothwell (2007: 24-25), following e.g. Zielinski (1885:
244), Korte (1914: 5-6) and (1921: 1221), Pohlenz (1949: 38-44), and Wiist (1950: 350), have to invoke,
somewhat vaguely, influence from neighbouring Megara in order to explain the rise of Attic drama
(including tragedy, on which cf. Bickel 1942 and see further §8); but in a traditionalist society there was
little incentive for the fundamental modification of choral proto-drama by contamination with a poorly
regarded ‘foreign’ genre. Herter (1947: 34-35) solves the problem differently, by positing an encounter of
two choruses as the nucleus of drama, but the splitting of a chorus is too rare in attested drama to make this
plausible (cf. Pickard-Cambridge 1962: 149-150). Only Green (2007: 104) has recently remarked in passing

that “it could be that Epicharmus came into the equation”.
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Arist. Ath. Pol. 55.3).”* But even if the scholion were right—and if Ar. Ach. 333 were to be
added, since a char-coal basket, Adpkog, is there referred to as a ‘deme-fellow’, dnpdtng,
by the Acharnian chorus—, the case would remain fairly isolated; for similar hesitations
also apply to further modern comparisons, for example between the puns on tpimoug
‘tripod’ in Epich. fr. 147 and on tpdmela ‘table, (lit.) four-footer’ in Ar. fr. 545, between
Epich. fr. 76 with a pun on €pavog vs. yépavog (cf. fn. 30) and Strattis fr. 63 with a
misunderstanding of yaAfjv ‘weasel’ vs. yaAnvd ‘calm of the sea’, or between the para-
rhetorical epoikodomesis figure in Epich. fr. 146 and the line of thought in Ar. Vesp. 1253-
1255 or Eubulus fr. 93 (both without epoikodomesis).”

However, even if one chooses to follow the sceptics and reject all of this, to conclude
from it that Epicharmus must have been unknown in Athens because none of the alleged
echoes can be corroborated would be methodologically wrong. Instead, we should ask
whether we should expect any such echoes at all. Good comedians do not copy each
other, or if they do, then certainly not to an extent that would allow us to recognise the
source of inspiration without ambiguity. The entire search for microscopic influences is
therefore absurd. If there was a visible Epicharmian impact on Attic comedy, it should be
macroscopic.

Of course, this is not a free ticket to empty speculation, and this is where the opposite
side has sometimes been guilty. For instance, there is no reason to believe that the
trochaic tetrameter was introduced into Attic comedy on Epicharmus’ model merely
because Epicharmian tetrameters, like their Attic counterparts, are richer in resolution

than those of iambus and tragedy.” Both trimeter and tetrameter are conventional metres

7* See the detailed discussion and cautious rejection in Kerkhof (2001: 144-145), following van Leeuwen
(1906: 36) and Cassio (1985: 42), against Kaibel (1889: 54-55 n. 1) and von Salis (1905: 36-38); on the
fragment cf. now also Petrides (2003) with a daring reconstruction.

7> See again Kerkhof (2001: 146-150), who also dismisses (1) von Salis’s (1905: 41) idea that the superlative
avtétatog in Ar. Plut. 83 follows Epich. fr. 5 (aUtotepog avtdv), (2) Crusius’s (1891-1893: 291-293)
complicated connection of Ar. Pax 73 referring to Trygaeus’ Aitvaiog k&vBapog ‘Aetnaean dung-beetle’
with the mention of the same notorious type of beetle in Epich. fr. 65, and (3) Cassio’s (1985: 42)
phraseological parallelism of Epich. fr. 113.243 dmrtijv gavtt kai TOT Tav EAav ‘to roast, they say, also in the
sunshine’ and Ar. fr. 636 kai tév Tpog el 1xBUwv GTTNPévwy ‘and of the fishes roasted in the sunshine’.
For Epich. fr. 147 ~ Ar. fr. 545 see von Salis (1905: 38) and Kaibel (1907: 39) (but Hes. fr. 266a M.-W.
suggests that the paradox of a tpimoug Tpdmela may be much older: cf. Merkelbach and West 1965: 310-
311), for Epich. fr. 76 ~ Strattis fr. 63 von Salis (1905: 38) (but Kerkhof compares e.g. Plaut. Truc. 262-264),
for Epich. fr. 146 ~ Ar. Vesp. 1253-1255 Starkie (1897: 349-350) and van Leeuwen (1909: 195), followed by
Olivieri (1946: 98), Carriére (1979: 200), and Cassio (1985: 42). Further inconclusive material in Crates is
discussed by Bonanno (1972: 47-50).

7% For the doubtful statistics behind this argument see Kanz (1913: 39-45), refuted by Wiist (1950: 343-
346); there is no more substance to the view that Epicharmus ‘took over’ the tetrameter from Phrynichus

(Radermacher 1954: 19). The situation with the anapaestic tetrameter is somewhat different, but even here
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of iambus, which could therefore easily find their way into Attic comedy without a
detour via Sicily. More generally, it is never safe to ascribe to Epicharmian (or other
Sicilian) influence any constituent feature of Attic comedy that has equally plausible roots
in early iambus. If, say, the satirical depiction and even impersonation of character types
was probably known to iambus (cf. §5), the invention of ‘character comedy’ cannot safely
be attributed to Epicharmus. At best, an Epicharmian legacy may lurk behind specific
figures, notably the parasite (with Athenaeus 6.235¢).” By contrast, all those features
which we find in Epicharmus but which we have no good reason to derive directly from
the tradition of iambus, whether popular or literary, strengthen the case for Epicharmus’
role in the development of Attic comedy. As highlighted above, the prime example for
this is mimetic dialogue between dramatic actors.

As a consequence, some earlier discussions about two further macroscopic candidate
features were awkwardly framed. Old theories that the existence in Attic comedy of (a)
avtihoPr (that is, changes of speaker within a verse)”® and/or (b) mythological travesty
and burlesque” might also betray Epicharmian influence were easy to dismiss as pure
speculation as long as no-one® asked the real question: Was early Attic ‘comedy’

dialogic-dramatic at all? The answer to this is very likely ‘no’, and if this may come as a

it is risky to postulate any Epicharmian influence on Attic comedy (with Crusius 1891-1893: 284, Kaibel
1889: 54-55 n. 1 and 1907: 39, Korte 1914: 10 and 1921: 1224; cf. Wiist 1950: 346-347).

77 Athenaeus objects to Carystius of Pergamon’s claim that Alexis invented the parasite and cites Epich. frr.
31 and 32 from "Elmi¢ 1) IThoUtog as counterevidence; he then compares the kShakeg of Old Comedy
quoting Eupolis fr. 172 from KShakeg (which von Salis 1905: 46-47 wants to relate directly to Epich fr. 32;
but cf. Wiist 1950: 359-361 and Kerkhof 2001: 169-170). Despite Epich. fr. 33 (from Schol. (T) Hom. II.
17.577 and Poll. 6.35), and to judge by Athenaeus’ wording (tov viv Aeydpevov mapdotitov; cf. Athen.
6.236e), the term mapdaoitog (*mapoitog) was probably not Epicharmus’ (cf. Epich. fr. 31.3 &eioitov;
Prescott 1917: 415, Arnott 1968, Nesselrath 1985: 102 n. 314, Kerkhof 2001: 166-167). Wiist (1950: 361-
362) and Kerkhof (2001: 162-173) further discuss the ‘miles gloriosus’ and the ‘dAaCwv doctus’ types, but
for the former (cf. Wysk 1921: 3-6, Korte 1921: 1225) there is no evidence at all in Epicharmus, and for the
latter (cf. Siiss 1905: 33-35, Willi 2008: 170-175 and 2012a: 58-63) much remains in the air given how little
Epich. fr. 136 really tells us about the setup and characters of the aVE(av)dpevog Adyog play (cf. §3).

78 Cf. von Salis (1905: 39-40) and Kérte (1914: 10), criticised by Wiist (1950: 340) and Radermacher (1954:
20).

7 Particular emphasis is here put on the figure of a gluttonous Heracles: cf. von Salis (1905: 44-46), Siiss
(1905: 131) on Ar. Vesp. 60 and Pax 741.

% Even Sieckmann (1906: esp. 25), who wanted to derive the agon of Attic comedy from Epicharmus, did
not do so, but somewhat arbitrarily distinguished between a ‘Doric’ anapaestic agon and ‘Attic’ trimeter
dialogues; for criticism see Siiss (1907), Wiist (1950: 350-352), and Radermacher (1954: 20-36), and note
that what we now have of Epicharmian dialogue (e.g. in Epich. fr. 97) is quite unlike an Attic agon

involving the chorus.
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surprise, it is only because Aristotle has not been listened to. To recall (cf. 1), he observes
(Arist. Poet. 1449b5-9):

10 8¢ puboug Troteiv 1O pev €€ dpyic &k TikeMag AAOe, Tév 68 ABHvioy Kpdrng mpdytog NpEev

Agpépevog i lopPikiic 16éag kaBohou Troteiv Aoyoug kai puboug

‘The construction of plots, however, originally came from Sicily, and in Athens Crates was the

first to abandon the iambic mode and create, with a general scope, Adyor and piBor.’

The last phrase is crucial: it mentions not only pifor (echoing the first part of the
sentence, which everybody focuses on), but also Aéyot. The latter is of course a highly
polysemic term, and traditionally it has been understood as a somewhat redundant
synonym of piBot here.”" More plausibly, however, it takes up the use of Aéyoc just a few
lines earlier where Aéyog contrasts with T& ToU yopoU and refers to the spoken word in
‘(actorial) dialogue’, as Aristotle is describing Aeschylus’ innovations in tragedy (Arist.
Poet. 1449a15-18):

Kal 16 te TV Uttokpit®dv TABog € Evog eig dUo mpdTog Aloyuhog fiyaye kal t& toU yopou
NAGTIWOoE KAl TOV AGYOV TIPWTAY WVIOTELV TTAPETKEVATEV

‘The number of actors was first increased by Aeschylus from one to two, and he reduced the role

of the chorus and assigned the central role to dramatic dialogue.’

Thus, under the ‘heading’ piBoug moielv the sentence about Crates relates three
interconnected innovations vis-d-vis the iambic mode: the shift towards a general scope
(kaBdhov, not ka®’ Ekaotov: cf. Arist. Poet. 1451b11-15, also on the iapBototoi), the
composition of spoken dialogue (Adyot, not just T& 10U yopot as in the old paAhika),
and, as a trigger for all of it, the construction of plots/stories (piBot, not episodic
invective). But if dramatic dialogue—excepting the non-actorial (pseudo-)dialogue
between an iambic chorus and its E€apyog, which could at best develop into a proto-agon
between the purely choral parodos and parabasis—was absent in Athenian comedy before
Crates, it follows that there could also be neither (a) lines with &vtidafn (for there were

no actorial conversations) nor (b) mythological comedies (in the strict sense: for there

' Lucas (1968: 91) states that “the kati is explanatory, Néyog being rather more general than piBo¢” (cf.
similarly Gudeman 1934: 152, Dupont-Roc and Lallot 1980: 180), and e.g. Janko (1987: 7) and Schmitt
(2008: 8) accordingly translate, respectively, “Crates was the first to relinquish the form of the lampoon and
compose generalised stories, i.e. plots” and “[Krates] begann damit, iiberhaupt Geschichten als
durchorganisierte Handlungen [Mythen] zu konzipieren”. By contrast, Lorenz (1864: 190) had taken
puBoug to refer only to ‘mythological plots’, but this seems too restrictive for Aristotle’s general argument
(cf. Vahlen 1865: 295-298).
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were no dramatic plots). Strictly speaking, however, the post-Epicharmian presence of
these two features in Attic comedy is merely epiphenomenal to the takeover of Sicilian-
style dialogic plays as such and therefore less revolutionary than the dramatisation of

comedy itself.
8. Epicharmus and tragedy

At this point, however, the Athenocentrics may wish to play their second card. Attic
comedy did not exist in a vacuum: it had its ‘sister genre’ tragedy, whose genesis Aristotle
describes as a close parallel. So what if—contrary to Aristotle’s statement about Crates’
innovative use of Adyor—a pre-Cratean type of Attic dialogue comedy had already been
invented independently of any Sicilian ‘plot’ input, by inspiration not from (Doric) mime
but from local tragedy? If so, myth too (and, for that matter, &vtihafr} as well) could
have come in by that door, and the desperate attempt to keep Epicharmus and Sicily at
bay might succeed.

The condition sine qua non for this to work would be the existence of an early dialogic
tragedy. But thanks to Aristotle we know when tragedy became truly dramatic-dialogic,
since “[i]t was the introduction of the second actor that opened the way for true drama”.*
That is, before Aeschylus’ innovation of a second actor, Athenian tragedy itself was rather
unlike all of ‘classical’ tragedy. Unfortunately, we are unable to date this change more
precisely than between 499 B.C., when Aeschylus’ career started, and 472 B.C. when
Aeschylus’ first extant play, the Persians, was produced (cf. Aesch. test. 55a R.); in the
Persians the chorus is still fairly central but here already 6 Aéyog mpwrtaywviotel. This
time window matches exactly the crucial decades of Epicharmus’ lifetime. We also know
that Epicharmus was already active in Syracuse in the 480s (Sud. € 2766, s.v. ’Emiyoppog =
Epich. test. 1), and he seems to have been a slightly older contemporary of Aeschylus’,
probably born around 540 B.C., and therefore undoubtedly active also from around 500
B.C. at the latest.”

Taking stock, we now have (1) Epicharmian dramatic-dialogic comedy in Sicily,
certainly no later than the 480s, and well-rooted in the colonial Doric context with its

subliterary mime tradition next to iambus, (2) Aeschylean dramatic-dialogic tragedy in

% Lucas (1968: 83), echoing Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1910: 94): “Aischylos [...] fithrte den dialog ein:
damit war das dramatische gefunden”; cf. similarly Pohlenz (1949: 37), Schmitt (2008: 300-301). Scullion
(2002: 105) generally doubts Aristotle’s information here, but I am not so sure that “[no poet], simply on his
own say-so, could have written for and shown up at the competition with a second or third actor”.

% For Epicharmus’ chronology see Berk (1964: 3-6) and Willi (2008: 119-120); the approximate birth date
is partly based on his being a younger contemporary of Simonides (Vit. Pind. Ambr. 1, p. 2.21 Drachmann =
Epich. test. 4), but could be revised upwards if the iconographic arguments of Reinhardt (1996) were

confirmed.
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Athens, certainly by 472 B.C., and without organic roots in the preceding ‘choral-
dithyrambic’ tragedy tradition. If we add to this (3) the fact that Aeschylus was invited to
Sicily in 476, on the occasion of Hieron’s foundation of Aitna, for which Aeschylus wrote
the Women of Aitna (£ Ar. Ran. 1028a = Aesch. test. 56a R.), there is only one satisfactory
way of bringing it all together chronologically and developmentally: to assume that
Aeschylus’s bold innovation, the second actor of Attic tragedy, was inspired by his visit to
Syracuse, and his discovering there a novel type of dialogic drama that was already
flourishing thanks to Epicharmus’ ground-breaking generic experiment. The only reason
why this scenario has not been considered before (as far as I know), is that modern
scholarship has been hampered by a simple prejudice, the notion that comedy may
respond to tragedy, but the inverse must not be true.** Once we abandon this unhealthy
restriction, everything falls into place and we need not discard any element of the—
primarily Aristotelian, and therefore perfectly respectable—information we have. Instead,
we can start to rewrite the early history of Attic drama as an art form which, exactly like
Attic rhetoric some decades later,” reached its téhog precisely because it was not
hermetically closed to outside influences, but took part in a cultural discourse that reached

well beyond the boundaries of Attica.
9. Conclusion

To sum up, I propose that Epicharmus, imbued with the colonial spirit of generic
experimentation that pervades most preclassical and classical Sicilian literature, ‘invented’
dramatic-dialogic plot comedy by combining mime-inspired plotlines with the metres of
iambus, around or shortly after 500 B.C., at a time when ‘comedy’ in Athens was still a
fully choral genre centering around the iapfikn 16éa. When Aeschylus first visited Sicily
two decades later, he got to know this new type of stage performance and immediately
saw the potential for his own genre. Returning to Athens he (perhaps quite literally) took
Epicharmus’ plays with him and ‘invented’ dramatic-dialogic tragedy by adding a second
actor to the traditional layout of choral tragedy. This proved a success, both in Athens

and abroad: at the Dionysia of 472 already, Persians won first prize, and Aeschylus was

" Cf. e.g. Wilamowitz-Moellendorft (1910: 53-54), Pohlenz (1949: 509), Breitholtz (1960: 182-187), or
Berk (1964: 12-13 and passim), followed by West (1974: 35): “Wilamowitz’s assumption that [Aeschylus’
and Phrynichus’] work provided the model for [Epicharmus’] new form is very plausible”; cf. Carriere
(1979: 193). Rather exceptionally, Epicharmian influence at least on Aeschylean satyr-play is postulated by
Setti (1952): Veniero (1906-1907: esp. 392), while foreshadowing in some ways the hybridization theory
developed above, had argued for the opposite direction (“io credo che modello ad Epicarmo nel trasformare
gli antichi cori giambici e la farsa megarese sia stato il dramma satirico”).

% For the Sicilian role in the development of Attic rhetoric (Korax, Teisias, Gorgias) see e.g. Kennedy
(1994: esp. 17-21, 30-35) and now Willi (2008: esp. 290-293), with earlier literature.
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invited again to Sicily, to produce Persians there too (cf. Vit. Aesch. 18 = Aesch. test. 1.18
R.).* Epicharmus, ever ready to face a new challenge, replied in turn, with his TIépoat,
presumably the first paratragedy the Greek world had ever seen.” Moreover, after
Aeschylus’ step the Athenian sluice-gates were open, and Attic comedy too began to look
westwards. Unsurprisingly here it was someone who had first distinguished himself as the
single actor (or chorus respondent) in comedy to pick up the idea of shifting the emphasis
away from the iambic chorus and onto actorial interaction in a plot: Crates, 6¢ TTp&TOV
Uttekpivato (ta) Kparivou, kat aitog rotntng votepov éyéveto ‘Crates who first acted in
plays by Cratinus, and later became a poet himself’ (Crates test. 3 = £ Ar. Eq. 537a). In
comedy, however, the Athenian audience was not apparently so ready to live without the
extensive—and expensive—choral fun they had got used to, and they felt short-changed at
first (Ar. Eq. 537-539):

otag 6¢ Kpdatng 0pyag upddv NvETYETo Kal OTUPEALY OV,

0¢ A0 Opikpdg SATTAVNG UPAS APLOTILWV ATIETENTIEY

Ao KpopPoTdTou oTOpATOC PATIWV ACTEIOTATAS ETTLVOLAC.
‘And what anger and rejection did Crates experience from you, because he gave you only a
breakfast without great expense, before sending you home again, wiping off his super-sober™

mouth clever ideas!’

Perhaps, then, this fundamental change did not really catch on until Crates’ former
mentor, the great Cratinus himself, ventured onto the new ground and produced with
(plays like) the ’Obuooiic the first Sicilian-style blockbuster(s) in Athens—self-

% The number of Aeschylus’ visits to Sicily is a contentious matter (cf. Guardi 1980: 38 n. 23), but I do not
see how the Women of Aitna can easily belong to any other year than 476/5 (pace Herington 1967: 75-76,
Guardi 1980: 41-42; cf. Vit. Aesch. 9 = Aesch. test. 1.9 R., Tépwvog toTe TV AlTvnv KTiOVTOG ‘as Hieron
was then founding Aitna’ not kticavtog). If, for no particular reason, one feels compelled to reduce the
number of early visits, one might consider that Persians was first staged in Syracuse back then, and repeated
in Athens a few years later (cf. Kiehl 1852: 363-365, Wilamowitz-Moellendorft 1897: 394-398, Bosher
2012; but note the wording dvabiddEat in Vit. Aesch. 18 = Aesch. test. 1.18 R.).

% Information about Epicharmus’ ITépoau is scarce (cf. Epich. test. 35.4, from a list of Epicharmian titles in
P.Oxy. 2426; Epich. fr. 110, 111 from the lexicographical tradition), but since Eratosthenes wrote in the
third book of his treatise on comedy (Iept xwpwiSidv) about the reperformance of Aeschylus’ Ilépoar in
Syracuse (X Ar. Ran. 1028a; cf. Griffith 1978: 116), a parodistic relationship between Aeschylus’ play and
Epicharmus’ comedy is most likely.

% On the meaning of xpopfotdatou see Bonanno (1972: 36-38), who also comments on Aristophanes’

judgment more generally.
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referentially (?)* calling that comedy a veoypov &Buppa or ‘novel entertainment’ (Cratin.
fr. 152; cf. tn. 72).

Admittedly, many details in the above reconstruction must remain open, but I hope to
have shown that the piBog as such is watertight. Aristotle was a sensible man, and Plato
and Xenophon too knew what they were doing when they let Socrates refer to
Epicharmus as a great authority in intellectual history (§§1, 2.1). The curious modern
urge to remove Epicharmus from the literary map of fifth-century Athens tells us more
about modern conceptions and preconceptions of literature and its workings than about
ancient culture and society itself. Of course, to make not only classical comedy, but in
some ways also classical tragedy ‘start’ with Epicharmus is much bolder than what even
the most devoted pro-Epicharmianists have ever dared to do. Those who feel that it is
going too far may just be asked to remember: a parasite always eats more than he is

entitled to.
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