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NOTES ON THE NEW

EPICHARMEA AN 'IATROLOGY'’

Holger Theslef €£

Eric Turner, with Eric Handley as his deuteragonist, recently
published an interesting papyrus fragment of Doric tetrameters.l
Their reasons (49-54, 57f.) for regarding the piece as Epicharmean
- in a broad sense - seem to me on the whole convincing. Some de-
tails may however require modification.

The problem of the short vowel plural accusative ending of
o and a stems (50) is indeed a complicated matter. The tendency to
use the short form before consonant and the long form before vowel,
seen in some Cretan inscriptions,2 cannot as far as I know be as-
certained elsewhere. In general the short form, where it occurs,
is a less common variety beside the long form. In literary Doric
prose the short form does not appear at all.3 In Doric poetry it
is used for metrical convenience without any conspicuous prefer-
ences in sandhi or syntax (such as using the short form in unstress-
ed words, as Epich. fr. 170,13 Kaib. td¢ dv9pdnoug wouldsuggest).4

In the extant Epicharmea, note in addition to the instances mention-

1 WS N.F. 10, 1976, 48-60.

2 Buck, Greek Dialects2, § 78; cf. Thumb & Kieckers § 141,18b,
Schwyzer Gr. Gr. 1,556 with ref.

3 Cf. H. Thesleff, Introd. to the Pythag. Writings, Acta Acad. Abo-
ensis, Hum. 24,3, Abo (Finland) (1961), 85; 92-96. But to some
extent this may be due to a normalising tradition.

4 Gow, in his edition of Theocritus, 1,LXXIII n.l, is hardly right
in assigning the short forms to Coan influence.
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ed by Turner and Handley (which are from the ‘Aprmayol and from
Alcimus' collection respectively), from the “HBag yduos fr. 42,3
Kaib. 1opodpas, but 10 'r&g (relative); fr. 54,2 noarxlotovg (but
the context is not certain); fr. 67 éxtpamneiroydorous; from the Me-
yapls fr. 90,1 M\eupgg; from the Zeupfiveg fr. 124,1 4o¥ds. Most
cases of plural accusative stand in anceps position or before con-
sonant, and the normal spelling of o stem accusatives in such cases
is —oug.5 I do not think there is sufficient material to indicate
positively that the usage of the papyrus is Epicharmean in partic-
ular, nor indeed whether it is authentically Epicharmean or Pseud-
epicharmean. - In this connection it may be noted that 6Svonrvoogs in
v. 24 of the papyrus is unlikely to be an accusative plural, as
Handley tentatively suggests (59), because the normal spelling would
be -ous unless the short form is required by the metre.

For the metrical problems of v. 17 (Turner 51), see below.

It is true that rtecodpwv v.3 (Turner 51) is the only clearly
non-Doric form in the piece (viz., the only form that is not easily
acceptable in literary Doric). The correct Doric form would be rte-
répwv,G and the author has not used it, as is shown by the metre.
Rather than explaining the long first syllable as an occasional
Epicharmean homerism, I would interpret it as a normal Pseudepi-
charmean lapsus.

There is at least one additional linguistic indication that
the text was produced in the 4th century rather than in the 5th (or
6th) . The connective 61f seen in v. 3 and, probably, in v. 6 (if
there is no eavesdropper, see below), is more typical of 4th cen-
tury than of 5th century Greek;7 and two instances in this brief
fragment are together rather symptomatic.

For i 8t. and the eavesdropper, see below.

5 E.g. fr. 42 passim, 88, 136,2, 161,1; ‘Pseudepich.' fr. 254,5,
255-257.

6 E.g. Epich. fr. 149,2, 3 Kaib. —not tetrtdpwv which is pseudo-Doric
and only found in Timaeus Locrus as far as I know.

7 Denniston, Greek,Particlesz, 237F.
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*
The main part of the fragment I would read as follows:

A k4 4 Id 3 ? ~ 9 ~ rd ® b4
UTLG €VLOVUTOS, SLOTL €V AUTOS aUTHL rdv[t’ €xeu.

Ny
e

Tecodpwy &0 6el AaBelv dpdv TtpLudvev Aldyov, Oxa
[ ¢ ~ N 2 - ’
6 vooewv vooel TLE N O TL. TWOAAAHLS  Yydp Tuyxldvelr
5 xdt tds dAuxlos éndotoas nal tads Gpas tal yv[doou
d ~ Vd ¥ I d i 4 4
ouvpnltvovoar. to0to &1 ‘otL xadendv, al wa [t]uylxdvy
tatdlwL xewpdvog wpav cuprnetodoa TiLg y[doog,

€oTL yap xeuul

Comments:

V. 2 aldtis may sound a bit strange here, and the reading is
not perhaps absolutely certain, But weak 'adversative' al9is (adtug)
seems to have been in colloquial use in the 4th century.8

I accept Parsons' supplement of the verse as practically cer-
tain. The problem of the relation of this etymologising line to
Euripides fr. 862 Nauck9 is particularly interesting in view of the
other contacts known to exist between Epicharmean and Euripidean
sentences.10 In this case at least a direct dependence is probable
considering the specific iambo-trochaic formulation év altds abtdu
rdvto in both passages. I suspect that Euripides, the pupil of the
sophists, should be given the priority.

Vv. 3 - 4. With some modification of Handley's supplement,
and accepting his motives for excluding the eavesdropper from the
scene (59), I would read AaBelv...X[dyov which makes perfect sense,
and [...8nal...vooel tLs A 8§ 1v. which produces three ‘variables'
to be taken into account in curing diseases, season, patient and
symptom: "Now, one must take account of four three-monthly seasons
when the patient, whoever he is, is ill, or whatever (he suffers

from)". The combination 6 vooéwv...TLs seems to be in order; in

8 Cf. Alexis fr. 245,8 Kock; and Men. Sam. 626(281l), 637(292) to
which Turner refers.
9 ¢éviautds is called so 6%o0Yveno | €v (adtds) adtd ndvra ocuviraBdv
£xev.
8

10 See the references in Vorsokr. 1° 194.
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addition to the Sophoclean illustration produced by Handley (59),
one might refer to the Aristotelean 6 tCg &v%pmnog,ll It is curi-
ous that a similar elliptic use of 4 8ti. has been found in, and
indeed only in Epicharmus;lzthe exact context is unknown, but the
commentary glosses f4 6tv as 1 16 tvxév and paraphrases jgota &v
to01’ épyoacalunv N 18 tuvxdv which presumably implies the sense "or
whatever you like". And this sense, by the way, would not really
suit the eavesdropper theory which requires in A 6t. the meaning
"or something of the sort".

Vv. 4 - 5. The 'schema Pindaricum' with proleptic tvyx[dvet
is hardly very remarkable though no exact parallels have been re-

corded in the handbooks.13

The author may have begun constructing
his verse with the more sophisticated voofuatre in his mind.

V. 6. Possibly the author felt nltvw to be the authentic
Doric present corresponding to the Doric aorist €netov which he
employs in v. 7. We can hardly prove that ndtve is not Doric; but
we can reasonably assume that it is a pseudo-Doric archaism, as
it is very commonly used in tragedy.

Vv. 6 = 7. [t]uylxdvn and 1ivg v[doo¢ are in my opinion rath=-
er unavoidable supplements (in spite of Turner's doubts, 56; cf.
Handley 59). The photograph does suggest tuvgs, and I understand
Turner (cf. 53) would not regard it as entirely impossible.

V. 12. Rather ¢¢r[Bwt than hyper-Doric ¢¢d[BwL, but there
are of course many possibilities.

V. 13. A form or derivation of voUoos is even less likely
because the stem voo- is used elsewhere in the papyrus.

V. 17. I cannot see that €rt’ év td. ¢doeL is satisfactory
(Turner 56), even from a factual point of view: the hebdomatic spec-
ulations of Ps.-Hippocrates Hebd., chapters 1-11, have been shown
to be late Hellenistic by J. Mansfeld.14 The photograph would seem

11 L8J s.v. 1Lg A II 1Q.

12 "06vooels AVtondros, P.Oxy. 2429 fr.l (a) col. II 10; Turner 51.

13 Kihner & Gerth 1,68f.; Schwyzer 2,608; cf. Handley 59.

14 The Ps.-Hippocratic Tract 1. €gdopddwv, Philosophical Texts and
Studies 20, Assen 1971; this does not of course apply to ch. 16
to which Turner refers in an earlier passage (55).
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to admit, for instance, -tov T8 9€pos €netr’ (= €netav; or éner’ =
Att. &neoe) év tdL ¢doeu.

V. 24, é6vonvdos, see above.

So I would agree with Handley (60) that the verses are more
likely to come from a 4th century ‘iatrologising® treatise than
from a 5th century comedy. And so the X{pwv is a more likely source
than Dinolochus' 'Iatpds (Turner 53f.). For the XCpwv, cf. also
Vorsokr. 18,209 (with references). It is clear from fr. 290 Kaib.
that the X{pwv was composed in trochaic tetrameters, and that the
speaker was a doctor (presumably the Centaur) giving medical ad-

vice.



