Petronius Satyricon 27-28: a critical commentary.
Introduction:
These sections 27 and 28 of the Satyrica sit about midway through the probable organisation of the original Satyrica (Schmeling, 2011,p.xxiii) and make up the opening sections of the Cena Trimalchionis. The main character of the Satyrica, as well as the narrator, is Encolpius. He along with friends Ascyltos and Giton have been invited to a dinner for the evening. 
Commentary:
cum subito (27.1) This a deictic term. It places us in a situation, in the present with Encolpius. There is a shift from past tense in the principal sentence ‘errare coepimus’ into present tense ‘videmus’ (27.1). The change is sudden, and the focus is changed from the public bath to one individual: ‘senem calvum’. It’s not the only time a deictic device like this is used, it appears again at (83.7) with ‘ecce’, followed by the description of a white-haired man with scruffy clothes. This image isn’t very appealing to Encolpius, and so perhaps isn’t worthy of an attention drawing remarks such as ‘ecce’. Nevertheless, it is remarkable to E and so it draws the attention of the reader too. By using the term ’cum subito’ we are reminded we are seeing events through E’s eyes and that this is his immediate response to an event that is placed before him and is not the remark of a sophisticated narrator, narrating events (Beck, 1975, p.272). We have access to E’s thoughts when he says, ‘cum subito’, in the same way that the character speaks his mind, when he says eg ‘expectabam, ut…diceret’ at (50.2).
senem calvum, tunica vestitum russea, inter pueros capillatos The earlier use of ‘cum subito’ leads us to think there is something to see, but what he sees doesn’t seem to be all that much of an image. Grant (2004, p. 244) thinks that it shows T doesn’t take any care in his appearance, a fact which draws a contrast with E who dresses ‘diligenter’ (26.10). Along with this it may be noted that in ancient art the structure was built around twinned colours of green/red and white/black (Grant, 2004, p.244) which may add significance to the T’s colour choices. These colours appear again throughout the Cena eg ‘ostiarius prasinitus’ (28.8), and Schmeling (2011, p. 87) suggests they might be “house-colours”. But because E doesn’t know T at this point, then this doesn’t explain why E notices these colours: presumably ‘russea’ isn’t a common colour to wear to the baths. We may consider whether this word ‘russea’ is evaluative and forms a judgement made by Encolpius on Trimalchio. Veyne (1964, in Bartsch 2008 p.247) states the narrating voice is manipulated by the author. The author here, then, manipulates the scene when Encolpius says ‘cum subito…senem cavum…russea…pueros capillatos…pila’. We are witnessing a scene as seen through the eyes of Encolpius, a scene which is being unravelled before us: first E sees a man, he is bald, then it is noticed he wears a red shirt, then he notices the boys. The author knows what action is about to occur and is manipulating for the sake of storytelling. So, what is happening? By choosing this first-person viewpoint Petronius allows us to explore the scene as E does and consequently understand who E is, and what his thoughts and motivations are. It is through E’s eyes that we see Trimalchio, and as we will see later it’s not necessarily as a vulgar freedman. Although E’s thoughts are not laid out explicitly in this scene: we don’t see him thinking and understanding in this scene, like we do in an earlier scene, in which he is led to a brothel and at which point he says ‘tarde, immo iam sero intellexi’ (7.4), Petronius does though grant us access to the character’s worldview all the same. 
[bookmark: _Hlk99290537]pater familiae (27.2) Smith (1975, p.54) suggests ‘pater familiae’ is used as a contrasting image with wearing slippers and playing games, the implication being the pater familiae wouldn’t be playing games and wearing slippers outside, even though Pliny’s friend and senator, Spurinna, ‘movetur pila vehementer et diu’ (Pliny, 3.1.8). But we can also see this term in another light. We can choose to understand it as a reflection on Encolpius’ character and as a representation of his thoughts, from which we can draw an implication: E is interested in T because of his wealth. We have seen at (26.9) that E dresses ‘diligenter’ on hearing that he will be dining at a most refined man’s house ‘lautissimus homo’. This choice of word ‘diligenter’ like ‘pater familiae’ reveals Encolpius’ character. Schmeling (2011, p.34) suggests of E and friends that “they become that which the situation demands”, so at (10.6) Encolpius and friends become ‘tamquam scholastici’ in a marketplace, and E praises Agamemnon just to get a free meal ‘qui ut foris cenares poetam laudisti’ (10.2). Schmeling summarises by stating (2011, p.21) that E ‘lives by his wits off people of less education’ and describes E (2011, p.10) as a ‘parasite of New Comedy’. E, then, now realises what he hadn’t realised on first sight, that the ‘senem calvum’ is someone who has power and wealth enough to command handsome ‘pueros’, and with this realisation he modifies his interpretation of the ‘senem calvum’ to ‘pater familiae’. 
matellam spado ludenti subiecit (27.5) Trimalchio’s chamber pot is noted at (27.3) and at (27.5). At (27.3) the ‘argenteam’ part of the ‘matellam’ is highlighted by its position in the sentence ‘matellam tenebat argenteam’: this is a display of T’s wealth. Though it’s the use of ‘matellam’ at (27.5) where Schmeling (2011, p.90) states the “humour rests in using ‘matellam’ made of precious metal”. Though I think that, where the ‘matellam’ is held up to T for urination, the humour largely rests in the word ‘ludenti’. The extravagance of the image (27.3) in the scene where a eunuch holds a silver receptacle is clear, Seneca in his Epistles (114.6) describes Maecenas as having two eunuchs. Though less clear is the fact that T, who may be obsessed with time, as is mentioned in (26.9) because he has a ‘horologium in triclinio’, has no time to stop playing his game to urinate, which is accentuated by the placement of ‘ludenti’ next to ‘subiecit’. T then explicitly shows his time constraint when he uses just a little water ‘digitosque paululum adspersos’ and then wipes his hands on the boy ‘in capite pueri tersit’ (27.6). The eunuch is well trained and understands his job well: a snap of the fingers directs the eunuch to his post (27.5). Bodel (2011, p324) shows that slaves could be assigned specific roles, especially in big, important households. The sight of two eunuchs with specific roles: as potholder and ball counter, is presumably part of the ‘lautitias’ (27.4) commented on by E. The effect of rubbing hands dry on someone’s head according to Smith (1975, p.56) “may have seemed less grotesque to a Roman than it does to us”. It is possible then that the image is striking because it comes as a part of a scene where T managed to both urinate, and wash and then dry his hands, while playing a game of ball. The reason for doing so is because he doesn’t like to waste time: he is someone who measures ‘quantum de vita perdiderit’ (26.10). When in Statius’ epic the Thebais the mother holds her dead son and wipes his face with her hair (9.375), we see here in this dramatic moment that using her hair to dry her son displays immediacy and gentleness and caring and adds pathos. In the baths with Trimalchio the scene isn’t epic, dramatic, or tender. The image which we see could be seen as humorous and presented to us to make T appear wealthy and pretentious and vulgar, but equally it could also highlight T’s fascination with time.
lautitias (27.4) For Smith (1975, p.52) the words ‘lautitia’ and ‘lautus’ are “comic descriptions of Trimalchio’s tasteless vulgarity”, and according to Schmeling (2011. P.84) used “generally with ironic overtones”. We shouldn’t forget, however, that we are witnessing a scene which has been set before E, and we are witnessing the scene as he witnesses it: this is his viewpoint, his description of events and his interpretation of events, as I described in an earlier section of the commentary. So, it could also be that E sees ‘lautitias’ not ironically but sees the event and the contents of the event, eg the ‘matellam’ (27.5), sincerely and as the luxury and extravagance that they are. Perhaps, more importantly, the term ‘lautitia’ is used by the narrator to steer the reader, with the implication that E is drawn to expensive shiny things. If this is the case the statement is not being used ironically (On the other hand, the writer, Petronius, could be using Encolpius as a tool to express irony, in which case we laugh at E as well as T). Though if we accept that we are looking through E’s eyes, then we can also see something of E’s character and motivation in the use of this word ‘lautitia’. There is something driving E throughout these satyrica and, in part, we are supposed to understand that E wants free meals and will become what he must to do this eg ‘tamquam scholastici’ (10.6). If this use of ‘lautitias’ is a characterisation of Encolpius and isn’t a signal of vulgarity and characterisation of T, then perhaps we have to modify Schmeling (2011 p. xxxviii) when he states, “T. remains outrageous and vulgar throughout the Cena, but by the end P. is much warmer towards him”. Perhaps T is vulgar in the eyes of contemporaneous Romans, and perhaps Petronius wishes to show this fact, Veyne (1964, quoted in Bartsch, 2008, pp245-250) suggests Petronius shows up the “gaucheries of the world around the narrator”. But ‘lautitias’ may be a comment more about E than T. And perhaps the use of colour, silver ware and hand wiping displays more about his T’s character as an individual, about his ethnicity and his cultural background, and less about his nouveaux riche, freed slave status, and perhaps that might be more interesting to explore, as long as the term ‘lautitias’ isn’t used ironically. 
puer vetulus lippus domino Trimalchione deformior (28.4) This passage is an example of E’s interpretation, where he is passing comment on what he sees. Bartsch (2008, pp. 245-250) states that because Petronius chose to use the first-person voice then there is the “expectation that the speaker knows himself: his emotions, his reactions, his thoughts are on record for us to hear. In Encolpius’ case, however, these expectations are not met”, but I would comment that throughout section 27 of the Satyrica, because we see through E’s eyes, we can not only explicitly see the feelings and thoughts of Encolpius, but we can see his motivations too. Beck (1975, p.274) suggests E isn’t interested in explicitly laying judgment, instead when he wants to lay judgement he uses ironic contrasts and juxtapositions, eg E lays judgement on T by the juxtaposition at (71.11) of his wife’s loving commemoration ‘ad dextram meam pones statuam Fortunatae meae columbam tenentem’ which is juxtaposed with his outburst at her ‘ambubaia non mement se?’(74.13).
We should consider that E is explicitly quiet on many things because he is saying something implicitly through his viewpoint. We can probably say E isn’t sexually attracted to the ‘puer’, though E’s comment on T’s ‘pueros capillatos’ was of attraction (27.1). I think one implication we can draw from this meeting could be that E looks on the boy with envy: perhaps E is thinking that he himself should be T’s deliciae and is perhaps wondering why then he is not. Because Petronius chose to use first-person viewpoint, then he successfully created a picture of a character with feelings which lay beneath the words he speaks and sights he sees. So, when we see a scene through E’s eyes, we can also see Encolpius’ motivations.
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