Petronius Satyrica 49-50: a critical analysis.
Introduction:
[bookmark: _Hlk100914365]Section 49 presents a staged performance given by Trimalchio the host of the Cena at which Encolpius and friends are guests. The guests, including E, are unaware that T is performing a role. Section (47.13) saw T setting up the contrived scene of (49) when he warned the cook ‘ut diligenter ponas’, and now (49.4) T has discovered that the pig being served has not been cooked properly: ‘porcus hic non est exinteratus?’. This scene is built up for dramatic effect to a climax, at which point the performance is revealed to the guests. 
Commentary: 
T’s performance begins when he shows unusual interest in the meal being served, which is highlighted by E’s repetition of ‘magis’, ‘magis magisque Trimalchio intuens eum’ (49.3). Next T calls in the cook from another room, which we can imagine raises the guests’ sense of anticipation ‘voca, voca cocum in medio’ (49.4), and then the cook stands before his owner ‘tristis’ (49.5). Next T escalates the drama by raising his voice, which is reported by E, from ‘inquit’ (49.4) to ‘exclamat’ (49.5), violence is threatened ‘despolia’ (49.5) and finally the cook stands ‘maestus’ between two ‘tortores’ (49.6), whose presence is immediate (being a part of a staged scene) and builds suspension into the scene by introducing a frightening third party. It is this escalation which stirs up the guests to the point that they together plead on the cook’s behalf ‘rogamus, mittas’ (49.6). T reveals the performance to the guests when the cook cuts open the pig, and it isn’t the pig’s innards which fall out but ‘thumatula cum botulis effusa sunt’ (49.10). T, as a part of his performance, develops his character across section (49) and forms a coherent picture of a ‘pater familiae’ who begins the section happily relaying a tale: ‘nam Sibyllam quidem Cumis ego ipse oculis meis vivi in ampullam pendere’ (48.8) but then develops it into an enraged man. This scene provides an example of psychological sequencing (Short, 1996, p275): the information we need that the pig has been gutted and filled with sausages is withheld and delayed for effect. We see here three storytellers who withhold information to exert control over the audience: T exerts control over his guests, E exerts control over the reader, and P exerts control over E, the reader, and the guests. Because P uses this technique, we are forced to see events from the I-narrator’s viewpoint. So, when we are shown the cook, we are shown E’s feeling ‘crudelissimae severitatis’ (49.7) but we are also shown a contrasting view of the cook ‘maestus consistit’. What we are seeing here is the narrator releasing information to us slowly. It would be easy to see E as naïve (Smith, 1975, p.133) because he is unable to interpret events around him (Schmeling, 2011, p.209) but when he states that the cook is ‘maestus’ it is the narrator’s psychological sequencing at work. E could well have looked upon, and not just spoken about, the cook with disdain. A look of disdain, which might be a look of ‘turpis’ for example, would reflect E’s loss of control in the scene and would stand congruously with his thoughts and comments two sentences later: ‘crudelissimae severitatis’ and ‘servus esse nequissimus’ (49.7). So, when Panayotakis states that (1993, pp.123-124) the cook ‘looks appropriately sad and guilty’, this is a comment on the cook’s acting skills, and when the narrator uses the term ‘crudelissimae’, he is indicating that the character is stirred up and is now not sequencing but is relaying his character’s feelings.  
quid? quid?... voca, voca (49.3-4): In this section Trimalchio can be seen repeating his words. In the same way that ‘Petronius uses variations in style to indicate distinctions in character’ (Smith, 1975, p.xx) the repetitions of ‘quid’, and ‘voca’, are variations of style used by P to indicate a change in T’s character. The verbal repetitions, which are natural in colloquial speech (Schmeling, 2011, p.134), indicate that T is losing control and also give the impression that Trimalchio’s anger is growing. This image of T contrasts with the image of T presented thus far to the guests and the reader: T has made it clear that he tightly controls the ‘familia’ of his house e.g., he displays the sign ‘quisquis servus sine dominico iussu foras exierit, accipiet plagas centum’ (28.7) at the entrance of his house for all visitors to read and interpret. The guests of the dinner-party, and the reader, by the time they are witnessing T’s growing anger have already witnessed other incidents e.g., the incident of the slave who begged for forgiveness for losing some clothes ‘servus nobis despoliatus procubuit ad pedes ac rogare coepit ut se poenae eriperemus’ (30.7). These scenes, which have been prepared and presented by T, create a coherent image of T, and relay the information that he is in control of things, and so it is a noticeable deviation from the norm when T becomes enraged at the cook’s mishap. The natural language which T chooses to use as a part of his performance helps to trick his guests that the scene before them is real, and for this reason the authenticity of the scene is not questioned by the guests: the scene is so effective that the guests are drawn into the drama and become participants in it. So, when E speaks out about the slave ‘servus esse nequissimus’ (49.7), it’s because T’s acting is so successful that E is stirred up and drawn into the drama, to the extent that he becomes a participant in it. 

Section 50: introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk102737942][bookmark: _Hlk102737912]T uses the moment after revealing the pig is full of sausages (49) to reward his chef with a drink served on a Corinthian plate. The Corinthian ware is duly shown off to guests ‘Agamemnon propius consideraret’ (50.2), and T uses the plate to lead into a pun and a brief history of Corinthian ware. 
Commentary:
solus sum qui vera Corinthea habeam (50.2) expectabam, ut pro reliqua insolentia diceret sibi vasa Corintho afferi (50.3). sed ille melius (50.4) 
[bookmark: _Hlk102725749]T makes a boasting statement that he alone has genuine Corinthian ware and E makes an error in judgement and anticipates wrongly what T’s next words will be. So, what is the reason for E’s error in judgement? First, the context must be provided: T is the host of a dinner-party in his own house, he is wealthy and distinguished, a ‘sevir’ (30.2), he has lots of servants at his command, many of whom have one role e.g. ‘tortores’ (49.6), T commands the room when he speaks, and he has turned the dinner-party area into a spectacle, and in the style of the arena or circus floor on which he is the choreographer, he sprinkles the floor with saffron coloured sawdust ‘scobemque crococ et minio tinctam sparserunt’ (68.1) (Schmeling, 2011, p.280). In these ways T dominates the guests of the dinner-party, and the guests in turn are dominated. E, then, along with all the other guests, is in the position where he places a certain amount of trust in T. So, when T makes a bold and boasting statement ‘solus sum qui vera Corinthea habeam’ which is designed to be misleading because it is a part of a joke, the guests aren’t meant to question it. So why does E question it? We have seen that E seems to be growing bored at (48.7) ‘nec adhuc sciebamus nos in medio’, and so it may be he is bored here too. Perhaps he suspects T is exaggerating his claim that he alone has genuine Corinthian ware, and he replies with an exaggerated response which could reasonably be expected. But E isn’t in the habit of commenting on everything that he sees. It appears that E is learning though the course of the banquet about the character and nature of T and his banquet. E is taken in by T’s drama of the un gutted pig at (49) but so are all the other guests ‘deprecari tamen omnes coeperunt’ (49.6), because T is controlling the events of the dinner-party: the dinner-party would be a strange place if T’s jokes, puns, slaves begging for freedom, and pigs, were all second guessed before T could exhibit them. So, when E is described by Smith as naïve (1975, p.133), by Panayotakis (2015, p. 131) as ‘gullible and vulnerable’, and Schmeling attributes to him the characteristic of misunderstanding (2011, p.208-209), then we must also accept that the dinner-party is a big performance, at which the guests, including E, are tricked, as they are supposed to be. And perhaps E isn’t as naïve as we think. Though he is tricked by T, as are all the other guests, E has managed to correctly interpret when T is leading him astray, but where he gets it wrong is how he will be led astray.
ego malo mihi vitrea, certe non olunt (50.7) Corinthian ware was a prized item to own in the late Republic and early Empire. According to Pliny the Elder it is ‘maxime laudatur’ (Naturalis Historia, 34.3) and ‘circa id multorum adfectatio furit’. There was perhaps a question of taste around its ownership, because Pliny the Younger states that his friend Spurinnus had a tastefully modest collection: ‘in usu et Corinthius, quibus delectatur nec afficitur’ (3.1.9). So, when P chooses to introduce Corinthian ware in the Satyrica he is tapping into a cultural discussion. Martial satirises the fashion for Corinthian ware’s ownership: his friend Mamurra (9.59.11) would seek out Corinthian ware by smelling for it ‘consuluit nares, an olerent aera Corinthon’. From this comment, it should be assumed that the ‘smell test’ was a common test for detecting Corinthian ware in Martial’s time. The fact that quality bronze Corinthian ware wouldn’t have smelled (Linderski, 1992, p. 353) suggests there were many cheap Corinthian wares around whose rust did create an odour. It appears that in Petronius’ time too there was a need to distinguish quality bronze from cheaper bronze, because T remarks ‘solus sum qui vera Corinthea habeam’ (50.2). While Mamurra is mocked for consulting his nose, its comment suggests it was a common practice: Corinthian ware, and all its cheaper copies, would surely have passed under the nose of every seller, and possibly every buyer such as Mamurra. T, however, probably doesn’t prefer glassware when he states ‘ego malo mihi vitrea’. T hasn’t made a great effort to show any glassware to his guests, and unless he has named a slave vitreus then he has little use for it at his dinner-party. It does show T’s character though. T is the director of entertainment for his dinner-party, and as such he creates discussion points e.g., ‘rotundum enim repositorium duodecim habebat signa in orbe disposita’ (35.2), ’Carpe, Carpe’ (35.7), ‘canes Laconici etiam circa mensam discurrere coeperunt’ (40.2), ‘porcus hic non est exinteratus’ (49.4). In the same way that T used a Corinthian plate to present his cook with a cup, to Segway into his Corinthus pun, now T references glassware in order to deliver a tale about unbreakable glass in section (51). E might have commented at this point. He passed commented when T discussed his bowles ‘nec adhuc sciebamus nos in medio’ (47.8) suggesting he is growing tired of T and his ways, and when T brought out a Corinthian plate ‘expectabam, ut pro reliqua insolentia diceret sibi vasa Corintho afferi’ (50.3). 
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