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F. H. SANDBACH

Menander’s Manipulation of Language
for dramatic Purposes






MENANDER’S MANIPULATION
OF LANGUAGE FOR DRAMATIC PURPOSES

This subject may have been suggested in order to give
me as free a hand as possible, for it is one to which almost
anything could be relevant. Trimeters and tetrameters
cannot be written without the manipulation of language,
and Menander wrote his for the stage, that is, for dramatic
purposes. This paper cannot do more than begin the
discussion of some arbitrarily selected topics.

A familiar passage of Plutarch may provide a start. In
the extract preserved from his Comparison of Aristophanes
and Menander he complains that Aristophanes for all his varied
vocabulary cannot give a king dignity, an orator eloquence
and so on, but “ assigns his characters any words that come
handy, as if by lot ; and you couldn’t tell whether his speaker
is a son or a father, a rustic, a god, an old woman or a hero.
But Menander’s diction is so polished, and has so coalesced
by being mixed to a consistency (cupmémveuxe xexpauévy Tedg
éawuTiy), that while it passes through many emotions and
types of character and is adapted to all kinds of personage,
it appears to have unity and preserves its uniformity (époté-
mra) as it employs common, familiar words in ordinary use

. no workman ever made the same shoe for man and for
woman, for youth and for old man and for family slave,
nor the same mask or outer garment, but Menander so
blended (¢peiée Herwerden: &eife) his diction that it fitted
every nature, disposition, and time of life.”

What exactly was Plutarch’s meaning is, as often with
him, not easy to determine. The final comparison may
suggest that Menander had in some miraculous way com-
pounded a style which was identical for all characters, so
that one could not tell from the words and expressions used
who the speaker was, but which was yet appropriate for
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everybody. On the other hand the contrast with Aristo-
phanes might imply that Plutarch believed Menander to
differ from him in that Menandrean sons and fathers, gods
and old women, were distinguishable in their vocabulary.
This is not however a necessary interpretation. Plutarch’s
contrast may be merely this: Aristophanes had a huge
vocabulary, from which he ought to have been able to find
suitable differing styles, but did not; Menander, with his
restricted vocabulary, found a single style that suited all
characters.

I must confess that I find it easier to support the view
that Menander distinguished his speakers by their language
than to find clear evidence for a single style. Yet it is
perhaps true that his various characters have a good deal in
common in their talk, and are distinguished by excrescences
from a common central territory ; and that since he was a
delicate artist, who avoided exaggeration, the range of differ-
ence is limited. ¢ Avoided exaggeration’ is possibly not
strong enough ; rather he may not have fully reflected the
range of differences that must have existed between the
speech of individuals at Athens. Above all, it is scarcely
credible that foreign slaves all spoke Greek as well as do
those of the plays. The representation of life for which
Menander was praised cannot then be a simple realism in
language any more than in incident. It is a procedure that
selects from life and modifies what it selects, but with a tact
that leaves a result that seems lifelike.

Now can we recognise any features that are common to
all his characters or nearly all? And that may constitute this
single style of which Plutarch speaks? I hope it is a correct
guess that they talk prose such as might have been heard
in the streets of Athens. The fitting of this into metre, in
particular iambics, is achieved with remarkably little violence
to the natural order of words, which is departed from
mainly to indicate emotion or confusion ; and even this
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departure is, as Wilamowitz noticed (Schiedsgericht p. 156),
true to life. But this prose is not #// that could be heard
in the streets. Obviously indecent language is nearly ex-
cluded, and never admitted for its own sake ; at Perikeiromene
234 1t characterises one whom we know to have had too
much to drink, and at Dyskolos 892 one of whom we may
suspect it; less striking words are used by angry men
at Sikyonios 266 and Dyskolos 462. Similarly there is little
that can be called slang ; what may be termed literary dec-
ency is preserved. At the other end of the scale elevated
or poetical vocabulary is sometimes used by some charac-
ters, in strict moderation and always for a purpose, but
morte readily, one may suspect, than it was used in real life.
Of this more later.

But within this similarity of style there are marked differ-
ences between individual charactets, of a kind that I do not
see reproduced by Terence in his adaptations, although
Professor Arnott has kindly shown me an article soon to be
published in Greece and Rome in which he makes it clear that
such differentiation is by no means completely absent. In
Menander an extreme example is the pretended Doric doctor
of Aspis. Apart from his dialectical forms—and whether
his inconsistencies are deliberate or the work of copyists I see
no way of deciding—his vocabulary is full of unusual words.
*Avagpilw, is known by LS] only from Phrynichus; the com-
pound dvepebyopoun first occurs here, and the simple verb, for
which the Attic form was &puyydve, only in poetic and Hippo-
cratic authors; for Odirw, ¢ give false comfort’, cf. S. £/. 888
and also A.P.T/. 684. ®pevitic is 2 medical technical term
for inflammation of the diaphragm (not of the ‘ brain’ as
LS]J have it). Buoowpog ‘likely to live’ is known from Theo-
phrastus /. P. ix.12.1 and several passages of Arrian, e.g.
Anab. i1.4.8, © the doctors did not think him Pudorpog.” Ilap-
nav, although a favourite word of Aristotle, is not found in
comedy of the orators. But this man is an exceptional case,
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valuable only to show that Menander was prepared to give
a character a distinctive mode of speech.

The two young men in Dyskolos are clearly distinguished.
Sostratos’ speech is easy and flexible ; one can rarely guess
what is coming next, so that it seems to take shape as it is
uttered. Gorgias talks like a book ; his thought takes the
antithetical form familiar in the orators, so that his sentences
are determined before they begin. Almost as soon as he
enters we have the symmetrical sentence (250 fI.)

o a0 o J
wobtov ol 61w Tpome
2 A 3 \ ¢/
avaryrdoor Tig el TO BéATiov pémely
otht” &v petameioar voubetdv old’ 0dde elg,
G\ éumodav Td pev PBraoachour ToV vopov

Eyer peh’ adtod, T@ 8¢ meloww TOV TEbTOV.

The details of the text are uncertain (I use that of Lloyd-]Jones
and Jacques) but the general structure is clear. The passage
contains an example of a construction surprisingly rare in
Menander, ofte ... ofre used to join not words but clauses.
Gorgias does this again at 823-8206, again in combination
with a pév ... 3 opposition :

gyw o Zmotpat elvar pev @ilov
OTToAafBave oToudalov dyand T EXTOTMG,
peilo &8 gpautol mpdypat ofite PodAopon
ofit’ &v Suvaipmyv po Ale Bovinblelg @épewv.

Similarly he uses p#re ... ufre, each with its imperative
clause, at 284-286. These three instances are half of the
whole number we yet have in Menander : the others are
frag. 335, a moralising and perhaps slightly ridiculous speech
by a slave, Dysk. 743-745, intentionally impressive lines by
Knemon, and almost certainly S7&. 176, the opening of the
messenget’s speech, modelled on Euripides’ Orestes 866 fl.
Menander must have felt that this construction belongs to
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formal thought-out speech, not to normal conversation.
Gorgias, I said, talks like a book. His hard life will have
given him little practice in the art of talk, but plenty of time
to acquire the habit of arranging his thoughts in antithetical
form. Analysis of 271-287 would demonstrate at least seven
antitheses, but 1 confine myself to noticing the wide sepa-
ration of pév (274) and 3¢ (280). This is unusual, and the
only parallel for six intervening lines is in Moschion’s speech
at the beginning of Samia Act V. Here he tells the audience
that he has quite lost control of himself, é£éotnxa viv Teréwg
duavtob. It is an indication that this is nothing but the
striking of an attitude that he immediately explains his
position in a sentence ten lines long, organised round this
pév and 3¢.

If a sort of footnote may here be allowed, there is a
passage of Sikyomios where a pév, probably followed by a
3¢, shows how it is to be taken. Theron has been coaching
an old man in a story he is to tell to impersonate Kichesias ;
he does not know that the old man 7zr Kichesias. At 361
Dromon suddenly speaks:

N pev Teoelun ‘oTly ACQUADS TNEOVPEY,

then some lines are lost. The question is whether Dromon
has been present listening to the conversation unseen, as
Kassel and Barigazzi believed, and here makes himself
known, or whether he enters with these words. I do not
believe that a loyal slave, seeing his master for the first time
for at least ten years, would be calm enough to address him
with such a pév-clause, presumably with a 3¢ in mind. But
a character entering the stage not infrequently uses pév and
8¢, appropriately, for he may be supposed to have been
reflecting and to have arranged and organised his thoughts.
Examples are Aspis 97, 164, Dysk. 259, 394, Samia 399, 616,
Perik. 77. Similarly here Dromon, who was last heard of
as he accompanied Philumene to her place of refuge with
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the priestess, comes back ; and it may be guessed that he said
to himself or to the audience, without immediately seeing
the others ; © my young mistress is in safe keeping, but now
her father must be found.’

To returh to Gorgias, another feature that distinguishes
him from all other major characters in the play is that he
uses no oaths but the plain, trite v Atx and pa Afa (each
twice). There is one exception : at 777 he exclaims, of the
approaching Kallippides, ITéceiov, dEumetverg mwe #xer . adtin’
adtdL Tabt’ épobuev, or so B. But was Foss perhaps right
in assigning tho first clause to Sostratos, not so much
because of the impropriety he saw if Gorgias remarked
on the appetite of his new friend’s father, but because of the
exclamation Ilécedov. I also think that € shall we tell him?’
is more likely in the mouth of Sostratos, who is always
anxious to associate Gorgias in what is going on, than in that
of Gorgias, who will in a moment suggest that Sostratos
should talk to his father alone: Adher 76t marpl xatd pévag
(781). But we are here entering a field where observations
on the use of language may breed suspicions trather than
dictate any departure from the tradition.

It is worth remark that Gorgias uses the word é8érw,
twice in the aorist (269, 767) and once in the future (854).
These are the only instances in Menander of 20é\w (as
opposed to 0é\w), and they have no parallel in the fragments
of Middle or New Comedy, except that 70é\nox occurs in
paratragic surroundings in fragment 3 of Kriton, whom
Pollux counts among ot vedtepor. The evidence of insctip-
tions shows that 0ée replaced 20éhw in Attica, but the
word is not of very common occutrence and Meisterhans-
Schwyzer quote nothing between about 300 B.C., their latest
¢0érw, and 250 B.C,, their earliest 6érw. Comedy suggests
that ¢0éxe was obsolescent in the later 4th century. For that
matter Menander had no liking for 0é\w. In his plays it
occurs only in the formula av Oedg 0éa. (Georgos 45, fr. 39)
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and in a quotation from Aeschylus. In the fragments there
are three occurrences (45, 97, 499), none quite beyond doubt,
but this is not the place for discussing them. The solid fact
is that, apart from a possibly paratragic instance, Gorgias is
in our remains of Middle and New Comedy the only person
to use ¢0éhw. What is the reason for this? It is possible
that in 317 B.C. Menander was himself still using the form
¢0érw, although on the point of giving it up. There might
be a parallel in the fact that seven times in Dyskolos he attaches
nwe to an adverb, e.g. mwg &vlsxoTindg, TOC QUAKKTIRGG
elsewhere he does this only once (fr. 153). If we possessed
’Opyn and Mé6y we might find more instances of é0éaw.
But I should prefer to think, guess though it may be, that
Gorgias uses 20éhw because it was an old-fashioned form
that Menander felt to be appropriate to this youth who lived
tucked away in the country remote from the modern fashions
of the town.

Another pair of characters distinguished by their way of
talk are Getas and Sikon. Getas’ vocabulary and phrase-
ology is almost entirely conventional. He uses half-a-dozen
words not recorded elsewhere in Middle or New Comedy,
but none of it is ¢ fine language’. Sikon’s speech is pictut-
esque, as was noted by Giannini (Aeme xiii, 1960, 190) ; he
deploys otherwise unknown metaphors, vewhx@y 399, BeBwho-
x6mnxev 515, ceapopayobor 518, and gives the proverbial ex-
pression &v gpéatt xuvi pdyeoben a literal turn. He is full of
oaths, one every seven lines (Dohm, Mageiros 229), to varied
gods (six besides Zeus). His peculiar vocabulary, unlike
that of Getas, consists mainly of words found elsewhere in
authors with some claims to style. The list is &dufynroc,
a0drog, avammpog, dvidvar Tag Oppls, dmotndln, Emx®AL®,
BoAnbg, fepompemiic, xohaxtxdg, yutedyawrog. I omit the meta-
phors already mentioned. All this prepares the way for
his climax in the last act, as he describes the scene of
revelry in the cave, using poetic language and a simile that
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has caused editors a lot of trouble ( perobscurum says Lloyd-
Jones). Handley rightly remarks that similar scenes are
elsewhere reported in elevated language. It may be added
that Menander has prepared for Sikon’s poetic style here by
earlier representing him as imaginative and unusual in his
wording.

The distinction between Sikon and Getas may be relevant
to the textual problem at §s50. The metaphor &vog &yew
Soxd por Ty €optiyv ascribed by many editors to Getas does
not fit his usual down-to-earth style, which knows abuse and
sarcasm, but not metaphor. This reinforces the other
objections to the proposal of Barrett and others to read
8vog for olog, namely that confusion of A and v is not paral-
leled in B, and that Getas had already made a reference to
donkeys at his entrance, tertdpwv yap @opTiov Gvev cuvé-
dnoav ol wxdxiot &mohobuevar @épetv yuvaixég wor. The refer-
ence is more appropriate there because a donkey is a
proverbial beast of burden, as Getas then was, and not, what
he here complains of being, a factotum. YAy Sox& pot iy
€optv 1s sarcasm, typical of Getas: ‘ I’'m keeping the holi-
day, I believe’. The association of éopty with the idea of
‘not working > is well illustrated in LS] s.v. 2 and 3. odog
should be é\wg, but whether to be taken with &yw thv €optiv
or with the preceding words is scarcely to be determined.

Nikeratos in Samwia is a man of short sentences, often in
asyndeton ; if he manages to keep going for two whole lines,
the sentence may be composed of small units, as 4o1-402.
His style 1s well illustrated by 410-420:

frovoa xadTOG TGV yuvaurdy, 6Tl TpéQElg
averopévy) mandaplov. EpPpovivcio.

oM\’ o7’ éxelvog NOVc. odx wpylleto
elbc; Sy 85  apting;

I follow the division of speeches on which B and C are
agreed. Then Chrysis answers in a contrasted sentence of
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three lines, after which Nikeratos goes on with his brevities,
Anpéag yohdr, xth. There is one passage which provides a
striking exception to this style, the great sentence 507-513
in which he declares what h¢ would have done to a son or
mistress who had treated him so. I believe this is deliberate.
It is a measure of the strength of his indignation that it lends
him an unusual power of sustained speech.

With some hesitation I now mention an idea that has not
yet commended itself to any of my friends who have heard it.
I should not suggest it at all if I were not one of those who
believe Ritchie to have been right to give Sostratos’ mother
a speaking part. My suggestion is less bold.

When Demeas and Nikeratos first appear at 96, the
former opens : * Don’t you already feel the change of place,
and what a difference there is between things here and your
troubles there?” Then there follow 31/, lines of disconnected
phrases, that jump from one thing to another and are cer-
tainly intended to be comic.

ITévrog*  mocyeic yépovreg, ix00¢ &pbovo,
andtee T mwparypdtewv. Buldvtiov:
adivOiov, mixpa mave. “Amolov. TabTa 88

\ 4 3 !
xafapa TevTev ayaba.

This is in Nikeratos’ style, not that of Demeas, who proceeds
to the serious prayer, *Abfvar gidtarar and so on. Apart
from language, is it likely that the wealthy Demeas should
recommend Athens as a place where poor men enjoy un-
adulterated good things? How does he know? It is of
coutse true that some rich men will tell the poor how lucky
they are, but it is a tasteless proceeding. Certainly by modern
feelings it is better that Nikeratos should congratulate him-
self than that Demeas should tell him that Athens is a fine
place for the poor.

It is a characteristic of many persons in real life that
they have favourite tricks of speech, expressions of which
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they are fond. Sometimes these may be significant of some-
thing in their character, but often enough it would be
difficult to deduce anything about the person from them,
any more than from the shape of his nose. Such favourite
expressions, however, like the shape of his nose, form part
of that complex which we recognise as an ndividua/ human
being. To guard against misapprehension let me say that
there may be some truth in physiognomy, but it is an un-
certain art; similarly turns of speech may be significant of
character, but they are difficult to interpret with certainty.

These individualising touches are to be found in some
of Menander’s personages. Thus it has been noticed that
the vituperative vocative avéote is used three times by Kne-
mon (108, 469, 595) and never by anyone else. That does
not mean that in the next play discovered there will not be
some person who uses the word. A snub nose is not
peculiar to Socrates, but it is part of what makes the indi-
vidual Socrates. The phrase einé pou is quite widely used
in various plays, but no one is as fond of it as Demeas in
Samia. Of 7 instances one is in the mouth of Moschion (677)
and another (453) probably is, but at least 5 belong to
Demeas : 482, 589, 690, and 692 are indubitable ; 170 is not
assigned by Austin to any speaker, but surely there can be
no doubt. Demeas has undertaken to persuade Nikeratos to
hurry on the marriage of his daughter to Moschion. The
two old men meet at 169, as is shown by yaipe moAA& ob.
Then someone says pwnuovebews, eimé pou, [ v é0éucba
Auépav. ‘Eya is the reply. In the next line we have iy
huepov, and then a series of questions and objections :
Tob ; TOTE; TPOT Tivi; &N &oT’ adbvatov. Tplv elmelv Tolg
pthowg; It is clear that Nikeratos is very naturally surprised
and taken aback at the proposal to marry his daughter that
very day, and so it will have been Demeas who introduced
the subject by some such words as pvyuovedeig, einé pou, [dg
odyl mpbrepolv €0€peld’ fuépav, ‘ you remember that we did
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not previously fix a day?’ In this einé pou is otiose; there
is no reason to press for an answer. Demeas uses the phrase
because he has the habit. One may contrast the state of
affairs in Dyskolos, where six instances are shared between
five persons.

There are some other characters in whom such tricks of
speech may be observed, but they are not many, and Menander
did not sow with the sack for his effects. Accordingly the
question may be asked whether in observing such things we
are observing something that is there certainly, but is there
by accident, so that it does not deserve attention? Is it not
possible that these peculiarities in the language of individuals
are due solely to chance? Now put in that simple way, this
may not be a very useful question. Plays are written, not by
chance, but by human beings ; human beings have a tendency
to repeat words at a short distance unwittingly, often indeed
to their own annoyance when they observe what they have
done. Hence the useful question is whether the repetition
of locutions is any more frequent than what would arise by
the mechanical working of the human brain. But brains
differ : we are concerned with the working of Menander’s
brain. And here we seem to meet an impenetrable wall,
for we have no evidence, except in the plays themselves, of
how his brain worked. I see no way past this difficulty,
and what follows has no claim to be anything more than
guesswork.

A single repetition of a word at a short distance seems
most naturally explicable as the result of the tendency for
a wotd once used to be used again ; it seems to be readily
available to the mind. Thus when at Epifrepontes 247 One-
simos says émedds muxvd and at 253 (probably) émewés péye,
or at Aspis 24 Daos says émexde pdyous molhals and at 35
émeds ocuyve it would be rash to see any significance,
although the word is not repeated elsewhere in what we have
of either play. But when the repetitions of a word or phrase
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by a single character are more numerous and well spaced out,
it is harder to put them down to a mere mechanical trick of
the mind. It seems more likely that the playwright’s mind
associated the word and the character. 'This association may,
it is true, have been an unconscious one. Menander may
have made a character repeat a word without realising what
he was doing. But that does not imply that we should
necessarily refuse to notice the repetition. Woriters are not
always aware of the processes of composition. Housman
recorded that stanzas often came suddenly and fully formed
into his head (7he Name and Nature of Poetry, 49) ; we should
not be justified in saying that the lines must have rhymed by
accident. Unfortunately we do not know how far Menander
was conscious of the details of his writing. Sophocles is
reported to have said of Aeschylus xol yap el 7t Séovra
moel, dAN odx eidd¢g ye. Perhaps the same could have been
said of Menander. Whether he knew what he was doing or
not, these tricks of speech are there and make their small
contribution to the lifelikeness of their users.

I now turn to another subject, and shall discuss Menan-
der’s use of elevated or poetic language.

There are two possible extreme views. The first is that
he used such diction seriously, because he wished to stir
other emotions than that of amusement. According to this
view the recognition scene in Perikeiromene s in stichomuthia
to help the spectator to experience the pathos and the drama
of what is going on. The other extreme is that poetic
diction in domestic drama always has some element of
absurdity. My own belief is that no generalisation will
apply correctly to all the facts.

Let us start with a very simple case, the treatment of a
syllable as long when it contains a short vowel preceding a
mute and liquid. This means that the division between
syllables was made to fall between the two consonants and
not before them both, as regularly in comedy. Such scan-
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sion, that is such a way of pronouncing, was used in tragedy.
Whether it was ever used in Attic households in moments of
emotion, how can we tell? But I think it not erroneous to
call it tragic scansion.

Now when at Misoumenos 214 Demeas embraces his lost
daughter with the words e oe, Téxvov, using this scansion,
it is a sign of his emotion, and there can be no question but
that the audience 1s to share that emotion without reservation
or complication. But when at Sawia 516 Nikeratos exclaims
AN’ ey Tpdg Tolow &Aholg TV Ta delv’ elpyocuévy eloedebdumv
pendfooig Tolg Euoic, it is equally clear that the audience
may obsetve, but will not share, his emotion. It is absurd
that the poor Nikeratos should denote his house by the
poetic word péiaxbpx, usually applied to the palaces of kings.
Is not the absurdity heightened by the scansion of perdfporg
as a bacchiac? FEven in tragedy the wotd is often scanned
with a short second syllable. The long syllable, like the
long form voiow in the previous line, is intended to indicate
Nikeratos’ emotion, but that is an emotion at which the
audience will smile, knowing it to be based on ignorance of
the facts. An intermediate case is Epitrepontes 148, where
Sytos imagines that the foundling when grown up will
undertake Onpdv Aovrag, mAx Baoctdletv, TpExswy év dydot.
Baotalew is a verb as absent from Attic prose as lions from
fourth-century Greece. Syros is striking out a rhetorical
phrase, which must appear slightly comic in the mouth of a
slave, and the unusual scansion émix adds to the comic
flavour. Is there also perhaps an anti-climax achieved by
starting with lion-hunting and ending with tunning at a
sports-meeting, as is suggested by De Falco? At the same
time Syros is not, like Nikeratos, a figure of fun. He may
exaggerate his points, he may use figures of rhetoric that
would be more at home in a court of law, where they are
expected, than at an impromptu arbitration, where they
stand out as rhetorical ; but his case is basically a sound one
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and his arguments essentially right. So that although the
hearer may smile at the form of expression, he is not hostile
to what is said ; he can therefore simultaneously be amused
and moved by the language. It is 2 mistake to suppose that
an audience’s reaction must always be ezzher one thing or
another. Just as they are not expected, above all by Menan-
der, to find all characters eizher good or bad, or every action
or mode of conduct either completely right or completely
wrong ; or as they are at once present at the happenings on
the stage, so that the man in the play may address them,
take them into his confidence, perhaps even ask their help,
and yet not present, for they cannot interfere in any way
with the progress of events ; even so they can at the same
moment find a character ridiculous and sympathetic, so that
they can both laugh at him and still to some extent share
his emotions.

These remarks may be thought both obvious and erected
on an insufficient base, consisting of a handful of scansional
oddities. But unusual diction is to be found in other fields
besides that of scansion, and the principle that it can meet
with what may be called a “ multiple response ” is one widely
applicable and not to be lost sight of. But that said, one
may still maintain that some passages require one pre-
dominant response, and others another.

The longest piece of poetic diction that survives is the
recognition-scene of Perikeiromene, conducted in the artificial
form of stichomuthia and composed according to the
metrical rules of tragedy. It is therefore sharply contrasted
with the style of the rest of the play, and has been felt by
some critics to damage its unity. Yet this scene is not
simply a tragic foreign body. To see it as such is to forget
the presence of Moschion as an eaves-droppet, a figure who
prevents one from taking it absolutely seriously. One may
compare the scene in Samiz where the attempts of the cook
to interfere in Demeas’ expulsion of Chrysis prevent that
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episode from being one of unrelieved seriousness, passion
and pathos. In Perikeiromene the stichomuthia begins in
abrupt contrast to the very plain language of Moschion that
immediately precedes. Again there is disharmony between
it and Moschion’s conversational line 357

TouTl Wev &v poL TAV ewol CnTouuEvmY

or again his colloquial wol mot’ elul vic at 363. These are
reminders that the dialogue is being conducted in artificial
language and according to an artificial formula, and must,
I think, prevent the spectators from taking it with unalloyed
seriousness. When they hear the question

g oby Exwetshnt’ am’ AWV Siyo;

and recall the famous passage of FEuripides on the separation
of heaven and eatth, énel & éywpicOnoav ey Stya, they
must smile at the impudence of transferring this phrase from
cosmology to the separation of a pair of children. It is not
to my mind improper to see in this scene an element of tragic
parody or to find an intentional touch of absurdity in 355

pévy & Exeico; TOUTO Yap oNUALVE oL,

or in Glykera’s interruption at 375
’ ! ’ 3 e £ / > 2 4
Tl yivetal mo0’; ¢ Tpépm TIA][Y EYo.

When an eatly critic wrote © the style rises in dignity to
the level of tragedy, to correspond with the importance
of the subject ’ (T. W. Lumb, New Chapters in Greek Liter-
ature i. 82) ot a recent one says ‘ il tono stilistico . .. denuncia
e accentua il clima patetico e drammatico della vicenda’
(D. del Cotno, Menandro: Le Commedie, 305), these judge-
ments give only a half-truth. No doubt the dramatist
wished to indicate the emotion and excitement of Pataikos
and Glykera, but at the same time he was not writing a
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tragedy, but a comedy : he wanted his audience to feel amuse-
ment at the characters’ language as well as sympathy with
their emotions. The capacity of the human being for a
complicated multiple reponse makes this a feasible aim.
Nevertheless I wonder whether Menander does not here
demand rather a lot. To take a convention at its face value,
for the purpose for which it was devised, and at the same
time to know that fun is being made of it, is a difficult feat,
and perhaps he was expecting a tour-de-force by his actors
if they were to enable the audience to achieve it.

A ‘parody of tragic style’ has also been seen in some
damaged lines from the recognition scene of Sikyonios,
published by Jouguet in 1906. When that phrase was
written it was not known that much more of the play was
composed in a style nearer that of serious poetry than had
been met before in Menander. Having only mutilated lines
from a mutilated play, it is dangerous to hazard an opinion ;
but I doubt whether what remains of this passage is so far
above the general level that we have adequate reason to
speak of parody : it may rather be imitation, a piece of fine
writing for a crucial incident in the plot.

There is, however, another passage in this play which at
first sight at least appears to be tragic parody. At 169 the
wrangle between Smikrines and the person I shall call ‘the
democrat’ is abruptly terminated. Someone cries & yepaué,
peivov &v mapaotd[ow and Smikrines replies péver® tivog 8¢ Tob-
to Owd[ooeg ydpw; (the supplement is certain). This reply
is in language unknown to comedy and typical of tragedy,
and it makes not unlikely the supplement of the previous
line by the poetical word d8pwv. I'spards is also found
mainly in tragedy, where it is scanned, as here, as a tribrach
in Sophocles, O.C. 200 and Euripides, F7.F. 446. Un-
fortunately what follows is badly damaged, but the remains
of the next three lines suggest that the elevated style may not
have been maintained. 172 Bouhéped’ dxoloar o mept <[ is
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prosaic enough, and 174 might be e.g. €idd¢ v’ & muv[Odver
Myour’ &v tadT éydd.  Neither wivdat nor &muvddxwtog seem
likely alternatives. If thisis right, Smikrines’ tragic language
in 170 may be used because he wishes to make fun of the
elevated diction of the other speaker. But what then is the
reason for that diction ? Here we are up against our
imperfect understanding of the plot. Is the speaker some-
one who has no part to play except to report the events at
the propylaeca? Is he one who passes across the stage like
a meteor in the manner of a messenger in tragedy? He
seems to take it for granted that Smikrines will be interested
in his tale, even before he has been encouraged to tell it:
and he departs without waiting for comment or thanks, of
which he receives no word. Perhaps Menander has here
taken over the practice of serious drama and used it for his
comedy. Then the tragic language of the messenget’s
entrance at 169 must be regarded as a signal of what is afoot.
‘ Here is a messenger, such as you know in tragedy.’

But if there is any element of parody here it is a very
small one. The tale starts with a clear reference to the
messenget’s speech in Buripides’ Oresfes ; but the phrases
used are petfectly appropriate to their new position ; there
is no attempt to make fun of Euripides. Nor in all that
follows is there any sign of parody of tragic language. The
story is a serious one seriously told. But the language is
not particularly poetic. One may notice apeydfoapey (196),
the phrases xatesPésln fxoc (198) and perhaps edvorav etixvoe
(244), and the absence of articles in pyrpds Sxbnuag xal ye-
voug yvwplopata (248). There are one or two unusual but
prosaic words : pouyddng, dmbheiog and dvrirdrropwt. But
the seriousness of the speech is marked not so much by its
vocabulary as by the comparative strictness of its rhythms.
For example, of 28 lines from 236 to 263 only six fail to
satisfy the metrical rules of tragedy, or nine if one disallows
the ending with a fourth paeon, uncommon in tragedy.
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Before leaving this may I say that it does not appear quite
certain that a new speaker enters at 169? If the democrat
departs at 168, the scene between him and Smikrines is a
strange fragment that seems to lead nowhere. But if we
had the whole play it might be more intelligible. More
serious, Smikrines seems to assume that the speaker of 169
will be able to inform him of what has passed in some
particular circumstances, but there is nothing said to give
rise to such a belief. If, however, the speaker of 169 is the
democrat, as is maintained by A. Barigazzi, S7FC XXXVII
(1965), 18, the audience may guess that Smikrines and he had
been talking about these circumstances before they entered
at 150.

I began by quoting from Plutarch, but omitted a sentence,
because I do not understand it. However he says that when
Menander has occasion for indulging in sounding language
he quickly and convincingly closes down and restores his
speech to the proper style.

What I am now concerned with is what Plutarch calls
the convincing restoration of ordinary speech. It is, I
believe, illustrated in Perikeiromene. The quasi-tragic sticho-
muthia starts abruptly, but at the end, from 380 onward,
the level of speech subsides slowly to the normal. As far
as can be seen from a mutilated text the metre remains tragic
for a dozen lines, so far as caesura, Porson’s Law, and
resolved feet are concerned ; but the vocabulary and phrase-
ology become those of ordinary life. At the same time the
lines are broken by change of speaker at varying points, in
the style of comedy. At 392 the line probably ended with
the untragic Swxpavég te yhavidiov, certainly with a diminutive
of some sort. Hence ypvsh e pitpx in 393 is suspicious ;
there seems to be no case for elevated speech or emotion at
the end of this prosaic catalogue that begins at 390 with
noppup[& Lwvn wig fv. Herwerden’s transposition wpirpa 7e
xevod should at least be in the apparatus criticus here.
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I should also think it likely, although it can be no mote than
a guess, that 397 does nof open with a tragic synizesis of
& Oeot, but that we have the first line of a scene in trochaic
tetrameters, making a lively contrast with the one that has
preceded. Unlike his sister, Moschion is not a figure to be
taken seriously.

The exclamation & Oeol is not used by Menander at ran-
dom. Of five instances in all, no fewer than three are in the
mouth of Habrotonon in a single scene of Epitrepontes
(303,313,372). In the first two places she uses it almost
casually, to émphasise an adjective, ednpemig Tic, & Oeot,
Aemtév, & Oeof, tapavrivov, and in all three it is parenthetic.
I think it must be intended as a characteristic of her talk,
but we do not know whether at the end of the fourth century
this use would suggest any particular sort of character or
milieu. The other two instances are in this scene of Perikei-
romene, where the phrase is both times used initially, to indi-
cate surprise or dismay. The first (377) is in the mouth of
- Glykera. Recent editors give the second (397) to Pataikos,
but are they right? The fact that the other four uses are
all by women may give a slight initial probability to Korte’s
original view that it is Glykera who cries & 0eot, tig &otwv
obtog; . The emotional reaction to Moschion’s intervention
may suit her better than her father, who elsewhere seems to
maintain a high degree of calm. Of course she knows
Moschion and he may not; but they are both equally
surprised by the voice that interrupts their embrace, so that
she can exclaim * Who is this? ” as well as he can.

To return to the question of adjusting an elevated or
poetic passage to the normal level, there seems to be no
example of the sort of thing Plutarch had in mind apart from
the passage of Perikeiromene just discussed. Sik. 171 fl. is
too uncertain for analysis. But there is a passage in Samia
where the relation of poetic and ordinary language has
some interest. I have already spoken of the absurdity of
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Nikeratos’ eloedebduny perdloog (517). His elevated lan-
guage begins at 495, & t& Trnpéwg Ayy Otdimov te xal Ouéatov.
The poetic word Aéyn may be thought not unnatural in these
mythological surroundings; but he is set off on his poetic
course: he reinforces tobt’ érolunocag with tobt’ #thng, a verb
little used in prose; then épynv Aufeiv probably has tragic
colour (Eur., Suppl., 1050). But with elt’ éyd oot 3& yuvai-
xa Ty Euawtod Ouyatépa; we are back to the simplest every-
day words. At 506 he calls Demeas an dv3pdmodov for putting
up with an injury (cf. PL, Gorg. 4832); the word is purely
prosaic, but the following sentence returns to tragedy with
Hoxuve Aéxtpov and B ovyxhbeica (BEur., Alk. 1090). Next
the batbers’ shops in which people will sit and chatter from
dawn bring us back to earth, from which we rebound with
the description of Moschion’s crime as a ‘ murder’. The
passage provides a series of sudden alternations between the
poetic and the colloquial, certainly intended to be comic;
and there will shortly be yet another when Nikeratos rushes
out of his house with the sounding couplet

olov eiotdov Ocaua dra Oupdv Emetyopon
gupovng ampocdoxntwl xupdiav TANYels &yet.

but follows that up with

v Ouyatépa < > v duny TéHL TTaLdion

Trthiov Sidoloav &vdov xatéhefov.

Nikeratos” poetic language is not blended into his ordinary
style, but set in stark contrast with it, and so made to be
primarily funny.

A related topic is the use of quotations from tragedy.
Once again, no one explanation will suit them all. When
Demeas at Samia 325 quotes & mohopo Kexportag yOovée, &
tavads aibnp, words assigned by B to Euripides’ Oedipus,
that is probably true to life. He cannot find wotds to
express his seething indignation and has recourse to a phrase
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that has stuck in his memory from a play. But when the
messenger in Sikyonios opens his speech in a way that recalls
the messenger’s speech in Euripides’ Orestes, and even quotes
an almost complete line from it, one need not suppose that
he is conscious of what he is doing, or that more than a
minority of the audience knew ; that minority would take
pleasure in recognising the origin of the passage, but it has
no dramatic significance. The same speech of Orestes pro-
vides a line for Charisios in Epitrepontes 590 : axéponog, Gve-
wimAnxtov Noxnxos Blov comes out as dxépatog, GvemimAnxrtog
adtos TéL Bler. Here quotation is pointless and I imagine
that Menander did not himself remember from where these
words came into his mind.

There are two surviving plays in which quotations from
tragedy are made as being applicable to the situation. In
both places they are used by a slave, who knows that they
will puzzle an old man. The more remarkable is Aspis
407 ff., where Daos cites Aeschylus, Chairemon, Karkinos,
and Buripides, and all by name. (Handley’s brilliant recog-
nition of Xawpnuoyoc at the end of 427 enables one to say that.)
This is a literary feat of which probably few slaves were
capable, but Menander has made it a plausible one by
representing Daos as once a paidagogos : he will have accom-
panied his young master to school, and have had the oppor-
tunity of picking up crumbs from his literary education.
Moreover Daos has already hinted some acquaintance with
tragedy, so that his ability to quote should occasion no
surprise. His opening speech, with which the play begins,
comes very close to the tragic style. Of 17 lines none lacks
the penthemimeral or hepthemimeral caesura, and only one
infringes Porson’s Law ; nowhere is an iambus replaced by
an anapaest. There are 11 resolved feet, but passages of
tragedy show a higher proportion, e.g. 10 in 9!/, lines of
Eur. 1. A. 1214 ff. The vocabulary, although it contains
nothing that is specifically tragic, includes very little that is
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not found in tragedy : mupamiiciog, mapuAdyws and Sixhoyi-
Copon ate perhaps all words that tragedy would eschew ;
the absence from the tragedians of dvdravois (found in
Mimnermus and Pindar) is probably an accident. But his
ability to speak in an elevated style once established in a pas-
sage where his emotion makes it appropriate, Daos uses a
straightforward workaday vocabulary for his account of the
disaster in Lykia; and, although he tells the story well,
there is little in the way of figures of speech, except the
asyndeton of dxodw 06puPov olpwyly Spépov ddvpudv and Emip-
eetv immels, Smaomiotat, orpatidten. The other place where
a slave quotes from tragedy is Epitrepontes 765. Here a line
and a half is quoted from Euripides’ A4zge, and a threat is
made to recite the whole speech. I have argued (Proceedings
of the Cambridge Philological Society, 1967, 44) that the speaker
is not the old nurse Sophrone but the domestic slave One-
simos, and shall assume that to be true. Onesimos has not
shown any familiarity with tragedy, but he has displayed a
certain knowledge of out-of-the-way words, which makes
it more credible that he should know such a speech by heart.
His opening monologue in Act IIl uses pnwpdrev in the
sense ‘informations laid’, cited by LS]J oaly from Thu-
cydides. Then he has three rare nouns in -pég: Puropés
(277), ‘rape’, a sense found in Satyrus, Life of Euripides
fr. 39 vii; BpuynBués (573), ‘ roaring’ (not ‘ gnashing of
teeth’, as LSJ), not known in any earlier author; and
Tilwée (ibid.), which had been used by Aeschylus (Supp/.
839). A fourth, dvayvepiopés (763), is not quite so rare:
it occurs once in Aristotle, and Durham found five examples
in the Christian era. He also has four adjectives in
-Tix6¢ ¢ Tomaotixds 1s a hapax (381), mpovonminde (385) comes
a number of times in Xenophon, tapaxtixés (402) first out-
side Menander in Mnesitheos, a doctor of the third century
B.C. The fourth, royiomixde, is fairly common, but mainly
in philosophical authors.
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That these nouns in -uéc and verbal adjectives in -Tixég
are unusual appears from a comparison with the language
of other persons in the plays. Onesimos has four nouns in
-wéc ; all other characters put together have five, of which
one is the well-established word Aoyiouds (Sam. 620). Daos
in Aspis uses ddvppéds (51), 2 word found 4 times in Euri-
pides, and also in Plato; the same character has mwypég
(423), an unremarkable word, occurring in Anaxandrides
and at least 4 times in Aristotle. Syr(isk)os in Epitr. has
peptowds (285) and Knemon has émnpeaopéc (178) for the
usual énnparx.  Hence at S7k. 277 Radil elg eEérafow is much
mote likely than &eta[ouév. I should add that cuyxivepéds
is found in frag. 656 and that grammarians cite with distaste
the words é¢wviacuds (Pollux calls this mapmévmpeov, vi. 38)
vouletyopés and Tyyavicpde, without comment »xwyxiiopéds and
woxtneiopbs, with approval dyemmouds. Adjectives in -tixde
are as rare. Counting their adverbs, four occur in Dyskolos :
npaxtixdg is used by Sostratos of Chaireas at 56, and by
Chaireas himself in the comparative at 128, guiaxtixés by
Pyrrhias at 95, évbexotinddc by Pan at 44. Otherwise there
is nothing but two or three instances in fragments : edpetinds
(34), Ospamevtinéc (333), mewomxds (407). Against this set
Onesimos’ four instances. He stands alone among Menan-
det’s persons in this tendency to use nouns in -péc and
adjectives in -tixég. But it is typical of Menander that he
does not overdo the tendency, he does not exaggerate it to
the point of caricature. The listener is given the feeling,
of which he may not even be consciously aware, that One-
simos is not quite in the ordinary run in his language. That
makes a knowledge of tragedy mote appropriate, more
credible, when it comes. Incidentally I now note that in
line 772, which I give to him, not to Sophrone, whom I
believe to be a persona muta, the word edrdynua was noted
by Wilamowitz to be not at all common in the fourth century.
The only other Menandrean instance is Samia 618, a speech
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by Moschion which contains several other pieces of elevated
or unusual diction.

Whether it is right or not to give Onesimos the quotation
from Euripides, the investigation of his suitability does at
least show him to be another of those characters to whom
Menander has given individuality by some particular mode
of speech. This is a field in which one may guess there are
more observations to be made. But scope for them is
limited by the mutilated state of several of those plays of
which there are considerable remains. Not only is it desirable
to have the whole of an actot’s part to examine for its vo-
cabulary, but it would also seem that discovery of what is sig-
nificant is aided by finding contrasts between one character
and another. Just as this is a method for elucidating their
psychology, so it may illuminate their language. But the
method of contrast must be insecure so long as we cannot
compare a whole with a whole. In particular any conclusion
that depends on noticing what a person does not say must
be provisional until we possess the whole of his part. The
discovery of a new scene may upset a negative generalisation.
Nevertheless, handicapped as we are in this way and also,
let us never forget, by our imperfect knowledge of the Greek
spoken in fourth-century Athens, we may hope for further
progress and an increased appreciation of Menander’s plays.
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DISCUSSION

M. Handley : Among many things to welcome in Mr. Sand-
bach’s paper, I am much impressed by the ways in which he has
extended his study of Menander’s style beyond that of rare or
poetic words to uses of common words and of sentence structure.
Perhaps an example to mention in support would be Sostratos’
speech at Dysk. 666-690, where I have myself thought that the
speaker’s mood—perhaps even something of his character—is
reflected in the repetition of common qualifying phrases and in
the informal structure (Dyskolos of Menander on 683 £.). In con-
trast, Gorgias” speech at 271-287 seems to give a good example
of the stilted formality which Professor Sandbach finds character-
istic of him ; it is a further point, perhaps, that he opens with a
grome which he tries to work out (rustics are especially yvopotdmor
according to Aristotle, Rbet. 1395 a 6), and that the working
out brings what Post has called * a gorgeously incoherent attempt
at logic ” (AJP 1959, at p. 410). It seems that when we try to
describe the language of Menander’s characters, we are often
drawn into considering what they say as well as how they say it.

M. Ludwig : Darf ich an die ausserordentlich aufschlussreichen
und anregenden Beobachtungen von Herrn Sandbach eine Frage
anschliessen, die sich mir aus seinem Vortrag ergeben hat: Fir
die Bestimmung der stilistischen Physiognomie eines Textes sind
die Satzstrukturen ebenso wichtig wie der Wortschatz. M. Sand-
bach hat auch in dieser Hinsicht einige ausgezeichnete Beispiele
gegeben. Freilich waren, so weit ich sehe, seine Beobachtungen
zum menandrischen Wortschatz erheblich zahlreicher als die zur
Syntax. Das ist nicht verwunderlich, da es leichter ist, einiger-
massen sichere Aussagen iiber die Atmosphire eines Wortes zu
machen. Wie konnte man in der Erfassung der « poetischen
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Syntax» Menanders weiterkommen? Auf welche syntaktischen
Bereiche sollte man zunichst die Aufmerksamkeit richten?

M. Sandbach : This is a very interesting, and I fear very difficult
question. Subjects that might repay attention are

1. the use or absence of connective particles in continuous
discourse ;

2. the construction of sentences in prologues and in other nar-
rative passages (are subordinate or coordinate clauses pre-
dominant ?);

3. hyperbaton. This last is so usual in verse that it may pass
unnoticed in Menander and be more frequent than I have

supposed.

These are merely first thoughts, and there may easily be more
profitable subjects for enquiry.

M. Handley : One wonders how far metrical and rhythmic
effects contribute to those of sentence structure. Naturally some-
thing can be done by analysis when the metre is unusually strict,
and the elevated tone is also given by language. Butin Menander’s
normal or less formal style it is much harder to be clear about the
effect of his handling of the metrical pattern, and it would perhaps
be good if more work could be done here.

The alternation of emotion seems to be well reflected in the
changes of tone and verse rhythm in Demeas’ speech in Sawia
gaec 4F

M. Twurner : M. Sandbach’s suggestion that Samiaz 98-101
Austin should be given to Nikeratos, though it is against the
indications in the Bodmer papyrus, seems to me to carry con-
viction. It is a welcome example of what [Demetrius] Ilept
spumvelag calls Swhelvpévy Mg being used to distinguish be-
tween a pair of characters. Demetrius lays stress on the
suitability to the stage and inherently dramatic character of
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this * disjointed style ”. Asyndetic triplets (especially verbs)
such as Demeas’ yvone’, fuaptov, Eudvny (Samia 703 Austin)
are emphatic and evoke a crescendo to a climax: xwel vy&p
omoxpiowy 7 Mowg. No wonder actors loved Menander, and left
Philemon to be read in the study. But this very recognition
of the fact that Menander knew how to write for actors may be
one of the reasons for the 6épowétng of which Plutarch speaks.
Certainly asyndetic cola are used by characters of varied social
standing, and in moments of different emotional tension. It
might be interesting to examine further examples. A case that
immediately comes to mind is Samiz 673-674 Austin, where the
slave Parmenon’s excitement in wishing to tell Moschion (what
he thinks the latter does not know) that the marriage is on is
given vent in asyndeta that are also contaminated by the high
style :
70006l Ydp GOL TOVG YRWLOUG™ XEPAVVUTOL,
Bopear’, eviont’, avirrae 00pad’ “Hoalotou @loyt.

M. Webrli : Es war ein gliicklicher Gedanke, fiir die Behand-
lung der Sprache Menanders von der plutarchischen Feststellung
auszugehen, dass jener im Gegensatz zu Aristophanes seine
Sprache trotz der Einschrinkung ihrer Scala doch den wechseln-
den Stimmungen und Personen anzupassen wusste. Und dass
ihn die Kunst der Ethopoiie auch gegeniiber seinem romischen
Bearbeiter Terenz auszeichnet, ist in der Diskussion mit Recht in
Erinnerung gerufen worden. Das Urteil des Plutarch steht mit
der herrschenden stilkritischen Wiirdigung in Einklang, welche
Menander in der Antike genoss. Wenn z.B. Quintilian (X 1, 69)
seine Lebensnihe rihmt, so meint er die unaufdringliche, auf
jede Rolle abgestimmte Differenzierung einer umgangssprach-
lichen Atthis. Mit dieser nimmt Menander offenbar auch unter
seinen Zeitgenossen eine Sonderstellung ein. Wenn nidmlich im
Anschluss an Plutarchs Vergleich zwischen Aristophanes und
Menander von einer Gesamtentwicklung der komischen Biihnen-
sprache gesprochen werden darf, so fithrte diese durch den
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Abbau poetischer Ausdrucksmittel zunichst bloss zu einem det
gehobenen Alltagsprosa nahen Stil einférmigen Gepriges. Wie
ausschliesslich die hier wirksamen Stiltendenzen auch fir die
Uniformitit der terenzianischen Verse mit ihrem Ideal der Sprach-
reinheit (Heantont., Prolog 46) massgebend gewesen seien, soll
hier nicht zur Diskussion gestellt werden.

Einen Vorgang, welcher det Verinderung des komischen
Sprechverses gleicht, stellt Aristoteles (Rbef. 1404 b 25) unter
Hinweis auf Buripides fiir die Tragodie fest. Dass dieser die
Tonhohe derselben herabgestimmt habe, ist vor allem angesichts
des aischyleischen Stiles evident, aber von der Umgangssprache
bleibt der euripideische Sprechvers in seiner kunstvollen Gewahlt-
heit doch weit entfernt, und der Mangel an Flexibilitdit macht
ihn fur ethopoetische Nuancierungen ungeeignet. Es zeigt sich
damit, dass Menanders Sprachkunst auch von hier aus gesehen
etwas Neues ist. BEuripides hat die Tragddie zwar durch zahlreiche
aus dem Alltag gewonnene Motive bereichert und damit den
komischen Dichter angeregt, dafiir aber den passenden Sprach-
stil zu schaffen blieb diesem vorbehalten.

M. Turner : Professor Sandbach has said that there is little in
Menander which can be called “slang ”. A word which may
represent popular idiom and is still alive today is xatédopou,
Dysk. 124, 468 (and perhaps Phasma). Patrick Leigh Fermor,
Roumeli (London, 1966), p. 131 recalls how after the German
conquest of Crete in 1942 « some greybeard would say ‘ Never
fear, my child, with Christ and the Virgin’s help we’ll eat them!’»

M. Ludwig : Der Stil eines Textes resultiert nicht nur aus dem
Vorkommen gewisser sprachlicher Erscheinungen, sondern auch
aus der relativen Haufigkeit derselben. Der Vergleich der relativen
Frequenzen einer sprachlichen Erscheinung in wverschiedenen
Texten Menanders einerseits und in menandrischen und nicht-
menandrischen Texten andererseits dirfte zu einem wesentlich
deutlicheren Bild fithren. Welche Moglichkeiten sehen Sie fiir



MANIPULATION OF LANGUAGE I41

solche Untersuchungen oder halten Sie diese augenblicklich noch
fur verfritht?

M. Sandbach : 1T am inclined to think that such New Comedy
texts as are certainly non-Menandrean are too short to make
a comparison with Menander fruitful. To compare different
Menandrean plays might bring some useful results, although it
may be that we still have too few plays to allow of certain con-
clusions. If one was very lucky one might find evidence for the
dating of plays. But I have a suspicion that different plays may
have different levels of vocabulary to accord with their atmos-
phere. Thus the frequency of terms of vulgar abuse may be a
sign not of date but of what sort of play is being written.

M. Handley : Tt seems hard in Menander to find much sign of
“ poetic” or other abnormal syntax. Omne small illustration
might be given from his use of the definite article, where, outside
set phases like £ aypob, or with names for members of the
family (including tpogipy, xextnuévn and so on), one has a few
instances of omission of the article in ‘ paratragic’ or elevated
style, as €pr’ &’ olxwv t&Vde, fr. 679 Koe., or avijmrar OOuad’,
Sam. 674.

M. Turner : Certain words, which may be of traditional type,
help to enlist the involvement of the audience in what is going on.
Mot doxet and its variants fulfil this function, and evoke a response
“I think—don’t your?” We should not restrict the audience’s
involvement to verses in which they are directly addressed.

M7 Kahbil : 11 est un type de recherche ou I’étude de la langue
devrait s’allier a celle des monuments, et que ’on pourrait peut-
étre envisager maintenant, 4 la lumiére des nouveaux textes et des
nouveaux documents figurés qui ont permis lattribution de
masques aux divers personnages des comédies de Ménandre (je
songe en particulier aux études de T. B. L. Webster). Il s’agirait
de rechercher si a tel ou tel caractére de comédie, qui porte un
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masque déterminé, correspond un langage plus ou moins défini
(par exemple langage de la pseudokore, de la vieille entremetteuse,
de tel ou tel jeune homme, de tel ou tel vieillard, etc.). Cela pout-
rait donner des résultats intéressants.

M. Twurner: Menander writes occasionally a strong °exit’
line for an actor. One thinks of Knemon’s émvpeacpds o
xaxdv eival pou doxel, Dysk. 178f., on which he disappears
indoors. Analogous are the preparatory lines preceding the
entry of a new actor, e.g. Sostratos’ at Dysk. 151-152: 3édouxa. ..
adTOV* Tl yap &v Tig pr) odyl TaAnd¥ Aéyor; Recently Professor
T. B. L. Webster has called attention to the unsatisfactory nature
of Misoumenos, POxy 2656, 269, if the line is divided between
Thrasonides and Getas, and suggested (on the analogy of Dysk.
152) that in spite of the manuscript all 269 should be spoken by
Thrasonides (without punctuation after még).  How should I
wonder at the new situation?’

M. Qunesta : M. Sandbach ha mostrato la raffinatezza dei mezzi
stilistici del poeta, che sa esprimere nel modo piu adatto ogni
situazione scenica.

Confrontato con Menandro, Terenzio pud sembrare e proba-
bilmente & (pur nell’abbondanza di wé0og che distingue ogni testo
latino rispetto a quello greco da cui ¢ °tradotto’) meno vario
nell’uso dei mezzi linguistici (la presenza di stilemi comici tra-
dizionali o ‘ plautini’ in Ewunuchus e Phormio non muta granche
il quadro).

Io vorrei chiedere a M. Wehtli e a M. Ludwig se essi credono
deliberata e voluta questa maggiore uniformita di Terenzio (mi
riferisco anche all’annunciato articolo di Arnott), oppure se essa
dipende dalle possibilita insite nel ‘ codice * del latino e in parti-
colare del latino dell’ambiente di Terenzio (per certi lati & la
cultura latina a non avere certi ‘ mezzi espressivi’: per es.
Menandro puo scrivere trimetri di stile tragico anche nella tecnica
metrica e trarne effetti singolari, come alla fine della dvayvapiotg
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della Perikeiromene, giusta quanto ha osservato Sandbach ; Terenzio
non puod farlo, perche senario tragico e senario comico sono
metricamente identici in latino, se si eccettua la problematica
norma di Lange-Strzelecki : vedi quanto ho detto in Maia 1968,

P. 382 0. g).
M. Turner : 1 think Professor T.B. L. Webster has some

excellent remarks on the exactness of Menander’s language and
the generalizing of Terence in Bull. Jobn Rylands Library 45 (1962),
p. 240. He adduces for instance, Ter. Awdria 483 Post deinde
quod tussi dari bibere et quantum imperavi, date spoken by Terence’s
midwife compated with Menander’s (fr. 37 Koe.) xal tevtd-
pwv [ &V peta Tobro, @itdw, T vebrriov. Hxact observa-
tion of detail is the life-blood of the comic style.

M. Handley : Once again, in the controversy over Terence’s
fenuis oratio et scriptura lenis, style and subject appear to be involved
together. In the Phormio prologue (6 ff.), it is noticeable that he
turns his critic’s reproach into the form gwia nusquam insanum
seripsit adulescentulum | cernam widere fugere et sectari canes [ et eam
plorare, orare ut subveniat sibi.
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