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The Bodmer codex of Menander
and the endings of Terence’s Eunuchus
and other Roman comedies!

To the memory of Eduard Fraenkel, 1888-1970

Plautus and Terence both claim to be translating or adapting par-
ticular Greek plays, yet they clearly did so with a certain amount of
freedom. This gives rise to a number of questions, most of which may
well be unanswerable in principle: why did they choose these plays to
adapt? What changes did they make, and why? Where they did not

' Sydney University Classical Society claims to have staged the first perfor-
mance in modern times of Dyskolos in the original Greek, in 1959. It was a great
pleasure for me to write this paper as a Visiting Scholar in the Department of Latin
at Sydney University from April to August 1988, and I must thank the Departments
of Greek and Latin for their warm hospitality. I am also grateful to J.R. Green,
Frances Muecke, John Sheldon and Netta Zagagi for their comments on a draft.

I have been obliged by the nature of my topic and limitations of space to be
highly selective in choosing which aspects of the plays in question to discuss. Also,
so much has been written about these plays that I could not possibly register every
point of agreement or disagreement with other scholars. Even a full bibliography
would be enormous, and I shall refer only to what I hope is a representative sample,
mainly of relatively recent works (which themselves refer to earlier discussions), and
more often than not in order to disagree with scholars from whom I have learnt much
which [ leave unacknowledged.

I refer to the following by author’s name alone:

W.S. Anderson, « The Ending of the Samia and Other Menandrian Comedies»,
in Studi classici in onore di Q. Cataudella (Catania, 1972), ii, 155-179. — J. Barsby,
«Fathers and Sons in Menander and Roman Comedy», in Essays in Honour of
Agathe Thornton (Otago, 1985), 103-114. — H-D. Blume, Menanders «Samia». Eine
Interpretation (Darmstadt, 1974). — K. Biichner, Das Theater des Terenz
(Heidelberg, 1974). — S.M. Goldberg. Understanding Terence (Princeton, 1986). —
J.N. Grant. «The Father-Son Relationship and the Ending of Menander’s Samia»,
Phoenix 40 (1986), 172-184. — A.S. Gratwick, Terence, The Brothers (Warminster,
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make changes, can we say whether and in what ways the plays would
have been received differently by their Roman audience from the way
in which they were received by the original Greek audience? Plautus
and Terence preserve (at least in outline) the Greek world of their
originals. This very fact creates a new screen of some kind between
the Roman audience and the characters they are watching. But can we
say anything sensible about the effect of this screen?? The cir-
cumstances of production of their plays (as far as we know about
them) were significantly different from those which had obtained at
Athens. This must have made theatregoing quite a different
experience in the two cities, and it may help to account for some dif-
ferences between Greek and Roman New Comedy. But can we take
our account beyond the level of plausible generalisation?

Well, before we can account for the differences, we have to define
them, and that is hard enough, given the minute proportion of Greek
New Comedy which has survived. But at least we have considerably
more now than we did thirty years ago. This new material has pro-
vided a wealth of lessons to be learnt, and almost anything we learn
about Menander is likely to illuminate our study of Plautus and
Terence. If I wanted to give a survey of what the Bodmer codex and
other recent discoveries have contributed to our understanding of
Roman Comedy, I should in effect have to summarise everything that
we have learnt from them altogether. I hope that it will be more pro-
fitable and instructive to take one topic as an illustration. The endings

1987: edition with translation and notes of Adelphoe). — N. Holzberg, Menander.
Untersuchungen zur dramatischen Technik (Nirnberg, 1974). — R.L. Hunter, The
New Comedy of Greece and Rome (Cambridge, 1985). — J.-M. Jacques (ed.),
Ménandre, La Samienne (Paris, 1971). — W. Ludwig, «Von Terenz zu Menander»,
Philologus 103 (1959), 1-38 (reprinted with additional notes in Die romische
Komédie: Plautus und Terenz, ed. E. Lefévre, Darmstadt, 1973). — L. Nicastri, «Sul
problema del V atto in Menandro», Vichiana 7 (1978), 168-178 (a detailed critique
of Anderson). — U.E. Paoli, Comici Latini e Diritto Attico (Milan, 1962). — W. Stei-
dle, «Menander bei Terenz 2: zum Eunuchus», Rh. Mus. 116 (1973), 326-347. — W.
Siiss, « Der Komddienschlus», Rh. Mus. 65 (1910), 450-460. — T.B.L. Webster, An
Introduction to Menander (Manchester, 1974).

2 On the audience of Plautus, see W.R. Chalmers, «Plautus and his
Audience», in Roman Drama, ed. T.A. Dorey and D.R. Dudley (London, 1965),
21-50; E.W. Handley, «Plautus and his Public: some Thoughts on New Comedy in
Latin», Dioniso 46 (1975), 117-132. — Donatus on Ter. Eun. 57 is suggestive: con-
cessum est in palliata poetis comicis servos dominis sapientiores fingere, quod idem
in togata non fere licet.
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of some Roman comedies are an area where scholars have suspected
that Plautus and Terence have made significant changes. In the
second half of this paper I shall discuss the last 70 lines of Terence’s
Eunuchus in detail. In certain respects, this ending must be quite dif-
ferent from what Terence found in Menander’s Eunouchos. But 1
shall argue that Terence cannot be shown to have made one particular
change which some scholars have claimed to indicate a significant
difference between Athenian and Roman taste. This is an area where
the Bodmer codex should be particularly helpful, since it contains
two endings (those of Dyskolos and Samia) which we can discuss in
their dramatic context. These are the only two complete final acts by
Menander which we possess, though we can also say a certain amount
about the endings of several other plays which have survived in a more
fragmentary state.

II.

A great deal has been written about Menander’s endings since the
publication of Dyskolos. In particular, chapter 4 of Holzberg’s
excellent study of Menander’s dramatic technique surveys the field so
well that I can take a number of details for granted in what follows.
Holzberg stresses two aspects of Menander’s construction which have
also been much stressed by others: (i) that in all essentials the plot
reaches its preordained conclusion at the end of Act IV, by which
stage the main complications have been sorted out and the central
misunderstandings elucidated; (ii) that the last act ends the play in a
relatively relaxed manner, sometimes introducing a new development,
and often echoing earlier scenes for comic effect. There is room for
argument particularly over what counts as the preordained conclu-
sion of the plot of Dyskolos, but no one (I think) would dispute the
essential correctness of these observations?,

At the very least, the new evidence offered by the Bodmer codex
must affect the terms in which we now discuss familiar problems.
Plautus’ Stichus may be taken as an example. To start with a detail,
twice in the closing scenes of this play (715-724, 758-768) a slave
breaks the dramatic illusion by addressing the tibicen. Could such a

3 See also the convenient summary by Hunter, 41-2.
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thing happen in a play by Menander, the author of the Greek original
of Stichus? Yes it could, it happens in the last act of Dyskolos at line
880. On a larger scale, the ending of Stichus shows two slaves having
a party on stage with their girl friend; at the end they dance. In 1910
Siiss argued that this was a survival from the traditional revelry which
we see at the end of some comedies by Aristophanes and that it was
therefore not at all unthinkable for the ending of a Menandrian com-
edy. Dyskolos does not show slaves having a party on stage, but its
ending does contain a number of features which have been seen by
scholars as deriving from the same tradition of revelry, including a
description of the party off-stage which the old man Knemon is being
forced to join and which includes dancing. So it is hard to deny that
Menander could have written an even more unbuttoned ending in the
manner of Stichus. But this observation does not remove the problem
of the ending of Stichus, which concerns its lack of connexion with
the overall structure of the play. What happens at the end of Dyskolos
is essentially the taming of Knemon, an action which links the final
scene as closely as could be desired with those which have gone
before. There is no similar link between the ending and the preceding
scenes in Stichus, and two of the three characters on stage have not
been seen before at all. Even Aristophanes does not attach the final
revelry quite as loosely to his plays as this; can we believe that
Menander did so, or is it more likely that Plautus has expanded an
element which may have played a much smaller part at the end of his
Greek original“?

One of the most intractable problems of dramatic coherence in
Roman Comedy arises at the end of Terence’s Adelphoe’. For four
fifths of the play Micio is presented as superior to his brother Demea
in his understanding of how to handle their adolescent sons. At the
end, Demea dominates at the expense of Micio and establishes
himself as the one with the truer insight into this question. If this
leads us to reconsider some of the earlier scenes, in which Micio
clearly dominated Demea, then we may well find reasons to be glad
to see Demea winning the love of his sons, and to see Micio as the

¢ Further discussion in H. Petersmann’s edition (Heidelberg, 1973), 32-4; cf.
also A. Schifer, Menanders Dyskolos. Untersuchungen zur dramatischen Technik
(Meisenheim am Glan, 1965), 71 n. 10.

5 For discussion and bibliography see now Gratwick’s edition.
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victim of the absurd proposals that Demea makes. But that Demea
should lecture Micio right at the end of the play, that he should turn
out to be superior to Micio in his understanding of how to bring up
the boys, is completely at odds with the whole balance of the play®.
There is also, at least on the surface, a contradiction between the
monologue with which Demea introduces the final scenes, where he
explains that he has decided to abandon his former way of life in
order to win the love of his sons, and the explanation for this change
of behaviour which he gives to Micio at the very end. He says there
(986-988) that his aim has been to bring out Micio’s shortcomings, to
show that his life lacks a solid basis. In his earlier monologue (855ff.)
he did indeed announce that he was planning to compete with Micio
in being charming and generous, but he never suggested that his aim
was to expose him; he was going to change his behaviour because he
was genuinely convinced that this was the way to win his sons’ love’.
At the end of the play he suggests quite a different motivation.
Such contradictions would not surprise us in Aristophanes.
Above all, it is only towards the end of Clouds that the chorus reveal
that they have been leading Strepsiades on to his own destruction®.
The audience had no more reason than Strepsiades to suspect this in
the early stages of the play. In addition, the course of the play takes
a new direction at the end, when Strepsiades sees the results of the

¢  Chremes keeps the initiative at the end of H.T., even after his blind over-
confidence has been exposed (cf. Anderson, 172, 177-179; Biichner, 222-223,
227-228, 425-426, 477-479). But in bringing his son to heel he does not display or
claim a deeper insight than any other father possesses; he does not assert his moral
superiority at the end, and there is nothing in these scenes which corresponds to
Demea’s triumph over Micio. Thus, although there is some structural similarity, the
ending of H.T. does not present such problems of balance as that of Adelphoe. (Cf.
Barsby, 108. Anderson believes the endings of both plays to be Menandrian; Biichner
believes that Terence altered the endings of all his plays. For possible Terentian
changes at the end of H.T., see also R. Maltby, « The Last Act of Terence’s Heauton-
timorumenos», Proc. Liverpool Lat. Seminar 4 (1983), 27-41; and for further com-
parison between the two plays E. Fantham, « Hautontimorumenos and Adelphoe:
a Study of Fatherhood in Terence and Menander», Latomus 30 (1971), 970-998.)

7 Contrast Anderson, 176: «His way of life was right, he still believes, and
Micio’s wrong... [H]e decides to expose Micio»; 178: «a plan to punish Micio». 1
cannot find this in the monologue at 855ff.

¥ Vv. 1452-1461; cf. K.J. Dover’s edition (Oxford, 1968), Ixix-lxx. Nigel
Wilson also draws my attention to the deceptive pose of Demos at Knights 1421ff.,
though the pose is not maintained (cf. K.J. Dover, Aristophanic Comedy (London,
1972), 98-9).
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education which he has procured for his son and turns against
Sokrates. Holzberg (pp. 123-124) takes the ending of Clouds as
paradigmatic for the way in which the Greek comic tradition incor-
porated a number of standard elements in its endings, and he argues
(following in the footsteps of Siiss) that it foreshadows the endings
of Menander’s comedies in several respects. His chapter on the fifth
act in Menander concludes (p. 171) with the remark that there is no
reason to think that Terence has changed the ending of Adelphoe,
since it is entirely Aristophanic in its effect. Holzberg allows that the
type of humour to be expected did change to some extent during the
fourth century, but in essence an Aristophanic ending is (for him)
also a Menandrian ending’.

Does this imply that questions of balance and dramatic coherence
do not matter at the end of a comedy by Menander? If so, Demea
presents no problem; Menander’s audience perhaps accepted his
triumph as comic by virtue of its very unexpectedness. But I do not
believe that any known Menandrian comedy does end with a com-
parable reversal!®. The final acts of Dyskolos and Samia are well
integrated with their plays, even if there is some relaxation in them of
the tension of the preceding acts, and even if they are not entirely
straightforward to interpret''.

Some scholars have seen a contradiction in the second half of the
last act of Dyskolos which is similar to the reversal which I have found
at the end of Adelphoe. At the end of Act IV we had come to feel
some sympathy for Knemon and to understand that there were
reasons for his previously inexplicable antisocial behaviour. He had
been badly hurt by falling down the well in his house and had now
seen that he had been wrong in his estimate of his fellow men and of
his relations with them. Now (in Act V) we seem to go back to the
world of Act III, as the slave Getas and the cook Sikon get their
revenge for his treatment of them in that act and force him to join

* Nicastri also emphasises the element of continuity from the endings of Old
Comedy to those of Menander and regards this as entirely sufficient explanation for
the ending of Adelphoe (pp. 174-175).

1o We cannot be sure that Plautus’ Bacchides preserves the ending of Dis
Exapaton: cf. Barsby.

1" Cf. Gratwick p. 51 with n. 63, on the endings of Dyskolos and Adelphoe.
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the party in the shrine. Except that he is now crippled, it is almost as
if Act IV had never taken place — indeed it is precisely the fact that
he is crippled which has upset some scholars, who have felt that his
unsympathetic treatment in Act V is all the harder to accept because
of the sympathy which Menander had engineered in Act IV'2 1
myself do not see a problem in this ending. At the end of Act IV,
Knemon asks to be allowed to continue living in his own way. This
is realistic, since we should hardly expect an immediate change in his
behaviour, but it does mean that he is failing to apply all the lessons
that he should have learnt from his fall down the well. It is Knemon,
not Menander, who tries to behave as if Act I'V had never taken place.
More importantly, it would be quite unacceptable as an ending to the
play if Knemon were allowed to remain in his self-imposed isolation;
since he will not join the party of his own free will, he must be forced
to join it. This ending does not contradict what went before. The tam-
ing of Knemon has many obvious comic elements but is, I think, the
necessary continuation and conclusion of the play"'®. To this extent I
wish to modify the view of Holzberg and others about the point
which has been reached by the end of Act IV, though clearly much
has been sorted out by that stage..

On my view, then, if Knemon were left on his own at the end of
Dyskolos, an important loose end would be left untied. But
Menander does not always tie up every end that we might expect him
to. In the case of Samia, we now know ! that Chrysis, the concubine
of Demeas, did not turn out to be an Athenian citizen, or receive any
other kind of reward, at the end of the play; indeed, we do not even
see her receiving an apology from Demeas for his appalling suspicion
and treatment of her. Demeas came to suspect that she had seduced
his adopted son, Moschion, and drove her out of his house. On learn-
ing that his suspicions were false, he does briefly at 537-538 apologise
to Moschion. But it was in fact Chrysis that he had principally
blamed, and Chrysis whose very livelihood had been put at risk as

12 Cf, the discussion by EW. Handley on pp. 284-285 of his edition of
Dpyskolos (London, 1965). :

13 Cf. E. Papamichael, Studien zur Charakterzeichnung bei Menander, Diss.
Kéln, 1976, 79-80. In general, Papamichael’s fourth chapter («Der V. Akt bei
Menander», pp. 71-90) emphasises the comic element in the endings of Dyskolos,
Samia and Epitrepontes.

4 Cf. H. Lloyd-Jones, YCS 22 (1972), 141-142.
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a result of his suspicions. He does take her back into his house, but
she then fades totally into the background. Given that she is the
Samian woman of the play’s title, we might well have expected
something more. But perhaps the Athenian audience did not share
our expectations'’. At any rate, Menander evidently had other
interests. The last act is devoted to Moschion, who is clearly not
satisfied with the apology he has received and is determined to
frighten his father and teach him a lesson for having harboured such
a dreadful suspicion of him. At first sight he has something in com-
mon with Getas and Sikon in his desire to influence his father’s future
behaviour. He says at 636-638 « He will be more careful in future not
to treat me unfeelingly, when he sees that I do not take this lightly»;
similarly, Getas says at Dysk. 902-905 « We absolutely must tame the
man... If he’s going to be like this forever, it’Il be a job to put up with
him», and at the end (960-3) he warns Knemon « Watch it! If we catch
you putting a foot wrong again, we won’t treat you at all gently then,
be sure of that'¢!» But Getas and Sikon succeed in taming Knemon,
whereas Moschion loses the initiative altogether to his father. In
pretending that he plans to enlist as a mercenary, Moschion hopes
that Demeas will beg him to stay (664-667, 682-684). But Demeas
immediately perceives the reason for his behaviour'’, and in the event
it is he who lectures Moschion (694-712), while Moschion himself just
looks silly — as indeed it was silly of him in the first place to think
of teaching his father a lesson. He dismisses his father’s lecture as a
lot of «waffle» (philosophein, 725), and there is no sign that either
of them has learnt anything much in the course of the act'®. At the
end of it, Moschion is formally betrothed to the girl next door. But
this could just as easily have happened at the beginning of the act

'S In particular, as Prof. J.R. Green has pointed out to me, an Athenian might
have been surprised to see Demeas apologising to Chrysis. Cf. Jacques, xlv: «donne-
t-on des raisons a une courtisane qu’on a retirée de la rue?»

¢ Cf. also Epitr. 1110-1111 (Sandbach).

7 Cf. Blume, 275; N. Zagagi, Hermes 116 (1988), 196 («a fine Menandrian
touch»).

'* Contrast Jacques, xlviii: «cette ultime explication qui rétablit entre eux un
climat de sérénité totale et d’absolue confiance». (Also, though differently, Ander-
son, 160-161: « Moschion has really not faced his guilt frankly in the presence of the
two fathers... {[He] must be broken down by the reasonable words of Demeas and the
angry threats of Nikeratos into recognizing his guilt.» This might be what we expect,
but is it what happens? I agree entirely with Nicastri, 168 and Grant, 175-176).



THE BODMER CODEX OF MENANDER... 45

(or even sooner than that); nothing in the course of the act has carried
the action forward to this conclusion. It looks as if Menander wanted
to dwell a little longer towards the end of his play on the relationship
between Demeas and Moschion, just as he had devoted a large part
of Moschion’s opening monologue to describing this relationship in
Act 1. But in the event there does not seem to be any particular point
to it all, except to show Demeas’ quick and sympathetic understan-
ding and to remind us how very silly Moschion is'®. On the face of
it, there is far more dramatic meat and dramatic logic in the ending
of Dyskolos. There is no worrying contradiction at the end of Samia;
the puzzling question is whether this act makes a substantial con-
tribution to the play, either thematically or structurally. Above all,
what is the point of making Demeas give Moschion an apparently
serious and even quite moving lecture, if Moschion is shown to take
no notice of it?

One possible explanation is precisely that this is the point. Thus
Grant argues that the relationship between Demeas and Moschion is
here exposed as one which has not worked: « The absence of any real
reconciliation at the end the play is one indication of this; Demeas
has finally spoken with frankness to Moschion about their relation-
ship (694ff.), but Moschion does not reciprocate... Moschion seems
unable to meet Demeas halfway and to make his own contribution
towards establishing a new kind of relationship» (p. 183). Grant’s
explanation does give the act some dramatic point, and the play’s
troubles have stemmed very much from the failure of Demeas and
Moschion to be open with each other; so their relationship has clearly
not been entirely successful. I do not myself believe that Demeas is
here trying to establish a new kind of relationship; his aim is to get
Moschion to do what he is told, show due gratitude for past favours
received, and stop making a public display of his anger?°. I also feel

1 1 do not accept the view of E. Masaracchia, «Il Quinto Atto della Samia
Menandrea», Helikon 18-19 (1978-1979), 258-275, that Moschion displays a new
maturity in Act V, nor that of M. Rossi, «Sulla Struttura del Quinto Atto della
‘Samia’ Menandrea», AFL Siena 3 (1982), 39-50, that Menander here shows how he
believes the generation gap can be bridged.

20 Holzberg, 132, 137, seems to give Demeas’ speech a wider reference in mak-
ing it a comment on the events of the play. But Demeas says nothing about
Moschion’s behaviour in the previous acts, and he talks about his own behaviour in
order to influence Moschion’s now.
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that it would be unlike Menander to dwell on a lack of reconciliation
at the end of his play in the manner suggested by Grant. But I do not
think we have the evidence to rule out such a possibility, and it cer-
tainly is the case that Moschion does not reciprocate.

An alternative explanation for this is that Menander is walking a
tightrope at the end of his play. He does feel the need to focus on
Demeas and Moschion, but he wants to preserve the more relaxed
mood which is traditionally expected in the fifth act. When Demeas
finishes his little lecture at 712, Menander could have made Moschion
say «Yes, you’re quite right; I’m sorry». But he felt that this would
tip the balance too far towards seriousness, that it would make the
moment too solemn. He preferred to save Moschion from the need
to make any reply by bringing another character unexpectedly on
stage. He hoped that it would be satisfying to make Demeas say his
say, even if it was seen to have no effect on Moschion. And he has
indeed been praised for his skill in preserving the balance in this act,
and for his «delicate blend of the serious and the farcical»?'. This
case (however we interpret it) perhaps increases the likelihood that it
is Terence rather than Menander who is responsible for Demea’s
preaching at the end of Adelphoe; and even on Grant’s view there is
laughter at the expense of Moschion for the spectator of Act V of
Samia.

There is much more that could be said about Menander’s final
acts. My aim in this highly selective survey has been to bring out that
each requires to be interpreted in the context of the whole of which
it is a part. If they are problematic, it is their relation to the scenes
which have preceded them that gives rise to the problem. It will also
already be clear that the endings of these two plays are quite different
in tone and give rise to different questions, and I should like to con-
clude this part of my paper by bringing out some further differences
between them.

First, the preparation for the final act is different in each case. In
Dyskolos, Kallippides arrives 11 lines from the end of the fourth act
and goes into the shrine for his lunch; this is his first appearance in
the play. In the last three lines Sostratos goes in to join him, and

21 Hunter, 105; cf. Holzberg, 133. For Nicastri (172), Menander entertains us
in a more straightforward way in Act V by adding a further complication after the
difficulties of the play have been solved (cf. Papamichael, n. 13 above).



THE BODMER CODEX OF MENANDER... 47

Gorgias goes into Knemon’s house; he assures Sostratos that he will
stay there, and Sostratos says he will call for him shortly. This leads
us to expect something more, and there is no rounding-off at the end
of the act. This is characteristic of this play; not only do new
characters turn up towards the end of acts (a feature of Menandrian
technique which Handley?? has documented), but the last words of
the act look forward to future developments, they do not look back
at the act which has preceded. Act IV ends with Sostratos saying «I’Il
call for you shortly», just as Act III had ended with Gorgias saying
«I’Il come back soon as well»; each in turn promises to come out
soon from the party in the shrine — and of course at the end of Act
III the audience is also in suspense wondering what will happen to
Knemon in the well.

By contrast, Act IV of Samia is quite clearly rounded off by
Demeas. The complications of this play had arisen from his suspi-
cions; he ends the act by thanking all the gods that none of them has
turned out to be true?’. He has calmed Nikeratos (his next-door
neighbour) and apologised briefly to Moschion. He has not
apologised to Chrysis (as we have noted), but he has taken her back
into his house in a scene which clearly balanced the scene of her
expulsion in Act III. We have reached a point of rest at the end of the
act, and in this play too there is a similarity and balance with the
ending of Act III, where Nikeratos took Chrysis into his house and
assured her that Demeas would recover from his temporary
insanity?¢,

Secondly, the structure of the final act itself is quite different in
these plays. Act V of Samia has only 122 lines and essentially one
main feature, Moschion’s plan to teach Demeas a lesson, and its con-
sequences. Act V of Dyskolos has 186 lines and two main strands of
action, since the ragging of Knemon is preceded by the agreement of

22 EW. Handley, in Ménandre, ed. E.G. Turner (Entretiens sur I’Antiquité
Classique xvi, Vandceuvres-Genéve, 1970), 3-18.

3 Cf. B.H. Smith, Poetic Closure (Chicago, 1968), 183 on the «closural
effects» of such universals and absolutes as «all» and «none».

2 Cf. Blume, 76 on the endings of Acts I and II. Menander’s audience
presumably expected a comedy to contain five acts: there was no danger that they
would think the play was over at the end of Act IV. They must at least have expected
Moschion to return after he had run off at 539 (cf. Blume, 245; Grant, 173). But the
closing words of the act do not invite them to think about what will happen next.



48 PETER BROWN

all the relevant men that Gorgias should marry Sostratos’ sister. There
are also metrical differences between the two plays. In Dyskolos, the
act opens with 96 lines in iambic trimeters ; when Getas has appeared,
the metre changes and we have 78 lines of catalectic iambic
tetrameters, at least some of which are accompanied on a pipe; and
when Knemon has finally acknowledged defeat, Getas rounds off the
play with 11 lines of iambic trimeters. In Samia we have 54 lines of
iambic trimeters followed by 68 lines of trochaic tetrameters; there is
no sign of musical accompaniment, and no reversion to iambic
trimeters at the end. (The last act of Aspis must have been similar in
length to that of Samia, or perhaps even shorter; it differed from the
other two in that it began with trochaic tetrameters??).

It is thus clear that there was no regular Menandrian pattern for
the endings of plays, for the construction of the fifth act, or for its
relationship to the preceding acts. In these circumstances, who can
say what would or would not have been possible for Menander, par-
ticularly on the basis of such a small sample? I do not myself find the
ending of either Dyskolos or Samia comparable with that of
Adelphoe in what I believe to be the most important respect. But com-
parisons and analogies are matters of judgement, and any account of
a particular play depends on interpretation. It is in fact one of the
more interesting lessons of the last thirty years that the endings of
Menander’s comedies can prove quite as controversial and difficult to
interpret as those of Plautus and Terence (as some of my footnotes
show!). This fact alone should make us hesitate to reconstruct the
endings of the Greek originals of Roman comedies with any con-
fidence or to expect any great measure of agreement. Barbara Smith
reminds us on p. 118 of her book on Poetic Closure (cf. n. 23) that
Dickens, at the end of his original version of Great Expectations, did
not reunite Pip and Estella; he was prevailed upon by Bulwer-Lytton
to change the ending and make it clear that they would marry. «It was
apparently not enough for Lytton», she says, «that by the last chapter
every other character in the novel, major and minor, had been
brought to the altar or the grave». But Dickens had originally thought
otherwise.

25 As far as we can tell, we have only iambic trimeters in what remains of other
final acts by Menander.
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III.

Discussion of the ending of Terence’s Eunuchus, and of its likely
relationship to that of Menander’s Eunouchos®®, is complicated by
the fact that it includes two characters (the soldier Thraso and the
parasite Gnatho) who have been imported by Terence from a different
play, Menander’s Kolax. Thraso is the rival of the young Athenian
citizen Phaedria for the love of the prostitute Thais, and the ending
of Terence’s play may be considered from three different angles, since
it shows (1) Phaedria ageeing to share Thais with Thraso, (2) Thraso
treated as an object of mockery, and (3) Gnatho triumphantly fur-
thering his own interests. The third of these, Gnatho’s triumph, is the
element least likely to correspond to anything which Terence could
have found in Menander’s Eunouchos (since there is no reason to
believe that that play included any comparable character); it is a
strong comic element but not easy to account for in terms of poetic
justice in the light of the part played by Gnatho in the rest of the play.
(But 1 refer in n. 32 to some recent attemps to make this element of
the ending central to the interpretation of the play as a whole).
Menander’s Eunouchos must have included a rival lover, and he may
even have been a soldier?’; we do not know whether he was as objec-
tionable as Thraso, and we are therefore in no position to judge
whether he would have been such an appropriate object of mockery
at the end of the play. But at least the mockery of Thraso presents no
problem at the end of Terence’s play, and it seems to me the predomi-
nant effect. It is the first element, the sharing of Thais, which some
scholars have found most disturbing. I shall try to show that it does
not present us with serious problems of dramatic coherence in
Terence’s play, and I shall argue that there is no solid reason to doubt
that similar sharing could have been an element in the ending of
Menander’s Eunouchos as well. But I shall also suggest that it would
be a waste of time to speculate further about the ending of that play,
given our lack of evidence for it. If the sharing of Thais does not
come from Menander’s Eunouchos, Terence may have spun it entirely

26 The most important modern discussions are those of Ludwig, Steidle and
J.C.B. Lowe, « The Eunuchus: Terence and Menander», CQ n.s. 33 (1983), 428-444.

27 So, for example, Ludwig.
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out of his own head, thereby combining characters from his two
Greek originals, or he may have taken it from a similar arrangement
in Menander’s Kolax. But we have no evidence for such an arrange-
ment in Kolax, and my aim is not to speculate about its origins but
to show that it is an acceptable element in the ending of Terence’s
play.

The problem area comes in the last 70 lines, which, if they
correspond to anything at all in Menander’s play, almost certainly
correspond to only part of his final act. Terence, unlike Menander,
did not divide his plays into acts, and it is not a straightforward
matter to identify the portion of his text which corresponds with the
final act of his Greek original. In 1974, Holzberg (159-160) supposed
the fifth act of Menander’s Eunouchos to have begun at the
equivalent of v. 923 in Terence’s play; in the same year, Biichner
(289f.) and Webster (141) both placed it at v. 817, over 100 lines earlier.
In either case, the fifth act will have included at least the scenes in
which the slave Parmeno is punished by the maid Pythias for his part
in helping his young master Chaerea (the brother of Phaedria) to
dress up as a eunuch and gain access to the girl with whom he has
fallen in love. This notion of punishment after the play’s main pro-
blems have been solved is familiar from the final acts of Dyskolos and
Samia, but Parmeno’s discomfiture is short-lived, because he soon
learns (1034-1037) that all has been forgiven and Chaerea is to
marry the girl with his father’s approval. At 1044-1049 Chaerea, who
has sent Parmeno off to report to Phaedria, bridges the gap with
a monologue: « What should I mention first or praise most? Should
I praise the man who advised me to do it, or me who had the
courage to embark on it, or Fortune who guided it, who has packed
so many things of such importance so conveniently into one day, or
my delightful and obliging father? O Jupiter, I beg you, preserve
these good things for us!» The last act of Dyskolos provides an
interesting parallel: at 860-865 Sostratos has a similar linking
monologue in which he reflects on his achievement in winning his
bride in the course of a single day. His summary of the day’s events
rounds off the story of his love life before the playwright turns our
attention back to Knemon for the remaining 100 lines of the play. In
the same way in Eunuchus Chaerea’s monologue rounds off the
presentation of his own love life and allows the play to end with the
focus on the other lovers, Phaedria, Thais and (above all) Thraso,
and on Thraso’s companion, Gnatho. I am a little surprised that
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Biichner?® felt this monologue to make a suitable ending to the play
as a whole, although of course similar devices can serve different
functions in different plays.

But it is the sharing of Thais which has provoked debate®. The
play has established that she is genuine in her love for Phaedria, and
that she has been tolerating the attentions of Thraso only for a par-
ticular purpose, namely to obtain from him as a gift the girl who had
been brought up together with her as a child — the very girl, in fact,
with whom Chaerea has fallen in love and whom he is to marry at the
end of the play. Thais has succeeded in her aim, and Thraso has been
ignominiously driven off (792-816). We might not expect to see him
again, but he reappears at 1025, together with Gnatho, determined to
surrender to Thais and abide by her terms (1026). He and Gnatho
overhear the following conversation between Chaerea and Parmeno
at 1037ff: « And then I’m happy because my brother Phaedria’s love
affair is entirely clear of the storms. We’ve become one household;
thais has asked my father for his protection, she’s entrusted herself
to our patronage and safekeeping.» «So Thais belongs totally to your
brother ?» «Certainly.» « Now here’s another cause for rejoicing: the
soldier will be driven out.» But Thraso cannot abandon his hope, and
he turns to Gnatho for help at 1054: «Make sure by begging or
bribery that I stick with Thais in some way at least.» Gnatho agrees
to do what he can on the following terms (1058): «If I achieve this,
my request is that your house should be open to me whether you’re
there or not, and that there should always be a place for me without
invitation.» «I promise.» He makes the proposal to Phaedria at 1072
(Chaerea is also on stage at this point): «I propose that you let in the
soldier to share her»*°; he points out at 1075 that Phaedria is not very
well off, whereas Thais is very demanding, and at 1076ff. he draws
attention to the advantages which Thraso can bring: « To provide ade-
quate supplies for your love affair to meet all these demands without

28 Biichner, 301; cf. p. 112 on Andria 956. Nicastri, 172 points out the parallel
between the monologues of Chaerea and Sostratos, but he (like Biichner) regards
Chaerea’s as essentially rounding off the entire plot of Menander’s Eunouchos.

29 For instance, F.H. Sandbach, The Comic Theatre of Greece and Rome (Lon-
don, 1977), 144-145 suggests that Terence imported this element to entertain his
Roman audience, who did not understand the Greek attitude to hetairai.

3 Rivalis must here mean ouvepaotfic, NOt dvtepaatiic, as pointed out by Paoli,
22, n. 2.
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costing you a penny, there’s no one more suitable or more useful to
you. For a start, he’s got the money to give, and no one gives more
generously than he does. He’s stupid, boring and slow, and he snores
night and day. And you needn’t be afraid that the woman will fall in
love with him; you can easily drive him out whenever you like.»
«What shall we do?» « What is more, there’s this point, which I think
the most important of all: there’s absolutely no one who entertains
better or more liberally. »

Phaedria is persuaded by this, which I think makes it clear that
nothing very serious is going on in this scene; and he and Chaerea
also agree (for no reason that is given) to a further request from
Gnatho (1084-1085): «I’ve just got this one further request, that you
let me join your gang; I’ve been pushing this rock up the hill for long
enough now.» The implications of this are not entirely clear and
perhaps do not bear close scrutiny. The contrast in 1084-1085 between
vostrum gregem («your gang») and hoc saxum («this rock») appears
to suggest that Gnatho is hoping to transfer his attentions from
Thraso to the brothers. But the grex is in fact going to include Thraso
(without whom it would perhaps be odd to call it a grex at all), and
if it did not Gnatho would scarcely want to join it (if he was right to
draw attention to Phaedria’s poverty at 1075). In any case, Gnatho
has previously (1058ff.) persuaded Thraso to support him for life, so
it is not clear what he now negotiates for himself which he has not
already secured.

But the main aim of this scene is, I think, mockery of Thraso.
Indeed, the next thing that Gnatho says (1087) is «I present him to
you; may you eat up his larder and have a good laugh at him!»; and
the play ends with the emphasis on Thraso’s buffoonery (1089ff.),
when Gnatho says to him «These people didn’t know you; after I’d
shown them what you’re like and praised you in line with your deeds
and your merits, I got what we wanted.» «You’ve done well; thank
you very much indeed. I’ve never yet been anywhere where they didn’t
all adore me.» «Didn’t I tell you that this man had true Attic
elegance?» «He is just as you promised.» Since Thraso has
previously been an obstacle to the smooth course of Phaedria’s and
Thais’ love affair (as well as a disagreeable and buffoonish character),
it is appropriate that he should be mocked now that the future of that
affair has been made more secure. We may compare the mockery of
Smikrines in Act V of Epitrepontes, and doubtless also (if only we had
the ending) of his namesake in Aspis, as well as that of Knemon at
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the end of Dyskolos. In this respect, the treatment of Thraso at the
end of Eunuchus is entirely Menandrian. It is, no doubt deliberately,
not made explicit what Gnatho has negotiated for him; is he really
just going to snore night and day and pay all the bills? What is Thais
going to give him in return? If Phaedria can drive him out whenever
he wants (1080), he cannot represent too great a threat to Phaedria’s
own love-life*'. But we are not invited to explore the implications of
all this, any more than we are invited to think about Gnatho’s future
relationship with Thraso. Such details are subordinate to the aim of
making Thraso a figure of fun*2.

But how many implications is it reasonable to ignore? It seems
that Phaedria is at least in some sense agreeing to share the woman
he loves with another man; Gnatho does after all call Thraso
Phaedria’s rivalis (1072). Thais loves Phaedria, and he has been por-
trayed as a jealous and demanding lover; why should either of them
tolerate Thraso’s company for a moment longer than necessary?
Thais is a free woman of independent spirit; how can they take it for
granted that she will agree to what they propose? Phaedria’s father
has accepted her into his clientela and fides, and it was seen as the
natural consequence of this at 1041 that she would have nothing more
to do with the soldier. Does not this arrangement at the end of the
play ignore important aspects of the main characters and of the way

' Cf. F. Wehrli, Motivstudien zur griechischen Komédie (Ziirich and Leipzig,
1936), 103; Steidle, 345 («Eine wirkliche Teilung der Hetére findet nicht statt»).

32 Others (much influenced by the brief essay of Douglass S. Parker in P. Bovie,
ed., Five Roman Comedies (New York, 1970), 3-7) give more weight than I have done
to the part played by Gnatho in the closing scene. Clearly he is the controlling
character in it, and he succeeds triumphantly in furthering his own interests, which
he himself proclaims at 1070 to be his aim. It is consistent with his earlier presenta-
tion that he is the véhicle for mockery of Tharaso, but he has not been such a lovable
rogue as to make his final triumph seem the natural conclusion to the play. This is
why I prefer to emphasise other aspects of the ending (aspects which are also, as it
happens, less clearly alien to Menander’s Eunouchos), and I am not yet convinced
that we can extract a moral from Gnatho’s triumph which could be made to apply
to the play as a whole. Thus Goldberg, 121:«Terence dramatizes with wit and skill
the price of selfish desires.» (W.E. Forehand. 7erence (Boston, 1985), 79 also sees
selfishness as the theme of the play. For G.M. Pepe, « The Last Scene of Terence’s
Eunuchus», CW 65 (1972), 141-145, Phaedria becomes one of the Gnathonici, and
the last scene is «a vignette of cynical realism».) Such interpretations seem to me to
misjudge the tone of the final scene. For me, Gnatho is a strong comic character who
helps to give the play a strong comic ending. The other characters are no more selfish
than is normal in this type of comedy.
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the plot has developed? If you see the play’s central theme as lying
in the contrast between Thais’ sincerity and the view which other peo-
ple have of her as a typical, scheming and self-seeking prostitute??,
then you may well feel that this ending is at odds with the picture
which the rest of the play has so carefully constructed. Gnatho says
at 1075 that Thais is demanding, and it does appear to be true that
she is the sort of woman who asks for Ethiopian girls and eunuchs
and expects to be given them (cf. 163-169). But is it right for the play
to end with the emphasis on this aspect of her character?

Terence’s Eunuchus was an unprecedented success, so we must
presume that his Roman audience was entirely happy with this
ending. Those scholars who are unhappy with it, for some or all of
the reasons which I have just listed, argue that Menander’s
Eunouchos cannot have ended in this way. It is not that the sharing
of a hetaira was in itself objectionable by the standards either of Athe-
nian life or of Athenian comedy?*; it might well have made an accep-
table ending for @ play by Menander, and some of these scholars
indeed believe that Terence got the idea from Menander’s Kolax. But
will it do, and would Menander have felt that it would do, as the
ending of this play?

One difficulty in discussing this is that the only play we possess
is Terence’s, not Menander’s. We cannot tell what small shifts of
emphasis Terence may have introduced in the process of adaptation,
perhaps by making more explicit the demanding nature of Phaedria’s
love or Thais’ protestations of her sincerity. And there are some
features of Terence’s ending which are (in varying degrees) unlikely to
have been taken from Menander’s Eunouchos: (i) there are four
speaking actors on stage (as there are at the end of all Terence’s plays
except Andria and Hecyra). We do not yet know of a scene by
Menander which had more than three, and I think there are good
reasons for believing that he did not write any?*; (ii) the staging is
awkward at 1025-1060: (a) when Thraso and Gnatho enter, Parmeno

%3 So H. Hauschild, Die Gestalt der Hetdre in der griechischen Komddie (Diss.
Leipzig) 1933, 34-40; Ludwig; Pepe (cf. n. 32); Steidle.

3 Cf. Paoli, 22-25; E. Fantham, Phoenix 29 (1975), 51 n. 22, 63 with n. 44,
(Add Ter. Andria 83ff.).

33 See most recently K.B. Frost, Exits and Entrances in Menander (Oxford,
1988), 2-3. I am not convinced by Steidle’s attempt (pp. 345-347) to show that there
must have been four speaking actors on stage at the end of Menander’s Eunouchos.
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is already on stage. But he takes no notice of them, and they take no
notice of him; he just stands around for six lines; (b) Thraso and
Gnatho remain unobserved until 1060, while Parmeno goes off to
fetch Phaedria, Chaerea has his monologue at 1044-1049, and
Phaedria appears. Most awkwardly of all, at 1053 Phaedria and
Chaerea, who still do not know that there is anyone else on stage, stop
talking and stand around for eight lines while Thraso and Gnatho
have a little dialogue on their side of the stage. Only after that do the
two sides make contact. Denzler*¢ has drawn attention to the excep-
tional nature of this sequence. No doubt good actors could bring it
off convincingly, but it is hard not to link the oddities with the fact
that Terence achieves a four-character scene by bringing on two
characters from a different Greek original (see my next two points);
(iii) the central figure in the negotiation at the end is Gnatho. His por-
trayal as a parasitus is very much to the fore, and (as I have already
said) there is no reason to believe that Menander’s Eunouchos
included such a character; (iv) the emphasis on the mockery of
Thraso is appropriate for the foolish soldier who has been imported
from Kolax. Was the rival lover in Menander’s Eunouchos as objec-
tionable as Thraso? If not, would it have been appropriate to give this
emphasis at the end of the play?

This last point is particularly uncertain. Terence in the prologue
is defending himself against attack and does not explain what he
means when he says that he has imported the parasite and the soldier
from Kolax. If he refers only to one or two particularly striking
scenes®’, then the portrayal of the rival lover may well have been
substantially the same in Menander’s Eunouchos. In particular (given
the r6le which he plays in the plot), this lover is unlikely to have been
given a very sympathetic characterisation. But in our ignorance of
how he was portrayed in detail, it may seem foolish to speculate at all
about the ending of Menander’s Eunouchos. It seems that we have to
imagine a play in which the portrayal of Gnatho, and perhaps also of
Thraso, may have been quite different, not only at the end but
throughout the play — but it may not; and, if it was, we do not know
what sort of portrayal to put in its place. The question is not « Would

3¢ B. Denzler, Der Monolog bei Terenz (Ziirich, 1968), 53-55.

37 Above all, the boasting scene at 391ff. This clearly was taken from Kolax (cf.
frr. 2-4 in F, H. Sandbach’s Oxford Text), though the content of the soldier’s boasts
has been changed.
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Menander have ended Terence’s play the way Terence does?» (an
entertaining but absurd question), but rather «Can we believe that
Menander ended his own play the way Terence ends his, mutatis
mutandis?» Since the required mutations are inevitably ill-defined,
this too may come to seem an absurd question.

But perhaps I am creating unnecessary difficulties by concen-
trating on the figures of Gnatho and Thraso in this context. The wor-
ries about the ending which I summarised were worries about
Phaedria and Thais, and it may be worth exploring them in a little
more detail. Has Terence sacrificed consistency in his presentation of
these characters, in order to achieve a comic effect at the expense of
Thraso? Gnatho reminds Phaedria that he is relatively poor (1075).
This has not previously been a theme in the play; there has been no
suggestion that Phaedria is ever short of money. At 79 Parmeno
describes Thais as the «blight» of their estate (implying that her
demands are generally satisfied), and at 163-164 Phaedria himself
claims that he has given Thais everything she wanted. On the other
hand, we should not necessarily believe him (he is having an argument
with Thais at the time), and the Ethiopian girl and eunuch he has
bought for her on this occasion are evidently rather poor specimens*.
Perhaps they are the best that he can do within his means, and
perhaps Gnatho makes a telling point here. But I confess that it would
be aesthetically more satisfactory if more had been made of
Phaedria’s shortage of funds at an earlier stage in the play; it is hard
not to feel that this motif has been invented at this point for the sake
of the ending®°.

What of Thais herself? She has been demanding in the past, but
does Gnatho ignore the fact that she has found a new security thanks
to the patronage of Phaedria’s father*®? What difference does that

**  Cf. 230-231, 355-358, 470-472, 668-689.

3 This is one detail which may have been more at home in the plot of Kolax,
where we know that the young lover was short of funds. But Netta Zagagi points out
that it was in any case traditional for the adulescens to be poorer than his military
rival.

% In Athenian terms, he has perhaps agreed to become her prostates; there is
no reason to think that this represented any financial commitment on his part (cf.
U. Knoche, NGG n.s. 3 (1938), 82; D.M. MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens
(London, 1978), 77-78. 1 do not know why Knoche thought that Phaedria’s father
had accepted the financial responsibility of becoming Thais’ kyrios; cf. MacDowell,
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patronage make to her? Is (for instance) Holzberg right to declare
that Thais is «not really any longer a hetaira»*'? Here once again we
come across the difficulty that Terence does not explore the implica-
tions of the arrangement. Thais has, no doubt, been grasping from
economic necessity, but she has been doing very well; she has been
left a certain amount by a former lover (120), and she keeps a large
establishment with a number of female slaves (581-582), whose earn-
ings as prostitutes would presumably supplement her own. Is she now
going to disband this establishment, selling off the slaves and settling
down to a quiet concubinage with Phaedria? Phaedria’s father is
clearly well disposed towards her and towards Phaedria’s relationship
with her; but does that mean that they can now form a partnership
for life together? As a foreigner at Athens, she cannot become his
wife. But he could take her as his pallake and set up house with her
on a more or less permanent basis, as Demeas appears to have done
in Samia with the former prostitute Chrysis. Is this the sort of rela-
tionship that a grateful father would sanction? Has Phaedria’s father
agreed to incur the cost of feeding two extra women out of the
resources of his oikos, Thais as well as Chaerea’s bride? If so, there
is indeed no need for her to continue practising the trade of a hetaira,
and no need for her to exploit Thraso in the way that Gnatho pro-
poses. (In fact, even the life of a pallake could be precarious, as Samia
shows; but it would be easy enough to forget that in the general
celebrations at the end of the play.)

That is one possible solution for Thais, and I do not rule out that
it could have been Menander’s solution. But another solution seems
to me no less possible, and perhaps slightly more likely, namely that
Phadria’s father was prepared to tolerate his son’s liaison with Thais
for an unspecified length of time, but with no expectation on any side
that it would be a permanent relationship, or at least no explicit
discussion in the text of how long it was likely to last. I have no idea
what sort of financial commitment this would have represented, or
how that would have been defined. But it is in any case not explained
in Terence’s play how Phaedria has obtained the funds to buy gifts for
Thais in the past, and perhaps such details were not explored in

84: «a metic woman might have no male relatives in Athens and so be «kyrios of
herself» (Dem. 59. 46)».)

4t Holzberg, 159: «doch eigentlich gar keine Hetidre mehr».
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Menander’s play either. The important point is that Thais’ status and
way of life would (as far as the audience could tell) be essentially
unchanged; the patronage of Phaedria’s father would offer her some
degree of protection if ever she needed it, but it would not alter the
economic basis of her existence. In other words, she would continue
to be a hetaira*?, and Gnatho’s remarks at the end of Terence’s play
would have been accepted by an Athenian audience as acknowledging
the realities of the situation*’. On this assumption, it is the arrange-
ment with Thraso, not the arrangement with Phaedria’s father, that
is going to make her daily life easier for her; it is Gnatho’s proposal
that helps to secure Thais’ own financial future. If we thought about
the emotional implications, we might not feel entirely happy to end
the play this way. But the emphasis on Thraso’s stupidity diverts us
from this line of thought, and it is particularly helpful that Thais
herself is not on stage. If she were present while others negotiated over
her future, her lack of control over her own fate would strike the
audience more forcibly*,

I certainly do not believe that it was strictly necessary to hear any
more about Thraso or Gnatho at this stage of Terence’s play*’. We
could have had an entirely satisfactory ending without them, and the

42 Just as Acroteleutium is a meretrix while being the cliens of Periplectomenus
at Plautus, M.G. 789 (cf. 915 mi patrone).

*  Cf. Paoli, 22 n.2: «Taide & si donna di fini e generosi sentimenti, ma &
meretrice e si comporta come qualsiasi altra meretrice.» — If I understand him
rightly, D. Konstan makes the same point when he speaks of Phaedria’s association
with Thais as having «a double aspect in which passion is opposed to necessity, or,
stated otherwise, sincere love is set against the courtesan’s need to earn her living by
the commerce of her body» (p. 389 of his article «Love in Terence’s Eunuch: the
Origins of Erotic Subjectivity», AJP 107 (1986), 369-393). But I do not agree that
«far from being incompatible with concessions to a rival, the conception of love that
Phaedria advances with such intensity and sincerity [at 191-196] demands them» (p.
378). Phaedria speaks as he does because he knows that Thais will be with his rival;
it does not follow that he regards this as the ideal or even the inevitable context of
his relationship with Thais. I thus do not see the conclusion « as proper to the
thematic intention of the play » (p. 378 n. 19) in the terms in which Konstan expounds
that intention.

*  Cf. Goldberg, 120-121: «She has already found the patron she needed; now
she is assured of lover and income. If the continued presence of Thraso seems a high
price to pay for security and pleasure, the judgement is ours, not hers. Terence keeps
Thais offstage so that her tacit agreement will not distract us from the sight of Thraso
and Phaedria reaching an accord.»

45 1In this I disagree with (among others) A. Blanchard. Essai sur la Composi-
tion des Comédies de Ménandre, (Paris, 1983), 208-222, 266.
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arrangement proposed by Gnatho is a surprising development, par-
ticularly after lines 1040-1041. But it is a comic development, it brings
about a reconciliation (of a kind) at the end of the play, and I have
tried to show that it is not seriously at odds with the inner logic of
Terence’s plot. We may compare the marriage of Gorgias which is
agreed upon in the first half of Act V of Dyskolos; this too is a sur-
prising development which was not strictly necessary, but it is well
integrated with the rest of the play in a number of ways and makes
a positive contribution to it. I think it quite likely (or at least perfectly
possible) that in Menander’s Eunouchos Thais remained a hetaira at
the end. In this case, some sort of sharing arrangement which helped
to secure her future could have seemed appropriate. But without
Thraso and Gnatho (as I have said) the effect may well have been so
different that it seems pointless to speculate further about it.
Unfortunately, we do not have the ending of a Menandrian play
which portrays a woman in Thais’ position. The endings that we
know of are almost entirely concerned with bringing about marriage
between citizens, or (in Epitrepontes) restoring such a marriage when
it had been in danger of breaking down. At the end of Samia,
Demeas’ relationship with his foreign pallake is similarly restored. At
the end of Epitrepontes it is likely that the slave-prostitute
Habrotonon obtained her freedom, enabling her to become a free
operator like Thais, and quite possible that she entered on some sort
of relationship with Chairestratos; but we know nothing of the
details. Nor do we get much help from a passage of Plutarch*¢ which
tells us that in Menander’s plays affairs with hetairai are (depending
on the character of the hetaira) either — if they are bold and
audacious — broken off or — if they are good and return a man’s
love*” — continued in one of two ways: the girl can turn out to be of

4 Mor. 712C: 1& 8¢ mpdg t&g Etaipag, &v wiv Gaw itapal xai Bpaaeiat, Saxdntetat

Swpoviapolc Tiaw A petavolalg TV véwv, talg 8t xpnotals xal dvtepdoats 7| mathp TG
&vevplaxetar Yviisiog A xpévog Tig dmuetpelran Téd Epwtt cupneptpopdy aidols Exwv pridvlpw-
TOV.

*7  D. Gilula argues that the xpnotai and the dvtepdaax are two separate types,
of which the former turn out to be the daughters of citizens and the latter are allowed
to continue their affair (« The Concept of the Bona Meretrix. A Study of Terence’s
Courtesans», RFIC 108 (1980), 142-165 (at p. 146); «Menander’s Comedies Best with
Dessert and Wine (Plut. Mor. 712E)» [should be 712C], Athenaeum n.s. 45 (1987),
511-516 (at p. 513)). But it is clear from Plutarch’s use of uiv and 8¢ that he regards
the ypnatad xai dvrepdoon as constituting one class of Etaifpor (constrasted with the
{tapal xai Opaceioan), for whom the two types of reward are alternative possibilities.
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citizen birth (in which case she can marry her young man), or the
affair can be allowed to continue for a time (chronos tis). Plutarch is
commending the plays of Menander as suitable dinner-party enter-
tainment for men who will go home to their wives at the end of the
evening. I suspect that he would not have commended a play which
ended with two men sharing the favours of a prostitute, but his for-
mulation also seems to exclude the possibility that a relationship with
a hetaira was turned explicitly into a permanent concubinage at the
end of a play by Menander. If Plutarch’s evidence were worth
anything, it would support the idea that Thais’ affair was more pro-
bably continued for a limited and unspecified length of time at the
end of Menander’s Eunouchos, in other words that she remained a
hetaira — but it would not follow that she was shared between
Phaedria and the soldier! In fact, however, Plutarch’s characterisa-
tion of hetairai is over-schematic, and it is unlikely that he has
surveyed the full range of possibilities. From one point of view,
Habrotonon in Epitrepontes is «bold and audacious», but these
epithets scarcely do justice to the portrayal of her relationship with
Charisios; and she is the only prostitute we can study in the surviving
remains of Menander. On the other hand, Thais in Funuchus might
be seen as belonging to both of Plutarch’s classes of hetaira, since she
has some elements of boldness and audacity but does also «return a
man’s love». Plutarch fails to capture the subtlety of these protrayals,
and I see no reason to suppose that his classification of possible
endings is any more satisfactory*:,

But even if we do not have a Menandrian ending which includes
a woman in Thais’ position, I hope that my examination of Terence’s
ending has shown that it is not particularly problematic by the stan-
dards of Menander. Dyskolos and Samia suggest that we are right to
look for coherence at the end of the play, but also that comic effects
are very much to be expected. The mockery of a disagreeable
character was found in Act V not only of Dyskolos but of
Epitrepontes and probably also of Aspis. Although Getas does try to
influence Knemon’s future behaviour at the end of Dyskolos, the

4 Gilula, in the second of the articles referred to in the previous note, points
out that Plutarch’s moral bias diminishes his usefulness as a guide to the plots of New
Comedy. She also argues (pp. 515-516) that the ending of Dis Exapaton contradicts
Plutarch’s scheme; but see n. 10 above.
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question of his future relations with society is not examined in any
detail®’. At the end of Samia (however we interpret it), Menander
leaves us free to think what we will about Moschion’s future relations
with his father and his bride. To explore the implications of the ending
of Eunuchus for Thais and Phaedria is, I suspect, more scholarly than
Menandrian. But even scholars need not be disturbed by them?*.

P.G.McC. BROWN

49 We cannot say that Knemon abandons the vices of dypoixia and 8vaxoia and
becomes edtpdmeAog or pikoc (Aristotle, EN 1108a 23ff.). But it would be unsatisfying
to leave the theatre completely certain that Knemon was still determined not to
change his ways. See further M. Lossau, «Unwandelbarer Misanthrop?», Wiirzb.
Jahrb. n.s. 12 (1986), 93-103.

% A recently published fragment of Greek Mime (P. Oxy. 3700, in The
Oxyrhynchus Papyri liii (1986), a papyrus written in the middle of the first century
A.D.) is tantalising but probably irrelevant. It opens with a reference to Herakles’
slavery to Omphale (cf. Eun. 1087) and includes the following expressions which can
be paralleled from the last 70 lines of Terence’s play: v. 3 «the door» (cf. 1029), 4
«Whom do I see?» (cf. 1030), 5 (perhaps) «You don’t know» (cf. 1061-1062), 9-10
something like «Go back where you came from, or you’ll get a beating» (cf.
1063-1065), 19 a reference to a lover’s poverty (cf. 1075). It would be interesting if
this fragment preserved a treatment in mime of the situation at the end of Eunuchus,
but I do not think all the details can be made to fit, and there is no clear reference
to the sharing of a woman (though possibly «of the two» in v. 18 could be relevant)
or to the presence of a parasite. V. Jarcho, ZPE 70 (1987), 32-34 suggests that the
fragment shows Herakles as doorkeeper in a brothel run by Omphale; if he is right,
the situation is different from Eun. 1027, where Thraso compares himself to Hercules
as he approaches Thais’ door to surrender to her. But I have thought it worth drawing
attention to the similarities, in case others can do something with them. (J.C.
McKeown, Proc. Cambr. Phil, Soc. 205 (1979), 83 n. 36 exaggerates in claiming that
the similarities between the plots of Epitrepontes and PLit. Lond. 52 are «par-
ticularly striking»; Jarcho, 34 is more circumspect on echoes of Comedy in Mime.)



